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Abstract

COLLEGE STUDENTS WITH LEARNING DISABILITIES IN NEWYORK CITY:
A MIXED METHODS STUDY OF SOCIAL CLASS AND SUCCESS

by
Ashleigh Thompson

Adviser: Professor Jean Anyon

This study explores ways in which socioeconomitustand disability shape the
academic experience of New York City college stuslevith learning disabilities.
Despite laws and policies designed to provide thgtim accommodations, college
students with disabilities do not attain highereation at rates equal to their nondisabled
peers (NCES, 2000). This mixed methods study exasnpolicies, practices and
perceptions at four-year institutions in New YorityCand explores how the
socioeconomic class of students affects their egpee in schools and indicators like
attendance patterns, persistence and graduation.

Administrative data compiled and analyzed for afganof baccalaureate-
granting institutions in New York City (n=44) shdhat 43 percent of students city-wide
qualify for and receive need-based federal graht @olleges with lower percentages of
Pell-usage (higher student body SES) have higheeptages of students with
disabilities. Numbers of students with disabiitia New York City are largely
underreported at about 3 percent, falling shodtafe and national averages. Survey data
from Disability Services Officers at these insiibats (n=21) and interviews with staff
and students (n=19) provide supporting quantitadive qualitative data to demonstrate
the ways colleges create environments that enalilender student success. Theoretical

considerations of political economy and meritocrextgrrogate the notion of how



students are judged to be academically succeskfidrmed by these data and
perspectives, recommendations for policy and pradticus on constructive ways to
identify and support all students with disabilitinorder to help them succeed in higher

education and realize stronger economic futures.
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Chapter One: Introduction

On any given day in New York City, news about drgpes in urban education
makes headlines. Less than two weeks after tfieAR@iversary of the Americans with
Disabilities Act, an August 6, 2010 story in TheviN¥ork Times described former New
York City Department of Education Chancellor Jo&lein’s decision to disregard a
state ruling and displace children with autism friivair elementary school in order to
expand a charter school (Otterman, A19). A dapieefthe newspaper’s front page
detailed the turmoil that ensued at the city’sedhiunter College High School after the
school’'s 18-year-old black and Hispanic graduasipeaker, Justin Hudson, cited the
school’s lack of socioeconomic and racial divergiyterman, Al). Hudson had
admonished the school, stating, “Hunter is pergetga system in which children, who
contain unbridled and untapped intellect and cvéagtiare discarded like refuse. And we
have the audacity to say they deserved it, becaage smarter than them” (Hudson,
2010). The next day the school’s principal steppedn. Weeks later alumnae Elena
Kagan was sworn in on the Supreme Court of theddritates.

Stories depicting the amazing spectrum of the malsierable students to the
highest achieving may be expected in urban, pdbil& schools. One might assume
that these disparities are less pronounced ingEsindary settings. But in a nation
where less than a third of the adult populationsk®a bachelor’s degree (U.S. Census,
2010; Bowen et al., 2009), disparities in educai@ttainment by race, class and
dis/ability are often reinforced in higher educatidResearch in this area serves an
important function because as Michael Apple ndteducation is a site of struggle and

compromise. It serves as a proxy as well for labgdtles over what our institutions



should do, whom they should serve, and who shoalklenthese decisions” (2006, p. 30).
The study which follows explores the ways in whiabtors like socioeconomic status

(SES) and disability affect the academic succedsenf York City college students.

Statement of Purpose

My personal and professional experiences infoisdissertation. As an
administrator within the City University of New Mo(CUNY) Central Office of
Academic Affairs, | have overseen several undengateland graduate programs in
Disability Studies, the executive office of the &by for Disability Studies, and large
federal and state grants targeted at youth andsadith disabilities. This intersection of
disability and higher education aligns with anothexus in my professional work: the
perspectives of students, faculty and administsatbexperience on a daily basis the
ways in which university staff and structures fisgie or hinder student success.

My work, both professional and academic, is groahnideconcerns for social
justice. Certainly people with disabilities arepently an underserved population, and
like other groups in the United States who fouginttieir civil rights, myriad laws
protect them. But | often witness in education lemivocacy becomes reduced to
compliance, and how the desire to understand ybiéitomes reduced to stock
accommodations in the classroom. Additionally, ifmolved in various quantitative and
gualitative research studies; methodological cheodstermine findings.

It is in these disconnects and fissures that Itairnake a contribution, both to
higher education through policy recommendationsaftministrators, and to students

with disabilities who struggle with access to aedspstence in educational institutions



that influence their economic futures. Increasingibers of students with disabilities
will be entering college over the next decades: Awdgism Spectrum Disorder (ASD)
alone, research shows a 57 percent average inagretiseidentified prevalence of ASD
between 2002 and 2006 (CDC, 2006). | hope thsediation results in meaningful

recommendations for both institutions and consurokhsgher education.

Structure of the Dissertation and Chapter Overview

More of a painting than a photograph, this disdem describes experiences
around disability on college campuses in New Yoity,@mploying a variety of methods
and interpretations to create a portrait. Thegutojirst outlines the complex and varied
contexts which surround this topic. For examgles tesearch would have a very
different tone in another geographic setting: NesvRYCity presents a unique situation
where dozens of schools are so close in physicaimity and yet worlds apart in
character and feel. These contexts are laid oGhempter One, and culminate in the
introduction of my two key research questions aiesvs on the significance of this study.

Chapter Two presents a review of literature wlughtains three main threads.
Factors shaping the experiences of students wstbdities in higher education are
important for the reader to understand, and rurgdmeut from civil rights legislation to
faculty attitudes. The confluence and conflatibsarial class and disability, two
phenomena fundamental within American society atdsgcially constructed in very
particular ways, take certain shape within the grevork of higher education.
Meritocracy and political economy provide theoratienses to undergird this work and

are woven throughout the data presented in subseghapters.



Chapter Three describes the methodology employéé. mixed methods design
uses technigues such as inferential statisticsrahattive coding to approach three tiers
of data collected: administrative data (n=44), syrdata (n=21) and interview data
(n=19). Research conducted with staff and studsersss high-, medium- and low-SES
colleges presented various challenges, not thé ééaghich is a highly confidential and
legally-driven system of service delivery.

Quantitative data findings are outlined in Chajtear. Administrative data
present a demographic picture of the diverse umddugite students who attend college
in New York City. A central outcome of this partiar aspect of the research project is
an approach for gauging the socioeconomic stattisec$tudent bodies of 44
baccalaureate-degree granting institutions. Adstriaiive data lend the framework for
understanding the human subjects research. Sdataydepict factors which shape the
work environments of college Disability Servicedi€drs, and offer a first glimpse of
their views about students and accommodations.

Chapter Five presents summaries of interviews Wigiability Service Officers
from nine colleges. Perspectives here reinfoteediure presented in previous chapters,
like the high cost of disability evaluations or bars to student persistence. Staff from
high-SES and low-SES colleges alike discuss pesa@hortages and campus auxiliary
services. Important themes such as parental eedpmts, institutional relationships and
the increasing complexity of diagnoses are explored

Two of these nine campuses, one high-SES andoan&ES college, are the sites
of student interviews. Ten students with learrdrggabilities provided a total of 11

interviews which are summarized in Chapter Sixeillpersonal stories are equal parts



triumph and heartache, but their voices and deteatioin to graduate with a bachelor's
degree are strong. They describe common procesgelying to college, requesting
accommodations, choosing majors, struggling witifgssors and thinking about life
after graduation. Themes explored in this chaptdude stress, entitlement, stigma and
a sense of belonging.

Chapter Seven connects data with theory. Thed#estion, "Averting Damage",
explores the perils of presenting data withoutrtiganing making that is both critically
important and also commonly lacking from much empirwork. It asks researchers to
confront the lasting damage done to subjects wretndy is over and they are left to
embody the premise of research— that they are somégdss than. The second section
positions educational discrepancies resulting fsmcial class as economic, political and
institutional dysfunction. Itis in this chaptéat | offer answers to my research
guestions.

Chapter Eight provides actionable steps for ausimorreader alike.
Recommendations for policy and practice providereceete framework on the part of
colleges to interrogate their support of studenthk disabilities. Though several well-
developed policy papers with similar aims are alaéd in the literature, the seven steps
discussed here come directly from my data and tew York City context. Aware of
the limitations of any research study, | pose dqaestfor further exploration and ideas
for future study. Among them are cost-benefit geed and a multidimensional look at
socioeconomic class and students with disabilibeaclude other frames such as gender

or sexual orientation.



This dissertation required engagement with rodisstiplines like higher
education, disability studies, social science agall theory, among many others. It does
not attempt to provide an exhaustive analysis gfadrhese. It is in the overlaps and
fissures of this mixed method, multidisciplinarynkahat | hope to contribute to the

literature in innovative ways.

Contexts

Numerous contextual factors provide important lgacknd crucial to
understanding the depth and breadth of this tofmllege students with learning
disabilities in New York City are positioned withencomplex socioeconomic and legal

framework outlined by issues of place.

Geographical Contexts.

Official figures from the U.S. Census Bureau (200&&imate New York City
(NYC) as home to 8,391,881 people. Comprised 881 five boroughs, now each
their own county, the city claims more than 40 patof New York State’s population
yet only 303 square miles of land (U.S. CensusPaD0Lenape Indians inhabited the
area before Dutch explorers established a tradisgip New York City at the start of the
17" Century; it became a British Colony in 1664, araswaamed the new nation’s first
capital in 1785 (Gotham Center, 2010). While titg ltas long since relinquished this
title, it remains arguably the most vital city metUnited States if not the world. Nearly
one in every 36 Americans resides in New York @itg unlike other older large cities in

the Northeast which have lost population, the ctgtinues to draw residents at a steady



rate (NYCDCP, 2010). Its Fiscal Year 2011 budd¢atds at more than $63 billion,
reflecting the sheer modern day scale of this udgamer.

American Community Survey data (U.S. Census, 20088pict the diversity of
residents. The majority of New York City resideate people of color (54.6 percent),
and 27 percent are Hispanic. Almost half spealnguage other than English at home
(47.1 percent), and 2.9 million residents are fymdborn (35.9 percent). According to
the U.S. Census (200)bmore than a fifth of NYC residents live belove thoverty level
(21.2 percent), and 1.8 million have a disabilg.6 percent). In a borough like the
Bronx, these numbers for poverty and disability putm 30.7 and 28.4 percent,
respectively (U.S. Census, 2009a). The New Yoty Coalition Against Hunger cites
that 1.4 million people live here in householdd tten’t afford enough food (2010). The
borough of Manhattan boasts the highest wealthadigpn the country (Blodget, 2006).
New Yorkers may struggle but many persevere hareangue-in-cheek Yankees
baseball slogan appeals to this loyalty: “27 rihgsalways married to the same city”.

Despite its complexity and adversity, New York dgyn some ways the
protagonist of this story. It makes life both as=ible and difficult for college students
with disabilities. Interviewee narratives descntmnting to come to college in "the city"
or hours spent commuting on the subway. As sophe@aristophérremarked, “The
city gives me a college education. The city givesa safe place to live. And the city,
overall, there's nothing like it — New York CityC( Henry, personal communication,

April 13, 2010).

! Numbers for disability are missing in the ACS datiich is why data from the 2000 Census is used in
this City/Bronx comparison.
2 All student and staff names in this work are pseyths.



Despite students’ feelings about living and goimgallege in New York City,
issues like poverty and wealth disparity aren’tireted to demographic datasets. They
play out in real ways across the city’s collegedigsrse students try to earn a degree and
gain a better life for themselves and their famsilidany students, often the first in their
families to attend college, make tremendous saesfto pursue this goal. One student
interviewed in this study moved into public houstognable her to afford college.

Other NYC students encounter college through nradittonal, privileged environments
that facilitate stability and achievement. Like stale of most phenomena in New York

City, the range of college experiences is staggerin

Educational Context.

Against the backdrop of this vibrant city, hundredshousands of students attend
college. Across the spectrum of 2-year and 4-gelieges, New York City-based
institutions account for 42 percent of all collegeoliments in the state, including 45
percent of all enrollment in the state’s independateges and 70 percent of all
enrollment in the state’s proprietary colleges (NEC5 2009). These for-profit colleges
are likely more heavily concentrated in New YorkyGor reasons of sheer demand. In
the city’s 44 baccalaureate-granting institutiolma, federal data show that 263,442
students enrolled during fall 2008 semester (NCEE30b)? Figure One depicts where
these colleges are located within the five borougfhsew York City; the majority are

situated in Manhattan. Public colle§¢s=13), independent college®=25) and

% The count of 44 used here is consistent with tirabyer of baccalaureate colleges involved in thighst
For criteria, see Methods section. NCES is thecsoaf this datum, but the numbers are derived.
*11 CUNYs and 2 SUNYs



proprietary colleges (n=6) comprise this group.wiNérk University (NYU) is the
largest of these, with 42,189 students in Acadereiar 2008-2009 (NYSED, 2009).

The majority of undergraduate college studentsewNork State enroll full-
time, and the average age of these students isat#og. This also holds true for the
City University of New York, the city’s system o82ublic colleges. The percentage of
undergraduates under age 20 has steadily risenyeaclfor the past five years, from
29.4 percent of undergraduate students enrollé&alli@005 to 32.1 percent of
undergraduate students enrolled in fall 2009 (CUNRA, 2006 and 2010). Looking at
these data another way, students over age 30 ezpeels15.6 percent of CUNY
undergraduate enroliments in 2009 compared tod&dent in 2005. Proportional
numbers of black and Hispanic students at CUNYY®4dr colleges are decreasing, from
49 percent to 44 percent between 1997 and 2007 BDY3009). Tuition is rising;
average Academic Year 2008-2009 tuition for an peshelent college in New York State
was $29,503, up 37 percent from Academic Year 200B4.

These trends signal a growing dynamic in the We&ucation is becoming higher
stakes. The payoffs of education are clear: peoplese highest level of attainment was
a high school diploma had average earnings in 20831,283 compared to $58,613 for
those with a bachelor’'s degree alone (U.S. Cerid)). Not collected by the U.S.
Department of Education until 1996 (Cook and Pall&010) graduation rates are an
obsessive topic in current discussion on highecation (Bowen et al., 2009; Brainard
and Fuller, 2010). In an August 2010 addresseatMhiversity of Texas at Austin,

President Obama highlighted the trend: “In a siggleeration, we’ve fallen from first

® “Independent” is the nomenclature used by thedttwhat is often referred to as a private, rot-f
profit colleges. Fordham University is an example.



place to 12th place in college graduation rateydong adults. Think about that. In one

generation we went from number one to number 12.”

Queens

fhy

Brooklyn

Figure 1. Location of 44 NYC Colleges Granting Ba@aureate Degrees

So as university budgets tighten and institutiaahpetition grows fiercer,
colleges increasingly vie for high-achieving studemho are likely to finish. Colleges
know that low income levels, disability status, wand family responsibilities increase

time-to-degree: younger and wealthier studentsreme likely to be counted as successes

10



in the flawed but common metrics used to track ga#ion rates nationally (Cook and
Pullaro, 2010). As graduation rates become tiestudents’ college selection, federal
funding or even a school’s ability to compete inrBlaMadness, admission trends like
those seen in New York may increasingly tend téaslie nontraditional college
students, low-income students, disabled studentsaaents of color without specific

efforts to the contrary.

Disability Context.

As the gates to higher education seem to narrawséone, opportunities for
students with disabilities appear to widen. Inrgdzefore passage of the Americans with
Disabilities Act in 1990, the number of college dsats with disabilities in New York
State hovered between one and two percent (NYSBD9)2 In 2007, these students
numbered 42,821 or 3.7 percent of total studentslled in New York State. CUNY
cites that about 9,000 students in credited progréatout four percent) self-report
having a disability (CCSD, 2010). According to thestitute for Higher Education
Policy, this number is much higher nationally, wllhpercent of undergraduates self-
reporting a disability (IHEP, 2004). NCES (200@es the national figure of college
students with disabilities at 11 percent. This bamlies within the numerical range of
people with disabilities nationally, as disabiktieend to acquire with age. Individuals
with disabilities represent 8.1 percent of five-2@year olds, 19.2 percent of 21- to 64-
year-olds, and 41.9 percent of individuals ager@bader (U.S. Census, 2000b).

The focus of this study, students with a learnirsgility, "a neurological

disorder that affects the brain's ability to reeeiprocess, store and respond to

11



information” (NCLD, 2010), comprise the largestgmrtage within this group, or 40
percent of freshman with disabilities, a numberaliiihas increased by a factor of ten
since 1976" (IHEP, 2004). While commonly associatgh difficulties around reading,
learning disabilities (LD) can also affect cogntigbilities in writing, spelling, math,
listening, oral expression and executive functigniitxamples of specific diagnostic
classifications in the DSM I¥for these differences in processes are dyscal(mukgh
process), dyslexia (reading process), and dysgagphiting process). For factors like
phonological and memory issues, foreign languageiaition is also often associated
with LD at the college level, as so many univeesitinclude foreign language courses
among their undergraduate requirements.

Students may informally describe their learninggessing difference as the
discrepancy between IQ tests and achievement teatshers notice the difference
between the intelligence a student with LD dematesrin the classroom and his or her
academic performance on assessments. As collage Alison described,

| was diagnosed when | was in high school so it praty late and | had

been very discouraged because | just wasn't shgpthia ability that |

could... It took me so much longer and my writchdn’t come out as

fluidly as | would have wished. And so it wastjtrsistrating because |

was doing alright but my 1Q just showed that isveelot higher than what

| was doing. (A. Hofmann, personal communicatidpril 14, 2010)

® TheDiagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental DisorséDSM) is currently in its fourth edition and is
published by the American Psychiatric Association.

12



According to 2009 figures from the National CerfterEducation Statistics,
2,573,000 students with LD were served under loldizis with Disabilities Education
Act (IDEA) legislation in 2007-2008. This makes Itie most common federal
disability category, before speech/language impamtsy mental retardation, emotional
disturbance, hearing impairments, orthopedic inmpants, health impairments, visual
impairments, autism and developmental delays. d@dml with specific learning
disabilities comprise 39 percent of all childrera@-21 receiving special education
services and 5.2 percent of all children in pubtibools pre-K-12 (NCES, 2009b). At
the post-secondary level, learning disabilitiestteemost commonly reported disability
category for college students, and represent @héytercent of all first-time, full-time
college students (Hock, 2005, p.233).

One staff at a low-SES NYC college describesitiisease:

We're learning about the trends and that learnisghilities is the

disability that is growing. And in order for us¢olleges to provide

necessary services, we need to know what thedraredso that we're

making sure our budgets adequately meet the ridesigdents. | would

say this semester we interviewed, | don't knownething like 30 note-

takers and hired the majority because it was fequests were just — they

were above the norm. So now we're doing more svabeterviews to

just say, okay, we need to be ready for the nextester and the next

semester. And I think students are coming. Inméae met with parents.

I've met with parents and students. And they kadwat they deserve.

13



They know what their rights are. And they comadse (D. Johnson, personal
communication, September 28, 2009)
This awareness of students' legal rights affeesmhys that students, faculty and staff

think about college resources.

Legal Context.

The numbers of students with disabilities in agdleontinues to grow, and
researchers attribute this in part to legislativarnges over the past several decades
(Jensen et al., 2004). U.S. universities’ legapomsibility for students with disabilities
is largely mandated by three federal laws: Sedidh of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
Title 1l and 11l of the Americans with DisabilitieAct of 1990 (ADA), and Title IX of the
1998 Amendments to the Higher Education Act of 196Bese laws basically prohibit
discrimination on the basis of disability and ldygegulate the legal landscape for
college students with disabilities. Section 504hef Rehabilitation Act mandates that
colleges which accept federal funds must provigelamic adjustments to ensure that
they do not discriminate on the basis of disability

But because legislative language emphasizes adna#le accommodation”,
college staff are left to decide what they thinkaasonable. As law professor Adam
Milani (1996) describes,

‘Otherwise qualified’; ‘reasonable accommodatidaybstantial modification’.

The imprecision of these phrases from the stgtutgsilations and case law

prohibiting colleges and universities from disdnating against students with

disabilities is a source of frustration for bothranistrators and students.

14



Administrators complain that the ‘laws often aegue about how far universities
must go to accommodate students’. At the same tthehazy wording makes it

difficult for students to understand what they eapect from the university’.

As a result, much of the direction to collegesomw to implement the federal
legislation has come from case law. Recent chatigeagh the ADA Amendments Act
of 2008 and U.S. Department of Justice revisiogsexd on July 23, 2010 have clarified
and widened the federal regulations. Additionahate laws, individual college policies,
political climate and socioeconomic factors conttéto how services are imagined,
funded and delivered. The broker of student accodations, the campus Disability
Services Officer (DSO), serves as advocate andkegaper. Considering this complex
landscape, services received by students with diisadstand to be widely variable in
guality and content. | conjecture that socioecoicastatus of students is a significant
determinant of how accommodations are deliveredudents with learning disabilities.

One legal issue to be noted here is how thesewduweh protect college students
are markedly different from those regulating th@d Xenvironment, most notably IDEA.
Enacted in 1990, IDEA governs special educationises for children up to age 21, and
has been amended several times and brought imtevith other education law like No
Child Left Behind (U.S. DOE, 2010). An Individuaéid Education Program (IEP) is
mandated under IDEA; this document details whickiises are provided for a given
student. In practice, the onus is on K-12 schtw[srovide services for students with
disabilities under IDEA, while college studentsrttselves must self-disclose and

advocate for services under the ADA. This diff@@means that high school students
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may reach the university environment not fully clebout their own limitations, which
services they're entitled to receive, or how tabout getting them.

In a 2004 article for th€anderbilt Law ReviewProfessor Craig Lerner
undermines the legal context for learning disabsispecifically. He asserts that
contrary to common practice, college students e#nning disabilities do not readily
qualify as disabled under the ADA for two main @as First, Lerner explains that the
Supreme Court has established that whether or petson is disabled under the ADA is
judged on an individual, case-by-case basis amgeneral guidelines should necessarily
be applied to a group of students. Second, heendstthat the ADA's language that an
impairment "substantially limits one or more of thajor life activities of an individual”
can rarely be met because the standard for this igverage' citizen, and the majority of
average citizens don't attend college in the fitate (Lerner, 2004, p.1091).

The question Lerner proceeds to ask, then, ismbie colleges don't challenge a
learning disabled student's claim for accommodatiamder the ADA when— according
to his analysis— they don't have the "legal dutacoommodate” students with LD. He
concludes that lawsuits are costly, and Disab8igyvices Officers may not have an
incentive to limit accommodations or wish to opkearselves up to personal exposure
on this issue; there's a "divergence of interesta/éen educational administrators and
educational institutions” (2004, p. 1123).

Lerner’s interpretation of the law would proveendiary in disability rights
circles where advocates frame the ADA and Rehabdn Act as sacrosanct anti-
discrimination legislation, not just legal semasticThe NYC college students with

disabilities and the staff who work with them wharficipated in this research study
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perceive a strongly mandated legal environmente Disability Services Officer shared,
“And I've had faculty members say | don’'t agreehwybou but | understand it's my
obligation. And | will certainly allow the academiadjustment because | know | need
to” (A. Giordano, personal communication, Februb2y 2010). A student with
disabilities remarked, “A few teachers want it theay, but they have to always
accommodate me because it's required by law. Theg to,” (C. Henry, personal
communication, April 13, 2010).

Lerner’'s argument is included here not to quedi@nlegitimacy or power of
important disability legislation, but to give anaemple of how the waters can muddy
when it comes to a college’s understanding of iegrdisabilities and how best to
accommodate them. It's not uncommon to hear S@i@ut a professor who refused to
be audio-recorded or a student who is afraid tbidehtify. Any vagaries in the law are
exacerbated by a general lack of understandingtdbauning disabilities themselves.
Lerner pinpoints another factor: a school’s aversmlitigation. If staff doesn’t have an
incentive to limit accommodations as Lerner suggdben the only limits would be
budgetary limits, or the actual limits of what ttw@lege can afford to provide. In this
space the differences between more- and less-i@sbuaolleges would emerge. It would
explain for the purposes of this study why studentls learning disabilities at a
wealthier college would have access to more suppanid why the students who could

afford to would flock to them.
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Socioeconomic Context.

Each of these previous discussions lends relevianweo widely-documented
economic trends: people with college degrees eame than individuals without a
degree, and people with disabilities are generathye low income than people without
disabilities. For these reasons, the ability adgde with disabilities to earn a college
degree becomes doubly relevant. According to time&u of Labor Statistics, the August
2010 unemployment rate for people with disabilitiess 15.6 percent, compared with 9.3
percent for people with no disability.

This discrepancy is reinforced by federal legislati Supplemental Security
Income, more commonly known by its acronym SSthésSocial Security
Administration’s cash benefits system for low-inapeople with disabilities. In most
states, including New York, eligibility for SSI alsneans eligibility for Medicaid, and
benefits start concurrently (SSA, 2010). Espegilat those individuals with disabilities
with more intensive medical or health needs, tigeslation often serves as a disincentive
for work since recipients must maintain income eggburces below a certain limit to
qualify.

Interestingly in the case of LD, the link betweeasatbility and socioeconomics is
often written about from the opposite end of th&SRectrum. While college students
with disabilities on a whole are more likely to repent the lowest income quatrtile,
dependent college students with LD specificallyracge than twice as likely to represent
the highest quartile (Wollanin and Steele, 200®)is federal disability and income data
(NPSAS, 2000) analyzed by these authors at théutestor Higher Education Policy

presents other features of note: dependent studgtht$he diagnosis of Attention-
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deficit/Hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) are three tas more likely to be from the highest
income quartile than the lowest, while independgatents with mental illness are
almost twice as likely to be from the lowest incoquartile than the highest. These data
reveal that income and behavior labels are undbniatated when there is societal
stigma involved: for a category like visual impaénts the distribution across income
quartiles is nearly equal.

Described as “affirmative action for spoiled richite kids” by one author (Katz,
2010), learning disabilities made front-page newemvthe Los Angeles Times ran a
story about disability accommodations becoming § fwa “privileged families to gain
advantage on a high-stakes exam,” (Weiss, 2000 afticle includes analyses of
College Board data which depict that while only atitwo percent of test-takers
nationally receive accommodations, the percentaggs$ “fivefold for students at New
England prep schools,” while not even one out 482,students across 10 inner-city
schools in Los Angeles received extra time or odtteommodations on the SAT (Ibid).
The author continues:

Students who get such accommodations on the SAfware as likely to come

from families that earn more than $100,000. Theynauch more likely to be

male. Compared to regular test takers, they aefal more likely to have
parents with either a bachelor's or graduate @edued they are considerably
more likely than other test takers to be white attend either private schools or

public ones in wealthy suburbs.
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This rhetoric about appropriation of the LD labgldmcioeconomic elites has a
long, scientific and political history which someitsrs trace to the landmark 1954
desegregation cagown v. Board of Education of Topek#/ hile scientists and
educators had been working with psychometrics dined 920s, Sam Kirk, "the father of
learning disabilities”, and others offered defimits and approaches to learning
disabilities in the early 1960s (Danforth, 2009)radical structuralist critique paints the
picture of a public education system with limitemly@r and resources, thus the special
education system was used as a vehicle for repmaglealtural inequality (Sleeter, 1995;
Ferri and Connor, 2006). Sleeter posits thatabellof “learning disabled” came about
during the time afteBrownto separate the white children with disabilitiesnh the other
racial groups with disabilities, and to differemdahe disabilities of the white children as
being comparatively less severe (p.160). To sugpmarargument, she cites the 1973
change when the 1Q cutoff score for mental retaomdawas lowered from 85 to 70
(Hourcade, 2002), thus increasing the number afestts considered to have a typical 1Q
and poised for the LD label.

Most mainstream special educators who watch thedesits struggle in
classrooms would not subscribe to this critiquéhefLD label as mere resource
allocation. But disability professionals across board do acknowledge the high cost of
evaluations, and the economic barrier that ex@tsifany in accessing one. Costs for a
psycho-educational evaluation needed to substardiaability accommodations for
school and high-stakes testing are typically edtharound $2,000. One staff
interviewed at a competitive, private NYC collegglains how she sees socioeconomic

status play out in the context of testing:
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For our students with learning disabilities, whemw yvant to go on to take the
MCAT or the LSAT, these really high-stakes testiviiere the documentation is
so — guidelines and standards are so rigorouspainoleing able to afford an
evaluation or only being able to afford an evabragat a university testing center
where they may or may not meet the guidelinedGAT or LSAT or GRE. (C.

Whitney, personal communication, October 2, 2009)

Before students can be evaluated someone mustieedye need for such
evaluation. A majority of students are diagnoséti WD during K-12 years. Reading
and math learning disabilities are often noticedlementary school, and spatial or
organization issues are diagnosed in middle sc®aolasses get more difficult and
students have to remember things like locker coatlmns (S. Olsen, personal
communication, October 22, 2009). But socioecomdattors can contribute to students
not being diagnosed until college: cultural stigmegrcrowded K-12 classrooms where a
teacher may not notice an issue, insufficient heakurance or lack of medical care, and
lack of parental awareness or empowerment (lbiddnguage is another confounder of
learning disabilities. Paradis (2005) explains thassed identity’ is a false negative
which occurs when a child’s poor academic perforreas attributed to being an English
Language Learner (ELL), while ‘mistaken identitg’the opposite phenomenon in
school: a false positive occurs when a minoritycchr ELL is diagnosed as having a
learning disability when in fact their learningussis related to language acquisition.

Interestingly, children of color are placed in Speeducation in disproportionate

numbers, a trend which is often noted. Anyon exfees the Gautraux Program in
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Chicago: as children of color relocated to suburbaools, a disproportionate number of
them were placed in classes for learning disaltledests (p. 97). Theresa Perry cites the
1978 court casMlartin Luther King, Jrv. Ann Arbor School Boardn which a Michigan
school had labeled or attempted to label two-thifdhe black children as learning
disabled (2003, p. 65). Danforth (2009) shows BraSam Kirk acknowledged
misdiagnoses as an issue decades ago:

School districts have identified many childreneerhing disabled simply

because they did not perform at grade level. Martiiese children are

slow learners, culturally or linguistically disaaivtaged, or have had

inappropriate instruction...If this practice conkes, the learning disability

programs are in danger of becoming dumping grotmall educational

problems. (p. 184)

Aware of this literature, Blair and Scott (2002)@ay epidemiological statistics
to analyze birth and school records in a Floridagga to analyze the connection between
low SES and the LD label, using indicators like enaal education, marital status and
late prenatal care. While careful not to attribaitgausal relationship to low SES and LD,
the authors do find “that 30 percent of LD placetaemong boys and 39 percent of LD
placements among girls were attributable to whatimaconsidered low-SES markers.”
Blair and Scott hedge whether this LD label deriivem increased risk from
environmental factors associated with low SES o &ES itself, yet still differentiate
between learning issues associated with socioecomdisadvantage and those
associated with cognitive processing deficits. yibenclude by comparing their 30/39

percent figures with those from another study efsame data set which found that 100
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percent of special education placements with d lafisEnild mental retardation” were
attributable to low-SES indicators. Class and geingre, and not race, are highlighted.
Scientists, academics, the media, classroom edgcatd other stakeholders run
the gamut on if or how they connect SES and LDx this study, the connection between
them is made after the point of diagnosis— allgh&lents interviewed were labeled as
having a learning disability. I'm not a pyschon@an, and made no attempt to judge
whether students’ learning disabilities were corapbrlegitimate or severe. Using the
LD label as an equalizer positioned me to percdifferences in college environments
and experiences of students, and words and acifstaff. The socioeconomic context
of learning disabilities fundamentally framed thisdy and my research questions.
There’s no question that disability labels, neceska receiving support services,
have been used as a mechanism to stigmatize arebaegy and conversely, to advantage
and privilege. In this way, learning disabilitysearch affects a broad range of students
and these multiple contexts demonstrate the complekthe label. Federal legislation
is designed to level the socioeconomic playingifed that all qualified students with
disabilities have the accommodations necessargitoagcess to college, earn success
through college, and make their way into the jobkea But for many reasons presented

in this study, the process sometimes resembles ai@éabyrinth than a road.

Statement of the Problem
How do socioeconomic and disability status affaetlived experiences of NYC
college students? Are higher SES students withbdites represented in larger numbers

in elite NYC colleges? And are they able to camithis advantage into success through
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college courses? For wealthier students, doebitiigaact as a resource, and not a
barrier? How do colleges deal with these issugse@&ally considering their own limited
resources? And how does university practice reésomih or contradict federal
disability law? | situate these questions withiDigability Studies framework by
focusing on variables external to disability, “gwial, political and intellectual
contingencies that shape meaning and behaviort¢hirl998).

This study addresses college students with leamhigapilities in New York City
who are enrolled at four-year institutions. Intast to students who are blind, deaf or
use a wheelchair and for whom accommodations are straightforward, students with
learning disabilities fall across a spectrum wHabeling and perception by others affects
so much of what students can or do advocate fas. inh this space that | assert that
socioeconomic class is a chief determinant of astpu labels represent resources for
some students and stigma for others. | focus anyear colleges because two-year
colleges claim another literature altogether. $tuelents featured in this study all have
jumped a variety of academic hurdles and are anwee to a baccalaureate degree.

The data presented here offer a response to two research questions:

1. Are federal policies with regard to students wehrhing disabilities implemented
differently in institutions of higher educationiew York City with different

socioeconomic class populations? If so, how?

This question seeks to understand the playing 6alevhich college students with

learning disabilities operate, and supposes tleapldying field will be variable, not
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level. Administrative data, surveys and intervigwsvide the evidence necessary to
address the various issues and stakeholder groypgated in this question. | cast a

citywide net to answer this question, and chosgbaet of schools for case studies.

2. Does variance in policy implementation and studbenty social class impact the

college experience of students with learning digas? If so, how?

Data generated by this question bring togethelivkd experiences of staff and students
with theory. | argue that the impacts range franaete to subtle, and are both
academic (GPA, time-to-degree, choice of majoissiaom experience) and social
(segregation, self-esteem, peer groups, expecsatadtitudes). | theorize my quantitative
and qualitative data to answer these questions.

In October 2008 while | was developing the propdsgathis study, | visited a unique
college on a professional visit. The mission df tlvo-year college is to educate
learning disabled and autistic students and edu@mtwith study skills, advocacy skills
and assistive technology so they can successfalgter to four-year colleges. Students
at this small, rural college have everything frora-fpaded laptops to weekly life
coaching. Faculty is trained in 'Universal Dediginstruction' and multimodal teaching.
Tuition for this residential college is estimatadrere than $56,000 for Academic Year
2010-2011. The majority of its students use meminaand their IQs range from
borderline to gifted. As | spoke with the colleg&p administrators and toured the
campus with its students, | felt strongly that nigsértation topic was on the pulse of an
important issue in higher education. Money caiiifate success in college, even for

students with significant difficulties. The chalgge for this study was to demonstrate
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how that happens.
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Chapter Two: Literature
The literature review presented here respondssearch questions situated
within the intersection of three main bodies ofdarship:
1. Students with disabilities in higher education: teoth and experiences
2. Social Class and Disability

3. Theoretical Approaches: Meritocracy and PoliticebBomy

These literatures outline a framework for underditagn what plays out when New York
City colleges educate learning disabled studeAtsl while the federal laws remain
constant, college practices and student experieadesm Barnard College to York

College— are not.

Students with Disabilities in Higher Education: Cortext and Experiences

The history, legislation and statistics about shid with disabilities in higher
education are paramount for understanding the gbotehis research. Postsecondary
services for individuals with disabilities foundethbeginning in the 1857 origins of
Gallaudet University for deaf students. Latergvans returning from World Wars | and
Il inspired legislation to push disability servidesward: The signing of the Vocational
Education Act in 1917 and the Serviceman’s Reanljest Act (more commonly known
as the G.I. Bill) in 1944 are two examples (Mad&®€0). The landmark legislation of
the 1964 Civil Rights Act prohibited discriminatiomthe U.S. based on race, color,
religion, sex or national origin. People with diggies were certainly part of this civil

rights movement, visibly advocating for their rightThe Rehabilitation Act, prohibiting
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discrimination based on disability, followed in B37IDEA and the ADA strengthened
this legislation. And similar to people of colpeople with disabilities continue to
advocate for civil rights. Of the almost 20 mitlistudents currently enrolled in higher
education, students with disabilities number mbent2 million (NCES, 2008b). These
students struggle for access and opportunity, accmhations and success.

Jensen et al. (2004) gives three reasons why theabers of postsecondary
students with disabilities are growing. First, #ferementioned federal legislation
increased the possibility that students with dilstéds could attend college. Next, K-12
students with learning disabilities and ADHD arewjing in number not only because
diagnostic techniques are becoming more avail#biealso because of increased
awareness and acceptance of these “hidden digadjiljMadaus, 2000). Lastly,
advances in medicine mean that more people livie egabilities across the life cycle.

Students with disabilities are struggling for egsiatcess in higher education at
the same time that support services are more walayable in colleges than ever
before. Of the more than 5,000 two- and four-yedleges in the U.S., 72 percent of
these enroll students with disabilities, and otthechools, 98 percent provide at least
one support service or accommodation to studer@®E® 2000). Public colleges are
more likely than private colleges to provide accavdations (lbid). Private college
students interviewed in this study had the oppasifession, however. One describes,
“I really liked that it was a small school so | thight maybe | would get more attention
paid here and just from the impression that | had that it would be fine; that they

would really help me,” (A. Hofmann, personal comnaation, April 14, 2010).
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But despite this overall growth in accommodatiamdlege students with
disabilities do not attain postsecondary educaditorates equal to their non-disabled
peers. According to the same NCES report, 33 peafestudents with disabilities earn a
bachelor’s degree from public four-year collegethmsame time 48 percent of students
with no documented disability earn a degree (20@Q)private four-year colleges, this

percentage gap is 57 percent compared to 67 pduarethie completion of a bachelor’s

degree.
Table One
College Students and Degree Attainment (NCES, 2000)
None Certificate Associate | Bachelor’s
Public 4-year:
no disability 44 3 5 48
has a disability 55 8 3 33
Private 4-year:
no disability 28 2 3 67
has a disability 35 6 2 57

Table One includes figures over a five-year perswdit’s likely that students who
had not yet done so were on their way to attaiaidggree. Several factors may address
this differential: this study’s qualitative reseamresents examples. First, students with
disabilities often take longer on time-to-degreerémasons like medical issues. One staff
interviewed shared, “I feel like our students piaigaake a greater number of leaves
than probably the rest of the [undergraduate] studedy,” (C.Whitney, personal
communication, October 2, 2009). Additionally,d#uats who were diagnosed with LD
in college talked about failing courses multiplads before being evaluated and

receiving a course exemption. As Jenny recountn&body told me to take it
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again...And | took it twice, and it still was no helfo I got that second F,” (J. Gardner,
personal communication, April 13, 2010). Two i interviewed required a 10- or
20-year horizon for time-to-degree for additiomahsons which include work and raising
children. Graduation aside, overall persistenaténnational study was 53 percent for
students with disabilities, compared to 64 peréentypical students (NCES, 2000).

These numeric data describe only part of the pctimousands of daily
interactions in classrooms play an important padhaping the student experience.
Federal, state and university policies are impleetalongside deep institutional
prejudice (Hill, 1994). To exacerbate this bideatning disability” as a disability
category is growing in both numbers of diagnosebs@iblic awareness. But as largely
“hidden” disabilities, learning disabilities engemdlifferent reactions and realities than
physical disabilities like blindness or paralysisan intellectual disability with physical
features like down syndrome. For these reasonslative newness and invisibility, they
are often less likely to be understood or validdtgdiniversity faculty. One student
interviewed in this study recounted an exchanghk wiprofessor. When she explained
her accommodation of extra time on a test, he redgad, “Well, what are you gonna do
when you’re out there in the real world, and thell/ytou that you have to do a report by
2:00? They're not gonna accommodate you,” (M. Dmezrsonal communication, April
13, 2010).

Jensen and her colleagues (2004) conducted a mmgédtbds study using both
survey and interview data to explore faculty attés towards students with learning
disabilities in the state of Kentucky. Two framiguestions emerged from their

findings: “How Do | Know ‘Invisible’ Disabilities Ae Legitimate?” and “How Do |
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Know They’re Not Just Trying to ‘Beat the SystemCblleges continue to wrestle with
the conundrum of how to ensure access while naityfacilitating success (Duffy and
Gugerty, 2005, p.90). In other words, how do DilsigdServices Offices strike the right
balance between giving students reasonable accoatmans to even the playing field
without going too far and giving disabled studeamisacademic advantage over their non-
disabled peers?

This abstract line is constantly tested throughcoete examplesGuckenberger
et al. v. Trustees of Boston UniverqiBU) was argued in 1997 in the U.S. District Court
Elizabeth Guckenberger, a student with learningligies, argued for the university to
waive certain math and foreign language requiremeBtJ, despite the long tradition of
a highly respected disability program, questioneddocumentation, and asserted that
these substitutions would “substantially alter mmal standards”. The court decided that
BU could indeed mandate the essential componertseofcurriculum, but that their
stringent documentation process discriminated agatadents with disabilities (Madaus,
2000).

These contextualized findings engender larger gurestor U.S. higher
education. Jensen and colleagues ask, How mustua@ént achievement is actually
about meeting the expectations of ‘academic beln@viand ultimately, who ‘belongs’
in college? These issues of student persisteacslty attitudes, and questions of
legitimacy are just a few of the dynamics that mstkelying college students with
learning disabilities an interesting and importapic, and not just within the walls of the

university. The 2010 disability amendments tokiigher Education Act and ADA
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Amendments Act signal that these issues have caeseq on the federal policy level,

too.

Social Class and Disability

To build on the section about economic contextgmesd earlier in this work,
numerous factors, both philosophical and practmaifound the relationship between
socioeconomic status and disability. As a muletad construct, disability embodies not
just physical or intellectual impairments but adssoonceptual construct, a legal
environment and a complicated benefits systemiti€lscientist Deborah Stone (1984)
writes about the "distributive dilemma" that didapistatus presented in the Pre-ADA
Regan era. When societies distribute resourcesdbaswork or need, they are forced to
set boundaries about who qualifies for which syst&tone asserts that strict definitions
of disability were not important before resourddse(SSDI) were attached to them.
Stone points out:

A social observer cannot fail to notice that disgbentails (or may entail)

at least as much political privilege as it doesacstigma. It is political

privilege because, as an administrative categocgrries with it

permission to enter the need-based system arglégdmpt from the

work-based system. It can also provide exemgtmm other things

people would normally consider worth avoiding:itaily service, debt,

and criminal liability. Disability programs arelgical precisely because

they allocate these privileges. (p. 28)
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While these benefits remain true from a sociopmitperspective, one interesting
thing to note about disability as outlined under &DA is that accommodations are not
connected to these work- or need-based systenssoR&ble accommodations are
provided to all qualifying people with disabilities a civil right. Without a means test,
those with the socioeconomic and cultural capdagpropriate resources do so.

Models in educational theory support this ideaavitret al. (2007) discuss the
hypothesis of Maximally Maintained Inequality (MMdased on socioeconomic class:
inequality of access to education and opportunmysdhot lessen until the privileged
group reaches the point of saturation. In othemd#&oopportunities remain for everyone
else only after the elites have taken what theytwaimiversity admissions are then
available for the middle and lower classes likg/@amid: few slots are available for them
at elite colleges, and the majority gains admisstorlower-tier schools. Disability is
usually examined in its own silo, as if the divelasts between typical college students
and college students with disabilities. As deplgtesviously with enroliment data, MMI
helps explain how the true divide may actuallybletween rich and poor college students
with disabilities. High-SES groups are able toemsceducation without disability
presenting a barrier.

Apple (2006) describes:

Middle class parents have become quite skilledemeral, in exploiting market

mechanisms in education and in bringing theirapeiconomic and cultural

capital to bear on them. Middle class parentsvaee likely to have the
knowledge, skills and contacts to decode and nodett what are increasingly

complex and deregulated systems of choice andite@nt. (p.61)
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Apple is describing the public K-12 system, bustidiea that disability and class
may reinforce each other in higher education is fqr empirical study. How does this
play out on college campuses? Through studentostpervices and per-student
expenditures? Parental expectations or interfe@n¢ariance in disability
documentation? Survey and interview data gathizozd a wide variety of four-year
colleges in New York City explored these questions.

On the ground, these theories and questions ae tut in college campuses
around the country. National data from the U.Spdenent of Education reports that
college students with disabilities are qualitatyéifferent from their non-disabled peers.
Students with disabilities are older, with an agerage of 30, though almost 25 percent
are older than 40. Compare this with the averageoh 26 for typical students, of whom
only 12 percent are 40 or older. Interestinglgythre also more likely to live off-
campus, attend school part-time, and have chil(M&ES, 2008b).

Table One in the previous section illustrated thigin the same tier of
institution, students with disabilities are led®ly to persist and graduate with a degree,
and disability-related explanations for this weregented. But socioeconomics prove the
bigger determinant in explaining how students gehose institutions in the first place.
Students with disabilities are less likely to attgrublic 4-year colleges and more likely
to be enrolled public 2-year institutions or “othigrstitutions, which include for-profit
vocational institutions. They are as likely agitinen-disabled peers to enroll in private
4-year colleges: 14 percent of students with digedsi and 15 percent of students

without disabilities attend private 4-year schams$ionally (NCES, 2000).
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Given that low-income students are less likelytterad private, not-for-profit
colleges generally (Kahlenberg, 2008), these natidata suggest an interesting effect of
socioeconomic status on disability. For those \grmater financial resources, students
with disabilities are on par with students withdigabilities in terms of enrollment at
four-year private colleges. For those with feweaicial resources (in the public
colleges), students with disabilities are morellikban students without disabilities to be
enrolled in 2-year institutions than 4-year ingtdns. Socioeconomic status seems to
facilitate equal access to private higher educdtothose students with disabilities who
have resources. For those who don't, disabilignseto present an even greater barrier
in getting into a four-year school. This effecssgnificant repercussions: community
college students are far less likely to graduaté widegree than their peers at four-year
institutions (NCES, 2008a).

In light of the data illustrating that resourceddsnts with disabilities have
equitable access to private colleges, | expectymamic to result in more robust
disability services on these campuses. Certatnlyesnts with disabilities persist at lower
rates in every college category. But the diffeeeimcdegree-attainment between disabled
and non-disabled students in private four-yearegas is only 10 percent, compared with
a 15 percent difference at public four-year colegérom all of these data one can infer
that elite students with disabilities do betterdmraically overall. Michael Apple
describes this stratification as “school-mediatauris of class privilege” (2006, p. 68).

Fundamental questions surface: is the differenigerant in the students, or in a

college’s response to its students? In their bdibdr Admission: From College Access

to College Succesfosenbaum, Deil-Amen and Person take an “ingtitat approach”
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to their analysis of why students succeed or fadartain schools, careful not to place
blame at an individual student level. This condafi$ right in line with Disability
Studies, which argues that disability is sociatiypstructed. A Disability Studies
approach would emphasize colleges adjusting todleels of the student rather than
asking the student to adjust to the college. ¢, fakrtic (2005) uses the social
construction model to describe school failure dssabling condition for students.

Early writing in Disability Studies by Irving Zol@ 982) asserts that the American
social perception is to regard being disabled &s &dpersonal and social failure". Tom
Shakespeare uses this lens to describe disakslitgrainteraction between impaired
bodies and excluding environments” (2005, p. 14hese ideas challenge university
policies and support services, and provide anathportant empirical lens: how does
socioeconomic class fundamentally change the wagnaimonment does or doesn’t
exclude a student? An institutional approach makese for me as | explore class and
disability, especially in light of my wanting to &xine and affect university policy and
practice.

These issues will only become more complicatedsatidnt in the years ahead.
NYACTS, New York State's Autism Initiative, citdset CDC statistic that one in 110
children have an ASD, a number which has grownifsogmtly over the past two decades
(OPWDD, 2010). This epidemic in the diagnosisuatism is currently an urgent issue
for the K-12 system, but more and more of thesklidn will be looking to enter higher
education in the near future. Equity in collegespence and completion rates for
students with disabilities will represent a largecial justice issue as these numbers

skyrocket.

36



Theoretical Approaches: Meritocracy and Political Economy

A theory of meritocracy sheds light on the quesbbwho gets in and succeeds
in college, and class is certainly at play hererohe Karabel takes up the historical
guestion of merit and who belongs in college in Tm®sen2005). In his introduction,
he writes about the theoretical framework of meriagy, expounding on the distinction
between equality of opportunity vs. equality of dion. For Karabel, the principle of
equality of opportunity contends that an individshabuld not be limited by social origins
or by ascribed characteristics, whereas equaliboatlition prescribes that inequalities of
wealth, power and status should be kept to thermim level possible (p. 4).

In other words, merit is fluid, and the onus restsither the student or the
structures to overcome/reduce disadvantage. IantlgKarabel takes the side that the
notion of equality of opportunity has triumphediime with the markets. Societal
structures still favor socioeconomic elitism, astjbyproduct of the American system of
free enterprise” (p. 541), and what is perceivethast is not necessarily academic merit
at all. Based on Karabel's view, this dynamic wloubrk against non-elite students with
disabilities who rely on (typically legally-mandd)eforms of equality of condition.
Karabel demonstrates that the idea about who belongpllege has continued to evolve
over the past century. These data show that msenteed fluid: | expect that social
class exacerbates the challenges of disabilitysagrdficantly affects how students
experience college.

Additionally, political economy provides anotherykbeoretical lens for
understanding how and why certain students withlllisies persist in certain college

environments. Higher education becomes increasimited to neo-liberal capitalism as
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economic markets grow more global and job market®ime more technologically-
involved. Meyer and Schofer (2005) explain histakishifts in views of models of
society throughout the last century. From humapitabtheory to democratization,
scientization and international development, theseus global shifts have encouraged
both the growth of and need for higher education.

The question of who belongs in college is largéltorical, but its political-
economic effects are anything but symbolic. Shawné colleagues argue that, “Higher
education is the gatekeeper of managerial and gsmheal positions in the labor market”
(2007,). They further contend that the growthhaf higher education sector does not
necessarily result in more equitable opportunikpis gatekeeping has real world
consequences for students with disabilities, esfigdow-SES students. Meyer and
Schofer highlight “the absence of particular grofrpsn higher education” as a social
problem (p. 903).

The economic impact of access to postsecondamaéida, or lack thereof, is

measurable and widely cited. In their award-wignook Passing the Tor¢B007),

Attewell and Lavin examine national (National Lotgiinal Survey of Youth or NLSY)
and CUNY data for their 30-year longitudinal stuaywomen who enrolled in CUNY
during its period of open admissions in the 1970sensus Bureau data show that women
of all races with a bachelor’'s degree earned a ameidcome of $40,000 working full

time, compared to $23,211 for women with a higlostidiploma (p. 37). These
numbers show that questions of enroliment and §tersie carry long-term economic

consequences.
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The Brookings Institution underscores the econamfzact of higher education in
their February 2008 report “Getting Ahead or Los@igpund: Economic Mobility in
America”. In accord with Attewell and Lavin, theport’s authors cite higher education
as a positive factor for economic mobility across@rations. Across Income Quintiles,
74 percent of children with college degrees eamedmes higher than their parents (p.
94). Only 16 percent of adult children with a egké degree remained in the bottom
quintile: “education contributed to a boost in emanc status for children from poor
families” (p. 95). In addition to economic impadf$éehman and Yasuda list several of
the benefits of participating in postsecondary edioa in their chapter “The Need and
the Challenges Associated with Going to Collegedrenstable health benefits, career
advancement, status, marketability, improved satidlls, content knowledge and
networking (2005, pp. 6-11).

While political economy theory typically provides/ahicle for macro-level
critique, it finds its place in this smaller stuelmbedded within the examination of
socioeconomic and disability status as well as bigher education. In the face of
global recession, colleges in the U.S. must respoifiorces in the world economy like
never before. Shavit et al. (2007) make a digbndbetween the market-based private
financing of universities vs. public financing. Wtthe growing dominance of market
liberalism” (Skrtic, 2005), public money does netassarily imply public interest. Both
are dwindling. U.S. colleges rely on revenue fianwate sources, including fundraising
and growth in online and international venturedtinhhtely and again, access to

education relies on economic access.
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Jean Anyon examines macroeconomic federal poli®adical Possibilities

paying specific attention to how these policiesansurban poverty and inequality “that
no existing educational policy or urban school ref@an transcend” (p. 2). Essentially,
these macroeconomic policies represent the “pnoactile of the government in
maintaining poverty” (p. 17), even as the U.S. viorge becomes increasingly educated
(p- 29). How do Pell, SSI or the ADA stand up agathis theoretical backdrop, and
how do they set the stage for what colleges daaitdlo, and who ends up getting
what? Can disability legislation supersede econdautors? The thread of political

economy analysis runs throughout this work.
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Chapter Three: Methodology

Mixed methods research is utilized in this stu@yfferent methods answer
different questions; not only do various methodisvafor the exploration of a vast range
of interests here, but they also bridge distinahga in education. As Picciano explains,
“With so much debate in educational research arabdgarding qualitative versus
guantitative approaches, a combined approach rtaghtadvantage of the best aspects of
the two” (2004, p. 28). Creswell’'s description ahaed methods approach affirms the
methods charted in Table 3: “The study begins wibhtoad survey in order to generalize
results to a population and then focuses, in argkpbase, on detailed qualitative, open-

ended interviews to collect detailed views fromtiggyants” (2003, p. 21).

Design

The complexity of the topic and research questregsired a mixed methods
approach. Qualitative and quantitative processsdad three distinct types of data in
this study: administrative data, survey data ateluew data. This design, outlined in
Table Two, was created in hopes that this mix @fqative and qualitative data would
lead to a rich understanding of how universitiebligly project, internally interact with,
and inwardly perceive students with learning disds on their campuses. While my
research questions specifically mention federatppit is the implementation of these
policies— or practice— that | intended to documeQualitative data offer the key to
understanding the interesting and often countatinéupatterns offered by the

guantitative data included here.
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First, comparison of administrative data examihesdemographic of students at
New York City colleges. Data like enrollment, fircaa aid and disability are collected
for schools, and statistical methods help estalpékdtionships between these factors.
The raw data are publicly available and de-idegdifiand their analyses set the stage for
understanding the situation of college studentdaw York City. Next, human subjects
research provides a rich source of meso- and nhestel-data.

Table Two
Dissertation Methods

Method Approach Sample Focus Research Question
How do student body SES
N=44 and disability, etc,
Statistical Administrative | 4-year NYC | 4-year NYC | breakdown across NYC
Analysis Data colleges colleges colleges?
Quantitative N=21 How do DSOs perceive
Analysis of 4-year NYC | 4-year NYC | their students? Who
Survey data colleges colleges succeeds and why?
N=9
NYC
Interview Disability Survey
with Services respondents
College Qualitative Officers, from range
Staff Case Studies | subset of colleges Expand on survey findings
N=10
NYC
College Referred by
Interview Students survey
with with respondents
College Qualitative Disabilities, | from range | See how above data is
Students Case Studies | subset of colleges | lived out for students

Administrative Data

The National Center of Education Statistics (NCESYyes as the “primary

federal entity for collecting and analyzing datlated to education” and maintains
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numerous public datasets for researchers. NCB&grated Postsecondary Education
Data System (IPEDS) served as the source of admaitig data utilized in this study,
and features federally-mandated self-report data fpostsecondary institutions around
the country. As of fall 2009, 44 colleges in NY@tnthe criteria to be included in this
analysié:

Enroliments of 500 students or more

Granting a baccalaureate degree

Categorized in IPEDS as a public/private 4-yeatitutson
Feature a website, report data to IPEDS, and $¥aké datd

PowpbdPE

Social class provides the lens for the analysthigistudy on college students
with learning disabilities, and as such, Pell datased here as an indicator of students’
socioeconomic status (SES). Legislated as pdhedfligher Education Act of 196%he
federal Pell Grant program provides need-basedtassie to low-income, mainly
undergraduate college students based on a vafiégtors, including tuition costs,
enrollment status and the student’s expected facoihgribution (ED.gov, 2009).
Because these disbursements are grant funds, sfudtenot need to pay them back.

Data from these 44 colleges were then culled fieE0S (Data Center and
College Navigator) and compiled in Excel. Datehgatd included numbers for
enrollment during fall 2008, number of studenta given institution who received Pell
grants in academic year 2008-2009, and percenfagedergraduate students self-
reporting as students with a disability. Perceataigstudents receiving Pell at a given

campus was also extracted from the College Navigatd in IPEDS, for both full-time,

first-time freshmen and the undergraduate studedy las a whole. The 44 schools were

" The list of colleges included in this sample vstime raw and derived data are included as Appehdix
8 This search generated a list of 47 schools. Takbinical schools and the CUNY Graduate Center were
deleted from the sample for not meeting criteriourfin this list.
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ranked in order of this percentage for full-timestttime freshman from highest (most
students receiving aid) to lowest (fewest studegiteiving aid). These colleges were

then labeled according to a normal distributionstBools were labeled as “high-Pell”,
12 as “medium-Pell” and 16 as “low-Pell.” Descnptstatistics were generated in

Excel, and inferential statistics were performethgSPSS.

Survey Data

Each of these 44 schools was contacted duringagkephase of research: survey.
Contact emails were collected via internet seanchhfe Disability Service Officers (or
comparable job function) at each college. In ntaskes these emails were publicly
available on the college’s website within pagesdbsg services for students with
disabilities. In several cases, these pages diebist, and other types of web searches
were used. For example, some information was ablailthrough the New York State

Education Department website, www.nysed.gov

A research Gmail account and dedicated phone lasastablished for this
process. An advance letter explained the studywasdsent electronically to these 44
staff. The survey was identified as research fstuents at the CUNY Graduate
Center’s Urban Education Departmé&na phone number was provided for questions or
additional information but no calls about the syrweere received. The letter contained a
link to enter the survey, also electronic and hibste Survey Monkey. Alternate formats

of the survey (like a paper copy or phone survesfewoffered; none was requested.

o My committee had not wanted me to introduce the@esusing my own email or name because | am an
administrator for the CUNY system.
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The first page of the 27-question survey preseateohsent statement, and by
clicking yes and proceeding with the survey, resigmtis gave consent. (See Appendix
D.) Respondents could skip some questions intheyg, and could stop at any time.
The survey could be completed anonymously, anettegpondents did so. The sample
(n=21) was comprised of survey data collected lir2f209 from named respondents. An
incentive of a $10 Starbucks gift card was offaiethese respondents who provided a
mailing address, and was sent with a thank yoarlett

The survey design was cross-sectional and compeyatpturing information at
a particular moment in time and making it posstbleompare responses by institution
(Fink, 2006). Several questions were open-endduk survey was designed to get at the
following issues:

» How do disability services officers describe thelents they serve?

* How do they compare with the rest of the studely?

* Which learning disabled students succeed at cobegl which do not? Why?

» How does staff walk the line between providingfiisignt accommodations to

students without giving them an academic advanvage their typical peers?

* How does staff perceive their students and how theve through college?

» Does college staff believe their university doeswgh for students with

learning disabilities? Too much?

» How would they describe the ways in which dis&p#itatus acts as a barrier?

A resource? And for whom does this hold true?
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While confidential, the survey was not anonymotikis allowed for data to be analyzed
in light of the size and demographic compositiohef college from which it came.

Lack of anonymity may have affected the responteaathe content of answers.
Respondents represented a general cross-sectsshadls, though, including all Pell-
usage groups and city boroughs. Survey responsestallied, and descriptive statistics

were generated using excel.

Interview Data

The mailed thank you notes explained that a sulfsgirvey respondents would
be contacted for an interview, which they wouldAzdcome to accept or decline. Using
typical case and maximum variation sampling basedroversity-type and Pell category
to select interviewees, nine staff from around Newk City comprised this subsample.
Semi-structured interviews lasted approximately looer in length, were audio-recorded
and transcribed. (See Appendix E and F for ineanmtonsent form and protocol.) These
interviews provided a good opportunity to confirmeapound information collected
from administrative and survey data.

Subjects were given the option to choose theirwge site; six chose to be
interviewed in their own office, one chose to bemiewed at the interviewer's CUNY
office in midtown, and two chose to be interviewsdphone because of scheduling
constraints. Fieldnotes were generated for th@mtyjof interviews. Interviewees were
given the option of receiving a summary of thetemmiew for review and comment as a
vehicle for member checking. These summaries dereed from the interviewer’'s

fieldnotes. No comments were submitted back frioos¢ who received summaries.
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Staff interviewed was asked to recommend studeititslearning disabilities to
participate in interviews. During Academic Yea022010 student interviews were
conducted with 10 students at the students’ owrpeath (See Appendix G and H for
consent and protocol.) Similar to the staff sessigemi-structured interviews lasted
approximately one hour in length, were audio-reedrdnd transcribed. Fieldnotes were
generated for several of the interviews, summavie® offered, and no follow-up
comments were received from interviewees. Folthaterviews conducted, 18
interviewees received a $25 American Express gifil in appreciation of their time.
Given the choice, two students opted for $30 imkiteks gift cards instead.

Considering the sensitive nature of this reseayplttand in accordance with IRB
protocol, every attempt has been made to proteoahuwsubjects and maintain
confidentiality. Raw survey data was also passvpoodected. Hand-written interview
notes were shredded. Audio files were separated franscripts and fieldnotes, and all
of these were stored on password protected congpputévcked offices.

All 20 de-identified transcripts were entered iAfitas.ti 6 software, and were
tagged inductively using an open coding approg&tbme transcripts were coded multiple
times as additional open codes emerged. Codesdseriptions and number counts are

included as Appendix .

Limitations
While originally it was thought that the staff wparticipated in interviews would

nominate a corresponding student to be intervieteslwas not the case. Instead, the

19 One student was interviewed twice. An office fanning during the first interview made the student
particularly hard to hear and the interview wasy@¥ minutes.
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majority of staff from private and public collegaiske did not recommend any students,
perhaps out of concerns about confidentiality ability. One remarked, “I spoke to our
vice president and we believe at this time we hawdecline the offer” (C. Brady,
personal communication, February 28, 2010). |icmmed examples like this a rich
source of meta-data. | placed one paid ad in #dilg dewspaper at an elite, low-Pell
school, thinking | might find students directly.oMesponses resulted from this effort.

Luckily two schools proved an exception, and repnésd the high-Pell and low-
Pell categories, respectively. Interestingly, oy were all of the students | did contact
from these schools excited to be interviewed, had to turn away students. While the
incentive may have played a part, many were eageave their voices heard and shared
that they hoped policy changes would result fromrasearch. As one student asked me
hopefully about my dissertation project, “Will tmsake an impact?” (C. Henry, personal
communication, April 13, 2010).

In consultation with my committee, the decision weede to focus on these two
schools that were willing to provide access to siuisl and that fortunately represented
the student body SES spectrum which comprises arrggs of this research. ‘Depth
more than breadth’ characterizes the methodologigatoach to student interviews.

The methods utilized in identifying these two grewb student interviewees
differed slightly. The low-Pell, high-SES schobbksed the contact information of five
specific students, who were subsequently emailetthéynterviewer and with whom a
location, date and time were arranged. Plainky,abllege selected the students. Itis
unclear whether or not these students reflect setebias, or if the college may have

wanted to select only its most successful studeft®se students did represent a variety
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of class years, academic majors and backgrounds; them were Caucasian. The
possibility that the college selected its best stuisl with learning disabilities does not
skew the data presented here, as the aim of mytafuied research was not to generalize
findings but to present phenomenological portraitsollege experiences. All students
were interviewed on campus: two at the library, sidents outside on a park bench,
and one in a computer lounge.

At the high-Pell, low-SES school, the Disabilityriee Office sent an email to
hundreds of students with disabilities in its dition list, and the students contacted me
directly. | received calls and messages from niwe@ 20 students there. | randomly
selected the students with learning disabilitie® Whpoke with first, and these students
represented a wide range of ethnicities, city neaghoods, ages and backgrounds. |
interviewed each of them on campus in a privateefivithin the suite occupied by the
Disability Service Office. Students selected dated times convenient to their schedule.

| wish to address one final limitation. As findsyffom administrative and survey
data contradicted each other | was asked if pertisgpseason for this was a difference in
the assumptions around or use of the word ‘diggbili did not provide a clear
definition of the term in any of my human subjeresearch for several reasons. First,
people are ‘disabled’ in the U.S. per the legairddn offered by the ADA and claimed
by individuals. It is by its very nature a mutgbtedividual term. Disability Services
Officers are familiar with the legislation and aept at using the label. More
importantly, leaving ‘disability’ unrestrained aseam is a useful process for this study.
Yanow (2000) writes, “In conducting an analysisohtemporary American uses of

‘race,” ‘ethnicity,” and their associated categeriewas interested in what people using
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race-ethnic terms and concepts mean, as thesemgsanke reflected in and shaped by
policy and administrative practices” (p. 49). Agls, paying attention to syntax is useful.
| do not believe the word is vague in a disab#igyvices context or that vague use of the

word resulted in discrepancies in the data; | asidtlis further in the following section.
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Chapter Four: Quantitative Findings
Administrative Data

New York City is ripe with a wide range of post-eadary institutions to meet
the higher education demand of its more than erglibn residents. From the largest
urban, public college system in the nation to nepveprietary schools to an Ivy League
institution with pre-Revolutionary origins, the lgataureate-granting institutions within
the five boroughs educated more than 260,000 urafugte students in fall 2008.

Aside from their degree of urbanization categoriaatiormly in IPEDS as “City:
Large”, these 44 schools represent the spectrumgber education options in the United
States. Their 2008-2009 acceptance rates fortimst full-time students ranged from 8
percent (The Juilliard School) to 98 percent (CUBI€ollege of Staten Island). Tuition
rates for 2008-2009 spanned just above $4,000mo0si1$40,000. The students within
these institutions are equally diverse. For examPlUNY represents 11 colleges or 25
percent of this sample, and draws students fromcBL@tries of ancestry; 44 percent of
undergraduates have a native language other thglisknand 43 percent of first-time
freshmen are born outside of the United States (CONRA, 2011).

The use of Pell data to indicate SES is admittpdiyplematic. First, some
students eligible for Pell may not apply. Additdly, students may have enough
financial need but not the required documentatiomeet the citizenship requirement.
Some colleges are very aggressive in helping gtedents apply for Pell in hopes that
this aid will increase their enrollment numbersfant, proprietary colleges have been
especially cited in the news for enabling studémi@ssume more financial aid debt, often

resulting in defaulted loans. (Kiley, 2010). Asehool like Cooper Union, students

™ |n this chapter, the words “school”, “college”nétitution”, and “university” are used interchanigla
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receive significant institutional aid, and Pellass relevant. Next, the number of family
members attending post-secondary education isar fecthe Pell formula, so a more
middle-class student might qualify for Pell if hadhseveral siblings in college
concurrently. However, unlike other kinds of ingional assistance or financial aid, Pell
is the one national, standardized assessmentasgrdtfinancial need. Pell percentage at
a given institution is also reflected in IPEDS asadfor both the entire student body as
well as first-time, full-time freshmen. But reselaidoes reinforce that it corresponds
strongly with SES: an analysis of post-secondargiestts who received federal grant aid
(like Pell) in 2007-2008 showed that 80% of dependecipients were from “low-
income” families (NCES, 2010a). Almost 90 perceinlependent students who received
Pell in 2005-2006 came from families with incomesler $40,000 (College Board,
2008). In these ways, Pell is a useful and cosmisishdicator for this study.

Ranking these 44 colleges by the percentage ¢ftime, full-time undergraduate
students who received Pell Grants for the 2008-2@0@®o0l year yields the greatest range
(83); the median number was 42 percent and the mvaar3 percent Pell-recipients.
(See Appendix A for raw data.) These descripttatistics are worth noting: for the
majority of colleges in New York City as well asyewide, almost half of the freshmen
student populations are poor enough to receive-hasdd aid they won’t have to pay
back.

To provide some context, national numbers of sttedeho access federal grant
aid (including Pell and adding other grant progrdikes FSEOG) are much lower than
these NYC numbers. About 32 percent of all finstet, full-time college students

nationally accessed federal grant aid in 2006-Z000ES, 2009a). Even with the

52



inclusion of community colleges and aid beyond Rethe numbers from NCES, NYC
students’ access of federal grant aid far outweilgbs peers nationally, as depicted in
Table Three. About 31 percent of public collegelshts nationally access federal grant
aid compared to 49 percent in the NYC public cakegl5 percent of students at
proprietary colleges nationally compared to 61 petin the NYC proprietary colleges;
and 26 percent of students at private, not-foripoaileges nationally compared with 36
percent in New York City’s independent collegesisTanalysis by college type also
enables comparison among NYC students: studertsditiy proprietary colleges

represent the lowest SES group and those at prinatdor-profit schools represent the

highest.
Table Three
Percentage of First Time, Full Time College Studest

Who Accessed Federal Grant Aitf in 2006-2007

NYC U.S.

Proprietary Colleges 61% 45%

Public Colleges 49% 31%
Independent Colleges 36% 26%

For the purposes of this city-based analysis, # helpful to assign categories to
these colleges in terms of high-, medium- or lowagesin terms of Pell funds. Schools
like Monroe College, DeVry College, Lehman Collegel John Jay College (50%-100%
of students on Pell) are labeled “high-usage”. ddthlike Hunter College, St. John’s
College, Pace University and Queens College (25%-6Dstudents on Pell) are

“‘medium-usage” Pell colleges. Fordham, Barnargsh¥ea and Juilliard are examples of

2 For NYC data in Table Three, Federal Grant Aifédl at 4-year colleges. For national data, Fddera
Grant Aid includes Pell and other sources (NCE®92) for all colleges. As explained in the prengdi
paragraph, the difference between NYC and U.S. rusnis even larger than depicted here and figures i
Table Three are meant to give readers a sense diftrential.
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colleges which comprise the “low-usage” group (05842of students receive Pell). This
grouping is illustrated in Table Four.

Table Four
Categorization of Pell Usage, 2008-2009

Assigned Number of NYC | Percentage of First- Total
Pell-Usage Colleges in time, Full-Time Undergraduate
Category Category students receiving | Student Enroliment
Pell Grants
High N=16 50%-100% 99,391
Medium N=12 25%-50% 87,484
Low N=16 0%-25% 76,567

With this categorization, one can see that theelstrgroup of students attends high-Pell
institutions. There are public and independentgels in each of these usage categories:
there are no proprietary schools in the medium-@igmgup.

Some urban education researchers bristle at thefurst-time, full-time' as an
indicator since so many students who attend colieday do not fit either descriptor.
But data gathered on what happens to studentstbagenter college provides substance
to the decision for basing the ranking of schde#dl-usage on this population.
Withdrawal rates are a significant issue: many nstuelents enroll in college than
graduate, and the effects of SES, parental supporemployment contribute to this
differential (Bowen et al., 2009). Bowen and cafjaes' research on public colleges
shows that withdrawals continue to increase stedidim semesters one to 12. The
numbers of withdrawals are smaller at more selegtistitutions where retention is
higher. Accordingly, diversity is captured mogbustly across schools for this largest,

freshman cohort.
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As such, when the sample shifts from full-timestitime students to total student
body, the Pell-usage percentages also shift. Ovtbese is a decrease: for total
undergraduate students enrolled in these 44 NYléged during 2008-2009, Pell-
recipients number 88,734 or 34 percent of NYC galstudents (compared to 43 percent
of first-time, full-time students). The usage e and medium-Pell colleges declines
consistently, while the usage at low-Pell schoeislides, stays the same or increases.
One could surmise reasons for this. As describedd preceding paragraph, the most
economically vulnerable students may leave colitggether: six-year retention rates
average 22 percent nationally at proprietary celefpr students enrolled in four-year
degree programs, for example (Kiley, 2010). Intcast, students from higher SES
backgrounds may need more financial aid as thegrpss through college and expenses
climb. But this overall drop in Pell-usage islstduse for notice. As Bowen et al. write,
"Indeed, there is growing awareness that the pragerof financial aid lies in enabling
students not simply to attend school but to firlskir degrees” (2009, p. 149). Their
figures show that for students in the lowest incayuartile, a small net increase in
college tuition price results in declines in thadyation rates and increases time-to-
degree (p. 184).

For the first time in fall 2009, numbers of studewith disabilities who self-
reported in fall 2008 appears as a variable in IBEDhe smallest category groups “3
percent or less” of undergraduates at an instituove 3 percent, colleges report the
actual percentage. Ten colleges in this sampl@€28ent) reported enrolling students
with disabilities above this 3 percent benchmarikh Wwetween 4 percent and 11 percent

of their students having a disability, dependinglmschool. Notably, 60 percent of
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these schools with higher disability percentaged@w-usage Pell schools, that is, they
enroll wealthier students. A simple cross-tabolatreated with SPSS illustrates this

point in Table Five.

Table Five
Cross-tabulation: Pell-Usage and Disability Status
Percent of Students with Disabilities
.03 04 .05 .06 .07 .09 11 Total
Pell-Usage High 14 0 1 0 0 0 1 16
Medium 10 2 0 0 0 0 0 12
Low 10 2 1 1 1 1 0 16
Total 34 4 2 1 1 1 1 44

A Pearson test shows this inverse relationship éetvstudent SES and disability status:
as Pell-usage percentage at a school increaspgrasntage of students with disabilities
decreases. This correlation is not statisticaipificant.

These data suggest that students with disabiktiesnore likely to self-report at a
NYC college with a wealthier student body. Studentl effects could account for this:
Chapter One describes why low-income students redgds likely to be diagnosed with
a learning disability (S. Olsen, personal commuioca October 22, 2009) or that they
may not request accommodations at the same ratbsinbkigher-SES peers (Weiss,
2000). College level effects may also contribatdteges with few disability resources
to offer may give students little reason to sedrtfy. These themes are explored in
Chapter Five.

But these IPEDS disability data appear inherentbplematic. The national

averages for undergraduate college students wstbdities as cited in Chapter One vary
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between four and 11 percent. This means 77 peoteatileges in NYC report well
below the national average. It seems likely thatreporting is low, and not the actual
figures of students with disabilities attending N¥€hools. Colleges may be
understaffed and not able to collect proper datasersufficient data systems. Timing of
reporting to IPEDS may not sync with the Disabilggrvices Office’s data gathering, or
schools could perceive stigma in reporting a mobaist number. Both IEPDS and
survey data are based on academic year 2008-Z0@9design of this study facilitates
cross-checking the student count in IPEDS withuntdirectly from Disability Services

Officers in the survey data in subsequent paragraph

Survey Data

In addition to collecting administrative data orsteample of 44 NYC colleges, |
also conducted survey research during fall 200%s&nto learn more about the views
of disability service officers on students withri@ag disabilities, specifically. (See
Appendix D.) An email directed to DSOs informeedrthabout the purposes of the study
and directed them to a link to access an electrgméstionnaire in Survey Monkey.
Emails were sent to DSOs up to three times ovecotliese of several months. Because
Survey Monkey is not accessible to all users, adtive formats of the survey were also
offered. Three groups of DSOs submitted respoi388s from CUNY community
colleges who comprised a pilot sample to be usedpassible comparison group; DSOs
from 4-year institutions, and office colleaguesredd by the DSO. Results discussed
here are from the 21 DSO respondents only so ¢ésgbnses would not be weighted by

some schools more heavily than others.
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From the city-wide sample of 44 schools, 21 scheolsmitted responses,
resulting in a 48 percent response rate. Thiseyumas cross-sectional and comparative
(Fink, 2006). Three individuals completed the syranonymously, and their responses
are not included in the data tally shown in Apperdi The remaining 21 survey
respondents received $10 Starbucks gift cardshank you for their time. This
response rate is strong, given the sensitive éigeblis nature of the topic and DSO’s
potential fear of the perception that they’re pdivg too few or too many services
compared to the standard of “reasonable” accomnmuat

Interestingly, these surveys are not normally disted across SES categories.
More than twice as many low-Pell, high-SES schoolspleted surveys (n=10) than
high-Pell, low-SES schools (n=4). Perhaps thelegms, all private, feel more protected
from external judgment or internal lawsuits. Thewld also have more resources and
availability for completing surveys. Colleges tpatticipated in the survey are described
in Appendix C.

Question 8 of the survey asked, "Please estimataumber of students with a
disability who attend your institution." This stgatforward question yielded interesting
results, when compared with the IPEDS administeatiata discussed earlier, describing
the majority of NYC colleges reporting in IPEDS Wetlow the national percentage for
students with disabilities. In all but a handféicases, the numbers reported through the
survey are higher than the IPEDS numbers. By piyitig the percentage number
reported by the enrollment reported, | generateduat of students with disabilities for
each school which participated in my survey. hthempared this number with the

responses from Question 8. Most colleges in fAEOS sample used the "less than 3
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percent" reporting option, which | treated matheoadity as 3 percent, and should result
in a higher number of students than the range wioutdy. But even with this
calculation, numbers were underreported in IPERSom@ing to survey results.

For example, The Cooper Union wrote in "103" asahswer to Question 8, but
IPEDS data for Cooper Union would show the collagdaving less than 30 students
with disabilities. Similarly, School of Visual AAtreported 225 students with disabilities
in their survey, but less than 110 in IPEDS. Pesh@UNY's City College is the most
striking example: while 1,000 students was the tguren in the survey, which would
represent about 9 percent of City College's stisj¢éREDS data for City College states
that less than 3 percent of students have digabiblit that institution. In more than half
the cases, schools had more than twice as mangrgtuaith disabilities as reported in
the survey than in IPEDS. When | calculated diggumbers at 10 percent of
enrollment, three of the colleges that gave thes'tean 3 percent” response in IPEDS
came to match their survey numbers.

Analysis based on survey data shows that the maaber of students with
disabilities in NYC is 6 percent. There is reatmbelieve that the survey data is more
accurate than the IPEDS data. Survey data careetlgifrom the Disability Service
Officers who meet with students most often; IPER&yholders" who enter data are
usually staff in a campus's Institutional Reseaftice.

Learning Disabilities were cited by 95 percentegpondents as the most
frequently self-reported disability category fandents (Q.10). This finding is in line
with national data. The findings for this questi@ere cross-tabbed with Question 12,

“Do you feel your office is equipped to provide fstient accommodations to meet the
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academic needs of your students?” Only one DSpbreted that her school was not
equipped to meet the needs of students, and thbililg category reported most
frequently there is LD. This is interesting, bezamot only are accommodations for
these disabilities among the least costly (comptresign language interpretation, for
example), but this respondent was from a mediungai®aell school.

In line with LD being the most commonly reportedability category, extra time
and notetaking represented 100 percent and 7 1ligedtthe most requested disability
services, respectively (Q.11). Another questidarascolleges to describe students with
disabilities using their own words resulted in veaw negative labels like “needy” or
“nervous”; only three respondents answered this (a21). The majority of descriptors
were positive like “inquisitive”, “bright”, and “hrd-working”. Another group of
respondents described students in terms of theabdity. Neither the positive nor
negative responses used any disability labelsain tbxt.

Only 43 percent of colleges’ DSOs track graduataies of the students they
serve, and of these, graduation rates ranged ffbpedcent to 90 percent of students
within six years (Q.13). Less than a fifth of solsd DSOs (19 percent) collect data on
the race/ethnicity of their students with disalabt(Q.14). These data would be captured
through a school’s institutional research officet Wwere not largely tracked by the
Disability Services Office. An overwhelming 81 pent of respondents said students
with disabilities on their campus reflected theeraad class demographics of their
campus community on a whole (Q.15). Of the fospomdents who believed their

students to be different, two trends emerged: fekgdns and more whites, especially
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white males. Culture and class peek out from thesgonses, and are described at
greater length in Chapter Five.

When asked which students with learning disabdisacceed academically,
almost all respondents described them as motisdkehdvocates who use the support
services available (Q.18). Only one mentioned ackuccess in conjunction with
severity of a student’s disability. These commetase success in the hands of the
student. My theoretical lens of meritocracy (KalaR005) juxtaposes “equality of
opportunity” (onus on student) with “equality ofrabtion” (onus on structures) in
locating the site of disadvantage for individuaB3n the issue of institutional challenges
that students face, a question written to getsates related to equality of opportunity
(Q.7), an overwhelming majority attributed defiaess to the institution, citing barriers
like funding, staff shortages, unpreparedness ftmK-12 system, and inaccessibility of
buildings. Only two placed shortfalls upon studeiaind both cited disability-related
challenges.

The questions designed to get at the issue of whetbalthier students receive
extra support yielded notable findings, too. Altnalsrespondents agreed to various
degrees that students get more than what is legedhdated (Q.24). Question 25 asked
“Why do you think some students are able to acsessces beyond what is deemed
‘reasonable’?” The respondent from a well-fundad;ate, low-Pell school offered:

The law can take a very cramped view of what issaable. We are more

interested in creating a true path to studentesgd-or example, we chose to give

a 28 year old transfer student with [multiple sa$ts] on-campus housing and

rearranged the schedule of every student in hjermsa that the classrooms he

61



was assigned to were contiguous so that he cauldthue part of the student
community, rather than waste energy on commutnehveaiting for the endlessly
slow elevators. We rebuilt a dorm room to accomatedhis needs and recruited
suitemates who would be ok with using the halhlb@am rather than the
apartment bathroom when he had an emergency. Boesetreasonable” is not
the same thing as "sufficient." (J.Nowicki, perabcommunication, October 28,

2009)

This response captured what a wealthy progressiveos might be able to
accommodate.

On a whole, guantitative data derived from IPEDS surveys depict a diverse
range of colleges and students in New York Cityaat half of whom rely on federal
grant-based aid. Students with disabilities atiemdPell schools disproportionately, but
the majority of schools underreport percentagesuwdents with disabilities. When
Disability Services Officers are given a voice hoer almost all describe their students
in a positive way. When viewed in terms of thisdst's first research question, survey
data might lead the reader to believe that feqetties with regard to students with
learning disabilities are implemented similarly@ss institutions of higher education in
New York City regardless of socioeconomic classutaions: almost all DSOs feel they
provide adequate services to these students. t@adidata reveal a more unlevel
playing field. We look to the next chapter to sd®at this might actually feel like on the

ground.

62



Chapter Five: Notes from the Field, Institutional Rerspectives®

Analysis of these quantitative data laid fertilewnd for speaking with staff and
students across these 44 campuses. The staff sieamaich follow here reflect
interviews conducted at three low-Pell collegeeehmedium-Pell colleges, and three
high-Pell colleges. The profiles of staff from MGES Commonwealth College and low-
SES Livingston College, the two schools where gitgleere interviewed, are presented
in slightly more depth than the others. Commomibke emerge from these nine
Disability Services Officers interviewed: parentalolvement, high-cost testing and
concurrent psychiatric disabilities are highlightéthe tones of these interviews are
markedly different, however, and block quotes iohesummary provide a sense of the

interviewee’s own voice. Summaries are discussedvasole at the end of this section.

Interviews with DSOs at Low- Pell, High-SES College

Staff Profile: Clare Whitney, Liberty University.

For about five years Clare has worked as the DisaBiervice Officer at a
competitive, private college in New York City whegiee serves about 500 students
across the university, and half of these have irgrdisabilities. A low-Pell school with
tuition exceeding $40,000 a year, Liberty Universitable to provide coaching and time
management strategies to students, in additidnetoniore common requests for extended

time, note takers and a separate, proctored testtagjon. Her sense is that students

13 All college, staff and student names in Chaptéve Bnd Six, including the case studies on Livingst
College and Commonwealth College, are pseudonying.data included in this section in terms of
enrollment or tuition are included by the authogiee the reader a sense of the college’s studmht.bAll
are taken from the schools’ websites, and nonsgeeifically cited in this section because of
confidentiality.
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graduate at equal rates to their non-disabled @adriberty, but undergraduates with
disabilities are more likely to take a semestevdea

Dozens of students each year come to Liberty undsegd. As "gifted LD"
students who are exceptionally smart, their mensoryerbal skills have masked the
presence of LD until the rigors of college. Hefia# gets a lot of referrals from the
school's counseling center for students with digeds exhibiting depression or anxiety.
Clare increasingly interacts with parents, a neengimenon she attributes to students
born in the early 1990s for whom parents play aawantral role.

At Liberty, at least half of undergraduates arelshis of color. Clare thinks that
students with learning disabilities are similathie general student body in terms of
demographics and intelligence. She notes that to@e self-esteem and identity issues
can represent a difference; very few LD studergstifly themselves outwardly as having
a disability. She talks about her students wilaldilities in terms of race and class:

| think what's probably interesting and — in theefiyears that I've worked at

Liberty, I've never had a student who was — whd d know your focus is on

learning disabilities — but who had a very sesability like used a wheelchair,

blind or deaf other than White students. I've lbaé student who used a

wheelchair that wasn’t White...There are probablgtaf factors. | think for

students with very significant disabilities it'ard to go to school far away, and
probably socioeconomic status has a lot of infbgealso. | think people with
lower socioeconomic status have less access -ah ahefinitely less access to

resources, but more likely to rely on family asecavers, have less access — |
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mean just everything that comes with that. (Citwdy, personal

communication, October 2, 2009)

Clare’s professional philosophy for providing acooodations to students is to
facilitate access and create opportunity: succetslare is based on student merit. She
feels it is important to balance academic integaitg program standards with disability
rights. “I think a lot of disability service direars get themselves into trouble when they
feel bad for a student and that’s the basis frontkthey make a decision,” she

comments.

Staff Profile: Jeremy Kenny, Atlantic College.

Jeremy learned about accommodations from the graprat a community
college where he performed various roles like naker, scribe and reader for students
with disabilities. He became a full-time employkere, and moved to Atlantic College
in 2006 where he now serves 250 students acroast&flk various schools. A private
college located in several buildings along a busgnae, Atlantic charges tuition
exceeding $35,000 per year. Jeremy uses Atlatietssite as well as Twitter to do
outreach, and boasts a good rapport with mostso$tidents.

Some students he works with are very independémere contact the office for
assistance on a constant basis. Jeremy seesganentvement with younger students
as a source for this difference; parents will bath or students have come to depend on
the support. Families are accustomed to the legalonment which governs K-12 and

college represents a transition to greater selbealey. He gets a lot of calls and emails
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from students and parents when they're lookingplieges during junior year and again

in the summer before fall semester starts. Afteeshman orientation session for
example, he might get an entire family meeting \kitin in his cubicle. According to
Jeremy, many LD students choose to come to Atldr®oause of its small class sizes and
a pedagogical emphasis on class discussion rédtaertests.

He provides accommodations to female and maleestadht a ratio of three-to-
one. There are more female students at Atlantoetpn with, and Jeremy thinks women
may also be more willing to seek out help. Stuslevith learning disabilities represent
the largest disability category at 30 to 40 peradrthose served by his office. A few
students each semester come to his office undiagnesme are referred by faculty or
other student service offices. He mentions thatesof his Asian students have not been
diagnosed for stigma and family issues. Jeremrmgights here are substantiated by
research: Mak and Kwok (2010) state that Chinesenps, in particular, are subject to an
increased sense of stigma resulting from conceresaal identity, value and “face”.

Jeremy can refer students for testing internalllgrough one of Atlantic’s
academic departments students can receive a fudhpseducational evaluation for $300.
He talks about this arrangement compared to thedlpigh cost of evaluations:

And | don't like — if I'm sitting there talking t@ student and | recognize these

things, and | say, "Well, you know, you probabihpsld get tested. And by the

way, here's a list of places.” And some of thaketinsurance and some of them
don't. And even if they do take insurance, yol stédl have to pay out of

pocket, and there's a waiting list, or oh, it's08®.00. It's sort of this circuitous

thing to say, "Oh, we can help you, but you ghtige money." So this is
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something that's a lot more reasonable, to betaliielp those students. (J.

Kenny, personal communication, April 12, 2010)

Tutoring and writing support is available to alidgénts, and Jeremy is working on
establishing a computer lab with assistive techgykxclusive to students with
disabilities. He gets lots of accommodation retpiés texts in alternative format,
largely electronic and audio, as well as note gkarvices. He does not find that stigma
is a big problem for his LD students; that’'s moregent for students with psychiatric
disabilities. He tries to instill self-advocacyilikin his students, but a few come with
expectations that exceed what Jeremy sees as atdsornde describes this conflict: “I
have to temper that, and say, ‘Well, this is whatoan and can't do, and this is why.
And what you're asking for is basically for used your professor that you can have an

extra two weeks to do this paper. And it's justganna work that way.”

Staff Profile: Amy Giordano, Commonwealth College.

Before our interview Amy Giordano explained to that the beginning of a
semester at Commonwealth College is so busy fotha¢ishe doesn’t even make
appointments with students. She has worked irbdigaservices there for almost two
decades, after some time working at a communiteegel About 125 students count as
“active” users of support services, which meany tire enrolled and attend full-time.
Some students only need services for fall or spsemgester, depending on the courses
they're taking. She says that LD is the most plesvadisability diagnosis at

Commonwealth College, with ADHD as the second nsostmon.
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Amy doesn’t go after students to recruit them, et contact information is in all
the catalogs and school literature, some facultydmability language in their syllabi,
and students refer other students through wordaftm Networking happens
informally, and it's a small school so everyoneWwsdier. The vast majority of students
have documentation, but a handful is diagnosethifirst time with psychiatric issues
or ADHD, typically referred to her by faculty ordltounseling center. Commonwealth
doesn’t evaluate students internally, so they riéfem out to a local medical center or
Amy tells them to go to their pediatrician and tisar parents’ insurance. For example,
one student was just tested and diagnosed witlegnand reading disorders, thought he
isn’t sure which one is the primary diagnosis. Ti@n can remember that reading was
always a struggle.

Some students come in knowing exactly what thedraand can advocate for
themselves. Asperger’s is becoming more prevadenis test anxiety. More faculty
members are aware of these signs, and are incgeth®im referrals to the counseling
department. The vast majority of faculty is supper, but a small number are still wary,
especially in the science and engineering depatsnédtis not that they don’t recognize
disabilities as legitimate, but perhaps questioetvér or not they should be
accommodated considering the real-life demandbaxfd fields. Amy is also aware of
instances of competition, when some students meyepe that another student who
receives an accommodation has an edge.

The most common accommodations are extended tiate taking and a separate
location for testing. | ask Amy if there is stigmbout separate location, of students

wondering why certain peers are absent on test 8&g. says this is an issue, especially
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for freshmen who are trying to fit in or want t@le their disability identity behind in
high school. She thinks the issues for “hidingg atrictly social. Students who have
been diagnosed for a long time are less affectatiiby

She thinks students with disabilities at Commorithe@ollege are from all walks
of life and represent the student body, but she doge that the student body at
Commonwealth College is not that diverse. Thesslue be more boys than girls
requesting services, but it's becoming more baldraseADHD and psychological
diagnoses increase for girls.

When Amy came to Commonwealth College two decadesshe worked on a
separate fee-based program for LD students whieheaf enhanced services above what
was legally required. The program ended in 1986,sance then, students have
progressed with reasonable accommodations. Anifiteas adjacent to resources like
tutoring and writing help. She assists students hdwve temporary disabilities like a
broken leg; Athletes trying to stay eligible alssivAmy. Commonwealth College has a
growing population of international students, aad/ges like notetaking and ESL
support can be provided to them if the faculty wiintlt’s just a varied number of
people in here, so we try to make it as easy asifledor them not to feel
uncomfortable,” Amy remarks (A. Giordano, persoc@nmunication, February 12,
2010).

Amy has a part-time, 20-hour per week graduatistass, as well as her own
budget. She reports directly to the provost. Bfadlt she talks to a lot of parents, which

she describes as a “difficult relationship.” Slesadtibes parental expectation:
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So there’s at least a conversation going to keegya, but | explain to parents
that it’s strictly a student-centered help centecan help anybody who walks in
here, but if they don’t walk in here I'm not reaudpout... There are parents that
will want you to call their son or daughter, makee they're up, and basically
become a surrogate parent, and that's somethatd tave to let them know right
off the bat that's not a possibility.

...A student can go for office hours to see theafgssor and this has
small enough classes. And those are all verytigeshings for every student, but
there is that disabled student parent who feele@ggh they would get lost in the
shuffle in a CUNY or somewhere in a larger envin@mt, which they may have.
So I would say a small number there is an expectéihat you can take care of
him or her because that's what we thought we \geneg to get.

And | think what they're getting is an informairin of that because |
wouldn’t know the student or an academic advisouln’'t know a student well
enough to call me and say, “You know what, Amyhnloy’s not doing too good.
What do you know about him? What's going on?"t Buly yes | would say that
parents find a small private college a safer @mrment for a student who has

needs. (A. Giordano, personal communication, Graatyr12, 2010)

One service students and parents would like t@dded is one-on-one coaching.

Students can meet with her twice a week if thaiig of their accommodation and she’s

available. The school’s smallness and array ofices like tutoring and a writing center

provide good support. Students who advocate fdraacess the supports they need are

the ones who succeed academically. Amy think®fadhat separate students who are
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successful at Commonwealth College from those whp'aare the same factors as for
typical students, and mentions drugs and alcolp®@ally as they relate to students with
mental health issues. She says the majority mtomeeigh Commonwealth in four years,
and most take a full load which they might havadgment with summer classes or

winter intercession.

Interviews with DSOs at Medium-Pell, Medium-SES Cdkges

Staff Profile: Clark James, Sierra College.

Clark James is a veteran in disability services grelative newcomer to Sierra
College, a medium-Pell school in a less denselgmudetting. His office relies on mainly
part-time staff to serve more than 500 studenesyihjority of whom have learning
disabilities. They recruit students aggressivatiending high school transition and
college fairs, visiting 100-level classes at Siexmd setting up information tables in the
library and student center. They also visit c@legpartmental meetings to encourage
faculty to put disability statements in their spilaand offer workshops with more
general titles like “Learning Strategies” to finmidents with disabilities who may be
struggling academically but haven't yet identifibémselves to his office. He thinks
these outreach efforts result in their servinglatirgely high number of students.

Most students come to Sierra College with medicaumentation of their
disability, and the two most requested accommodatare extended time and separate
location for tests. Freshmen served by their effice able to meet regularly with
mentors and academic counselors who are able t@anstudents’ use of

accommodations and address any concerns aboutstigaccessing services. This
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special program tracks four student learning outesiminderstanding of one’s disability,
familiarity with academic supports on campus, sielfermination and an engaged college
experience. Clark sees an increase in studerttsfuvittional limitations and concurrent
mental health diagnoses like anxiety. Student@gked by the office to sign a release,
so disability services can contact professors acelwersa, in order to create a “web of
support” around a student.

Clark comments that while some students expegétantensive services like
they did in high school, others thought they wadogdon their own in college and are
pleasantly surprised to get more than they expedtidthinks this difference between
the expectations of students may be a result tdréifices in parental expectations and
attitudes. Clark describes the integrated relatignbetween federal policy and
advocacy:

| think students have to get used to the ideayghp that they have to self-

manage, and that they have to ask for servicekthay have to be present in their

education in a way that — present in managing #hiication in a way that they

might not have ever had to do before. (C. Jamessonal communication,

February 19, 2010)

The students served by the Disability Servicegc®ft Sierra College are
similar demographically to the general student hday Clark does know that his
retention rates are higher: almost 90% of freshatadents served by the Disability
Services Office continue on to their sophomore yéta& believes that the robust use of

support services distinguishes the students wgalidlities who are successful and those
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who aren’t. He also acknowledges that some stsdeith disabilities may not be a good
academic fit for college: they were able to graduagh school in inclusion classrooms

with intense supports that just aren’t availableotiege.

Staff Profile: Cynthia Brady, Downtown College.

Cynthia Brady is a senior administrator at Downtd®ollege; she oversees more
than Disability Services, though she happens tihndgoint person for that, too. A small,
not-for-profit college in an urban setting, Downtowollege boasts a diverse racial and
ethnic mix of students. Most families are not wiaabnd many students struggle to pay
tuition, but Cynthia shares that the parents t&eimportant for their children to attend a
private four-year school. About 75 students theoeive disability accommodations, and
while she notes that this is a relatively small bem the students’ needs are becoming
more complex and represent a range of learninghestlyic and medical disabilities.
Cynthia thinks the students with disabilities atiddown are demographically similar to
the student body, though she thinks she meetsmatte White, male students with LD.
The parents who call her tend to be the more aftl\¢hite parents.

She works constantly with faculty, educates thenthenADA, and often gets
students in her office as a result of a facultgmefl. Most students with learning
disabilities at Downtown come to college alreadygtiosed, documented and equipped
with individualized learning strategies. She tlsitdecause of the age of onset and new
stressors in college, students with psychiatrialigies are typically being diagnosed
for the first time. Cynthia says audio books antertaking are the predominant

accommodations needed at Downtown College. Bedaesschool is so small, they're
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rethinking the way they provide the accommodatiba separate testing location—
students worry about confidentiality when their ige®otice they are absent on test day.
Students with problems at Downtown get to see a,d&hich she notes is not
something that would likely happen at a bigger sth&arents and students perceive a
difference in sending their children to small, ptizr school where they’ll get more
attention in smaller classes. She is stringeheinrequirement for documentation, but
beyond that, really believes in an individualizgg@ach with students:
| learned to get over thinking of it one size atsand to literally sit with him and
say 'What do you need? What do you need to beessful?' And that's what |
start out most of my conversations. So to mehteye are the things that we can
do that are kind of like the things that we caregjou in the way of
accommodations, but what else is it that you neé@?Brady, personal

communication, February 9, 2010).

Her office monitors midterm grades and use of acoodations. Cynthia feels that

Downtown has a moral and ethical responsibilitgmsure that students do well.

Staff Profile: Jessica Norton, Klapper University.

Jessica is new to Klapper University; she recentyg hired here after several
years in the Disability Services Office at a highSSuniversity. A private college in a
very urban setting, Klapper is smaller than hewijongs institution, and Jessica finds it a
more relaxed atmosphere. About 150 students wstibdities receive services at

Klapper’'s main campus, and the majority of thesel@peled with a learning disability.
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Most come in with disability documentation, andg@ahat don't are referred out for
evaluation since Klapper considers it a conflicinbérest to test their own students.

The most commonly requested accommodations afp€lagre extended time,
note-taking and permission to audio record. Ske géts requests for housing. Jessica
acknowledges that disabilities are becoming morepdizated and require more
accommodations; students come to her with multpgnoses, and she gives examples
of LD with chronic medical conditions or psychiatrssues. She comments that students
who have been diagnosed for a while are mostly odatfle receiving accommodations,
but those who are more recently diagnosed get esbabout giving an accommodation
letter to a professor or being conspicuously abserest day. She thinks the difference
in comfort stems not just from history with a labekt more with how the disability was
explained to the student at whatever point he engs diagnosed: you're the same
person, this label just validates the difficultyusae experienced. Jessica finds that some
students know surprisingly little about their digiépor why they receive
accommodations.

She acknowledges that because Klapper is a prseat@ol with tuition exceeding
$30,000 per year she feels a sense of expectationdome parents about the services
their child will receive there. She talks to addfparents and enjoys it, but notes that the
laws and accommodations process in college is pstatent for some parents who
attended IEP meetings and were very involved iir ttheld receiving services during K-
12. She expounds:

But they have to relinquish that control, and sqraeents just cannot handle that.

And some kids can’t handle it, and then the paresdlly get nervous and upset.

75



That's kind of when they have to come to term$iwwihat their kid can and

cannot do. (J. Norton, personal communicatiobylay 12, 2010)

Conversely, Jessica has seen students during tlesra@ho are being diagnosed for the
first time and are afraid to tell their parent©ne can sometimes be like, ‘I can’'t go
talk to my parents about this. They don’t beligwexists. They’ll think I'm stupid,”

she describes.

The students who do well academically at Klappertlaose who utilize their
accommodations and take advantage of resourcethkkeriting and tutoring centers,
which are available to all students. Her studerite take fewer credits and move
through college at a slower pace do so not foriisareasons but for financial reasons,

as they are working.

Interviews with DSOs at High-Pell, Low-SES Colleges

Staff Profile: Mary Coen, Arthur College.

Mary is a veteran Disability Services Officer wioaight for and experienced
firsthand more than three decades of federal disalagislation. She describes the
historical moment saying, “We were carving out wagether, and we were very close
and we were very dedicated and we were very ethimlpurposeful and real champions
of the movement,” (M.Coen, personal communicat&ungust 26, 2009). She has

worked at Arthur College for several years and saysthings have surprised her. First,
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faculty and staff are extremely welcoming, studeménted, and go the extra mile.
Second, students love their experience at Arthur.

Mary serves about 350 students with disabilitiesugh her office; she thinks
about a third of these are labeled LD. She bedigliat retention and graduation rates for
students with disabilities meet or exceed thogh®heneral population at Arthur,
because most students have passed through a cotyrcaliege on their way to this
four-year school. They are extremely motivated laane learned how to advocate for
themselves. Mary sees college as an importanentid for people with disabilities,
who have fewer alternatives to participate in tleeldvof work and society at large.

She notices that many students with learning disab at Arthur try to ‘pass’,
and they don’t come into the office to self-ideytiintil they’re not doing well. Most of
these received accommodations during K-12, butalenpercentage of foreign-born
adults have never been diagnosed and Mary refens tut for testing. “I've had grown
women and men cry in my office, saying, ‘Thank God sent me for testing. Now |
know I'm not stupid,” she recounts. She cites feptions in NYC for low-cost
evaluations as a real problem.

Her office scans materials for LD students, follawpswith faculty, and works
with campus resources like tutoring so that stuglget maximum usage, but she says,
“There’s not that much support for students.” Betdgare tight. She describes the
students at Arthur as “poor”, and knows that soimeeo students with disabilities
receive SSI. About 90 percent of students at Aréina students of color. Students aren’t

pushy about their accommodations.
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Most students progress through their semestersstengy. Students who truly
understand their disability are going to succe8te brought on a part-time learning
specialist, and aspires to do more for LD studeBise fought for three bus shelters on
campus for students who use para-transit. Mostukr€ollege students with disabilities
come without knowledge of assistive technology, &taaly thinks this is connected to
SES. She elaborates:

You talk about economics — | would even put in &rothing, awareness of the

possibilities of what's available. That's a whdi#ferent thing. It's like how do

you know what to task for? And | think there’p@verty in that, in that there’s
such a lack of awareness. Whereas in other plat@sst spoke to a student who
went to school in [a wealthy county in New Yorla&{, and he told me that the
last year he was there, they introduced techndloggeople with learning
disabilities. I'm hoping that that's going to lpsgm more and more, but certainly,

| haven’t yet met a student who came out of thev Nerk City [public K-12]

school system who had access to technology foebody with a learning

disability. (M. Coen, personal communication, Asg26, 2009)

Mary has worked to open a state-of-the-art comgdateon campus.

Staff Profile: Suri Greene, Townsend College.

Suri specializes in learning disabilities at Toamg College, a selective but low-
SES school serving mostly minority students, 4@@et of whom attend part-time. Her
goal is, “to help the students with learning diftibs get whatever extra help they need

to be on par with the rest of the students in tblaiss,” (S. Greene, personal

78



communication, September 24, 2009). She worksltcae faculty and staff about LD
in areas such as documentation, accommodationsaarfdsion between LD and ADHD.
She remarks that students with disabilities themesebften need education to understand
their disability. Suri illustrates:
| had a student when | was doing the accommodatiatame to me and said,
‘Here’s my information. | need a calculator foy math classes.” So | looked
through his documentation and | see he has clB&i® no questions about that.
| don’t see anything about any learning disahiliéy alone the math disability.
So | said, ‘Well, unfortunately for your requegbu don’t have anything showing
that you have a math disability or any kind ofrteag disability for that matter
and | can't provide the calculator.’

He threw a stink. ‘I have ADHD. It means | hau®. It's the same
thing. | need a calculator for my class. | cawhcentrate.” ‘I'm sure you can't
concentrate enough. | can definitely give you equinters on how to help you
with that, but giving you a calculator is reallgtrgoing to be the solution to your
disability.” And he went on and on so | refertech over to my supervisor who
basically said the exact same thing | did. (SdBe, personal communication,

September 24, 2009)

This example highlights her belief that some DikghServices Offices give out stock

accommodations without really reviewing the papekwd think it's become a little bit

more uniform like, ‘Oh, you have a disability, extime. You have a disability, private
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setting.” It's a little bit of an issue, but thagain, if they have the disability, they're
entitled to it by law, there’s nothing | can do abd,” she says.

Townsend provides services to a few hundred stsdeitlh disabilities, and about
half of these have LD. She says the students witypdouldn’t pass a course without an
accommodation often have concurrent psychiatriorders. She sees students who
choose to go on academic probation rather thardgdfose. She also sees students on
the other side of this spectrum:

Some students are very self-advocating. They ifileththemselves early on.

They've had the support by their parents. Theyiad the support from their

institutions from their schools and they come icdtiege and they've been

basically spoon fed from high school and fromtiparents and from everybody
else that they are entitled to everything. Ancklgeeverything you could
possibly want. | had a student who had a shadasthool [K-12], and then they
come into the college experience expecting exadtigt they had in high school
and elementary school. Expecting everything thram provided for them.

That’s where the problem lies.

The college is supposed to be a little bit moyeu‘stand on your own

two feet,” type of thing and we help you. We daio it for you. There’s a fine

line between ‘here’s your degree, you have a disgband ‘here, let me help

you to obtain it yourself.” (S. Greene, persor@ahmunication, September 24,

2009)

She says the biggest problem facing students iisah#ity to prove they have a

learning disability: they can't afford the evalwati Her office refers students to state-
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funded programs. Once students are diagnosed, corancommodations at Townsend
include extended time and separate location fomsxaCalculators and audio recorders

are also used as accommodations.

Staff Profile: Donna Johnson, Livingston College.

Donna Johnson is relatively new in her role adalsability Services Officer at
Livingston College, but she has long known whatlike to provide accommodations to
someone. She grew up living with a neurologicabdier alongside a cousin with
autism, though neither one of them received supgmoktices in high school. For her,
working with students with disabilities feels natuand personal, and she brings to bear a
master's degree in public health as well.

With two other full-time staff and a part-time taang specialist who focuses on
LD testing, Livingston's Disability Services Offiserves more than 500 students who
have registered with the office. Some have bestedefor a math or foreign language
disability very specifically, while others need ramngoing services. Many students
don't come in during the semester until they nesdething; Johnson thinks a number of
them have developed their own strategies for navigachool successfully. Some just
need a quiet place to study. She thinks aboutttisents who don't know about the
office despite her staff's presence at orientaéiod open houses. Donna knows some
will never come for services because of the stigmeg perceive will come from being
defined as a student with a disability.

About 75 percent of the self-identified studentthwlisabilities at Livingston

have learning disabilities, and most receive nakedg, tutoring and extended time.
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Johnson shares that the majority of these LD stsdmime ready with their IEPs from
high school and other documentation. The studmmt$rending younger and those
coming straight out of high school have a lot afgogal involvement. She'll often have
to refer older students out to be re-tested sines tiocumentation is outdated. She says
there's a different level of demand from the yoursgedents, a need for quick
information and instant gratification. One tref sees is that, "the males and their
parents advocate a lot harder than any other popuilgD. Johnson, personal
communication, September 28, 2009). She expounds,
Actually | should say white males in particulalhe number of students that
we've had come to us with their parents, it's heleite males. And | did a quick
survey from orientation of, like, our departmeantd each person was like, That's
who | saw." Students will come alone, by themsehbut there definitely was a
pattern. | came back to work and | sat there,lamds counting. And | was like,
'‘Came with parent. Came with parent.’
And sometimes, it's both mom and dad. It's nst mom. But it was
mom and dad many times. But | was very fascinégdhe number of white
male students that came accompanied with thegngsr (D. Johnson, personal

communication, September 28, 2009)

White students are not the demographic majoritynahgston, and her office
serves a good racial and ethnic mix of studentgio®conomic status of students also
reveals a mix: some students rely on the servieesc¢hool can provide, while some
parents offer to pay for their own tutors or tegtirLately she's been seeing a few more

requests that fall outside what she judges todeswnable’ and so she asks for additional
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documentation. For her a guiding principle in nmgkihese determinations is whether
the requested accommodation will help this stutteacademically be successful and
then beyond.

Students press for accommodations beyond whasemnable, and in case-by case
examples the office could typically afford to acaoodate them. The question of scale
arises, balanced against what the office decidesdsssary for students to succeed. In
accordance with their mission statement, it's aigmortant that they're equipping
students for the outside world and helping thenobermore independent. This has
required an adjustment from former students arfflaike. Donna doesn't want the
disability office to take on the role of financeall or career services or the registrar. But
part of that means educating her colleagues iretbffsces to appropriately serve
students with disabilities.

Johnson believes utilization of support serviagsasates students who are
academically successful and persist in college.eM&tudents are dismissed for
academic reasons, appeal and are re-instatedidtries mandatory for those students to
come see her and she appreciates the opporturabuttsel them. She tells the story of

one of these encounters:

I had one family in here that made me just wartiremmk down and cry because it
was a mother and a son. And she knew that hehadra learning disability in
high school but never got him tested because ssiewas like — she started
crying. She was like, 'l was scared for him. idnd want people to label him.’
And he did get — he was dismissed, then he apghedde came back. And guess

what? He's being tested. So she's ready nowthatd pretty much what she
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said. And he was like — he, on the other hanaeo| feel like was like, 'No big
deal, I'll get tested.’

So | do think that, as parents, it's a tough sleci to — it's a tough
decision, and you decide to — you make it or yoo'td And you pray that, if you
make that wrong decision, your kid will just beceaissful and skate by. And |
think that mother and son were a perfect exampéerother knowing, but it was
— it was clearly painful to her, otherwise she Wati have been crying. She
knew and now the evidence was really there bedaetisson wasn't doing well in
school. He needed additional services. So geiigy for time management. She
agreed to have him fully tested. So he will bstdd, and we will now get the
resources he needs to be successful. (D. Johmpswapnal communication,

September 28, 2009)

In order to catch struggling students before they caught in the appeal and
readmission process, Johnson wants to implementieyghat any of her students who
have a 2.3 GPA have to come in for a meeting someeF could put them below a 2.0,
the minimum grade point average required for car@thenrollment. They've created a
listserv for students. The office has a writing@pkst on staff and an additional tutor so
students can sign up for the extra support that tieed. They offer support groups in
partnership with the counseling department. Skdits her dean and vice president for
the collaborative environment. Johnson does tgimwith faculty, too, and is trying to
identify those professors who might serve as departal liaisons with her office or

mentor newer faculty.
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She references a nearby high-SES school whoséiltig&ervices Office has the
same budget as Johnson does, but for one-thirdeo$tudents. She knows the DSO at
another high-SES, elite school and comments that tifice staff is huge compared to
hers. Johnson has a wish list that includes peats®a coaching for students and a full-
time learning specialist who doesn't have to fooostesting. She thinks about what
success means for her LD students, and how hereofan help them reach their next

goal.

Summary: Staff Interviews

Running a Disability Service Office is a difficuttpmplex job; the issues and
anecdotes shared in interviews reflect this. Decinteract with a range of stakeholders
including parents, faculty, technology staff, legalinsel, college administrators,
counseling and other health service providers gludents. They’re constantly
exercising their professional judgment and weighiagds which sometimes contradict,
like student requests and budgets. In each ier\a sense of personal advocacy for
students with disabilities came through. Manyhafse staff had worked with together at
other campuses, resulting in a tight professioeéivark which seemed to both create and
reinforce a dedication to the disability serviaddiwithin higher education.

Staff interviewed all recognized the growing coexpty of disability services as
numbers of students with psychiatric and chroniodtions increase. Yet these
increases in student numbers and involvednessilbotarto staff job security and office

budgets determined by FTE counts. Staff's maiement to denying accommodations
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(Lerner, 2004) would be the subsequent financiglaoh of setting a precedent they can’t

replicate or maintain.

Themes from Staff Interviews

Within this broader professional context severglomiant themes emerge.

Parental Involvement and Expectation.

Parental involvement emerges as a prominent therbeth student and staff
interviews, and was the most commonly cited indgctiode. Table Six illustrates that
parents were five times more likely to be discugeeah interview with staff from a high-
or medium-SES college than a low-SES college. Tbidd in part be explained by that
fact that more students at the low-SES schoolsedsire older and parents themselves.
But writing in Chapter One explains that the average of college students in New York
State is decreasing: age alone does not accoutitisasizeable difference in code
frequency. SES is the clear marker, and wide ngitn the effects of parent social class
on students supports this. Two well-known writ@reducation are cited here. Apple
(2006) describes how middle class parents are fikalg to have the knowledge and
skills to manipulate educational environments. étaLareau and Erin McNamara
Horvat (1999) employ a Bourdieuian lens to dematsthow middle-class parents
activate cultural capital to support their childseelementary education in a school-based
ethnography. As Ferri and Connor (2006) point dtis clear that dominant-group
parents expect schools to mirror, rather than gisthe social stratification in the larger

community” (p.11).
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Table Six
Count of “Parental Involvement” Code from Staff Interview Transcripts

SES Category Code count | Percentage
High SES
Clare 3 7%
Jeremy 8 19%
Amy 7 17%
Med SES
Clark 1 2%
Cynthia 9 21%
Jessica 7 17%
Low SES
Mary 1 2%
Suri 1 2%
Donna 5 12%
Total 42 100%

Cutting across lines of social class, campaign&ir2 schools actively solicit
parental involvement, and special programs in NenkCity schools recruit parents of
children with disabilities to volunteer for the Comttee on Special Education (NYC
DOE, 2011). Croke and Thompson (2011) demonstinet®enefits of communication
between individuals with disabilities, their faredi and educators. Recognizing the
important role of parents, Linda Ware (2002) sggaheir narratives within a Disability
Studies framework to problematize societal nornosiiad independence: parents of
children with disabilities are often the first tnderstand the importance of
interdependence. She cites parental perspectvEpanternarratives” and explains,

Taken together, these disability counternarratiesk a significant departure

from the traditional narrative of disability graded in the biological, social, and

cognitive sciences that have shaped educatioabiightive medicine, and social

work practice. As counternarratives, they disthptreceived messages about
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disability that we have inherited from institut®rihey incite our imagination
about those we name disabled, and they demandrgalal analysis of the

meaning of humanity. (Ware, 2002)

The important role of parents as advocates butegamst college culture where
a student should “stand on your own two feet” (82&Be, personal communication,
September 24, 2009). Various staff interviewedcdbed parents as “very scary”,
“extremely challenging”, and “in denial”. One imfeew exchange characterized a lack
of student advocacy as a result of parental owarlvement, quoting a common student
refrain as, “My parents handled it and they new&t tne anything.” Parental
involvement also contradicts federal policies.l€Tit of the ADA mandates that “in
postsecondary schools, the studéhésnselvemust identify the need for an auxiliary aid
and give adequate notice of the need” (US DOE, 280phasis added). Ware theorizes,
“Education’s twin goals of efficiency and equitwbgroven increasingly paradoxical
and antithetical, to inclusion, and yet the syssgmathology continues to be recast as
student pathology” (Ware, 2002).

| would argue that the system’s pathology is atszast as parent pathology. The
effects of “affiliate stigma”, stigma internalizég parents of children with disabilities,
can be severe (Mak and Kwok, 2010). The findinggiated in Table Six suggest that
higher-SES parents may be more tolerant of ordaseeptible to affiliate stigma. As
staff interviewed from a medium-SES college con§yfiThe parents that call are

definitely the more affluent White parents.”
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Parental involvement in college surfaces in conoadb parental expectation of
an institution. Jessica from medium-SES Klappeivehsity provides her own example:
| think there’s definitely that expectation... | sgoWith an incoming freshman
and his mom yesterday. Mom is definitely involyedecking up on things,
asking most of the questions, wanting to know vt is going to be getting for
the money essentially. She didn’t say that, bat's always an undertone. (J.

Norton, personal communication, February 12, 2010)

Each staff interviewed from high-SES colleges cstesitly acknowledged an awareness
of these expectations. Jeremy from high-SES Atdabollege describes the sense of
quid pro quathat can derive from paying high tuition:
The parents may kind of have this sort of, ‘I'mipgyX. | should be getting Y
for my son or daughter, and | sort of don't cahatithe ADA says,” or whatever
it is...Sometimes it does happen, and there arestadhat will definitely play
that card, and say, ‘Well, I'm going to this schaead I'm paying all this money,
and | should be getting blah, blah, blah, andryeed to advocate for me, and you
need to do this.” And they're confusing the adwaycwith what they really want,

with what's appropriate. (J. Kenny, personal cemigation, April 12, 2010)

As Jeremy’s mention of the ADA in this excerpt Hights, funding models in
U.S. higher education make disability law compkchto implement. Arum, Gamoran
and Shavit (2007) assert that higher educatioherlnited States is demand-driven and
responds like other market commodities. In a dieakred system where colleges rely

largely on tuition revenue and private support,abthors describe universities as “client-
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seekers” or “status seekers”. Client-seeking sish@ty on enrollment to survive and
engage in advertising and specialized programswélsely status-seeking schools
pursue prestige through top faculty and competaigmissions. The majority of colleges
in New York City could be classified as client-seek As such, ‘buyer’ expectations are
bolstered by the messages of the free market: gbwigat you pay for. As higher
education becomes increasingly commodified, par@miisstudents alike expect more
than a quality education. They expect good sesyilaeilities and jobs after graduation.
Cynthia from medium-SES Downtown College descritrsresponse to these
expectations. “l have parents who e-mail, callaoneveekends. Not that | encourage it
but | have to work with the parents as much andetiones even more than the students
to get them to allow their student to start adviocptor themselves,” she says. Cynthia
regards parents as an important partner in hergalpporting students. Other staff
interviewed expressed an affinity for speaking va#inents and understood it as part of
their job. But none of them acknowledged the parele as a necessary response to a
fractured legal and disability service system thdtiven by advocacy. The adverse
effects as a result of parents and students natcating surface in student interviews and

are described in Chapter Six.

Relationship with Institution.

College staff shared many interesting perspectiash collectively describe
their relationship with their institution, a secaieéme from staff interviews. Topics
include staffing patterns, budgets, reporting $tmes, communication with faculty and

students, peer networks, and perception of colieg@ environments. Viewed together,
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these administrative structures provide insightuslhow colleges regard and direct
resources to students with disabilities. “Admirasitre Response Positive”
overwhelmingly outnumbered “Administrative Respohggative” as an inductive code
(28 to 2).

One major factor affecting how Disability Servig@Hicers are able to support
students is how robustly their offices are staff&daffing patterns seemed to have more
to do with the size of the population of studenithwlisabilities and less to do with the
SES category of an institution. While the mostfstere located at the wealthiest
college, most of the other high- and medium-SE&gek were one-person shops, and all
of the low-SES colleges had several full-time sitafthe office. One high-SES school
and one low-SES school had a learning specidtisigh the learning specialist at the
high-SES campus was full-time while the learningcsalist at the low-SES school was
part-time. All of the colleges relied heavily oraguate assistants and part-time staff,
many of whom functioned as tutors and notetakétre number of part-time staff at
some schools was so large (30 or more) that DS8wited spending a great deal of
their time managing them.

Some schools were able to use students as notefakeheir peers with
disabilities. Schools from high- and low-SES categs alike talked about not having
adequate budgets to pay for notetakers, and usative strategies like offering campus
bookstore qift cards or priority registration. Qurwlege DSO felt that using students as
notetakers violated confidentiality; students wéarning disabilities expressed anxiety
about their peers knowing they had a disability.older to accommodate this feeling, the

campus hired external part-time staff to take notes
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Survey questions #13 and #14 asked staff aboWtitiaclata like graduation rates
and race/ethnicity of students. The majority avey respondents answered “no”, they
did not maintain data on these outcomes and dembiga Interviews provided me with
the opportunity to ask staff about this, and dtain both high- and low-SES colleges
admitted to not having time to spend on these &sxtrAs Mary commented, “We’re just
so busy on the campuses putting out fires andgmgrget students the services they
need. But it really should be looked at. We gesaliould be looking at retention and
whatever.” All DSOs felt understaffed and one slahat her office was “spread very
thin”. Another DSO even tutored students hersedf described her job as doing
“everything and anything”.

Most staff managed their own budgets and had disarabout how these funds
were spent. A few acknowledged a universal feakisability services: having to arrange
for American Sign Language (ASL) for students whe deaf or hard-of-hearing can
easily overload an entire budget. As one commefitéal get one deaf student, you
can’t do anything. All your money goes there.”

DSOs reported directly to college vice presideats® high-SES DSO reported
directly to the college provost. This high-leveporting structure reveals that disability
services are visible within the university’s polifo It may also reflect the perceived
litigious nature of disability services, and cobegdministrators’ concerns about
complying with federal laws. Even during the iniew process, some staff voiced
certain comments “off the record”.

Surprisingly, mention of the threat of lawsuits veashe bottom of the frequency

list for inductive codes. A DSO from a high-SE3lege shared that she works more
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closely with the General Counsel’s office now tishe did at other colleges where she
has been employed. Staff from a medium-SES sdsoltalked about calling the
General Counsel for advice, and one staff fromwa$&S school described how,
“Legal...gets involved.” Conversely, another staffmh a low-SES school described
trying to stay below the radar of her administnatamd its 504 office. “If we have plans
in place and we don’t execute it, we're worse tliave don’'t have a plan,” she offered.

The larger the school’s budget the more damagwgudas can be. Because the
litmus test for the ADA is that reasonable accomatimths must be provided “unless to
do so would cause undue hardship” (EEOC, 2002yal sprivate college would have a
better chance of defending this hardship threshéldollege in the CUNY system, for
example, would almost never be able to justify #igument since a university-wide
budget approved in fall 2010 exceeded $2.8 bil{iGINY, 2010). With such a large
budget on paper, few accommodations would be cereiidunreasonable from an
institutional standpoint.

That said, the law is clear that the onus is cjeaml students to request
accommodations and provide adequate documentdtitieio disability. Staff seemed
clear that this was an administrative line in tards One DSO from a medium-SES
college articulated, “One area that | do draw the bn is they must provide
documentation. | will not put accommodations itheut documentation because | have
a philosophy in all aspects of what | do. If I'nillig to do it for one | have to do it for
all.” Many DSOs echoed this criterion. Some stig@re able to advocate more

aggressively than others, and this is explainedhapter Six.
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But the federal law makes it clear that accommaoadatstill vary from student to

student. Staff must exercise personal judgmerak tla@ extent of what resources the

school can offer does become a factor. Interviegemts in Table Seven give examples

of how staff perceives the availability of suchaases.

Table Seven

Staff Interview Responses about Approach to Provigig Accommodations

College SES Type

Quote

High-SES, Low-Pell

It's pretty clear as to wha¢xpected and what's provided
through Disability Services. The website is pretgar. Our
language is pretty clear. When | explain it togdedhat
contact us, | try to be very clear about what we aad can't
do. Sometimes it's kind of a situation that just'treally be
envisioned, and say well, we have to look at it take it on &
case by case basis. But | don't think that them@ere often
than not, things work pretty smoothly, and it's nstially
somebody that's asking for something that's realtyof the
ordinary.

Medium-SES, Medium-
Pell

| think what - it makes it hard especially for sdrody that’s
new to disabilities because | think somebody tha¢'s to
disabilities tends to go more by the letter of wiht law is
and what other schools are doing. | learned t@get
thinking of it one size fits all and to literallyt svith him and
say “What do you need? What do you need to be
successful?” And that's what | start out most gf m
conversations.

Low-SES, High-Pell

| guess because we don’t haaerttany resources to give
people. | guess if we had more resources, maygests
would be more aggressive...But if we don't offer tirig, we
don’t offer tutoring. It's not a matter of, we deée who gets
it —we don't offer it... So | mean our students grateful,
pretty much, for what we can give them.

Most staff expressed working well with faculty tlmost expressed facing an

occasional nay-sayer. As Cynthia expressed, agebman issue:
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| think it helped me understand more about facwtien | really looked at when
the American Disabilities Act was passed. I'wea}s known about the
American Disabilities Act but | haven’t been temghfor 30, 40 years before it
was passed. So some of these professors we heallio educate them on what
the law is and when it was passed and what it meAnd they're receptive to it.

(C. Brady, personal communication, February 9, 2010

Amy relayed an exchange with a professor askingumat the student was going to do in
the ‘real world’. Students conveyed that they alspe confronted with this response
from faculty, and examples follow in the next cleptFaculty resistance to learning
disabilities specifically has been linked with misstt around how they are assessed and
should be accommodated (Jensen et al., 2004).e@tidxpressed few examples of

resistance from faculty, but those incidents thieycite were vivid and upsetting.

Psychiatric Diagnoses.

A third consistent theme mentioned by staff wasgrowth in psychiatric
diagnoses as a stand-alone label as well as amentdiagnosis for students with
learning disabilities. Depression and anxiety wasntioned specifically in interviews.
The common age of onset for mental health disordeadolescence and early adulthood.
In a multinational study Kessler and colleague®{ite the age range for onset of
schizophrenia as 15 to 35-years old, for examphélevsigns of mood disorders and
anxiety disorders begin to appear between the @igEs and 25. For many students the
college years fall right in the middle of these elepmental stages, and college is rife

with triggers. Not only is college full of new satand academic pressures, but students
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living away from home lack family members to notreawv behaviors that might be
atypical. Students enjoying the freedom of bemgyfrom home might resist taking
their medication.

More than half of the inductive codes about psyicitidiagnoses were from
transcripts of staff at high-SES schools, as dediat Table Eight. The low-SES schools
have a smaller on-campus residential populationtti®ahigh-SES schools here, which

may contribute to the differential.

Table Eight
Count of “Concurrent Mental Health” Code from Staff Interview Transcripts

SES Category Code count | Percentage
High SES
Clare 6 29%
Jeremy 1 5%
Amy 4 19%
Med SES
Clark 1 5%
Cynthia 6 29%
Jessica 1 5%
Low SES
Mary 1 5%
Suri 1 5%
Donna 0 0%
Total 21 100%

Clare from high-SES Liberty College describes fiiisnomenon on her campus:
And we have a lot of students that have multipgabilities, both LD and

psych... | think as psychiatric treatment improwesy’ll see more and more of
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those students. | also think that because itesalential school, that - and
because the age of onset for these severe disastiie college age - it's more
impactful at Liberty because they're away fromitfi@milies. (C. Whitney,

personal communication, October 2, 2009)

Jeremy from high-SES Atlantic College describesfélae of stigma students’ feel about

having a learning disability and compares that witlosing mental health needs:
There are some students that are definitely coeceabout that. | think that
comes into play on the mental health side mored sgometimes these are co-
morbid. Not always, but sometimes the LD will bavstigma, but maybe not
guite as much as a strict mental health kindagthiviou know, if there are
students where it's more mental health relatexy, thay be much, much more
private, and much more reserved, and much moreeceative about what kind of
information they want out. 'l wanna make sureathts gonna know.'

I have had students where they decline to evea gny information on
anything. They say no, you know, I'm gonna dmyself. Because they're just
too private about what's going on, or it's just fersonal, and they're just not
comfortable with it. 1 don't think it's as much athere's probably a little bit with
the LD, but there's more information out therewthb If somebody says, well, |
have dyslexia, or a learning disability, | dohiink that it would be looked at - if
you're talking about on the scale of stigma or tever that would be, | think
there would be still more acceptance for thain ot saying it's right or it's
wrong. There may be more acceptance for thatpagpared to the student who

has bipolar disorder. And those friends in thiesidence hall or other students
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are like oh, you know, that's the kid that wentsnand went to the hospital last
year, or was cutting himself, or whatever. Thatlof stuff.

So | think that still holds much more because yay LD, the crazy
doesn't come in, you know, if we're talking coliajly. But if somebody is
diagnosed with something on that continuum of bkeolar disorder or schizo-
affective disorder, different things like that, re@f the psychosis kind of things,
that's much more like, ‘Oh, yeah. He's out thdfles nuts. Stay away from

him.” That kinda thing. (J. Kenny, personal coomeation, April 12, 2010)

While this theme runs somewhat outside the linaayfjaze at students with
learning disabilities, I include it here for seMazampelling and timely reasons.
Increases in concurrent mental health diagnosesraggammatically important for
colleges to pay attention to because perceivethatimay deter students from seeking
accommodations and/or treatment. Not only migist éfffect students’ academic
performance, but individuals with mental illness dn average 20-25 years younger than
the general population due to concurrent medicrders (NASMHPD, 2006).

Lastly, the January 2011 shooting of CongresswoBw rielle Giffords and
others in Tucson, AZ brought national attentiodaoed Loughner’s experience at Pima
Community College. A vivid YouTube video releasedhe media displays Loughner’s
rants against the school which suspended him i0 2@tér multiple episodes of
disruptive comments and behavior. The Chronicleigher Education subsequently
featured back-cover commentary from Emory Univgrgibfessor Benjamin Reiss, who

compared the Arizona incident to the 2007 Virgihech shooting and speculates about
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the future trend of campus responses to studetitsméntal iliness. Reiss cites the
tremendous growth of threat-assessment teams opusas, and wonders what
consequences mental-health profiling will have twdents.

Staff interviewed in this study are aware of thevgh of this facet of the
disability community; their comments reflect thdthis issue resonates with a broader
theme in this work about who belongs in collegal ahat colleges will do to help
certain groups succeed. Taylor and Adelman (2668¢ribe how the topic of students’
social and mental health has been largely exclfided conversations on K-12 school
reform because little attention is placed on ati@igithat are not perceived to directly
impact achievement on high-stakes tests. Buteattiiege level, mental health and
retention/graduation are more closely linked. Maoyn low-SES Arthur College
acknowledges the barriers to academic progresstiaents with mental health issues
face in contrast to other students with disabgiti&he comments, “But for the most part,
the stops and starts are the psychiatric. Notgoalohe to function and have to take a
withdrawal, be hospitalized. They’re a tough pagpioh to work with.” This thematic
discussion is undergirded by the notion of meraeogr After all, one’s qualification to

enter college is based on the premise of an alldaalthy mind.

Conclusion

The staff | interviewed generously shared canldaights about the colleges for
whom they work, about their students, their budgateut what makes them hopeful in
their work as well as what presents a strugglemyrhundreds of pages of interview

transcripts, the three themes highlighted hereessmt a small portion of what was
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relayed, and yet | discuss these specifically beedloey were mentioned in almost every
interview and resonate with current educationalatie Conversations about parents,
home institutions and psychiatric disabilities a¢giymbolically how staff is positioned

at the center of a competition for scarce resouga®nts who justifiably want to

support and protect their children, colleges wted feessure for students to succeed
while facing budget crunches, and students whosdspresent as increasingly
complicated to university structures. In eachheflse scenarios, students are framed like
problems to solve. Yet staff do the best theywdh the resources they have. The lived
effects of this political economy is described imaPter Six and theorized in Chapter

Seven.
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Chapter Six: Notes from the Field, Student Perspentes

Student interviews yielded significant, insightfldta in this research study. Five
students from a low-SES school (Livingston Collegedl five students from a high-SES
school (Commonwealth College) participated; all addarning disability. Each one
brought anecdotes about his or her own unique patsmd academic journey, and all 10
students were on track to graduate with a baclset®gree. Two students representing
the greatest socioeconomic extremes— from the @aptdahe Tennis team whose
parents were paying his tuition and dorm expersesniddle-aged woman living on
Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) angublic housing— are presented at
greater length. | include verbatim quotes froneimiew transcripts as much as possible
so the students can speak to the reader for theesselpull from phenomenology and
aim to capture the lived experiences of these stisd®&’an Manen, 1990). Excerpts from
fieldnotes compiled from my campus visits introdtioe summaries of students from
each campus. Key themes from student intervieessliscussed after the student and

college summaries presented here.

Livingston College (High-Pell, Low-SES)

Livingston College is almost indistinguishablenfréhe other city buildings which
surround it, except for the group of students wilckpacks who talk and laugh in groups
outside of its main entrance. | enter and shows#weirity guards an ID so | can walk
through the guest gate since | don’t have a Livimg$D to swipe through the turnstiles.
It's loud and full of life in the main building’®bby. There’s a line of students to pay

tuition, another for the coffee cart, and postgraanouncing College Republicans and
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other clubs. I'm meeting students in a computey énd | decide to stop in a restroom to
regroup since I'm already lost in the maze of @&$ic A low-SES school, Livingston
feels urban and diverse they way | expected it diouiinally find the accessible
computer lab, introduce myself to the woman atinfiemation desk, and sit at a
computer. These are specially loaded with assiséehnology software, and | find
myself wishing | had a Livingston computer log-mmiscould poke around. Instead, |
look at the disability-related magazines on a wedplay and pretend to be busy with my
blackberry while students work away. | go throtigis basic routine each time | come to
campus for an interview. After my first few inte&gws with students, | start to recognize
them in the lab with each subsequent visit. Ihsebke a safe haven, a quiet hangout.
My interviews at Livingston College all take plaicevacant staff offices. One
has a loud fan; one has an unopened case of bottester. At an urban campus where
space is at a premium, I'm just grateful that aerwiew location has been arranged for
me by the staff. Staff also sent out an emaitudents on their Disability Services
Office listserv soliciting volunteers for interview The first time the email went out | got
13 calls for two interview slots; some calls wegpeaats from eager students. Donna, the
Disability Services Officer at Livingston, joked nee that students say all the time that
they don’t get the listserv emails, and this erfrain me is good proof that in fact they

do— when there’s an incentive involved!

Student Profile: Jenny Gardner.
Jenny Gardner is a 36-year-old student at low-BEifgston College, the third

college she has attended over the past two dec&lesis a fit, attractive African-
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American woman who grew up in the Washington Haglgighborhood of Manhattan in
an extended family unit with 15 children. She newreew her father and her mother
passed away several years ago from AIDS. Evergthdanny spent time living in a
group home, she is close with her siblings, andtioes that a few of her brothers have
been incarcerated. She will be the first of therhdve a bachelor's degree, which she is
scheduled to receive in a few months.

After high school Jenny went away to college amokdeyball scholarship, which
she lost after an injury meant she could no lopdgy. She returned to the city and
started working at a nursing home, where she stiyradn years. Passed over for a
promotion despite satisfactory job performance,ddw®ded to quit her job and re-enroll
in college to get an associate's degree. "Thatkesenly thing that was gonna save me,"
she comments about going back to school (J. Gargeesonal communication, April 13,
2010). She earned her degree without accommodaimil applied to Livingston
because she had a friend who worked there. Sha &% GPA, thinks about graduate
school, and shares her hope that she can find thgdlallows her to be an advocate for
her community.

Though she had received special education seriicahool, she was never
privy to her IEPs and her high school records vs@redded long ago. She was receiving
disability services at Livingston because of a theabndition, but nobody noticed she
also had a learning disability. After failing mathice at Livingston despite seeking
tutoring, a friend suggested she get tested. Sisedragnosed with LD this year, a

semester before graduation. Jenny describesusgrdtion in getting lost in the system:
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| was like all these years that — now I'm gettiegted and | have a disability.
Like it could have been caught early on in theryed knew that they did IEP at
high school, but | was living in a group home thea they don't give that to the
students. They give that to the group home ssaff] didn't know what it was
when they tested me then. Like it could have éelme out as | kept going with
my schooling.

I mean like | said, the professors usually ae2dhes that come down and
say, 'Listen, [DSO], this client of yours is hayittouble." All they said was go to
tutoring. So there's a communication breakdownesghere. It shouldn't be the
— it shouldn't be me getting advice from anotheident to say oh, go to Dr.
Smith. It should be the staff members to sagiisall right, well — they could
have looked at my transcript before | got to Lgston. | got to Livingston with a
2.89 average. So somewhere down the line, thefaen | got here, something
within the course here, they can see that it'admg my GPA down. So they
should have been able to identify with that alyead(J. Gardner, personal

communication, April 13, 2010)

Her accommodations include extended time, a rabiert a reader, and a separate
location for tests. She describes the studentstiflin Livingston's Disability Services
Office as friendly and with open arms. She segsgston as divided between
‘disabled’ and ‘regular’ students. She notes Heatpeers with disabilities understand her
academic frustration and suggest professors to t8ke doesn't disclose her disability to

many other people.
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To finance her education, she gets Pell and takekans. Her New York State
TAP aid ran out before she got to Livingston. Shediin public housing, receives a
monthly SSDI check, qualifies for another progrémotgh 'welfare' and uses a Reduced-
Fare MetroCard for her public transportation. Fioen years of higher education, she
owes more than $20,000 in student loans. Her disammmove down South and buy a
home with a long hallway and some stairs. Jenmppeful as she concludes her

interview, "The doors is gonna open for me."

Student Profile: Reid Wisler.

Reid commutes via subway from home to Livingstmtiege, where he’s a 20-
year-old sophomore with a 2.4 GPA. He was boratimuania, speaks three languages
and is majoring in International Relations. Rdigded a NYC public high school and
received special education services there; he cartsntieat high school didn’t prepare
him for college. Livingston College was his ficdtoice four-year school; he wasn’t
sure he would get accepted into a four-year irtgtiiuiand applied to community
colleges also. He receives several accommodagibhisingston like extended time, a
tape recorder and a separate location for testimgjs comfortable accessing services
even though he says that his mom gets embarrasdadaries about school bullies.

Reid has a lot of friends on campus and in treability Services Office, and
describes faculty and staff as supportive. He meatseveral times that college is
stressful, and offers, “The only thing | would clgans making the college cheaper, and

the budget” (R. Wisler, personal communication,dDet 6, 2009). He receives

1 Tuition Assistance Program (TAP) is a New YorktStgrant program based on taxable income (HESC,
2010).
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financial aid and has a work study job. He’s apyto internships and wants to pursue

a career in the Foreign Service.

Student Profile: Melissa Rodriguez.

With a part-time job and five children, Melissaais attractive 37-year-old junior
at Livingston majoring in Sociology and taking li&dits. Financial aid through TAP
and Pell pays part of her tuition, and she worksam the rest. Melissa was born in the
Dominican Republic, attended public vocational hgghool in New York City, and
dropped out in the fbgrade to get a job. Melissa earned her GED ykees, and
attended a few colleges before ending up at Litorgsvhich she loves. She thinks she
had an IEP in grade school, but her mom didn’'t kibeise papers. Melissa wasn't re-
diagnosed with a learning disability until a few mtlzs ago when a friend in her math
class suggested she get tested. She tears up destribes the testing process and how
it made her feel like she should be ashamed.

Melissa has a 2.4 GPA, and refuses to request@oyranodations even though
she’s entitled to them. “I'd rather not be lab¢leshe offers. “I'm trying to see if | can
do it on my own... Some people tend to feel soorypkeople that have a learning
disability and give them a higher grade than whaytreally deserve, and | don’t want
that. | don’t want a pity grade, | want to eatn(Ml. Rodriguez, personal
communication, October 9, 2009).

She commutes to school from Brooklyn, and wantadgcareer so she can
provide for her family and move away from the dragsl violence in her neighborhood.

She describes the other mothers in her neighborboodelfare watching soap operas,
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and says she wants to be a good example for hielr@miand hopes to earn a master’s

degree. She describes her family as her sourseesfgth and motivation:
| try to be the mother that | wanted to have addih’t have. | had a lot of issues
growing up, so | try not to have so many issuesrfg children. But the one thing
| noticed that parents that push their childred are supportive of them, their
kids become someone. They have a career, thisp fachool, they're educated.
Whereas, you have those parents that all theg @téh and moan and complain
and stay home and do nothing. They want to comp@bout the kids dropping
out of school. But if | push my kids and theyidimschool, | don’t become one of
those parents. (M. Rodriguez, personal commupitaDctober 9, 2009)

Three of her children have various disabilitiesd @he is a strong parent advocate for

them to access all the services they can.

Student Profile: Christopher Henry.

Christopher spends an hour on the subway or busnctimg from the Bronx to
Livingston, where his courses start at 9:40 inrtiening and end at 7:40 at night. He
carries 12 credits as a sophomore Psychology madjerenrolled in college straight out
of NYC public high school, and Livingston was hisstf choice. He received special
education services in high school for his learnidigability, and provided his
documentation to Livingston before starting as asliman. Christopher receives
extended time on tests, a separate location ftinggsand a course exemption for math.

He describes his accommodations as a legal rigid, ia frustrated with those few
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professors who give him a hard time. He relivegx@rhange with an instructor who told

Christopher to stop asking stupid questions:
You just don't say that to a student, especially ldce that. Not — sometimes you
ask stupid questions. | said, ‘I'm sorry I'verbesking a lot of questions today. |
just wasn't understanding.” ‘It's okay. Just '‘tl@sk stupid questions.” No
guestions are stupid, so that's why. | felt vauyt by it. | felt very hurt by what
he said, and | wrote a letter. | told him finshé in my life | felt — I felt crappy.
You just don't say just because you got a PhQ, hesause you got a master's,
just because of that, just because you're a mofaeaking $160,000.00 doesn't
mean you can put down a student. You're not béten anyone. (C. Henry,

personal communication, April 13, 2010)

Outside of class, Christopher is a volunteer filetier; he believes in the
importance of helping people in their worst momersit he considers college his full-
time job. He started with a 2.1 GPA as a fresharahhas worked hard to bring it up to
a 3.5, but comments, “There's a lot of stress weal There's a lot of high anxiety” (C.
Henry, personal communication, April 13, 2010). Prand Pell pay all of his tuition, and
his uncle helps pay for some books. He thinkssmwiork should be relevant to a future
job, and is impatient with required courses teaghim things he’ll never use in life. He
wants to work in civil service, a respected praf@ssvith benefits where he can give

back to New York City.
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Student Profile: Marissa Diaz.

Marissa is a fifth-year senior at Livingston, whehe has a 2.0 GPA and carries
16 credits as a political science major while wogkiull-time, 40-hours per week, in the
Bursar’s office. She describes this challenge:

So I think that's what has helped me here. | lsugggled a lot because it hasn't

been easy working full-time and going to schodiHime and trying to maintain a

GPA. Because there are so many things going mopal-wise as well, but I've

tried my best even though I've been wanting beforgive up. But just looking

for the future and trying to graduate. (M. Dipersonal communication, April

13, 2010)

Marissa was tested twice and diagnosed with ailegudisability in middle
school. She didn't tell anybody about her disapilintil she got to Livingston and
needed extended time on placement tests. Sheefglivelcome in the Disability
Services Office, and with the help of the counsatdner Catholic high school, was able
to provide her documentation before fall classemhe Only one professor has given her
a hard time about using extra time, asking her whats going to do at her job in the real
world when she has a deadline. Marissa rememhbevanted to tell him that | was,
like, “You're the first professor that has treated in a way that, wow, | felt really, really
low. | felt | was retarded. | was, like, wow’.did really bad on the test, actually
because | took the test right after he told me tiatd | felt disgusted in a way” (M.

Diaz, personal communication, April 13, 2010).
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But for the most part, Marissa has a great timgoitege at Livingston. She has
tons of friends and belongs to an off-campus stytoi$he rents a room in Harlem and
commutes to school. Her tuition is paid for throWgAP and Pell, and her income covers
her living expenses. She struggles to do evergtbmher own, but knows a degree is

important for her future.

Summary: Livingston College.

The students interviewed at Livingston College espnted a wide variety of
experiences, but shared several traits: earnesthessmination and struggle. The
source of struggle varied from student to studeuwmtaligned in terms of making
significant sacrifices to attend college. Finahb&rdship was an issue mentioned in
each interview; every student received grant-bas#dand Jenny relied exclusively on
public assistance. Family obligations in the aafsSilelissa, work demands for Marissa
and Melissa, and long commutes for Reid and Clpisto (though all students
commuted) represented external barriers to be owedy these students. Except for
Christopher, the students had about a C average.tWo students who didn’t come to
Livingston straight from high school (Melissa amhdy) were both tested and diagnosed
with a learning disability more than half way thgbutheir college experience at
Livingston. All mentioned a specific moment at ingston of feeling stressed, ashamed
or embarrassed in conjunction with their disability

At the same time, each of them had come to Livomysis their first choice
school, loved being at Livingston and felt suppadiieere. Marissa spoke about her first

impressions of the Disability Services Office ardalled, “I felt | was very welcome,
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and it was a warm welcome. | felt | belonged thiefEhey expressed a sense of gratitude
towards Livingston. Jenny offered, "l was blessedo here," and Reid volunteers in the
Disability Services Office because he likes "dooagnmunity service and helping
people." Christopher shared this sense of persespbnsibility: "But it's nice if during
someone's free time they could — they could hetp-aomething to give back."

Each came to Livingston because of the academgramnus they offered: none
mentioned disability services as a reason for dngdsvingston. These students talked

in specific terms about jobs and their future vaitiense of hope and willpower.

Commonwealth College (Low-Pell, High-SES)

The first time | travelled to Commonwealth Collaga subway to interview a
student, the snow-rain mix coming down was formidabAs | sloshed to campus, |
thought about the muddy sludge on the train car ftmntrasting with the pristine snow-
covered brick buildings | could see in the distantfeyou didn’t know that
Commonwealth College was situated in the middiN@# York City, you'd never guess
it from standing at the center of campus. | woaddrow the neighborhood interacts
with the campus community, and if the administratieorries about outsiders like me
wandering around lost on campus. After gettingaions from a pleasant security guard
inside a residence hall, I arrived early to theafrgates of Commonwealth College, and
spent the time watching students walk in and ouhefgate. Parents dropped off
students out of cars and SUVs, and faculty and dtate through the gate and into the

parking lots. Being a low-Pell school, the studemére more racially diverse than |
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expected they’'d be. Except for the two securitgrds, the staff pulling up in cars was
all white, and most were men.

During the months that | travelled to Commonwe#tdthinterviews, the weather
changed to warm, sunny days, but my impressiohet&thool didn't change much. |
met all the students at the front gate, a perfantage point for people watching. By my
third trip to Commonwealth, | found the spot easilyvaited there with two white men,
one older and one younger but both in wheelchaing, | guessed were waiting for
Access-a-Ride or some other transportation. Adewlents walked in or out of the
entrance, and one white male student with a phiydisability walked unsteadily toward
me for a moment, but it turned out not to be thregul was scheduled to interview. |
stood there and watched a squirrel go into a garbag and emerge victoriously with
most of a hard taco. In this way I'd wait for stmtls and calm myself down after rushing
to Commonwealth from work.

Two of my interviews took place in the library, adern building with the
smiling faces of its donors at the entrance. Ttheranterviews are in more public,
outdoor spaces. None of the students seem toahsireng opinion about where we

meet.

Student Profile: Mark Fox.
Mark greets me at the main gate of CommonwealtteGel He’s White and
about 20-years-old, dressed preppy, and leads moegih campus to the library. Mark

reserves a room with the librarian, and in two nesulat we have a sound-proof and
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private interview room. He exudes confidence amtiesiasm, and | see how he is
Captain of the Tennis team.

Mark is a junior business major with a 3.4 GPAe ¢drries 15 credits, and lives
in the dorms which he likes since it means he doesne to worry about cooking. He
thinks he’ll graduate in four years and wants toknao finance like his family. He's has
an internship in the industry now and enjoys ie kihows from experience that he has
better access to his Dean of Students than thdaegat private schools. He thinks it's
the small size that gives Commonwealth studentg @asess to administrators, and
explains:

They don’t even ask what it's regarding. Thegiket with anyone. It's a very

open campus. It's also because of how small weénasome sense we can meet

with — and you can walk into the president’s adfand he’s been very open with
us and saying, ‘Sure, we can meet with you right,hor ‘No, something else |
have to do.” So it's — | love it how you havetthaility because that'’s like what |
love about my high school. You can go into any®dffice, and you can have
in-depth conversation with them about somethirtngiothan school, and then
when you need something in school you have anlyi@nes, you can go right to
them and ask them. They're very open to meetirig you, meeting the criteria

that you need, classroom, in the dorms from tlesigent all the way down. (M.

Fox, personal communication, March 11, 2010)

Mark grew up in Philadelphia where he attended\ate high school where he

tells me his family has been legacy for more th@d ylears and has “a longstanding

113



history”. His family paid additional fees for Hi® services in high school. Luckily, his
teachers and services there were great. “I'm @pgn with my learning difference,” he
states. He describes how he was diagnosed witaxigsn fourth grade after he left
books at the beach house on purpose so he woutlavet to read them. He hated
reading. He remembers having to sit through thipaming evaluations all day long.
Mark shares that he thinks his uncle has dysl¢a@,

Mark wanted to come to college in the city. He eamvisit Commonwealth as a
high school junior and “felt at home”. CommonwhkatDisability Services Officer was
the selling point. The DSO sat down with Mark almbked at his disability
documentation before he was accepted to the collétgrk describes the process, “And
he looked at them while | was sitting there, andrieere was on the thing what do you
receive now, what accommodations would you likes¢e, is there anything that you
haven't had and that you want, and he just went afffthat” (M. Fox, personal
communication, March 11, 2010).

He thinks disability services are easier to getoahe schools. He instructs that
it's important to be a self-advocate, which help€ammonwealth where it’s all on his
shoulders. His perception is that at bigger scha@béde schools, it's more difficult to get
services. | ask him where he developed this naimhhe said his teachers told him.

Some teachers allow for accommodations more ehsily others; some are set in
their ways. He gives his disability letter to laib teachers, whether he thinks he’ll need
accommodations in their class or not. At a smal#rool people know you and you see
the same people. You're always able to talk toesmme. All of Mark’s friends know

about his learning disability. They are jealousytdon’t get extra time.
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Mark gets extra time, a private testing locatigipess all his test essays, and gets
audio books. He prefers to take his own notesus#és assistive technology software for
writing papers. He has taken alternative assedsnika papers in lieu of tests. For
studying he handwrites his notes. He has no iatemice when he reads. He transposes
letters but he realizes this as he writes theme frfocess to get services at
Commonwealth was more comfortable than he expetteould be. It's a relaxed
atmosphere. Mark explains that one disadvantages&parate testing location is that
you can'’t ask the teacher a question when youkiagea test. But he calls professors on
the phone during the tests if he has a questiacdihments on his learning disability,
“It's part of my life and something that | over fekel like I've overcome it. But if |
didn’t have my accommodations, if | didn’t have tleeources that | had prior, | wouldn’t
be in the position that I'm in now.”

Mark describes college as the most fun he’s hadi sags the typical
Commonwealth student is a pretty good studentdestis who aren’t successful don’t
meet with their teachers or use other availableuees. He has a small scholarship, and
his parents pay for the balance of his tuition savon’t have any loans. He appreciates
the spectrum of socioeconomic backgrounds at Commalth. He sees the economic
discrepancies, and thinks it's good for the schsplission to focus on educating all

people, including those who “would not be abledoeive it to begin with.”

Student Profile: Megan O'Malley.
Megan is a fifth-year senior at Commonwealth Caleghere she majors in
social work. She was diagnosed with a visual @sicg issue as a young child, and

attended private K-12 schools in suburban Rockl&@wlnty, NY. She chose
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Commonwealth because of its social work programuinele went there, too. Her mom
helped her get her disability documentation togetiefore coming to Commonwealth,
and Megan’s accommodations where in place whenssimted as a freshman. She
receives extra time, a note taker, audio booksasdparate location for testing. She
hasn't told anyone at Commonwealth that she hasaming disability for the fear of
being perceived as stupid, despite her 3.86 GPA falhdcourseload including three
graduate classes. Not even her roommates knove. v&8lnes the support she receives
from the Disability Services staff at Commonwealth:

Amy is very, very nice, and | feel like | can alvgago up to her, and I talk to her

if | have any problems. They've been really hel@lll my years here, and they're

always willing to find a solution. If you're stggling in the class they'll try to

find you a tutor. (M. O'Malley, personal commuation, February 25, 2010)

Megan used to commute to school, and she stildgpeost weekends at home.
She moved to on-campus housing her junior yearfiadd it easier to make friends and
participate in school-sponsored activities like commity service. Petite, blond and in
her early twenties, she talks enthusiastically abeu internship experiences working
with children, and hopes to find a job working lne tfoster care system. She likes how
nice the people are at Commonwealth, and desdnidéxegeers as caring and
hardworking. She finances her education with a ofiRell, loans, scholarship and

parental support.
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Student Profile: Brendan Symon.

Brendan, a junior accounting major from Connedttichose to attend
Commonwealth because of its Disability Servicesd@ff "You could tell he wasn't
going to leave you out to dry," Brendan remembbmuaspeaking with Commonwealth
disability staff (B. Symon, personal communicatibtgrch 4, 2010). He received robust
special education services in his public high sthamd met Amy’s staff on a college
visit while he was still in high school. His daange with him the first time he met her,
but his high school helped him get his paperwodetber and arranging for
accommodations was easy. At Commonwealth he géts ttme, a note taker, a
computer to type on for tests, a calculator forhvaatd a separate location for tests.

He explains his various learning disabilities, utthg dyslexia and a spatial disorder.

A laid-back guy with shaggy brown hair, Brendare$ in the dorms and shares
that some friends know he has a learning disabsibyne don't, and it really doesn't faze
him. "I guess but | feel like it's so common natig not even, it's like the new thing,"
he comments about LD. He has a 3.3 GPA, and metitshe Dean each semester to
choose his classes. Brendan describes, "l dogthsalean at the beginning of the
semester and the dean usually insures that | tgethe classes, like classes with
professors that are supposedly more accommodatitigst when | register.” He doesn't
have financial aid, and funds his education throoghs and parental support. Brendan
wants to live in New York City after graduation andrk for a high-tech company

because of the growth potential of the sector.
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Student Profile: Carrie Berrett.

Carrie grew up in Westchester County, NY, notffam Commonwealth College.
The school wasn't her first choice, but now thaedés, blue-eyed 21-year-old can't
imagine having gone anywhere else. A junior magprn advertising, Carrie has a 3.1
GPA but still worries she won't do well. She higags gone to small private schools,
and a fifth grade teacher suggested she get tEstadearning disability. Carrie was
diagnosed with a processing issue, started regesupports, and her grades improved
dramatically. Disability services played into loeflege application process; her mom
made contact with the Disability Services OfficeCaimmonwealth during Freshman
Orientation before classes started. At CommonWwesile gets extra time, a separate
location for tests, a notetaker and a calculatonfath. Carrie didn't get services her first
semester because she didn't understand how thesgramrked; it was her best semester
academically.

She says her professors are very willing to help with the exception of one
who would embarrassingly announce "Carrie, extree!i at the start of a test session.
She describes the learning environment at Commdtiwsaying "At least here it's very
small, very intimate like they accommodate me inlearning disability”" (C. Berrett,
personal communication, April 14, 2010). But sbesh't want her peers to know she
has a learning disability, and says only her closegnds do:

| feel like because they're such — at least imeg@ | feel like it's so competitive

and there are such high standards and people® amdgmental and | just don’t

wanna be judged by my peers for being different’nureally not that different.

I’'m doing fine in school. (C. Berrett, personahtmunication, April 14, 2010)
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Beyond the small scholarship she has through Newk $tate, Carrie's parents pay her
tuition and she won't have any school loans. 8tusther current internship in the
fashion industry too cutthroat, and is hoping takvor an ad firm in Manhattan once

she graduates.

Student Profile: Alison Hofmann.

Alison is from Long Island, a 20-year-old juniohavcame to "the city" a lot
when she was younger and always wanted to live Heéne majors in philosophy, and
isn't sure what she wants to do after graduatioshsts applying for internships. From
the time she learned about Commonwealth at a @fiEgat her New England boarding
school, she has wanted to be enrolled here, ardl lthe college from the minute she
walked onto campus. “I think probably just thetfdmat it's a small school makes people
[with learning disabilities] more comfortable witoming. | just felt more comfortable
coming here,” she remembers (A. Hofmann, persamaneunication, April 14, 2010).
She lives in a residence hall with the same womleo were her roommates since
freshman year. Her mom pays her tuition.

Alison wasn't diagnosed with a learning disabilitytil her junior year of high
school. Her mom suggested she get tested whegréges just weren't matching up to
her 1Q. Her school experience changed dramatiedlér being diagnosed, and because
she learned about it so recently, she doesn'efabarrassed. She was worried about
what college would be like and her mom sent Alisaldcumentation in before she

started Commonwealth. The Disability Servicesceffiold them "they would like meet
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my needs and do whatever they could.” Her couaseslemanding, but she's doing well;

she receives extra time, a notetaker and a sepasdiieg location.

Summary: Commonwealth College.

The students interviewed at Commonwealth wergaditional students in their
early 20s who came straight to college from hidiost. They all lived on campus; none
mentioned having to work except in the contexindéinship experiences. All of them
had applied to private colleges. All diagnosecdhwaitiearning disability before coming to
college, disability services played a substantbd m their decisions to enroll at
Commonwealth. They expressed comfort with thesabllity to varying degrees, and
those who struggled with this did so for fear ohlggudged academically by faculty and
peers even though each of them had above a 3.agev&@PA. Mark and Brendan
mentioned having access to high-level administsafimr guidance. Stress was described
in terms of academic pressure. Though they udésteht adjectives to describe their
meaning, each of them agreed they felt like a @gfiiCommonwealth student. They
talked about jobs after college in terms of prafeeeand vagueness; none expressed

urgency.

Themes from Student Interviews

Across the range of college experience describestunlents several important themes

emerge.
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Stress as Internal vs. External.

College students perceive life as stressful. \Wdrethey’re roommate troubles,
making friends, juggling work and school, negotigtbeing away from home, tough
coursework, paying tuition bills or staying acadeafly eligible, concurrent worries
compete. Brougham et al. (2009) maintain thatalstessors for college students result
in difficulties with cognition (like concentrationijiness, anxiety and impaired academic
performance. Certainly dealing with a disabilipresents another possible source of
stress for students. Holding disability constang interesting difference between the
students’ experience of Livingston and Commonweialthe placement of those
stressors as external or internal.

Students interviewed from low-SES Livingston Cg#anore wholly discussed
barriers to their success as external. Reid egpdeworries about the New York State
budget and whether tuition funding for studenthwiisabilities, upon which he relies,
would be continue to be appropriated. He descritaatk fires on the subway’s G-train
that make him late to class. Jenny was frustratéacalty and staff who didn’t notice
that she was struggling because of an undiagnesedihg disability. Marissa and
Christopher talked passionately about faculty wiected their self-esteem and
undermined their academic success. Christophepleomed about courses not being
available at convenient times, and the expensiktboeks assigned by the professors
who wrote them. Melissa described the challengegmted by her husband and five
children:

No, when | do homework, my biggest fight now mah’t get any peace and quiet

in the home. And | keep saying I’'m gonna stagahool until | get my
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assignments done. But because | feel bad, beatde’s always with the
children, | end up staying home and | leave evengt to the last minute, and then
you see me stressing out, and | feel like | wargull out my hair because | know
| have to have this work done for school. (M. Rgaez, personal

communication, October 9, 2009)

At the same time they conveyed general feelingas#curity about the forces
which affect their academic lives, all had alreastgrcome struggles to come this far. So
while the frustrations and stressors were expreasexkternal, students at Livingston
expressed determination to finish college and anga@sourcefulness. Their actions
demonstrated internal locus of control: they wdigtit for successful outcomes.

Marissa expresses, “I think that the differencéhaé even though it hasn’t been easy for
myself because I've been to that point that | yushted to say, ‘| wanna give up. This is
not for me. | can’tdo it.” |just know that dtet end of the day or in the future that | need
a degree in order to move on,” (M. Diaz, persomahmunication, April 13, 2010).

Interview rhetoric of the students at Commonwealdfo conveyed a high internal
locus of control. They all described developinghpensatory strategies and study
techniques as their personal keys to getting thramadlege. Mark uses a pen with green
ink; Megan moved her desk into her bedroom so aheshut the door for absolute quiet.
Alison describes her approach to school work aadgd the onus for success on herself:

| feel so confident...I just have come up with matrgtegies and just am a better

student now as a result of knowing all this...Yeatth studying | guess | know
that because my memory is a little wishy washyetimes it's better for me to go

over my notes; like re-write them all which | haglver done before...And just
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like taking extra time to go over things has neaklped me. | used to speed
through things. And starting earlier; just blogkiout my time more. And
actually just — | feel like | was so discouragdaew | wasn’'t doing as well as |
thought | should so that | just didn't really detreading or do what | should
have done. So | do the reading and | go preparelhss and | participate more.

That's pretty much it. (A. Hofmann, personal coomcation, April 14, 2010)

Commonwealth students made little mention of extkebarriers impeding
success. In fact, only two students used the vairdss" in their interview at all. Many
of the external stressors the Livingston studexpereenced were non-existent for the
Commonwealth students, and basic material differemaccount for this. None of the
Commonwealth students had to commute long distafmesxample: all lived in dorms
or nearby campus apartments. None of the Commdtiwstadents were parents. While
some were involved with internships and campuwitiets, none had significant full-time
or part-time jobs. None relied heavily on extetudion funding. Christopher from low-
SES Livingston described not being able to gettasses he needed and struggles
physically with a 14-hour day, while Brendan frogltSES Commonwealth described,
"l do go see the dean at the beginning of the siemasd the dean usually insures that |
get into the classes.”" Aware of the effects adsstron academic achievement per
Brougham et al. (2009) this difference in extetvelriers could account for noted
differences between the Livingston and Commonwesdliblents interviewed in factors

like time-to-degree and GPA.
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Identity and Personal Motivation.

This clear difference between how students expeei¢he exacerbation or
mitigation of external stressors reemerges whethestis were asked to describe a typical
student at their college. Their comments spokdlioabout demands on their time and
the nature of the school. The Commonwealth stsdgmbke positively and invoked
student personality traits. Alison described adgpbCommonwealth student as “Pretty
hard working; sociable, involved,” and Megan’s r@sge was very similar: “Probably a
hard worker but they like to have fun, and moghefpeople here are caring.” Carrie
used the adjectives “nice, outgoing”, and Brendascdbes them as “easy going for the
most part. Goes to class and has fun on the wedsKeitheir comments are largely
insular to the campus experience.

Livingston students, more of whom balance work tamaily obligations,
recognized these realities when describing a tyjigangston student. Marissa
acknowledges out-of-school demands and says df/pheal student, “There are so much
students here that either work full-time and gsdbool full-time or go to school full-
time and work part-time, who have kids or are irvee.” Reid acknowledges this
vocational orientation and describes the typicaligston student by saying, “They
wanna get a good education to prepare them to joét after this,” and Christopher
reiterates this focus on the future with the dggors “intelligent, stressful, and trying to
get ahead”.

Jenny and Melissa seemed unclear as to their s¢astypical Livingston
student, indicating that they felt less social isabn and more on their own. Jenny

states, “I've never felt like a typical anybodyjust feel like Jenny. Like | don't even
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know what a typical Livingston student is.” Mebés remarks mirror this self-reliance as
she discounts herself as a typical student:
| don’t know, either. | can’t answer that one hesml need to know what's a
typical Livingston student. | mean, | do seetadliopeople standing in front of the
building smoking and socializing, but | also sdetaf students that go to the
labs, go for tutoring, go to their classes, sor’tlknow. | probably would say no

because, like you said, | just come here, do Whatgot to do and run home.

Christopher from Livingston also shares that hesdddiave many friends: “I seen them,
but I never really approached them...We're in colley@u just want - it's a big school -
you just want - do that hour and a half and gef’out

Each Livingston student describes going to colfege purpose, more of a
means to an end. They are goal-driven and jokedrikigher education represents the
path to a better life beyond present circumstanééslissa describes her experiences as a
parent at her children’s school:

And | tell my husband, these people at the schowledimes think that because |

live around here that I'm uneducated and | dentw my rights as a parent or

just as a person. And then, when they realizewy | speak to them and the

way | tell them I'm not one of these people thayshome, | work. | know my

rights. | go to school. And I explain to thetney treat you differently. (M.

Rodriguez, personal communication, October 9, 2009

For her, the fact that she works is the first cbimastic that separates her from the other

moms. She wants to get ahead and move away fremrtiys and violence in her
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neighborhood and says, “I mean, personally, litedl Imy husband, | want to save money
and do what | have to do to move my children ouhef area.”

Jenny is also explicit about wanting a better feitiar herself what finishing
college will mean for her financially: “I just go school because | have to go to
school...I go to school just to have my degreeabse | have to have my degrees, for me
to get a good job and to accomplish to buy my hausiee years.” This emphasis on
employment might surely derive from the students'spnt financial insecurity. In his
interview Christopher asserts, “College is my fuite job,” as if the job and not college
is the higher good, or that he has to justify et that he doesn’t work. Christopher
specifically mentioned wanting a job with [healbgnefits. These Livingston students
are supremely in touch with economic survival. sTimderlying motivation colors how

they view themselves within the college experience.

Stigma and Disability.

There was less difference noted across schools wisame to how students felt
about their disability label. Students at bothihgston and Commonwealth felt
embarrassed or stigmatized for having a learnisglility, whereas others seemed
unfazed. Interestingly, “stigma” appeared in Atiie@ as one of the most frequent
inductive codes emerging from the transcripts ef2@ staff and student interviewed in
this study. As an “invisible” disability, learnirdjsabilities claim a unique trait
compared to other disability categories: studaghs results from self-identifying.
Though as Simi Linton (1998) points out, thereathing invisible about the real impacts

of disability on outcomes like graduation rategmployment as described in Chapters
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One and Two. This section portrays how some stgdeauld rather struggle in
coursework without needed accommodations rather dpan themselves up to stigma.
Stigma is a theme associated with early writingBisability Studies. In his

seminal 1963 work Stigma: Notes on the Managentefpoiled ldentity social theorist

Erving Goffman defines stigma as, “the situationhaf individual who is disqualified
from full social acceptance.” Goffman writes ipt@-Civil Rights era and contrasts “the
stigmatized” with “we normals”. Even though muaftthis rhetoric doesn’t resonate
today, his core ideas remain relevant and lengliso excerpts from students included
here.

No clear patterns emerged for this difference imgeof socioeconomic status or
age of diagnosis, but gender seemed to mattetheXix women interviewed across the
two colleges, only Alison seemed untroubled byl#tel although she acknowledges the
potential stigma:

You probably feel weaker if you have a disabilityt bthink the fact that | didn’t

know for so long and then | knew and so much chdrasg a result is probably

why I'm not upset about it just because | haveaason to be embarrassed. It's

just natural. (A. Hofmann, personal communicatidpril 14, 2010)

The other women did not share Alison’s equanimiyen Megan'’s closest
friends didn’t know she had a learning disabilitegan describes, “I don’t want
anybody to know | have a learning disability. Bessau don’t know — some people might
think just because you have a learning disabildy’se stupid. | have a little bit of
concerns with that with my professor now.” Carakso from Commonwealth, shared,

Yes but I'm still like to this day kind of embassed like | don't like telling a lot
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of people. Close friends — | guess | shouldret feshamed of it because a lot of
people tend to have learning disabilities | thimit it's something that I still hide
from a lot of people. | feel like some peopletji's none of their business for
them to know...at least in college | feel like 8 competitive and there are such
high standards and people are so judgmental prstl dlon’t wanna be judged by
my peers for being different but I'm really noattdifferent. (C. Berrett, personal

communication, April 14, 2010)

At Livingston, not only did female students exgrest feeling comfortable with
the label, but this discomfort affected their wiiness to request accommodations. Even
though she has been tested and diagnosed withrenigalisability, Melissa refuses to
access disability services. She comments,

| guess, maybe, because my sister made it seent'fksomething to be ashamed

of and embarrassed, even though I told her itthing to be embarrassed about,

S0 maybe, in some ways, | feel the way she déesl as far as a pity grade,

when you have an IEP and you're in public schtt@y put you in a smaller class,

but they tend to throw in children that have mitwan just a learning disability.
And growing up, you get to hear other childrer gali names, even if

you don’t have a mental disability, they try ty $hat you do have a mental

disability, and that’'s why you have the learningptility. So just, | guess, not to

be labeled, basically, that’s it, just not to bkdled. I'd rather not say. I'd rather
just do what | have to do to earn my grade. (Mdiijuez, personal

communication, October 9, 2009)
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Jenny also admitted not wanting to tell people abeulearning disability and said, "I
don't really disclose it to a lot of people, buthese maybe because they're not gonna
understand.” Melissa and Jenny voice what Goffdestribed 50 years ago as
“displeasure in being exposed” (p. 16).
Similarly, Marissa did not access disability seeg@t the beginning of her
college career at Livingston and expresses emisaneg and even guilt:
There was a semester when | first started herévatgston, | don’t remember if
it was the first semester or second semested, hali do a contract because | felt —
| got to a point, | don’t remember why, | felt eantassed. Because | wanted to
be — | felt like 1 was not normal. And it wasiir to other students that | got
extra time and they didn’t. And they were tryboegstruggle to finish and meet

the time. (M. Diaz, personal communication, A@3l, 2010)

Conversely the men did not share feelings of bstiggnatized by their disability
label, nor did it affect their willingness to acseservices. Reid said, “No, | never get
embarrassed,” when asked about going to the DisaSirvices Office at Livingston.
Brendan was very casual about whether his friemeésvihe had a learning disability: “I
think some of them did but not all of them did whkisn’t really something. | guess it
wasn’t talked about, just normal.” Mark seemedrttest unguarded of the students
interviewed:

I’'m very open with my learning difference. | hawe problem telling the teacher

the first day of class hey | have dyslexia, sompeu see numbers or my

handwriting they know ahead of time. So I've baerery big self-advocate, and

that’'s what I like here you have to be — you ddwive to be a self-advocate, but it
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helps because you set up the time to take yots $eparately if you need them.
You ask for extra help. It's all on our shouldeshich | like. (M. Fox, personal

communication, March 11, 2010)

His use of the word ‘difference’ in the first semte might signal an attempt to distance
himself from having a ‘disability’, but he makes ammediate connection to self-
advocacy, a hallmark of the disability rights mowsn

This interesting variance shows that women magggpce stigma more acutely
because gender and disability render them memlbénsaon-hegemonic groups
(Boylan, 1991). Adrienne Asch and Michelle Finateyr'Disabled women are arguably
doubly oppressed"” and discuss findings about theier levels of self-esteem than both
disabled and non-disabled men (1997, p.241). Mygdere is not to portray these
students as disempowered objects of stigma, buting attention to the societal
processes which result in these students' staterrfeigma is a contextualized feeling, a
relationship between stigmatized and nonstigmati{@edeman, 1997, p.218).

Goffman describes another facet of feeling stigged: “Members of a particular
stigma category will have a tendency to come togrethto small social groups whose
members all derive from the category” (p.23). Tlea&ning is evidenced in interview
data from Jenny. When she talks about her friestdsvingston Jenny remarks, “I say
our world, because our world down here is differémm the outside world of
Livingston...So | can say Livingston is divided fraiisabled students, and from regular
students.” Most of the other students intervievimad friends both with and without

disabilities.
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Entitlement.

While worries about stigma from peers or faculiyface at both colleges, student
word choice reveals that expectations of supporhffaculty and staff more clearly
bifurcate across lines of school socioeconomiaistahe confidence Commonwealth
students express that they will be successful ilege and that faculty and staff will help
them is reinforced by their own telling language.

“Accommodation” is a noun used in the ADA legistattito describe a
“modification or adjustment” (DOJ, 2008). StudeatsCommonwealth misappropriate
this word by using the verb ‘accommodate,’ defiasdto do a kindness or a favor to” or
the adjective ‘accommodating,” which means “easgieal with,” (Dictionary.com,

2010). In this use, the people, not the disabiitg accommodated. Carrie describes
staff at Commonwealth with, “thegccommodatene”. Alison says, "he just completely
accommodatetb everything | needed.” With the dean’s assstaBrendan finds
“professors that are supposedly maceommodating and Mark describes the Disability
Services Office with, “They’re vergccommodatingip there”.

Christopher is the only Livingston student to uss verb, but he does so in
referencing the ADA language: “They have [to] alwagcommodatene because it's
required by law.” Mark from Commonwealth echods tagal mandate saying, “No, |
give [my accommodations letter] to them, so thbave no problem because if | want the
extra time, | had the documentation in, they havgite it to me in some sense. So I'm
not gonna be withheld from it.”

This insistence from Mark that accommodations walt be withheld from him is

akin to what is characterized by staff as a typieaponse from a student at a high-SES
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college. Donna from low-SES Livingston relays ae@lote from a colleague about a

transfer student:
Somebody mentioned that they got a family who wad avant to say it was
[high-SES college], and they came like expectithgfahese bells and whistles
that we don't have - you know, she didn't havat.iBwas telling because she was
like, 'We can't' - she didn't necessarily talktltbe services but she definitely
mentioned that they came with this high levelxjfectation that they were not
able to meet the same level. (D. Johnson, pekrsonanunication, September

28, 2009)

She references another high-SES college that Diommas has the same budget that she

has for one-third the number of students with digads. She acknowledges that

students with disabilities at the high-SES collegmeive more robust supports and admits,

"obviously, with the same budget we have for a sanalumber, you can provide so

many more services to your students.” Staff ar@rawf the material differences

between college Disability Services Offices acithesSES spectrum in New York City.
Students who are in the position to choose peedtile material difference as

well. Compare the comments by Brendan and Jeniglile Nine. Both students

express what is available to them as a matteradf &md there is an implicit difference in

not only what they're getting but what they demtrey get.
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Table Nine
Contrast in Student Comments about Services Avaitde to Them at Their College

Student Comment about services available at theiratlege

Brendan My public high school was known for having good¢cetlent specia
(at high-SES services. That was something | wanted to make kshesl the sam
Commonwealth) thing.

11°}

Jenny So I'm struggling in his class now, but | needahd there's no
(at low-SES tutoring, there's nothing for this class.
Livingston)

The students at Commonwealth describe the robsstfesupport services
available to them outside the bounds of reasoretdemmodations. With one quarter of
the students and five times the tuition of LivimmpstCommonwealth College envelops
undergrads in a safety net of administrator conceriting and tutoring services and
open-door faculty offices. Brendan recounts:

| used to use the writing center a lot, sometitnésring for Economics or Math.

Usually for those things | just go see the prafesghey’'re always available.]

Sometimes if a tutor’s not available, the SRCdwoewill find someone for me,

which is | guess another perk. (B. Symon, persooimunication, March 4,

2010).

Alison described how the Disability Services Officevent like way beyond his duties
there and helped us” to intervene in a conflictwher college dorm roommates. She
continues, “They’ll basically do whatever you akkr to help you with if it's like within
the area that you need help. But they go overbaydnd what they have to do I think to
help you.” Carrie expressed, “I still freak oul #e time,” and works hard to do well.

When she doesn’t get the results she wants sisehtetkelf she’ll just have to try harder
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next time. But while she conveys an attitude dfipg herself up by her bootstraps, this

perspective is scaffolded by support she receivemn fCommonwealth staff. She

describes an anxiety attack she had when shesfaded college:
My mom called [Commonwealth staff] the next dag &xplained how | was so
overwhelmed and how I didn’t know how to like timmanage myself well at all.
And she called him and like explained the situaaad he called me and was like
‘Carrie you're done with midterms. You're almesgou’re half way there.' He
was just so reassuring. He was such a nice néihaneally made me feel a lot
better. He was really just like so caring. (CrriB#, personal communication,

April 14, 2010)

The students at Commonwealth described routinpastgpbeyond reasonable
accommodations. This contrasted sharply with anaxge with Melissa at Livingston,
who didn't want to request any accommodationsl aaadl was sure that this was the
norm in culture and practice: "Yeah, but I'm surere’s a lot of other people you're
going to hear them say the same thing, they doaittwo feel like they’'re a burden to
someone." Melissa is far from entitled; she bafegs deserving. Her peer Christopher
does admit to being entitled in his response taogstion of how he knows so much
about the disability laws:

| think it's experience dealing with all the spésiarvices | had throughout my

life. 1think I've become a whiz of what I'm dtgd to and — but that's basically

how | — how | became a — not an expert — but@szen, you gotta be aware of
your rights, and | made sure that I'm aware, Whaentitled to, and what | need

to succeed. (C. Henry, personal communicatiomil Ag, 2010
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His tone is more pugilist than privileged: he'kitad) about advocacy within the bounds
of what is legally provided under the ADA.

The Commonwealth students discuss the level ofce they receive as being an
important part of their college decision proceSeme even met with the DSO at
Commonwealth before they were admitted. None @likingston students did this.
Brendan from Commonwealth shared, "I met the direat the SRSC prior to coming to
Commonwealth College. Actually, that's what madedecision to come here." Before
Mark got accepted into college there, he rememibatsdisability services staff asked
him, "What accommodations would you like to se¢hee anything that you haven't
had and that you want?" The emphasis is on oppidytand preference, not limits.

Interestingly, the Commonwealth students also tnecassimilated to the amount
of support they received. When asked specificbigut their accommodations Brendan,
Mark and Megan named discrete supports. Througheutourse of the interview
additional accommodations emerged. | assert thieiskents were so accustomed to
receiving them that they had become internaliZedvilege is understood as the norm.
When asked how he finances his education, MarkegplJust throughegular. parents”
(emphasis added).

In making sense of the patterns of entittemenm@onwealth students'
expectation of personalized benefits beyond accosatian, use of Bourdieu proves
helpful. For Bourdieu the educational system s#t@ of symbolic power which "has
become the institution most responsible for thegmaission of social inequality in
modern society" (Swartz, 1997, p.190). Bourdieniscept of habitus would explain the

disposition of students at a high-SES college taraways that reproduce distinctions of
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class status. He describes the elite French wsiiies’ "consecration” of students, where
"All activities are designed to nurture a charismguality of entitlement” (p. 205).
Interview data excerpted in this section demonsthatv this Bourdieuian 'consecration'’
takes place at high-SES Commonwealth.

As largely first-generation college students,ltve-SES Livingston students do
not have the cultural capital to embolden them &ixenspecial requests. Nor does staff
there have the budget to grant an individual regthes they couldn't replicate. Donna,
the Livingston DSO, gives an example:

It's something that we can accommodate. We cah dts $25. | mean,

right - now if we had, now, 50 more students capmsay, '‘Oh, we need

and we need and we' - you know, we would decmtegtample, the note-

taking...But it's becoming such a cost issue ardiiore students that

come with LD the more we have to kinda rethinkd¢ what do we do?' (D.

Johnson, personal communication, September 28)200

Material constraints there mean that provisioner¥ges cannot exceed those required

by law.

Conclusion

The students interviewed at Livingston and Commeadtth explored a wealth of
ideas and memories about their families, schoaimg)learning disabilities. An
emphasis on personal narrative is important h&hemes like stress, identity, stigma and
entitlement pop out of these dialogues and I'd tikériefly theorize these as a whole.

These interviewees are a sample of thousands adstsi with learning disabilities in
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New York City for whom concepts like 'other' andrimate’ shift from one subway stop
to the next. This diversity can be liberating, getldifficult themes like stigma remain.
| posit that the processes by which students seifidentify in order to receive
disability services in college exacerbate feelotpér'. Even if they reject a medical
model of disability philosophically, students maabject themselves to the
medicalization of disability by obtaining evaluatgdescribing their cognitive
limitations. It is no wonder, then, that embarrasat or entitlement is a reaction to this
process as students negotiate their own powerShakespeare (1996) describes, “Social
approaches [to disability] view negative self-idgnas a result of the experience of
oppressive social relations, and focus attentiotherpossibilities for changing society,
empowering disabled people, and promoting a diffeself-understanding.” The
students interviewed here seem to be in varioggestaf claiming their personal agency

and making demands for political and social change.
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Chapter Seven: Theory Testing

Averting Damage

In April 2010 | presented some preliminary datarfrithis study at an
international disability conference. The audierecenix of college administrators,
disability services staff, self-advocates and paaewocates, seemed interested in the
research findings and asked engaging questionsgltire Q & A period. One mother
raised her hand, stood up and stated, “So whadrl ym saying is that my son is better
off going to a private college than a public one.”

| winced, knowing this was an unfortunate but fagponse to my raw data. As
Disability Studies scholar Rosemarie Garland Tham(@001) reminds us, “All
representations have social and political conserpgeh | thought about my work within
and respect for CUNY, which provides quality edigral and disability services to
thousands of students. | also thought of my adasd her insistence about the
importance to work with theory robustly, which Idhaomentarily set aside in
consideration of the conference’s largely praatigioaudience. No, the purpose of my
research was never to reiterate that it's easigotthrough life with resources than to
struggle. From an academic perspective, it searead to me that my study aimed to
describe the texture dbwthings happen for students, of how they actually their
way through college, and how colleges addresseakesof students with learning
disabilities. In that exchange with this motheredlized in a new and dire way that |
owed it to every family who experiences disabitiiybe able to communicate my
findings effectively and with nuance to a broadiande. The “So what?” question

loomed.
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Coincidentally, | had recently read Eve Tuck's R&l09 article in thélarvard
Educational Review'Suspending Damage: A Letter to Communities".K[wn faculty
at SUNY New Paltz, is a graduate of my doctoragpam and a friend thought the piece
may be of interest and sent it along. While Tuokis focus is indigenous peoples, she
calls on social scientists to become accountablthtoways they might conduct
"research that operates, even benevolently, fréineary of change that establishes harm

or injury in order to achieve reparation.” In a&gufor social justice, researchers “expose
ongoing structural inequity” and are “testifyingdamage so that persecutors will be
forced to be accountable”, but “after the rese#eelm leaves...all we are left with is the
damage.” | feared that my presentation had left guestioning mother with the damage
that students with LD or from lower SES backgrouwase inherently 'less than'.

Tuck calls for an epistemological shift to a franoekvof desire. She explains
that, “desire-based research frameworks are coaedewth understanding complexity,
contradiction, and the self-determination of live@s,” and emphasizes “wisdom and
hope”. | certainly saw desire in the studentddiviewed: desire for a good education,
desire for a meaningful career, desire to not daced to one’s disability label, desire to
create a better life for one’s children, desireddull social life. For these reasons mixed
method research was important to me; the multitbatdata in this dissertation present
numerous stories of complex persons in even margtcated college and urban
environments. To me, merely living in New York YCdan be a daily act of survival and
triumph. For all of the students featured heradgation day stands within reach.

For Tuck, a litmus test becomes “What can reseaally do to improve this

situation?” | worry whether my own research withke any difference in the lived
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experience of New York City college students wehrhing disabilities. And if not, is it
ethical to conduct this research at all? Tuck&llehge affects not just the means, but the
end. This was the students’ challenge to me, f&ahe conclusion of one of my student
interviews, she thanked me for choosing this topioother student interviewee asked,
“Will it change the way college is?” Marissa frdnvingston emphasized the
importance of disseminating information on peopithwlisabilities:
There hasn’'t been anything out there that edugegeple and gives them the
knowledge of what a learning disability consist®ecause once you tell
somebody you have a learning disability, theyktaither you're slow or you're
retarded, and it's not that. It's just that soneepe need more time than others to
get things, but that does not mean that they cimé&verything else normal. .
(M. Diaz, personal communication, April 13, 2010)
Several more students requested that | email nsgdegtion to them when | was done.
These were all humbling moments which furtheredtimyking about the way in
which my research might serve to honor the indigldd chose to engage in this project.
After getting to know them, this aim seemed inciregly important. Could | imagine
that my research might improve the situation ofishis with disabilities more broadly?
| had hoped for it from the beginning. But thesenments also reinforced for me that my
choice to focus on the institution as my unit chlgsis was the right one. In this study,
deficits should be attributed to systems, not peophave no interest in stigmatizing
students; rather, my research questions aim to iexeatine way colleges’ policy and

practice impact students’ experiences.
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More personally, | have been a classroom teachemaaract consistently with
college students in my present position. Beindnwhem is a privilege and a thrill. |
want all kinds of students to succeed in schoolld@dand | bristle at policies and
rhetoric that seem to create barriers to this ssccénterviewing students for this project
was difficult and neutrality seemed daunting. Howld | listen to students who were
too afraid to request accommodations without caaiem to advocate for themselves?
How could I listen to students' self-doubt and Hadak from reaffirming and
encouraging them? | interrogate my own positidpaind endeavor upon Tuck's
framework of desire to present an adequately coxlteture of subjects' lived lives.

To further support these methodological choicekliKe to briefly discuss the

perspective presented in William Bowen and collesgbook Crossing the Finish Line:

Completing College at America’s Public Universitid3r. Bowen, former President of

both Princeton University and the Andrew W. Melloundation, was invited by CUNY
Office of Academic Affairs to present findings frahis recent effort to a small group of
faculty and staff on April 22, 2010. Certainly @respected giant in higher
educational circles, Dr. Bowen's data did not resefor me with the experiences of
those students with whom | interact daily. Whaetbrs such as a student's having to
work may increase time-to-degree, this need to wark typically based on desires for
consumptive goods like flat-screen TVs as he suggbeat on truly making ends meet for
one's family.

As | listened to Bowen himself describe the priteipf "undermatching” and
advocate for the need to raise expectations ssthdénts attend more competitive

colleges, | kept thinking about the responsibitifycolleges to educate students well and
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help them persist, regardless of the campus thegdt Success is a two-way
relationship between student and college, after@lisan Wendell (1997) calls for the
guestioning of our "cultural obsession with indegemce and ultimately replacing it with
such a model of reciprocity” (p. 273).

This question of access— and the growing belief@madtice that higher
education can be accessible to everyone— is oalyl@iif all kinds of students are
supported across institutions of higher educatibhis could not be more true for
students with disabilities. As Garland ThompsorOD@Qasserts, “Imagining disability as
ordinary, as the typical rather than the atypicahbn experience, can promote practices
of equality and inclusion that begin to fulfill tipegomise of a democratic order.” This
democratic order is fundamentally challenged bysth@oeconomic realities that face

these students.

Political Economy

Political economy provides a compelling contextdaderstanding the
socioeconomic and legal boundary lines shapingdnigducation. The data paint a
picture of students with disabilities as being mideely to attend community college
than four-year colleges, less likely to stay inegé, graduating at lower rates, and
ultimately being under- or unemployed. These tsesn@ also true for poor students. |
have endeavored to describe how these factorsitigated or exacerbated for students
with learning disabilities across the spectrumamiieeconomic backgrounds.

Political economy theory underlies my findings amdlso embedded within

them. The distribution of economic resources makesference in every facet of
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service provision and use. For scholars who belieto be a powerful determinant in
social events, this makes perfect sense. As Ratl{gQ05) states, "l once read
somewhere that the United States doesn't havdweulk has an economy. The values
of the market are the dominant values, and thescaéverything. Everything” (p. 30).

In this study, differences in the distribution ohterial resources affect where
students go to college, how long it takes themrtisi, their lived environments, how
they advocate for themselves and the support seracailable to them. On an
institutional level, these differences also affeition costs, university budgets and the
resources available to Disability Services Officeffiese are just a few examples that
emerged from this research. I find that politeabnomy theory provides a meaningful
lens for my work in part because as it reveals lgrab it simultaneously reveals potential
solutions. Resource allocation is malleable.

In President Obama’s 2011 State of Union Addressidclared:

To compete, higher education must be within thehred every American...if we

raise expectations for every child, and give thieenbest possible chance at an

education, from the day they are born until tis¢ jab they take, we will reach the
goal that | set two years ago: By the end ofdbeade, America will once again

have the highest proportion of college graduatd¢be world.

But President Obama is not speaking here aboutéidndor education’s sake; this is
education for the economy’s sake. His powerfutahe underscores the principle that
higher education is an attainable means by whidlviduals, “Americans” no less, can
rise economically. And yet, the trends of disirweent in public higher education are

well-cited. The vast majority of Americans attesallege at public institutions, and yet
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federal and state funding for higher educatiorfisroseen as a privilege rather than an
entitlement, and so competing demands for resoureesssitate budget cuts (Binder,
2006).

This economic reality for institutions of highetuzation and the students who
attend them has very real consequences, and thesdbbhen documented in Chapters
One, Two, Four, Five and Six. In a neoliberal exog, economic competition dictates
that there are winners and losers. As David Ha(2005) describes:

If conditions among the lower classes deteriordted was because they failed,

usually for personal and cultural reasons, to so@aheir own human capital

(through dedication to education, the acquisibba Protestant work ethic,

submission to work discipline and flexibility, atite like). Particular problems

arose, in short, because of competitive strengtiecause of personal, cultural
and political failings. In a Darwinian neoliberabrld, the argument went, only

the fittest should and do survive. (p. 157)

The realities of our political economy are too oftksguised as meritocracy, which leads

us to the final piece of theory testing.

Meritocracy

It is worth mentioning first that low-SES Livingst&ollege and high-SES
Commonwealth College admit the same percentagppbicants, according to data
reported in IPEDS. They have the same Carnegies(iilzation. Neither school is open

admissions; presumably, the students who attend #re qualified to be there. The vast
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majority of students from both schools move aheanhffirst year to second year, though
retention rates are about 10 percent higher at Gomarealth than Livingston.

| include this comment because | want the readantterstand why meritocracy
is a useful lens in this study. So often studehtevement or failure is rhetorically
attributed to students being prepared (or notgédlege, working hard (or not) in college,
or deserving to be (or not to be) enrolled in apdlén the first place. Problematizing the
notion of meritocracy creates space for concepimgishortcomings as those of an
institution like the government or a college, irst®f assuming deficiencies are
embodied within students. For example, Rosenbanoicolleagues (2006) effectively
show how community colleges hinder student retentwough hurdles like bureaucratic
complexity and lack of counseling. Karabel's gahpoint is to bring attention to the
ways society raises an eyebrow when someone mertmattended an vy League
institution when history clearly tells us that agsésn't determined by reaching some
exalted criteria; the rules of the game shift toddeé those who best know how to play.
As one recent study of legacy admissions at 30Iyuggiective colleges revealed, a high
school student applying to a parent's alma matersggaen times more likely to be
admitted (Lewin, 2011). Maximally Maintained Inedjty (MMI) discussed in Chapter
One helps explain this: privileged groups havd fitaim on education and opportunity
(Shavit et al., 2007).

Wrangling with these ideas enables the educatbreak out of the tired refrain of
‘My students aren't college ready’ and instead @&an expectation for colleges on the
part of students. The aim of my theory work isdolieges to better recognize and

amend those practices that privilege some groupstudents and not others. As Anyon

145



point out, "we are not after theory for theory'kesaWe expect social products” (2009,
p.5).

Karabel's treatment of meritocracy in The Chaseayripping, for he's addressing
more than just admission policies at Harvard, Rtioic and Yale, the schools upon which
the book is based. He's ultimately discussingdbec of U.S. society and ideology
altogether. When it comes to living the Americaeain through economic mobility, no
city is more historically iconic than New York. vitas New York City to where Horatio
Alger himself relocated when opportunities in Pamital New England dwindled.
Similarly thousands of students enroll in collegdNiew York City each year, many with
the singular goal of getting ahead in life.

Karabel posits that regardless of societal contbetdefinition of merit that
prevails "generally expresses the idea of domigemips"” (p. 4). These groups, which
Karabel personifies as the elite colleges, reathamthe disenfranchised at their
discretion in particular historical moments to fenge the idea "that success in America
is a function of individual merit rather than fagndbackground,” a belief necessary to
preserve the social order (p. 545). Unlike racedge and ethnicity, social class has not
been largely redefined as a source of inequalityppiortunity (p. 539), and | would add,
neither has disability. Most admission processesiaed- and disability-blind; students
apply for financial aid and disability accommodasdhrough separate processes. This
only serves to reinforce the belief that studerdsflower SES backgrounds or students
with disabilities should and can compete equallthwheir peers even though national

data show that the cards are stacked against them.
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In line with Karabel, my interest lies with thestitutional responses of colleges
and its staff. Per Burawoy (1991), | reconstruatabel's theoretical discussion since this
study examines the college experience after adomssil also extend it here to
encapsulate the basic tenets of the federal lawsich colleges are responding. It is
through this exercise of theory testing that I matéo answer my original research

guestions.

1. Are federal policies with regard to students with éarning disabilities
implemented differently in institutions of higher education in New York City

with different socioeconomic class populations? Ko, how?

The meritocratic principle of equality of opporityn again, "the principle that an
individual's chance to get ahead should not bedinby social origins or by ascribed
characteristics such as race or gender" (Karabéb,20.4), is built into the federal
legislation. Phrases in Section 504 of the Reltabdn Act like "otherwise qualified”
and the focus on the individual's own unique di#tgkand ability assume that once a
reasonable accommodation provides a level playeid,fa person with a disability
should be able to compete for opportunities anduees with everyone else. Additional
language is worth noting:

[A]ids, benefits, and services, to be equally effee, are not required to

produce the identical result or level of achievetrfer handicapped and

nonhandicapped persons, but must afford handicapgesongqual

opportunityto obtain the same result, to gain the same keoetfio reach
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the same level of achievement, in the most intedraetting appropriate

to the person's needs. (emphasis added)

The students interviewed in this study largelycetthis philosophy, and
understand the terms set out by the Rehab Act.issfrom Livingston College
describes her fierce determination to 'obtain Hraesresult"

| think it was the way | was raised with the diigh My mom knew |

had a disability, but the disability was not stimgpme from doing

anything normal like everybody else... But a lbpeople would say, “Oh,
she has a learning disability, you could get extomey for her.” My

mom never wanted that for me. “Oh, why are yowitog her a

MetroCard? She could get a special MetroCardt.for think that's the

reason why, the way | was raised, that | just theranna bother with it

even if I'm struggling with money. | just do eyéring on my own.

(M. Diaz, personal communication, April 13, 2010)

Carrie from Commonwealth also asserts this désieach the same level of
achievement': “| feel like anyone can do well iluyjoist try your hardest. | think that
there’s just a lot of people who just don't putlie time. It's up to the student to get
their work done.”

While these two students are similarly determiteeget ahead through their own
hard work, the primary difference between Marigsé @arrie in this comparison is that
Marissa really does have to do everything on her.ofs an independent student, she

works full-time and rents a room in someone elap&tment in order to put herself
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through school. Carrie, on the other hand, dessriter mother's request to
Commonwealth staff to check up on Carrie when sa feeling stressed about school.
The ways in which these two students practicaliklecollege to produce the same
'level of achievement' is markedly dissimilar.

The ADA also describes 'an equal opportunity' feedls this view of
meritocracy; this feature seems in line with itsige as legislation for settings like the
workplace. In the United States the higher edooatystem operates very much akin to
the free market and labor market; its corporatmatias been well documented
(Washburn, 2005). On a level playing field, thede work hard get ahead. Adrienne
Asch and Michelle Fine recognize that this framédwseran insufficient response to
people with disabilities:

We suggest that progress for disabled peoplenatlbe achieved through

stress on equality of opportunity alone, no maitaw crucial such

equality is, and we believe that disability rigtiteorists and activities can

borrow from socialist-feminists who call for sa@ktransformation in

addition to equality of opportunity within existjrarrangements. (1997, p.252)

Thus the converse view in meritocracy, equalitgaddition, is "the principle that
inequalities of wealth, power and status shoul#dy to the minimum level possible"
(Karabel, 2005, p.4). For equality of conditiornb®implemented as a reality for college
students, most everything about American highecation would need to change, from
cost-prohibitive tuition to deep disparities inenetion. As Karabel pessimistically

comments,
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Those with greater resources— cultural, economécsmcial— will
generally be able to ensure that the educatiosaéms will deem their
children more meritorious. In this specific sertbe ideal of a
meritocracy— a system in which power plays no moeldefining 'merit'
and in which rich and poor alike enjoy genuinefy@ opportunities to

succeed— is inherently unattainable. (p. 550)

Beyond education more generally, the focus ofdigsertation is on college
students with learning disabilities and the poB¢ieractices or socioeconomic effects
which shape their college experience. Interestirgfjuality of condition's interest in
mollifying the inequalities of wealth, power anatsis could be accomplished through
mandated accommodations. A note taker is a nkéz,tand extra time is extra time; the
students and staff interviewed in this study dked about giving and receiving the same
set of reasonable accommodations. Low-, medium-hégh-Pell schools alike met the
de jure needs of their learning disabled students.

But de facto, the Commonwealth students undeniedadgived accommodations
beyond those typically provided, and described mgetith Deans to choose classes or
being assisted far beyond the scope of their disatiith issues like bad roommates.
Repeatedly, LD students enrolled there expressduhfea tremendous level of support
from the Disability Services Office and made comtadike, "He set me up with
everything. He cared. You could tell he wasn’ingao leave you out to dry" (Brendan);
"He just told me what we could do to make thingsiexd (Megan); and "“You know if

you ever need any help, if you just ever need soméo talk to I'm here” (Carrie).
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Administrative, survey and interview data providedficient evidence to
substantiate the answer that yes, federal poleigsregard to students with learning
disabilities are implemented differently in instians of higher education in New York
City with different socioeconomic class populatiodss Ferri and Connor (2006) lament,
"Although we may embrace equality and justice hasic value, we do not expect to see
it in practice” (p.12). In addition to accommodats or 'services', extra 'supports’ are
made available to students at schools with wealtiglent body populations. From
exhaustive student services to access to high-&glrainistrators, auxiliary resources
abound at Commonwealth. As a result, this feebhigeing supported was pervasive for
students there. In nearly every case, when asked avsability services students
received, one or two services were mentioned agal lditer on in the conversation
several more surfaced. Students had thoroughigndated to the level of support they
received and perceived it as typical, not extra.

So what effect did this difference have? My secm@search question asked:

2. Does variance in policy implementation and stueht body social class impact

the college experience of students with learning shbilities? If so, how?

Yes, the variance does impact the college expegiehstudents with learning
disabilities. The difference resonates loudly whrdents are specifically asked to
describe their college experience. Examples efwrw responses laid out in Table Ten

depict the contrast in experiencing college agygirior enjoyment.
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Table Ten

Contrast in Student Interview Responses about Coltge Experience

Q: How would you describe your college experience?

Livingston

Christopher

Challenging, but rewarding because | know oncaisffi with the
degree, | have a better chance of getting a joi ¢iizer people that
don't have a degree. And the reason | say itlectgang is it's hard.
It's hard if you don't work for it. There's a tftstress involved.
There's a lot of high anxiety.

Reid

And last semester it actually got worse for me bseeat's my first
year. You know when you start your first year g@nna be hard.

Marissa

College experience, it's not — it hasn’t been easy.

Commonwealth

Brendan

It's great. | enjoy it. We have a lot of fun. aStes are good.

Mark

The most fun I've had in four years from being agticlasses,
teachers, friends, the atmosphere, the peoplegrat.

Comparing these responses is telling. The expp@ts received by the Commonwealth

students— and | would argue, the difference insitt@ols’ socioeconomic

environments— create a difference in what's atesfak these students. Given the robust

supports at Commonwealth, one could surmise why &G&l retention are high. The

Livingston students don’t have the same safetyheet] work alone separates them from

not persisting in college.

In conceptualizing the binary theories of meritmgyr as laid out by Karabel, it

would seem as if a college facilitating equalitycohdition would generate the landscape

necessary for students in low-SES colleges to sacdespite “inequalities of wealth,

power and status”. Equality of opportunity preslittiat students from high-SES colleges
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would better thrive when benefits from a socioegoimoadvantage boost them above the
crowd. The evidence and arguments in this chapteforce this.

But there’s a dynamic evident in the data that umdges Karabel's principles:
the schools and meritocratic principles actuallgnseo flip flop. In some ways, equality
of opportunity can be seen through the environmehtvingston while equality of
condition characterizes the landscape at Commotiwed@he students from Livingston
were able to persist in college despite tremendadds. In a kind of urban Darwinism,
they knew how to survive if not thrive and wereeatdl overcome significant obstacles.
Livingston students relied on their own actionsrake it through school and life, and
succeed on their own merit, navigating college lsintd the way they navigate life in
New York City. Inthe end, the students with leagdisabilities interviewed at both
colleges will earn a baccalaureate degree. Whih e&their life paths will differ, they

can expect to reap many of the economic benefivsdd to college graduates.
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Chapter Eight: What's Next?
Recommendations for Policy and Practice
The recommendations included here are simple imt 6§the nuance and
immensity of the challenges facing colleges. Haad, certain features of disability
services emerged repeatedly in interviews and rdestussion for college administrators
looking to improve student outcomes. These reconaai@ons do not presume to know
what is best for people with disabilities but irzsteoffer data-driven ideas for discussion

and adaptation.

1. Location and Naming of Office
Stigma surfaced as a significant issue, and theams to be conflicting wisdom between
those who think Disability Services Offices shobklclearly marked, and those who
recommend they be more discreetly positioned. fi@m@ince seems to come from
colleges wanting students to know about the avidithabf disability services versus
students being able to access those servicesanfalential way: these needs are
paramount but competing. The New York City colkgssited during this study featured
a wide, inconsistent range of options: placingdfiee in a counseling center, in a
writing/tutoring center, in Student Affairs, astargd-alone office, in a Dean’s office, etc.
Configuring office space where students with dikizs are able to access support

services alongside their non-disabled peers seémettourage usage.
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2. Early identification to Disability Services Office
Students in this study who identified themselveth&oDSO, were tested and received
accommodation determinations before classes were lkely to receive services or
course exemptions in a timely way, and were ldssylito fail or repeat a course. This
has tremendous economic impact for students simaeses carry a price tag. Colleges
seemed to vary widely on whether they went aftedestts or let students come after
them: some actively marketed to high school stigjemtile others made sure policies
were printed in admissions materials. Some stsd@aeintioned that their high school
counselors facilitated this transition. Collegengskions are typically disability-blind so
even the most proactive university would not beeablidentify students. As such,
information directed at parents and high schoohselors may enable traditional

students to self-report sooner in the matriculapoocess.

3. Alerts for Non-Traditional Students
Non-traditional students over age 25 who are noting to college directly from high
school need their own system of information andposuis. For those who may have
attended some college before ADA legislation, thigy be unaware of available services
or even that they have a disability. Students n@jonger have any or up-to-date
documentation of their disability, making it diftit for them to request services.
Colleges are now experimenting with early-warniegedtion systems for students who
may be struggling academically (Brainard and FuRei0). Special alerts should be
placed on the records of non-traditional studeritse meet certain characteristics like

failing a math or foreign language course so thagdted counseling services can be
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enacted. A research effort including CUNY’s HurBallege is exploring personal
characteristics of people with disabilities to itfgrtraits most likely to result in positive
employment outcomes (J. Nelson, personal commuaicadecember 15, 2010).
Approaches like this should be coupled with disgbédducation for classroom faculty,
especially adjunct faculty who may not receiveshme orientation information or be

less aware of on-campus resources.

4. Importance of Student Self-Advocacy
Nearly all college students are legal adults, &edé¢deral laws require students to self-
identify in order to receive disability serviceBhe onus is on students to advocate for
what they are entitled to and need to be succes€foé DSO interviewed from a
medium-Pell school commented, “There's a direatetation between students who
robustly use our services and supports, and tbhegess,” (C. James, personal
communication, February 19, 2010). Advocacy wookshwould help all students, but
especially at-risk students, to develop the skilésy need to communicate and access
supports and accommodations. Particular focusddoeilplaced on female students and
Asian students, as described in Chapters Four,dfdeSix. Even if colleges are unable
to fund incentives to students for their participatin such programming, they should

remove barriers to participation and advocacy.

5. Availability of non-disability support services
As academic rigor increases when students getliegep many students are not equipped

with the financial strength, knowledge and skiidbe successful. A front-page story in
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the Chronicle of Higher Education cited that andigsis of nearly 1,400 four-year
institutions shows that one-third reported loweadyration rates for the six-year period
ending in 2008 than for the one ending in 2003'a{Bard and Fuller, 2010). Many
factors such as rising tuition costs and increadigygendence on lower-cost adjunct
instructors contribute to this issue, but studeppsrts certainly are part of the equation
to increase retention.

From research and writing skills, to citation trdy skills, all students may need
tutoring and other services throughout their calegreer. Opportunities for work-study,
help with financial aid applications (Bettinger,att, 2009), and education around
financial literacy represent additional ways colleghould invest in the success of
students and improve retention (Chen and DesJa2lii®). Research in person-
centered planning (Croke and Thompson, 2011) lsasshlown that individual meetings
with youth with disabilities in which they are enraged to express their goals helps
them focus on personal strengths and prioritiegailAbility of supportive coaching
sessions like these would improve students' foousubcomes and identify necessary

steps to achieve them.

6. Access to no-cost evaluations
One major barrier to the access of services isitige expense of testing described in this
study and referenced by several staff interview®@dme colleges perceived testing their
own students as a conflict of interest and it estbrm not to do so. This may also be
attributable to schools' financial constraints.t Biiew schools provided testing as a key

service for students who would not be able to igamticess the service elsewhere. Even
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sliding scale or low-cost providers often have levagting lists or hours and locations
that are difficult for students to get to duringusy day of school, work and family
obligations. On-campus, no-cost testing by guedifpbersonnel would increase the
numbers of students with documented disabilities ate able to access

accommodations.

7. Education of and Communication with Facuy
Students interviewed agreed that the majority ofifty were supportive of the provision
of accommodations. Still, most students were @bf@ovide vivid examples bordering
on traumatic of the one or two isolated incidenkee they believed faculty were
disrespectful or dismissive. A recent survey aifty highlights that faculty knowledge
of legal responsibilities is an important prediaddbwhether they are willing to provide
reasonable accommodations to students (Zhang @040). College administrators,
Disability Services Offices, department chairsutacsenate and professional
associations should make increased efforts to ¢elfi@eulty at all levels of rank about
their responsibilities under the law. In additidissemination and implementation of
pedagogical tools based on Universal Design imrdogbn (UDI) may improve learning

outcomes for all of their students.

These recommendations represent a robust apptoacketing students where
they are and assisting them through the collegeegprocess. Some are already in place
in colleges across New York City. Despite costsative strategies should be carefully

considered and implemented in appropriate waya fgiven school’s structure and
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student demographic. As the prevalence of studkaggmosed with Autism Spectrum
Disorders increases at record rates, for examplkeges that do not effectively address
the needs of students with disabilities in targetags will find themselves ill-equipped
to contend in the coming decades.

One challenge to the prospect of change in higtacation to improve outcomes
for students with disabilities is the necessaryagem shift it requires by those with
power to make policy. "Disabled people are 'otherable-bodied people, and the
consequences are socially, economically and psggtallly oppressive to the disabled,”

writes Susan Wendell (1997, p. 271).

Questions for Future Research

As research proceeds there are always questiahgdhunasked and limits as to
what can be included within a project’s scope.utuffe study I'd be interested to pursue
is a NYC-based cost-benefit analysis of robustldigya supports and student outcomes.
Dedicated college staff manages to stretch resswce meet the legal requirements to
accommodate students. But budget was routinedg @s an impediment to services:
wish lists included learning coaches, evaluatotsassistive technology. One college,
unable to pay its student tutors, worked with iegRtrar to creatively offer them priority
class registration. At the same time, larger galgeand systems invest millions of dollars
on programs to improve student retention. Largeestand cities like New York also
spend millions of dollars on workforce developmand cash benefit programs.
Certainly there is an economic impact on the irdiial and societal level to having an

educated, employed workforce. Since students avithbilities persist and graduate with
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degrees at lower-rates than typical peers in botage and public college, this would be
a logical group on which to focus. It is my hypedls that robust investment at the
college level is small compared to public and pgeweosts expended over a lifetime in
terms of factors such as lost earnings or the g¢ioeal effects of higher education.

Next, because SES proves such a strong predatoofiege enrollment,
persistence and graduation (Bowen et al., 2009ahdlity is a less interrogated factor.
The research cited throughout this study showsdtinaents with disabilities persist and
graduate at lower rates, but student-level anahaliding SES constant would be another
important avenue for extending quantitative redeatmut the effects of disability status
on student success.

Additionally, disability and socioeconomic statifscollege student body were
the binary lenses for this study. Future focuspecific characteristics like gender, age,
race and ethnicity, language-group or sexual aaien would be important contributions
to the field. The thematic discussion of stigmd mmmen in Chapter Six provides a
glimpse of this. In addition to disability and SEBese traits would be interesting to
consider in light of dynamics such as access toraowdations and self-advocacy. For
example, while gender was not largely interrogatetthis project, 77% of the schools
included in this study had larger, sometimes ovetmingly larger, student populations
of women than men. In addition to robust inferaindiatistics, qualitative data
understood through the lens of Queer Legal Thelangg, 2003) may allow for
exploring how students' multidimensionality affepteenomena like self-identifying,

passing and performance as students develop astiaanacademic identity in college.
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Conclusion

This dissertation aimed to explore the ways incltiactors like socioeconomic
status and disability affect the academic expedaidNew York City college students.
Data presented show that both affect their intefierlings and external actions, which
interact in various ways with attitudes of collegaff and the broader campus
community. It is within the web of these relatibips that students achieve varying
degrees of success based on what they and otHengelthey deserve and can access.
The supports they receive make an important diffesgeand these are surely dependent
upon material resources. Both paradigm and paliifgs are necessary and | have
attempted to provide insight into both of thesa asntribution to the efforts towards
more democratic schools and communities. As Damf@006) posits, "A knowledge—
practice conversation that facilitates the widasige of discussion and interaction
provides the greatest social hope and practiciaiyuti At the conclusion of this research,

hope and utility are my earnest offerings.
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Appendix A

NYC Colleges in Study Sample
Key Data as Self-Reported by College to NCES and Ped from IPEDS

Percent
of First-
time, Full- | Percent of Percent of
Name Pell- time Total Total Total Students
Usage Freshman | Undergrads | Undergrad | Undergrads with
Code: Receiving | Receiving | Enrollment | Receiving | Disabilities
08-09 | Pell 08-09 | Pell 08-09 Fall 08 Pell 08-09 Fall 08
(Derived) | (IPEDS) (IPEDS) (Derived) (IPEDS) (IPEDS) Type
1 | Plaza College High 94% 84% 724 607 | 5% for profit
. not-for-
2 | Boricua College High 90% 87% 968 839 | 3% orless | profit
not-for-
3 | Touro College High 90% 54% 7915 4286 | 3% orless | profit
Monroe College-Main
4 | Campus High 87% 73% 4520 3312 | 3% orless | for profit
Metropolitan College
not-for-
5 | of New York High 76% 65% 582 379 | 3% orless | profit
6 | Berkeley College High 74% 50% 3802 1918 | 3% orless | for profit
CUNY Medgar Evers
7 | College High 71% 53% 6036 3178 | 3% orless | public
CUNY Lehman
g | College High 69% 49% 9569 4669 | 3% orless | public
Vaughn College of
Aeronautics and
not-for-
g | Technology High 68% 55% 1088 596 | 3% orless | profit
CUNY New York City
10 | College of Technology | High 66% 49% 14268 6954 | 3% orless | public
11 | DeVry College of NY | High 66% 57% 939 534 | 3% orless | for profit
12 | CUNY York College High 60% 43% 7111 3051 | 3% orless | public
Long Island University-
not-for-
13 | Brooklyn Campus High 60% 50% 3938 1990 | 1% profit
CUNY John Jay
College Criminal
14 | Justice High 57% 46% 12943 5939 | 3% orless | public
15 | CUNY City College High 55% 43% 11977 5187 | 3% orless | public
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Percent
of First-
time, Full- | Percent of Percent of
Name Pell- time Total Total Total Students
Usage | Freshman | Undergrads | Undergrad | Undergrads with
Code: Receiving | Receiving | Enrollment | Receiving Disabilities
08-09 | Pell 08-09 | Pell 08-09 Fall 08 Pell 08-09 Fall 08
(Derived) | (IPEDS) (IPEDS) (Derived) (IPEDS) (IPEDS) Type
16 | CUNY Brooklyn College | High 53% 41% 13011 5386 | 3% orless | public
Polytechnic Institute of
) ) not-for-
17 | New York University Med 47% 1% 1541 628 | 3% orless | profit
CUNY Bernard M
18 | Baruch College Med 44% 36% 12731 4551 | 3% orless | public
Saint Josephs College-
: not-for-
19 | Main Campus Med 44% 34% 1033 356 | 3% orless | profit
New York Institute of
Technology-Manhattan
not-for-
20 | Campus Med 44% 33% 1855 605 | 3% orless | profit
College of Mount Saint
) not-for-
21 | Vincent Med 43% 39% 1539 602 | 3% orless profit
CUNY College of Staten
22 | Island Med 42% 32% 12183 3885 | 4% public
23 | CUNY Hunter College Med 42% 31% 15698 4933 | 3% orless | public
24 | CUNY Queens College | Med 39% 29% 15262 4436 | 3% orless | public
St. John's University-
not-for-
25 | New York Med 38% 29% 14816 4292 | 3% orless | profit
) not-for-
26 | St. Francis College Med 34% 30% 2407 715 | 3% orless | profit
Pace University-New
not-for-
27 | York Med 34% 25% 7807 1934 | 4% profit
New York School of
. . not-for-
28 | Interior Design Med 26% 11% 612 65 | 3% or less profit
Laboratory Institute of
29 | Merchandising Low 23% 23% 1295 300 | 5% for profit
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Percent
of First-
time, Full- | Percent of Percent of
Pell- time Total Total Total Students
Usage | Freshman | Undergrads | Undergrad | Undergrads with
Code: Receiving | Receiving | Enrollment | Receiving Disabilities
08-09 | Pell 08-09 | Pell 08-09 Fall 08 Pell 08-09 Fall 08
Name (Derived) | (IPEDS) (IPEDS) (Derived) (IPEDS) (IPEDS) Type
not-for-
30 | The New School Low 23% 19% 6375 1232 | 3% orless | profit
o not-for-
31 | The Juilliard School Low 23% 17% 736 85 | 4% profit
Fashion Institute of
32 | Technology Low 22% 16% 9854 1612 | 3% orless | public
) ) not-for-
33 | Pratt Institute-Main Low 21% 21% 3307 706 | 9% profit
Marymount Manhattan
not-for-
34 | College Low 21% 17% 1988 335 | 3% orless | profit
35 | School of Visual Arts Low 20% 22% 3539 784 | 3% orless | for profit
: . not-for-
36 | Fordham University Low 19% 20% 7994 1589 | 3% orless | profit
not-for-
37 | Manhattan College Low 19% 17% 3022 520 | 3% orless | profit
38 | SUNY Maritime College | | ow 18% 23% 1446 335 | 4% public
not-for-
39 | Bamnard College Low 18% 18% 2359 419 | 7% profit
) ) not-for-
40 | New York University Low 16% 15% 21269 3197 | 3% orless | profit
Cooper Union for the
Advancement of Science
not-for-
41 | and Art Low 15% 15% 920 134 | 3% orless | profit
not-for-
42 | Wagner College Low 14% 11% 1924 212 | 6% profit
Columbia University in
; not-for-
43 | the City of New York Low 13% 15% 7495 1122 | 3% orless | profit
) ) ) not-for-
44 | Yeshiva University Low 1% 1% 3044 325 | 3%orless | profit
Total 263442 88734
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Appendix B
Geographical Representation of Colleges with Pell &egories

Staten Island

Key

High Pell 7//\*7
Medium Pell O
A

Low Pell
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Appendix C

Characteristics of Colleges Whose Staff Responded the Survey (N=21)

Institution Pell Usage Count
Low Pell, High SES 10
Medium Pell, Medium SES 7
High Pell, Low SES 4
Total 21
Institution Type Count
Public 8
Not-for-Profit 12
For Profit 1
Total 21
Institution Size Count
Small:
Fall 2008 Undergrad Enrollment less than 2,500 7
Medium:
Fall 2008 Undergrad Enrollment between 2,501 and 9,999 9
Large:
Fall 2008 Undergrad Enrollment more than 10,000 5
Total 21
Institution Location Count
Bronx 4
Brooklyn 4
Manhattan 11
Queens 1
Staten Island 1
Total 21
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Appendix D
Disability Services Survey with Tallied Data (N=21)

This survey is part of research conducted at th&l'€ Graduate Center, designed to
better understand the experience of college stadeitih disabilities. This survey is
confidential, and the data will be used for reskegmerposes only. Thank you for taking
the time to answer these questions. The surveyldgake about 15 minutes. You can
skip any questions, and write notes on the pafigsuldo complete the survey, you'll be
able to give your contact information at the eng@o can receive a $10 Starbucks gift
card.

If you would like to receive the survey in altelimatformats, one can be mailed to you or
administered over the phone. Call a researchetzak®x.xxxx. Thank you!

To continue with this survey, you must give consen¥our acceptance to continue
indicates that:

* you are at least 18 years old;

* the research has been adequately explained to you

* you freely and voluntarily choose to participatan this research project. Welcome!
21 Yes, | agree to give consent and want to movie dine survey.

0 No, | do not want to take the survey.

1. My undergraduate institution is a:
2 2-year college
21 4-year college

2. How would you describe the college at which yomork?

8 Urban, most students live on campus

12 Urban, most students live off campus and commute

0 Suburban, most students live on campus

1 Suburban, most students live off campus and commute

3. Does your college have an official policy abostudents with disabilities?
21 Yes

0 No

4. If yes, do you know what this disability policyis?
21 Yes

0 No

5. Where is this policy stated? (Check all that apy.)
University Handbook
Website
Materials Published by the Disability Servicedicaf
7 All of the Above
Other (Admissions Materials, Catalog, Discriminatiaterials)

NEF, N OO
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6. In your opinion, whose responsibility is it to improve the quality of disability
services provided to students? (Check all that appl)

18 College administrators

21 Disability Service Office

18 Professors

13 Students

7 Parents
12 Legislators and Policymakers
3 Other (Professional Associations like AHEAD, coomity, campus community)

7. What institutional challenges do the students yoserve face?
21 Various responses.

8. Please estimate the number of students with asdibility who attend your
institution.

average 323.7143
median 300
mode 300
range 970

9. Approximately what percentage of these studentdilize the disability services
offered through your office?

average 60.38095
median 52
mode 50
range 95

(For this question, | got numbers larger than 1@ich | interpret to mean that some
respondents entered the raw number of student&rrdtan a percentage. For these
cases, | converted the raw number into a percenbeged on their response to Q.8.)

10. What disability categories are represented mostequently? (Check all that

apply.)
5 Blindness/Low vision
6 Deafness/Hard of Hearing

6 Mobility Impairments
14 Medical/Chronic

20 Learning Disabilities
17 AD/HD

14 Mental Health

1 Other (asthma)
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11. Which disability services are requested mostdéquently? (Check all that apply.)
15 Notetaker

5 Reader/Scribe

21 Extra Time

5 Scanning/E-text

1 Braille

10 Assistive Technology

Alterations to Classroom/Preferential Seating

ASL interpreter

Other (advocacy with faculty, advisement, audioks)o

B D

12. Do you feel your office is equipped to providsufficient accommodations to meet
the academic needs of your students?

3 Yes, always

16 Mostly

1 Sometimes

1 No, not usually

3 If not, why? (insufficient technology, werdtaffed, inflexible curriculum, no

capacity for LD testing)

13. Do you track the graduation rates of the studes you serve through the
disability services office?

9 Yes
12 No
4 If so, what percentage graduates within 6 ye@@;?11, 10, 90)

14. Does your office keep data on the racial andhetic background of your
students?

4 Yes

17 No

15. Do you think the students with disabilities whseek services through your office
are representative of the general population of stients at your college, in terms of
race and class?

17 Yes

4 No

4 If no, how are the students you serve differém@re White; fewer Asians, more
White men; more non-Asian minorities; fewer Asidiesyer African-American
males)

169



16. What percentage of the students you serve areagnosed as having a learning
disability?

average 42

median 43
mode 75
range 79

17. Are the accommodations provided by your officgypically sufficient to meet the
academic needs of students with learning disabildgs?

18 Yes
3 No
4 If not, why? (need LD professional; né@titime LD specialist; more tutoring

and coaching; more tutoring, time management awmnd/stkills)

18. In your opinion, what is the biggest differencéetween students with learning
disabilities who are academically successful at younstitution and those who are
not?

21 Various responses.

19. What is the profile of a student with a learniig disability who is unsuccessful at
your institution?
21 Various responses.

20. How would you rate faculty acceptance of studénwith learning disabilities at
your institution? (Check all that apply.)

10 Very accepting

11 Somewhat accepting

1 Somewhat unaccepting

1 Not very accepting

0 | just don't think they understand learning dilstads.

4 Please comment on faculty attitudes. (Some sta@fitoncerned/don’t understand

LD; adjuncts resent staying late to give extraejim
21. Overall, how would you describe the students vahseek services from your
office?
21 Various responses.

22. Are some students better able to access sergitban others?

14 Yes
7 No
11 If yes, how would you describe them?
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23. Are there students with disabilities who are dle to effectively use their disability
status to access "reasonable accommodations"?

8 Yes, all students can access what they need
11 Most students can access what they need

2 Some students can access what they need

0 Very few students can access what they need

24. Are there students with disabilities who are dle to effectively use their disability
status to access resources in excess of what isdsenable"?

2 Most get more services than what is legally meedia

6 Some get more services than what is legally nadda
10 Few get more services than what is legally miada

3 None get more services than what is legally manidate

25. Why do you think some students are able to ac®services beyond what is
deemed "reasonable"?
16 Various responses.

26. Is there someone who works in the disability saces office or a related office at
your college who you think may be interested in takg this survey?
5 Various responses.

27. Thank you so much for your time.

If you completed this survey you are eligible to reeive a $10 Starbucks gift card in
the mail. If you would like to receive a gift card,please complete your contact
information below. You should receive your gift cad in 7-10 business days.
Thank you!

Name:
Company:
Address:
Address 2:
City/Town:

State:

ZIP/Postal Code:
Email Address:
Phone Number:

21 Various responses.
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Appendix E

@) Urban Education

i E. :

Interview about NYC College Students with Disabilites
Consent Form for Staff

| understand that:

O
O

Sign your name here:

| have been asked to be in a research study bedawsek with college students with
disabilities.
The purpose of the study is to learn how univerpitlicy affects New York City college
students with learning disabilities. As someoneworks closely with these students in
this setting, my views are important.
The information may help others in the future. fiSt@m every four-year college in New
York City will be invited to participate in somegext of this research project.
This study will take 60 minutes of my time.
This study poses minimal risks. | may be fatiguethbarrassed or disclose personal
information.
The benefits of this study include being able tmtobute to the research on learning
disabled students, and to help colleges develogrbpblicies and programs for students
with disabilities.
All the answers that | give during this and anysaduent interviews will:
(1) be kept confidential. Confidential means tha data will be kept as private as
possible. My name will not be used in any publésdecuments.
(2) be audio-recorded so that the researcher lsackanotes and transcripts for accuracy.
Once this is done, audio recordings will be destdoy
(3) Dbe used for research purposes.
If | am asked to participate in any future intews, |1 do not have to participate.
| will receive a $25 American Express gifte¢as a “thank you” for answering questions.
If | agree to participate in interviews, the reshar may use my answers. If | do not want to
be in the study, the researcher will destroy mynems. | can stop answering questions at
any time.
I do not have to take part in this project andehisrno penalty for dropping out whenever |
choose.
If I have any questions about this study, | cantaonAshleigh Thompson at XXX.XXX.XXXX.
| can contact her dissertation advisor Dr. Jeanofirgt xxxxxx@xxx.com. To speak to an
IRB Administrator, | can call Kay Powell at the @tste Center at XXX.XXX.XXXX.
| can keep a blank copy of this form.

Yes, | agree to participate in interviews.
No, | decline to participate in interviews.

Print your name here: Date:
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Appendix F
Interview Protocol for Staff

1.About how many students with disabilities attbede?

2. About how many of these students do you serve?

3. How do you reach out to students? Do studeirtiate contact or do you?

4. What percent is LD? s this percentage hisadlgicconsistent for you?

5. Do you diagnose a lot of students here for itls¢ time, or do most come in with
documentation?

6.Who are the types of students who are being dsaghfor the first time?

7. Which services are requested most frequentlg you talk about the range of services you
offer to students? Are there some newer services@gng as student needs evolve and change?
8. When in the admissions and enrollment processegostudents typically contact you?

9. Are parents involved in this process? How?

10. What are the student expectations for services?

11. How would you describe the students you serve?

12. Do you keep records of racial/ethnic data? Dolyawe any data in terms of SES?

13. What's your staffing structure here? Do you femliyoffice is sufficiently resourced?

14. Are students with disabilities who seek servicggasentative of the general population of
your college, in terms of race and class?

15. Do you think students/families have an expectafitwrnwhat disability services they'll
receive here?

16. How does staff walk the line between ensuring axeesl facilitating success? Is this an
issue?

17. What is the biggest difference between LD studess are successful here and those who
are not? Who succeeds, who doesn’'t and why?

18. How would you describe the way in which your studenove through college?

19. How accepting are faculty? Attitudes...Do they haWtedent feelings about LD vs. others
(blindness, deafness...)?

20. Are some students better able to access servigasothers? Do some access resources in
excess of what is reasonable? Can you give angg@mNhy/when does this happen?

21. How did you get into this line of work?

22. Do you have any questions for me? Would you likeetziew a summary of this
interview?
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Appendix G
Urban Education

Fh.D. Program at the City University of New York Graduate Center
TN 7 s Ll il
$ et " m o R [k,
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Interview about NYC College Students with Disabilites
Consent Form for Students

THE
GRADLATE
CENTER

| understand that:

O
O

Sign your name here:

| am over 18 years of age.

| have been asked to be in a research study betauosa college student with a disability.

The purpose of the study is to learn how univerpitlicy affects New York City college

students with learning disabilities. As a collegigdent with a learning disability, my views

are important.

The information may help others in the future. fiS&d/or students from most large four-

year college in New York City will be invited to p&ipate in some aspect of this research

project.

This study will take 60 minutes of my time.

This study poses minimal risks. | may be fatiguethbarrassed or disclose personal

information.

The benefits of this study include being able tmtobute to the research on learning

disabled students, and to help colleges develogrbpblicies and programs for students

with disabilities.

If | agree to participate in interviews, the resbar may use my answers. If | do not want to

be in the study, the researcher will destroy mynems. | can stop answering questions at

any time.

All the answers that | give during this and anysaduent interviews will:

(1) be kept confidential. Confidential means thz¢ data will be kept as private as
possible. My name will not be used in any publisbecuments.

(2) be audio-recorded so that the researcher lsackcnotes and transcripts for accuracy.
Once this is done, audio recordings will be desidoy

(3) be used for research purposes.

If | am asked to participate in any future intews, | do not have to participate.

| will receive a $25 American Express giftdas a “thank you” for answering questions.

I do not have to take part in this project andehisrno penalty for dropping out whenever |

choose.

If I have any questions about this study, | cantaonAshleigh Thompson at XXX.XXX.XXXX.

| can contact her dissertation advisor Dr. Jeanofirgt xxxxxx@xxx.com. To speak to an

IRB Administrator, | can call Kay Powell at the @tste Center at XXX.XXX.XXXX.

| can keep a blank copy of this form.

Yes, | agree to participate in interviews.
No, | decline to participate in interviews.

Print your name here: Date:
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Appendix H
Interview Protocol for Students

1. Tell me a little about yourself, where you grewy etc. Siblings...
2. How did you hear about and why did you chooséidge]?
3. What year are you at [college]? What are yadyshg? What is your GPA?
4. What high school did you go to? Was it privateublic? Did you receive
services in high school? What supports did yoeiwa®
5. When do you hope to graduate? What do you teode when you graduate?
6. When were you diagnosed as having a learnirapiiy?
a. What was that like? How do you feel about beiryglad as LD?
7. How did you arrive at the DSO? When/Why?
8. What did you expect?
9. What types of services do you receive? Do ygmiassistive technology?
10. What other types of college services do yolizaf
11. What was the process like? How did it makefgalito go through this process?
12. Was there anything you asked for that you diget?
13. Are you friends with other students with didiéibs at [college]?
14. Do you identify personally as a student witthsability? Outwardly?
15. How would you describe your college experience?
16. Social acceptance of LD?
17. How would you describe a typical [college] €nt?
18. Do you think that describes you?
19. How would you describe your experience withufg@
b. Attitudes, Acceptance to people with LD
20. Have you known friends with learning disaleéitiat [college] that haven’t
been as successful as you? Why do you think dyatdned?
21. How do you finance your education?
c. Do you receive any TAP or PELL? Did you apply fioancial aid?
23.As a person who has a disability and receives stigpovices from
disability services, do you ever feel like you haveadvantage over other
students? How/why? Do you ever feel like youadra disadvantage?
24.Ask Research Questions
25.Do you have any questions for me? Would you lilkei@mary of this
interview?
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Appendix |

Alphabetical List of Open Codes in 20 Staff/StudenTranscripts

Code Key Word Description count
Students with disabilities describe struggling in
1 | academic struggle class; academic challenges related to disability 43
accommodations less commonly given; perceived
2 | accommodations atypical as extra, unfair or beyond reasonable 28
3 | accommodations typical common accommodations, generally accepted 49
4 | ADA reference to the ADA, laws 21
administration response college administrators' response to SWD is
5 | negative negative, aloof, litigious or suspicious 2
administration response college administrators' response to SWD is
6 | positive positive, involved or concerned 28
SWD coming to college as older students, not
age: nontraditional students | straight out of high school 9
age: traditional students SWD in college straight out of high school 12
availability or use of assistive technology on
9 | assistive technology campus 15
services offered to all services regardless of
10 | campus support services ability, like free tutoring or writing center 34
students talking about the criteria or process for
11 | choosing college selecting a college; the admissions process 28
student does not seek out services; colleges seek
12 | college initiative out students; opposite of student initiative code 17
students with LD have figured out how to succeed
13 | compensatory strategies on their own without accommodations 19
SWD with psychiatric disorder or mental health
14 | concurrent mental health issue 22
colleges describe the basis for making
15 | decision making accommodations; the access vs. success debate 13
disability thought of as an advantage by other
students or SWD themselves, or resulting in
16 | disability advantageous positive outcomes 12
disability thought of as a problem by faculty, staf
other students or SWD themselves, or resulting in
17 | disability disadvantageous negative outcomes 9
the staff, budgets and resources that support the
18 | disability office resources disability services office; use of these resources 54
students don't feel empowered to ask for or use
services; don't hold college accountable; opposite
of sense of entitlement code; often linked to low
19 | disempowerment SES 8
onus on college to create opportunity for SWD;
20 | equality of condition facilitate access; Karabel theoretical framework 12
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onus on students to create opportunity for
herself; get by or fail on your own merit; student

21 | equality of opportunity role; Karabel theoretical framework 18
disability services, for a fee or not, that are given
to students beyond the reasonable

22 | extra disability services accommodation 32
college faculty response to SWD is negative or

23 | faculty response negative doubting 23
college faculty response to SWD is positive or

24 | faculty response positive proactive 30
mention of disability in terms of disparities

25 | gender between male and female students 8
students' experience in high school affects
college: preparedness, evaluations, college

26 | high school search, etc. 35
increase in number of students with LD and other

27 | increase in LD disabilities in college 9
international students who have disabilities or

28 | international students receive services based on ESL issues 7
students diagnosed with disabilities for the first

29 | new diagnosis in college time in college 25
students who involve their parents in their
disability services or depend upon their parents'

30 | parental involvement resources; or parental effect on student 69
how students pay for college; assume debt;

31 | paying for college financial aid; parents pay, etc. 35
ideas by students, parents, faculty or staff that
there is more value or support at a private
college; sometimes related to values of Catholic

32 | private college perception identity 31
mention of disability in connection with issues of

33 | race and ethnicity race and ethnicity 12
people connecting students with LD to specific

34 | referrals and networks schools or resources 23
SWD struggle with issues of self-esteem and
identity, for reasons including disability and

35 | self-esteem struggle coming of age 3
students feel entitled to services; opposite of

36 | sense of entitlement disempowerment code 18
the cost of disability evaluations and how SES

37 | SES and evaluation affects access to these 15
higher socioeconomic class of students with

38 | SES high disabilities or student body of college 16
lower socioeconomic class of students with

39 | SES low disabilities or student body of college 25
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40

social life

social issues and interactions impact student
experience and success; positive or negative

22

41

stigma and embarrassment

SWD concerns about being perceived as a person
with a disability, less than; embarrassed by
disability; "in the closet"; opposite of student
advocacy code

52

42

student advocacy

students speaking up about which disability
services they need; open about disability; actively
using services; opposite of stigma and
embarrassment code

43

43

student initiative

student has to seek out services; colleges don't
seek out students; opposite of college initiative
code

21

44

student lack of success

reasons or examples of SWD who do not do
academically well in college

18

45

student success

reasons or examples of SWD who do academically
well in college

32

46

threat of lawsuits

litigation; colleges worried about getting sued or
operating in that kind of environment

47

vocational goals

student with disabilities talk about the work goals
they have, or the steps they take to be ready for
the world of work; colleges talk about students
and the world of work

27
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