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‘ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

v

.This report is the.third and final phase of a ‘longitudinal
study of disabled 1978 freshmen. Funded by the Office of Special
Education and conducted by the Higher Education Research Institute,
-the first phase of this study described respondents to the‘1978
Cooperative Institutional Research Program annual freshmen survey
who indicated they were handicapped (Lawrence, Kent, and Henson,
1981). The second phase of the study comprised a series of, norms
tables displaying data from 1978 and 1980 disabled and nondisabled
" freshmen (Henson, Kent, and Richardson, 1981). ‘The present report,
based on data from a 1981 follow-up survey of a weighted sub-
sample of the 1978 disabled freshman group’ (N=3,338), relates
findings for the total sample and according to their particular
disability area (orthoped1c, visual, multiple, hear1ng or health-
related). .

The f1nd1ngs from this follow- up study of disabled college
students should reassure those concerned that either the handi-
capped or the U.S. higher education system m1ght shirk their:
responsibilities once access to college is gained. The majority
of respondents to the 1981 follow-~up, questionnaire had persisted -
in college, earned good grades, retained high degree aspirations,
were satisfied with college, man\fested high“self-esteem, and
looked forward to being married, having children, and to pursuing

full-time careers., Further, they were much more likely to”have uti- -

lized regular support services at college than special or adaptive
ones, and re]at1ve1y few reported encountering attitudinal barriers
or experiencing difficulty “With college funct¥oning because of having
a disability. A In short, the mutual investment of handicapped in-
dividuals and of higher education institutions has pos1t1ve pay-
offs, and this bodes well for the nation as more handicapped in-
dividuals enter college and universities under the federal mandate
of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. Indeed, the
major policy implication of these data is obvious: Give the dis-
abled access to co]]eges and universitiés, and they will match

the ndndisabled in their performance, sprogress, and promise.

Differences between the disability groups lead o0 a* second
policy implication: People with different types of handicaps must
be ‘accommodated differently. For instance, these data suggest that
anticipatory interventions or support would be especially valuable
to those with more- than one digability, since the multiply handi-=~
capped seem to be ‘more at risk than other groups. Even though <
those with health-related problems are more likely than pthers to
have stopped out of college temporarily and to transfer from one
institution to anogther, the same recommendation does not apply to
them: They return to co]]ege make odtstanding;grades, and generally
have such a pos1t1ve self-image that the only special accommodation
they require is to make the process of temporarily stopping out
less cumbersome. /? A : -
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Nonethe]ess, w1th1n each disabili

~ .
~

group, were some people who

said theyneeded support services or accommodations that were not
available, who, encountered barriers fregquently or occasionally rather
than seldom or never, or who: s1mp1y drgpped out of college. There- "

fore, a third implication of this study
In other words, we must recognize that
require.more accommodation on the part

issthat individuals differ.
some hahdicapped indviduals

- ‘(both -physical and human) than others.

of their college env1ron@ent
. . .

A fourth jmptication is that reductions in financial aid to
college students will adversely affect the disabled even more than
their able-boedied counterparts. Hpth the disabled.and the non-
disabled finance the1r college education chiefly through parental )
support-and self- support
have expenses associated with their°disability, and.because some of
them are unable to.work 'at outside jobs or to find employers willing
to hire them, they and their families fage -especially (hpavy financial
demands. Thus, the potentia] benefits of balancing thelfederal
budget, returning responsibility heretofore assumed by the federal
government to the individyal, and so forth, must be we1ghed against:
the possibility that many disabled young peop]e will no 1onger be
able to attend college. Not only will ;this represant a loss to the
individuals involved, but also it will carry social,costs as a: greate
number of disabled individuals rema1n dependent and unab]e to fulfill
their aspirations. . . -

N _

As regards further research, the data from this study offer a
wealth of further analyses, as well as suggesting additional studies.
These include questions of the incidence agd nature of disability, -
in order to better understand the extent to which the handicapped
realize equal opportunity in all aspects of society. More funda-
mental, of course, is the need to develop standardized, adéquate,.
and relevant definitions, categories, measures, and distinctions
in order to promote data-based understand1ng about the disabled
and about how their disability affects' their college and other 1ife
experiences and to compare findings about the disabled from study
to study.. Much more needs to be known about how various college
characteristics affect persistence among the handicapped, perhaps
by examining these follow-up data in combination with institutional
data (e.g., size,.location, selectivity). Some of the research
implicit in these data, or waiting for ‘further {data collection,
include studies of sex differences, career choite, \the effects of
earlier education interventions, matched sample compar1son studies
of disable and nondisabled (or labeled as such) Yin cfiildhood, in
adolescence,”or as an adult. . |

However, because the. handicapped so often. '

—
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) Chapter 1 . _

Overview

&

&

This report represents the third and final phase of a project, funded
by the Office of Special Education of the Departhentlof Education and-conduct ed
by the Higher Educatipn Research Institute (HERI), on handicapped stwdents in
TR co]leges_and»universities: The report from the first phase (Lawrence,
. Kent, & Hensop,>1981) described a national sample of disab]ed‘students who had
.~entereducoljege as freshmen in 1978, analyzing them according.to their area:of
‘idisabi]ity (speech, orthopedic; visual, hearing, learning, other; multtp]e, and‘
unknown) and the type of institution in which they initially enrolled (public
university, private university, public four-year college, private four-year
college, pub]ic“two-year college, privete two-year cpilege) and.tomparing them
wjth the{r nondisabled counterparts. The report from the second'ppase of the
project (Henson, Kentl& Richardson, 1981) comprised a series 'of norms tablés
d1sp1ay1n% data on 1978 and 1980 disabled and nond1sab1ed freshmen for the
total groups and separately by sex. Compar1sons of these groups can help one
to d1scern trends over time in the character1st1cs of disabled freshmen, as
well as to identify simijarities and differences between disabled and nondisabTled
men and women,

The present report is a 10nq1tud1na] analysis, based on data from a
1981 fo]]ow up survey of a subsample of the 1978 disabled freshmen. Its
purpose is to give some_sense of the current status,, educational progress, end ,
co]]eee experiences of these handicappee individuals, with the hope that this
information will prove useful to governmegt)gndﬂinstitutiona] po]icy makers who

. ‘(,‘ff)’

‘are concerned with g1v1na the d1i§;hxr1n our society greater access to and ,//

within postsecondary educat1on and with making our academ1c 1nst1tut1ons more

.9 . ‘\) v 11 . \/
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responsive to their needs. Much progress has been made toward these goals in

recent years. Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Public Law
N . . } .

93-112), which pyronibits discrimination‘agéinst "otherwise qualified" handicﬁpped

persons in any program or acEivity that receives federal funds, has ledoto the

/

. delineation of program requirements--cbvering admissions and rectuitment,

/

-/

treatment of students, academic adjustments, houé%ng; financial aid, employment
assistance, and nonacademic Serv.ices--with which the majority of colleges and o
uniyersitjes in this country have made, some éffoét to cbmp]y. . Moreover, the
academic'communﬁty--students,'facu}ty; and administration-jhas become more-
aware of the strengths and aspirations.d? the disabled and more sensitive to

~

their requirements. Special services and a¢commodations have been introduced
R , ,

on-many campuses. Information has been lacking, ‘however, aeput_the effective-
_pess of such measures. This report attempfsjto fi11 that information gap and

to provide some insight into the nature of the attitudingl and "behavioral
| barriers that the disabled may encounter.

The report is divided into four major sections. Sect}on I (Chapters f

1-3) is introductory. Chapter 2, "Sample and Methodology," describes the -
Cooperative Institut%ona] Research Progranm (CIRP) and its annual freshman

survey, the identification of the re;pondent sample, the %o]]ow-dp survey

instrument, thé response rate, and the weighting procedures’ used. Chahtér 3

w

sketches a qeneral profile of the total respondent group (all of whom were

identified as disabled, according to the procedures discussed in Chapter 2),

cgmparing their freshmen Characteristiés with those of the nondisabled 1978

-

/freshmen and summarizing their responses to the follow-up questionnaire.’

o
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Section Il (Chapters 4-9) gives a more detailed picture of the 1981
follow-up respondents, comparing them by disability area. For reasons outlined
in Chapter é, the discussion focuses on the five largest (and most statistically

s
reliable) disability groups: ,those with orthopedic, visual, multiple, hearing),

and health-related disabilities. Data on the four remaining disabi]i%z groups
1dentified in the 1981 follow-up survey (those with learning, speech, emotional,
and "other" disabi]ities) are included in the tables, but thése groups are not

discussed in the text. Chapter 4 deals with-background characteristics:

demographic and family background (gender, racial/ethnic 1dentity,\age and 1978

_enro]1ment status, 1978 and 1981 religious preference, marital and veteran

status) and educational background (type of high school attended, high school

grades and program, special fnterventions in/elementary, junioUAhigh, and high
school) . Chapter 5 defines four groups aceord;ng to 1981 status (continqgus
persisters former stopouts, current stopduts and-dronouts)- 1ndicates the
reaséns given for withdrawing from college temporarily or permapently; d1scusSes
transfer students and reasons given for changing institutions; and disci¥ses a
college performance (co]legenc1ass, grades, remediation) and exberiences

(1iving arrangements, emp]oyment finances mentors, and behaviors) ~Chapger

6 focuses on degree B]ans maJor field, and career choice, with special
attention to stability and change over the three-year period between 1n1t1a1
assessment and fo]]ow up. Disabi]ity—re]ated issues--including age of onset, -
visibility, effect@%on college functioning, att1tud1na1 and behav1ora1 barriers,
and utilization of serv1ces and accommodations--are the subJect of Chapter 7.
Chapter 8 deals with more personal issues, including political or1entat1on,

1ife goals, self-ratings, dand preferred life patterns. Finally, Chapter 9

pnesents summary profiles of the five main disabi]ify groups.

-
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vééétion 111 (Chaptér 10) presents the results of. a series of regression

4 .
analyfes performed to identify the personal and envirnomental factors associated

s

with three outcomes of interest to policy-makers: performance (as measured by
college grades), satisfaction with co]]ege; and persistenqe (as measured by
current college class and by 1981 enrollment status). The specific &o]lege

- Ad

envirnomental factors examined included support services and accommodations,

" sources of finance, inst?thtiona] type, and a variety of other experientia] '

variables such.as residential arrangements and employment.
The final section (Chapter 11) draws out the policy implications of the

study, outlines other areas of needed research, and makes recommendations.

w
v
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Chapter 2

13

. s Sample and Methodology
’.Q‘é . i -

- The ana1&ses presented in this report are based dn weidhted\responses to
a follow-up survey conducted in 1981'and completed by 760 disabled participants
in the 1978 Cooperative. Institutional Research Program (CIRP). This chapter
deseribes the CIRP, the identification/ of tne target resBondent'samp1e the
follow-up survey instrument, the response rate to the follow-up survey, and the

- weighting procedures used in- these d&ta analyses. It also briefly discusses
the respondent group in teiﬁs of their reggrted disability area(s) §n 1978,

compared with 1981, as preparat1on for the d1scuss1on and comphr1sons in

Section II of this r¥port.

The CTRP Annual Freshman Survey

ééch fall, the Student Information Form (SIF) is administ?red to the
entire entering freshman class at.each institution participating in the CIRP.
This survey instrument is designed to serve two fungtions: first, to collect
student input data for 1ong1tud1na1 research; end secBnd to‘co11ect descrip-
tive and norpative data for the purpose of prOV1d1ng general information to
interested persons and agencies. ®
The results of each annual freshman survey are pub1ished in a natione1
norms report. The national norms are based oniy on data from institutions
’ where the eoverage of entering freshmen is.judged to be represeﬁt@tive. This
judgment is based on the proportion 6f first-time freshmen who completed the
SIF and on the procedures used in administering it. Four-year co11eges-are
included in the national norms if ;ver 85 percent of their first-time, full-

time‘fréshmen completed the SIF, universities must have over 75 percent partici-

pation, and two-year colleges must have at least 50 percent participatdon. The

i




data ﬁeeting'these minimal quality requirements for inclusion in the norms are

-weighted to represent the population of ‘entering freshmen at all higner educa-

tional institutiogs in the United States.t .

Part-time students and those who are not first-time college students )

(i.e., transfers and former enrollees) are excluded from the normative sample,
A1l students who do not identify themse]ves as'being enrolled on a part-time

basis are included in the normsisample 1f they either graduated from h1gh

school in the year of the survey or have/ﬂever attended any colleg1ate 1nst1tu-

-

tion for credit.:: ‘ -

Identification’ of tne 1978 Respondent Group

Since 1978, the SIF has included two 1tems designed to/perm1t the identi-
fication of college freshmen who are disabled, based on self-reports. The
first asks partﬁéﬁpants to answer yes or no to the question, "Do you consider

yourself to be physically handicapped?" The second reads, "If yes, what type

of handicap do you have? ~(Mark all that apply)" and lists the ¥¢1lowing

disability areas: hearing, speech, orthopedic, visual, learning, and other.
- N

Responses te these two items afe in some.instances inconsistent. A
number of respondehts answer the first item negatively but theﬁ mark one or
more disability areas.- Conversely, some respondents indicate tnat they consider
themselves physically handicapped but then fail to mark a specific disability

area. -Therefore, for purposes of identifying as large a potential pool of s

1. A distinction should be made between higher education and postsecon-
dary education. The normative data exclude students attending most proprietary,
special vocational, and semiprofessional institutions; they include thos
attending two-year co]]eges with terminal occupat1ona1 as we]] as transfgr
programs.

s
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respoh¢ent§‘a§\possib1e, all 1978 freshmen who either indicated that they
considered themselves phys%;a]]y handicapped Qr_marﬁzd a specific disapility
) area (or areas) were defined as disabled, as were all those who did both.
Also included in the roster %or the follow-up survey were part-time_aﬁd return-
ing 1978 di§a51ed CIRP participéﬁts. In this way, a total of 6,259 disabled
. ' 1978 CIRP participants were identif}ed as potential respondents; addresses were
| aQai]ab]e for 5,875. In short, every effort was made to idenfﬁfy as large a
-group 6f qﬁsaplea 1978 stddenfs as possible to resurvey in 1981. As a result,
the potential fo}lbw-up group ;was larger than that described in an earlier
phase of thjg research effort, which res;Htéd in a report based on weiahted
responses from 5,401 disabled 1978 freshmeh,and comparing them with a 15‘
ercent random sample oﬁmthéir‘nondisabled cqunterparts (Lawrencé, Kent, and

Hensen, 1981).

o«

The Follow-up Survey ;nstrument

| The final Version of the instrument used in the 1981 follow-up survey of
1978 disabled freshmen was developed afterna review of the literature on g
disabled college students aﬁd conversations with disabled students at California
State University at Northridge and Santa Monica College. The follow-up survey

4 instrument on w?}ch most of the analyses in this repor£ are based is included

in Appendix A.

A number of items on the 1981 survey were identical to those on the 1978

freshman SIF (Appendix B). This replication of items servgd two purposes:
fjrst, to identify continuities®and chanées over the three years since these

- disabled students entered college; and second, to assess the extent to which

7
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their initial expegtations and plans had been realized. The items repeated to
N . >
-serve thevfirgt‘purpose include whether stludents had transferred from one

institution to another, the extent of their concern about financing their
N

° . . 4
college education( degree* plans and aspirations, political orientation, marital
. j ; Y

%
status, choices of major ard career residential plans and preferencisﬁaiéz;

1igious preference;q*and life godls. The 1tems repeated to serve the second

p—

purpose concerned having had remed1at1on or=tutdr1ng in selected subjkct areas

"and hav1ng done (or still expect1ng to do) a variety of th1ngs 1??college

e

(e.g., gett1ng a Jdp to’ﬁelp pay for co]]ege expenses, mak1ng~at least a "B"
average, and fee11ng satisfied with col]ege). ' . N

_The follow-up 1nstrument also coptained two items whéch have appeared :
v -
1nterm1ttent1y -on the SIF but which were not included on the 1978 version.

-

The f1rst askeo respondents to rate themselves, compared-w1th the average
person of tgeir own “age, on a list of 22 traits. The second asked them to o
indicate whf%n life patterns (marn?age, children,-and employmeaf) they would
~prefer ten to fifteen years from now.
- . - Since-the SIF is not specificallp geared to the disabled cpllege student -
population, the 1981 follow-up survey instrument asked questions designed to 5
fi]],%pme important gaps. For 1nstance,‘respondents were asked whether they

/scﬁooling. /

had- received specfa] education at different;]eVek&hof their earlj
. two Othgr v

2

To learn more about the nature and extent of tneir disabilities,

response options--healthfrelated (e.g., respiratory, heart) and enatTonal--were
added to the original list of s1x disability areas. Respoﬁdents were a1so .
asked the age at which their d1sab111ty was d1agnos%d and the extent to wh1ch . f

their disabi]ity affected their functioning at college in five areas: academic,
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. o, -~
social, recreatlona]/extracurrlcu]ar psycho]ogica]/emotiona] and other.

Two 1engthy items on the 1981 follow-up' instrument were designed to

.

elicit 1nformat1on about facilitators of and barriers to the d1sab]ed student S

progress and performance in college. The first of these (#28) 1isted 29
v

serv1ces some of which are provided tﬁ all students at most colleges (e.g.,

PN B

academic and vocational counse11ng) and others of wh1ch represent spec1a1 )
accommodat1ons for the d1sab]ed (e.g., registration pr1or1ty, support serv1ce

personnel, repa1r services for ass1st1ve dev1ces) respondents were asked to.

< +

indicate whether they used each serv1ce wou]d have used it if it had been
" available, ordid not use it because it was 1rre]evant The second of these ltems

(#29) asked about‘the attitudes and behaviors ofufeﬂ]ow students, instrbctors/
¢ ° . ,

-

faou]ty, and staff toward the disabled student; this item was based on informa-;

tion reported through the American Association for the Advancmnent of Scfence's .

]
LN

Proaect on the’ ‘Handicapped in Scf\ﬁce Redden, Davis, ‘& Brown 1978) : “

-y

Finally, the 1981 fo]]ow up survey instrument 1nc]uded quest1ons on
college behav1ors and expeFTenEes wh1ch have previously been exam1ned in
studies of the nondisabled co]Tege student population:, for example, empioyment
whi1e in college, overall grade-po:nt arerage, reasons for transferring, P

stopping out, er dropping out, and income sources.

N

Response Rate ' | ' - SRS

The 198f‘follow-up survey was mailed out in two waves to the-roster of vg;~‘¢

5, 875 disabled respondents for\whom\addresses were .available: during the f1rst
week of Ju]y, and durfng the second week of September é& the deadline for

return of the questionnaire on November 2, 1,464 forms had been returned as

4
-~

S

~
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naire. Others had indicated on the 1978 freshman SIF that they'ihd not cons;der Q\\ |

~correction. S1m11ar1y, many of those who were identified in the first report (

o

. . P
“nondeliverable," thus reducing the %ptentia1 respondent group to 4,441 disabled
LY d » - \\ . Al
1978 freshmen. Of this group, 1,245 (28 percent) returred usable questionnaires.
An additional 57 survey recipients returned uncompleted forms, expliaining that

they were' not handicapped. Moreover, 485 of the 1,245 who completed the

foi]ow:up survey said they were not handicapped. Thus, the follow-up survey <o
collected information from 760 disabled persons. e
® ‘

Several explanations may be offered for the inclusion of a large propor-
tion of nondisabled persons onithe survey\mailing roster. First, about 1,400

of those targeted to be:fe1lowed up had indicated on the 1978 freshman SIF that

the cons1dered themse]ves phys1ca11y handscapped but then had failed to_
1fy\a d1sab111ty area. (In the report from Part 1 of th?\xprOJect this
oup was treated as having an “unknown" d1§ab111ty ) It-seemd likely that

o
many of these respondents had s1mp1y erred in filling out the freshman quest1dh—

themse]vealphys1ca11y handicapped but then’had checkéh one oﬁ the d1sab111ty
areas. " For 1nstance, about three in ten of the sample djscussed in the f1rst “
report said they cqns$déred thenseﬂves to be visua]ly handicapped, but their %:\
profile was virtually identical to that of the nondisabled group; thus, Tt.was

surm{sed that .many ofﬁthe "visually disabled" were not in fact disabled in a i

clinical or 1ega1 sense but s1mp1y had less-than- perfect vision that required

i‘ A

-\

as having speech disabilities may have been students who experienced difficul-
ties in speaking English because they came from other language backgrounds
(e.g., Hispanics, Asians). Many of the "3earning-disabled" may7have been -

freshmen who lacked confidence in_their own agademic abilities ang were worried
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g % that they would not do well in college. All of these possibilities are discusséd
in ‘the first report (Lawrénée, Kent,‘& Henson, 1981). .

. ‘ , N
—~" The low response rate m?y in part be.atthibutab1e ‘to,the fact that the-

follow-up survey was mailed out i the summer, when many potentia] respondents
were not aVaiiab]e. Moreover, ekperignce with‘survey"neseanéh indicates: that
individuals who have dropped out of co]1ege, or who have comp]éted their
/f{~p1anﬁed‘program, frequeék]y fai1~tb‘éesponqwto fol]oi:ggﬂéyrveys, in part’
because their;go]]ege experiences seem unimportant to them now. o
Fiqa]]y, because b? thehway 1n1whi;H'the SIF is administered, the CIRP
o

probably fails to fdentify‘many freshmen who have particular types of handicaps

(such as blindness or ataxia) or who are so severely impaired that they have

~>

trouble marking a sur&ey for optical scanning. Simi]ar]y?\some poténtia]
foP]ow-upﬁrespondenas may have been unable to fill out the questiOnna{re"
because‘}%ey lacked necessary aid or because it would have required a substan- //;j

tial investment of time and effort. : > .
. _ \ . ‘ -
Weighting Procedures : '

o

: : L g . % .
’ The data from respondents were differentially weighted to compensate for

ey

differential response rates. Table 1 shows the sample sizes and weights used

in generating,the data in this report by institutional type and by disability
) area. The institutional type refers to the institution the student entered in o *

the fall of 1978. The disébi]ity area is based on the student's response to .
the item on the 1978 SI (see Appendix B).

These weighting ﬁizcedures produéed data that represents the distribution
of disabled students in the original samp]e (as reported in Part 1, Lawrence,

& .
Kent, & Henson, 1981), by disability area and by freshman institutional type.
/ ’

' : &
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( Table 1 ¢
11981 Follow-Up Survey Sample and Weights

Stratific t$5n Used for . Number of ~ Weighted
Correcting Sample Bias- ~ Respondents Wejghe\ Totald
Public uﬁiversity: - . e .
Hearing disability ) | 32 2.72 87
Speech disability Lo , 4 6.75 .27 »
Orthopedic disability | 50 »  3.44 172
Visual.disability 91 5.30 482
Learning disability 5 4.20 21
' ~ Other disability . . " 30 4.77 143
Multiple disabilities | 11 4.73 . 52
Unknown disabiVity ' . , a8 4850 408
Private university: ' ; T .
Hearing disability S 17  2.58 44
é - Speech disability - - 1 3.0 13
> .  Orthopedic disability . | - B g3 90
Visual disability - 29 7.17 208
Learning disability o - . 3 5.00 15
Other disability _ o1 5.91 65
Multiple disab11itii?/ S 4 6.25 . 25
Unknown disability. §‘3 22 8.32 183
Public four-year college: - ‘ j
Hearing disability 16 4.38 70
Speech disability _ 2 11.00 .22
Orthopedic disability ‘ 32 » 3.63 116
Visual disability ., 65 , 4.75 Bg&
Learning disability 6 3.83 23
Other disability ) 24 4.83 116
Multiple disabilities 13 _ ,2.62 34
Unknown disability \ 39 7

15279
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Pable 1--Concluded

" Stratification Used for . Number of Weighted

Correcting ngp]e Bias ' - ] Respondents,f Weight «Jotala
e . . : . ) -
Private four-year college: i /
Hearing disability - 59. 2.81 166
_ Speech disability L ! 9 4.45 40
Orthopedic disability 77 3.88 299
“Visual disability : 119 5.70 679
Learning disability L 1Y 75 .
Other disability ° 75 3.80 285 v
Multiple disabilities 3 34 3.18 108
Unknown disability - o 55 9.35 514
Public two-year college: |
Hearing disability 22 3.23 . 7f
Speech disability = 3 - 6.33 19
Orthopedic disability o 38 e 156
Visual disability - ' 38 | ‘5}50 209
Learning disability 6 ,5.83 35
' Other disability Lo 28 529 148
Multiple disabilities . . "9 5,11 46
Unknown disability 20 0885 . 177
Private two-year college: “ - "Ti /;
Hearing disability , 3 .6.00 18
Speech disability | 0 e 0
Orthopedic disability 8 13,13 25
Visual disability 6 9.67 . 58 -
Learning disability > 3 5.33 16
" Other disability 6 - '6.00 36
Multiple disabilities 2’ 8.00 16
Unknown disabilities ‘) 4 6 B.67 52

4

AThe weighted total is the produce of the number of respondents and the weight.

-
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About the Respondent SampTe and the Subsequent' nalyges

A comprehens1ve p1cture of the d1sab1ed respondents follows in Chapter 3,
4 .

“which summarizes f1ndﬁngs for the total _group, and in Section II of th1s

report, which d1scusses the data by d1sab111ty area.
Table 2 compares the disability area marked by the respondents in 1978 7

with the disability area marked on the follow-up quest1onna1re in 1981. The

L4

addition of two categories (health-related and emotional) to the 1978 Fist -of - ;

six response. opt1ons (heating, speech orthope?}c, visue],‘learning, and other)
resulted in the rec]ass1f1cat1on of some 1nd1v1duals Thus, -if we exclude the
speech impaired group because of 1ts small size (84 1nd1v1duals) and. the : i
multiply disabled because they marked more than one disability area in 1978 or -
in 1981 or at bothrtimes, we find that the most reliable self—feports (1n the
sense that they -marked the same‘c%tegory in 1978 and ih 1981) came from the
hearing-impaired.group (87 percent), followed by the visua]]y'impaired (84
percent), and‘those with orthopediefim;eirments (72 percent). Lowest relia-

bility rates were found for the learning-disabled £69 percent) and those with

"other" disabilities (53 percent).

A substantial 622 respondents indicated they have more than one disability -

and thus were grouped together as being multiply handicapped. ,Table 3 shows
the proportions marking eath specific disability area. The largest proportion
marked "visual" (39 percent) or "orthopedic" (38 percent) as one of their areas
of impairment. . ) ‘.;

Perhaps the most important point to emerge from these data is the diffi=

culty of determining the incidence or nature of‘disabtlity/hqndiCap.in“a S :ﬂ_p, "

consistent manner. Therefore, when data are analyzed by disability area of the




N
:\ o : ; S ¢
: i ‘ o A Tahle 2 j |
’ ) *  Reliability of Self-Reports of Disability A;ea(sf
. ’ i (percentages; N in parentheses)

y

1981 Disgbility Area

, : 7 Health- P - -
1978 Disabitif; Area Orthopedic Visual Multiple®  Hearing Related Other Learning Speech ~  Emotional . Tetal-
. . ' B - " . . . ‘ ~ .
. " . . O v t /
Orthopedit . 72 0 N ] 0 -2 14 0 o , 0 2l
: (539) (4) (113) . . (8) (41) I
Visual . 3. e 0 - - 1 13 18 5 .. 6 28
T .oen (569), (65) - . (5) (42) ~(50) (26) - @ (5) (1) :
.o . .. P . s
< MuTtipie® 3. e .23 .8 2 3 2 * 0 15
Co (24).. (. (e .o (39) (8) (8) (3) : (%)
Hearing’ .o 0 e 87 0 2 .0 Q 0
e R . (76) = (339) (6) .
Qther Y A B. . 0 68 i 53 2 0- 29 -0 19
- (129)- (13). (118) - ’ {225) (149) (4) . (0y -
Learning 0" 0 6" 0 0 2. 69 To 0 5
o ~ (40) - : (4) (115) .
Speech 0 0 P I 0 0 0 "o 9 0 3
: (13) . (79)
Unknown® 5 Y. s 15 g 11 0. 21 8
(35)- - (79) (58) (18) | (49) (25) ~(19) (7
N 750 . 677 622 ' 392 . 331 283 166 84, 33 3,338
aRgSpoﬁdents marking more fhan one disability area. . ' . -
 bRespondgnts indicating handicap but not specifying area (1978 SIF). ? » ) .
" ) f.. .
ol 26
:2 9) - ) N

] Ay
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Table 3

Number and Proportion of Multiply Hand1capped
1981 Follow-Up Respondents
Indicating Each Disability Area

(N=622)

Disability Area n N %

Visual | 244 39

O;thopedic . 239 . 38

Hearing ‘ 208 33
Health-related o 208 33

Speech i , 175 R 28

\ Learning ‘ | 174 ) 28

Emotional : : | i57 ‘ A

g

Other _ , 142 23
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1981 réspondents who entered college in 1978, the discussion will be restricted
to the barg?st and most reliable categories: the orthopedically, visually, and
hearing-impaired, those with multiple disabilities, and those with health-related
disabilities (68 percént of whom marked the "other" response option in 1978) .
Thus, those respondents who indicated in.1981 that they had "other" or learning
disabilities are excluded, as are those with speech and emofiona] disabilities.

(because of the small size of these .groups).




Chapter 3

o

Summary Profile of the Total Respondent Group

This chapter summarizes the major findings for the total group of dis-
abTed college students who were surveyed in 1978 by the Cooperative Institu-
fional Research Program in its annual freshman éurvey and were followed up by
‘questionnaire in 1981. Eighty-six-percéﬂt'of the'3,338 respohdents desgribed
"in this report Were first-time, full-time freshmen in 1978. Twelve percent
hi}d advanced standing Qhen they answered the SIF in 1978, and 1 percent were
freshmen enrolled for part-time study. A1l respondents, however, entered
colleges and universities where the response rates were judged to be represen-
tative.

Few data are presented here in tabular form. Rather, the percentage
résponses are shown in Appendix C for the nondisabled respondents to thd 1978
SIF survey, in Appendix D for the disabled respondents fo the 1978 SIF survey,
and in APpendix E for the disabled respondents to thé 1981 follow-up survey.

This chapterdis divided into four sections. The.first reviews informa-
tiod about the backgrounds of the 3;338 disabled 1978 fresnmen who are the
focus of this report. The second uses data from the 1981 follow-up survey to
update their college status. The third section covers follow-up survey items
that addressed disability. Tne final section summarizes data of a more personal
nature, including self-ratings, life goals, and preferred life patterns.

Although this summary does not discuss every item on the 1978 or 1981
surveys, it offers a general profile of the disabled three years after entering
- college and thus provides a useful frame of reference for the major ana]yses.in
this reboft, which compare and describe the disabled according to their area of

impairment.




Background Characteristics

., This section describes the demographié\charqpteristics and family back-
grqunds of the total disabled group;' their high school backgrounds and perfor-
mance; their earlier educational programs with respect to special education
interventions; their coi]ege choices and living arrangements; and their degree,

major, and career aspirations as freshmen and three years later.

DemograpHic Characteristics and Family Background (1978 SIF: sex #1;

race #21; age #3; parental income #30; marital status #20; veteran status #2.
- 1981 fo]]oQ—up survey: marital status #33; children #34).1 Information
regarding the demographic characteristics and family backgrounds of the total
: 198} respondent group comes primarily from the 1978 SIF.
There were more women (53 percent) than men (47 perdentj. The majonity :
of respondents were white (87 pércent): came from middle or‘uppe;-midd1e-c1ass
homes (49 percent estimated their parents' 1977 income to be bethen $12,500
and $29,999); were of traditiona]lco11ege age (86 percent were 22 years old or

younger wnen resurveyed in 1981); were single when they entered college (94
perdent) and remained so three years later (89 percent). By 1981, only 7
rcent had children. &, ) |

On the other hand, it should be noted that slightly 1arger proportions of
the disabled than of their 1978 nondisabled counterparts were '.nontraditional®
college students. For instance, slightly-more came from low-jincome homes (31
percent of thé disabled, compared with 24 percent of the hondisab]ed, estimated
their parents' 1977 income to be $12,499 or less). Aﬁd probably because the
disabled tended to be slightly older when they éntéred college (61 percent of

the disabled were 17-18 years old in 1978, compared with 79 percent of the
& .

a

1. Parenthetical material indicates the éontent and item numbér and the
questionnaire form (1978 SIF or 1981 follow-up survey).

310
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nondisabled), more were married at co]]egg;?ntry (6 percent of the disabled; 1
. percent of the nondisabled). The disabled ;;re also more likely to be veterans
] of military service (4‘percent, compared with 1 percent of the nondisabled).

Sex differences among the follow-up respondents are in expected df?ictions.
A 1$rger proportion of men (17 percent) than»of women (12 perfent) were age 23
.or older in 1981, but slightly more women (10 percént) than men (7’ percent)
- were married. The propertions of men ana»women with children were about equal’
(7 percent of the men, 8 pe}ceqt'oﬁ the women), but the\women weré more likely
~ to have only one éhi1d, and the men to.have two or”more children.

High SChoo] Background and Performance (1978 SIF: college track #5; high

school GPA #6; high school rank #23; adequacy of preparation in high school in
| selected subjects #7. 1981 follow-up survey: coﬁtro] gf high school #4). The
vmajorify of disabled respondents described h1jfﬁs study (86 percent) took
college prepératory programs in high school. More than one-fourth (27 percent,
compared with 23 percent of the nandisabled) earned A.grade averages in
high schoo],"énd over half (52 percéht, compared with 46 percent of the nondis-
abled) ranked in the top quarter of their high school graduating class. These
differences are cqnsistént with the larger proportion of women among the
respondents to the 1981 follow-up questionnaire. Further, their outétanding
hjgh school records are consistent with their assessments of the adeqUacy of
their High school preparation in academic subjects (see #7 in Appendices C and
D). For instance, 35 percent felt "very well" prepared and 53 percent felt
"fairly well" prepared in sciehce when surveyed in 1978.

One item not included on the 1978 vérsion of the SIF (#4 on the 1981
follow-up survey) was the type of high school attended. The majority of
~

disabled respondents (79 percent) attended public high schools; 15 percent
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attended religious high schools; and 6 percent attended private nondenomina-

tional high schools. By Qéy of comparison, 86 percent of all first-time,
fu]i-time freshmen in 1979 attended pub]ié high schools, 11 percent attended
religious high schools, and 3 percent attended p;:vatq\nondenominationa] high
schools (Astin, King, & Richardsop; 1979). Thus, we can infer that the dis-
abled are somewhat more likely than are students-in-general to attend private
high schools. - i

. Earlier Educational Preparation and éackground (1978 SIF: remediation

m1 .
taken in high school #11; 1981 follow-up survey: educational program #5 and

#5b) . The‘1978-SIF asked freshmen to indicate if they had had tutoring or
remediation in kach of six subject areas (EngTish, reading:'mat:?g;tics, social
studies, science and foreign language) éuring high school. Iﬁ‘q]] subjects listed,
A s]ighﬂ]y more disabled (8-14 percent) than nondisabled (6-10 perpent)lhad'
remediation or tutoring. - g A
To learn more about the earlier educational interyenfions for the dis-
abled, the 1981 follow-up survey (#Sa) aéked resﬁondents to, indicate what fype
of educational program they had taken at the elementary, Junior high schooT,
high school, and college levels. The response options covered the continuum of
Services offered to the handicapped: regular academic'program.with nondisabled
\\\\\ peers (often called "mainstreaming"); regular academic program with special
classes or éervices as needed (often called a "resource" intervention); regular
school but segregated in special academic ¢lasses (often called a "self-contained"
program); special schdo] for the disabled; and "other™ program.' The majority
of fallow-up respondents had been "mainstreamed"” in'elementary school (82
percent), junior high schoo]l(80 percent), high school (78 percent) and college

’

(83 percent) for, their academic classes. The next most common type of interven-

e
oo
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tion experienced byxthe disabled was resource help (i.e., taking regular
academic classes but receiving special classes or services as'needed). In-’
terestingly, the proportions receiving resource help increased steadily over
time, with 8 percent reporting th1s 1ntervent1on in e]ementary school, 10
percent in Jjunior high, 12 percent in high schoo] and 13 percent in college.
iﬁus,.re1ative1y few:were either segregated in special écademic c]asses‘(5f
percent in elementary school, 6 percent in junior high school, 8 percent\in'
high school) or enro]]ed in"a special school fgr the disabled (4 percent in
elementary school, 3 percent in junfor high school, and only 1 percent ;n-higﬁ
school). | o a )
Similarly, the hajority of follow-up respondénts (83‘percent)'hadibeen ‘
enrolled in regular gym classes tHgoughout their edqcationallcarpers (¢ 5b) ;"
. 4 percent had téken adaptive physical eduoation in elementary school, 6 percent -

in junior high school; 9 percent in high school; and 8'percent in college.

Level and Control of Freshman Institution, Co]]ege Choice, and Residence

(1578 SIF: college choice #14; reasons for going to college #27; reasons for
choosjng freshman institution #33; planned freshman residence #13: \i981
follow-up survey: college residence most of the time #15; college roommates
most of the time #16). Table 4 shows the distributions of nondisabled 1978
freshmen and of 1981 follow=-up réspondents among different typés of higher’
education institutions. Consistent with the outstanoing high school records of
the follow-up group, they were underrepresented among entrants to public
two-year solleges and public four-year colleges, whereas they were overrepne-
sented among entrants to private four-year co]]egés and, to a lesser extent,
private universities. Like their nondisabled counterparts, more .than three-

fourths (78 percent) said their freshman institution was their first-choice

college. _ g

w.
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Table 4"

Institutionaﬁ BHistribution of Nondisabled and Disabled 1978 Freshmen

. (percentages)
' * Level and Contré] - : ) :
“ ¥ of Institution , Nondisabled  Disabled
: »
University:
Public . BER A 18
Private’ 6 9
Four-yegr. college: .
Public : 22 16 )
. Private 4 17 38
> Two-year college: f
Public 34 “16 B
Private } ' s~ 4 -3

N ~ 1,626,569 3,338
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The reasdns cited as very important fn 1978 for going to college (#27)
and for choosing their particular college (#33) were similar for nbndisabled
1978 freshﬁ;h and for 1981 follow-up kespondents. Thus, the most common
reasons for goiﬁg to college were.to~be able to get a beftef’job (cited by
74-75 percent), to learn more abdut things that interest them (73-76 percent),
and to gain a general eduéation and appreciationﬁof jdeas (68-71 bercent),
Howgb%r; consisté;t wighitheir ovefrepresentation at private four-year co11eges,
the follow-up stpqﬁégg£§ were more likely than were the nondisabled 1978

freshmen to say that they had chosen their particular college becausq of its
good acade;ic reputation (62 percent of the disabled, 50 percent of the non-.
di§ab1ed) and that fhey were attending college to prepare for graduate or
professional school (48 percent of the disabled, 44 percent of the nondisabled).
Conversely, they were less likely to cite being able to make more money (50
percent of the-disabled, 61 percent of the nondisbled) és a very important
consideration in going to college.

. Clearly reflecting the residential nature of the colleges in which they
had enrolled in 1978, two-thirds of the 198f fo]]oﬁ;up respondents (compare%‘
with 56 percent of the nondisabled 1978 freshmen) had p]ann;; to spend their
freshman year in a college dormitory; one-fourth had expected to live with
their parents or with relatives. The actual college residence of the follow-up
respondents tended to be consistent with their plans. Almost fhree in five (58
percent) lived in on-campus housing, énd 35 percent 11J2d'in private housing.
The greatest broportion (59 percent) lived with néﬁdisab]ed rommmates most of
fhe ime they were in college, 24 percent lived with parents or relatives, 10

percent lived alone, 4 percent lived with spouse, and only 2 percent lived with

disabled roommates.

e
@




1978 Degree Aspirations, Planned Major, and Career Choice (1978 SIF:

. highest degree planned #25; probable major field #36; career choice #32). Not

unexpectedly in light,of their academic backgrbunds, and the types of colleges .they =~

attended, the degree aspiratipns of the disabled respondent group described in
this study weré high, and tlWeir freshman choices of major field and career were
relatively prestigious. At po]]ege entry, only 36 pgrcent aimed no highe? than
a baccalaureate (compared with 48 percent of the 1978 nondisab?ed freshmen);:
three inﬂten (31 percent) aspired to a master's; 12 peréént planﬁed to earn a
doctorate, 10.percent a medical degree, and 5 percent a low degree.

As fable 5 shows, business was the most popular planned major among the
disabled (15 percent), though co ' rably less so than among the nondisabled
(24 percent). -Other relatively popd]ah\freshman—cho{ces of major field émong
the 1981 follow-up respondents were the health professions (11 percent),
engineering (10 percent), and education (8 percént). The disabled were more
likely than the nondisableq to plan on majoring in fiﬁe arts (8 percent,
compered sz¥>5 percent of the nondisabled), and fhe social sciences (8 percent,
compared wiﬁh 5 percent -of the nondisabled).

Freshman career choices were generally consistent with anticipated major
(Table 6), with business again being the most popular choice anong the disabled
(15 percent) but less so thanﬂ;;ong tﬁe‘nondisabled (19 9ércent).~ A larger |
proportion of the quabled than of the noqdisab]gd p]aﬁ&ed to become physicians,
high school teacher;, and artists.

The stability of these degree aspirations and major field and career

choices over time is discussed in Chapter 6.

¥
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Table 5
Intended Méjor Fields of 1978 Nondisabled and Disabled Freshmen
(percentages)
—
¥
Majora Nondisabled Disabled
Agriculture ) ‘ : 4 2
Biological sciences .4 6
Business: 1 ' : ) 24 1
Education 8 8-
‘ Engineering | ‘ 10 10
. English - | ﬂ‘ 1 2
Health professions 10 11
History, political science 3 -
Humanities (other) 2
Fine arts 5
Mathematics and statist®s 1
Physical sciences ' ' ’ 2
Socia]‘scien;es 5
Other technical 8
Other nontechnical 8
Undecided 5
1; N 1,481,030 3,060
-

aSee Appendix F for the derivation of these categories




College Status Update

Based on the 1981 follow- up survey, this sect1on prOV1des information - SN
about the actual experiences of the disabled %n the three years since they-
parkicipated in the SIF. The specific topics h1gh11ghted here include persis-
tence and transfer, college grades, employment, finances, and such experiences
as joining clubs and changing majors or career choices.

_ 3
Enroliment Status and Progress (1981 follow-up survey: enrollment status

-

#1; full- t1me/part time #9; co]]ege c]ass #7; number of eglizzes attended
h

#8a). The ma30r1ty of respondents were pers1sters Two-t (67 percent)

reported that, as of the late summer of 1981, they were currently enrolled in
) >

fGT?ege and had been since 1978. One-tenth reported they had stopped out of .
college for a time but were enrolled again; 15 percent had withdrawn from

college but planned to return soon; and only 8 percent said they.had withdrawn

7'.

from college permanently.
‘/;on31stent with the high proport1on of persisters in this group, nine in
ten had been enrolled full t1me while in col]ege with 48 percent being seniors,
| 28 percent being juniors, and 12 percent being sophomores. About seven 1n ten
(72 percent) had‘attended only one institution. As noted in Chapter 2, the

survey sample was not limited exclusively to those who were first-time, full-

time freshmen in 1978. y
. A

Reasons given for stopping out or dropping out permanently are discussed

in Chapter 5.

—~

College Achievement and Experiences (1981 follow-up survey: college .GPA

#12; college employment #10; tutoring or remedial work taken in college #17;
mentor #19. 1978 SIF: anticipated need for remedtation in college #11). The

reported college grade averages of the disabled were good: Only 31 percent

s
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Ta'me 6
Career Choices of 1978 Nond1sab]ed and D1sab1ed Freshmen L '
Lo (percentages) .
Career Choice® R R S Nondisabled Disabled
[ Artist o . 60 8
Business‘~ : . o R ‘ 19 15
Clergy B | | 0 1
College teacher ) o 0 "1
Doctor -, - | _ “ 4 7
Education (‘seconda;'y) ¢ . 2 4
Elementary teacher . b o ,4.
Engineer ) T . 9 ) 10 |
~Farmer‘-ranrzh\er ’ R 1 i
Health ;.)rc;lfessjopal .. v 7° ~ .8
" Layyer | 4 s
Nurse 4 4
Research scientist o 2 3 ’
. Other o | Tou 20
, Undecided | s B o 10
| N | I 1,498,640 . 3,060
“35ee Abpendfx F forl\ihe:der.i.vation oﬁf these categories P
) \ ’ . o
35
a )




“said their overall GPA was C+ or below. Five percent reported that$their
cdllege grades averaged A or A+, 11 percent reported A- averages, 14‘percent
reported B+ averages, 16 Eercent said their c011ége grade average was B, and 23
befcent had B- averageé.

Most of the follow-up respondents had been employed at outside jobs while

.~ 3

in co]]ége, witH the largest proportion'(27 percent) work'ng in of f-campus,
part-time job§, 21 percent wprking part time in on-campys jobs, and only 8
ﬁercent working full time either on or of f campus. Fewfr than half (45 percent)
- said they had not been employed th]e in college. |
One item (#3) on the 1981 fol]bw-up~surVey partfially repeated a Mst of
anticipated behaviors froﬁ the 1978 SIF (#38), askin respondents to indicate

7Nc0mpares the proportions

which they actually did while in college. T
who, in 1978, estimated that there was a "very good" chance they would have a ‘
given expehience with the pfoportion who, in 1981, rehorted actually having the
éxpérience.~ In most cases, expectation fell short of actuality. Respondeﬁts
were best at predicting sati;fdction with college: 56 percent expected to fegl'
satisfied, and 67 percent actually felt satisfied with college. On the dﬁhér
hénd, while only 11-12 percent expectéd to éhange either major fields or career
choices, about one-third had done so by three years lateﬁf Only 2 percént
thought they had a very-gdod chance of‘igij?;g one or more courses, but 32
percent ultimately did so. A | . ' )
The 1578 SIF asked respondenfs to indicate §ijg§t.areas in which -they-

.felt they would need extra tutoring or remediation (#%1), and the follow-up
survéy asked them to indicate the subjest areas id-which the; had rémedia] wo;k
in college (#17). Substantial proportions of the disabled 1978 freshmen‘(15-29’

percent) felt they would need special tutoring work in all subjects listed

|

PN
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Table 7 \
Anticipated and Actual College Behaviors, 1978 and 1981

(percentageé)
g
. _ : Anticipateda Actual
Behavior . 1978 1981
Change Néjor field 12 35
Change career choice 11 33
‘Fail one or more courges &/ o 2 32
Hold elective student office 3 ) 14
éefve on a campus committee g --? ’ 29
- Get a job to ‘help pay for college expenses 36. 54
Join a social fraternity, sorority, or club | 18 31
Make 'at least a "B" average _ . 38 58
Participate in protests or demonstkations 4 11
e Feel satisfied with college 56 67
aPercentagé estimating there was a "very good chance." \\Ef

bNot included on. 1978 Student Information Form.



except social studies, put in 1981, 73 percent of the disabled group described
in this study said they had not had remediation or tutoring in ?ny subject.
The largest progortions had extra help in mathematics (13’percent) or writing/
composition (11 bercent). Only 6 percent or less hiad remediation or tutoring
in the remaining subjects listed: reading, sciende, foréign language, social
studies, and "other."
Finally, about three in five follow-up respondents said there was

one person "“whose support, encouragement, guida&ée, or confidence" in them was
central to their success in college (#19). One-fifth said this particular
_person was a family member. Otherwise, the mentor was 1ike1y to ‘come from the
college environment: 12 percent mentioned a college professor or teacher, and
11 percent cited a college friend. Half the mentors were men and half were
women; the vast méjority (93 percent), were not disabled and three-fifths were
age 30 or older.

College Finances (1983 follow-up survey: income sources #37; current

income #38; extent of financial concern about college expenses #11; extent of
concern about disability-related expenses #24. 1978 SIF: extent of financial
concern about co]]ed% expenses #28). Since most of the disabled persons
described in this study are still in bo11ege, their financial situation is
probably fairly typical of all college students. Most depend chiefly on their
families or themselves: Thus, 50 percent indicated that "parents, relatives,
inheritance, etc." was a major source of income, and 50 percent cited "earnings
from employment, savings, etc." as a major income source. Over half (53 percent)
said their annual income was below $5,000; 19 percent had incomes of $5,000-
9,999 per year; about one in ten said they had no income;‘another 10 percent
had an income of $10,000-19,999 per yéar; and only 5 percent reportedran

annual income of $20,000 or more.

&
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Conéidering the rather small annual incomes reported by the majority of
_ ~ J

these disabled respondents, it is not surprisingythat, in 1981, 46 percent said

they felt major concern about their ability to pay for co]]ege; in 1978, only
19 percent had expressed major concern. In addition, 14 percent of the follow-
up respondents felt very much concerned, and 31 percent felt somewhat concerned,

about expenses associated with their disability while they attended college.

Disabi]ity-Reléted Concerns

A group of items on the 1981 follow-up survey were designed to elicit
information about how the disabled experience college in relation to being
handicapped. More particularly, we w;nted to know what support services and
accommodations they used or feit the need for in college and how they perceived
the attitudes and behaviors of others (e.g., faculty, students): Highlights froh
these items for the total érbup are summarized below, with greaier elaboration
according to disability area presented in Chapters 7 and 9.

S Nature and Effects of Disability (1981 follow-up survey: disability area

#20; extent to which particular disability affects college functioning #21; age
of onset of disability #22; visibility of handicap #23;jaccessib111ty"of
college community facilities, activities #25; extent to which disability
affects experiences in particular areas of college life #27).

The weighted group of 3,338 follow-up respondéntsQBEscribed in this study

were distributed according to their area of impairment as follows:

Orthopedic 22 percent’
Visual 20 percent
Multiple 19 percent
Hearing 12 percent
Health-related 10 percent o
Other ~ 8 percent
Learning 5 percent
Speech 2 percent

Emotional 1 percent
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Differences in the size of the various disability groups should be kept
in mind in interpreting the following results. Most likely to say that their
/pisability affected their college functioning "very much" (#21) were the
emotionally handicapped (62 percent), followed by the learning-disabled (46
percent) and the speech-impaired (28 percent). Fewer than one-fifth of those
respondents with visual, hearing, orthopedic, or health-related disébi]ities
felt their functioning was very much affected, and three-fifths of those with
"other" disabilities said their college functioning was "not at all" affected.

A large proportion of these respondents had been disabled since birth or
early childhood, with 11 percent saying their disabilities were diagnosed
prenataily or at birth, and 27 percent before ageFS. Twenty-seven percent
became handicapped between ages 6-12; 22 percent during adolescence (ages
13-17); and 15 percent were. adults (age 18 or older) when their disabilities
were diagnosed. Only 18 percent regarded their disability as v}sible or
ciear]y apparent to others. Most respondents (53 percent) felt their disability
was sometimes apparent and sometimes not obvious, and about three in ten (29
peréent) considered their disability to be hidden or not obvious té others.

Only 3 percent felt that the facilities and activities of é‘kir college com-
munity were inaccessible to them, but 22 percent felt that their disabilities
"very much" affected their recreational and extracurricular experiences at
college. This ﬁroportion was about twice as large as the proportion saying
that their disabilities "very much" affected their academic exbeniencesu(12
percent), their social experiences (12 percent) or their psycho]og%ca] and
emational experiences (11 percent).

a .
/ Accommodations and Barriers (1981 follow-up survey: utilization, availa-

bility, and relevance of support services and accommodations at college #28;

. /

sy
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‘experience with barriers #29). One item (#28) on the 1981 follow-up survey

1fsted 29 support services or accommodations and asked respondents to indicate
for each whether they had used the service, whether they would have used it if
it had been available, or whether they did not use it because it was.not '
relevant to them. In most cases, the largest proportions of respondents
checked the last of thése a]ternativeé. The services most frquent]y used were
those designéd for and used by Students-in-genera]; thus, 56 percent of the

\ .~
follow-up respondents used financial aid for college expenses, 5 percent utilized

academic advising; 48 percent used campus orientation; and 44 percent partici-

¥
&

pated in nondisabled student organizations and clubs. **

On the other hand, some respondents did use services and accommodations
specifically designed for the handicapped; thus, 11 percent used adaptive
architectural accommodations; 12‘ﬁéLcent used adaptive equipment and assistive
devices such as tape recorders and braille; and 12 percent uti]ize§>financia1
aid for disability-related expenses. Moreover, some reSpondeﬁts indicated that
they would have uééd particular services if they had been available; examples
include instructional accommodations (10 percent), time accommodations (11

percent), performance evaluation accommodations (11 percent), adaptive physical

education (13 percent), disabled student organizations and clubs (11 percent),

disabled student office or advocate (12 percent), and registration priority (14
percent) . Re]ative]y few, however, expressed an unmet need for adaptive
architectural accommodationsh(Z percent), adaptive equipment and assistive
devices (5 percent), or support service personnel (5 percent). One conclusion
to be drawn from these findings is that most éo]]egés and universities are
substantially in compliance with Public Law 93-112 (Section 504 of the Rehabili-

tation Act of 1973). Another conclusion is ;hat some accommodations that might
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benefit disabled students (e.g., time-and instructional accommodations, diséb]ed
student clubs) could be introduced at relatively little cost to the institution.
enother item (#29) listed 20 items relating to the\attitudes and béhavior i
of faculty, staff, and studént§vthat might be regarded as barriers to the
disabled. Respondents were asked to indicate Whéther they had experienced
these barriersbfreauently, occasionally, or seldom or never. A large proportion
of the tgkal disabled group indicated that they encounteréd such barriers
infrequentiy or never. The only exceptiohs to this generalization is that 36
percent of the follow-up respondents checked "frequently" for the statement “{
can handle risk better aqd‘éﬂ more independent than most people realize" and 16

percent indicated that peop]e‘frequently assume, betause of their disability,

that they are limited in what they can do physically.

Personal Issues

This final section covers follow-up survey items that are personal rather
than related directly to college experiences: self-ratings, life goals, and
preferred life pattern.

Self-Ratings (1981 follow-up survey #30). In some years, CIRP freshman

participants are asked to rate themselves "cqmpared with the average person of
your own age" on each of a list of about 20 traits. Unfortunately, the 1978
SIF did not contain this ‘item; however, it was included on the 1981 follow-up
survey, with the response options being "above average," "average," and "below
average."

The results indicate that the self-esteem of disabled respondents is
healthy. ‘For instange, 64 percent rated themselves above average on under-

standing of others; 56 percent, on drive to achieve; 53 percent, on academic
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ability; 51 percent, on sense of humor; 44 pékcent, on intelleétual self-
confidence; 43 percent, on originality; 39 percent, on leadership abiltiy,
writing ability, and stubbornness. They were most likely to regard themselves
as below average on athletic ability (40 ‘percent).

Life Goals (1981 f011owfup survey #31). The 1ife goals most 1ike1y to be
regarded as essentia]iby respondents to the fo1low-ub survey were he]piﬁg
others who are in difficulty (42 percent), developing a meaningful philosophy
of life (42 percent), faising a family (36 percent),land bécom%ng an authority
in their field (32 percent). The life goals most likely to be fegarded as not

important were becoming accomplished in -a performing art (75 percent), writing

original works (65 percent), creating artis¥ic work (63 percent), and influencing

A S

’the political structure (63 percent). Thus, the disabled seem to be altruistic
and concerned Qith personal development but relatively uninterqsted in artistic
pursuits. (Stability and change over time in life goals, as indicated by

“comparisons of 1978 and 1981‘resbonses, are discussed-in Chapter 8 of this

report.)

Preferred Life Patterns Ten to Fifteen Yeérs from Now (1981 follow-up

survey: #39). The overwhelming majority of follow-up reépondents (87 pércent)
want'to be married, while 6 percent would prefer to be single, and 6 percent’
would prefer living with a gérson of the opposite sex but not married. Only 16
percent did not want children; about ‘half (48 percent) wanted two children.
Finally, about four in five (79 percent) wanted a fu]]?time career, while 19

percent would prefer to be employed part time.

P
~d




# Chapter 4
Backqround Differences by Disability Area

This chapter points out some of the distinctive characteristics of
the follow-up respondent gwoup according to disablity area. "It cover§ demograph-
ic and family background and educational background, including the nature of
special 1ntefventions (e.g., resouce help in academics) that the respondents
mnay or may nave experienced prior to college. Most of the tables show data for

all groups, including those with learnjng, speech, emotional, and "other"

n

- 4
handicaps. However, text descriptioég\focus primarily on the less ambiguous

@
and largest groups: <hose with orthopedic, visual, multiple, hearing, or

health-related disabilities. . .

i

Demographic and Family Background

The distribution of disabled 1978 freshmen surveyed three years later

1}

as regards gender, race, age, marital status, religious preference, and veferan
status are discussed below. Although women slightly outnumber men in the’total
group and although the majority of respondents in every disability area are

white, age 22 or younger, single and childless, nonveterans, and either Protestant

v

(38 percent) or Roman Catholic (30 percent), there were some notable dif%erences

J

in these respects among the groups. ?g

Gender Composition (Table 8). Women constitute 53 perce?ﬁ of the total
respondent follpw-up sample; they were also in the majority among those with
orthopedic disabilities (58 percent), multiple handicaps (58, percent), hearing

impairments (56 percent), ah%lhea]th-re]ated disabilities (52 percent). Only

(AR
EN .

among the visually impaired did men constitute the majority (53 percent).




Table 8

¢ Distribution of 1981 Follow-Up Respondents by Disability Area,
and Gender Composition of Each Disability Group

Percentage of Percentage Percentage
Disability Area Total Sample Men Women N
Orthopedic | 22 42 ' 58 750
Visual _ 20 53 47 | 677
Multiple 19 42 . 58 622
- Hearing \ 12 44 56 - 392
'Health-related ‘ 10 ) 48 52 331
Other 8 Y » 43" 283
Learning ;:;?§\ 5 38 62 166
Speech 2 . 81 19 84
Emotional’ 1 27 73 33
Total 100 47 53 3,338
C‘/J
/
> 4
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instance, 12(percent‘of the learning-disabled were Blacks; 16 percent of the

- "‘) .

Racial/Ethnic Identity (Tables 9, 10). Whites predominated in all five

of the major disability groups; the largest proportion of minorities was found
among those with multiple handicap§ (19 percent), and the smallest proportion
among those with hea]th;rslated dngbi]ities (6 percent) (Table 9). It is
worth bbinfing out thaf,theﬁracial/ethnic composition of the four disability
groups not explicitly discussed in this report suggests that{ for many, thei®
self-reported handicapped)§t@tus reflects language or culture differences. For
speech-impaired were Asians; and 17 percent of the emotionally handicapped were
Hispanics. The inflated pfbportions in these last two categories also result
in part from the small (nonweighted)'number of respondents in these subgroups.
‘Table 10 shows the incidence of each category of /di§ability within
each of the five racial/ethnic groups defined by the survey. Since the great
majority (87 percent) of fhe follow-up respondents were white, it is not
surprising that the distribution fof Whites resemb]eé that for the total
sample. Blacks were more likely than average to have visual and multiple
disabilities but less likely to be orthopedically handicapped. A larger-than-
average proportion of Hispanic respondents had health-related and orthopedic
disabilities, but relatively few had visual disabilities. Orienfals were more
1ik®1y than average to have visual disabilities bu; less likely to have hearing
impairments. About three in ten_gi thgse from "other" racial/ethnic backgrounds .
(compared with 19 percent of the totdl sample) had multiple handicéps.

Virtually none of the Orientals or "others" in the follow-up sample had

health-related disabilities.




Table 9

Racial/Ethnic Identity on 1981 Follow-up Respondents

{percentages)
7 T98T DisabiTity Area *
a Health-
Racial/Ethnic Identity Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
White 91 86 81 89 94 83 88 74 83 87
81ack/Negro/Afro-American 5 9 12 6 5 § 1 12 5 0 8
Hispanic? 1 1 , ! 1 2 0 0 0 17 1
Asian® 1 2 2 1 0 1 0 16 0 2
Jther® 3 3 4 3 0 5 0 5 0 3
N 739 ' 677 - 617 392 327 275 162 84 33 3,306
aInc!udes Mexican-Améritans/Chicanos and Puerto Ricans but not other hispanic groups such as Cubans
bInc]udes Pacific Islanders . '
“Includes American Indians and "others"
¢ ' !
ol * & -
o1 , 52

ERIC
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Tablg 10
a . . - '
Proportion of Each Racial/Ethnic Group in Each Disability Area, 1981

k'

J
) : , Racial/Ethnic Gtoup ~
Disability Area White Black Hispanic™ Orientgl” Other™ . Total
— . — , ‘ :
Orthopedic 2 13 % 25 15 21 22
Visual | 20 24 . 16 22 20 20
Mmiltiple VAR Y: 15 26 29 19
" Hearing : 12 10 9 - 6 12 12
Health-related - ' 11 6 16 0 0o 10
Other | g 11 0 8 15 E
Leqisjffv : 5 7 0 0 0 5
) , v ) . N X -
Speech™ - 2 2 0 26 ) 5 2
mot¥onal 1 o . 19 0 0 1

N . 2,865 269 30 290 93 3,306

alﬁgzudes Mexican-Anericans/Chicanos and4Puert§‘Ricans but not other His-.
panic groups such as Cubans. ’ '

bInc]udes Pacific Islanders.

CInciucjes American Indians and "others."
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Age and 1978 Enrol]ment Statusw(Tables 11, .12). Although 86 percent

of the total group was. age 22 or younger in 1981 the dlsab111ty categories,
w1th the highest proport1ons in th1s trad1t1ona1 undergraduate age group were
the hearing-impaired (95 percent), those w1th hea]th related disabilities (91
percent), and those with visual handicaps (90 percent). Nearly one-fourth “of
respondents with multiple handicaps (23'percent3 a;d nearly one- f1fth of the
orthopeqically dﬁeebled (18 pe?cent) were age 23 or older”at the time of tne
follow-up survey. . V'j" *

. v 'As Table 12 ehows, the age dist%ibutions of the orthopediéa]]y.and the
mult:ply.handicapped were consistent with their enrollment status in 1978:
16 percent in each category were not freshmen (i.e.,.had earned priorlcollege

.

credits) when they comp]eted ‘the’ CIRP freshmen survey.

Marital Status and,Ch11dhen (Tables 13, 14). Whereas only 5 percent

of the total disableﬁvghouo désqribed here were married when they entered .
college in 1978, about one ihfteh respondents was married by 1981 (Table 13).
The proportions who were married and had children (Tabte 14) correspond to the
age distributions of particular dﬁsabﬁiity groups. Thus, more respohoents in
the younger groups were single (8é¥§2 percent of those with visual, hearing,
and health-related disabi]ities)sahd‘had no children (95-96 percent of the -
groups). That the orthopedicall;%end the multiply handiéapped were more likely -
to be married and to have ch11:ﬁen is attributable not only to the large

proportion of o]dentespondent in these categories but also to the preponderance

ff women who outnumb\\ﬁd men by about three to two.
The othopedically and the mu1t1p1y handicapped were also distinguighed

% . . .
fron the other three groups by including larger proportions (4-5 .percent) who

were separated, divorced, or widowed. The two groups differed, however, in




Table 11

(percentages)

Age of Follow-Up Respondents as of December 31, 1980, by Disability Area

1981 Disability Area

z/\;.Orthoped ic Visual

Health- :
Age Multiplea Hearing Related Other Learning Speech - Emotional Total
22 years or younger 82 90 77 95 91 82 89 100 63 86
23-29 years . 7 8- 13 3 4 ‘ 10 11 0 15 8
30 years or older 11 2 10 2 5 8 0 0 21 6
N 747 677 622 389 31 283 166 84 33 3,331
C 4
-
55
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Table 12
1978 Enrollment Status of 1981 Follow-up Respondnets M
(percentages)
1981 DisabiTity Area
Health-
Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emot ional Total
First-time, full-time 82 91 83 86 90 85 92 100 85 86
First-time, pert-time 2 0 0 5 0 0 2 0 0 1
Nonfreshman 16 9 16 9 10 15 6 0 15 12
N 750 677 622 392 331 283 166 84 33 3,338
\
|
| .
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Table 13

Marital Status of 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area ”~
(percentages)

1981 DisabiTity Area

Health-
Marital Status Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related o Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
Single ‘ 84 92 86 92 88 . 90 100 g5 79 89 .
Married 12 7 9 7 12 7 0 5 21 9
Separated, widowed, divorced 4 1 5 1 0 3 0 0 0 2
N 747 672 622 389 326 283 156 84 33 3,311
L.
‘ N
]
£~
o -
}
4
¢
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Table 14

Number of Children of 1981 Follow-Up

spondents, by Disability Area
{percentages) ’

1981 Disability Area

, Health-
Ne. of Children Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
No children 83 95 88 96 95 94 ' 100 95 79 92
One child 3 3 6 4 2 3 0 5 0 3
More than one child 10 2 6 0 3 3 - 0 0 21 5

N 747 672% 622 389 331 283 162 84 33 3,322

M.
v
- ‘.\

C"‘
>
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that 10 percent of the orthopedically handicapped, but only 6 percent of the
multiply handicapped (and no more than 3 percent of the other three groups) had
more than one child. In short, slightly more of the orthopedically and the
multiply impaired face demands and realities in their home lives not typical of
undergraduates.

Re]igious P&eférence (Table 15). Religious preferences changed over

the three years between the freshmen survey and the follow-up. Though Protestants

were still in the majority, their proportion of the téta] group dec]jned fro§¢
49 persent in 1978 to 38 percent in 1981. Similarly, the proportion of
Catholicsva;;pped slight]y (from 32 to 30 percent). The proportion of Jews,
however, remained stable. The grzateét gains were registered for the "other"
option: from 6 percent in 1978 to 14 percent in 1981. Those saying they had
no religious preference increased slightly (from 8‘per;ent to 9-percent).
Finally, 5 pefcent of the 1981 follow-up respondents said they were undecided
as to religious ﬁreference, a response option not included on the 1978 SIF.
In 1978, one-third of the total group considered themselves to be “reborn
Christians:" in 1981, only 26 percent said they were "born-again Christians."”
The change in terminology may partially account for this difference.

As shown in Table 15, the five major disability groups differed slightly
in #heir religious preferences. For instance, larger-than-average proportions
of Agjpondents with health-related and orfhopedic handicaps were Protestant
(45-46 percent), while the multiply disabled were most 1ike1y to consider
themselves to be born-again Christians (32 percent). It is possible tﬁat such
differences between groups correspond to their racial/ethnic distributions.
The' health-related and orthopedic disability groups had the largest proportion
of Whites, while the ﬁultip]y handicapped category had the 1argef§;proportion

of Blacks. - | N o
S




* Table 15

1981 Religious Preference of F low-Up Respondents, by Disability Area
(percentages) -

P

1981 Disability Area

Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing :2?:228 Other Learﬁing Speech Emotionél Total
Protestant 45 33 35 40 46 37 42 21 0 38
Roman Catholic 21 29 31 38 38 24 24 : 34 | 89 30
Jewish 6 4 3 5 0 0 11 8 0 4
Other 15 16 17 9 6 15 16 6 11 14
tndecided 7 6 5 . 1 7 7 0 0 0 5 L
17 7 -3l 0 9 ®

None 7 12
N 747 672
Do you consider yourself a
gorn-again Christian?
Yes 28’ 22
No 72 78
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Veteran Statws.tFable 16). Ohly.4 percent of all 1981 réspondents

Qere veterans. Of the veteran group, 34 peécent had orthopedic handicaps and
29 percent had multiple disabilities. These figures are not surprising, in
view of the nature of the disabilities one may acquire in mi]itafy service.
Moreover, these two disability gfoups i%flyded a higher proportion of older

students.

Educational Background

The literature on college students attests to the: importance of earlier
education experiences in determining later outcomes. -For instance, high school
grades and rank in graduating class have consistently been found to predict
performance in college. Thus, it is not surprising that the majority of these
respondents gave earlier evjdence of being c01199e5bouhd: '86 pércent had takén
college preparatory programs in high school; and half had earned high school
grade averages of B+ or better. Clearly, the follow-up sample of disabled
respondents was not, on the whole, educationally handicapped.

Following a brief comparison of the high school backgrounds ofkthe five
major disability groups (orthopedic, visual, multiple, hearing, and health-related),
this section describes the extent to which these groups received special
education interventions in their earlier schooling. At least in the public
school sector the legal mandate to educate thé handicapped has existed for many
years with great variation from state to state, however, until the passage of
P.L. 94-142 in 1975. Since that time, all states that receive federa] funds
are covered by that legislation. The range and types of services or accom-

modationms actually offered probably defies'quantiffcation.

e
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<
e . Table 16
Veteran Status of 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area
(percentages)
“ Percentage of
Veterans in Each Percentage of
¥ Disability Group - Veteran Group
Orthopedic ) 7 . 34
Visual 2 7 RPN
Multiple - 7 29
Hearing : 2 : -5 ’
Health-related ' 2, 4
g o
Other \ L 10 .7 18
Learning . . 0 . o 0
Speech 0 . 0
Emotional : 15 ' 3
Total - 4 100
i N
57
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High School Background (Tables 17, 18, 19, 20). The majority of the total
samoiéf(79 percght) attended public high schbo]s; thexﬁéjority (78 percent)
“also took reguiér academic classes with nondisabled péé;s. As mentioned
earlier, the majority'a]sb earned high grades ;n college preparatory tracks.
; It was pointed out in‘C;aptér 3 that the disabled wére s]!;htly more
likely than was the average freshman to attebd a private high school. As Table _

17 shows, this was especially true for those with hearing and health-related

disabilities.~ For instance, 18 percent of the hearing-impaired and 24 percent

bad .
. of the health-impaired (compared ﬂ;th“lz percent of each of the other three
5 major disability groups) attended religious high schools.. J
.o ' Almost twice as many respondents with orthapedic, multib]e, and

hea]th-rela{;q disabilities (17-18 percent) as those with visual and hearing
ihpairments (8-16 percent) took an other-than-co]1ege-preparatory prog?am in
high school (}able 18). | ,
‘Grade distributions are sbqwn in T§p1e 19. ‘Most likely to nge earned
_A averages in high school were those with health-related disabilities (39
- percent) and the visually impa{;e& (35fpercent). Those with orthopedﬁc and
multiple disabilities tended to maké somewhat lower grades than otheré; this
nay in part be attributable to the larger proportions of older students, and of #
studenté who had nogftaken co]fﬁge’preparatory programs, in ﬁhese disability
- g;oups. . .
As Table 20 shows, type ofkacademic program’in high school varied slightly
by disability areawiiThose witﬁ%muﬁtiple’handicaps were 1eas£ likely to have

been mainstreamed ﬁ%th}gheir nondisabled peers: A substantial one-

v P; o
E
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° Table 17
Type of High School Attended by 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area’
o ) {percentages) .
1981 Disability‘Area
i Health- < -
Type of High School Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Legrning Speech , Emotional Total
N “ . . : - ’
Publiic 23 83 82 72 74 78 67 l 39 54 79
private; nondenominational 6 ’ 5 6 10 3 3 82{‘ 0 28 6
Priv'atg: religious 12 12 12 18 24 19 25‘;‘,‘;‘5 11 18 15
B 750 677 619 392 331 274 166 84 33 3,326
i
:ﬁ -
' r
: =
¢ &) .
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Table 18

High School Program of 1981 follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area
{percentages)

7981 Disability Area

) Health- -
High Scnool Program Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning 1/’Speech Emotional
TNl

°
College preparatory 82 92 83 90 83 90 68 100 100
Other 18 - 8 17 10 17 10 32 0 : 0

79

ERIC

,
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Table 19
High School Grade Average of 1981 Follow-Up R@spondents, by Disabiiity Area
{percentages) :
]
1981 Disability Area

High Schoch ; HeaTth-
Sraje Average Orthopedic visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
A or A+ 13 17 11 14 18 13 2 16 0 13
A- P 14 18 9 15 21 6 2 5 9 14
g+ ‘ 24 h 26 3 2 24 22 16 22 o 24
8 21 | 16 25 18 24 29 35 ‘ 3 a4 23
8- : 8 10 13 16 4. 3 23 13 VAR 10 'g
c+ K 8 9 7 ' 6 11 12 T3 0 8 '
c 12 3 11 . 4 3 5 8 0 0 .7
D 1 1 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0

N 747 672 609 388 326 279 166 84 33 3,303 ’ .

®
+ 1
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Table 20

(percentages)

Educational Interventions Experienced in High School
by 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area

1981 Disability Area

‘ ‘ & Health-
Intervention Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Total
— e - A
Reqular academic program
witn nondisabled peers 81 77 66 88 86 78
Reqular academic progra{ > ‘
with special classes or
services as needed 9 9 25 5 4 12
Regular school but segregated
in special academic classes 8 11 4 4 10 8
Snegial school for the
g,_4:f'1's&'1b1ed 1 3 3 1 0 1
Other 1 0 1 w1 0 1
N - 665 24 503 349 292 292

o

_99_
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i

o

fourth had "resource" support (i.e., attended regular academic classes
with special services as needed). On the other haﬁd, 88 percent of the
hearing-impaired'hgg been acedemica11y mainstreamed. Most likely te have
been segregated for academic classes in high school were the visually
handicapped group (11 percent) and those with health-related disabilities
(10 percent).

Earlier Academic Programs (Table 21). Table 2%/529w§/;he nature of

the elementary and junior high programs for the five largest groups of dis-

abled respondents.- Although the majority in each group were mainstreamed
throughout their earlier schooling, the multiply disabled were more Tikely
than other groups to have’been exposed to special education intervené%ons
at both the elementary and junior hﬁég/fevels; ResPondents with health-

related handicaps, on the other hand, were the most Tikely to have attended

academic classes with nondisabled peers.

Caeey
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Table 21
fducational Interventions Experienced in Elementary and Junior High School
) by 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area ¢
{percentages)
1981 Disability Area .
‘ . Health- i
Orthopediz Visual Multiple Hear ing Related Total
Junior Junior Junior Junior Junior ° Junior .
Intervention Elementary  High Elenentary  High Elementary High Elenentary  High Elementary High Elementary  High
Regular acacden:c procram - .
with nonlisabled peers 87 83 84 78 66 69 83 86 91 92 82 80
Regular azade~iC progran
witn spectial classes or :
services as needed 5 11 8 6 17 15 10 8 1 2 8 10 4
" ]
Recular schoo! but segregated -~
1n soczral acedenic classes 4 3 2 10 9 7 2 4 6 4 5 6
9
Snectal schoo!l for the ) 7
disuadlad 4 0 6 5 6 4 4 1 I 2 0 4 3 .
Otrer 1 2 0 1 73 s 2 1 ‘0 2 1 2
N 665 629 558 553 445 451 348 . 338 292 276 2,760 2,686
R
! , Lo
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Chépter 5 ' g

College Update \

[

This chapter presents findings on the activities and accomplishments
of the five main groups of disabled persons during the three years between
participation in the 19}8 CIRP survey and in the 1951 fb]]ow—up survey. It
should be recalled at the outset that the 1argest proportion oflfollow-up .
respondents (38 percent) had entered private four-year colleges. As shown -in
Table 22, this was true for eac;‘of the five main disabled groups as well: Thg
range was from 35 percent of those with orthopedic handicaps to 44 percent of
those with visual handicaps. Consistent with earlier background findings, a
larger-than-average proportion of the orthopedic group (22 percent, compared
with 16 percent of the total fo]]ow—up éamp]e) had entered pubTic two-year
colleges. A larger-than-average proportion of those with hea]th-re]aled
disabilities (23 percent, compared-with 18 percent'of‘the total group) had
enrolled at public universities in 1978. Nonetheless, it is clear that students
with every type of disability are represented at each type of U.S. higher
education institution.

This chap;er first identifies persisters, stopouts, and dropouts; then
discusses the reasons given for withdrawing from college temporarily or per-
manently and the anticipated Behaviors of those remaining in college (or
planning to return). Transfer students are jdentified, and their reasons for
chanéing institutions are analyzed. The second major section deals with
follow-up items reldting to college progress and performahce: current college
residence, college finace, and various attitudes and behaviors. As in the

previous chapter, data on respondents with learning, speech, emotional, .and




Table 22

1978 Institutional Distribution of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area

. {percentages)

o -
N {
. 1981 Disability Area
Level and Control - Health- . -
of institution Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
. University:
Public 17 19 17 19 23 23 5 14 o 18
“

Private 11 8 9 9 7 10 3 16 0 9
Four-year coilege: 3

Pudlic 12 16 15 15 17 27" 8 26 21 “16 .

3 .
a1

Privat 35 44 40 37 38 23 55 2 45 38 o
Two-year college:

Public 22 12 17 16 14 11 ‘14 23 15 16

Private . 3 0 3 3 2 6 16 0 18 3

N 750 677 622 397 331 283 166 - 84 33 3,338

Sy
A} v .
i S

O
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"other" disabilities are included in the tables, but these groups are not

. ' 1)
q;5cussed.

1981 Status

When these disabled répoﬁdents were survéyed in 1978, only 4 percent
felt there.was ; very good chance they wouy drop out of co]]egé temporarily or
permanently. By 1981, however, only two-thirds of the total group had been
continuously enro]]ea ("continuous persisters"). Fifteen percent were temporarily
not attending co]]eqe but p]gnned'EoAreeerI ("current stopouts"); 10 péréént

- had stopped out earlier but werézcurrent]y reenrolled (“former stopouts"); and
~ 8 percent had left coilege'altogqiner and had né b]ans toﬂreturn ("dropbuts").

. Of course, there werg<proportionate differences by disability area, and-‘the

groups varied in their reasons for leaving school temporarily or permanently.

Persisters, Stopouts, and'Dropouts (Tables 23, 24, 25). As-Table 23
§hoWs, the lgrgest proportions of continuous persisters were found among the
nehring-impaired (77.peréent) and the viéualJy hancicapped {74 percent). Most

likely to be former stopouts were those with health-related (19 percent) and
' . 1 .

with multiple (15 percent) disabilities. 7he multiply djsabled{groub also
included the 1argeét proportion of current stopohts (21 percent). The orthope-

dically handicapped were most likely to have left college altogether (10

-]
-~

percent). .

~

Table 24 shows thé~proportions of former stopouts, current étopouts,

and dropouts citing as "very important" each of 24 reasons for interrupting or

©

terminating their college education. The most common reasons for witﬁdrawing

from schoo]/ﬁere‘needing to earn mdre'money (cited ‘as very important by 38

hte T) v .
! . R . r

A

{



Table 23
1981 Status of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area
{percentayges) \ 2
"
, ’ g 1981 Disability Area
> ' »

Y ﬁ — . - Health- :
1981 Status . i Orthopedic( Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
I currently enrolled in
Lollege, ard have been ) . .
since 1973 ! . 63 74 56 77 63 64 70 92 68 67 .
[ withdrew from colTege» . A
temporarily but am » t . ‘ .
¢urrertly enrolled again 10 6 15 8 19 8 _ 4 0 -0 10

- ' 9

[ am temporarily not in 5 i ’
college but plan-to ' : \ LN
returdg soon P 16 ‘ 14 21 8 12 . 23 17 .0 0 15 .
[ have permanently withdrawn ‘ . -
from college or intend” . . :
to do so v 10 7 7 6 6 5 10 . 8 .32 8

N - 738 663 611 . 386 331 268 166 84 27 3,275 \ )

R “ o+ a -

.0 ' '
0
51
4 .
A,

‘ ! /"/
7T




-62-

Table 24

' Reasons for Leaving College Temporarily or Permanently, as
- Reported by 1981 Former Stopouts, Current Stopouts, and Dropouts
(percentages marking "very important")

W
Former  Current
Reason Stopout  Stopout Dropout " Total
College did not provide
adequate support services 12 8 6 9
I had completed my planned prograns 8 22 42 21
I had to assume family responsibili 12 17 N19 16
I became i11/needed treatment 47 15 - 9 25
I got a good job offer 8 14 24 14
I needed to earn money : <30 48 24 38
I (or my family) moved to a different- .
location 2 8 2 5
J I did not do as well academically as _
: I thought I would 24 21 20 22
My relatives/spouse discouraged me
° from continuing 2 4 3 4
I decided I did not need a college degree 0 2 13 3
I wanted time to_reconsider my goals and . '
interests : 4] 32 32 35
I changed my career plans 20 10 21 15
I was tired of being a.student 16 11 10 12
I was unable to get the financial gid
I nceded J 30 29 3 25
College expenses were too high 29 37 9 29
Expenses connected with my disability .
were too high 9 7 "2 7
. ] wanted to get practical experience 14 9 21 13
I felt that a college education would not N
¢ improve my job prospects 1 1 10 2
I didn't feel safe on campus 1 3 2 2
I had no place to 'study 2 5 0 3,
I didn't "fit in" at college 8 5 13 7
I wanted to travel : 5 6 8 6
. I wanted to transfer to andther institution ' .
but could not enroll immediately 16 12 2 12
Other 39 31
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percent of the total group) and needing time to reconsider goals and
interests (cited by 35 percent). Academi; difficulties were cited by 22 ¢
percent of the total group. Re]ativé]y few respondénts in any Qroup said
- that their relatives or spouse discouraged them from continuing, that they \
diqn't feel safe on campus, that tﬁey had no place to study, or thaf they
wanted to travel. Otherwise, former‘stopouts, current stopouts, and dropduts
tended to cite slightly different reasons for their behavior. |
Former stopouts were more 1ike1y than current skopouts or dropouts
to say they left college because they were i11/needed treatmént (47 percent),
‘wanted time to reconsider‘their goals and interests (41 percent), were ;ired
" of béfng students (16 percent), wanted to transfer to another institution but
could not enroll immediately (16 percent), or felt that the cd]1ege did not
provide them with adequaté support services (12 percent). Smé]]er-than- |
/ " average proportions cited family responsibilities or i]]ne§s (12 percent),
completion o% their planngd nrogram (& percent), or a good jobsoffer (8 per-
cent) as very important reasons for their temporary withdrawaT fr0m<c011ege.
. -Current stopouts mentioned needing to eafn more monéy (48 percené) and
finding college éxpenses too high (37 percent) more freqUent1y)than others."
In éddition, 8 percent (compared with only 2 percent of forme} stopouts and ;f . |
drppouts) said that they or their families had moved to a differeht'1ocation. y
Relatively feQ in this group withdrew from college becaq;g-théy.had changed ‘
their career plans (10 percent) or because they wanted to get practiéa1
e&ferience (9 percent). o ~
Dropouts wére distinguiéhed from former qnq current stopouts in

severaﬁ“ways. For instance, 42 percent said they 1eft1c01}gge because they

had completed their planned program; thus, their withdrawl does not represent

n
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a failure to actua1ize ear]ier aspirations. They also appear to be more
vocatfonal]y ortented in that relatively large proportions dropped[out
¢  because they got a good-job offer (24 percent), wanted to get practical
exper1ence (21 percent) dec1ded they did not need a tollege degree (i3 ;
percent), or fe]t that a co]]ege education wou]d not 1mprove their job
prospects (10 percent) They also had 4 tendency to feel they did not
"fit in"‘at college (13 percent). ‘Howeyer, they were less 1%ke1y than
’ others toowithdraw‘from~co)1ege pecause they.were iT1/needed treatment
(9 percent),.found co]1ege expenses too high (9 percent), were;unab1e : ‘.)
to get needed financia1 aid (3 percent); fpund ddsabi1ity expenses too |
h%gh (2 percent),'or p1anned to transfer to another co]]ege (2 percent).
r~h’ Table 25 shows the proport1ons of cont1nuous pers1sters, former
.stopouts, afd current stopouts who expected to engage in ‘the future in,
each of 15 behav1ors listed on the 1981 fo]]ow-up survey. The proportions
expect1ng to seek vocational coun$e11ng were about the same for the three
'\\ groups (14- 16 percent) but otherwise they’d1ffered somewhat in the1r '_
’ expectat1ons. For_1hstance,'the;most common expectation‘invo1yedféettin§
a job after college connected with one'slmajor field of- study: 82 percent
} - ,'of the ﬁormer stopouts, 77 percent of the cantinuous persisters:, but only
56 percent of the currentkstbpout§ indicated this expectation. Similarly,
_over two-thirds of those current1y enro]]ed in’co11ege, but on1y three-
f1fths of the current stopouts, expected to make at least a B average.

ap———-

Over half of the continuous pers1sters and current stopouts, but only 45

.+ percent of the former stopouts felt they wou]d get a job after co]]ege for
) wh1ch a co]]ege degree is appropr1ate ' o
P ‘

Contihuous persisters demonstrated greater optimism and less un-

: certainty than.the'other two groups. Thus, 10 percent (compared with on1y

- .
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Tabie 25

Anticipated College Behaviors of
Former Stopouts, Current Stopouts, and Dropouts
(percentages marking "very important")

Constant  Current

Behavior .. Persister  Stopout Dropout Total
Charge major field - 2 .19 . 27 8
Change career choice ’ , 6 .13 26 10
Fail one or more courses ' 2 o4 4 3
' Graduate with hofiors . .27 26 15 25
Be elected to\a student of fice ‘ 10 2 1 7
Make at least '} average 70 69 60 68
Need extra tjime to complete degree
y requirements 24 . 36, 37 28
o Get tutoring help in specific courses . .10 12 24 13
« Seek -vocatienal counseling , 14 . 16 16 15
Seek individual counse11ng on per onal .
_ problems N 6 17 21 10
"Participate in protests and d 6nstrations 9 8 .5 7 8
. Drop out 9f college temporarily 1 -0 13.. 3
Transfer to another college-before . o
gradpation : 2 13 20 - 6
Get a job after College cornected with
- major field of study - - 77 82 - 56 74
. Gel a job after college for which a . .
~colleqe degree is appropriate - 5 - 45 1 54
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2 pertent of the former stopouts and 1 percent of the current stopouts)
expected to be elected -to a student office. But smaller proportions than
of the other-fwo’groups anticipated changing major field or career choice,
ﬁeeding extra time to cdmpiete degree requirments, failing one or more
courses, seeking individual counseling forkpersonaT problems, or trans-
ferring to anotheflcol1ege before graduation.

By.way'of contrast, over one-fourth of the cur;ent stopouts expected
to change major fie1d or career choice, 24 percth expected to get tutoring
help in specifjc courses, and one-fifth expected to seek individual counsel-
ing .and to transfer fo another'co1]ége before graduation. Relatively few
thought they would graduate with honors.

As miéﬁ% be expected, former stopouts tended to fall between the other
two groups. They resembled éontinuous persisters in the propo?tions expect-
iﬁg to graduate with hbwo%s and to participate in demonstrations or protests;
but %hey were more simjlar to stdpouts in the proportions expecting to need
extra time to complete the degree and to seek individﬁa1 counseling for
personal prob1ems. | o '

It shoqu be pointed out that the identi%ication of particular students
as persisters, stopohél, or dropouts is tentative in that those who have been
enrolled continuously since 1978 or who have returned to c831ege affer a
;temporary wjthdrawa1 may, of course,'become dropouts before cémp]eting the‘

baccalaureate; those who‘said on the 1981 foﬁ1ow-up questionnaire that they

were not currently jn school th planned to return may not, in fact, ever

carry out these plans. Conversely, some of the"respdndenfs who say they have
dropped out permanently hay in the years to come return to c611ege to come]etg“'

»
a degree. These uncertainities are characteristics of research on college

students.

U
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Transfer Students (Table 26). In 1978, only 9 percent of the

respondents to the 1981 follow-up survey had said they would probably
transfer to another institution prior to graduation. As Table 26 shows,
about thfée in ten had actually done so by 1381. Most likely to have
attended more than one institution were those with multiple and with health-
related disabilities (34 percent in both groups); least 1ikely were the
visually disabled (23 percent).

Table 26 also shows the reasons cited as "very important" in the
decision to transfer from one institution to another. -The most common
reason, citéd by 37 percent of the total group, was wanting to pursue ;
different type of program than was offered by the first institution. The
proportions saying they wanted to 11vo in a different type of community -
were about the same for all groups. Relatively few said they‘transferred
because they did not fee] safe or had no place to study at the%r first
institution. To some®extent, nowever,\the five main disabi}ity groups were
diétinguished by their reasons for transferring. |

Consistent with their cverrepresentation %h public two-year oo11eges,
the orthopedico11y_disab1ed were relatively likely to say that they had
completed their planned program (26 percent).v In’addition; larger-thap-
average proportions transferred to pursue a particular program, to attend
a college with o oettek academic reputation, and to improve their social 1ife.
Refggively few fransferred because they were dissatisfied with the support
servioes at thelr first institution or because they wanted to attend

a.co11egé either farther away or closer to their homes. In short, the

-

orthopedically impaired seem to be goé]-directed in -their decision.

91




Table 26 ‘ \

Number of Institutions Attended, and Reasons for Transfering, by Bisability Area -

1931 Disability Area

Reasons ~ humber of Health-
Instituticrs Orthocedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional  Total
Cne T 74 77 66 70 65 78 60 82 49 71
Two 19 21 29 28 24 19 32 18 51 24
Three 7 2 5 2 10 3 8 0 0 5
N ' 741 672 , 622 - 388 331 274 166 84 33 3,312
(percentage marking "very important")
My first coliege did not provide . 4 -
adeguate s.aport services 6 13 26 13 8 0 27 0 0 13
[ compieted my planned progran 5
at my first institution 26 22 10 24 9 18 - 0 29 78 18
[ wanted a better social life 19 7 13 22 12 14 6 0 0 13
[ warted to 70 to a larger
metrtatian 10 19 16 20 3 8 27 0 0 14
[ wirted to ) to a smalier .
institulion 11 20 5 7 4 0 6 0 0 8
[ warted tc live in a dif-
ferent type of community 27 22 + 27 24 26 22 35 0 0 27
I wanted to be fatner from 4
ome (parents) 2 6 6 13 4 16 14 0 0 7
1 warteg %0 te closer to
heoe (farents) 2 11 17 5 7 20 6 0 17-
I o~ ~v fa~ily moved to @ -
ditferent icIation 4 0 8 3 0 0 0 , 0 3 ‘
[ wanted to go to an insti- o)}
tution.with a better ?o
acaderic reputation 26 21 22 19 12 8 64 0 35 23
[ wanted to ta.e a different
tvee of progran than was
ptfered et my first - ’
nstitution 46 43 38 25 19 54 36 71 0 37
I wis jeneraliy dissatisfied
witr my first institution 28 37 38 24 7 13 62 71 0 30
[ rexded to attend a less .
expensive senool _ar 16 14 30 12 0 14 12 0 =22 16
My financiel situation improved
so | cou'd attend a more o
expensive scnoul 2 7 1 0 0 8 9 0 0 3
[ didn't feel safe on the cam- :
pus of my first institution 2 3 5 ' 2 0 6 9 0 0 3
I had no place to study at my o) -
first institution 0 3 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 2
[ didn't "fit in" at my first .
i institution 10 3'}@“ 18 10 3 7 67 0 0 9
Other . 25 18 30 29 25 21 24 71 0 25
. N 196 156 210 118 115 60 66 15 17 955
%
O
B .. Q .
92 a3
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Those with Visua] disabilities were also inclined to say that they
transferredﬂin order to pursue a program not offered by their first
institution. About one-fifth wanted to attend a larger institution, and
one-fifth wanted to attend a“smaller institution. They were more likely than
average to‘transfer out of general dissatisfaction with their first institution.

/ Seven pércen% (compared with 3 percent of the total group)“said that their .
financial position had improved So they could attend a more expensive school.
The visually impaired were less likely than others to say they transferred
because they wanted a better social life or because they did not "fit jn” to
their first institution. ' |
The mult{ply disabled were a]so 1ikely to express general dissatis--

faction with the first institution (38 percent). 1In addition; they gave
evidence of more severe incabacitation than others in that 1a;gquthan-
averaqge proportions had transferred because the support ser{jces~at thé
f{rst college were inadequate, because they wanted to be closer to home,
because they didn't feel safe on campus, and\pecause they didnjt fit in.
Thirty percent (compared with 16 percent of fhe total sample) w%nted_ta
attend a less expensive college. Reasons mentioned less fredquently by
the multiply disabled than by others were having completed their planned
program and wanting to attend a smaller institution. )

' The hearing-impaired were more likely than average to have com-
pleted their planned program. In addition, relatively iarge broportions said

they changed colleges to improve their socialvlife,]%o attend a larger insti-

tution, and to get farther away from home. Thus, this disability group mani- -~

fests a sociable and risk-taking propensity.

Though respondents with health-related disabilities were, along with

~
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the multiply disabled, the most Tikely to have transferred college, they were

also distinguished by the smaller-than-average proportions who cited such TS
. ' ) ’ . .

reasons as having completed their planned. prograns; receiving inadequaté

support services; wanting to attend a larger or smaller institution, an insti%

tution with a better academic reputation; or a less expensive institution; feeling

they did not fit ip; or being generally dissatisfied. Generally, they were
, - ~

more likely to cite a given reason as "somewhat important" than as “very
. _ v .
important." It is helpful to note that 10 percent of this group had attended
» ‘ '
three or more institutions since 1978; thus, many of the transfer students may

have had difficu]ty recalling their specific reasons for changing colleges. |
. : \ - N

College Progress, Performance, and Experiences

4
-

Tnis section discusses the progress, performance, and expériehces'of 1981:
fo110W—uo reépondents, by disability area. Although the majoriiy,of the total

group had been eﬁro]led on a full time basis during most of théirlcollege'careér

.
”»

(88 percent), were junio;z\qc\ifiii;j‘(76apercent), had earned grade aveiﬂgeE.éf B- g
or better (69 per;gnt), had no tutoring o; remediatibn in college (73'bercent)$ worked
while in college (55 pércent), Tived in on;éanpus housing (58 pergenti-w1thjnoﬁdisa-‘ |
bled roomnates 59 pgrceng), and had incomes 6f less than $5,000 per year (63
perceﬁ%), the gfdups difféfed slightly in these regafdsi These differenQes are;
highTignted‘Selow.. In addition, differences in,college Hehayiors and in 5‘
sources of income. are diégdgsed. |

| In qeﬁeral;fthosé'with orthopedic'and multiple disabiities stand but as

.

‘less traditional, while theTVisually and hearing 1mpaife@ were more successful. ’

Rate of. Progress in College (Tab?e"ZZ). Data on three areas relating to
- : : ! S :

college progress are:presented jn'Tab]ehZ? for each disabiﬁity group: 1978

- LY

: u‘ 3 ‘ . .

‘4 Y




Table 27

, J
Enroliment Status of Follow-Up Respondents in Fall 1978 and 1978-81, and Fall 1981 College Class, by Disability Area

. " (percentages)

1981 Disability Area u

f— ‘ Health- Y
Orthopedic Visual Muttiple Hearing " Related Other Learning ‘Speech - Emotional Total

"

T

1978 Enrollment Status:
First-tjme, full-time
First-t¥e, part-time
Nonfreshian .

) 1978-1981 Enrollment Status:

Full-time ¢ 89 ‘ 95 88 93 , 92 . 92 88 100 B - 88

Part-time 7 : 4 9 4 6 °3 7 0 0’ 9
Not enrolled 5 1 3 ‘ 3 2 . 5 ~ 5 0 15 3
Fall 1981 College Class: ‘ ’ A } %
Freshmar'? 10 3 11 7 12 6 19 0 15 8
Sophomore 13 11 16 8 5 20 9 8 29 12
Junior 28 21 32 . 27 3?2 24 34 48 17 28 -
Senior 44 62 38 55 .50 46 33, 37 38 .48
Other ° 5 4 - 2 3 2 4 6 8 0 4
N 741 671 622 389 . '331 274 166 84 3 3,311
—A (Y™
a7

c
e
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enro]]ment status general enro]]ment status most of the time dur1ng the past
three years; and current or most recent co]]ege class (i.e., Fall 198;3

Since the visually impaired were most likely of any of the f1ve main
groups to be first-time, fu]]-time freshmen in 1978 (91 peréent)’and to have
been enro]]ed'fuTl Sime between 1978 and 1981 (95 percent), jt is not surprising
that they were also most.1ike1y to af entering‘their:senior year in college at

the time of the follow- up survey (62 percent) In short, this group progressed

"norma]]y“ through the1n undergraduate careers. Fifty-five percent of the

.o

- hearing-impaired and 50 percent of the respondents with health-related d1sab111-

ties had achieved senior status. The hearing-impaired were the most 11«@1y
\ ' :

group to have been cqntinuous]y enrolled in college during the previous three

years; 93 percent had been full-time students fdr most of that peried. The

greater-than-average propensity of those with health-related disabilities to
have stopped out at some earlier point or to have transferred from their first
institution probably accounts for the relatively 1arge“proporti0n (32 percent)

who were junionrs. The orthopedically and multiply disabled seem to have made

slightly slower progress. "Even though 16 percent of each group had beén admittdd

with advanced standing in 1978 (and thus presumab]y had earned some college

credits a]ready),.1ower;than-average proportions of both groups had attained -

senior status by 1981. This is consistent, however,,witn their lower-than-

average. proportions of continuous persisters (Tabfe 23), and of full-time
enrol lees. ThatVone-third of the muitiply disabled had transferred between
1978 and 1981 is probably a Pactor in their slower progress.

’ College Grades (Table 28). As was true;in high school (where, it should

be recalled, they were the least 1ikely group to be mainstreamed for academic

classes), the multiply disabled group earned Tower grades in college than did

*.
N




. ' \\ ' " lable 28

College Grade Average of 1981 Follow-Up Réspondents, by Disability Area
. gpercentages) s .

_sl_

AN
P ‘ B 1981 Disability Area . . -
. : : ‘ Health- ’
College Grade Average Orthgpedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
. . # “ . . :
. 4 .
“A or At 8 . A 2’ 5 6 .3 0 0 0 5
A- 10 12 6 10 15 s . 2 28 0 11
B+ : 13 12 1B . 15 29 9 10 0o 0 14
s . o 19 19 1 18 14 2 2 R 16
B- 24 2 2 20 14 2. 12 7 68 23
c+ : 3 10 19 0 . 7 12 23 . 13 0 14
c .12 13 19 10 13 11 40 8 0 14
D T 1 2 e - "2 1 3 9 0 15 3
N " 736 666 622 o392 * 331 274 166 84 33 3,303
- 2
b} o 3 )
Lo |
- S
/
94 : .
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‘the four other main groups: 42 percent eakned,colleqe GPAs of C+ or belbw,

compared with 31 percent of the total sample. Those with health-related

disabilities earned slightly higher-than-average grades, even_though.17 percent
- - \ .
of them had not taken college preparatory programs in high school. Two aspects

of their educational backgrounds discussed in Chapter 4 may have contributed to

. e~

.

their subsequent achievements in college: First,'one-fourfh (compared with 15
percent of fhe total sanp]é) attended religious high schdo]s; and second,

slightly 1ar9er-th;n-average prdpbrtions (86 percent, compared with 78 percent
of ‘the £ota1 group) were mainsgreaned foracademic C]asseshin high school. |

4

Remediation or Tutoring in College (Tablé 29). In 1978, 14 percent of

LY

the total sample éaid there was a very good chance they would need to-have

- tutoring help im coL#ege; indeed, three in ten felt .they needed_extra help in

mathematics. Table 29 Shows Epé‘p;opﬁrtions in each disability.area who Qid
not have remediqfion Pr-tuto#ing, as well as those whorhad such help in reading,
",f(hki%iﬁg or composition, Tathématics, sotial studies, science, foreign language,
br some‘"othe;ﬂ,éubjpct. Excepf for respondents with multiple disabilfties--
-;Ebut one in five of whom had extrévhélp Fdf writing or composition énd for
mathematics--no more thdn 14 peécaht_in any /of tHe main groups had tutoring or
remediation in any subject ]isted.i“AS'anticipated, the ]ardéai prdportion in
©al groups got extra-help in mathematics. t ' |
Emp1o&mént,iﬂ lelege (Table 30).\ in‘1978, 36 percent of the total 1981

follow-up respondent gr&up (compareq with 41 percent of their nondisabled

counterparts) felt there was a "veky good chance" they would get a job to help
. i
pay for college expenses. By 1981, howeverf 55 percent had been employed most

of the time in college. Not unexpectedly, ?espondents‘usually worked part

time, 27 percent on canpus and 21 percent off canpus (Table 30).
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Table 29
. . Remed1at10n or Tutoring Taken in College by 1981 FoHow—up Respondents
} by DisabiMity Area
. (percentages) , .
1981 Disability Area o

) . ' AeaTth- —,

) Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other . tearning -Speech Emotional Total

No o 79 73 73 68 4 81 83 40 75 50 73
Yes, reading 2 5 12 5 ' 5 3 24 / 6 1 6

) Yes, wr‘iting'; or composiulon 6 8 22 9 5 - . 5 . 46 ) 5 0 11

Yes, mathematics T 9 , 20 N U 12 14 16 6 \ 0 13

Yes, social studies. 0 0 : 2 2 0 - 2 6 0 0 1

Yes, science 4 3 7 g 2 5 14 0 0o 5

Yes, foreign language : -3 1 6 - 2 ( '; 1 2 0 0 38 3

Yes, others 2 . 2 7 5 l 4 3 7 13 21 4

N ' - 750 677 - 622 .3§2 331 m 283 166 84 ) 33 3,338

| . .
_ ¢ '
B

e
o)
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’
f\

193




¢ \ \.
. . * Table 30 °F . .
College Employment of 1981 Follow-up Respondents '
; by Disability Area
(perceritagés) .
\ ‘ * 1981 Disability Area
. h )
Health-
Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
3
_Not employed 53 45 47 41 34 3 56 39 15 45 |
Fu'H-time employment ‘ )
of f campus 6 6 7 5 2 6 6 8 0 6
A~ ,
part-time employment ; ‘ :
of f campus 25 29 15 27 46 32 27 24 39 27
Full-time employment i o ¥ ,
on campus 0 2 2 2 0 -3 2 \8 0 2
part-time employment ' v /
on campus 15 18 29 - 25 18 26 8 22 45 21
N 741 660 609 ) 387 318 274 15{ 84 33 - 3,273
-
%
- ‘ A\ ) .
1) 105

o
~
T
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In view of the positive re]ationshiiﬁ}}hnd between part-time employment
] , , v
on campus and persistence for all students (see, for example, Astin, 1975), the

ﬁ\ »
findings for respondents with hea]th-re]atedﬁdisabi]ities are particularly

interesting: Only one-third-had not been employed in college, aﬁﬂ a substant?é]'

46 percent worked in part;time, on-campué jobsf At the same time, this group
’/made higher-than-averége grades; moreover, one in five had,stopped out at some
point but was currently reénro]]ed in college. Though no causal connection
can bé pfoved, these data suggest that such %mp]oymenf may have contributed to

the persistence’ and pérformance of this group. It is also worth noting that

their disability is health-related rather than moda]ity-}elated,(e.g., hearing, ,

vision). ; N
As regards the fbur other main disability groups despr%beq*iﬁ this
report? Tab]é 30 shows that the orthoped1ca11y.handicapped were most .
- likély to have had outsidé employment while in co]]ege,(47~peréent). A slightly
1arger—thén-average proportion of the multiply handicapped (29 percent)'worked
at part~time off-campus jobs, which may help to explain why only 56 percent

(compagsaxwith 67 percent of the total respondent sample) had been continuously

enrolled in‘college since 1978.

College Residence: Actual and Preferred (Table 31). Research show§
that, for the average college student, living on campus cﬁntributes to pefsis-
'%epce and achievement, largely because it facilitates gredter student involve-
ment with all aspects of the college énvironment (Astin, 1975, I977;'Chickering,
1974) .,

The top half of 'Table 31 shows where each disability group lived most of

the time while in college. Again, those‘With health-related disabilities stand

out; but in light of their general success in college, their residential
‘ .

- . .
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Table 31 \
~ . ~ - -
Actual and Preferred College Residence of 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area '
. (percentages) \
. N
1981 Disability Area K
Health- - “ ’
Residence Orthopedic Visual Muttiple Hearing Related Other Learning ~ Speech Emotional Ry Total
Actual residence: :
College housing (dormi-
tory, fraternity or
sorority, other :
college hous ing) 56 . 64 58 63 | 43 62 60 64 45 © 58
Off c¢arpus (private . Coe
room, apartment, _ K
or house) ° 34 33 35 32 50 32 30 28 55 35
Other 9 4 8 o, s 7 6 10 ‘ 8 0. 7
N 724 666 598 377 326 266 151 V! 33 3,225
Préferred residence: J/
t College housing (dormi-
o toryy fraternity ‘or ) -
' rity, other \ . -
collegk housing) . 47 37 32 48 - 40 40 , 40 36 59 41
e R o 7 58 %aq}pﬁg_4.p;4v AL e i e 2 e e i e . '
room, apartment, . ' * T - SR e e
or house) 43 59 63 51 56 54 56 64 41 54
Qther 10 - 4- 5 2 , 4 6 a3 0 0 5
~ 649 597 518 350 297 263 119 73 26 2,893
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pattern runs somewhat contrary to expéctation. “Half 1ivéd of f campus (compared

« with 35 percent of the total group); thus, fewer lived in college housing (43
percent, compared with 58 percent of all respondents). On the other hand, the
visually 1mpaired’§nd the hearing-impaired were most likely to live on campus;
this is consis?ent with their larger-than-average proportions of cohtinuous
persisters, full-time students, and seniors. The distributions of the ortho-
pedically and mu]tip]y_disabied resembled the distribution for -the totalﬁb g

| ' sanple: 56-58 percent 1iv®d on campus; 34-35 percent lived off campus; and 8-9

percent lived in some "other" setting. , . - R ﬂ
The bottom half- of Tabie 31 shows preferred cq}{ége»residences. A1l but

the orthopedically handicapped were more 1ike1y to préfer living of f campus to

living on cdnpus. o .~ - .

Actual and Preferred College Roommqtes (Iab]e'32j. Abouf.thEee in fivé

of the total disabled sampie lived with roommates most'of ihe time they were in
‘cdj1ege; about one-fourth 1iyed with parents or relaties; and 10 kercent lived B
alone. These figures are consistent with the proportions .living on or off

campus shown in Table 31. éomparing éisabi]ity‘groups with respecgbto actual

qomﬁétes moét ‘of thevtimé in college, the top half of TaB]e 32 shows gimi]an
consistency. For instance, the hearing-impaired and the visqa]]y impaired (who
vRre tEF most likely fo live on campus) wgré also the most 1{ke1y to live with
roommates; while respondents with health-related disébi]ities (who were the

most likely to live off campus) were also the most Tikely tov1ive with parents

or relatives.

ey s S g o T St 8 v B 3 P AT ey ey -

It is unclear why larger-than-average proportions’of the mu]tipiy handi-
capped_eithef lived alone (14 percent) or with disabled roommates (4 percent).

Moreover,. their preferences as to roommates options were distinctive.

: - o 193 !




Table 32

f Actual and Preferred Co17ege Roommates of 1981 Fo]]éw-up Respondents
by Disability Area’
(percentages)

o

e

\\ 1981 Disability Area // ' ~
» . Heﬁlth- ] .

Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related . Other ‘Learniéq<: Speech Emotional Totatl

LParents or relatives 23 19 24 20 3 18 38 42 33 24~
Alone 9 7 14 11 11 12 10 0 17 10
vDisabléd ;oommate or roommates 0 2 4 2 2 1 3 0 0 2
-~ Nondisabled roommate or roommates 56 68 . 54 65 46 66 49 58 28 ’ 59
Spouse ' 8 . 2 5. 0 3 2 0 0 21 4
Other ‘ 3 \ 1 . 0 2 " 2 0" ‘ \0 0 0 ‘ 1
N 725 644 579 368 <. 326 258 134 73 33 . 3,140

Prefer;ed' ‘ .

Parents or relatives BRI 8 6 6 14 12 27 0 10

Alone - ‘ ‘ 5w 2 37 25 n 32 35 33 a4 30 .
Disabled roommate or roommates 2 0o 2 2 2 . 0 4 0 19 2
Nondisabled roommate oq roommates 48 52. .38 59 46 45 46 35 '
Spouse ' 9 4 8 0 10 6 4 0 0 6
Other 3 8 8 7 0 3 0 6 0 5
N S 624 618 504 340 298 252 116 73 26 2,851

) ~

'08f
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They were more 11ke1y than average to prefer living alone (37 percent versus 30
percent of the total sample); and they were less 11ke1y than average to prefer
living with a nondisabled roommate (38 Percent), compared with 48 percent of a]]
espondents).

College Finances (Tables 33, 34, 35). The 1981 follow-up survey asked

%%;dents to/tndicate their currént-—anmral income (Table 33); to indicate,’

‘fro sﬁ%1st of income sources, which were major, minor, or nonsources (Table 34

shows ﬁexgroport1ons saying each source was "major"); and to 1nd1cate their

degree o?‘tpg%jrn over their ab111ty to. pay for a college education (Table 35)

RUU

e
Regard]ess‘b Zasab111ty area, the dominant sources of - 1ncome‘£ere parents and

oY
% A

.re1at1ves (5 aﬁpftfent of the total group), se]f-support such as earn1ngs from

employment and'jﬁw ﬂ and federal co]]ege re]ated f1nanc1a1 aid
.‘ -

.,

cally impaired.

3
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_ Table 33
Annual Income of 1981 Follow-up Respondents ,
) by Disability Area .
{percentages) '
- . . ,
1981 pisabiiity Area
\Veand Health-
{ Orithopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
| — . ’ .
|
~ No income , 12 10 16 11 2 8 15 0 0 10
4,999 or below 48 : 56 45 52 72 40- 61 87 45 53
$5,000 - $9,999. 16 15 22 24 17 32 17 5 15 19 \
v , ‘ ©
! N
$10,000 - $19,999 15 14 13 12 3 13 7 8- 39 12 !
- - r * \ -
$20,000 or above 10 6 4 1 6 7 0 0 0 5
/ : ' '
’, N 731 672 613 360 331 269 152 84 33 3,246
{
! ) L
\

ot
.
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, Table 34 ) ’
M N . i
' ;',i Major Income Sources of 1981 Follow-up Respondents\’ ’ X
N : ' -~ by Disability Area e B
‘ (percentages) )
]
. \
\ ) 1981 Disability Area
: i u i Health-
Orthopedic 7 Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
- . - *
Parents, relatives, » . . .
inheritance, etc, 47 50 47. 52 52 46 ‘ 85 42 49 50
Spouse 7 . 6 . 5 "6 L, 9. 6 0 6 21 6, s
’ ) o ' : v
Self (earnings from ' /' . - . : ¥
enployment, savings, etc. 51 45 48 52 N 51 52 . 45 8l s 44 50 .
. . i ) L
“Social Security benefits 12 . 5 15 6 D12 .13 3 8. 0 10
Veterans' benefits 2 1 4 2 2 5 4. 0 21 3 '
g ] ' ' < ’ i ? g
Vocational Rehabilitation fuids %7 16 13 . 17 19 20, 0 8 0> 15, -
- X N . B \ t
Supplementary Support Income .6 8 5 3 1 -3 . 0 10 To0 5
. - 5 . 4 ¢ L. LR
Federal college-related " ‘;‘5 g '
financial aid (loan, _ . , C ; . . , .
grant, ‘etc.) 36 : 40 . 40 _ 39 36 29 ‘ 8 34 34 .‘f'o 36 .
- . i . A ,,;."‘. : f '_ . ’
Scholarship from college 12 o . 5 : 12 13, (0 .1 6 2 0 10, ,
" Scholarship from outside T ' - i ‘ _ o
agency, organization 6 4 .3 oo 8 6 . 8 0. 24 5 0 .5
Other - : 10- 0 7 6 6 8 0. L0y . 8 6.
' ‘ 1 ! N ' ﬂl .
— ‘ D « -
- S :
% Kl
f sl Y
3 [1_*‘ -,\ AR
X
- X ., -~ \
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AP . . Table 35
‘ Extent of Contern Over Fmancmg Collége Education as Reported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents '
by Disability Area - »'.', : N
(percentages) ’ . ‘ i
- N ]
1981 Disability Area
. L
y o, ] Health- :
Orthopedic Visual Multjple , Hearing Related Other Learning Total
(2] ¥
- < N O . v
"very much // . 50 46 56 40 26 43 ’ 27 % .
Somewhat 30 " a0 £ 37 Lo 3 3
Not at all. 21 14 13 : 2 . 7 26 50 . 27 37 : 20
N 742 671 622 392 31 - 274 166 8 . 33 3,314
. . . . 1
; : 2
]
0l e ,
—_— ~ e . e _ P 2 _ V
. >
"y . ) . 4
117 . 1!y
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Behaviors in College (Tab]e 36). The 1978 freshman»survey asked,respon-

gents‘to make a "begp guessh as to their chances of engaging iﬁ each of 24'
bghaviors’ﬁt college; the.response options were "very good cHance," " Some
chance," and "véry littie chance," and "no chanéé." gNine of “these behavior
g/}jtems were repeafed on the fo]]oy-db survey. Tab]é 36 shows the p?bporﬁions
iihdicating they had aétué}]y eﬁgaged in a.particylar behavior; the last column
Shows the tota] proportion in 1978 saying there was a "very good chance" for
each.‘ | |
In 1978, the three most commonly anticipated behavid?s_of thosé ihcluded v “
on the foTlow-up 1fst were feeling satisfied wifﬁuéollege,‘earning at. least a B .
average, and Qetting.a job to help pay for college expenses. 'Thrég-years
EE © later, these wére also the‘mos; commoh'actha] behaviors for the'total group and
for each of the five main disabi]ity groups. | i / .
Consistent with their greater-fﬁan-average propehsity to transfer, the
mu]fip]y handicabpe& were less 1ike1y than others to feel satisfied with |
college (59 percent, compared with 67 peréent of the tha] follow-up sample).
Their lower cq11ege~gradé averages are confirmgd-by the re]atively small
proportions earning at 1eést a B average (51 percent, compared‘with 58 percent
of the total group) and the reiative]y_]arge proportion failing one or more
courses (48 percent, compared with 32 percent of the total group). They were
also somewhat more likely than others to hﬁve changed career choices and to
have participated:in campus protests or demonstrations.

\
Those with hearing and health-related disabilities, whose progress and

achievement ih %%glégé-wéfe fe]afi?eiy'h{gh, evidence campus involvement in )
that two-fifths of each group (compared with 32 percent of the total sample)

had joined fraternities, sdrorities, or social clubs. In addition, the hearing-




Table 36

College Behaviors of 1981 Follow-Up Respolndents‘, by Disability Area

'1981 DisabilitylArea

331

166

Health-
Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning , Speech’ Emotional Total

Change major field 34 38 35 36 32 - 31 38 .30 32 - 35
Change career choice 33 30 39 36 36 30 20 32 49 33
Fail one or more courses 26 30 48 20 28 33 44 41 49 32
wes elected to student office - 13 14 13 22 14 20 2 11 0 14
Served on a campus committee 23 36 30 23 28 30 13 32 17 . 29
Got a job to help pay for ‘ ,

college expenses. 48 64 52 60 50 57 30 61 61 54
Joined a social fraternity, '

sorority, or club 32 28 29 41" 40 25 25 39 0 32
Mede at least a "B" average 57 ".60 51 61 68 65 25 85 44 58 °
Participated in protests or i
. demonstrations 7 16 14 8 4 12 2 11 34 11
Felt satisfied with college 72 71 59 68 70 60 . 52 ¢ &7 68 67
‘ N 750 677 622 392 283 84 . 33

3,338

_98—
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impaired were more likely than others to have been elected to a student office.

Re]atﬁve]y 1arge,prohortions got a job to help pay for college expenses, anqr-
,relat%vely few faiJed‘one or more courses. Those with health-related disabili-
ties Qere most 1ikely to have earned at- least a B average ana least 1iké1y to
have p?rticipated in protest% or demonstrations. 5 ) T

A larger proportion of the orthopedica11y~impaired than of any other
group‘expressed satisfaction with college, but a smaller propdrtion served on a
campu§ committee. Fina]]y,‘ihe‘visua]]y impaired were distinguished by the
relatively large proportions who feit satisfied with co]lege,'got a job"to help

pay far college expenses, changed major field, served on a campus committee,

and pérticipated in prdtests or demonstrations.

College Mentors (Table 37); Some particu]ar]y interestiag'findings from
the follow-up. survey are shown in Table 37. Over éhrée in five of the total
group (62.percent) identified one person whose guidance, support, or confidence
in them was central to their success in college. The 1argést proportion
(Qne-fifth) named a family member, 12 percent cited a co]iege professor, and 11
percent said a college friend had given them support and guidance. Only 7
percent of those identifying a mentor said that mentor was}di;abled, and three '
in five “indicated their mentor was age 30 or.older. It is somewhat surprising
that no one cited a high school‘adviSor or counselor as a support person for
their college success, particularly when one considers that high schgol counse-
lors often b]ay a major role in advisiﬁg about college.

The five main disability groups differed s]ightly with respect to the
college mentor. Those with multiple handicaps wére least likely to say they 4

had no mentor (31 percent) and most likely to indicate that a ;o]]ege professor

was the person who took a special interest in them (17 percent, compared with

Y
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Table 37 )
Characteristics of College Mentor, &s Reported by 1981 Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area
| : i‘, (percentages) :
Vé&.
o 1 T98 Disability Area )
- : . g Health- ' :
Characteristic ' Orthopedic Visual Multiple™#  Hearing - Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
. j rang .
Identity of mentor: 5 ' : ’ . '
&) " No mentor a0 46 31 35 ' 38 : 46 26 . 40 15 38
Persona! friend (outside S . :
of school) 7 6 6 8 9 Bt 5 8 0 7
Fanily member (e.g., . v
parent-or spouse) 23« 21 21 20 15 17 39 0 18 21
High school friend 1 1 2 2 0 2 0 0 0 1
High school teacher ° 2 0 0 0 2 0 8 0 o~ 1
High school advisor, ) . .
counselor 0 0 0 ‘0 0 0 0 0 0 0
College friend 11 : 1 10 12 14 10 3 18 - 11 11
College professor, teacher 9 8 17 13 15 10 13 20 17 12
College advisor, , »
counselor 4 9 7 8 5 0 0 38 .6
Other 4 3 4 3 0 ° 5 5 13 0 ‘ 4 .
N 741 671 610 386 324 283 162 84 33 3,294 8
, .o T -
Gender of mentor: .. . )
Male 54 43 \ 45 42 63 58 27 65 100 ° 50
Fenale 46 . 57 55 ‘ 58 37 42 73 35 0 50
N . 443 346 418 252 . 202 152 106 50 28 1,998
Status of mentor: .
Disgbled ‘ 4 12 7 - 8 10 3 8 0 13 7
Not disabled 9% 88 93 92 90 97 92 100 87 93
. N 427 345 402 249 \ 199 136 107 50 28 1,942
. Y M
Age of mentor o ‘ i -
. + 26
22 years or yeunger 25 27 24 26 29 .- .30 18 57 13 2
23 to 29 years . 13 17 13 12 : 18 - 12 13 9 o R
30 years or older ’ 62 56 'Y 63 61 53 58 69 34' 66 ~60

N , 443 361 417 252 202 - 152 112 " 50 28 2,017




12 percent of the total group). Conversely, the visually handicapped were most
likely to say they had no particular support person (46 percént); only 8

percent mentioned a college professor as‘taking a special intérest in them. /

Conéidering that the multiply disabled are least likely and the visué]ly hand icapped

mostﬁlike]} to be continuops.persisteks, theée diffefences'seem surprising.
Howe&ér, as will be clear in Chapter 7, the multiply disabled stand out in a
variety of ways which suggests that‘their\disabilities restrict and challenge,,
them‘more_than is -the case with their counterparts. Moreover, as was clear
from the background data discussed in Chapter 2, the visué]fy diSab]ed and the-
multiply handicapped stand in sharp contrast on measures of tradifiona]ity
(e.g.; age, enrollment, status) and high school preparation and achfevement
(e.g., high school track, grade average).
- Even though women outnumbered men‘in the follow-up samplez 50 percent of
the respondents 1dent§fying mentors said those mentors were men. Especially
likely to have male mentors were tho;e with health-related di;abi]ities (63
percent) and those with orthopedic handicaps (54 percent).“ Female mentors were
cited more frequently by the three other main groups. Most likely to say that

their mentors were disabled were the visually impaired (12 percent) and those

with health-related disabilities (10 percent).
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Chapter 6
Degree Plans, Major Field, and Career Choice

'\\\ In both 1978 and 1981, disabled reépondents were asked to indicaterthe
h1ghest degree they planned to get'*the1r major f1e1d (1ntended in 1978 and
%\? . actua] in 1981), and the1r career choice. Appendix F shows how the spec1f1c
‘»maJor fields listed on the quest1onna1res were collapsed into & sma11er Tist
‘7}of categories; Appendix G gives the same information for career cho1ce§. .
'Thjs‘chaptér discusses the degree aspifations, college major;, and career
chdiﬁes of the five main disability groups (orthopedic, visual, multiple,
hearing, and health-related), comparing 1981 responses with 1978 responses
in order to assess stabi]ify and change over time. fabu]ar data cover all

nine disaBiJity groups.

N

Highest DegreebP1anned (Table 38)

In view of the outgtanding educational backgrounds and generally suc-
cessful college performance of the total sample, it is not syrprising that
they tended to raise their degree aspirations during the undergraduate years;

in that the proporfion‘p1anning to get on]y‘a baccalaureate decreased (from

31 percent in 1978 to 20 percent in 1981), whereas the proportion planning
to get a master'é degree increased (from 31 percent to 40 percent), as did
the proportion planning to get a doctorate®{from 12 percent to 16 percent).
On the other hand, the pFOportion aimfng for a professiona1 degree (i.e., in
medicine, law, or divinity) dropped slightly (from 16 percent in 1978 to

11 percent in 1981).
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Table 38 g

1981 Degree Aspirations of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Afed,
Compared with 1978 Degree Aspirations of the Total Sample and of the Five Main Groups

~16- .

r (percentages)
1981 Disability Area
Highest Ortho- MuT- Health- Emo- Total Ortho- Mul- Health-
Degree Planned pedic Visual tiple Hearing Related Other Léarning Speech tional Total Sample pedic Visual tiple Hearing Related
None , 1 2 4 : 0 1 2 5 ’o 22 2 2 2 1 3 3 1
. High school

diploma or GED 0 1 2 2 0 3 5 0 0 1 a - - - - -
Vocational diploma/ : : . R ’

certificate. 2 1 2 1 -0 0 0 0’ 0 1 a - - - - -
Asscciate (A.A. » . .

or equivalent) 4 1 4 4 5 0 4 8 0 3 3 6 0 4 .4 1
Baccalaureate R ; ’ _

(8.A., B.S., etc.) 17 18 17 21 25 27 24 26 30 20 31 30 3l 31 30 36
Teaching credential 2 4 5 4 2 3 -0 0 0 3 a - - - - -
Master's (M.A.,

© M.S., etc.) 46 46 41 38 34 28 32 36 0 . 40 31° 28 .33 29 40 3l
Doctorate (Ph.D. i : ' )
or £d.D) 14 18 14 17 21 17 13, 16 24 16 12 14 12 13 8 10
Professional degree : . - .
(e.q., M.D., ) -
D.D.S, D.V.M.,
LL.8., 4.0, ' :
B.0., M.0iv.) 11 8 8 14 11 18 12 14 24 R V. U C L VA UL -
Other 2 2 2 1 0 2 5 0 0 2 5 5" 4 4 1 5
N 643 611 536 358 306 248 117 79 26 2,291 2,763 637 578 489 -340 272

3yot included on 1978 SIF as a degree category.

dsum of percentages marking M.D., D.0., D.D.S., D.V.M., LL. B. or J.D. (Law) and B.D. or M. Div. (Divinity) in 1978.
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Thus, in 1981, one-fifth of all respondents planned to get a bacca]aureate,
two- f1fths planned to get a master's degree, one-sixth aspired to a doctorate,
- _gnd s]ight]y over one-tenth aimed for’avprofessional degree. Differences by

. disabf1tty area were generally consistent with differences tn background,

1lhigh sch001 preparation, and undergraduate performance; those with visual,
hear1ng, and health-related d1sab111t1es tended to have higher degree aspirations
in 1981 than did those with multiple and orthopedic d1sab111}1es

In 1981, the orthopedically hand1capped were more 1ikely than average to
aim for a master's degree but less 1ikely to aim for either a bacca]aureate or
va doctorate.~ Moreover, the decrease between 1978 and 1981 in the proportion
p]anning to get,a'baccalaureate nd the increase in the‘proportion planning to
get a master' s were greater for thts group than for most others.

. The mu]tnp]y hand1capped resembled the orthoped1ca11y disabled both in
changes in degree asp1rat1ons over the three-year period and in “their 1981
d1str1but1on, except that fewer aimed for either.a master s or a professional
degree. Moreover{ ‘the multiply handicapped were most 1ikely of any of the five
main disa‘ 11ty groups to indicate in 1981 that they wanted no more than an
associate degree: 6 percent (compared with 3 percent of the total samp1e)
planned to earn no. degree beyond the high school diploma, 2,percent (compared
with 1 percent of the total sample) wanted a vocational diploma or certificate,
and 4 percent (compared with 3 percent of the total sémple) p]anned to get an
associate degreer’ ‘They were also most 11ke1y to aspire to a teaching credent1a1
-1(5 percent, compared with 3'percent of the tota1 sample).

By way of contrast; the visua]]y’disabled nerehless ]ike]y than any other
of the five main disability groups to aim no higher than an associate degree

and were more likely than average to aspire to an advanced academic degree

(master's or doctorate);. Looking at changes over the three-year interval, we

©
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find that the proportions wanting a professional degree dropped more than -
was‘the case for other groups: from 19 percent in 1978 to only 8 percent in
1981. Apparent]y, many of the vfsua]]y impaired lost 1ntere§t‘in a professional
career during the undergraduate years.

Such wa% not thé case with the héaring-impaired, whose aspirations for
a professiong1 degree remained fairly stable over the thrge-year period (15
percent in 1978, 14 percent in 1981) and who were thus more.fike1y than any
other group to plan on a professional degree. Otherwise, their distribution
with respectlto 1981 degree aspirations resemb]ed‘the norm. Coqtra;y to the
general trend, the proportion planning to get a master's degree fell slightly;
the proportipn planning to get a doctorate incrqased‘from 8 percent in 1978
to 17 percent in 1981. |

Respondents with health-related disabilities were more 1iké1y’than pthers
to aspire,to a doctorate, a .baccalaureate, or an associate degrée in 1981 and

less likely to aim for a master's degree. The proportions planning to get an

associate degree or Jsdoctorate increased over the three-year period.

Collége Major (Table 39)

LI . v
The most popular major field was business, named by 15 percent of the

total sémp]e in both 1978 and"1981. In 1978, the health professioﬁs ranked
second in popularity, named by 11 percent as an intended major; by 1981, however,
only 6 percent of the total sample had actually majored in health professions.

On the other hand, only 8 percent of the freshman respondénts intended to

-major in social sciences, but 13 percent ended up doing so. Otherwise,'major ‘

»

field choices were fairly stable for the total sample.
The orthopedically disabled were more likely than average to major in

engineering, English, and "other" humanities and less likely to major in "other”
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Table 39

Actual (1981) Majors of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area,
Compared with Intended (1978) Majors of the Total Sample and of the Five Main Groups

(percentages) \
' 1981 Disability Area - . 1978 Sample
N . . - 4
v a Ortho- Mul- Health- Emo- Total Ortho- . Mui- Health- . .
Major Field pedic  Visual tiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech tional Totaly Sample pedic Wisual tiple Hearing Related w‘ 4
Agritultﬁre 2 2 2 3 2 0 3 0 0 2 27 2 4 2’ .1 0 3 f
Biological . , ' . .
sciences 6.. 4 8 10 6 3 0 5 0 6 6 2 8 4 9 7 4
Business 16 15 12 19 14 10 20 26 18 15 15 16 13 13 14 22 K
Edudation 8 7 13 14 1 2 12 0 0 8 8 7 5 14 12 2 e
Engineering 12 13 2 7 ‘10 I3 3 0 0 9 10 11 - 16 3 13 8 .
English 3 4 A 1 0 4 0 0 0 2 2 4 2 1 0 2
Health pro- : .
fessions 5 6 8 4 8 1 4 . 0 . 6 1 lk 9 13 13 12
History, politi- : . .
cal science 7 9 5 4 7 6 9 "0 0 6 5 4 9 2 5 4 1
Humanities (other) 4 6 3 2 1 7 0 5 0 4 3 3 3 3 0 2 L
Fine arts 7 7 7 6 9 10 15 13 0 8 8 4 8. . 7 7 13 i
Mathematics and
statistics 1 1 2 2 2 4 0 0 15 2 2 2 2 2 4 1
Physical science 3 1 2 4 ‘ 3 - 8 16 3 3 2 5 1 3 4
Social science 12 12 16 12 14 14 16 0 50 13 8 9 7 9 7 9
Other technical 4 5 12 7 11 7 3 20 0 8 5 4 4] 9 3 6
Other nontechnical 7 6 6 5 15 6 6 14 17 8 8 9 8 11 8 5
Undec ided 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 0 0 1 .3 5 5 1 4 3
N 676 607 564 380 303 259 7‘152 84 33 3,058 3,060 689 623 571 345 316
35ee Appendix/?’fé" derivation of these categories.
- \ » .
3
5]
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.technica1 tie]ds'and in the hea1th-phofessiehs. Their actual majohs tehded
to be censisteht With‘theth intended majOrs, though the three-year interval
witnessed some Chahges: Most notable were increases in‘the proportfdné.neming
hiStory/po]itica] science°ahd fine arts'(froh=4,bercent fn 1978-tb-7'percent
in 1981 for both frelds). . - " R

| The multiply. hand1capped were also fairly stab]e in- the1r maJor f1e1d

cho1ces, except that almost tw1ce as many actua11y maJored in soc1a1 sc1ence.
(16 percent) as had p1anned to..do so (9 percent). In add1t1on, ‘larger-than-
average proportions majqredfin bio1ogica1 science, health professions, "other"

. technical.fie1ds, and education; but relatively fewimajohed'in business and
engineerihg. | | b‘-

Lihe the orthopedica11y’handicapped, those with visq§1 disahi]ities Wehe
somewhat overhepresented in engineering; Eng]ish and "otheh" humanities; in
addition, a re1at1ve1y large proport1on majored in h1story/po11t1ca1 sC1ence
Smaller- than -average proportions maJored in the biological or phys1ca1 sc1ences
or in "other" technical fields. The major fields gaining "recruits" from amonq

. the v1sua11y 1mpa1red over the three-year span were the social sciences, "other"
techn%ca] fields, and "other" humanities; the major fie]dc from which they
' "defected" between 1978 and 1981 included engineering, the hea1th{professions,
‘and bhysica] sciehce. | . .
L ) Beth the hearing-impaired and those with health-reTated disabilities were
rather unstabTe in their major field choices. .Among the hearingFimpaired, the

1 -

. . . . - J N . . .
most dramatic changes weére an increase for business ahd decreases for engineering

° \

. and the health professions. Thus, by 1981, 1arger-than-avehage proportions of -
this group reported majoring in business,reducatien, biological science,

physical science; and agriculture; relatively. few, however, majored in health

professions, history/political science, fine arts, or "other" technical fields.
)
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The most dramatic changes among_those with health-related disabilities fnvo]ved
defections from business (from 22 percent in 1978 to 14 percent in 1981) and
recruitment to "oﬁher" nontechnical fields (from 5 percent in 1978 to 15

percent in 1981, a threefold increase). Thus, respondents with hea]th-re]atgd
disabilities were more 1ikely than average to major in "other" technical fields,
"other" nontechnical fields, and fine arts. Only 1 percent (compared with 8
percent of the total sample) majored.in education, and virtually none majored

in English or mathematics/statistics. |

\

Career Choice (Tabie 40)

Consistent with thé findiqgs for majdr‘fie1ﬁ, businessberson was thevmost.
common'career'choice (named by 15 percent of the total sample in 1978 and by <
17 percént in.1981). Other popular choices included engineer (10 percent in
1978,.8 percent-in 1981), artist (8 bercent ih 1978, 6 percent in 1981), and
e]ementary/secondary school teacher (8 percent in 1978, 9 percent in 1981).
Careers that became less attractive during the undergraduate years (in addition
to engineér and artist) were doctor (frem 7 percent in 1978 to 4 percent in

1981), health professional (from 8 percent to 4 percent), lawyer (from 5 per-

cent to 3 percenty, and nurse (from 4 percent to 3 percent). The loss of

interest in these fields corresponds to the decrease in the proportibﬁ}fbf
respondents planning to get professional degreesL ‘The proportions choosing
"other" careers increased from one-fifth to one-third over the three-year
interval, whereas the proportion who were undecided decreased (from 10 percent
to 8 percent). ' |

Looking at the five main disability groups, we find that those with ortho-
pedic, visual, and hearing disabi]ﬁties were relatively stab]e in their career
choices, whereas those with mu1tib1e and with health-related disabilities had

a tendency to change their choices.
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Table 40

1981 Career Choices of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area,
Compared with 1978 Career Choices of the Total Sample and of the Five Main Groups

- »

1981 Disability Area N 1978 Sample

a Ortho- MuT- Health- ¥ Emo- Total  Ortho- Mul- Health~

Career Choice pedic  Visual tiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech tional Total Sampler pedic  Visual tiple Hearing Related
—— ——— — ) ‘ .

Artist 10 6 6 1 8 5 8 0 11 6 8 8 7 11 2 10
Business 17 14 © 14 19 21! 13 22 30 18 17 15 18 12 12 14 20
Clergyman 2 1 0 0 3 1 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 1 0 1
College teacher 0 1 0 1 0 4 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0
Noctor 2 4 5 7 1 5 3 6 0 4 7 6 6 10 6 8
Educator ) . )

{secondary) 3 6 4 4 5 . 2 0 0 0 4 4 3 5 4 4 1
Educator -

(elementary) 6 5 6 6 1 2 6 0 0 5 4 5 3 6 4 2
Engineer 11 12 3 6 5 11 . 3 0 0 8 10 - 13 12 4 12 8
Farner/forester 1 2 3 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 2 1 2 0
Health pro- 4

fessional 5 4 3 3 3 10 6 7 0 4 8 6 7 6 12 8
Lawyer 2 3 1 3 5 6 0 0 17 3 5 5 9 4 4, 4
Nurse 3 5 3 3 6 2 Q 0 0 3 4 5 3 6 3 6
Research scientist 3 0 3 5 8 1 0 26 0 3 3 4 3 - 2 4 2
Other . 30 3l 41 32 T30 28 38 15 38 33 20 15 18 21 26 18
Undecided 6 7 8 9 4 9 15 15 . 17 8 10 9 10 10 8 13

N 732 667 610 374 321 274 158 73 @33 3,242 3,060 697 602 586 351 327
aSee Appendix G for derivation of these categories.
. ) . . ~—
vy
. ’ (s M
. | » 1236

1230

ERIC :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The orthopedically disabled were most 1ikely to name artist and health

‘;professional as their 1981 career choice; in addition, relatively large
proportions p]ahﬁed to become'engineers,‘but re]ativé]y few wanted to be
doctors or high school teachers. Reversing the general trend, the propor-
tion naming artist as their career choice rose over the three-year-interval,
whereas the proportion naming businessperson dropped.

Comparatiye]y popular 1981 career chqices among the visually impaired
were elementary/secondary gchoo} teacher, engineer, college teacher, health
professional, and nurse. The'last of these choices gained in popularity |
between 1978 and 1981, whereas the éhoices of lawyer and research scientist
became less popular among-thosa with yjsua] impairments. Smaller-than-average
proportions in 1981 planned to becomé‘businesspersons or research scientists.

The mJ]tip]y disabled were more 1likely than'others to p]aﬁ on becoming
‘farmers; in addition, relatively large proportions named doctor or "other"
career choices in 1981, whereas relatively few wantea to go into business,
engineering, 1aw or the clergy. The most substantial changes in'career
choice among the multiply disabled occurred for artist d%Epm 11 percent in
1978 to 6 percent in 1981), doctor (from 10 percent to 5 percent), and
"other" (from 21 percent to 41 percent). | N

fhése with hearing impairments were more 1ike1¥ than was any other
group to plan on becoming doctdrs; reversing the trend among other grbups,
this choice Became more popular Hgtween 1978 and 1981, as did the choice of
businessperson. The c?reer choices of engineer and health profeg;iona]
;;%Fme 1e§s popular. In 1981, larger-than-average proportions of the hearing-
impaired wanted to become businesspersons, college teachers, and research

scientists, while smaller-than-average proportions opted for the careers
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of artist and clergy. Somewhat surprisingly, a slightly larger proportion
(9 percent) Were undeci clﬁn 1981 than in 1978 (8 percent).

The career choices of respondents with health-related disabilities
fluctuated considerably between 1978 and 1981. 1Wu\nmst dramatic changes
~in¢luded increases in the proportions choosing‘c1ergy,.high school téacher,
and research scientist, and decreases in the proportions choosing doctor,
farmer, and health professional. 1In 1981, relatively large proportions in
this group pﬁanned to become artists, businesspersons, clergy, lawyers,
nurses, and research scientists; relatively few planned to become doctors
or elementary school t;achers. Only 4 percent (compared with 8 percent of

the total sample) were undecided about their future'careers.

J
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Chapter 7

Disability-Related Concerns

.

This chapter discusses responses to the follow-up survey items which
asked the disabled some specific questions about the handicap (age of onset,
visibility of their condition) and its effects on their functioning. Other
areas covered include attitudinal and behavioral barriers and college supEort
service® and accommodations. Once again, highlights are’bresented for the fi{e
main disability groups: orthopedic, visual, multiple, hearing, and health-
re1ated. Data are presented in the tables for respondents with.learning;'

speech, emotional, and "other" handicaps as well.

About the Disability

Respondents were asked in the fo]]ow up survey to indicate when thelr
disability was disagnosed.. Table 41 shows considerable variation within each
of the main disability groups as to age of onset. Also covered here are
differences by disability area in the extent to which respondents cons idered
their condition to be apparent to others (Table 42).

Age of Onset (Table 41). The largest group, the orthopedically disabled

were slightly more likely than average to have been born handicapped (15
percent, compared with 11 percent of the tofa] group) or to have become disabled ~
as teenagers (27 percent, compared with 22 percent of the total group) or
~adults (22 percent, compéred with 14 percent of the total group). Simi]ar]y,
larger-than-average proportions of those with health-related disabilities said
that their problem had been diagnosed either at birth (14 percent) or during
adulthood (21 percent). In contrast, relatively few of those with visua]vqr

hearing impairments said their condition had been diagnosed prenatally or at
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Age W

hen Disability was Diagnosed, as Reported by 1981 Follow-
" by Disability Area

Table 41

{(percentages)

up Respondents

1981 Disability Area

Age 18 or older

Ortgopedic Visual Multiple Hearing :2?1223 ' Other Learning Speech Emot jonal Total

Prenatally or at birth 15 9 12 5 14 13 3 0 0 11
Before age 5 26 35 .21 . 40 27 14 8 39 0 27

» Betweentages 6-12 10 37 28 38 16 25 47 36 15 27
Between ages 13-17 27 15 21 13 23 26 33 25 18 22
22 22 8 0. 67 14
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birtﬁ or during adulthood; about three-fourths of both groups had become
disabled between birth and age 12. The range ih age of diagnosis was wider for
the multiply handicapped: One-third were handicépped by age 5, 28 percent as
preadolescents, one-fifth asvteenagézs, and 17 percent at age 18 or older.

‘Visibility (Table 42). As would be expected, the disabled varied when
asked whether they consider théir'éandicaps to be visib]e/apparent to othefs,
somet imes apparent and sometuzes hidden, or hidden/not obvious. Thus, the
orthopedically disabled were almost twice as likely as average (34 percent,
compared witH 18 percent of‘ﬁﬁe total sample) to say their handicap was obvious.
In contrast, a}most half of those with hea]th-re]qted'disabilities (47 percent,
compared with 29 percent of the total sample) felt their condition was not
obvioué to others. However,'46 percent of the orthopediéa]]y disabled, and ovef
half of the remaining major groups, considered the visibility of.their handicap
to vary, being sometimes hidden and sometimes obvious to others; the hearing-
impared were most likely to check this alternative (65 percent).

Effects and Experiences of Being Disabled

One item on the follow-up survey asked respondents to indicate the extent
to which their particular disablity affected th&ir overall functioning in
college; the response options were “"very much," YSomewhat," and "not at a]].“.
Similarly, drawing on distictions made fn a conference report from the Project
on the Handicapped in Science (Redden, Davis, & Brown, 1978), aﬁother item asked
re§pondents to indicate the extent to which their disability affected their
functioning in five different areas: academic, social, recreational/
extracurricular, psycho]og?@a]/emofiona], and “other." The same report inden-
tifies and discusses attitudes and behaviors which the disabled often encounter

in college and which may act as barriers to their pafticiﬂht1on in science;

112
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Table 42

Visibility of Handicapping Condition, as Reported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents
A by Disability Area

. (percentages)
‘,\ 14
, " 1981 Disability Area
\ ' N Health- ‘ .
Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
Vis’ible/app_arent 34 13 219 -5 2 36 6 13 11 - 18
Somet imes apparént/sometimes . .
~ not obvious ; : 46 55 57 65 52 - 34 ) '54 72 52 53
Htdden/not obvious - 19 32 24 30 473 31 40 16 37 29
' N 743 ! 663 618 392 331 283l 166 84 33 3,312

-€01-
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this information was used to construct a third item on the follow-up survey
asking respondents whether they experienced each of a list of 20 éttitudes and
beHéviOrs “frequently," "occasionally," or "not at all." Responses'to these |
three items are discussed in this section.

Effects on College Functioning (Table 43). Only one-fifth of the total <

sample felt that their disability "very much" affected their college functioning;
slightly more than half (54 percent) checked "somewhat"; and the remaining
one-quarter felt that their particular disability had virtually no effect on
their functioning in college. '

As to differences between the main disabi]ity‘groups, the orthopedica]iy
and the visually handicapped .were more likely than othek@ to éay that their |
disability did not affect their college functioning at all. Over.two-thirds of
those with health-related disabilities indicated that theﬁr disabi]ity‘had¢§6me
effect on their functioning; but this group was less likely than others to say
that it affected them eithef "very much" or "not at all." (Note that the Y
multiply disabled have been excluded from this analysis be&ause of‘difficu]ties

b -

with coding their responses.) ‘ L

Effects on Different Areas (Table 44). Table 44 demonstrates the‘;alue

of distinguishing among different areas of functioning and among diffeﬂint typei>

of disability. For instance, the total sample was three times as 1ike11 to say

. \
the disability very @uch'affected the recreational/extracurricu]qr areajé%ﬁ
percent) as the academic, social, or psychological/emptional area (11-1
percent). Yet only 4 percent of the hearing-impared said that their functioning.

in extracurricular/recreational activities at college was very much affected by ﬁ%

their impairment. On the other hand, the multiply handicapped were at least

~ twice as likely as average to report that their disabilities very much affected



» »
@ -
P .
‘ Table 43 ,
. Extent to Which Disability Affcted Fuhctioning in College, .
: as Reported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by Disability Area
)4 ‘ {percentages)
‘1981 Disability Area . . ]
i Health- , : , .
Orthaﬁgdic visual \ Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
AW
B . / -
Very much 18 19 - 19 16 11 45 28 62 20
Somewhat - 82 53 - 62 68 29 54 . 64 38 54
Not at all . 30 28 - 19/ 17 59 0 8 0 26
N 728 653 392 . 322 230 156 84 33 . 2,598
3Those with mulitple disabilities were excluded from this table because of coding problems. . .
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Table 44

Extent to Which Disability Affected Functioning in Various Areas,
as Reported. by 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by Disability Area

(percen‘tagesv)

1981 Disability Area

I
b -
oo

ﬁea]th- ; , ; ‘
Area and Extent thopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional - Total
Acadenic: , ‘ :
Very much 2 " 12 24 8 7 4 54 61 27 12
Somewhat - 23 46 49 62 : 30 25 38 39 73 40
Not at all 75 41 28 30 62 . 71 : 8 0 0 .48
N N 734 649 605 392 . 331 279 166 84 33 3,272
.Socialr
Very much 8 7 26 9 12 11 6 8 61 12
" Somewhat a4 3l 50 54 48 ] 38 27 71 0 43
Not at all 48 62 23" 36 40 . 51 67 21 39 44
N 738 638 598 386 - 331 271 143 84 33 3,222
Recreational, extracurricular: . \
Very much ’ 30 13 38 4 32 22 4 0 - 32 36
Somewhat 54 42 40 33 49 41 14 8 68 &2
Not at all 17 45 22 63 19 36 82 92 0 22
N 738 638 608 382 - 331 276 147 84 33 3,237
Psychological, emotional
Very much — 4 6 28 1 12 10 7 8 79 i1
Somewhat 39 32 40 42 41 37 43 62 21 39
Not at all 57 61 _ 32 57 47 ) 52 50 30_ 0 50
N 720 638 594 382 . 326 ’ 272 156 84 33 3,205
Other: .
Very much 1 2 10 q 4 5 ) 0 0 15 4
Somewhat 8 8 10 . 7 : 18 16 5 s 8 35 10
Not at all 91 %0 80 88 77 79 95 92 50 86,
N 750 677 622 392 331 283 166 84 33 3,337
1149
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them academically (24 pércent), socially (26 peréent),.and psychblogica]ly/
emotionally (28 percent). | v
Although further ana]yse§ of these data are included in the major group
summaries (Chapter 9), a few other tendencies are worth pointing out here ;o
illustrate differences among the disabi]jty groups. A sustantial three-fourths
of the orthopedica]]yxdisabled and 62 percent of those with health-related
handicaps (compared with 48 percent of the total gfoup) said that their disa-
bility had no effect on fheir academic functioning; this is consjstent with the
nature of their handicaps, since neither involves learning modalities. That
1arger-thén-avehage\proportions of the. hearing-impared said their disability had
~ some effect on their academic functioning (62 perceﬁi, compared with 40 percent
of the total sample) énd on their social lives (54 percent, comp?fed with 43
percént of the total samplé) is to be expected, since hearing impairments
typically interfere with expressive and receptive communication; reiative]y few
of the hearing-impaired, however, said that their functioning in these areas was
"very-much" af fected.

’

JAttitudinal and Behavioral Barriers (Table 45). The proportions of

respondents reporting that they "frequentTy" experienced each of 20 attitudinal
or behavioral barriers at"college are shown in Tabled5. (Not.shown are the
proportions checking the alfernative‘résponse options of "occasionally" and
"seldom or never".) Two points emerge from this analysis. First, these
diééb]ed respondents did not often encounter the attitudina] or behavioral
barriers listed on the follow-up survey. Over one-third of the total group (36
percent), ranging from 29 percent of the visually impaired to’'50 percent bf the
multiply disabled, said that "frequently" they can handle risk better and are

more independent than others realize; but this statement does not describe an
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Table 45

Attitudes and Behaviors Encountered at College, as Reported by 1981 Fo)low-up Respondents, by Disability Area
(percentages marking “frequently")

1981 Oisability Area. . '

Health-
Attitudes and Behaviors Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total

Faculty/staff underestimate my

acacemic adility or potential 4 3 16 5 ' 3 13 12 8 0 7
Faculty/staff overestimate my . .o
academic ability or potential 2 3 5 3 2 3 9 0 0 3
People undurestunate my abrlity to
handle frustration and stress 8 ' 5 . 14 4 7 8 9. 0 17 8
Peaple overestimate my ability to : 4
’ h- dle frustration and stress 5 5 14 6 4 4 6 8 35 7

Facu'ty/atarf osk me arrelevant

¢r cenrly personal questiens . )

2,0ut ay disadilty 3 1 ) 7 1 0 0 3 14 0 3
Other students asx e irrelevant

or overly personal questions

Japout 2y disadi ity 2 2 7 4 2 4 3 0. 0 3
Because faculty/staff don't ask )
me raaningful’ questions about . N . ,
& oty dismility, ! must anticipate . 4
ang answer suCh guestions 3 5 9 5 6 : 4 10 0 0 . 5
Bocause otner students don't ask o : \
me meaniagful questions about \ '
my disapility, I must anticipate : N
and answer such questions 6 6 3 7 . 5 6 0 o . 0 5
The failure of my instructors to
accarrodate to my disability-
relatel needs mikes academic :
w3rk rore drfficult 1 9 16 . 11 9 . 5 35 0 0 S
I can hardle risk petter and : \
31 mlire Ingapendent than ' .
mst pecple reahize 34 29 50 37 38 32 43 - 14 0 36
People patrorize me or talk to . . -
me as if 1 were a child 4 3 12 6 0 .4 6 0 0 5
People talk about me rather than
to e 3 5 14 7 2 5 0 8 0 6
My instructors avoild or ignore me 0 1 4 5 2 0 0 8 0 2
Otrer st.tents avoid or ignore me 2 3 7 3 0 1 2 0 0 3
faculty statf mace me feel that
I cause them extra time and - N [
trouole 0 2 B 6 3 : 3 0 8 0 15 3
Other st.lents mike me feel that . o
I cyuse then extra twme and : ,
trouble 1 0 3 2 0 0 6 0 15 1
Bucause [ have a disability, .
pceple assume thal: '
1 ha.e other physical dis-
adilities that [ do not
have .4 4 12 4 4 7 3 - B8 0 6
I an limited socially ‘ 5 4 20 5 o 6 5 10 0 0 8
T an limited in what | ¢ ‘
. ran Fo prysically 24 7 30 3 19 11 3 0 0 16
i am Vimited in owhat | . > \
a1 do intallectually ) :
]: lCnd acaienically 3 3 10 6 0 3 26 22 . 0 8
.- , ) ’ - 15‘- $
. .- . . . . J &
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actual barrier ‘as do most of the other statements ]isted. Féwer than one 1in

ten of the total sample checked "frequently" -for most of the othef"stqtements.,

Second, the multiply disab]ea stand in contrast to the other four main
A _ ' :
disabilityigroups in that they were at least twice as likely as average to

o .
experience a given attitudinal or behavioral barrier "frequently": for instance,
being asked irrelevant or overly personal questions about their disabi]ity’(7
percent, compared with 3 percent of the total sample); being patronized or

talked to as if they were children (12 percent, compared with 5 percent of the

" total sample); and having people assume that because they are disabled they are

limited 56E+a44¥\igg“percent, versus 8 percent of the total sample).

College Support Services and Accommodations

To aid policymakers and educators alike, one item on the f611ow-up survey
listed 29 specific support services and accommodatiqns;,respondeﬁts were asked
to indicate-for each (1) whether they used it, (b) whether they would have used
it if it had beén available, or (c)vwhethef,they did not use it because it was
irre]evant to them. .It was generally fdund that, except for a few standard
services which a;e usually available to all college students on all campusés

(e.g., academic advising, financial aid for college expenses, campus orientation,

. nondisabled clubsTy at least two-thirds of the total sample said that the |

support service or accohmodation was not relevant to them. Moreover, the
services they were most likely either to use or to say they woﬁ]d use if
avaiiab]e were precisely those that are usually available to the able-bodied.
of cburse, these handicapped respondents had entered college prior to full

implementation of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973; thus, one

would expect mainstreamed functioning, adaptiveness, and resourcefulness to be
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part of their rebertoire.. Had this queséion been asked of disabled students
enterihg the higher educafion system after June 1980, the reSEJts might have
been different, especia]]y if the mandate was effective irp enabling a 1qr§er,
proportion of the handicapped population to attend college. |

The remainder of this section describes differences among the five main
dﬁsabi]ity groups in their responses to this item. Thé three response alter-

natives are treated separately. L

Utilization of Services (Table 46). As was pointed out above, disabTed

respondents were most likely to use standard services available to all students

1 q; most colleges: ffnancia] aid forvcollege expenses (56 percent of the total

sample), écademic advising (55 pércent), campus orientétiop (48 percept),

/ nondisabled.student clubs and organizations (44 percent), existing architectural
accommodat ions (29 percent), financial aiq for cost-of-living expenses (29
percent), vocational counseling (29 percent), personal Counse]ing or therapy (18
percent), and transportation (18 percent). Not surprisingly, some disability

_groups. were more likely tb'use these serviceéuthan.others. For instance, the
orthopedically handicapéed‘were more likely than thbse in the four other méin
disability groups to use existing architectural accommodations.' Consistent
with their greater debendency and poorer academic performance, the multiply
handicapped were more 1ike1y than others to use academic advising, vocational
advising, and personal counseling or tHerapy.

| Moreover, some disabiiity groups were more likely than others £0 use
support services and accommodations particularly intended for the disabled.

an For instance, 20 percent of the 6rthopedica]1y disabled and 16 percent of the,

multiply handicapped (compared with 7 percent of the visually 1épaired, 3

percent of thetrespondents with health-related disabilities, and none 6? the
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; ] Table 46 R
Utilized College Supporf Services and Accommodations, as Reported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by Disability Area
. {percentages) ’ . ‘
< &
1981 Disability Area
Support Services Health-
and Accommodations Orthopedic  Visual Multiple\ Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional Total
Existing architectural accommodations
; {e.g., elevators, stair railings) 52 20 38 6 16 39 9 12 0 ~ 29

Adaptive architectural accommodations . -

(e.g., ramnps, adapted restroom facilities) 20 7 16 -0 3 14 3 0 0 11
Adaptive equiprent, assistive devices ’

(e.c., tape recorders, braille) 4 21 21 13 1 Yy 6 23 0 0 12
Support survice personnel (e.g., inter- ,,

oreters, readers, attendants) 3 10 8 5 2 0 12 0 . 0 R 6
Instructional accomrodations 7 8 17 8 9 4 20 0 0 ' 9
Time accomrodations 8 13 15 2 6 2 23 0 17 10
Program accomnnodations 8 6 7 5 8 i 8 24 0 0 8
Performance evaluation accomnodations 6 6 3 6 10 12 0 0 6
Adaptive paysical education IW 5 7 2 11 7 5 0 0 7
Peer counseling from disabled students : 2 1 4 2 3 0 6 0 0 2
Peer counseling from nondisabled students 10 15 14 11 10 . 8 10 0 0 12
Academic advising 54 56 63 54, 58 55 45 To22 45 55
Personal counseling, therapy 10 13 32 17 14 20 21 0 45 18
Vocatiunal counseling 31 27 38 21 32 25 27 6 28 29
Repair services for assistive devices 4 4 5 4 0 2 0 0 0 3
Disabled student oryanizations, clubs : 4 6 4 6 3 2 4 0 0 4
Nondisabled student organizations, clubs 51 51 42 52 . 44 53 . 22 24 34 44
Disavled student office, advocate 6 6 6 4 2 2 4 0 0 5
Legal services 5 5 6 4 2 2 0 0 0 4
Adaptive admissions criteria 2 4 6 1 3 2 9 0 0 3
Adaptive admissions procedures . .3 5 7 -2 3 2 2 0 -0 A
Caspus orientation .47 49 51 51 53 54 26 20 34 48
Financial aid for college expenses . »

(e.g., tuition, books) ' 58 60 . 53 60 60 64 11 72 46 56"
Financial aid for cost-of=living ’ ‘ ‘ ’

expenses (e.g., food, rent) UN 27 .37 27 +31 25 3 6 40 35 29
Financial did for disapility-related - Z :

gupenses ' 12 14 167 11 15 3 13 0 12
Transportation 18 16 21 18 20 17 14 8 -29 18
Special parking 19 4 11 0 10 12 0’ 0 0 9
Registration priority v 10 8 10 5 6 11 6 0 0 8
Other 3 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 0 1

N
MY p—

Qo 124 131)‘

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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“hearing impaired) used adaptive architectural accommodations. These two groups

were also more likely to use special parking. One-fifth of the visually
impaired and the multiply disab]ed‘(compared with'12 percent’of the total
sample) used édaptive equipment or asgistive devices. In general, the multiply
handicapped made the greatest use of the special services listed,- including
those invo]ving\igg&ructiona] and time accoméodations and peer counse]ing from
disabled students. ‘At the other end of the spectrum, respondents with health-
re]ated handicaps were less likely than average to use most of the specja]/sw
accomﬁodations or support services. This‘finding is consistent with the nature

of their disability.

Needed Services (Table 47) s The college support services and accommoda-

tions which disabled respondents were most likely to say they woy]d use if they
weré available were financial aid for cost-of-1iving expenses (25 percent of

the total sample) and financial aid for disabi]ity-re]ated expenses (21 percent).
Especié]]y likely to say they cou]d‘have used these funds were the multiply
handicapped and those with health-related disabi]itieé; this is consiéteﬁt with
the higher proportions of these groups who said they were "very much" conéérned
about expenses associated with their disability. vAgain, the multiply handicapped
were about twice as likely as average to say fhey would have used a given
accgmmodation if it had been-avai]ab]e'at‘their campuses. Conversely, the
hearing-impaired were least 1ike1y4to fndicate a need for a variety of services
listed (e.g., accommodations for. instruction, time, program, or performance
evaluation). Relatively few of the orthopedically handicapped expressed a need
for adgptive.equipment or assistive devices, -additional support services
personnel, or special accommodations in time, program, or performance evaluation;
however, one-fourth compared with 13 percent of the total sample would have taken

adaptive physical education, if it had been available.
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Table 47

T , ) #
Needed College Support Services and Accommodations, as Reported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by Disability Area
. : {percentages) . .

1981 Disapility Area

Would Use : .
Support Services ; : Health- .
and Accommcdations Orthopedic  Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional .  Total

Exist ing architectural accommodations

(e.g., elevators, stair railings) 3 C 2 3 2 -6 1 0 0 0 3
Adaptive arcnitectural accemmedations : .

(e.g., ra~ps, adapted restrocm facilities) 4 0 2 2 1 2 0 0 0 2
Adaptive equipmant, assistive devices i !

{e.g., tape recorders, braille) 1 4 10 10 0 3 10 0 0 5
Suppart service personpeil {e.g., inter-

preters, reacers, attendants) 1 4 9 7 0 2 28 0 0 5
Instructional accomnodations 5 *10 20 . 5 6 6 35 13 0 10
Time accommodeations 10 10 22 2 10 8 26 0 0 11
Frogran accormodations 6 7 23 4 9 5 37 0 0 10
Performance evaluation accommodations 6 8 24 7 8 7 . 22 0 0 11
Adaptive uhysical education 25 9 14 2 8 16 - 7 0 0 13
Peer counseling from disabled students 9 6 . 24 5 8 6 16 0 15 10 i
Peer counseling from nondisabled students 8 8 18 2 8 8 13 0 17 9 —
Acadenic advising 5 6 T 14 7 6 3 25 13 0 8 o
Personal counseling, therapy 8 5 21 4 9 7 14 31 0 10 1
Vocational counseling 8 10 13 4 5 3 10 e O 18 9
Repair services for assistive devices 5 5 9 11 5 6 0 0 .0 6
Disabled student organizaticns, clubs 11 6 21 4. 7 11 16 0 0 11
nondisabled student organizations, clubs 2 a 2 8 4 4 2 - 13 0 18 5
Disabled student office, advocate ) 10 .10 24 /’/'4 10 8 14 0 0, 12
Legal services 8 11 16 5 11 - 12 8 0 18 10

. Adaptive admissions criteria 7 6 13 1 5 6 10 . 0 0 7

Adzptive admissions procedures 7 7 17 3 5 8 - 8 0 0 8
Canpus orientation 5 4 . 7 1 2 3 3 0 0 4
Financial aid for college expenses -

{e.g., tuition, books) 11 15 24 . 14 g 16 11 24 0 0 15
Financial aid for cost-of-living -

expenses {e.qg., food, rent) 26 18 35 26 30 17 18 5 0 25
Financial aid for disability-related ) > ’ :

expenses o 16 14 32 22 26 16 28 . 0 18 21
Transportation. : 18 15 26 9 13 24 . 8 5 0 17
Special parking 10- 5 12 4 12 12 0 5 0 8
Registration priority 18 9 22 5 17 14 12 6 .0 14
Other 3 3 6 0 3 0 0 0 0 3

4
. N

ERIC
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Irrelevant Services (Table 48): The proportions of disabled students

saying that the support servfces and accommodatiohs were irrelevant to their

needs are shown in Table 48. Most likely to be regarded as irrelevant were
repair services for assistive devices'(91 percent of the total sample), adaptive
admissions Critéria (90 percent), support sérviée personne1 (89 percgnt), |
adaptive aréhitectura] accommodétibns 8 percent), adaptive admissions proce-
dures (88 percent), peer tounse1i;g from digab1ed stddents (87 percent), and
legal services (86 percent).

The findings from these ‘analyses reinforce ear]iéf’findings and mafg it

clear that'those with different diSabi]ities have different needs and would

benefit from different types of services.
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Table 48

Services and Accommodations, as Rgported by 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by Disability Area
. (%ercentages)

]

Do {Did) Not Use

1981 Disability Area

Support Services HeaTth-
and Accommodations Orthopedic  Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emqtional Total
Existing architectural accdhmodations

(e.g., elevators, stair railings) 45 78 59 92 78 60 91 8 100 68
Adaptive architegtural accommodations .- ’

(e.q., ranps, adapted restroom facilities) 76 92 82 98 S6 . 85 95 100 100 88
Adaptive equiprefit, assistive devices

(e.g., tape recorders, braille) t?”4é;~\ 74 69 77 99 91 67 100 100 83
Support service personrel {e.g., inter-

preters, realers, 'attendants) 96 85 82 88 ';*ﬂ 98 83 60 100 100 89
Instructional accommodations 83 82 63 87 85 90 45 fx:j 87 100 75
Time accopmmodations 82 78 64 97 84 90 51 100 - 83 79
Program accommodations 86 87 69 92 84 88 39 100 100 82
Performance evaluation accommodations 90 87 70 90 86 83 . 66 100 100 84
Adaptive physical education 62 86 79 96 81 77 88 100 100 80
Peer counseling from disebled students 89 93 74 93 89 94 78 100 85 87 .
Peer counseling from nondisablied students 82 77 67 87 81 84 77 100 83 79
Acadenic advising 42 38 23 .39 37 42 29 65 55 37
Personal counseling, therapy ¢ 81 82 a7 80 77 72 66 69 55 72
Vocational counseling 61 63 50 © 74 -1 72 63 94 54 . 62
Repair services for assistive devices ~ 91 91 86 85 95 92 100 100 100 91
Disapled student organizations, clubs 85 88 75 91 90 87 80 100 100 85
Nondisabled student organizations, cluds 43 48 50 44 53 45 64 76 48 51
Disanled student office, advocate 83 85 71 . 92 89 90 -82 100 100 84
Legal services 87 84 78 91 88 86 - 92 100 82 86
Adaptive admissions criteria 90 91 81 29 92 92 81 100 100 90
Adaptive admissions procedures 90 88 77 94 92 90 90 100 100 88
Campus orientation 47 48 41 48 45 43 71 80 66 47
Financial aid for college expenses

{e.g., tuition, books) 31 25 23 26 24 25 65 28 54 28
Financial aid for cost-of-living

expenses (e.g., food, rent) 47 45 38 .43 45 50 76 54 65 46
Financial aid for disability-related B ' ‘

expenses 72 72 52 67 58 75 - 69 87 82 67
Transportation 64 69 53 73 68 59 78 87 71 65
Special parkinge 71 91 77 96 78 75 100 95 100 82
Registration priority ° 72 83 68 90 77 75 81 94 100 77
Other % 94 97 °3 99 " 97 100 98 100 100 96

N «
- y)
Q. . - 161
RIC 160 -
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Chapter 8.

Personal Issues

. This chapter covers items of a more persdnaj‘nature, 1nciuding.politiea1
orientation, life goals, self-ratings, and preferred life patterns."The ftrst
two items were included on the 1978 SIF and repeated on the 1981 follow=-up
survey. The last two, though intermittently appear1ng on the CIRP freshman-
survey questiennaires were not included on the 1978 SIF Again, on]y the five
largest d1sab111ty groups’ are d1scussed (respondents w1th orthopedic, visual,

mu1t1p1e hear1ng or hea]th-re]ated hand1qaps) though data on all groups are

~ shown in the tab]es

N ) { \ . . ) .
Political 0r1entat1on 1978 and 1981 (Tab]e 49) =T

Overa]] the po]1t1ca1 orientation of the d1sab1ed samp]e changed very

little between 1978 and 1981: - In both years, about half consrdered_themse]ves :

to be "midd]e-of-the-road " elightly less than one-fourth saw themselves as,

liberal and an equa] proportion saw themse]ves as conservative, while very few
(1-4 perceht) were either far left or faf\r1ght. However, as Table 49 shows,
the disability groups diffehed in their 19é1 po]ifjca] composition and in the
extent to whjfh they.had changed their po1itica1 views sinee 19?8.‘ .

The orthppedica]]y disabled (who were more likely than others to be older

and mafried) were most likely to be midd]e-of-the-road or ‘conservative in 1981.

+

In addition, theaproportion saying they were liberal dropped from 24 percent in

- 1978 to 17ipercent in 1981; whereas the proportion saying they were conservative

increased from 19 percent to 27‘percent. A relatively 1arge proportioh'of the
- \ o - . _

_hearing—impaired also characterized themselves as ded]e-ef-the-road'in 1981,

-/ | \

"though the propbrtion'espousing that point of view dropped from 61 percent in

-
N
.
‘ .
B .
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Table 49

1981 Political Orientation of 1981 Follow-up Respondents, by
Disability Area, Compared with 1978 Political Orientation
of the Total Samnple and of the_Five Main Groups

3
1981 Disability Area 1978 Sample
QOrtho- MuT- Health- ' "Emo- Total . Ortho- MuT- Health-
pedic  Visual tiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech tional Total Sample _pedic "Visual tiple Hearing Related
Far left 0 5 7 3 3 4 0 0 15 4 3 1 5 3 2 2
Liberal 17 35 21 17 23 21 28 37 38 24 22 24 36 22 24 24
Middle-of-the-road 55 40 43 54 .49 57 32 58 29 49 49 57 , 41 49 61 59
Conservative 27 21 24 24 3 18 33 5 17 24 23 19 18 23 13 14
Far rignt 0 0 1 1 2 0 6 0 0 1 2 0 0 2 0 2
N 734 665 617 386, 314 279 166 84 33 3,277 3,176 723 652 596 374 )
s
< by,
E v ) : "
* "é:‘:'"\,\}
"
= ’
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1978 to 54 percent in 1981. Like the ortPopedically disabled, the Eearing-
impaired exhibited a definite shift from liberalism to conservatism over tHe three-
year period. Similarly, the proportions of reseondents with hea]thjrelated
disabilities saying they wefe conservative increased from 14 percent in 1978 to
23 percent in 1981, whereas the proportion saying they were middle-of-the-road
decreased from 59 percent to 49 percent; in their 1981 distribution, however,
this group reseﬁb]ed the norm. {

The groups least 1ike1y to change in political orientation were the

visually and the multiply disabled. The visually impaired were more likely .

" than others to characterize themselves as liberal both 'in 1978 and in 1981.

Correspondingly, they were less likely than others to call themselves middle-

of-the-road or conservative in 1981. Nonetheless, the greatest change for this

fase in the proportion_saying.they were conservative: from;%B;v
percent in l?ov21_bercent in 1981. The distribution of the multiply B
disabled ehanged very little over the three-year interval, and 1§ resembled the
norm in both years, except that 7 percent characteeized themselves as far left
in 1981, compared with only 3 percent in 1978.

Thus, the most notable change was a shift toward greater conservatism (as

seems to be true of the country as a whoTe), and this shift was most marked

among the hearing-impaired, those with health-related disabilities, and those

with ortHopedic handicaps. - \\\\_,/

Life Goals (Table 50)

Both the 1978 and the 1981 survey questionnaires included a list-of life
Qoa]s that respondents were asked to rate. The response options on the 1978
SIF were "essential," "very important,” "somewhat . important,"” and "not important";

on qpe‘1981 fofllow-up survey, only three response options were offered:

P
([
<
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Table 50

1981 Life Goals of Follow-Up Respondents, by Disability Area,
Comrared with 1978 Life Goals of the Total Sample and of the Five Main Groups

(percentages marking "e:}gaqal “)

1981 Disability Area v

‘ Health- Total
Orthopedic  Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning  Speech Emotional Total Sample
Becoming accomplished in one .
of the performing arts )
(actirg, dancing, etc.) /2 5 11 .4 8 9 3 13 11 6 7
Bacoming an authority in ’ N ’ .
my £i2id 33 33 36 32 26 37 25 32 11 32 32
: Ostaining racegnition frem my
B colleagaes for contributions - :
to my special field 23 - 25 - 27 18 24 .30 20 8 11 24 15
Influencing the political )
structure L) 8 10 6 5 10 8 0 ‘0 7 4
Influencing social values © 12 18 - 21 22 15 16 17 0 17 16 8
Raisiry a fanily 36 43 31 45 21’ 41 31 a4 0 36 20 v
Haviry 22nimistrative respon- =
sipility for the work of others 16 13 20 14 2l 20 18 13 0 - 17 8 O
;Being very well-off financially 21 27 27 31 26 Y 24 26 17 25 18 !
Helping otners who are in : ' '
N difficulty 38 40 52 50 41 36 38 14 50 42 26
' “ak1ng a theoretical contribution ‘ T
to sciance 6 5 7 : 9- 8 0 7 0 0 6 . 5
writing criginal works (poems, : y :
“novels, short stories, etc.) -8 12 14 10 8 10 2 8 28 11 6 .
Creatsng art:stic wark (painting, ! : ' ’ :
sculpture, decorating, etc.) 10 : 10 16 12 " 10 N V) 19 0 11 12 7
Being successful in a business ' : .
of iy own 15 ol 22 20 16 18 20 39 18 19 19
Becoming involved in prograns
to clean up the enviornment 4 14 13 16 7 11 6 0 0 10 7
Developing a-meaningful . , .
pnilosopny of 1ife 37 50 48 36 45 44 36 17 50 42 29
Participating in & comaunity ’ :
action progran 8 8 17 17 12 16 14 0 28 12 7
kelping to promote - X . .
racial understanding ' 13 20 22 20 15 21 10 5 17 18 13
Keeping up-to-date with :
nolitical affairs 27 16 24 20 4. 25 16 13 56 20 16
Helpiny to proante the interests . .
of the disabled 20 ‘ 19 37 26 25 28 10 0 28 24 a
Q > v -~
FRIC 2ot on tne 1978 SIF, o 104
:
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"essential," "“important," and "not important." In addition, the 1981 quesfion-
naire included one life goal that was not on the 1978 SIF: "helping to_promate
the iﬁterests of the disabled."

Table 50 shows the proportions of each disability group who indicated in
1981 that a goal was "esséntial"; it also shows the proportions for the total
sample in 1978 and in 1981, so overai] changes during the threé;year interval
can be assessed.

The same goals ranked'among the top four in both years, a]thoﬁgh,their

order changed slightly: becoming an authority in one's field (ranked first in

1978 and fourth in 1981); developing a meaningful philosophy of life (rénked,

second in 1978 and tied forlfirst in 1981); helping others who are in difficd]ty
(ranked third in 1978 and iied for first in 1981); and raising a family (ranked
fourth in 1978 and third in 1981). In neither year did more than 15 percent of
the total sample give highest priority to the goals of becoming accomplished in
one of the performing arts, influencing the political structure, making a
theoretical contribution to sciénce, writing original works, creating artistic
works, or becoming involved in programs to clean up the environment. |

Somewhat surprisingly, the proportions saying that a goal was essential

increased on-15 of the 18 goals common to both questionnaires. Whether these

"increases represent a general elevation in aspirations over time or are simply

the result of the telescoping of respbnse option (from four to three) is

difficult to say. If the former, one might'infer that exposure.to the college

environment has the general effect of broadening the individual's horizons and
strengthening drive to achieve. )
Comparing the 1981 responses of the five main disabiiity groups, one

finds some suggestive differences. The multiply disabled were more likely than

153
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avérage to-say that a given goél was essential to them, the only exception
being the goal of raising a family. Thus, larger proportions than of any other

Qroup placed high value on becoming accomplished in a performing art, becoming

“an authority in one's field, obtaining recognition from colleagues for contribu-

~tions. to one's field, influencing the political structure, helping others in

difficulty, writing original works, creating artistic works, being successful
in one's own business, promoting racial ungderstanding, and helping to promote
the interests of the disabled. In view of their mﬁitip]e disabilities, the
wide-ranging aspirations of these respondents may be somewhat unrealistic.
Those with hearing impairments show a similar tenqenCy tosendorse a variety of
goals; thus, they weée more likely than others to rate as essential the goals
of influencing social vafues raising a family, being very well-off financially,
making a tﬁeoﬁet1ca1 contribution to science, becoming 1nv01ved in programs to
clean up %ﬁﬁjinv1ronment and participating in community act1on programs.
Relatively few, however, were concerned with winning recognition from colleagues,
having administrative reponsibility, or developing a meahingfu] philosophy.
Those with orthopedic and with hea]fh-re]ated disabilities exhibited the
opposite tendency; that is; the proportions of these group§ rating a given goal
és essential tended to be smaller than average. The only exceptiOns were
keeping up-to-date with political affairs (in the case of the 6rthopedica11y
disabled) and becoming accomplished in a performing art and having aﬁministfa-
tive responsibﬁ]ity over the work of others (in the case of those with health-
related handicaps).
‘ \ .
The Yisua]ly disabled were between these two extremes. Larger-than-
average proportions gave highest priority to winning recognition from colleagues,

raising a family, becoming involved in programs to clean up the environment,
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and developing a meaningful philosophy; but relatively few wanted to have

admihistrafive responsibility, contribute to science, participate in community-
action programs, keep up-to-date with political affairs, and help promote'the

interests of the disabled.

Self-Ratings (Table 51)

Offering the response options of "above averaQe{" "average," and_:gelow
average," the fo]]ow-ﬁp survey éskeq respondents to rate themselves on 22
traitsicompared with the average person of their own age. Table 51 shows the
proportions in each disability group rating themselves as "above averaQe." The
majority of respondents in the total sample (and in nearly é]] the f%ve main
disability groups) rated themselves as above average in‘understanding'of others

-

(64 percen;), drive to achieve (56 percent), academic ability (53 percent),. and
_sense of ﬁumor (51{percent). |

Perhaps because of the nature of' their handicaps and their success in .
co]]ege thgose with health related disabilities had the most positive se]f image,
being the most likely to see themselves as above average in academ1c ab111ty,
artistic ability, leadership ability, inte]]ectua] self-confidence, writing
ability, stubbornness, physica] attractiveness, and political conservatism!
Only on originalify and understanding of others were they inclined to give
tHemselves relatively low ratings. Similarly, the‘hearing-impaired manifested
.considerable self-esteem, with 1arger-than:average proportions .rating themselves
high on academie ability, athietic ability, physicé] attractiveness, popularity,
popularity with the opposite sex, and understanding of others. However, they

also tended to see themselves asggensitivé to criticism and as lacking in

social self-confidence, artistic ability, and public speaking ability.

!
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Self-Ratings of 1981 Follow-up Respondents

by Disability Area
. (pergentages marking "above average")
¢
1081 Disability Area
) Health-

Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech Emotional = Total
Academic ability 51 - 54 50 58 64 66" - 28 46 A7 L 53
Athletic ability 9 18 16 31 18 16 38 19 0 18
Artistic ability 25 25 30 19 30 24 39 36 29 27
Defensiveness 15 16 27 , 22 31 12 28 21 44 21
Drive tc achieve €0 57 55 56 53 53 . 45 65 35 56
Leadership ability 43 40 33 35 46 50 28 34 18 39
Mathematical ebility 38 40 23 32. 38 36 30 54 11 34
Mechanical ability 26 23 19 19 25 30 11 15 0 22
Originality a1 . 46 49 - 42 .35 43 46 36 29 43
Physicel attractiveness 14~ 22 18 27 30 26 37 31 35 22
Political conservatism 10 9 11 15 19 "8 20 5 17 12
ppliticel liberalism 12 22 '15 14 14 24 12 11 48 16 .
Popularity 2% 14 12 24 19 30 23 15 18" 19
Popularity with opposite sex. i6 14 17 20 - 17 23 16 20 35 ,:w5~r"' 17
Public speaking ability 27 731 .22 20 28 23 16 21 17 7L 25
Self-confidence (intellectual) 46 41 40 41 52 52 34 39 35 S 48
Self-confidence (social) 31- 28 17 18 25 25 - 30 13 18 24
Sense of humor ‘ 49 57 41 52 55 60 48 47 52 51
Sensitivity to criticism 17 31 30 37 30 40 23 13 27 28
Stubborness 36 33 - 41 37 43 33 35 44 62 39
yUnderstanding ofe others 63 60 68 70 54 70 68 46 47 64
Writing ability 43 40 kK] 43 51 35 14 34 45 39
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a

At the other end of the spectrum, the mu1t1p}y d1sab1ed projected the
least favorab]e se]f-1mage: Though relatively larg proportions rated them-
selves high‘oﬁ artistic abi]ity, prigine]ity “and defensiveness (hard]y a
desirable trait), relatively few saw themsel ;7fes having academic abi]ity,

leadership ability, mathematicaJ,ability, physical attractiweness, popularity,
social self-confidence, wrﬁting ability, and a sense of humor. '
Between these two extremes were the orthoped1ca11y handlcapped and the
) visually 1mpa1red Cons1stent with the nature of the1r d1sab111ty, re]at1ve1y
few of the former group saw themse]ves as ath]et1ca11y able. They were,
however,'1nc11ned tp see themselves as popu]ar “socially self- conf1dent hav1ng
mechanica1 ability anq_drive to achieve and 1acking in defens1;eness and
sens1t1v1ty to se]f cr1t1c1sm Those with v1sua1 hand1caps were more likely
than average to s%e themse]ves as ehg$r1or in mathematical abt1th:wpub11c o
speaking ability, sense of humor, and (cons1stent with the data on p011t1ca1
orientation) political liberalism;’ relatively few perceived themse]ves as

defensive, politically cohservative, Or popular with the opposite sex.

Preferred Life Patterns (Table 52)

iﬁhe 1981 follow-up questionnaire asked respondents to indicate the .
life pettern‘(with respect t marriage, children, and employment) they would
prefer to have in ten or fifteen years. As Table 52 shows, the majority of the
follow-up respondents (and of each‘bf the five main groups) wanted to be .
married, raising chi]dren; and involved in a full-time career. Some differences
between the groups are wo;th pointing out. .

Wh11e a larger-than-average proportion of respondents with health-related:

disabilities were married by 1981 (12 percent), only 5 percent had children and

7
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v Table 52
. n preferred Life Patterns of 1981 Follow-up-Respordents
by Disability Area
4 . (percentages)
] i — -
' ' . 1981 Qisability Area : .
Health- \ '
Orthopedic Visual Multiple Hearing Related Other Learning Speech - Emotional Total
Marital Status
Single ‘, 4 8 4 8 § 8 7 8 - 0 6
 Married ' 90 85 87 ' 85 - 87 83 88 92 51 87
. Livihg with a person of the N - ~
opposite sex but not . _ i v
married 6 4 8 o 4 3 9 ‘ 5 0 v 17 6
Other . 0 4 1 3 s .0 o0 0, 0 32 _2
. AS .
N . 747 . 671 618 389 323 274 152 -84 33 3,291
Children - o : ‘ , ‘ . .

_No children - - EEUR T 15 16 3 e I 12 -8 .50 16
" One child \ o S RR 7 2. % <20 0 A 10
Two children e 53 40 51 a4 56 " 38 ‘73 0 48
Three or more ‘ehdldren 19 24 23 C21 : 13 16 30 . 6 33 ' .20
-

Adopt one or more children, 6 1 9 ' 8 7 6 0 13 ) 0 ‘ 6

N 725 639 596 380 300 274 152 84 . Q{L 33 3,183
Career ’ T - _
Full-time career 82 82 76 8 713 78 68 100 9 79
Part-time career 16 ¢ 18 23 18 25 .18 26 0 21 19
Not emploved ' K 0 1 3 2 3 6 0 0 2
N . 693 639 594 362 298 232 158 84 33 3,098
a-
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one-fourth (compared with 16 percent of the total sanple) saidAthey did not
hant\children in “the future. Moregver, one-fourth (compared with 19 percent of the
tSta1($amp1e) wanted only part-time careers. It makes logical sense (eonsiderfng
their highAaeademic”aehievements and aspihations yet'propensity te "stop 0ut"I B

~.of coilege) that the demands ot either children or full-time eareers may be too
much_for sohe respondents with hea]th-reta problems. Although the proportion
of the mu]tiply handicabped saying they did not want chi]dren was about average,
the proport1on want1ng on]y part &4/e\5areers was’ somewhat higher than average.

' The v1sua11y disabled, who tended to be ydung, were more 11ke1y than- average to

Do
‘_=want at 1east "two chlldren of the1r own (77 percent, compared with 68 percent - '
. . - o P
} o : of the total samp]e) but 1ess 11k§]y than average to plan on adopt1ng ch11dren
‘ © , (1 percent compared/w1th 6 percent of the total sample) . " Coe
) o ) R
o ) l~ ~
5 ‘. ~
a4 . -
¢ -
’ ) ] . .
. . i .? N
- S ! ,
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Chapter 9
~

Summary Profi]gl of the Five Main Disability Groups

' This chapter presents summary profiles of the five maip disability

.groupsﬁTdentified through the 1981 follow-up survéy: the orthopedically

handicapped, the visually impaired, the multiply disabled, the heaging-impaired,

and those with health re]ated disabi]ities.ﬁ

Orthopedic D1sab111ty

The orthoped1ca11y disabled constituted the 1argest group of 1981- fo]]ow-

up respondents: .750, or 22 percent of the total sample. Women outnumbered men
by about three to two. This group included re]ativeTy large proportions of

"nontraditional" students: 11 percent were age 30 or older at.the time of the

o

fo¥low-up survey (16 percent had been nonfreshmen in 1978);,on1v 84 percent

(compared With.89\percent of the total sample) were single; of the married

group, one-fourth were separated, divorced or widowed; 13 percent had chi]dren;

~and 7 percent were ve.erans. {Indeed, one-third of all the veterans in the

sample had orthopedic handicaps.) Relatively. 1argevproportions were Protestant,

Jewish, or undecided as to religious preference in 1981, re]at1ve1y few were

Catho]1c. H1spap1cs and Wh1tes were more likely than average and B]acks and

, 0r1enta1s less 11ke1yythan average ‘to hjve or&hopedic,disabi11t1es

»

" Perhaps because of their s11ght tendency not to have taken -a college .

: preparafgry program in h1gh schoo] and the1r re]at1ve1y poor . h1gh school grades
° . / ]

N

(19 percent compared w1th'15 percent of the tota] sanp]e earned no more than
a C+ average), the-orthopedyca]]y disabled were somewhat more‘11ke1y than
average to have entered pdblic two-year colleges in. 1978, though 11 percént

(compared with 9 percent of the total sample) had enrolled in private universi-

t®®s; they were underrepresented,showever, in both'pubtic and private four-year

Al

, . '(..

:.%
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~colleges. At the time of the fo]]ow-up survey, 10 percent indicafed they‘ had
permanent]y w1thdrawn from co]]ege (though some of these may have been persons
who aspired to no 1 re'than an associate degree and who had completed their
programs, rather tha dropouts) 73 percent were currently enro]]ed and 44
percent had achieved senior status, Their college grades tended to be fairiy
high, with 74 percent (compared with 69 percent:of'fhe total sample) earning A
‘or B‘averages. A larger-than-average proportion had not been emp]oyed'during
Aco]]ege and a 1ower-than-average proportion had.workeduat part-time, on-campus ,'
jobs. Though one- fourth (compared with -17 percent &f the total sample) reported
annual incomes of $10,000'or‘more,.ha1f (compared with 46 percent of all
respondents) were very much concerned'about their abi]ity to pay for coi]gge'
this concern may be attributable to their greater tendency to be married and to

<

“have children. Relatively feW had fai]ed one or more courses,. served on a

' canpds committee, or participated in student demonstrations during college, and
a larger-thar-average proportion expressed satisfaction with co]iege.

During the college years, the orthopedically disabled tended to have

raised their degree aspirations; in‘1981, 46 percemt (compared with 40 percent .
of the totagﬁgroup) aspired to,a master's degreeg though relatively few aimed
for a doctorate. Engineering was more populay as both a major field and a
_career choice with the Orthopedically disabled than with most other groups; in

’ - . . —
ns wanted to be artists and health

» ) . o . \

\

, addition, larger-than-average proportig

professionals.
' The orthopedic disabf]ity was/ likely to have been diagnosed either pre-'
«natally/at birth ar after age -nthhird_(compared.with 18 percent of the.

"total sample) regarded their

-

dicap. as visible. However, a larger-than-

1
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average proportion indicated that their disability did not affect their general
\co1}egerfunctidninq; such effects Qere most apt to occhr in the recreational/
extracurricular area. Though more likely than average to use support services
»

- and accommodations designed to enhance mobility (existing and adaptive architec-
tura] accommddations, adapt1ve physical education, specia] parking)' he
"orthopedically 1mpa1red were also more 11ke1y than average to indicate that
some services (1nstruct1ona1, time, and performance accommodations; personal
‘counseling and therapy) were irrglevant to them. | _ A

Consisteht with~the larger than-average'proportions of‘oner resbondents,
the brthqpedica]]y impaired were imore likely than others fo regard themselves

as middle-of-the-road or conservative in political orientation and to have

. -
1

shifted to the_right during the three years since'hatricu]ationT Though more
1{ke1y than’average to eay that keeping up-to-date with po]itical affairs was
_an essentia{ goal, they were less likely than average to value other goals.

~ Their self-image tended to.be pdsittve; whi]e'most gave themselves low ratings
“on athletic ability, they wedmore likely than a\—/erage to see themse]v“es as
having mechanical abi]ity and a drive to achieve, being popular and socially

pl

self-confident, and lacking in defensiveness and sénsitivity to criticism.

A

V1sua1 D1sab111ty

The v1sua11y 1mpa1red, who constituted one-fifth of the tota] fo]]ow up
sample (677Grespondents), stand out for their progress and pers1stence in

college. In contrast to other groups, the majority (53 percent) were men.
A
They resenb]ed the trad1t1ona1 undergraduate qz that re]at1ve1y few were age 30

or over, had served in the m11]tary, were marr1ed or had- ch11dren at the time

of the fo]]ow-ug'survey.. They were more likely than averagq‘to say they had no

{
- .
» .
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~current, religious preference and less likely than average to say they were

. K
born-again Christians. The frequency -of-visual disgbi]ities is relatively high

among 3lacks - and Orientals and re]atif%]y low among Hispanics.

The visually disabled were distinguished by their outstanding records
both in high school and in co]]ege:‘ 92 percent (compared witH 86 percent of
the total sample) had taken college.preparatory courses, and over one-third'
(compared with 27 percept of.the total samp]e) earned A averages in high |
school. They were more likely than others to have enrolled in a priuate

four-year college in 1978 and less likely to have entered a public two-year

college. Larger-than-average ‘proportions had attended only one higher-education

institution, -nad been enrolled continuously since~1978; and so had attained

senior status; and 19 percent (compared with 16 percent of thé total sample)

-~

had earned A averaces in college. The visua11y’djsab1ed'were also more likely
than average. to.live in college housing: to have nondisab}ed rpommates, to |
change major tig1ds, to serve on campus committees, to get a job to hegp pay
for college expenses to partieipate in protests or demonstrations, and; to feel
satisfied with co11ege Thouéh fairly well-off in terms of 1gcome, only 14

percent (compared with 20 percent pf the total sample) said they were. not at

AN

all cqneerned about their ability to pay for EO11ege They more frequent]y

' c1ted federal college- related aid, Vocat\ona] Rehab111tat1on funds and Suppléds

mentary Support Income ‘as sourcés of college support thé“d1d most others

Re]at1ve1y few had a mentor during -the co11ege years, but’ those\gbo named such

a person were more likely than average to say that the meritor was fema]e and’

d1sab1ed

Like" the orthoped1ca11y d1sab1ed the v1sua11y impaired. were 11ke1y to '

N »
"
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-

have haised their degree aspirations.durihg tHe undergraduate years from the
baccalaureate to the master's degree, but the proportions agpiring to a profes-
sional degree decreased from 19 percent to 8 percent over the thfee-year
interval. Consisteht with this change,'the proportions p]annﬁng to become
doctors and lawyers droppéd. They were\somewhat more 1ike1y'than average to
major in engineering, English, historj/po]itica] écience, And "other" humani-
ties, but less likely than average to major in bibJogica] orfphysica] sciences.
Career choices especia]]y;popu]ar‘with the visually impaired included elemen-
tary or high schoé]fteacher, engineer, college teachef, heé]th'professiona],
and nurse; but re]ative]y few wanted'tb become bus$inesspersons or résearch

- scientists. - ) ' ;

o " Close to three-fourths (72 percent, cqmpared with 54 percent of the total

{

samp]é) said their visual disability had been diagnosed at some point between

infancy and age 12 and larger-than-average proportions indicated that it had at

~

least some éffect on_ their academic functioning but that it affected their

functioning in social,- recreational, psychological/emotional, and "other" areas

not at all. Support services mofe frequently used by the visually disabled . |

9

than by most others included adaptive equipment and assiStive devices, support

‘service‘personne1, time accommodations, peer counseling from the nondisabled,
and both nondisabled and disabled student ofganizations; suagsrt services more
frequently cited as irrelevarit included existing and adaptive’architectural o

.accommodat ions, instructional accommo8iations, personal counseling and therapy,
A B . a »

and special parking.
Both in 1978 and in 1981, the visua]]y impaired were more likely than any

‘Qotheﬁﬁof the five main disability groups to characterize themselves as liberal;
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in addition, 5 percent in both years said they were'far_1eft in political
orientation. Thjs 1ibera11sm“is consistent with their greater tendency to say
that becoﬁing involved in programs to clean up the environment was essential to
them; other goa]s‘they were especially likely to-'consider esséntia] were .
* raising a Fami]y.and developing a meaningful philosophy"of life. The visually .
disab]ed tended-to rate themselves high on mathematica] and publi¢ speaking
ability, liberalism, and sense of humor; relatively few saw themselves as

defensive,‘conservative; or popular with the opposite sex.

: ‘ € | P - .
Multiple Disabilities - ) ' - '

'Six hundred and twenty- two respondents to the Fo1low up survey (19. L
percent) indicated .that they had more than one d1sab111ty As 1n the orthope- .
d1ca11y disabled group, women outnymgered men by three to two. The mu1t1p1y

- ~

d1sab1ed Shared other character1st1cs with the orthoped1ca]1y disabled. For

. 1nstance relat1ve1 large proportlons were “nontrad1t1ona1" students 23
N / y g N ’

, N

N .percent (compared w1th 14 percent of the total samp]e) were ‘over age 22 at the -
time of the follow- up survey, only. 86 percent were single; of the marr1ed ) ’ e
group, one-third were d1vorced w1dowed or separated 12 percent had ch11dren '
The mu1t1p1y disabled const1tuted 29 perceﬁt'df;the veterans. C]ose to one-
'thjrd (32 percent; compared with 26 percent of the total samp1e) regarded

themselves as-born-again Christians} Blacks and those of "otner? racial/ethnic

3

s

backgrounds were more Tike1y than av%?%ge;.and Hispanics less likely than .

T -

-

average, to be mu1t1p1y d1sab1ed - 1" o _ ;, . C

¥

Only about two-th1rds (compared with four- f1fths of the tota] samp]e) had
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tended to be relatively Tow. Thus, it is not surprising that they here less
1ike1y than average to have persisted continuously since 3978 and more likely
to have*stopped out; only 38 percent (comparedlwith 48 percent of the total
sample) were seniors at the'time of the follow-up survey. Though their insti-
tutional distrihution in 1978 resembled the norm, about one-third had attended
more than one institution; they were less 1ike1& than others to say they had
trahsferred because they had;comp1eted their planned program and more likely to
transferﬁbecause of‘ihadequate support services,‘general dissatisfaction, and
the feelihg<that theyﬂdid not fit in. Despite their greater-thanraverage |
. likelihood of having'taken'remediation or tutoring and having a mentor (usually
a co11ege professor or adv{sor) 42 percent (compared with 31 pencent of the
" total sampTE) made no better than C+ averages in college. Major sourcees of
income ment1oned more frequent1y by the multiply hand1capped than by others

“ LT - werenooc1a1'Secuthvaenef1ts and federal co]]ege-re]ated a1d, but few received

scholarships from.the cOTlege'or from’an_outside agency. Sixteen percent

. ) .

}' | " ~(compared-with 10 percent of the total grodp) reported having no income; over:

half (54 percent, compared with 46 _percent of the total group) were very much

concerngd about their abi]ity to oay for college.

- ’

Consistent w1th their college perforhance the multiply d1sab1ed h ad
}father Tow degree asp1rat1ons (w1th 12 percent p]ann1ng on gett1ng nothing
) h1gher than an assoc1ate degree), though the proport1ons seek1ng a master s
. v degree 1ncreased between 1978 #And 1981 They’were 1ess 11ke1y than others to :
- asere to a doctorate or a professional degree Though re1at1ve1y stab]e in .

' the1r major f1er choices, they wére unstab]e in their career, ‘choices. Larger-.

’
N >
’ ¥

" than- average proport1ons satd 1n 1981 that they p]anned to become farmers,or

-
- . X [ y




doctors,:and sma]]er-thaﬁﬁaverage‘proportions planned to become Businesspersons,
clergy, engiﬁeers,'pr lawyers. |
| The muﬁtip]y disabled were more likely than averagé to feel that their
handicaps ijfected their functioning in virfﬂa]]y all areas and that they
encountered attitudinal and behavioral barriers in college. *Eg;haps becauéé
this grouh enc6mpassesia Qarietylof disabi]ifies, relatively large proportions
indicated thét they made use of--or would have used, if avai]abie--a variety of .
support services and gccommodations. The fact that fhey have more than one |
Qisébf1ityﬂnay account for the re]ative]y 1argefproport;ons who_p]énned~to
adopt.chi1dren andsto have part-time careers.

| Their distribution with ;espect to political orientation resembled the
norm, except that 7 percent (compared with 4 percent of the total sample)

characterized their views as far left. They had a propensity to endorse many )

life goals as essential; given their comparative]y slow progress and poor - _

per,formance in co]]ege, these ambitions seem unrealistic. A1tﬁough incTiﬁéH to
bg?raté themselves as above average in artis&ic"abi1d¢y and originality, the
mﬁ]tip]y disabled had a gener$11y unfavorabie self-image; }e1ative1y few saw
o themse]ve; as outstanding in academit,'1eadership;ﬁmathematica], and writing

_ability; as physically attractive, popular, or socially self-confident; or as

' ‘having a sense of humor. In summary, the multiply disabled constitute a

highzrisk group among undergraduates.

Hearing Disabi]?il

| The hearinglimpaired, who accounted for 12 percent of the follow-up

-

:samp1g-(392 respondents), tended to resemble traditional college students in

»
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that relatively few were ovér age 22, veterans, or'mérried with children at the
time of the follow-up survey. Whites and those from “other" racia]/ethnié

" backgrounds were more'1iké1y than average, aﬁd Orientals iessy]iké]y than
aQerage, to be hearing-impaired., Over half. (56 pércent) of fhe group were
women . ~ ‘

| Larger-thgn-average proportions of the hearing-impaired had-been main-
streamed in their earlier sChoo]ing, had attended private;hﬁgh schools (eél
pécially nondenominational séhoo]s), and had taken college preparatory courses.
Their high school grades were good, ahd'theﬁr college grades were about average.
Their institutional distribution ih 1978 resembled the norm. They were more
likely than others to have been enrolled in college éontinuous]y since 1978,

and less likely to have withdrawn permanently or to be current §topduts;
Perhaps because they tad a ;om?wﬁatVgreater-than-average tendency to have
énro1]ed part time, a smaller proportion of the hearipg-impaired than of the
4visua1Ty disabled had achieved senior status, and a larger proportion were
jiniors. ’ . ' . \

The socialbility and independence that characterize fhis grquE are re-
flected ih the reasons they éive for transferring:« Among the 30 percent who
attend;d more than-dnekiﬁstitution, reiatively common reasons include wanting to
attead afiarger institution, fo improve their social 1ife,vand to Be farther |
away from home. "In additiqn, the hearing-disabled tended to be more deepf}
involved in campLs life thak-others : Larger-than-aVerage‘proportions lived in
college housing, yere elected to student office, and joined fraternities‘or
sororities. Ihey were somewhat more likely than average to'igdicate that. they -
had a mén?or andﬂthat thé mentor was a college friend or college professar and

was fema*.
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Heir distribution with respect tq income resembled the norm; 1arggr¥
than—averade'proportions got financial support from parents or re]étives and
from college or outside scholarships. Only 40 percent (compared witH 44
percent of the total sample) were very much concerned abou% their ability to
pay for college. | - | L\/

N
The degree aspirations of the hearing-impaired were high; they were more

1i§e1y1thah others to aim for a professional degree and to plan on becoming .

3 .
doctors, college teachers, research scientists, and businesspersons. In

addition, the proportion aspiring tp a doctorate mare than doubled between 1978
and 1981 (from 8 percent td 17 percent). Like their career choices, their life
goals reflect both altruistic anthéteria] values, with relatively large

. proportions'sayfng that the goals of influencing $cT™ walues,-helping others

.in difficulty, pértiﬁipating in programs fo clean up theM ﬁvironment and in

cdmmunity actiényprograms, raising a famiiy, and being,very wq]]-off financially

‘were essential to them. Somewhat parédoxica]]y,AtMOUgh refa&ive]y few regarded

Ehemse]ves as socially self-confident, the hearing;disab1ed tended to give

'thémselves high ratings on_physica] attractivenesé,Apopu]arity, pqpulafity with

the opposite sex, and understanding of othersj<;Th;y were more likely than any
” other group tb see themselves és atH]etica]]y'ab1e as well.

Over three-fourths oflthe hearingﬁimpairéd (78 percent, compared withl54
percent of the total sampie).séid their disability had Qeen didgnosed sometime -
between birth and ‘age’12; very few (17 percent,.compared with 36'pertent of the’
.1 total sample) had become disabled during adolescence’ or adulthood. About three

in five said that their abi]ity affected their funétioning'in college to some

extent, more in the academic and social areas than in the recreational and ,
. ] - . C

¢

. . ’ . % ' F
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psychological areast Though somewhat more 1likely thgn average to join nondis; :
abled student organizations and clubs, they were less .likely«than a;erage to ~

say they used, or would have used, othef support services”ahd accommodations

(though 11 pereent felt 5 need fqr repair services for aSsistive'devTees)‘and

ﬁore likely to say that aegiven service was irre]eyant te ghem. ' ) o,

The hearing-impaired were less likely to be liberal in 1981 than in 1978;

: ]ike'the orthopedically handicapped;/they tended to be middle+of-the-road.

Health-Related Disability

Respondents with® health-related disabilities con§titutedvi0 percent of -
the 1981 follow-up samp]e, or 331 persons; 48 percent of the group were men.
They tended to be young, nonveteran, and childless, though 12 perCent (combared
with 9 percent of the tetal saﬁp]e) were married. Re]at1ve1y 1ad?e pro- ‘
portions were Protestant or Catholic,but relatively few regarded themse]ves as

°

born-again Christians. Hispanics and Whites viere more 11ke1y than average to
' A
have health-rglated disabilities, but v1vtua+5y none of the d1sab1ed 0r1enta1s

and those from "other" racial/ethnic groups ware in this rategory e
Relatively 1arge proportions had been mainstreamed_in their earlier

schooling, attended religious high schools, took other-than-cd]1ege-preparatory

courses, and earned A averases in high school. They were more Tjkely than

-~

average to enter public universities and public four-year colleges. - They were
almost twice as likely as average to be former stopouts (19 percent, compared
with 10 percent of the total sample) but no less 1ikeﬁy.thaq average to be = -

“seniors. One-third had attended more than one institution. They performed

well in college, with larger-than-average proportions earning A grades and -
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smaller—than-average proportjbns makihg B averages. Re]ative]y,#ew took

v

remed1at1on or tutor1ng
' Two-thirds of the respondents w1th health- re]ated d1sab111t1es (comnered-
with 55 percent of the total samp]e) 'had worked while in college, most frequently |
in part-time, off—campus J°b${ Half (cdmpared with BQ\Percent of the totd}' |
Samp]e)_1iyed off-eampus; often with parents or«re1atives, thdugh a 1arger-than-
average proporﬁjon‘rould heve preferred to live alone. Only 2 percenflhad nd
‘income, but 72 percent (compared wifh 53 percent of the total sample) had-

incomes below $5,000. anetheless, they nere ndf inclined to be concerned over
ﬁinances. Larger-than4average'proportions got support from parents of sbduses;
received’Vocatione{ Rehabilitation funds, Qr'regéﬁved scholarships from the .
.collége or an outside qgeney; re]ative]y'few got Supp]ementary Support Ineome: |
_TheyIWere as 1ike1y;as.evenege‘to have a mentdr; usda11y,a college friend,

college professor, o; college advisor; the mentor tended to be a man under thek

age of 30. ‘ ] | " | | ‘
Those with health-related disabilities were more 1ike1j'then average to+
- aspire to‘anuassociate_dégree or a baccalaureate; but they were é]sd‘more

‘ 1ikeL& tnan ay other of fhe five main groups to plan dn a doctorate. They
‘tended to be unstable in both their major and career choices. In 1981, ‘they

. - . 4 ‘
were more like}Jy than- any other group to plan on becoming businesspersons, reseasch

or nurses; law and the clergy were also popu]ar choices. Re]gtive]y'.
<

scientists,
unpopular ghoices included doctor and e]ementary/h1gh school teacher
Health- related d1sab111t1es tended to be diagnosed e1ther prenata]]y/at

birth or-after the age of 18, and to be h1dden rather than,obv1ous Eighty-
S - : ¢ ‘ v .
four percent of thoSe with such disabi?#ties found their functioning impaired

- . [P )
L4
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to at least some extent; that impairment was especially evident in the social
and recreatidna} areas. Perhaps because of the inviSibility of their handicap,
they rare]& encountered obstructive attitudes and behaviors Though more i
Tikely than alverage to ut111ze adaptive phys1ca1 education and cmnpus or1entat1on
'and t® say-that they would have used financial aid for d1sab1j1ty-re1ated

‘ expenses and special parking if those accommodations had been available’ tol

them, those with health-related disabilities were inclined to feel that most
of the support.services and accommodationswere irrelevant to them.. _ "

' ~ Their distribution with respect to 1981 po1itice] orientation resembled
the norm; as was general]x'the case, they had moved somewhat to the right since

1978. They were more Tikely than average to give high prﬁority;to the goals. of

-~

|
|
i
* - " having administratiJe responsibility over the work of others and achieving in a
Berformind art, but re]atite1y.}ew gggarded‘esJessentia1 the goals of becoming '
an authority in their field, ihf]ue;cing the!po1itﬁca1‘structure, éucceedjngbin
theirzown business, or reﬁsing a.famt]y.v Co%sistentfwith the last poiht, 24
percent (compared with 16 p%;géﬁt of the total groub) said they did not waﬂfe"

~

children. One-qﬁErter (compared ﬁith‘19 derdent.of the total sample) would
i

-

prefer to have part- t1me careers ‘in ten or f1fteen years,

|

Those with hea]th~re1ated d1sab111t1es had a strong]y pos1t1ve se1f—1mage

being mpre likely than others to rate themse]ves h1gh n academic, artistic,

3

leadership, and writing ability; on phystca1 attractivepess; on 1hte11ectua1'

-

~self-confidence; on conserjvatism; and on stubbornness. Relatively few, however, ,

saw themselves as originéﬁfor understan%ﬁng of}other. They a1sottended to sayl
3

they were defensive.. A _ A




Chapter 10

N

Factors Inf]uencing.Co11ege Outcomes

. To identify fhe,specifi;,facfofs:-and especia]Ty the ep]]egé'seryices agd
é%pefiences--that are associ;ted with Varioﬂsloutcames (1nc1ﬁding cd]]ege;
grades, satisfact:Bn? and pefs%stence)-amohg handicapped unde#éraduates, a

ufseries;of stepwise hu]tipWefregres§ioq énalyses were performed. The éamb]e
: used varies_someWhat according to the specific anaJysi§ but genéra]ﬁy consists
_ af those 1978 disab]ed stdQents whp had initially enfol]ed in four;yeqr colleges
and universities. fwo-year co]]ege gntrants were excluded because many- of ﬁ%em :
;ﬁ  I _énro]]ed in colTege aspiring to.no more than a vocatiohaﬁ credéntia] or an ¢
_associate degree and thus, by 1981 had fulfilled iheir initial.aspiratiofs;
obviously, theyxcannbfjbe considereﬁl"dropoyts,“ evén'thUQh‘they were not
currently eh?d]]ed at the time bf the follow-up suryéy;'LMoréaver,ftheih | _ ] '
'5{ .Héhortef-térm'exﬁosure to the co]]ege'enviiohment makes their performanée %n

v

;college and_their satisfactioh with fhe co1ﬂeg§ experience less relevant to the .
;esearch intereéts pursued in this prdjgét than is the case with those disabled
students, who entered college intending to get at least a baccalaureate.

The independent (predictor) variables were of. five categoriés. The first

.- . were control (student'input)ttariabies: sex, age, raté/ethnicity, parents'

. ﬁncomg and educatfon, high:school grades and rank in graduéting.c]ass,31978

re]jgiousvpreference, age when disabi]ity was diagnoséd, and disability area
_(as identified on the 1951 follow-up questionnaire). Thé second category
"comprised a. list of suppert services and accommodations--some of them (e.g., -

acédenic advisirng, vgcationa1 counseling, nondisab]ed\§tudent ofganizations and

c]ubs)'available'to'all‘students at virtually a]]»toT]eges, and others (e.g.,

adaptive equipment and assistive devices; support service personnel such as

N i

¥ ;

- - 130

. 1
? Lo
'S EETN

LY
NN



~ L 18- ' .

4

’
.-

interpreters, ‘readers ~andattendanté t1me and _program accommodat1ons) targeteg

*on the disabled. (See #28 of the f0110w up quest1onna1re in Append1x A.) Each

)

of these was scored as a dichotomous var1ab1e, depending on whether or not a

respondeht had made use of that particuiar service or accommodation. The

third category consisted. of 11 income sources for college expenses (#37 of the

follow-up questionnaire); each was scored as a continuous variable, depending

»

on whether it was a major source, a.minor source, or not a source of college

- finances. In the fourth category were a number of environmental *and experiential

variables, including whether the respondent had a menYor ("one person wheee
support encouragement, guidance, or conf1dence in you" was central to "your A
success ) in college (#19a)' whether the respondent had taken adapt1ve phys1ca1
educatiqn (rather than regular gym c]asses) at’ var1ous levels of educat1on
(#SB); residential arrangemenzx‘ﬁJived in college housing ‘or 1n private. housing;
11ved with disabled or nondisabled roommate(s) (#15 and #16); and employment
fattdrs (net employed; worked on ~campus part time or full tihe) (#10).

The f1na1.category of independent, var1ab1es comprised four 1nst1tut1ona1 types?
depend1ng on where the respondent had enrolled in 1978 public un1vers1ty,
private Ln1vers1ty, pub11c four- -year co]]ege pr1vate four -year co]]ege ‘ As
Table 53 1nd1cates, not a]] these independent variables were used in each of

the four regression analyses performed.

College Grades
The first dependent variab]e investigated was college grade-poiht

average as reported by respondents to the 1981 follow ‘up questionnaire (#12)

The sample cons1sted of 1,004 d1sab1ed persons who had enrolled in a four- year .

. H
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co]]ege‘or university in 1978. Forty-three tndependent variables entered the
regression eqoat?On with significant beta weights; in total, they atcounted for
s]ightfy over half the variance in the outcome (B?=‘54)i For the sake of ..
brevity, anly those that a]so;hod sigoificant\zero-order correlations with the
utcome are discussed here. . \ ‘ : ' ”

- By far the best predictor of. college GPA was high school GPA; that is,
disabled students who,héd outstanding high school records were also 1ike1y to.» »
" perform well in cof]ege“ Tﬁis findiné is consistent with a body of research on-
co]1ege-Stodents 0r1enta1 students were 1ikely to make h1gh grades Whereas
B]acks were likely to. make relatively low grades Those students whose dis-
ability (or d1sab111t1es) had been d1agnosed re]at1ve1y 1ate tended to perform
better in college than d1d those whose disabiljity was d1agnosed early. This
re]attonsh1p suggests that those who become d1sab1ed early in their lives may
"accumu]ate" educatioﬁa] disadvantages that WOrk agaiost them at the college
level. ,In_adoition, women tended to make higher'graaes thah’men; o1der students.':
' tended touﬁake higher grades than younger students, and those who considered

themselves reborn Christians tended to make higher grades than those who did

not. <

After these studentfinput variables were controlled, the two variables

L3

. found to be most closely related to college grades involved support serrices.

. These disab]ed‘students who 1nd;cated that they uti]iied existing‘arChitecturaT
. a@jommodations (e.é., e1eVators, stair railings) in college earned relatively
low grades, whereas those who participatéd in dlﬁab1ed student organizations or

clubs earned relatively high grades. The firstﬁre1afionshipjs oifficu1t to

interpret. The second relationship suggests that disabled student organizations.

iy -

v 1'!,)9 ' . ’ .
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. and clubs provide support and encouragement to their members that enable them ' .
. to perform at a high level. Other support service variabies that were pos1tive1y
associated With grades include the foiioWing adaptive admiss10ns criteria, - ' *
B L

repair -services for-ass1st1ve.devices adaptive architectura1 accommodations
(e.g., ramps, adapted restroom fatiTities), special parking, 1nstructiona1
aocommodations and adaptive eqUipment or ass1stive devices (e g , tape rqporders
brai11e). On the other hand those disab1ed students who indicated that they

had made use of personal counse]ing and therapy serVices, performance evaluation
t . ’
_ accommodations, . support service .personnel (e. g , interpreters, readers atten-

dants), transportation, adaptive admissions procedures financial aid for

. R . : . - ”

cost-of—1iving expenses, and program accommodations tended to make relatively

—

g i

Tow grades in coi]ege

"]

Having a scholarship from the cdllege was strong1y assoc1ated With - ffe
N

earning good grades It may be that institutions tend to give such financia]

e

&

‘aid to students who seem especially promising, even beyond their pa,t academic / f

records. Or it may be that receiving sych support from the coiiege’gives the

. /

disabled student an extra incentive to apply him/herself to undergraduate 1

studies/and to do neii. In addition,lthose.students Who.recéived support from
a spouse or from parents or relatives and.those who got Voqational/keﬁabi1ita- ‘
tion funds or Supp]ementary Support Income weré likely tornake good grades in |
coiiege. “Federal college-related aid (such as grants and 1oans) and veterans?
benefits, hoyever, were negatively re]ated-to undergraduate GPA.

Working on campus in a full-timejjob had a strong negative relationshi
‘to coJiegé grades; jyereas working on‘campus in'a part-time job’ had a sma]]

P

positive relationshi It fs not difficult to understand why students who

a
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“

fu11 ‘time, whether on or off campus, tend to make low grades; the‘pressures of

R 4

such employment would make- it d1ff1cu1t to keep up with academic work. On .the

-

s r

other hand part -time, on-campus Emp1oyment may he1p to promote 1nvo1vement in
campus affa1rs and thus may have a mildly favorab1e effect on performance.

L1v1ng in college hous1ng also had a strong negat1ve re1at1onsh1p with . k
the outcome. This finding is surprising, in-that other research (see, for

example, Astin, 1975; Chickering, 1976) has consistently shown that liv-ing on

“campus (e.g., in resddence"ha1}s, fraternities and sororities) has favorab1e

) effects on undergraduate progress and performance. It may-be that'adjusting to

life in a college dormitory 1mposes hardships and pressures on disabled S;Eudents
that the nond#sabled do not,exper1ence.For some disabled students, 1t may
represent their fist concentr?ted exposure to life among their nondisabled
c0ntemporaries. The disabled may have an easier time heeping up with_their
studies if they live off campus (for instance, at home with their parents or in .
apartments of their own) where they:do not have other distractionsr‘ In addition,
co11ege GPA was negat1ve1y associated w1th hav1né a d1sab1ed roommate (or‘ o
roommates) and pos1t1ve1y associated with having nondisabled roommates, though
these re]ationships were much weaker. | ‘
Institutiona1'type was only weakly associated with college grades.
Disabled students attending private_four-year cdlleges tended to make high
grades, whereas those attending pr1vate un1vers1t1es tended to make low grades.

The literature on college effects 1nd1cates that pr1vate un1vers1t1es--wh1ch A

_are often highly se]ect1ve--genera11y have negat%ye effects on co11ege perfor-

mance, since even capable students ¥ind themselves facing stiff competition for
i : .

grades. - On the other hand, most, private four-year colleges--especially those

with religious affiliations--are less selective; moreover, their "climate" is

likely to be warm, friendly, and supportive. These differences in the college




» = " ) ’ . . "
environnent of.the two types of jnstitutions may account for thejr differential

»

effects on grades. L . -

Satisfaction with College ' 1

Respondents were asked to indicate whether they "felt satisfied with
/

college" (#3 on the follow-up questionnaire; see Appendix A). Two-thirdsfof

the 1,004 disabled persons used in this regression analysis for satisfaction
(the same sample,as was used in the analysis for college GPA) answered affirma-

Thirty-three variables entered the regression equation with signifiCant
) : . )
2

tively.

beta we1ghts accounting for two-fifths of the variance in the outcomev(R =740).

Aga1n the discussion focuses on those var1ab1es that a¥qo had s1gn1f1cant

»

zero- order corre]afﬁons with sat1sfact1on i '

v

Looking f1rst at backgwound character1st1cs we find tnat—respondents who

-made good grades 1n h1ghvschoo1 as we1] as those whose current re11g1ous
- preference was Protestant or Catholic, were 11ke1y to be sat1sf1ed with college.
' Both Blacks and Whites were 11ke1y to be dissatisfied. While h1gh schoo1 GPA
f;?pos1t1ve1y assoc1ated w1th sat1sfact1on rank in- graduat1ng class turns: out

;%be a negative’ pred1ctor

ffdes and rank) are strongly corre1ated with each other (.67), and since ;3

h{'h schoal rank has a positive, though small, zero-order correlation with

-

s}m1sfact1on (.08), we can conclude that dissatisfaction with college is |
§ .

'w1despread among that small proport1on of disabled students who ranked high in°
their graduating- classes but did not make outstanding grades in._high schoo1
relative to the total group. This deScr1pt1on would seem to fit students from'

dncompetitive high schools, where student achievement is generally Tlow.

- -

" ,
S1n€e these two independent variables (high=school

~N

It may
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be that high;ranking students from such schoo]s--bep;use fhéy have formed the
jmpression that thgy are su?erfor‘to their classmates -and eXpeci to do well in
cq]]ége without\exerting too much effort;lare unpleasantly surprised and '
 Wistressed by the demands made upon them when they reach college.

The environmental variable most strongly related to satisfacfion is
‘private'universfty: Disabled studentg\entering this type of insfitu%ionwas
freshmen'tendéd to be dissatisfied with their cb]iege‘experience. As wa§ justA‘
pointed out, private universities are usually highly selective and éampetitjve;

« in addition, many'of them are large and impersonal institutions, where the._
individual student may get lost in. the crowd. This combﬁnatioﬁ’of cd]]eée
characteristics might well produce dissati;chtfoh. : B

;Those disabled respondents who éaidvthat they ﬁade use,of—exlftjng o: 7

’ adapted akéhitectural agcommodétidns, timeyaécommodafions, acadanic_advising,.s
or "bther" supportive services tended to expreés satisfaction wifh coT]ege,
wheréas those who made use of prog;am'acéggﬁo&aﬁgons, peréonal couhse]ing4gnd
therapy services; and support.service pérsonne] ténded to‘expreés‘dissatii§gc-
tion. Why fheéé variouélsupport services and atcommodations §hQqu have.
differential effects on satisfaction is not clear. \

The pattern for effects'of.various sources of college finance was similar,
_to the pattern that'gmerged in the analysis for college GPA. That is, tﬁose
disabled réspondents who got supporf_from parents 6r relatives, who received a 1
: scho]arship from the coliege; or whb qua]ified for Supp]emeniary Support Income

- were ljkely to be satisfied with‘co{lege. ,Dissatﬁsfactfdh was associated with
receiviné federa}»;oﬂlege-related aid such as grants or 1oan§ knd with receiving

- Social Security benefits, though the zerd-ordek corre]atidns between these;var%ables

)

and the outcome were low.s, ‘L

@
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One 1nterest1q9 and rather puzz]1ng finding to emerge from this analysis

is that taking adaptive phys1ca1 education (rather than regu]ar gym) in e]emen-

- ~

tary-school .was negativeTy related to college sat1sfact1on whereas tah{ng adapt1ve

phys1ca1 education in h1gh school had a pos1t1ve relationship. (There was no

re]atlohsh1p, however, between sat1sfact1on‘and age at which the'disabi]ﬁty wasy,

. - o _
‘diagnosed.) One may speculate that, in elementary school, being separated from

-

one's classmates by placement in a special physical education class is an

isolating and traumatic experience that may interfere with one's later enjoyment

of thevcollege experience (and of life in general). “1In high'sehooi, on the.

other hand, the disabled student, being more mature may welcome placement. in

an adaptive physica1 education program as a way of “avoiding the_ strain of»partfcipatih{

in highly compet1t1ve and phy51ca11y demand1ng sports act1v1t1es, such placement v .

may give the 1nd1v1dua1 a chance to deve]op h1s/her own spec1a1 ab111t1o‘«and

“strengths in ways that promote later sat1sfact1on.« Th1s,1nterpretat1on;1s,wT

.

obviously, very'tentative Voo

A number of other co]]ege exper]ences were’ re]ated to sat1sfagtlon
\
Those who were emp]oyed 1rydfu]1 -time on- campus JObS who lived in private

whousmg, and who had a mentdr wh11e in cqﬁﬂege were. 11ke1y to express s‘t1sfac-

q

tion. Those who were emp]oyed 1n part t1me on- campus JObS were 11ke1y to

LY

express dissatisfaction,

- - -

b

ety ' - . » 4

CoJ1ege;C1ass T

The third outcome 1nvest1gated was co]]ege class at the t1me of the

fo]]ow up survey One 1tem on the 198L fo]]ow—up quest1onna1re read: "What is

*

_your current (or most recent) co]]ege class?" The proportions of the total

A

e
¥,




sample checking each response option were as folioWS° freshman, 8 percent;

.

sophomore, 12 percent- Junior, 28 percent senior 48 percent other 4 percent.

Thus, about half of all 1981 follow- up respondents can be assumed to have made
"normal® progress in college. The samp]e for this*aniaySis comprised only
those respondents who had entered four-year colleges and universities as

first time fu]] time freshmen in 1978 (N=715) (As was pOinted out in Chapter
5, about 12 percent of the 1981 respondents were not freshmen when they entered -
college in 1978 but rather had advanced standing,.another 1 percent were .

+
first-time freshmen enrolled on a part-time basis.) To a large extent, this

A

outcome is a measure of persistence: Those respondents who ‘have been.enrolied

in co]]ege continuously ‘on a fu]] time baS1S will have advanced' further than

* will those who have dropped out or stopped out and those who have been enroiied
on a part-time basis for at 1east part of their: under;raduate careers. |
Thirty-eight independent variables entered the regression equation
with significant'beta weights, accounting for half the variance in the ou}come

‘(B?

-

=.50). Again, for brevity, attentio? is focused,on'those variapies that:
also had significant zero-order correlations withvcoiiege.ciass. )
~Students who were Oriental or white whose 1978.re1igious preference was

Catholic or Protestant whose fathers wére well educated, and who ranked high
in their high school graduating classes were likely to be seniors at the time
of the fo]]ow up survey. women were somewhat more likely than men to have
. achieved this status. Of the various disability groups, those with "other"
handicaps and with-speech impairments were less likely than avérage to be
seniors. (The same was true for those with learning and hearing disabilities,
though the zero-order correlations betyeen these variables and the outcome were

-

insignificant.i ./

\
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Of the environmental and experiential variables, the most potent predic-

. ~ tors of college class (after student input characteristics were controlled)

\\\ . involved sources of finance for college. Disabled students,who received

- 1

substantia] support from their parents or relatives or who had a scho]arship

from an outside agency were ]1ke]y to have advanced further than those ‘who did

not draw heavily on these sources S1nce parenta] support is re]ated to -

E)

D! N parents' income ( 29) one m1ght suppose that' this first: re]at1onsh1p means
s1mp]y that students from more affluent families, which can contr1bute more to
their support, have an easier time getting through college. ’However, the

positive relationship between parenta] support and college class persists even ;;é;;. ;
\ after- the effects of parenta] 1hcome--and of father s.-education, which is ‘.Q;;
relatedboth to parenta] ‘income (. 45) and to co]1ege c]ass (.23)--are v%ken'}
into account. The 1mp]1cat1on 1s that whatever the income ]eve] of the
, parents their f1nanc1a] support of the student may prov1de psycho]og1ca1
v

support and encouragement as well and thus may contribute to .his/her progress

in college. Similarly, rece1v1ng a scholarship from an outs1de agency m&y

bolster the dJsab]ed student s se]f-conf1dence and may act as an incentive fo . i
remaining in college. Moreover, students receiving,support from sources ma ; ,ZQ : .

a stonger sense of obligation to pers1st

. ¢,
-

Other major sources of finance that were pos1t1ve]y related to co]]ege S

class were federal college-related ajd (such as grants and loans), Vocat onal “. T
Rehabifitation funds, and “other" soarces. On the other hand, d1sab]§f§f
: 1

who received veterans' beneftts or who relied on se]f—support (for in

b

tance

earnings from.emp]oyment) were less ]1ke]y to have ach1ewed senior. statqu:

the time of the fo]Tow-up survey.

LN

At f1rst_g]ance one m1ght infer: that th
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%onnected with having to work while in col]ege- the student who woiksiat an |
.outS1de JOb s1mp1y has 1ess time to spend oft studies. Such seems not to-be the b
case however -since not being employed whble in college was also negat1ve1y" .

re]ated to college class. p : o . -

T of the var1ous co]]ege support serv1pes and accommodat1ons the one
5hav1ng_the greatest positive effect on the outcome was participation "in disabled
student organi;ations and CTuES' As was'the.case'fn thehana1jsis for college :

':GPA the exp]anat1on for th1s re]at1onsh1p may 11e in the psycho]og1ca1 support
tprov1ded by such c]ubs .In add1t1on d1sab1ed students who sa1d they made-use
of - transportat1on spec1a1 park1ng,,and “other" support serv1ces were likely to
.be sen1ors Among the support serv1ces hav1ng negat1ve effects were adapt1ve
arch1tectura1 accommodat1ons, support service personne] f1nanc1é]va]d for

- d1sab111ty-re1ated expenses, f1nanc1a1 a1d for co]legewexpenses and ekist;hg

o arch1tectura1 accommodatlons ' | -

n

Disabled students who had entered pub11c four—year co]]eges in 1978 were

~

W1ke1y to have advanced ‘further than those who had entered pub11c or pr1vate
un1vers1t1es "These d1fférences in effects may be attr1butab1e to d1fferences
in the level of compet1t1on at different ‘types of 1nst1tut1ons That 1s, a
given student may find it easier to progress 1n a public four -year col]ege
4because such institutions generally enro]] less able students than do either
public or private universities. *. ¥ ;T”
/- ’

CoT1ege Enro]]ment

-

The f1na1 outcome examined in the regress1on analyses was current enro]]-

.

‘ ment in co]]ege as opposed to permanent w1thdrawa1 Like college c1ass th1s

& PO

. outcome is a measure of pers1stence The f1rst 1tem on the follow-up quest1on-

@ i ) »
¢, o I ) -
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naire asked respondents to indicate whether they (1) were currently enrolled in
co]Tege and had beEn'since 1978{ (2) were currently enrolﬁed bdt had'withdrawn °,

ey _ , S . .
. temporarily at some earlier point; (3).were not currently enrolled but planned

o ) . . -~ . . ] &

" to return to school soon; and (?) had permenantly withdrawn from college. The
§amp1e used in the analysis'comprised ell those respondents who had entered

four-year colleges and universities in 1978 and who had checked'the first,

second, or. fourth a]ternat1ve listed above (N-701) .ExcJuded were those d%sabled

“students who were not current]y enrolled but planned to return to co]]ege in

" the near future '(i.e., those check1ng,the th1rd a]ternat1ve)

-

F1fty—f1ve—var1ab1es entered the regression with s1gn1f1cant beta we1ghts;'

E Together they accbunted for tdb thirds of the variance in the outcome (R2—c68).

fwh1tes, B]acks 0r1entals, and Ch1canos were 11ke1y to be current]y

enrolled in college. American Indians were Tlikely to have w1thdrawn a]though.

L

the zero-order corre]ation between’the independent variable and the vutcome was

. very small (.01) and Américan Indians constituted less than 1 percentfoﬁ the
VE , _ ;

.sanple. Two additional racdal/ethnic‘identifiers--Puerto Rican and "other"--
were not included among the independent variables. Those with Catholic,

Protestant, Jewish, or no religious preferences in 1978 were likely to be

2 ’

currently enrolled. The oné religjous preference not 1nc1uded as an 1ndependent .

"y

variable was "other" the 1mp11cat1on is that those respondents express1q?k_@ch

a preference (about 8 percent of the sanp]e) were likely to ‘haye droppediout of

college comp]ete]yL

.
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Findings‘with respect to" socioeconomic status-were somewhat‘inconsistentﬁ?
Current énrollment was positfve]y associated with father's‘education and with.
parenta1~income'but negatively associated with mother's education;:that is,
those d1sab1ed respondents who came from h1gher 1Q§ome backgrounds, whose
fathers were well educated, but whose mothers were relat1ve1y poorly educated
tended to be currently enro11ed " Since mother's education and father s educat1on
are highly correlated (. 61), these relationships are d1ff1cu1t to interpret-

' One‘possib1e, though high]y tentative, exp1anat1on is that-students who come
from families where both parents are well edUCated tend to take a consumer-‘.
or1ented approach to educat1on and thus are more 11ke1y to stop out or drop
out; on the’ other hand those students from fam111es where the father is well
educategisut the mother is not may be more vocat1ona11y or1ented and thus more~\»
1ikely toppers.].{st:,,O_r_‘_m _tg,,w,],thdraw from school for a brief period and then

“rbenrol1, since their maingoa1 is to get the'degree and thenfbegin their
careers. AT N _ ;Lr o e

‘ Equally difficu1t to dnterpret is the finding-that studEnts who had T
earned good grades in h1gh school were somewhat more 11ke1y .to nave w1thdrawn
from college. Pe hdps many of these students app11ed themse1ves with great
diligence in h1gﬁ§school and by the t1ume they reached college, found themse1ves
worn out by the1r ear11er efforts and thus were more 1nc11ned to w1thdraw
Finally, those respondents whose d1sab111t1es had been d1agnosed re1at1ve1y

—.—.late were. 11kely to.have,dropped out of college permanent1y, and women_were

. ~more likely than men to be currently enrolled. - . ‘ )

After student.jnput variables were controlled, the strongest predictor of

‘current -enrollment in college was having nondisabled roommates, which was :
. : N » o .

P
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- many institutions do not require their undergraduates to take any physical

pos1t1ve1y re]ated to the outcome. As was the case -in the analysis for%college
. pred1ctors of current enro]]ment. ' f . {

current enrollment, though it was a negative predictqr'in‘the regression - .
'ana1ysis‘for co]]ege‘c1ass. These findings are not'necessari]y,gontradictory,

" since the currently enrolled respondents of the present analysis include those

then returned to college; because of their temporary withdrawal, thesé;students

“FOF colTege expenses, time” aCCOmmodat10hs, adaptive” archTtecturaT HCCUMWUdEtTUnS”““”“”f

s S

’

. ’~

GPA, hav1ng d1sab1ed roommates and living in co]]ege hous1ng wore negat1ve

Y

~ The ‘support service variable that.carried the greatest weight in the

fina][equati%n was adaptive physical education, which was positively re]ated:to

~

who have stopped.out‘at'some earlier point in their undergraduate careers but
are un]ikely to have achieved senior status. One possible;explanation for the

positive effects of adaptive physical education on current enrollment is that

education- cﬂasses~at all; therefore"those disabled students-who-do enro]] in
physical. educat1on (even though they take adaptive rather than regu1ar Glasses)
denonstrate a determination and perseverance which. stands them in good stead

wnen it comes to pers1stence in college (evenithough ‘some of them may have to

3

withdraw from schoo] at some point along the way) .-

other student support services pos1t1ve1y re]ated to current enrollment
(though the zerox/rder corre]at1ons were somet1mes 1ow5 were academ1c advising,
registration priority, transportation, persona] counseling and therapy, and

legal services. Negative predictors included "other" services, financial aid” ,
. Iy N

‘progran accommodations, speeia] parking, support seﬁvice personnel, nondisabled o

student organizations and”clubs, and peer counseling from nondisabled students.

‘ L 203
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Three sources 8 income proved s1gn1f1cant in th1s anlays1§ a11 of
them - pos1t1ve1y re]ated to the outcomes Those respondents who rece1ved
Vohat1ona1 Rehab111tat1on funds, federal co]lege-re1ated aid< or-college
scho]arsh1ps were more likely, to be currently enro]1ed in co]]ege than were
those who d1d not draw on these sources to finance their education.

N 4

Further hav1ng a mentor in.college pred1cted current enrollment' whereas

- not be1ng employed wh11e %Q college pred1cted w1thdrawa1 F1nd1ngs with

_respect to 1nst1tut1ona1 type were 1ntr1gu1ng Those respondents who had

o

1n1t1a11y enrglled in public four—year co]]eges and in private universities had
some tendency to have Urdpped out of college by the time of the'follow-up
survey,‘whereas those who had entered a private four-year college in 1978

e Bl o - .
tended to be currently enrolt@d - The negative effect of atend;ng a public

four- year college is surpr1s1ng, in v1ew of the pos1t1ve effect'of this insti-

tutional type on college class. Aga1n the reader is. rem1nded that these two

€

measures of persistence differ considerably "One cdn infer that those d1sab1ed -

‘respondent; who manage to rema1n in a. pub11c four-year college-are likely to

make good progress whereas those who withdraw from the co]]ege at some point
are less likely to return to schoo]. The positive effects of the private
four-year college may be attributable to the small size and the generally

'fr1end1y "and nurturant atmosphere of such 1nst1tut1ons

-3

Summary Y L

- o \
~r T TabTe 53 summar v zes “the findings -of ~the four-regression-—analyses; —0nty '
) |

the highlights aée discussed here.




Table 53
” .

L]

Summary of Factors Inf]uencing College Outcomes

Ihdggendent Variable

*

Qutcome Measure

College
GPA

Satis-
faction

College
Class

Current

. Enrollment

Student input characteristics’
Sex: female -
Age
Race: White
Race: Black
Race: Oriental
‘Race: Chicano
Race: American Indian
Parental income '
Father's education
Mother's education
High'échoo] grades
High school rank
Reborn.Christian
Protestant preference'
Catholic preference .
Jewish preference
" No re]%gious prefefence‘
Age when disability was diagnosed
‘Visual disability = .
Hearing disability
Speech diéabi1ity
“Orthopedic disability .
Learning disability .
Health-related disability
" Emotional disability
Other disability

.

i

a
a
a

a
a
a
a
a

U5

4
O o o i o o

+ + + +

+
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Table 53--Continued
&

Independent Variable

Qutcome Measure

College
GPA

Current
Enrollment

Satis- College
faction - Class

Support services and accommodations:

v

Existing architectural accommodatiors

Adaptive architectural accommodations

Adaptive equipment, assistive devices .

Supportr service personnel

Instructional accommgdations  ~

Time accommodations
Program accommodations

Performance evaluation accommodations

Adaptive-physical education

Peer counseling from dis&b]ed-studenis'

Academic advising

Personal counseling; therapy

Vocational counseling -

‘Peer counseling from nondis@b]ed students .

Repair services for assistive devices

Disabled student organizations, clubs

Nondisabled student.organizations, clubs

Disabled student office, advocate .

Legal services

ROLCEAN

Adaptive admissions criteria

Adaptive admissions procedures

Campus orientation

Financial aid er'co11ege‘expenses

~ Financial aid for cest-of-1iving expenses

Financial aid for disability-related

-+ expenses

T‘Y:ans-[sa?fé-t-{dnw“ L e ke b s e e ol

Spécialfparking
Registration priority
Other

206

~




h - © -158- :
U - . .g é ;
Table 53--Continued ) : |
A S ’ . . Outcome Measure .

' ‘ : : o College Satis- College Current
Independgnt Variable , . -t GPA facFiop Class Enro11m¢nt
Income sources: ’

‘Parents, re]atﬁvés,‘inheritance, etc. . . 4+ o .f ‘ T
SpoUse | ,
Self (bérnings from emp]oyhent, savings, etc.) ' -
SACEE Y Soc1a1 Secur1ty benefits " o o . A -
Veterans® benefits o T B e D P
_Vocational Rehabilitation funds’ d <+ A + ;
. Supplementary Support Incoﬁe + + h ! , ?
Federal college-related financial aid - o '
“ (1oan, grant, etc:) . - - +
Scholarship from college L - o +
Scholarship from outside agency, organization-'. » o - ,d?
o Other R v .~ L+ N
~ Other environmental and exper1ent1a1 charaé o o o . T
. teristics: ' “ o T ey
Mentor - o+ ‘ +
f. No adaptive phys1ca1 educat1on \\\ : S ) a; ' a .
Adaptive physical education in e]ementary C l " b | Co
' school - , 3;f_ - a oA ]
- Adaptive physical e@ucation in junior high . ff K\\g\ : : ! ."f a Vg'
Adaptive physical educationm in high.school 5 e S S U a B
N - . Adaptive physical education in cplﬁege . ‘T oa a
j "C01{ege housing (dormfféry, fraternity or o ‘;' _ _
soror1ty, other college, housing) SRR i ‘ o k3
.0ff-campus housing (private room, apart- e : .
ment, or house) : ‘ + .
- Lived with disabled roommate or roommates - - :, o - ’
Lived with nond1sabTed roommate or room- - “
mates + . \ *
Not emp1oyed while in coi1ege ' .? S Q - ' g;
Full- t1me employment on campus . . t - - + a , lé

Part-time emp]oyment on campus LT R o a3
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Table 53--Concluded S -
. Qutcome Measure
‘ Co College  Satis- College Current
Jndependent Variable GPA faction Class Enrollment
Institutional type: .
_ Public university B
7%“Privatejunjyeys1ty ‘s ~§§~~ - e T e T e e
Public four-year college T ny - o + 7 -
+ gk +

PriVvate four-year college

P

[

Note: TabTe shows only those positive or negative correlations that were signi-

ficant at the .05 level of confidence (F ratio = 3.5) in the final equation. .

. ) . _
Aot included as an independent variable in the regression analysis for this

outcome.

e

e Y

L .
- ,
_ Ty
& .
\‘
.
G ,
P
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Ldoking at the student input variables, one notes that disabled women

tended to be more successfu] in co]lege than theTerA)e counterparts They B
were more 11ke1y to be current]y enro]]ed as sen1ors, and the1r college grades
7 were h1gher. Age bore little re]atxon to the odtcomes’ stud?ed except that w. ¢
older students tended to make better grades than younger ones. of the_racial/
;' ,/() | ethnic groups, Orientals were the moSt consistently successful. Both Whites
and B]acks were 11ke1y to be current]y enro]]ed in college but to express’
> by d1ssat1§fact1on w1th the collede exggr1ence in add1t1on, B!acks made re1a—' ,
t1ve1y low grades~ ‘Amgrican Ind1ans had a tendency to drop “out of’co]]ege T )
of the‘§oc1oeconom1c var1ab1es used 1n the ana]yses, .father's education
most frequently proved s1gn1f1cant: D1sab1ed students whose fathers were
. re]ative]y-well educated tended to persist’ in college. but to be dissat1sf1ed.

Parental income was a positive pred;ctor, and.mother's educftion a'negatiye
_,predictor, of current enrollment. = ' J: ) l_ Lo S .
) Disabled students who made:dood gradesfinfhdgh schoo%va1Q0~made dood
‘Ehades in co]]ege and were 11ke1y to be, sathf1ed with the co]]ege exper1ence,

somewhat surpr1s1ng]y, however hﬁgh schoo] grades were negat1ve1y re]ated to

I3 .1‘ 4‘ "

current enrollment in college. Rank in high schoo] graduat1ng c]ass was
negat1ve1y re]ated to sat1sfact1on but pos1t1ve1y related to co]]ege c]ass

. /) - Var1ab1es related tofd1sab111ty area‘were used in on]y two of the four .

. 3 b
regress1on ana]yses, and the f1nd1ngs are 1nc0nc1u§1ve bechuse of low zero—order
corre1ations (in most cases) between the var1ab1e and the outcome under consider-
< ation. Students whose d1sab111ty was d1agnosed 1ater in their lives tended to

mahe high grades but also to w1thdraw from college.
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Looking at the effects of the college support services and. accommodations

used by disabled respondents, we encounter difficulties of ﬁnterpretation. For

-

instance, why is uti]izati&n of "adaptive architectural accommodations positively ’

‘ . . S ,

related to college GPA and satisfaction but negatively related to college class
- - 4 4 .

and current enrollment? Why are disabled students who make use of time accommo-

dations 1ikely to be sat1sf1ed w1th co]]ege and to make normal progress but

ess likely to be current]y enrolled in college? To what extent are the

various re]ationships attributab1e to the severity (rather than the nature) of

from these analgses. Some of the'findings make sense or are wortpy of note
because of their cons1stency. For 1nstance,_ut111zat1on of support service
personnel was a negative predigtor in a11‘fo:r of the regressioﬁ ana]yses:h'
perhaps be1ng heav11y dependent on other peop1e such as readers, 1nterpreters, !
and attendants}js enera]]y detr1menta] to effect1ve funct1on1ng gt the co]]ege
level, however c petent such. support personne] may(pe S1m11ar1y, utilization
of program accommodations had a negative relationship with three of the four
outcomes under 1nvest1gat1on On the other hand, d1sab1ed students who made

use of academ1c adv1s1ng (a serv1ce ava11ab1e to a]] students at v1rtua11y all

co11eges) were likely to be sat1sf1ed with college and to be current]y\enrolled.

‘Utilization of personal counseling or therapy had mixed effects: negative for

college GPA and satisfaction, but positive for current enrollment; a reasonable
inference is that disabled students who seek such counseling have prob]e@%'that
interfere to some etgent with their performance and yith their enjoyment of?'

college but that these services do p]ay a va]uab]e role in keep1ng them in

co]]ege. Fﬁna]]y, the strong positive effect of pa2t1c1pat1on 1nff

L}
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the d1sab111ty? These are quest1ons thatﬂcannot be answered,”even specu]at1ve Yy,




student organizations and'c1ubs on college grades qnd co]]egevcﬁass'should be
noted: The policy implications seem to be that such organizations should be
‘estab11shed at all colleges that enro]] substant1a1 proportlons of\dlsabled
students and that disabled students shou]d be encouraged to Jo1n them for the,

support they seem to give.

] ¥

The findings for income sources are 1ess:equivoca1. Reliance on parental
ksupport‘, Vocational Rehabilitation funds, and college scholarships generally
had favorable effects. Reliance on veterans' benefits had unfavorable effects

on college GPA and co]]ege class; since veteran status was'not inc]uded,as an
independent variable with other student inputvcharacterist1cs, iy may be that

&

this effect is actua11y re1ated to being a veteran;. that 1s, those students who

v

| have begn in m111tary service may perform less we11 and progress 1ess stra1ght-
forward]y in college than do)nonveterans. Re11ance on ﬁ;dera] co]]ege—re]ated
aid such.as grants and loans positively affects college tlass and current
enrollment but negatively- affects grades .and satisfaction. | |
| J Looking at other environmental and exper1ent1a1 characterlst1cs 1nc1uded
in the analyses, ong fin ; some surprises. For instance, the negative relation
between college housing and both college GPA and current enro]]ment runs.

' contrary to a body of research showing that students genera11y benef1t from
1iving on campus. Taken in conjunction with the positive relat1onsh1p between
Tiving in pr1vate hous1ng and sat1sfact1on the present finding leads to
the conclusion that, in the case of d1sab1ed students, the convent1ona1 wisdom !

-does not ho1d. As was suggested ear11er, adjusting to on—campus living may
‘impose strains onvdisabTed students that the nondisabled doénot experience.

Other findings with respect tovresidential-arrangements during the college. '/ e

/ years suggest that, if the disabled student does live in college housing,

SR

L e
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he/she is more likel { remain in college and to make go6d grades if roommates
\ \ - : . _ .
are nondisabled rather than disabYed. - ;

w1th respect to emp]oyment during the co11ege years, the f1nd1ngs suggest

that d1sab1ed students are more 11ke1y to pers1st if they have some k1nd of :
R T
job; working on campus in a part- t1me Jjob seems to contribute to h1gh perfor-

\

_ mance but wot to,sat1sfact1on, whereas the reverse is true for‘work1ng on

S

s campus in‘a'fu1?-time job. Var1ab1es related to off-campus emp1oyment were not

1nc1uded in the regression ana1yses

. -
J

Having a mentor contributes to current enrollment and to sattsfact1on,
though tﬂgse effects seem'rather slight. ‘

. - Finally, disab]ed‘students seem to do comparative1y wed1 in private.’
four-year colleges; but initial enrollment in a private universdty has'consis-
tently negat1ve effects espec1a11y on satisfaction. s was suggested ear11er.
these differences in effects may be attr1butaw4e in part to d¥fferences in t;e

\s1ze se1ect1v1ty, and genera1 "c11mate“ of the d1fferent institutional types

By .way of conc1us1on, it shou]d be po1nted out that the regress1on C

d - | analyses d1scussed'here were exploratory and-that the1r resu1ts--and the b

exp]anatlons of fered for them--must be regarded as highly tentat1ve Further
mining of these data might produce more r1ch1y 1mp11cat1ve findings. For

instance, factor ‘analysis might be used to group the various support serv1ces

{ and accommodat1ons into more eddily manageab}e and interpretable clusters. In
addition, soﬁe control variab1e>might be introduced to take into account the

- . possibly overriding effects of the severity of the disability. Thgse ana1yses

have barely begun to tap the mass of data ava11ab1e from the freshman . and

follow-up surveys. | ,h
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Chapter .11

Policy Imp]ications

The findings from this” foi]ow up study of disab1ed co]]ege studénts

should reassure those concerned that either the handicapped or the U, S higher o

-

education system might shirk their responSibilities once access to coilege is .

gained The majority of respondents to the 1981 fo]]ow -up questionnaire had

perSisted in co]]ege earned goodsgrades, retained high degree aspirations, o

I

| were satisfied with college, manifested high//elf esteem, and 1ooked forward to

being married, to haVing chi]dren~ and to pursuing full-time careers. Further,

. ’,
they were much more 1ike1y to have utilized regular support serVices at coi]ege.
than special or adaptive ones, and re]atively few reported encountering attitu-
>

dina1 barriers or experiencing difficulty with co]]ege functioning because of

haVing a disability. In short the mutua] investment of handicapped }nd1V1dua]S

“and of higher education institutions-has poSitive payoffs, and this bodes well =

for the nation as more handicapped 1nd1V1dua]S enter co]]ege and univerSities

P

i -under the federal mandate of Section 504 of the Rehabi]itation Act of 1973

Indeed, the major policy imp1ication of these data is obVious Give the dis-
~abled access to co]]egeS'and universities, and they will match_the nondisabied

in their performance progress, ‘and . promise.

Differences between the disability groups lead to a second policy impiica-

tion: People with different types of handicaps must be accommodated different]y.

*

For instance, these data suggest that . antiCipatory interventions or support
wou]d be espeCially valuable to those With more than one disabiiity, Since the
multiply’ handicapped seem to be more at risk than other groups Even though

‘those with health-related prob]ems are.more 1ike1y than others to haVe stopped

Zout of co]]ege temporarily and to transfer from one institution to andther the =

%
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o - same redommendationwdoeS*not app]y to them: 'They.return’to co]]ege- make .

[ . .

' outstand1ng grades, and génera]]y have such a pos1t1ve se]f-1mage that
R the“only special accommodat1on they requ1re is to make the. process of
' ~ temporar11y stopping out 1ess cumbersome _ |
r;} ) Nonethe]eSs, within each dqsab111ty group, were- some peop]e who sa1d they :
| » needed support serv1ces or accommodations’ that-were not available, who encountered’
barr1ers frequent1y or occaS1ona11y rather than seldom or never or who s1mp1y
) *4 ‘ ,dropped,out of co]lege. Therefore, a th1rd 1mp11cat1on of th1s study 1s that
- | 1nd1v1duals d1ffen» In. other words we must . recogn1ze that some hand1capped
|v1nd1v1dua1s requ1re more accommodat1on on the part of their co]]ege env1ronment
(both phys1ca1 and human) than’ others ' " -
A fourth 1mp11cat1on 1s that reduct1ons 1n f1nanc1a1 aid to co]]ege
students .will adverse]y affect the d1sab1ed even more than their able-bodied
counterparts. Both the d1sab1ed and the nond1sab1ed f1nance/ﬁhe1r co]]ege
education ch1ef1y through parental support and self-support. "However, because
the handicapped so often have expenses -associated with their disabi]ity, and
because some of them are unable to work at outside jobs or find emp10yers
willing to hfre them, they and their fan#lies face especially heavy fjnancia]
demands. Thus, the potentia] beneffts of balancing the.federal budget, return-
ing responsibfli%y heretofore assumed by the.federal government‘to the
individual, and so forth, must be we1ghed aga1nst the poss1b111ty that many
" - disabled young peop]e w111 no longer be able to attend co]]ege Not on]y will
th1s,represent akloss to the individuals involved, but a]so it will carry"'

social costs as a greater number of disabled individuals remain dependent and

3 . , . L
unable to fulfill their aspirations.
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 of further ana]yses,.as we]] as suggest1ng add1tlona1 stud1es

* such) in childhood,

'hand1capped——are~of limitéd utility to po]1c f

PRI R gt L o s L

fhese 1nc1ude
- - e
questions of the incidence and‘nature of disbility, in order to better understand

to which the Handicapped rea11ze eqlal opportun1ty in all aspects.of

. More fundamental, the need to deme]op standard1zed

\
measures, "and d1st1nct1ons 1n

of course; if

adequate, and relevant'definitionss7categor1es

order to promote, data-based" understand1ng about the d1sab1ed and about how
their d1sab111ty affects their collegé and other: Tife exper1ences and ‘to
Much more need§ﬁﬁo

t

be known about how various co]]ege character1st1cs affect persistence among the

compare findings about the d1sab1ed from study to study

handicapped, perhaps by exan1n1ng these fo]]ow-up data in combination w1thm

1nst1tut1ona1 data (e.g., size,. locat1on se]ect1v1ty). Some of, the~research o

implicit in these data, or'waiting for*%urther data co]]ectfon*’fnCJude studies
of sex differences career chozce “the. effects of ear11er educat1on 1ntervent1ons,

matched sample comparison stud1es ofgd1sao]ed d nond1sab1ed (or-labeled as

in ado1escence or as du]t

however valuable in promoting a sense of hum ess and un1queness regard1ng the'

kers jand educators as they :

v e

%&cept the charge of carr&ing.outrthéfmandates o“IegislationZ Thus-, the'only

wayvto determine the;%ffectiveness of and to‘1mprove.curnent‘poliqies‘and

practices designed to increase the accessibidity of higher education to tHe

handicapped is to collect quantifiable data from them. .
N .
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Testimonia]s and anecdotes,.'
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‘ . 1981 FOLLOW-UP SURVEY
OF 1978 DISABLED FRESHMEN
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When you entered callege in 1978, yotJ participated in the Cooperative Institutional”

>

e . . " Research Program’s annual freshman survey. At that time, you were one of 7,000 .
i students completing the freshman questionnaire who said you were handicapped.
- 4 This survey asks for more-information about you, and about your experiences since
“d . then. Even if you are not disabled, or are na longer in college, we want you-to answer
" " and return this questionnaire. Your responses will provide valuable information to .
" 3 v help federal, state, and college policy-makers better meet your needs and those of:
o 2 "similar students in the future. R

J This survey was developed by the Higher Education ResearchInstitutein Los Angeles
= ‘ , and funded by the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped inWashington, D.C.
3 Your responses will be Reld in the strictest confidence, and they will be presented

only in summary form. Students whose disabilities do not affect their reading or
1 " writing should be able to complete the survey in about half anh hour. We realize,
" ’ however, that some people will need to tak¥a longer time. Your thoughtful responses
~ L ' and willing participation are much appreciated. Please return your survey as soon
I ‘ as possible,in the enclosed stamped envelope. - . - .
" We welcome your comments. .However, all stray marks or writing on this
T questionnaire will invalidate your responses. Therefore, please follow .directions
~ 1 % carefully and enclose your comments on a separate sheet of paper.
- J . ’ . -
T Sincerely,
" % ® Dr. Jame
. s Henson
" i Judith K. Lawrence
B z . ‘ .. Higher Education Research Institute
< .
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MARKING DIRECTIONS ’ ¥,

NOTE:. Your responses will be read by an optical marﬁ reader. |

It is important that you follow a few simple rules.

e Use only a black soft, Isad pancil (No. 2 is ideal).

» Make heavy dark marks that complately fill the circle.
e Erase cleanly any answer you wish to change. .

e Make no stray marks anywhere on this form.

Proper Maik: €@ Improper Marks: (/3 (90

" 1. What is your current status? (Mark one)

Ciam currently enrolled in college, and have been
since 1978. {Answer item 2a'and not 2b)

_ I withdrew from college temporarily but am currently
enrolled again. {Answer items 2a and 2b)

Ol am temporarily not in college but plan to return
soon. (Answer items 2a and 2b)

Ol have pertnanently withdrawn from college or intend
to do so. (Skip 2a and answer 2b) ' ‘

2a. Which of the following do you still expect to do in
co]lége? (Mérk all thatgap'pl\‘:')‘ :
O Change major field
O Change career choice . ¢
O Fail one or more courses .
(O’ Graduate with honors
O Be elected to a student office
O Make at least a “B" average
O Need extra time to complete degree requirements
O Get tutoring help in spe¢ific courses o
C seek vqcational counseling-
(s Seek individual counseling on pers‘vonal problems
ey Participate in protests and demonstrations '
C Drop out of college temporarily
 Transfer to another college before graduation
" Cet a job after college connected with major field
of study ] ‘
C Geta job after college for which a college degree is
appropriate

g

2b. How important were each of the following factors in
your decision to intsrrupt or terminate your education?

{Mark one column for each factor) s sr o3y
' tgﬂgé’c 58
College did not provide adequate support 8 §£8 <4
services (e.g., note-takers, readers, NG "?\s eo\s
inter/z/reters, attendants) ............ O..0..0
| hadlcompleted my planned program . . . .0..0..0
I had to assume family responsibilities
(e.g, because of family illness) .. ..... 0 ..0. ()
| became ili/needed treatment .. ...... O..0..0
.lgotagoodjoboffer ............... O..0..0
"I needed to earn money (e:g., for school) .() .. ..
I {or my family) moved to a different
focation. . ........... ... ... ... ' 0..0..0
! did not do as well academically as | -
thoughtlwould...................;O..O--(f
My relatives/spouse discouraged me
from continuing .. .. .. ... ... ... ... 0..0..0
| 'decided | did not need a college degree . . .O..0
I'wanted time to reconsider my goals
Q andinterests ........... ... ... 0..0..0

1
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2b. (Cont.) o 4 &§ 35
S o< <
| changed my career plans ........ 0.
| was tired.of being a student ....... 0. .
| was unable to get the financial aid - -
Ineeded .................... +O.
College expenses were too high . .. .. O.
Expenses connected with my disability
weretoohigh .................

: O’Joined a social fraternity, sorority, or club

. O Feit satisfied with college

ba.

. Which of the following have you done {did you do) *

. What type of high sbhool did you attend most of the

. Did yo‘u take adaptive physjcal education rather

£ S

| wanted to get practical experience . . .

Ifeltthat a college education would not

00000 00 0O 00
00 00000 00 00 00

improve my job prospects .¥....... O.
I'didn’t feel safe on campus ...... 0.
lhad noplacetostudy . ........... 0.
| didn‘t “fitin” at coliege .......... 0.
Iwantedtotravel” ............... 0.

I wanted to transfer to another institution .
but could not enroil immediately .O..

Other {Indicate degree of importance). . O..0..

e .

while in college? (Mark'gl_l_that apply)
@) Changed major field

O Changed career.choice .

O Failed one or more courses -
O Was elected to a fstudent office
OServed on a campus committee
OGota job to help pay for ¢ollege expenses

.

QO Made at least a “B' average
QO Participated in protests or demonstrations
(]

time? {Mark one)

QO Public

QO private: Nondenominational
O Private: Religious

What type of arrangement best © o’? A
describes your educational ] 8 o L
program at each level? ,5‘.1“9 '\5:‘;\ ﬁ’f
{Mark one in each column) éi‘;"? :é° "?g"’ &
§ f8 8§57 &
Regular academic program with . “70(; o 1.9’6 3
nondisabled peers ......... :O ..O..0.:0

Regular academic program with
special classes or services '
as needed

Regular school but segregated in
special academic classes

Special school for the disabled .. ..

Other (Mark appropriate column) . . .

000 ©
560 o

T w

than regular gym classes?
O No {Go on to guestion 6)
(O Yes, Elementary {Grades K to 5-56) ' <
() Yes, Junior High (Grades 6-7 16 9-10)

O Yes, High School (Grades 9-10 to 12)

O VYes. College . '

.

.

A
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* ; 6. What academic degree are you currently working 9. What has been. (was) your college enroliment status ~ -
'} : toward, and what is the highest academic degree you ‘ . most of the tlme since 19787 -

o« iqtend to get? (Markone in each column) : (Mark one) : ’

-l . Currant Highest v

I - Pleomed  Plagmed O Full time

. NOME vvvee vt O 0 O Part time .

» High school diploma or GED . ... ... .. O, .0 O Nat enrolled

-'}5 Vocational diploma/certificate . . . . .. o O O v : : - : o
~ 1 Associate (A.A. or equivalent) . . . .. O O I . ‘ o .
- A ’ Baccalaureate (B.A. B.S.etc) ........ O......0 ‘ ' ) :

-4 Teaching credential ... .......... O o ‘ ’

o ,Mésters(MA M.S. etc) ...... e O......0O . ' ,

B Ddctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) . . ... .. A © PN O " 10. What has been (was) your employment status most,
= J .. Prbtessional degree (e.g., M.D., D.D.S, -  of the time while in college?

~4 ' D¥M.LLB, JD,BD, MDiv).......O...... O - (Mark one) . 7

< Other (Mark appropriate columns}. . . .. .. O.. e O n '

-1 ’ o ' O Not employed o

e 3 7. What is your current (or most recent) college class? O Full-time employment off campus

| - (Mark one) : . ' O Part-time employment off campus

" 1‘ - O Freshman - QO senior QO Eull-time employment on campus

- 7 G Sophomore B C other ' : O Part-time employment on campus :
_5‘.‘.5 C Junior ‘ ' T

- 7.

-3 8a. How many. colleges have you attended since fall 19787

< (Markone) °
’ * l Q One (Go on to item 9) , B
| Q Two (Answer item 8b) ‘ 11. In college, how. concerned are (were) you about yaur
. "l O Three,or more (Answer item 8b) ‘ ability to finance your college education? : .
! ‘ ) (Mark one) _ -
<A 8b.. How important was each of the following factors in .
- your.decision to transfer from your first college to O Very much ’ . 4 ,
- . another institution? (Mark one column for,each factor) O Somewhat A
. . é,:" ﬁ. §§ -O Not at all
N ; My first coliege did not provide adequate 5\5 f,g‘g gmg
" support services {e.g., note-takers, S8 6S S5y
" 4: readers, interpreters, attendants) .. O . O . @)
T ' {completed my planned program at my
T 'i* firstinstitution . ... ... ..o Q OO : .
"o * | wanted a bfetiter social life........... 0..0..0 12. What is (was) your overall college grade average?
- ,' | wanted to go to a iarger institution . ... O.. Q O - - {Mark one)
- } | wanted to go to a smaller institution ... Q.. O O
>4 | wanted to live in a different type of -+ : O Aor A+ : 0
~ 3 COMMUNITY o vive v i vt et e e menamnen O..0..0 Q aA- ‘ : S
-4 " | wanteg to be farther from home (parents). (U .. .. (D OB+ :
~ ‘ o wanted to be closer to home (parents) .. O..0..0 Os
.y | or my family moved to a different location.: .. (.. O 8- . .
- | wanted to go to an institution with a ‘ Ocee “
-1 better academic reputation” . . ........ O..0..0 Crc :
" | wanted to take a different type of program N o D . ‘
~ l: than was offered at my first institution .. O.. O..Q ' ' A
v l _1 was generally dissatisfied with my - R “ ‘
. first iNStIUTION & v v v vt e i iee e e e (ooiD00% .
- | needed to attend a less expensive school . OO0 ' : '

My financial situation improved so ] - R '
could attend a more éxpensive school. ..(_J..{. . O . .

k)

2

| didn‘t feel safe on the campus of my

B ey e hens vt B @ e Sare

- firsStinStitution + v v v v vt vt vt v (oot ,
| had no place to study at my flrst .
Cinstitution ... ... el O TN 3
I didn’t “fit in" at my first institution . ... .. O, SO 219 .

A = ¢
Other {indicate degree of importance). . . . U . ;,»*’:! A O
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13. -Please indicate your most recent major fleld of study in 14. Do (did) you have to study a particular field to get
college. (Mark ong) . . . financial aid at college? ' ] :
K , : j' {Mark one) .
ARTS AND HUMANITIES PHYSICAL SCIENCE . o i
Art, fine and applied . . . .. 0 Astronomy . ........ .0 - O No ‘3 :
English (language and - ‘ * Atmospheric Science O Yes ‘ ) Q
Wterature}. .. .. .. e ») {incl. Meteorologv) ..... O ‘ - . g] !
History . ........ cee O “Chemistry ............. O ) - i -
Journalism . :.......... (O "Egrth Science .......... O g
Language and Literature . Marine Science (incl. Z
{except English) .. ..... @ ‘Oceanography) . ....... O 4
Music . . ... ... e O Mathematics ...........O 15. Where do {did) you live most of the time in j
PhilOSOPNY .« v e e e e G Physics ... .... e O "college? Where would you prefer (have 1
Spesch ... .. ..., .. .00 statistics, ...l O preferrad) to live? i
Theater or Orama ...~ ... Othgr Physical Science . . ... O + . (Mark one in gach column) N
Tha»o‘!“ogy or Religion . .'% . .. O ;§ ' a Y
Other Arts and Humanities . O PROFESSIONAL a College housing (dormitory, Actusl  Preferred .
k : ArcH’nacture or Urban - fraternity or sorority, other " Residence  Residence E
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE Planning .. ........ .. O college housing) . . .......... O O 8/
_.Biolojy (general) ........ O -‘Hoip'e Economics . ....... O ‘ Off campus (private room, ﬂ _
Biochei‘mst& or Hea"lth Technology(rﬁedical, ' . 'apanment, orhouse) ........ .. O e O E E ]
Biophysncs R 0O dental, laboratory) . .. . .. O . Other (Mark appropriate columns) .. QO ......QO. H
Botany ...... e O- Library or Archival Science . O . E
Marine {Life) Scia\nce ..... O Nursing ............. I . Q ' g
Microbiology or ‘ Pharmacy ............. O g a
Bacteriology . . ... ..... Q Predental, Premedicine, '
Zoology . . . .. [ T O Preveterinary ......... O a
Other Biological Therapy (occupational, 16. With whom do {did) you live most of the time H
Science ... ... Q physical, speech) ...... O ’ at college? With whom would you prefer Q i
. Other Professional .. ..... O | . {have preferred) to livel. (Mark one in each H )
BUSINESS - " column as approprlate) - ’ S
Accounting .. .... o .C) SOCIAL SCIENCE ) ) Actuul Preferred E "
Business Admin. {(general) O Anthropology . . . ........ O With parents or relatives . e L.OLLLC gj v
Finange ...... G O Economics. ............ O Alone . .. ... .. i e Q....0 E]
Marketing . > ........... O Geography ............ O With disabled roommate or : " ‘]
Managemeént .. ......... C Political Science (gov't; ' roommates . ......o.ie ... O....0 3
Secretarial Studies . . .. ... Q " international.relations) 40 With nondisabled roommate or : 5 )
Other Business ......... O * Psycho?ogy ,,,,,,,,,,,, () rOOMMAES . & ¢ v vt e e e e et et ee . O e O 5
o - Social WOrk v oevvnn... O With SPOUSE . . . .t o vn e ineeen .. OO 1
EDUCATION Sociology: « v v v rennn. ... O Other (Mark appropriate columns) . ... O....QO I
* Business Education ... ... ) Other Social Science ... .. 2O . » ﬁ
‘ Elementary Education . . . .. 'ﬂ) ' ' ﬁ
Music or Art Education . ... TECHNICAL - = ;.!
Physicai Education or i Building Trades . ........ C) ﬂ
Regeation . .......... "\) . Data Proceassing or ) H
p Secondary Education . . . .. @) Computer Programming . . O 17. In college, do (did) you have tutoring or remedial Q
Specfal Educaton . ... ... W, Drafting or Design .. ... O work in any of the following subjects? 'j
Other Education ........ , Electronics ............ O ‘ (Mark all that apply) B ) a
' Mechanics ....... e () ‘ o i
ENGINEERING Other Technical .. ....... ®) "O No P :]
Aeronautical or . - CJ Yé€s, regding’ ]
=Astronautical Eng. .....- D] OTHER FIELDS (_ Yes, writing or composition §
Civil Engineenng .. ...... = Agriculture .. .......... P ( Yes. mathematigs ﬂ
Chemical Engineering . . . A2 . Communications " C Yes. social studies
Electrical or Electronic {radio. TV, etc) ....... o ) @ Yes, science H
Engineerng .. ........ U Computer Science .. ..... { () Yes, foreign language ﬂ
Industrial Engineering iy Forestry . ........... V T O Yes. other a :
Mechanical Engineering . .. Law Enforcement........ O o ‘ g 8
Other Engineering .. ..... O . Military Science ......... () g '
- ‘Other Field . . .......... O ' ' .
l: \l)C , Undecnded.........;.'..Q- 22(, B g
. -4 — .
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18. What is your probable career 'occupation? . 19b. 1s this person: - ' . , .
| {Mark One) ‘ (Mark one for each'item beJow) : Y T e
i U Accbuntant or actuary ’ A. O Male . N ) *
i ' Actor or entertainer - A (™ Female -
| ~\‘ . Arghitect or urban planng ‘ B.(_) Disabled
| k,' Artist g (") Not disabled .
k.' Business (clerical) oo ' - C. Age
E ) Business executive (management administrator) (O 22 years or younger
O Business owner or proprietor (O 23.to 29 years
ﬂ 17y Business salesman or buyer O 30 years or older
O Clergyrnan {minister, priest) . "
Q Chmcal psychologist * . 20. Doyou havea diseblhty? (Mark all that apply and write
] “" . O Collége teacher . o your specific disability in the box below for each area
O Computer programmer or analyst S | that you mark.) -
} O\Qons(?rv‘ationist or forester . . O No, 1 do not have a:disability’ (Sklp to S>uest|on 30)
O Dentist (including orthodontist) ‘ O Yes, visual(partially sighted, blind: not correctable
O Dléem%lan or home economist B with glasses or contact lenses)
O Enginer o ' '
O Farmdr or rancher . »
O Fore«gn service worker (lncludmg diplomat)
C Homemaker {full-time) ' Ofes, hearing
O Interior decgrator {including designer)
O Interpretor {translator) _ ‘ .
O Lab technician or hygienist ' : -
) " Law enforcement officer - (Yes speech ‘

(O Lawyer {attornay) or judge
O Military service (career)
(O Musician (performer, composer)

() Nurse ; . O Yes, orthopedic ' -
() Optometrist ‘ : .
) Pharmacist . - '

C Physician . =
) School counselor . O Yes, learning -
" School principal or superintendent ; - !
" Scientific researcher , ’ ‘

~ . Social, welfare or recreation worker :
7, Statistictan . ’ {_)Yes. health-related {e.g.. respirétery. heart)

" Therapist {physical, occupational, speech)

‘:» Teacher or administrator {elementary)

) Teacher or administrator {secondary)

", Veterinarian , (OYes, emotional

_: Writer or journalist ‘

{, Skilted trades

() Other &

s Undecided X - (OYes, other

19a. In college. is {(was) there any one person whose .. .
support, encouragentent, guidance, or confidence
in you is {was) central to your success? {Mark one)

v 21. To what extent does {did) your disability area affect
., No (Skip to question 20)

your functioning at collage? {Mark one column for

.+ Yes, a personal friend {outside of schooi) each of your disability areas) Very Not at
‘) Yes, a family member (e.g., parent or spouse) . Much Somawhat all

(", Yes, a high school friend . Visual .. ... o 2....0....0
() Yes, a high school teacher _ Hearing . ................. ff:". L0000
{_ Yes, a high school advisor, counselor | Speech................... e 0., O
(O Yes. a college friend : Orthopedic . ........ e O....0....0
(O Yes, a college professor, teacher Learning . .. ... e VO D00 0
{C Yes, a coliage advisor, counselor Health-refated . . . ... ....... SO O

( Yes, other , . Emotional : S 0. 8

e
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‘22, When waos (were) ‘your disability
(disabllmas) diagnosed?

(Mark one) ;g

 Prenaally or at birth
. Before age 5 ’
" - Between ageés 6-12
. Between ages 13-17
‘__ Age 18 or older B

4
\
.}

- 23. Do you consider yodr dlSabllltY to be:
(Mark one) 5

(C Visible/apparent
(L) Sometimes apparept/sometimes
not obvious oy

(C'Hidden/not obvioys

. e
¥
i

24. In college, how conderned are (were)
' you about expenses associated with

your disability?
(Mark one)
C‘ Very much
C somewnhat
C Not at all
C Not relevant to me

i,

25. To what extentare (were) the facilities
and activities of youf college
community accessible to you?

(Mark one)

C Very much
O Somewhat

" (O Not at all
C Not relevant to me

26. To whatextent are (were) the community
residents of your college town sensitive
to and supportive of you as a disabled

N

person? (Mark.one)

C Very much

K Somewhat

< Not at all

(Z)'Not relevant to me

’

Wy

—6 —

-28.

-+ (e.q., elevators, stair railings)

expariances in each of the following areas?

(Mark one colummn for*eacfr area)

Adaptive architectural accommodations
(e.g., ramps, adapted restroom facilities) . .

: Adaptive equipment assistive devices

(e.g., tape recorders braille)

7 Support servuce personnegl (e.g.,

interpreters, readers, attendants) . ..... O, O ”)
Instructional accommodations . ........ Q ...... O, . O
Time accommodations. . ... vvvneve:aQOuvennn. O........O
Program accommodations . . . ........ Ol O..i.....C
Performance evaluation accommodations . -O, ........ O O
Adaptive physical educatlon‘ e O O........0O
Peer counseling from disabled students N © PN O..vi...C
Peer counseling from nondisabled

SIUENTS & v vt e e O....,..:O......0.0C
Academic advising . .o v i i i e O...oo... O...ov, O :
Personal counseling, therapy ... . ....... O........ O..... ‘;
Vocational counseling ...... A © J O.ivnnnn R
Repair services for assistive devices . DO O, O
Disabled student organizations, clubs N © S O..... R
Nondisabled student orgariizations, .

clubs ... e e e e O F @ F O
Disabled student office, advocate ....... Ol Ot )
Legal services ....... s D O.c....O
Adaptive admissions’criteria . ... ...... O .o Ot &
Adaptive admissions procedures ....... Oivivin O....... O
Campus orientation .. .............. O. ...l Oovvnnn L
Financial aid for college expenses ' .

(e.g., tuition, bOOKS) ... v iiit . O R O vl 2
Financial aid for cost-of-living | : '

expenses (e.g., food, rent) . .......... O.cvvi O.ovn. o

Financial aid for disability-related
expenses

Lt

C-172- L .
27. In college. to what extent does (did) your disability atfect your

Transportation . . .. ..vevvnvnonn.n. ' P O
‘Special parking ... ... o O on. O
Registration priority . ............ O O
Other (Mark and specify below
.appropriate columns) .. ............ Ol O
{Spacify)
[ ¥a %)
(Speciffy & v

. .“', »
Very Not at
: Jmuch Somswhat all
ACADBMIG + v v v et e it O........ A DU DN
SOCHIAl . vt O, S O
Recreational, extracurricular . ......... Oueevvnt. O O
Psychological, emotional .. .. .. e 1O T O i
Other (Indicate extent) .............. O, Onnnin, Q
The followmg is'a list of support services and accommodatlons that you
may or may not use (have used) at college. »
{Mark the appropriate column for each) ’
' Vs . Would Use Do (Did)
. / Am Currently If Available Not Use
A ) ¢ 4 Using {(Would (fsot Relevant
Existing-architecturat accommodations  (Did Use) Have Usad) " to Mo)

-t

.

~

2

1

&

2

¥

2

Y

2

-
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29. To what extent do {did) you expenence the following at college? oA
q (Markg_qgg:olgfj\n for each staterp_ent) - % . ) B ‘ 5_\" 05 &
i ‘ = . o ! - $4
N : . : . R
ﬂ Faculty/staff underestimate my academic ability or potential .. . ... I IOy
q Faculty/staff overestimate my academic ability or potential ... ..... ... ... e R ; o O
. B People underestimate my ability to handie frustration and stress . . . .. ... .o i e, j 20O
i People overestimate_my ability to handle frustrationandstress ... ................. P e 220D
;1 Faculty/staff ask me irrelevant or overly personal questions about my disability .............:...... 0080
a Other students ask me irrelevant or overly gersonal questions about my disability ............ ... ... G..C..C
ﬂ Because faculty/staff don‘t ask me meanmgful questions about my disability, | must anticipate and v
L] answer such QUeStioNS ... . vcuuse e onnn e e et e e ettt S NG §7
a Because other students don't ask me meanmgful questions about my disability, ! must antlcnpate and : )
i Yanswer SUCh QUESHIONS & v v s v vnin et o toeerioenroneranns e e e e e e e 0..C..0
g _ The failure'of my instructors to accommodate to my disability-related needs makes academic work moredlffacult . O e “':) . O
a | can handle risk better and am more independent than most people realize ... .. .. .o vt veneesen. O.. 0., O
H People batronize meortalktomeas iflwere achild . o oo v vttt i ittt inne et eneonnoeeneneenns O..0.. O
g Peoplg talk about me rather thantome .........oevvveivnennnn e et e e O0..2..0 .
a My-instruc}ors avoid Or igNOT@ M . . v v et v v v v i v oosooooees ot e e oot oot cess st eesenssonenn Q..8..0
a Other students avoid or ignore me B e e ee e e e ': e e O ..O.. O
g Faculty/staff make me feel that | cause them extra time and trouble ........ e b e et e 0..0..0
ﬂ Other students make me feel that | cause them extra time and trouble f et ettt e 0..C..0
ﬂ Because | have a disability, people assume that: : T . , €
a I have other physical disabilitiesthat I donothave . . . .5 .. v v iiiieiitiienenannns e et 0..0..0
q | am limited socially ............ .. N e N O..0..0
‘ Ej I am limited in what | can do physiéally ................ e e e e ettt e O..0..0
’ g | am limited in what | can do intellectually a‘nq academically . . . . ... .. i it e Q..C.. 7D
1 -
a . o . * .
3 30. Rate yourself on each of the following traits as you 31. How important is each of thg followmg to you
' really think you are when compared with the average personally? (Mark one column for each item)
“ person of your own age. We want the most accurate P 3 § ,§
i \7 estimate of how you see yourself . . o 5 é;‘-' N §
§1 (Mark one column for each trait) @ © @ Becoming accomplished in one of the ‘477 § ¢
_5,‘ o—*?f f’ §§’ performing arts {acting, dancing, etc.) . . . .- Q.. .. O
,4 . Ie < Q}té' ‘ Becoming an authority inmy field ........ Q..0..0
?] Academic abitity . . ............ O..0..0 Obtaining recognition from my colleagues "
.5,] Athletic ability . . ... ...... OO0 for contributions to m{l special field ......| O..0..O
1 Artistic ability .5 .. ... ... ..... O..0..0 influencing the political structure .« . ......O..C..C
| DefensSiveness . . . . .. .cou v v ... O..O..G Ipfluencing social values ........evy... 0. 0. 0O
4 7 Drivetoachieve ..e........... O..C..0 ‘ Raising a family . . . . ... e e O..0..0
ﬂ Leadership ability . ....... e O .. ’-:). ) Having administrative responsiblity for
:l *  Mathematical ability . . .......... O..0..0 . the work of others . .. ............ 0000
] Mechanical ability . . . . . e O.. 0.0 Being very well-off tinancially . .. ........ 0..0..0
i Origin’a]i(y ______ P .. (0.0 Helping others who are in difficulty . ... ... .. Q o)
Ej Physical attractiveness . ... ...... O .. ‘\’:’ . (:) Making a theoretical contributionto science . . . C’ . L_) (:'
ﬂ Political ¢onservatism . .......... O O C’ Writing original works {(poems, novels, -
’ﬂ Political liberalism .. ......... PSRN ORES) short stories, etc.) . .....e.covodoonos Q..¢..C
' d Popularity . . ... ... .. ... ..., Q.00 Creating artistic work {painting, sculpture, :
q Popularity with the opposite sex ...(J...}. decorating, @tc.) . .. ... . ... .eeee O..0..0
3. Pubiic speaking ability . ......... o O Beingsuccessful in abusiness of myown ....O.. Q.. O
q Self-confidence (intellectual) . . . . .. OO 0 ' Bec{fn‘mg involved in programs to clean '
‘a Self-confidence (social} . . ... ..... (0. . .. : he environment . ..........c.00 L.O..CL.0O
i Senseof humor. . ............. (). Developing a meaningful philosophy of life . . . O . . O L.O
o f Sensitivity to criticism . .. .. ... PR OREYRENS : Participating in-a community actionprogram .. Q.. O.. O
ﬂ Stubborness . ... ............. F R ;J; Helping to promote racial understanding O . O .. O
. Understanding of others . . ... . ... S BRI Keeping up-to-date with political affairs . . . . . O..0..C
3 " Writing ability . ... L O..C..0 Helping to promote the interests of the :
! ‘ S o disabled ........i.iiuiiiiiiiieaee 0..0..0C
EI{ILC 223
: -7
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32. AQG (as of December 31 1980)
" {Mark one) . .,
J 722 years or younger L
. 23-29 years ’
—. 30 years or oldet

33:. Are you: {Mark one) '
<. Single {(never married) 1.
" Married -i;i‘
Separated divorced, or W|dov~2ed

34, Do you have children? (Mark __53
' . No_ ki

o . Yes, one child c'%;

/o

35. -
{Mark one)
- Protestant
Lo :  Roman Catholic
.C‘Jew:sh
'_ Other
{_ Undecided -
:,‘ No_ne

. 36.
(Mark one) e
) ... No.
| . Yes
37. Indicate your income sources:
(Mark’'one column for each item)
> S
Parents, relatives, inheritance. etc.

Self (earnings trom employment,

savings, etc.)
Social Security benefits
Veterans™ benefits

Supplementary Support Income . . ... ...
Federal college-related financial aid

(loan, grant, etc.)
‘Scholarship from college

00 OO OO,

Scholarship from outside agency, «
organization
%ther {Mark appropriate column) ... .... (...

OO0

'38.

39.
. ten to fifteen years from now? (Please indicate one

. (a)

" Omarried

40.

S

(ONo income_ ¢ - :
()$4,999 or belbw ,

(O adopt one or more chlldren

. Howlong did it take you to answer this questlo nnaire?

. Did you need heip to answer this survey?

{No
-L/ Yes, reading

What is y0ur current annual income from all sources?
{Mark one) -
s

e

(O $5,000-$9,999
(7$10,000-5$19;999 S

O'SZ0,00Q or above

Which of the following life patterns would you prefer

answer in each group)

Osingle -

Oliving with a person of opposnte sex but not marned
Qother

(b) .

(O no children

Qeone child

Otwo children =
Othree ot more children

{c)
QO full-time career
O part-time careqy
O not employed
p o
How would you characterize your ‘political. vtews?
(Mark one) . . :
Q Far left
O Liberal ' ‘ .
O Middte-of-the-road
(O Conservative

C Far rig\vht

{Mark one)

(O Less than % hour
QO %2 hour to T hour

(O 1 hour to 1% hours
¢ 12 hours to 2 hours
() Moré than 2 hours

{Mark all that apply)

{_ Yes, marking or writing answers

I3

-8 —

. THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP.
PLEASE ADD COMMENTS ON A SEPARATE SHEET OF PAPER.

iE!!!!li!ili
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5‘% i -175- :
JNT: YOUR NAME , i ‘
L()g PLEASE PRJ First “Middie.or Maiden ¥ Last ¢ When were you born? |
ICTT HOME STREET ADDRESS : . _ .
o s - ( ) Morith Day Year
L CITY STATE ZIP CODE Area Code Home Phone No (01-12)  (01-31).
1978 STUDENT |NFORMATION FORM ‘ ~ :
DIRECTIONS Dear Student:

Your responses will be read by an optical
- mark reader. Your careful observance of
these few simple rules will be most appre-
‘ ciated. ‘
® Use oniy black lead pencil (No. 2 or less).
® Make heavy black marks that fill the circle.
® Erase cleanl\? any answer you wish to change.
® Make no stray markings of any kind.
EXAMPLE:

be properly read?

N

'

.

The information in this form is being collected as part of a continuing study of higher educa- 1
tion conducted jointly by the American Council .on Education and the University of California
at Los Angeles. Your voluntary participation in this research is being solicited in order to achieve -
a better understanding of how students are affected by their college experiences. Detailed infor-
mation on the goals and design of this research program are furnished in research reports availa-
ble from the Laboratory for Research on Higher Education at UCLA.
has been requested in order to make subsequent mz;ll follow-up studies possnblc Your response
will be held in lbe strictest professional confidence. |

o Smcerely,

{

Identifying information .

 Mbtordee (0 Ot

_Alexander W. Astin, Director
- Cooperative Institutional Research Program

wilt marks‘rf\ado with ball pen or fountain pen

Yes..O' No..@
N1

N DO NOT MARK IN THIS AREA

POOVOVOEO®@E
POOEOOOOOE®
PLOEPEOEEO®EI®
OIOJOIOIOIOIOINIOIO (O
PLAPNOLEEBOO®

©

MARK IN THiIS AREA
ONLY IF DIRECTED

GRP.
CODE

6]0]1010J01010100;
010101010]01010]0]
Sielolelolelelelole)]
016]610]61016]0]6)
. DOOOOOOO®

01010101010101010)

©
©

POOOOOOOG
QOOOOOOOO
@OOOOOOOO
0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0]0)]

P@EOOOOOOO
PEOOOOOO

v

O

1. Your.sex:

O

Male . Female .

2. Areyou a veteran?
{Mark one) No .. O O
3. How old will you be on December 31
of this year? (Mark one)

Yes'.

16 or younger O 2V o O
7o O 2. ... .. O
18.. ... O 2325 .. .. .. O
190 L. O 2629 , ... .. O
20 . ..., O 30 or older . . O

4. In what year did you gradugte from
‘high school? {Mark one)

1978 L. O Did not graduate but
1977 . ‘( . O passed G.E.D. test . O
1976 . ;"L L. O Never completed .
1975 or eartier () high school . .-, . | O
{Note: Please check that your peneil markings

Q

ERIC

ipletely darkening the circles.
or make ¥ ‘sor

-Do not
X ‘'s. “Thank You.}

5. Was your high school program: (Mark one)

" Other? {For ex., vocational)

6. What was your average grade in high school?

”urmm"mn i ! l i ! ! ! ! ! ! H ! ! !

College preparatory?

{Mark one) cAoca+r(D B-QO
’ a-O O
B+O ¢ O
8O 00O
. How well do you feel that your high school
prepared you in the following areas:
{Mark one in each row) Very Fairly
Well Well Poorly

Mathematical skilf
Reading and composition. . .
Foreign languages
Science
History, social sciences . . . .
Vocational skills

Musical and artistic skills . . .

000000«

Study habits

. Are you enrolled {or enrolling) as a:

{Mark one) Full-time student?. .

Part-time student?. .

courses for credit at this institution?

Yes.‘..O No...O

. Since leaving high school, have you ever
taken courses at any other institution?

(Mark all that apply-
in each column)

For
Credit

Yes, at a junior or cmty. coilege O s
Yes, at a four-year college or

university
Yes, at some other postsecondary

schoot (For ex., technical,

00000000

O~
.0

- .
. Prior to this term, have you ever taken

 0

Not for
Credit

O

253 G

11. Have you had, or do you feet that you will
need, any special tutoring or remedial work
'in any of the following subjects?
{Mark all that

apply) > D . > D
BN N
T8 I
« English . OO Social studies. . OO :

Reading. . OO Science . . . ..

Mathematics O O : Foreign Ianguageoo _

12, How many miles is this college from

your perman“ent home? (Mark one}
Sorless. . ... O st100....... O
6-10....... O 1ots00.......0
1150 . ... .. O Morethansoo. .. .

Where do you plan to live during the fall
term? If you had a choice, where would
you have preferred to live?

13.

Plan Prefer:
{Mark one in each cotumn) To Live To Live
With parents or relatives . . . . . O*. .

Other private home, apt.orrm, .
-Colleye dormitory . . . .. .. ..

Fraternity or sorority house . . .

Other campus student housing . .

000000

Is this college your: (Mark one)

.O
Second choice?. O
Third choice?. . O

To how many colleges other than this one
did you apply for admission this year?

No other 1. O 3. O R - T
O 2.0 4.0 Gormoreo

+
Note: If you apptied 10 nO Other coliege,
skip to1itemn 1/ On the next page,

14.

First choice? . Less than third

15.

How many dther acceptances did you
receive this'year? (Mark one) .

NoneO 1.0 3. 5.....
2.0 a.

16.




TR E ) S TR
| o 2 -176- . ; R
. How much of your first year's educational 22. For the activities below, lnhlcate which  |27. In decrdlng, to go to college how im-
R expenses (ropm, board, tuition,and fees} & . ones you did durlng the past year. Itvou portant to you was each of the
e do you expect to cover from each o r;: ,\? S| engaged in an activity frequently, m’drk followmg reaso“sv o E‘
' of the sources listed below? é” /5,’:6/ Q‘/” N ®. If you.engaged in an activity one or R St _ g8
S S . .(Ma'rk- 'dne, dnswer for S ¥
(Mark one answer for Og:p SSLES more times, but not frequently, mark © . AMark dne én £ §
each possible source) Tod&é0 (occasionally). Mark ® (not at all)rf you |. each possible reason) Ny
¢ Parental or family aid, or gifts . . OOOO OO have not performed the activity < 2 L . o N § ec
) ; Grants or Scholarships: during the QBSt year, ! 5*\- \oé" 57 My pargnts wanted,vme togo. ... @ @ @
Basic Educational - . {Mark one for-each item) § éf’ T | could not find ajob...u L. .. @@6
Opportunity Grant . . . .. OOQQOQQO0 Q0O : & O‘: S | wanted to .get away fromhome . WO E .
Supptemental Educational | _ ~ Played a musical instjument . . . . ® @@ | Tobe able to get a better jgb. ... WG

o Opportunity Grant . . ., O OO O O O ) v Attended a religious service. . . . . @@*@ To gaina general edugation’ and ' .
« State scholarship or grant. . . O OO O OO Smoked cigarettes. . .. ... ... @ @@ apprecnatlon of’'ideas . . .. @ @ @_-,
: ‘Colleqe ofgt : ! Took vitamins . . .. ... ..... @ @@ To improve my readlr‘lg and "
{other than abovel. . . . . 0]0]0]0]0]9) Participated in organized 5 studyskills. L4 @QOG
Other private grant ...... O O O OO O " demonstrations. . . . ...... @ @ There was nothmg better todo . @ @ @

. Loans: . Took a tranquilizingpill ... .. @@ To make meamQre cultured person @@C
o " Fed. guaranteed student loan . O O O O O O Wore glasses or contact lenses . . . @ @ @ To be able to ,make more money. @ @ C
. Nat't diréct student loan . . . Q QO Ooq Attended a public recital or To learn more about’thlngs that’ '

1 l Other collegeloan . . . . . .. OOOOOO CONCEIt . o v v v vt v n e e . @@ mterest me C e @@C
¢ - Btherloan .. ... ... .. O00000 | Took sleeping pills. . . . .. .. . @@ To meet new and interesting people @@@

. Work and Savings: Jogged . ... ... ... ... @ @ To prepare myself for graduate or
- College Work-Study grant . . O 6 O000 Staved up all night. . . .. ... .. ®E * professignal school 3 NOIO) C
Other part-time work while o Drank beer . . ... . ... N GIC) +28. Do you.have any concerm about your
Aending . . . .. .O000O0O0O | worked inalocal, state, or ability to finance yaur coIIege educa--
Full-time work while attendmg O OO O O O national political campaign. . . @@@ . tion? {Mark one) . o
: Savings from summer work. . OOOO OO 23.‘ Where did you rank academically in your | None {1 am confident that 1 v-vill o
Other savings . . . . . ....000000 high schoo! graduating class? {Mark one) have sufficient fungsh. ..l .C

SPOUSe « o v et OOOOOO "fop Quarter. .-O ‘ 3rd Quarter. . . . O Some concern (but | wr\i probably :
Your G.l benefits. . . ... ... OOOO OO : 2nd Quarter. . O Lowest Quarter, . O n have enough funds) e C

Your parent’s G.l. benefits . . . . OOOO OO |24a.D0 you consider yourself phystcally " Major concern (not surel will have

Sncal secur. dependent’s benefits O O OO OO ' handicapped? enough funds to complete college). C
“Other................000000 N .. Q QO to Question Number 25) |29 How would you.characterize your

' ) cYes .. O political views?  (Mark one)

18. Please answer the following questions regarding
- BEOQOG (Basic Educational Opportunity Grant)
and GSL (GWd Student Loan) financial .

24b.1f yes, what type of handicap do you . Farleft, ....... . C
have? (Mark all that apply) CLiberal ., L. @)

; ad programs. (Markaltthat . oo oo Hearing . . . . (O Orthopedic . . . . .. O Middle-of-the-road. . . ." % . v . ... C
T apoly in each column) Grants  Loans speech .. . .(D. Learning disability. . ) Conservative'y . . .o v v ven ... O

z, -I'nive heard of thisprngram . ., . . . . O .. O Visual . . . .. O Other . .. ... ... O Far rlght e O

3 . . .

g‘ 1 pphed for wid from thisprogram . . . . .. .0 24c.Does your handicap require architectural |30. What is your best cstlmate of your pa

, Friuaitied for aid in this program ‘ accommodations (wheelchair ramps, ents’ total i mcome last year? Conside:

! {wehether or not lapphed) | ., . . . O...0 elevators, etc.)? - Yes() No(D ahnual income from all sources before

o v taxes. (Markeone) .

25. What is the highest academic g g . , >
§ £8| Lesthans3,0000  $15,000-19,999 O
&

19. Were you last year, or will you dpf‘fhisvyea“

" degree that you intend to L 1 :
L.«1nq with your parents {for more - Yes No obtain? : L &8 $3,000-3,999° O %20'000“,24'999 O
an o consceutive weeks) . .. ... O .. O .&"‘d .:é;’"!’ $4,000-5999 {0  $25,000-29,999 O,
Lsted s an exemption on ynur parents’ Y {Mark one in.each column) _7:5" _:L.E"g $6,000-7,999 O $30, 000-34,999 O
Federal Income Tax fetarn . . . .. O.:0 Nome . . ......... AT .0O..0 $8,000-9,999 O  $35,000-39,999 O
Recewing assistance worth SG00 or Associate {A.A. or equivalent) . O . O 310,600—12,499 O $40,000-49,999- O
moie from your parents . . . . . . . 0. .0 Bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S., etc) O..0 $12,600-14,9990  $50,000,0r more Q)
: Master's degree {(M.A., M.S., etc.) . O > O > v
20. Are you: (Mirk one) . Ph.D.or Ed.D.. . oot e O ..0O [31.What is the highest level of formal
Sotpeesenty murnied. L L L L L U O MD. D.0.,DDS,oo DVM.. .. O .. O education obtained by your parents?
SHnad hvingwith spouse . L . L L L L L L L O LL.B.orJ.D.{Law) ... ... e O . O {Mark one in each co1umn)_,Fathér ‘Moth
Llarnied, not hving with spouse. . . ... ... .. O B.D. or M.Div. (Divinity) .. .~ .. O - O Grumrnar school or less. . . O P
21, Arevou: (Mark alt that apply) ' Other . ... ... .......... O O Some high schoot .. . . . . O el
'\'Ihtln Couvgcasan . oL 00 O 26a.How many persor:s arepurrently depen- High school gradda-te.‘.. Ce . Q.O e

Black Negro‘Afro-Amercan . . . . . . . . . O _ dent on your parents for support {include Postsecondary school other
yourself and your parents, if applicable)? than collegé . .. . . . . . O....

O
O
O
\ _ -0
10 20 30-40 SOﬁdrmoreO Somecollege . . .. ... ... OLQ
O
O
O
8 i

26b. How many of these dependents other thah College degree . . ... ... . O e
yourself are currently attending college? . Some graduate school . . . . . O. ...

'I:MC"NO :"‘ NO"'GO‘O QO 3ormoreO 'Gr.»duatedeqree ......... O
R R R R R R R R R N R RN R R R A R AR RS R

i, - -

Q " wrto Rican-American

oOoo




" Homemaker (full-time)

- Musician (performer, composer). . . .

- Semi-skilled worker

“Business {tlerical) . - .

‘Conservationist of forester

32 Mark only three three responses, .

one in each column
A
e R
@Yaur mother’s occupation.
@Your father's occupation. .
@Your probable career occupation.

NOTE: If \}our father (or mother)
1s déceased; please indicate his (her)
last Occupa(lc{l.

Accountant or actuary

Actororentertainer. . . . .. ... .. ..
Architect or urban planner . .
Artist o v v v v o v e v v oo oo o e v o ale

Business executive

{management, administrator)

Busine& owner or proprie(br .........

Business salesman orbuyer. . .......
Clergvman-(mir'\is(er, pr}es() e e e @@@
Clergy lother religious) . 4. . 1. .4 e @@@
Clinical psychologist « « « + <" « .o v« - OO
College teacher. - . . . . . .« o oo v , @@@
Computer programmer or analyst . -« . . . OIGICN

Dennst {including orthodontist}. . . . . . @@@
Digtitian or homé economist. . . , . . . . OIGI®)
Engineer . .. .. ..o e @@@
Farmer or rancher . . .°. . .. .. e @@@

Foreign service worker- : ¢
{including diplomat)

Interior decorator

{including designer} . . . . .. ... .. QEe®
Interpretor {translator) . . . . . ... ... @@@
tab technician or hygienist. . . . .. ... @@ @
Law enfostement officer . . . ... . ... ®E ®
Lawyer {attorney) Or judge . . . . .... ®OE ®
Mihary service (career) . . . ........ ,@@ @

Nurse . . ... o oo LR @@@
Optometrist . . . .. oo v vt oo @@@
Pharmacist . . . . . oo oo oo @ @ @
Physician. . . . . ..o oo .o @@@
School counselor. . . . ... ... ... @@@

Schnol principal or superintenrlent . . . .

Scientficresearcher. . . . . .. ... ... @@@
Social, welfare or recr‘eanon worker. . .. @@@
Statisycian . . o v v e e @@@
Therapist {physical, .

occupational, speech) . . . . ... OIO) ®

Teacher or administrator {etementary) . .

Teacher or administrator (secondary} . . .

Veterinarian . . . .. oo 0o e e @@@
Writer or journalist . . . . .% ... .. .. @@@
Skilled trades. . . . oo v OIGIY)]
Other . . .. v i v i it it e e @
Undecided . . . . . oo v v e e e @

Labarer {unskilied)
\

Other occupation
Q

ERIC
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34a,Current religious

33 Below are some reasons that.moght have @ g;
. influenced your decisian to attend thls . preference 5@ fm .
% particular'college. How important W t',-c - {Mark one in each column) - REF
" was each reason in your decision 5 § & Baptist . ... fJ' t ®®® o
to come héré? {Mark one answer & :E & Congregational® (U c. C') """ VE®- :
 for each possible redson) §Q ééf' §Q° ' Eastern Orthodox . ... ... .. @@@ ©
K . : e.{-v E"" o Eplscopal ......... P . @ @ @
. . Am'o?'eo Jewish. .. . ... N 16O
My refatives wanted me to come here @@@ L:atter Day Saints {(Mormon} . .. @@@
My teacher advisedme . . ., . ... OIOIO) Lutheran . . . . . ... o5
This eollege has a,very good’ / W I\)Ie(hodisx._. .
'academic.repu(a(ion ........ @@ @ Muslim.. . ... ... ...
i was offered'financial.assisténee, .. @@@ Presbv_y"(e.riijr) x )
| was not accepted anywhere else . @ @ @ Quaker (Soc‘iefv of Friends) . . . @ @ @
Someone who had been here Eefdre _ ™ Roman'Catholic . .-. . . . .. .. ® @ @
‘advised metogo. . ... ... .. @@@ Seventh Day Adventist . .. ... ®®®
This college offers special : Uni(ariar;-UniversaIis( ........ @@@
" educational programs . . . .. @@,@ Other Protestant. . . ... ... .~ e
This college has low wition. . . . . . @@@ Other Religidn ........ . @@@
My guidance counselor advised me . @ @ @ None .............1. ® @@
I wanted tolive athome . ... .. - @@@ 34b Do you consider yourself a rebbrn A
A friend suggested attending. . . . . @@ ® " Christian? Yes
A collfige representative recruned me @E® ) ‘ @Dlsagre' Strbnaly o
BE SURE TO ANSWER QUESTION 34. : @Dlsagree Some
L/ : @Agree Somewhat
35. Mark one in each row: (® Agree Strongly ——ﬁh—‘ ‘I
The Federal government is not doing enough to control environmental pollution. . . . ... @ @@@

Jhe Federal government is not doing enough t8¥protect the consumer from faulty goods

AN SBIVICES. . . v v v vt e e e e e e e e e e ’@@@(D
‘The Federal government shou!d'do more to discourage energy consumption . ... ..... @ @@@,
There is too much concern in the courts for the rightsof criminals . . . . . .. oo o v oL @ @@@
Urban problems cannot be solved without huge investments of Federalﬁmomes ........ 01010
. People should not obev laws which violate their persoval VAlUBS . i e e e e @@ @@
The death penalty should be abolished . . . . . P @@ @@
A national health care plan is needed to cover r everybddy's medical COSES + v e . @@@@)

- Energy shortages could cause a major depression or even wars in my lifetime if action

is not taken nowtopreventthem . . . . . .. .. ... 0 oie e e e e e @ @@@
Abortion should be legalized. . .. . . .. e e e e e @@@@
Grading in the high schools has become tooeasy . ... ... ....... e e e e e e @ @@@
The activities of married women are best confined to the home and family ... . ... .... @ @ @@
« A couple should live together for some time before deciding to get married- . . . ... ... @ @ @@
Parents should be discouraged from havmg large families . . .. ...... ... .. ... @ @@@
Dlvorce laws should beliberalized . . . . . . . i i i e e e e e e e e e ,@ @@@

if (wo people really like each other, it’s all right for them to have sex even if they've
F- ] known each other for only a very short nme

Women should receive the same salarv and oppor(unmes for advancement as men in

comparable POSIIONS « . o v o v v vt i e e e e e e e e s

Wealthy people should pay. a |arge7 shire of taxes thantheydonow . . . . . . .« .0 oo @@@@
Marijuana should belegalized . . .. ... ... ..... ... e e @@@@

using is O.K. if it helps '0 achieve racial balance in the SChOOIS & oo v e e oo @@@@
Itis imhor(am to have taws prohibiting homosexual relationships . . . . ... ... ... .. @@@@
Collede officidls have the right to requlate student behavior offcampus . . . . . ... . . . @ @@@
Faculty promotions should be based in part on student evaluations . . . . . e e e e e e @@@@
College grades should be abolished . . . .. ... ... ... e @ O10) ®
Colleges would be ir'nproved if organized sports were de-emphasized . . . . . . ? ....... @ @@@
Student publications should be cleared by college officials ... ... ... o @ @@@

College officiais have the right to ban persons with extreme views from speaking oncarnpus. @ @@@
., Students from disadvantagéd social backgrounds should be glven preferential treatment in
college admMUsSSIONS . . v v v vt v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e
Open admissions (admitting anyone who applies) should be adopted by all publicly
supported colleges

Even if it employs open admissions, a college shpuld use the same performance standards

',_uH.«HHHH*!HMM'Q??@,-“-E ...............

in awarding degrees to all students . .

@@@@
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. 36. Below is a list of different undergraduate major ~ ° 37. Indicate the lmportance toyou ®Not tmportaint — 4
o [fields grouped into general categories. Mark only |- personally of each of the ‘ @\(/?riolr;;v;r:: nltmport.-mt ;
A brie cnrch. to mdlcate your probable f:eld of study . fo“OWlng {Mark One '0' each item) @Essentaal ”./; |
P o ' Becommg accompllshed in one of the performmg arts (actmg, ‘

- ARTS AND HUMANITIES  PHYSICAL SCIENCE C dancing, etGd. s L N CICICION: It
Art, fine and applied . . . O Astrondmy . ... .. ... O Becoming an authority inmy field. . . . ... ..... S Ve _t‘
K ‘ English {laguage and Atmospheric Science * ’ Obtammg recognmon from my colleagues for contributions to A o
. liter'ature) ......... O (ir)cl. Meteorologyf e O my specnal field . . ... ... e e e e e e e e e e @@@@
.. History . .., R, OV Chemistry. . . ... ... ... O * Influencing the political structure. . .. . . .. IR oo, . @®'©® £
" Journahsm . . ... ... .. O Earth Science( . . . .. .... O Influencing social Values . ..o \.‘ e e .. @@@@
L.anguage and Literature Marine Science {incl. ~ ' Raisingafamily. . . ... ... .. ... ... ... .. .... R @@@@
(exgept Englisk) . . . : .‘O Oceanography). e O .Having admmlstrauve responsibility for the work of others .., . . . @@@@ -
Music . . . . . ,' e e e O Mathematics . . . . . . e O " Being very well off financially . . . .. ......... e e e e @@@@ |
Philosophy . . . . .. ... QO Physics i chii ... O "Helping others who are in difficulty. . . . ... ... e "EVE®:
" Speech . ,,,,,,,,, . O Statistics . . . ... e e e O |: © Making a theoretical contgiﬁmion to' science. . . . . T @ @@ ®
> Theater or Orama . .. .. O Q@r Physical Science . . . O Writing original works {poems, novels, short stories; etc.). e @@@@ ¢ K
Theology or Religion ... . . O ’ . Creating artistic work (pa‘iming,h‘s"cu_lpture, decorating, etc.} . . . . .. @ @ @@ |
Other Arts and Humanities . () PROFESSIONAL ~ Being successful jna businessof myown. ... ... .oy NOIOIOIOR v
Architecture or Urban B Becoming mvolved in programs to clean up the environment e A @ @@@ o
;~ BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE Planning. . ... ..:...0O Developing a meaningful philosophy of life . . ............. @@@@ -
' Biology lgeneral). . . . . .0 ~ Home Econoimics . . . .. .. Ol Participating in a community action'program . . . . e e @@@@
Biochémistry or ‘Health '.Technology"(medical, Helping to promote racial understanding . . . S @@ @@
~_ Biophysics . .. ... .. O dentat, laboratory}). . . . . O Keeping up to date with political affairs_. S e e I @@@@
i oD NN D | 35, s yourbest uess s tothe @ crane
o : chances that you will: ' . gry Little Chance
Microbiology or Pharmacy. . . ... e e e . O o . @Some Chance
Bacteriology . ... ... O Predemel, Premedicine, . {Mark one for_each item) .- @Vﬂrv Good Chance-——-] ——ll .
Zoology. . . . . e O Preveterinary . . . . . .0 Change major field? . . .. . .. . ST DA ®EeOE
Other Biological _ Therapy {occupational, Change career choiee? ........... e e e @ @@@

Science . . ... ..... O physical. speech). .". ... . O Fail one or more courses?... . . . . . e e e @@@@
) ‘ © Other Professional, . . . ... O | Graduate with honors? e I, e @@@@

o
il -
£
{
q
i
. : n.
BUSINESS . Be elected to a student office?. ... ........... e e @ @ @@ §
Accounting. . . . . . ... .O SOCIAL SCIENCE . : Get a job to help pay for college expenses?. . . . . . ‘.'} ..... 4 .06 @@ 1;
Business Admin. {general). \04 Anthropology . ... . .... O Join a social fraternity, sorority, or club? ................. @@@@ ; L
Finance . . . . .. ...... O Economics . . . .'".,\ ...... O . Live in a coeducational dorm?. e e e e T, e @@@@ '{ L
Marketing. . . . . e e O Geography . . . .. .\'.\.,,.,_‘;__._Q " Be etected to an academic henor SOCIEY? . . v it e e @ @@@ L% ]
_Management . . . ... ... (O . Poalitical Science {gov't., v ‘ '""\Make at least a "B" average? .......... e ®E @@E
Secretarial Studies. . . . . . O international relations} . . O - Need extra time to complete your degree requ:rements? ..... .. @ @@@E
Other Business . . . . . . . . (O Psychology. . ... .. ....O 'Get tutoring felp in specific course§? . . ... & . OO ;, :
- Social Work . . . ... .. .. O Have to work at an outside JOb during college? . .. ... .. P @ @@ ® o
o « - . L
EDUCATION Sociology . . . ... ... O Seek vocational counseling? . . ... ... el OICIGIOR. B
Business Education . . . .. Other Social Science. . . . . . O ‘Seek individual counseling on personal problems? .. ... o ©OEO @ 4
Elementary Education . . . TECHNICAL . ‘ " Get 1 bachelor’s degree {B.A., B.S.,etc.)? w. ... ... oit o 4 OICIGIO) i '
Music or Art Education. . . Building Trades . .. ..... O Participate in student protests or demonstrations? .. ... .. R OICIGIO) ti
Physical Education or - Data Processing-or ' Drop out of this college temporarily {exclude transferring}?. . ... . .. ©VEO® il
S Regcraation . . ... . .. O Computer Programming. . () Orop out permanently (exclude ttansferring)?. .. . ....... ... ® @ ® ¢
. ) i ;
Secondary Educavon . . . O Drafting or Design. . . . . . O L Tramsfer to another cotlege before graduatmg? .............. @ @@@ i :
Speciat Education . . . . . . O . Wectronics . . . . . )/’G— Be satisfied with your college?. . . . . ... ... .. ... ... OIOIGIO)] it
3 ° Other Education, . . . . .. O Mechanics. . . . ... ..... Ot Find a job after college in the field for which you were traingd? . . s OICICION: [
- i -
Other Technical . . . .. e O Get martied while in cotlegef'(sknp ifmarried) ... ... L @ @ @@ A
ENGINEERING OTHER FIELDS ° Get married within.a year after college? (skip if married) . . . . ... (QICICIOR K
. Aeronautical or o Agriculture . . . .. i et e e O " The Labnratory for Research on Higher Education at UCLA ictlvely encourages the colleges.
- Asironautical Eng. . . O Cornrnunications that participate in this survey to conduct local studies of their student bodies.” If these studies
. L O . " involve collecting follow’up data, it is necessary for the institution to know the students’ {0
Civil Engineering. . . . . .. {radio. T.V., etc.) R @ numbers so that follnw-up data can. be finked with the data from this survey. 1f your college
Cimgnical Engineering . . . O Computer Scienr;e ..... N O asks for a tape copy of the data and signs an agreement to use it only for research parposes, do
Etectrical or Electronic . Eorestry « ... ... '_ . O ] we have your permssion to include your |D number in such a tape? - Yes O No O

Engineering. . . ... .. O Law Enforcemer:lt. e e e e me O 39. @ @@@@ © The remaimng circles are provided for 1tems 44.@ @ ©© @ E
. : R . . specifically designed by “your coflege, cather . kK

Industrial Engineering. . . O Military ‘Scnence ...... o O 40. @ © @1 @ than by the Labnratory tne Research un Higher 45'@ _@ @ @
Mechamet Engineerng. . O Other Fild. ... O | 9.@OOOO * e Jrwammimmiyt 600000
Other Engineeting . . . . . . O  Undecided ... .......O 2. EO©@OE  drctans gven you A OIOSICIG)
Q . MR 2.OEOO®® . THANKYou 8OO !

l: MC ed by the Laboratory for Resem.h an H;qhu Educman Umv:]my of Cahfwma Los Angeles, Cabforna 90024 Processed hy Intran Corporation, 4555 West 77th Street, MinneapBis, Mianesota J54‘J5
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APPENDIX C

©1978 Student Information Form:
Percentage Responses for Nondisabled

Freshmen (N=626,333),
® .
'J v
’ . \ 5. Was your high school program: {Mark one) 11. Have you had, or do you feel that you will |
College preparatorf? . . . . . ... ... .. need, any special tutoring or remedial worlg
in any of the following subjects"
Other? (For ex., vocanonal) ..........
{Mark ali that 5 » > :
. L apply) .
. 6. What was your average grade in high school? Y , ~Z:°e°? v T
‘ . W\\; . ‘ L £ S
L . {Mark ane} Aor A+ 10 B- . 12 . F - IS
! . . 13 e+ 10 1° English . 10 14 * Sociai studies.]:o 4
; V 1 ' .B+ 21 ¢ 6 | Reading. 8  science . . ... 9 13
’ ’ 8 2/ b 0 Mathemancl 24 Foreign languageﬁ 14
’ . 12. How iles is thi
7. How well do you feel that your high school 2 W many miles is this college from
-0y ) your permanent home? (Mark one}
. prepared you in the following areas) :
(Mark ons in sach row)  Very Fairly Sorless. . ... 10 51100 ....... 15
; ark one in gach row Weil Well Poorly. 610....... 12 101800. ... ... 28
" Mathematical skills . . . . .. 32 . 54 . 15 1150 ...... 27 More than 500 8
< Reading and composition. . 35 . 55 . 10 ) X . . N ’
. » . Foreign languages . . . . . . . 17 .46 37 .‘13. Where do you plan to live during the fall
T SCIENCe « v v e 35 55 .10 "~ term? If you had a choice, where would
f tvya? .

' ‘ History, social sciences . . . 40 . 54 . 6 _you have preferred to live? Plan Prefer
™ '  Vocational'skills . . .. .. .. 19. .47, 34 (Mark one in each columnl - ToLive To Live
1. Yoursex: . Male . 49  Femate . .51 Musical and artistic skilts . . .24. .41, 34 With_parents or relatives . . . .36 ... 19

. Study habits « ... ... ... 19. .56, .25 Other private home, apt.orrm. .6 . ... 24,
2. Are you a veteran? . College dormito\@f. ....56 .... 47
{Mark one). No . 99 Yes .. 1 Fraternity or sorority house . . .1 . ... &
Iy
Do . Other campus student housing. .2 . ... &
- 3. How old vill you be an December 31 Other o o o o 1 .... 2
of this year? (Mark onel . :
A i :
16 or younqer . () 2...0.. .. 1A, |Is this college your: (Mark one)
V. 3 22...0.. .- Firstchoice? . . 76  Less than third
8........ 76 22.25 .1. Second choice?. 18 choice? . . ... 2
1K+ T 16 © 2629 .0Q.... Third choice?. . 4
20, ..., -2 ‘30 or older . . . o
‘ , , . 15. To how many colleges other than this one
4. 1n what vear <did you graduate from e did you apply for admission this year?’
high school?  (Murk one) Noother. - 1. 18 3. 14 5.....4
1978 ... ... 94 0. not graduate but 2. 18 4. b 6or mor»ﬁ
1977 .. .. .. 3 passed G.E.D. (es( .. 1 N'ou 1 you apolied 10 nG other college.
K10 1o item 17 un the next.page
1976 . ... .. 1 Never completed - - . ~
1975 oreaclier . 2 highschool . . - .. O 16. How many other acceptances-did you
. receive this year? {Mark one) -
) ! ;
E TC 230 None 20 1.31 3.15 s5.....2
K 2.24 4..6 6or rnpre2

SuuRi R R RS R R R R R R R R R R R R R RR
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. 22. For the activities below, indicate which 27 In decldlng to go to college, how im-
' ones you did during the past vear, |f you | ' portant to you was each of the .
. engaged in an activity frequently, mark . following reasons? &
Ve, S (®. If you engaged in an activity one or - .o &
- ‘ 1"+ more times, but not frequeritly, mark © {Mark one answer for 5Q° §
N o * (occasionally). Mark ® (not at all) if you each possible reason) 3: Ec':'
* have not performed the activity S - XS
. N P
during the past year. . & £ 5| Myparentswanted me togo. . .29 49 Z
. (Mark one for each item) ,g‘;?f ¥ | lcould notfind ajob . . . e 4 9 ¢
. ' ‘ F oS ! wanted to get away from home .8 32 €
. Played a musical instrume-nt . .23‘ Z1 56 To be able to_get a better job, . . 75 19
» Attended a religious service. . . .4;8 38 14 To gain a general education and
'Srhoked.»cigarettes ......... 14 15 .71 abpreciation of ideas . . .. .68 30
. ’ - Took vitamins . . . .. ..... ’. 18 40 42 | o improve my reading and
A ) ’ Participated in organized “ study skills . , . ... .. \37 49 1
demonstrations. . . . ... . ..3 14 83 There was nothiny better to do . .2 8.‘9“
Took a tranquilizingpill . ... .. 0 5 95 ) To make méamorg cultured perscaq» 48 ‘A 1
U ' Wore glasses or contact lenses . . 35 11 55 To be able to make more money. 61 33
) Attended a public recital or ~ To learn more about things that . .
oconcert ... L. L. .. ...21 61 18 interestme ... . . e e e .13 25
‘ Took sleeping pills. . . . . *....0 3 97 Tomeetnewand interesting peopB6 ‘39
) R ) , ' ’ Jogged. ............. . 24 58 18 To prepare myself for graduate or '
Stayedwupall night. . . .. .... 7 61 32 professional school . . ... .44 33 2
Drank beer . . . .. ........ 22 52 26 |28.po you have any concern about you>r
- Worked in a local, state, or ) ahility to finance your college educa-
_national political campaign. . . 1 8 91 tion? (Mark one) 1
- S ‘| 23. Where did you rank éb’a’démiéally in your Noae-{l am confident that | will- -
: high school graduating class? (Mark one) have sufficient funds) . . . .. .. 35
' Top Quarter. . Q46 3rd Quarter. .. . Q18 - Some concern tbut | will probably /
- ‘ 2nd Quarter. . 034 Lowest Quarter. - ()~ 4 have enough funds) . . . . . . . 50
Major concern {not sure | will have
eénough funds to complete callegel]l 4
. ) T ' ’ 29. How would "you characterize your
: ' . political views? (Mark one)
: Farleft . ..o v vvieie i nn . .2
\ . > . Liberal. ... ..... e 23
p : Middle-of-the-road. . .\ . ... ... 59
) E Conservative . . ., .. .. e e e 16
- Farright .. .. ...... e e e e .0
30. What is your best estimate of your pa
. . ' ents’ total income last year? Conside
’ ‘ annual income from all sources befor¢
190 ) . . ,25. What is the highest academic ;3 g taxes.  (Mark one)
ere you last year, or will you be this year: , ) § £&| |Lessthan$3,000 3 $15,000-19,999 I¢
degree that you intend to JL : h
Living with your parents {{or more Yes No btain? < ag '$3,000-3,999 2 $20,000-24,999 17|
than two consecutiva waeks) . . . . . . . 92 . 8 ° & 85| sa.000-5999 3 $25,000-29,999 1(
Listed a5 an exemption on yuur parents’ . (Mark one in each column) i?’ .'fc,:? $6,000-7,999 -4 $30,000-34,999 ¢
Federal Income Tax Return . . . . . . . 83 . .17 1  None....... .. T2 .4 $8,000-9,999 4 $35,000-39,999
Receving assistance vm;th 3600 or Assaciate {A.A. or equivalent) . . . 8§ 26 $10,000-12,499 ' 8 540,060—49,999 ‘
more from your parents |, . L, .. .. 66 .. 34 Bachelér's deagree (B.A., 8.S., etc.)38 . 53 $12,500-14,999 9 $50,000 or more
) Master's déqree {(M.A., M5, etc) 30 .10
20. Are you: (Mark one) - Ph.D.or EdD.. .. ... ..... . 9 .2 31. What is the highest level of formal
Notpresently marred. ., . ... ... ... 99 M.D., D.O.,D.D.S.,orDVM.. .. 6 .. 2 education obtained by your parents?
P-hrr»lg(l. hivingwithspouse . . . ., ... .. ... 1 LLB.orJ.D. {Law) ... ...... 4,1 {Mark ane in each column) Father Moth |
Married, not hiving with spouse. . . . . . . . e 0 B.D. or M.Div. {Divinity) . . . . .. 0 .. 1 Grammar school or less. . .. 5 .. .. 4
21, Are YOU: {Mark ail that apply) . Other . . . .. ... .. ....... 3 L 2 ) Some high school .. ... . 11 e 9
WhieiCaucasian ... ., 87 26a.How many persons are currently'depen- High school graduate . . . .29 ... 43~
Black/Negro!Afro. Amcuc‘m ............. 8 dent on your parents for support {include Postsec&ndary school other
v Amencanindun. ... To 1 yourself and your parents, if applicable)? than college . . . . . . .. 4 ....7
‘ Asan-American/Onientat . .. . ... 0 1529 319 426 522 6ormore 19 | Somecollege. . .......13 ... 14
, Me«ican-AmencaniChicano . ., . .. .. . . e 1 26b.How many.of these dependents other than College degree . . . ... .. 20 ..: 16
PUCHO Ricun. Amcncan. e ‘ ........ i yourself are currently attending college? |. Some graduate school. . . . . 3....2
Emcher ..................... -2 "4 None $6 1 26 26 3ormore 3 . C;raduare degree . . ... .. 14 ...6

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ! E ! ! ' i !
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33. Below are some r
influenced your decision to attend this
particular college. How important
was each reason in your decision
“to come here? {Mark one angwer
for each possible reason)

My relatives wanted me to come here

My teacher advised me .o vunn . J\ZO 74
4 26 70

This college has a very good
academic reputation. . . . . .. 50 41

| was offered financial assistance ],4 18 68
| wgas not accepted anywhere else . 3 592

Someone who had been here before

advised Me10go .« « . . . . . . 14 42 44

This college offers special

educational programs . . . . . 26 37 38

easons that might have

Wi y e
- a.Current religious
/ pré‘ference:

(Mark one in each column}

Baptist . . .. .. 0o v oo ' 1
Congregational (U.C.C.}. . .. .. '

Eastern Orthodox . . . . .. ...

Episcopal . . . . .. .. oo l
Jewishy . . ... ... ot e

Latter Day Saints (Morman) . . .

Lutheran . .. . . ..o oo v v
Methodist. . . . ... ... ... 1
Muslim . . ... Mo L.
Presbyterian . . . ... .. .
Quaker {Society of Friends! . . .
Roman Catholic . . . .. .. ... 3
Sevemh~Day Adventist .. .....
Unitarian-Universalist. . . .7 ..
Other Protestant: . ¢~ . ... ..

ORTIOOXOONOOUTIORWH N W

This college has kow tition. . .. .17 37 46 Other Religion . . . . ... .
My guidance counselor advised me .8 30 62 None . ... .‘ ...... e
I wanted to live at home . . . ... .10 16 74 34b. Do you consider yourself a reborn
A friend suggested attending . . . . .6 31 63 Christian? ves 30 No 70 't
A coliege representative recruited mel 12 84
35. } "
The Federal government is not doing enough to control environmental pollution. . . . . .. ! 82

The Federal government is not doing enough to protect the consumer from faulty goods

and services. . . .. .. e e e e e / e . 73 _
The Federal government sﬁould do more to discourage energy consumption . . ... .. .. 82-
There is too much concern in the courts for the rightsof criminals. . . . . ... ..... .. : 66
Urban problems cannot be solved without huge investments of Federal monies. . . . . . . . 49
People should not obey laws which violate their personal values . ... ............ .32
The death penalty should be abafished . . . . . . . e e e e e e 33
A national health care plan is needed to cover everybody’s medicalcosts . . . ... ..... . 60

Energy shortages could cause a major depression or even wars in my lifetime if action

is not taken now to preventthem . . . . .. . .

Abhortion should be legalized. . . . ... ... ...

Grading in the high schools has begbfne too easy

The activities of married women are best cdnfined to the home and family . .. .. ... .. R 27
A couple should live together for some time before deciding to get married. . . . ... ... X 45
Parents should be discouraged from having large families . . .. ... ... ... .. ... 48

, Divorce laws should be liberalized

If two people really like each other, it’s ali right for them to have sex even if they've

known each other for only a very short time

Women should receive the same salary and opport®nities for advancement as men in

comparable Positions . . . . ... i i i i e e s N rrrr e e 93
Wealthy people should pay a larger share of taxes than they donow . ... ..ouovueeian 73
Marijuana should belegalized . . . . . . .o v v v v i it e e 49
Busing is O.K. if it hélps to achieve racial balance in the schools .. ... ... .. ... ... 41
It is important to have laws prohibiting humosexual relationships .- .. . . ... ... .. 46 ‘
College officials have the right to requiate student behavior off CAMPUS « v « v v v e e e v ’ , 14
Faculty promotions should be based in part on student evaluations . .. . .. .. e e 72
College grades should heabolished « . v v vt v v i v ie v i i e s e e i 16
Colleges would Le improved if organized sports were de-emphasized . . . . .. S L 27
Student pubhcmm%ould be cleared by college officiajs . . . . ........... e 36
College officiats have the right to ban persons with extreme views from speaking oncampus. 26

Students from disadvantaged social backgrounds should be given preferential treatment in

college admisstons . . . ... . . ... .0 e ..

Opén admissions {admitting anyone who applies) should be adopted by all pubticly

supported colleges. . . . . F

........................ 33 .

Even if it employs open admissions, a college should use the same performance standards

in awarding degrees to all students

= s
nH




-182-

ercen &aqr%p'gﬁgrlfcm yiﬁsentfiﬂ or very important
Ea : ' personally of each of the
. ' Lo . * following:
. e ' .- Becomlng accomplished in one of the performmg arts (acting, *
s . - dancmg,etc.).............’ ........ e e e e 13
k ) ' Becoming an authority inmy field . ... ... ... . e 73
' ' . : ' “ Obtaining recognition from my colleagues for conmbu(xons to o

R . ’ . myspecial field . ... ... L L L 51
o . ' Influencing the political structure . . . .. .. .. .. . 15
' ! Influencing social values . . ... ... .. ... . ... .. .. . . . | =30
A ) ' Raising a family ..o 63

. ] ' Having administrative responsibility for (he work of others . . . . .. ' 36

. Being very well off financialty . . . ... ... . ... ... . ... . 60

Helping others who are in difficulty. . ... ... .. e e e e e e . b6 .

- Makmg a theoretical contribution to seience. . . . . . \ ....... 15

- ! Writing original works {poems, novels, short stories, e(c.) ........ 13
Creating artistic work (pamung, sculpture, decorating, etc.) . % . . . . ]_4

Being successful in a business of myown. ................ 49

‘ | Becoming involved in Programs to clean up the environment . . . . . 28 .
N o Developing a meaningful philosophy of life . . . . . e e e e e 57 B

v Participating in a community action program . . . .. [ 27

’ ' " . Helping 10 promote racial understanding . . . . . . . e \ 34
. Keeping up to date with political affairs . . .. .. ...... e 37

. 38. What is your best guess as to the
' chances that you will: . ’ -
| ' |
| i

| 26

Be elected to an academic honor society? . .. .. ........... 8

. ' Make at least a *"B"’ average? . . ... ... 42

Need extra time to complete your degree requirements? ., ., . . PR 5

Get tutoring help in specific coursest ............... . 9

Have to work at an outside job during c8llege? . . ... ........ 24

Seek voca(ional counseling? . .. ... . L L 7

*Seek individual counseling on personal problems? ., . . ... ... .. 4

Geta bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S., etc)? . 5. ... .. ... ... .. 65 -

! Participate in student protests or demonstrations? . . . . e e e e 3

i Qrop out of this college temporarily (excldde transferring)?. . . . . . 1

o i Drop out permanently (exclude fransferring)? .............. ]_

Transfer to another college before graduating?. . . P 11

Be satisfied with your college?. . . . . . e e e e 56

~ . Find a job after college in the field for which you were trained? ... §7

Get married.while in college? (skip if married) . . . . .. .. .. ... 5
Get married within a year after college? (skip if married} . . . . . .. 15.

- .

233
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. Your sex:

RIC -
T |
} | B

Male .

. Are you a veteran?

No..96 Yes . . 4

{fark one)

of this year? (Mark one)

16 or youngqer .
177 L.
| 62
ML
0. .... ... 27

high school? (Mirk o

1976

O
”

BEERE

Percentage

. 47 Femile

nel

1975 or earhier . 8 high school

il

\ :
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APPENDIX D

1978 Student Information Form:

Responses for Disabled Fo]]ow-up’Respondents - .

, (N=3,338)

.. 53

. How old will you be on December 31

. In ‘what year did you graduate from

81 Did not gracuate but
6 passed G.E.D. test . 2

2 Never completed

College preparatory?
Other? {For ex., vocational)

@

6. Wuhat was your average grade in high’school?

o e e o )

{Mark one) Aor A+ 13 8- 10
"a-14 s 8

g+2d ¢ 7

823 o~ O

-

7. How well du’%)u feel that your high school
prepared you in the following areas:

(Mark one in each row) Very Fairly
. Well -wWell Poorly

Mathematical skills . . . . . . 34 .49, .17
Reading and composition. . 37 . 49 . 14
Foreign languages . . . . . . 418 . 41. . 41
Scier)ce ...... e 35.53..12
History, social sciences . . . 41 . 51 . 8
Vocatianal skills . . . . . . . ~.19..42. .38
Musical and artistic skiils . . 27 . 41 . 32
Study habits . . . . ... ... 21 . 54 . 25
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5. Was your high school program: (Mark on;)\

2 ; 5 1 E E L Eg ; 5 35535

11. Have you had, or do you feel that you will
need, any special tutoring or remedial worl_(
in any of the following subjects?

{Mark all that '
> >, >

apply) S l’efs
L s £

. N .
English . 11 22 sociat studies. 12 6
Reading . 14 15 Science . . . 10 20

) Mathematicd4 29 Eoreign languag£ 20

12. How many miles is this college from
your permanent home? {(Mark one) '
5orless. . ... 10 s1100 ....... 17
610....... 10 101500.......30
M50 ...... 25 Morethan500... 8

13. Where do you plan to live during the fall
term? If you had a choice, where would

you have preferred to live?

Plan Prefer
{Mark one in each column) To Live To Live
With parents or relatives - . . . . 25....20 ’
Other private home, apt.orrm, . 5 e 22
College dormitory . . « . . . o . . 65....46
Fraternity or sorority house . . .- 1.... 5
Other campus student housing. . 1 e 4
Other . . ... ... 3 .4

1A Is this college your: (Mark one)

First choice? . . 78  Less than third 5
Second choice?. 17 choice? . 7. 1
Third chowce?. . 4 ‘

15. To how many colleges other than this one

did you apply for admission this year?

No other 1. 19 312 S5..... 3
’40 2. 16 4. 6 6 or mord}

Note' 1t you anolied 10 no other college,
sk 1o tem V7 on the next page

16. How many lother acceptances did you

receive this year? (Mark one) .
23 1.26 3.15 s5...3.
2.25 4.5

None ; )
6 or more 3
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19. Were you last year, or will you be this year:

20

21.

Q
I

. Are you:

Living with vour parents {for more Yes
than twa consecutive weeks)
Listed s an exempiion on your parents’
Fedueral Incoime Tax Heturn
Recewving assistance warth $600 or

Maore trom your parents

(Mark onel

Marnied, not hiving with spouse

Are YOu: {’lark ail shat apply)
Vihite:Caucasian

Mc-acnn~Amenc.’m/Ch-cano
Pjerto Ricon-American, |
ther

No

15

. 23

WO MNP 00

113

| 23.

-1 25.

2 HE I

22.

" engaged in an activity frequently, mark

) 4 NS
during the past year. ) ' = Og 5
L Y O
{Mark one for each item) § 6? <~
& oF
Pl‘ayed a musical instrument . . 27 22 51
Attended a religious service. ... 53 34 13
Smoked cigarettes. . . . ... .. 13 11 76
Tookvitamins . . .. ....... 21 38 41
Participated in organized
‘demonstrations .......... 3 13 84
Took a tranquilizing pifl . ... .. 1 9 90
- Wore glasses or contact lenses . .83 10 38
Attended a public recital or !
concert ., ., . .......... 23 56 21
Took sleepingpills. . . . . . . ...0 694
Jogged . .............. 19 46 35
Stayed up all night. . e 8 53 39
Drank beer . . ... ........ 18 48 34

20a.

26b.

‘ -184~
For the activities below, indicate vwg‘hic,h
ones you did during the past year. \f you

® . if you engaged in an activity one or.
more times, but not frequently, mark ©
{occasionally). Mark ® (not at all) if you
have not performed the activity

Worked in a local, state, or
national political campaign. . . 3 10 87

Where did you rank academically in your
high school graduating class? (Mark one)

Top Quarter. . (O52 3rd Quarter. . . . 014

2nd Quarnter.

. 031 Lowest Quarter. . O 3

\

Whatsis the highest academic ;5 ;!9;;
degree that you intend to évt Qﬁg‘”
obtain? ' P EL:J
<= -:S/
{Mark one in euch column) i?’ i.s",;;
None . ... .. e 2 . 5
Associate (A.A. or equivalent) | . . 3 R 15
Bachelor's deqgree (B.A., B.S., eic31 61
Master’'s deqree {(M.A., M.S., etc.) 31 12
Ph.D.orEd.D.. . ... ....... 12 .2
M.D., D.0..D.D:S,orD.V.M. .. 10 .. 2
LL.B.orJ.D.{Law) . . ... .. .. 5..2
B.D. or M.Div. {Divinity) . . . . .. 1..1
Other . ... ..., 5..1
How many persons are currently depen-

dent on yoeur parents for support (include
yourself and your parents, if applicable)?

18 29 31942322 6ormore 19

How many of these dependents other than
yourself are currently attending college?

None 62 1 272 8 3 or more 3

127. In deciding to gq to college, how im.

portant to you was each of the

following reasons?

I3
{Mark one anhswer for 4 :
each possible reason) £ 5,':'
§§.
. S lé <
My parents wanted me togo . . 24 46 ¢
I could not find ajob . . . . ... 8§ 10 ¢
{ wanted to get away from home- 8 34 ¢t
To be able to get a better job. . 74 20
To gain a general education and
appreciation of ideas . . . . 71 26
| To improve my reading and
study skifls . . . . ... ... 38 46
There was nothing better to do . 9 9 ¢
To make mea more cultured pers’is 48 1
To be able to make more money50 38 1
To learn more about things that !
interestme . . ... .. - 77 21

To meet new and interesting peoBG *38 '
To prepare myself for graduate or
48 331

28. Do you have any concern about your

professional school

ability to fipance your college educa-
tion? (Mai one) '
None {1 am confident that 1 will '
have sufficient funds) . . .. . ... 3:
Séme concern {but | will probably
fave enough /funds) ......... 5¢

*Major concern {not sure | will have
énough funds to complete college). .] ¢

29. How would you characterize ybur

political views?' {[Mark one)

Farfeft .. ................ 2
Liberal. . . ... ........... .26
Middle-of-theroad. . . .. ... ....52
Conservative . . .. ...........]18
Farright .. ... ... ... ... ... 1

30. What is your best estimate of your pa.
) ents’ total income last year? Conside
annual income from all sources befor:
taxes. {(Mark one) .
Less than S3,000 815,000—19,999 )
33,;000'"3'999 $20,000-24,999 KR’
$4,000-5,999 15 $25.000~29,999 7
. $6,000~7,999 $30,000--34,999 1(
$8,000-9,999 6 $35,000~-39,999
$10,000-12,499 $40,000~-49,999
$12,500-14,999 24 $50,000 or more

31. What is the highest evel of formal
education obtained by your parents?

(Mark one in each column) Father Moth
Gramrnar schoolorless. . . .9 .... 6
Some high school . ... .. 12 ...10 ’
. High school graduate . . . .26 ... 34
Postsecondary school other .
thancollege . .. ... .. 4 . 5 .
. Somecollege. . ... .... 1]_ ....15.
College degree . . .. .. .. 16 -.:.19
Some graduate school. . . . . 4 ....3 ;

IR I

EEERREE

Grdduate degree
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33. Below are some reasc}ns that might have 34a.Current religious

.influenced your decision to attend this . preference:

particular college. How important ,:f {Mark one in each cofumn)
‘was each reason in your decision . & $ & Baptist ... .......... .
to come here? (Mark one answer g ‘:5 3 Congregational (U.C. C.)f N
for each possible reason) '§°~ ;}é" g Eastern Orthodox . . . . ... ..
> &7 Episcopal . . . .. .........
) N g ES Jewish. . . .. ... ... L.
. My relatives \.Nanted‘me to come here 6 21 73 Latter Day Saints {Mormon) . . .
My teacher advisedme . . . . . ... 6 26 68 Lutheran . . . . . ...«
This coltege has a very gaod g Methodist. . . .. . . ... ... .
academic reputation. . . .. . .. 62 32 6 Muslim . . .. ...
| was offered financial assistance . 22 21 58 Presbyterian . . . ... ... ...

1 was not accepted anywhere else . . 4 Quaker (Society of Friehd;-) o

Someone who had been here before
ad(f?sed metogo. . ........ ]_5 4]_ 44
This college offers special v .
edugational programs . . . . . . .33 32 35

Roman Catholic . . . . ¢ . .. .. )
Seventh Day Adventist © . . . . . s

Unitarian-Universalist . . . . . . .

Other Protestant. . . . . . e
This college has tow tuition. . . . . .10 30 59 Other Religion . . . .. . . e
My guidance counselor advised me .10 29 61 © None ... ... . .
I wanted to live at home . . . . . .:11 12 77 |‘34b. Do you consider yourself a reborn
A friend suggested attending . . . . . 8 27 65 Christian? . Yes 33 No 67

A college representative recruitedme '/ 16 78

35. _ ‘ ' -
The Federal gévern;nent’is not doing enough to control environmental pollution. . . . . .. 80
The Federal government is not doing-enough to protect the consumer from faulty goods _

and services. . . ... ... e Lo e e e e e e e e 72
“The Federal government ‘should do more to d:scourage energy consumption . . .. ... .. ‘ 83
There is too much concern in the courts for the rights of criminals. . .. - v v v e e e e 64
Urban problefns cannot be solved without huge investments of Federal monies. . . .. ... 42
People should not obey laws which vnolate their personal values . .. .. e e e e e e e e 32
The death penaity should be abollshed e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 33
‘A national health care pfan is needed to cover everybody’s medical costs '. S _ 61
Energy shortages could cause’a major depre;sion or even wars in my lifetime if action .
. is not taken now to prevent them ... . . . . ... e e e e e e e e e e e s 82
Abortion should be legalized. . . . . . . . e e 54
Gradnngnnthehughschoolshasbecometooeasy N : 67
The activities of married women are best confined to the home and famdv .......... X 29
A couple should live togéther for some time before deciding to get marned .......... . 40
Parents should be discouraged from having large families . . .. ... .. ... ........ 51

" Divorce laws should be liberalized . . ... ... ... 2N 48

If two people really like each other, it's all right for them to have sex even if they've

known éach other for only a very shorttime . . . ... . ... ... ... .. I 43
Women should receive the same salary and opportunities for advancement as men in

comparale POSILUPNS . . .« .« o ottt e e e e e e e e e s e : 94
Wealthy people should pay a larger share of taxes thanthey donow . ... . ... .... ... 77
Marijuana should be Icgahzcd .................................... 46
Busing is O.K. if it helps to achieve racial balance in thc SChOOIS « .ot oo oo 42
it is important to have laws prohibiting homosexual retationships . . .. . ... ... ... 40
College officials have the right to regulate student behavior offcampus . . .. .. ... ... 16 -
Faculty promotions should be based in part on'student evaluations . . . ... ..., .. .. 76
Collage grades should be abolished . . co. o oo oo i it i i 16
Colleges would te imnrove'd if organized sports were de-emphasized . . . . . .. ... ... 34
Student publications should be cleared by college officials . . . . ... ... ... ... 34
College officials have the right to ban persons with extreme views from speaking oncampus. 27
Students from disadvantaged social backgrounds should be given preferential treatment in

COUEGR AUMISSIONS .+« 4 ¢ttt et et e e e e e e 34
Open admissions {admifting anyone who applnes) should be adopted by all publicly

supported colleges. . . . ...l U, 33
£ven if it employs open admissions, a college should use the same performance standards

in awardnng degrees to alt students ........ e e e e e e e e 77
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. . ' . 37. Inditate the importancé to you
‘ personally of each of the
, following: -
. on - S e o e il 'Becomn::\g' acco‘?ﬁbii"sﬁed in one of t?xe performing art's'(acting,
_ , nig &ancing, etc.}). . ... e T I 16
‘ . ' Becoming an aﬁthority inmy field . .,...... e e e e e e 72
' Obtaining recognition from my colleagues for cor:‘tributi‘ons to )
' myspecialfield ... .................. . ' 53
Influencing the political structure . . .. .. ... ... ... . e, ... 18
1 Influencing social values . . .. ... ... ... ...... . .. . . ’ 34
Raisingafamily .. ... .. ....... . e . 55
. Having administrative responsibility for the work of others . . . , . U 33
. . Being very wejlﬁoff financially . .. .., ............. «... b0 .
Helping others who are in ditficulty. . . . . I e 72 BE
Making & theoretical contribution 1o stience. . . ... .. ....... 20 -
: Writing original works (poems, novels, short stories, etc.). . . . . . . . 15 .
Creating artistic work {painting, sculpture, decorating, etc.} . . . . . . 16 i
Being successful in a businessofmy own. . . .. ....... . Y. f
. ) Becoming involved in programs to clean up the environment . . . . . .31
Developing a ;neaningful philosophy of life . .. ......... ... .61
Participating in a community action program . . ... ......... 32
. Helping to promote racial understanding. . .. .. ... . .42
. Keeping up to date with political affairs . . . . . ... . R |
. 38. What is your best guess as to the
chances that you will:
" : ,
. ' .|| change majorfield? . . ... ... L L oL ;12
. Change career choice?. . . . ........... e 11
Fail one or more courses?. .. .. .. .. e e b
‘Graduatewith honars? . . ... ... L e .12
Be elected to a student office?, . . . ... ... e , 3
Geta job to help pay for college expenses?. . . . ... ... ¢..... 36
Join a social fraternity, sorority, orclub?. . ... ... ... ... ... 18
Live ina coeducational dorm? . . . . . ... ... ... .. ... .. 28
Be elected to an academic honor society? . . e e 9
Make atleasta “B" average? . . . .. ... ............. .. | 38
Need extra time to compiete your degree requirements? . . . . . . . . 8
Get tutoring help in specificcourses? . . . ... ... .......... 14
' Have to work at an outside jobduringcollege? . ............ 18
' Seek vocational counseling? . . ... ............... .. ~. 10
! Seek individual counseling on personal problems? . . ......... 8
Get a bachelor's degree (B.A., B.S. etc.)? . ... .. e e e - 73
Participate in student protests or demonstrations? .. ......... 4
' Drop out of this college temporarily (exciude transferring)?. . . . . - 2
Drop out permanently (exclude transferring)?. . . ... ........ 2
Transfer 1o another college befare graduating?. . . ... ........ 9
Be satisfied with your college?. . . . .. ... e e e 56
_ Find a job after college in the field for which you were trained? . . . 66
v ' Get married while in college? (skip if married) . . . .. ... .. ... 4
Get marricd within a year after college? (skip if married) . . .. .. . 12
i
-3
i
¢
237
’ Q by the Laboratory far Research on Higher Education. University of Calitornia, Los Angeies. Catiformia 90024, Processed by Intran Corporation, 4555 West 77th Street, Minneapohs, ane;ul.z 55335 ’ a
:H!EHE3EEH!!EEEHz!355%5335352353”523&3%‘!EEEH




Y

 APPENDIX E

Percentage Responses of the Disabled to 1981 Follow-up Survey
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1981 FOLLOW-UP SURVEY
OF 1978 DISABLED FRESHMEN

When you entered college in 1978, you participated in the Cooperative Institutional
Research Program’s annual freshman survey. At that time, you were one of 7,000
students completing the freshman questionnaire who said you were handicapped.
This survey asks for more information about you, and about your experiences since

_then. Evenif you are not disabled, or are nolonger in college, we want you_to answer
and return this questionnaire. Your responses will provide valuable information to
help federal, state, and college policy-makers better meet your needs and those of
similar students in the future. : L :

This survey was developed by the Higher Education Research Institute in Los Angeles
and funded by the Bureau for the Education of the Handicapped in Washington, D.C.
Your responses will be held in the strictest confidence, and they will be presented
only'in summary form. Students whose disabilities do not affect their reading or
writing should be able to complete the survey in about half an hour. We realize,
however, that some people will need to take a longer time. Your thoughtful responses
and willing participation are much appreciated. Please return your survey as soon
as possible in the enclosed stamped envelope.

We welcome your comments. However, all’ stray marks “or writfrig on this
questionnaire will invalidate your responses. Therefore, please follow directions
. carefully and enclose your comments oA a separate sheet of paper.

S‘\ncerely,

Dr. James Henson .
Judith K. Lawrence
Higher Education Research Institute
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1981 Follow-up Survey: 5 2b. (Contd = , | A,f & S8 g ¥
> | . L SE 58 €. 3
Percentage Responses for Total : lchanged“my career plans ...... .00, O g )
Disabled Sample (N=3,338) ’ ‘ | was tired of being a student........ O. O .O E
' ! | was un%blg to get the financial aid | : i
' ' . Ineeded ......... e O..0..0 i
L Proper Mark: @ Improper Marks: v/ (% (30 College gxpenses were too high ... .. O..0..0 §
: ‘ _ ! /o Expens#és connected with my disability S E
1. What is your current status? (Mark one) weretoo high . .. ... ..o ... .O0..0 /.
" 671 am currently enrolled in college, and have been \ | wanted to get practical experience . . .0O. .O. .O
since 1978. (Answer item 2a and not 2b) I felt that a college education would not - K
104 withdrew from college temporarily but am currently improve my job prospects ...... . . O .. O
enrolled again. (Answer items 2a and 2b) _ I didn't feel safe on campus ........ 0..0..0
+ 151am temporarily not in.college but plan to return lhad noplacetostudy ... ......... O . O C. O
soon. (Answer items 2a and 2b) ~ldidn't “fitin"” at college .......... 0..0.0. § -
8 1 have permanentlywithdra'wn from college orintend | wanted to travel ......... e O. O ..O H
to do so. (Skip 2a and answer 2b) ' I wanted to transfer to another institution T '
. ’ _ . ‘ but could not enroll immediately ....Q.:O.. O - §
2a. Which of the following do you still expect to do in Other (Indicate degree of importance). .0O..0. O
college? (Mark all that apply) See Table ' ' _ N
(O Change major field . 3. Which of the following have you done (did you do)
O Change career choice : while in college? (Mark a_l[that apply) ;‘g
O Fail one or more courses 35 Changed major field [a
' C Graduate with honors. . . . 33 Changed career choice Zj
O Be elected to a student office’ 32_/ Failed one or more courses ﬂ
( Make at least a "B’ average ' . 14) was elected to a student office 5
( Need extra time to complete degree requirements 29) Served on a campus committee . ﬂ '
(O Get tutoring help'in specific courses o 58 Got a job to help pay for college expenses 4
() Seek vocational counseling " 3D Joined a social fraternity, sorority, or club {4
. (_ Seek individual counseling on,personal problems 58; Made at least a “B’* average 3|
O Participate in protests and demonstrations ' 11) Participated in protests or demonstrations ‘3
. Drop out of college temporarily ' 67 Felt satisfied with collége - ﬂ
(> Transfer to another college before graduation ' : ﬁ
(C Get a job after college connected with major field 4. What type of high school did you attend most of the
of study time? (Mark one) R
(C Get a job after college for which a college degree is 79. public : — ’j
appropriate : 6 Private: Nondenominational g
15 Private: Religious & . 3
4
2b. How important were each of the following factors in 5a. What type of arrangement best © 0'59 & 5
your decision to interrupt or terminate youreducations describes your educational ;0 © \QS 3
{Mark one column for each factor) s Ar & program aF each level? ‘,5‘\; i;c%\ .é?o? a
See Table ‘ N (Mark one in each column) §¢ 5¢ ¢ &
College did not provide adequate support 28 £8 28 - §F 8F §F ¢ d
services (e.g., note-takers, readers, - VE 8F f Regular academic prografn with go S¢ Fo & 3
interpreters, attendants) .. .......... O. 2.0 " nondisabled peers ... ...... 82 .80..78.83
I had completed my planned program . ... ... O .. O Regular academic program with ) 1
I had to as[s/gje family responsibilities special classes or services . . '!
{e.g.. because of family illness) ....... L0000 as needed . ....... e ...(8.10:..12.13 3
| became ill/needed treatment . .. .. ... .00 Regular school but segregated in ’ R
| got a good job offer . .............. o O O special academic classes . . .. . . B5..6..8..Q q
| needed to earn money (e.g., for school) .(0..7)..O Special school for the disabled ... 4 ..(3..(1.. (I §
I'{or my family) moved to a'different / Other {Mark appropriate column) .(1'..(2 '1 NV 3 B
location . . .. . F e e C..O..0 - g
1 did not do as well academically as | 5b. Did you take adaptive physical education rather '3
thought lwould . ............. oS00 - than regular gym classes? : P
My relatives/spouse discouraged me 83 No (Go on to question 6] # 9
fromcontinuing . ................. O..0C..C (4 Yes, Elementary {Grades K to 5-6) - 8
Q (l decided | did not neeg a college degree O (, O {6 Yes. Junior High (Grades 6-7 to 9-10) ' !
EMC I wanted time to reconsider my goals (9 Yes, High School (Grades 9-10 to 12) 1
and interests ..., .......... GO0 2411 (8 Yes. College B
- ~ ~

. .




i

vl - F 4, " S R T ogwt 4 AT T - g I g “ sH, v LY VMY LY A W3 M E e Y SR Tl Sl S L S Faee B i elid R
AR AR R ey, AR RS BT e R R IR AR D Ty AT AT e I TR LT L 2 S N 0, PR AR B
- v > by ~ \ > hd £

”

e — y——

-

: -189- 5
o 6. What ucadomi; dagree are you currently working ',.9. WHat has been (was) your college enrollment status
i ’] " toward, and what is'the highest academic degree you . “most of the time since 19787 « ; . S ™~
« 3 intend to get? (Mark one in each column) o (Mark one) - o "1
-4 | | Gogs  Doares : o
~ 4 > © Planned Planned 91 Full time
- J . None ........ e e 75 2 (6 Part time
. ] " High school diploma or GED-. . ... .. ... 2.0 0 (3 Not enrotled
- 3 Vocational diploma/certificate . . ... . . ... O...... O ' S .
-3 Associate {A.A. or equivalent) . ....... 1D...... 3 . ' : . Y
~3 Baccalaureate (B.A., B.S.,etc) ....... 73 ... 20 : * '
1 -1 Teaching credential . ...... e 2. ... <) .
-1, Master's (M.A, M.S..etc) ........ LD aQ ' - ? o -
| Doctorate (Ph.D. or Ed.D.) . ... ........ Q..... 16 10. What has been (was) your employment status most
L B Professional degree (e.g., M.D,, D.D.S, of the time while in college? DR
{ ~3 .D.V.M, LLB, J.D., B.D., MDiv}....... O..... 1D (Mark one) - o .
e Other (Mark appropriate columns). . . . . . B VI D) : . ’ A
“ - ' 45 Not employed ‘ ‘
- § 7. What is your current (or most recent) college class? & Full-time employmént off campus
S | (Mark gne) ) . .27 Part-time employment off campus ~ - o
~ fi (BFreshman 48 Senior @ Full-time employment on campus '
- j 12 Sophomore ' (4 Other 27; Part-time employment on campus _
= P 28 Junior - ;
- "] _
=4 8a. How many colleges have you attended since fall 19787
~ 4 (Mark one) . .
d 3 72 0One {Go on to item 9) . ]
4 ‘.i 24 Two {Answer item 8b) . . ' - 11. In college, how concernad are (were) you about your
- } 5 Three or more (Answer item 8b) ‘ ability to finance yout college qﬂucg;ion?
- } . (Mark one) .
~ i 8b. How important was each of the following factors in
- } your decision to transfer from your first college to 46 Very much
: i another institution? (Mark one column for each factor) 1 35 Somewhat g, ?
- . _7 ’ ' § ;g ig 20. Not at all | AR h
- %) My first college did not provide adequate >4 &8 55':? ¢
~ 4 support services (e.g., note-takers, {\E "?_\E ?__\E .
. 1‘ readers, interpreters, attendants) . Cev .13..10..77 : : o -
" Icompléted my planned programétmy = ] . - N '
- first institution . . . . . PP e 18..(6..76
" i o I wanted a better social life . . .. ....... 13..25..61 12. What is (was) your overall college grade average?
~ i | wanted to go to a larger institution ... J14..16..70 (Mark one) :
- ? | wanted to go to a sialler institution . . .(8..79..82 N . J i
el { | wanted to live in a different type of : - ) (5 A or A+
- ! COMIMUNILY . ..t ittt i tn e eene s 25..23..52 11 A-
- } | wanted to be farther from home (paréents). /.. .10. .83 14 B+ :
~ | wanted to be closer to home (parents) . .¢9..19..72 16 B '
e ] I or my family moved to a different location.(3..(3..94 23 B- ﬂ
" } | wanted to go to an institution with a 14 C+ ¢
-1 better academic reputation . . . .. S 23..19..58 14 C
" ',2 | wanted totake a different tyge of program ' L ‘30 . . '
~ :‘ than was offered at my @t institution . .37 ..17. .45 %
. i | was generally dissatisfied with my _ . : ’
PR firstinstitution . . ... ... ... ... ....30..23..47
i < | needed to attend a less expensive school .16 ..16. .68
-] My financial situation improved so |
" :i could attend a more expensive school . . . (3 ..76. .91 '
" l | didn't feel safe on the campus of my -
-4 fiPStIRSUIULON « o o v ettt e e e .. (3..(3..93
g. | had no place to study at my first - . . R i
, Q INSHIULON © v v e v e e e e e e e e (2..(9..90 2 4 g
: EMC | didn't “fit in"" at my first institution ....(9..16..75. ] ‘T i > .
* Other (indicate degree of importance) . . . .25 ..12 . 63 g




—— — N = - ——

. - | - ~190-

13. ?legse indicate your most recent major field of study in 14. Do {did) you have‘tq’study a particular field to get
college. (Mark one) Seé Table : .fmancnalpnd at college? . '-x
_ . —_ {Mark one) v ;i

' ARTS AND HUMANITIES -~ PHESICAL SCIENCE . . T . ‘ . *
Art, fine and applied . . . . .. O Astionmsw ...... e O 96. Mo ' ‘
English (language and . " Atmospheric Science ' 4 Yes ‘ _

IWterature) . . ........ LD (incl. Meteprology) .. ... c .

. : ) . . ‘ : L5
H.;go,y ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, KR Chemistry . ............ C’ : ) \ b
Journalsm J. .. ... ... O Earth Science . ......... - :
Language and Literature Marine Science (incl. ’ - i ’ A _ : 3
- {except English) ....... C) Oceanography) . ....... C) . £
MUSIC . .. cvvnnn oo o007 Mathematics « ool (@) 15. Where do (did) you live most of the time in °
Philosophy . ........... O Physics ... ....... e O , college? Where would you prefer (have
SPBBCH « v v e O Statistics . ..oeuen..n. O preferred) to live? 3
Theater or Drama . ... ... ) Gf}'er Physical Science ) i . . O : {Mark one in each column) . c!':

. Theology or Religion. . .... O . o - ‘ 4 . 1:’;
Other Arts and Humanities . O pROFESSIONAL ' _ College housing {dormitory, Actusl  Protorred. | £

' L Architecture or Urban fraternity or sorority, other Residence  Residenco .
BIOLOGICAL SCIENCE Planning . ....ce.ennn O college housing) . . . .. ........ 58:..... 41. ',“-

) Biology (general) .. .p- .. O .. Home Economics . ... ... O Off campus (private room, 5
Bioéherﬁistry or ) . Health.Technology {medical, | apartment, or house} ......... 35) ..... 54 2

BiOPhYSICS « v« v e v vven O dental, laboratory) . . .. .. O Other (Mark appropriate columns) .. ). ... .. 5 o
BOWANY « vt e v vnennnsos r) Library or Archival Science . Q : f‘

b Marine (Life) Science .. ... O NUPSING  « v v v eeeiee e e O : T _ - ‘F
Microbiology oF Pharmacy « ... ..oovv.- O Byt
Bacteriology . .. ... .. .. O Predental. Premedicine, , h i
Zoology . . . . . P O . Preveterinary .. ........ O ) %
( Other Biologi Therapy (occupational, 16. With whom do {did} you live most of the time . u .
Science ... N\ ... s physical, speech} ...... O at college? With whom would you prefer '
‘ Other Professional . ...... O (have preferred) to live? {Mark one in each ;
BUSINESS ) column as appropriate) - ——— ,
Accounting . . L O SOCIAL SCIENCE ) S Actual Preferréd L.
Business Admin. (general) . . Anthropology . . « « v« v oo .. O “ With parents or relatives . ........ 28 ...10
FINance «......oeve.. @) ECONOMICS -« v v v v nnnns O AIONE - vttt e ittt iaene s L1030 W
MArketing . .oovvnnen . O . Geography ...... .. O With disablied roommate or , T :‘
Management .. .......-. O . Ppolitical Science {gov't. FOOMMALES v v v v v veee e o vmnnee s .. .. 2 é
Secretarial Studies . . . g. - .O international relations) .. O - With nondisabled roommate or * ' ( -
Other Business . . . ry .O PSychology . .....ovovnnn O " TOOMMALES v v vve e e e e 9. ....48 B
Social Work ... ........ O With spouse . ........... PP Vi AU S *
EDUCATION Sociology . eee e O Other (Mark appropriate columns) . ... P.... 5 i
Business Education . . .... O Other Social Science . ... . O - _ ;‘i‘

* Elementary Education . . ... O ] ) . , i
Music or Art Education . . . .O TECHNICAL ' o - v f,
Physical Education or k - Building Trades . ........ O !;}'

Recreation . .......... O Data Processing or . . / i
Secondary Education . ... . O Computer Programming . . O 17. In college, do {did) you have tutoring or {emedial i‘
Special Education ... .... O Drafting or Design ....... O work in any of the following subjects? f:
Other Education ... .....( EIECUrONICS « - v v e vnnnnn . O (Mark ali that apply) ' :

"Mechanics . ........ .. C ) R
ENGINEERING Other Technical . ........ ) 73 No _‘!
Aeronautical or ‘6 Yes, reading S tf

Astronautical Eng. . . ... O OTHER FIELDS 11 Yes, writing or composition . L
Civil Engineering ... ..... O Agriculture .. ... e O 13 Yes, mathematics ‘ 5
Chemical Engineering ....O Communications , - ‘1 Yes, social studies E ; ’
Electrical or Efectronic 1 . (radio. TV, etc) ....... (':) ’ 5 Yes, science o« P

Engineering . ......... @ Computer Science .. ..... O 3 Yes, foreign language f'}
Industrial Engineering ... O Forestry . ........... e 4 Yes® other “,: ’
Mechanical Engineering . . Q Law Enforcement . ....... (J ‘ ﬂ
Other Engineering .. ..... O . Military Science . . . .. . C) té

, o Other Field .. .......... @] _ , ' g
EMC . ) . Undecideq ............. O . 2 4 2 C [ [ ]
. -4 - _ : p 8
prrs R YRR ARNENRER RN RRERRENRE BN RRE N pannRnRRT ] O]
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18. Whatis your probable career occupatlon?

(Markond)  gee Table _ 7" 7
" Accountant or actuary o
" Actor or entertainer

(C Architect or urban planner
() Artist A : )
C) Business (clerical) '

O Business owner or proprietor °

{7 Business salesman or buyer

W Clergyman (minister, prlest) « -
- Clinical psychglogist '
) College teacher

L
;‘..v\ ,
. ,_,;"nﬂ .

o =
() ‘Computer programmer or analySt

(O Conservationist or ferester.

O Dentist {including orthodontlst) \l» ’

() Dietician or home economlst 5o W
(" Engineer- pels

W
e ¥

{O Farmer or rancher , L
G Foreign Service worker (lncludlng’dmlomat)
(O Homemaker (full-time) , L £ \

U.lnteraor decorator (including” desngner)
. Onterpretor (translator)

( Lab technician or hygienist-

() Law enforcement officer

(O Lawyer (attorney) or judge: . -

(. Mulitary service (career) : )
. £ Musician (performer, composer)

{5 Nurse

. Optometrist
~(C Pharmac;st
:;Phymcmn -

"~ () School counselor . ,Ff;

L) School prmcnpal or superlntendent

{_ Scienufic researcher .

( » Social, welfare or recreatnon worker .

", Statistician ’
( Therapist {physical, occupational, speech)
( ! Teacher or administrator (elementary)
_ Teacher or administrator (seoondary)
_)Veterlnarlan .

-

st

‘

(_ Writer or journalist R
1 Skilled trades Do
- i, Other .
"(", Undecided ¥y o

. 0.
In college, is (was) there any ona person whose
support, encauragement, quldance, ‘or confntlence

19a.

38 Mo (Skip 10 question 20) - &'g H,i\‘“ )
7 Yes, a personal friend (outsnde OILSC_thl)

21 Yes, a family member (e. g. p,arent or spouse)
-1 Yes, a high school friend ’.;
1 Yes, a high scnool teacher .
0 Yes. a high school advisor, co

)11 Yes, a college friend - S

12 Yes, a college professor, teacher

A .
o

Q H Yes, a coliege advisor, counselor
E MC 4 Yes, other

f

(O Business executive (m\anagement administrator) ‘

‘in yowis (was) central to yqlir suécess? (Mark one)

<ay

19b
- (Mark one for each item below)

20.

- ’ ’ ’ e ' >

Is this person:

" AS0; Male T
50 Female , R

B.7! Disabled - * = o S
93" Not disabled

C. Age : v .
26, 22 years or younger
14) 23 to 29 years
60. 30 years or older -

~ ®

Do you have a disability? (Mark all that apply and write

your specxflc dlsablhty in the box below for each area -
© that yogr-mark.) - ' . . B

w
<

O No, | doynot have a disability (Sklp to questlon 30y
OYes visual (partially sighted, blind;, not correctable ‘

. wlth glasses or contact lenses) =, ‘
4 -
677 = 20 percent '
OYes, hearing
. 392 = 12 percent T
OYes lspeech ‘ e . . "
84 - 2 percent
O Yes, orthopedic . " ’ .
750 ="22 percent

(O Yes, learning

166 =

{"jYes, health-related (e.g.,

5 percent

respiratory, heart)

331 = 10 percent

~
QY_es, emotional
33 = 1 percent s
o . ! -
(U Yes, other
283 = 8 percent .
Multiple 622 = 19 percent

»

. To what extent does (did) your dlsablllty aroa atffect
your functioning at college? (Mark one column for
each qf your disability areas)

- .Very Not st

Much “Somawhat sl

Visual ... . e 19....583....28
HEAriNg ..o veeeeceenn 19....62....19
SPEECh .« vt e e 28....64....,(8
Orthopedic .. ........ ... 18....52.. 30

~ Learning . ...... e ..46....54. ...
Health-related . .. ..o eeuu... 16. 68....17
Emotional . . ... ... S 62....38....Q

O'ther '

~
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"22. When was (werse) your disability ' 27. In college, to what extent does {did) your disability affect your
{disabilities) diagnosed? - expariences in each of the following areas?
{Mark one) - {Mark one calumn for each area)
: - Very . - Not at e
11 prenaally or at birth - _ . v ) much Somewhat all '
27 Before age 5 - ACAABMIC + v v v v iee i e 12y ... .. 40).......48:
27. Between ages 6-12 S0CHAl v v e e e 12y ....... 43....,...44
22 Between ages 13-17 . Recrea(ion.al, extracurricular .., ...... 225 ... .. .. 42y, ... .. + 36 K
15-Age 18 or older ' Psychological, emotional . . « w. .« ... .. AL 0039 50. ,
no 'Other {Indicate extent) . ............. 4. ... 10....... 86,’ )

28. The following is a list of support services and accommodations that you
may or may not use.(have used) at collage.

23. Do you consider your disability to be {Mark the appropriate column for each)
{Mark one)

]

I

o . Would Use Do (Did}

E MC ) ' ~ ’ ’ + . ; D : S 3 Y
- e ' , -6 - ~ (Specfy) < ,
FEY R NN ' T8 RN EE RN RN L.

N
.
g
i
- i
|
18 visbio/apparent. | o ' mgoty i hisa | Wil B -
53 Sometimes apparent/sometnmes Existing architectural accommodations {Did Use) Have Used) to Ma)
not obvious ) o {e.g., elevators, stair railings) . ....... 29, . 3 68 f-.
29 Hidden/not obvious o Adaptive architectural accommaodations , , ﬂ
{e.g., ramps, adapted restroom facilities) . 1D ... ... RV 88 f-
Adaptive equipment, assistive devices ' ' -
(e.g., tape recorders, braille) . . . .. .. N 7 B 1<) J 83 g-
> “Support service personnel {e.g. " : .
24. Incollege, how concerned are {(were) interpreters, readers, attendants) .. ... () By 89) ~
you about expenses associated with . instructional accommodations ... .. .. .. Q........ 10.,..... 15
your disability? Time accommodations. . . . . . [P, 10........ IL........79 B
{Mark one) "Program accommodationS.. . . . . ... ... . 8o 10........ g2 - §
14 very much ‘ . |+ Performance evaluation accommodations . . & . ... ... .. ID........ 84) H -
31’ Somewhat _ ‘ Adaptive physical education . ......... Do I 80 B-
29 Not at all . ' . Peer counseling from disabled students . . .\2. .. .. WAL 82 . §-
27. Not relevant to me Peer counseling from nondisabled . . - ‘ .
— SIUENIS « v v v e e e 12, ... .. Do 79 g~

’ - , - Academic advising . .. ...... ... SO L. L8 3D d
- Personal counseling, therapy . . . . . . A8 A0 72 B -

- ) Vocational counseling . ... .. e 2 9) AU ) B 62]

25. Towhatextent are (wers) the facilities Repair services for assistive devices . . . . . ... () 9D H-
and activities of your coliege Disabled student organizations, ctubs . . . .‘@ ........ h...... .. 85: g-
community accessible to you? » Nondisabled student organizations, ' ) ﬂ .
(Mark one) clubs .. S ) B, & 5D i

57. Very :nuch ‘ " Disabled student office, advocate . . . ... O, RS V4 B 8% E ~
22, Somewhat Legal SErvices . ... ............ P C 10........ 86) 5|

3J Not at all Adaptive admissions criteria . . ........ G/ Do 90 E -
187 Not relevant to me Adaptive admissinns procedures ....... H. ... ... . G . .88

) Campus orientation .. ........ e 4&. ... ... G........ 4 E -

‘ Financial aid for college expenses : - ' : E'f

. {e.g., tuition, books) . .............. 5@ ....... 15........ 28 -

26. Towhatextent ara{were) the community Financial aid for cost-of-living -
residents of your coliege town sensitive expenses (8.g., food, rent) .. ......... 29........ 29. ... .. 46 ~
to and supportive of you as a disabled " Financial aid for disability-related . . . H
person? (Mark one) , BXPENSES . v % v vt e oA o 2D 67, ° . -

15/ very much : Transportation . . .. ........ % .. ... 18........ 172.....>..65 g -

23. Somewhat . . Special parking .............. L . A 8. ’82 §- ‘
14. Not at’ail ' : Registration priority .. ........ .. @&........ 14........77 ﬁ |
48. Not retevant to me . Other {Mark and specify below ~ ' , L H 3
' : appropriate columns) . ........ e NG (&' ....... 96" B
\ " g o

\

) {Spacify) . . * . =

]

Il!l!ll‘lll
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

b

L

1z

29,

To what oxtent do (did) you experience the fallowing at cpllege?
{Mark one column for each stafeqent)

5
a ' ) S
i - . . 5%
Faculty/staff underestimate my acaderhic ability or potential . .. .. .. S -..(7..28..65"
d Faculty/staff overestimate my academic abilityor potential . . . ... ... ... ... .. . e, (3..27..70
1 People underestimate my ability to handle frustration @Nd SITESS . . . ..ottt it vt (8..24. .68
‘j People overastimate my ability to handle frustration and Stress . ........ e e e me e e (J..25. .68
g Faculty/staff ask me irrelevant or overly personal questions about my disability ... .. . e e e (3 .14. .84
3 Other students ask me irretevant or overly personal questions about my disability .. ... .............. (3..21..76
‘f] Because faculty/statf don't ask me meanipgful questions about my disability, | must anticipate and
a answér,suchquestions....'.................................' ...................... G&..21..74
ﬂ Because other_students don't ask me meaningful questions about my disability, | must anticipate and .
5 q ANSWOT SUCH QUESTIONS .+ . . .\ ot e u et e e s s e e e e e e e e e (5..23..72
' 9 ‘ The failure of my instructors to accommodate to my disability—ZLllated needs makes academic work moredifficult . C9 ..19.. 7,2
a I can handle risk better and am more independent than mpgst peoplerealize . ... .. .................. 36..28..86
a Peopl%alromze me or talk to me as if lwereachild....... e e e e e e C5 .14, .81
ﬁ People talk about me rather than tg'me e e e e e £6..20..75
i My instructors avoid of ignore Me . ................... 2010, .88
ﬂ Other students avoid OF MO ME . o v v v v i ittt e et e et e e ettt tan e e ee e ettt ot e et aee s @3..16..81
A Faculty/statf make me feel that | cause them extra time and trouble . ............ ... 0... e (3..44..83
Other students make me feel that | cause them extra time and trouble . . cpe e e (1. .10~ 88
E Because | have a disabllity. people assume that: ‘ .
ﬂ | have other physical disabilities that | do not HAVE « v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e CG . TB. . 73
i !l amIimited SOCIAlY . . oot e P (8..24..68
E] { am limited in what 1 can do phySiCally . . . .. i ittt et e e e e e e e 16..29..55
. ﬂ | am limited in what | can do intellectually and academically . . ... . ............ T (8.. "1‘8. .75
ﬂ .
|
]
' 5 30. Rate yourself on each of the following traits as you 31. How important is each of the following to you
9 really think you are when compared with the average personally? {Mark one column for each item)
q person of your own age. We want the most accurate 3 g 5‘:
g estimate of how you §ee yourself. 53 Qé‘: . Qs
a (Mark ane column for gach trai) s @ © Becoming accomplished in one of the XS
ﬁ og'a’? g’c’ \,5*5? performing arts {acting, dancing, etc.) . . ... % .19 ..75
§ IT € o« Becoming an authority in my field . ... ... 32 ..53. t1'4‘ a
Q Academic ability . .. ... . ..., 53..42.. {..A4 Obtaining recogn'ition from my colleagues
E Athletic abilily » o v oo v e 18..42..40 for contributions to my special field .. ... 24 .55 .21
1 Artistic ability . . . .. L 27..41. .33 Intfluencing the political structure . ....... .29, 63
3 Defensiveness . . ..............21..66..14 ‘ Influencing social values .............. 16:. 50 . .33
q Drive 10 aChieve .. ............ 56..38..: 6 Raising afamily . . ..o i 36.46..18
1 Leadership ability . ............ 39..50..10 Having administrative responsiblity for '
ﬂ Mathematical ability . .. . ........ 34..41..25 the work of Others . . . . oo v ii i e 17:..50 .33
A Mechanical ability .. ........... 22..47..31 Being very well-off tinancially ... ....... 25:.52 .23
1 ONGINAITY « + v e o et ee e 43..50..76 Helping others who are in difficulty . ... .. A2 .54 ..4
4 Physical attractiveness . ... ...... 22..67..10 Making a theoretical contributiontoscience . . . 6 . .24 . /0
ﬂ ‘Political conservatism. . ......... 12..567. .31 Writing original works {poems, novels,
ﬂ Political hberahsm ... .......... 16..54..30 Short StOres. etC.) . v v v v v v ie e et e e 11 .24 . .65
':,j » Popularity . ... e 19..69..12 Creating artistic work {painting, sculpture,
q Popularity with the opposite sex ...17..60..23 - decorating, €1C.) . . o v v vt v et e 12 . 26 .63
q Public speaking ability . ... ... v .25..43..32 Being successful in abusiness of myown .. ..19 . 35 . 45
q Self-confidence (tntellectual) . . . . . . 44 .47..°9 Becoming involved in programs to clean
;I Self-confidence (social). .. ....... 24..51..25 up the environment .. ........ Leeennn 10 . 53 . 37
g Sense of humor . . ............. 51..46...3 Developing a meaningful philosophy of life . . 42 . 44 1
i Sensitvity 10 CrILCISM . oo v oo v ... 28..59 .12 Participating in acommunity actionprogram ..12 . 51 . 37.
3 Stubborness .. .......... I 39..51..10 Helping to promote racial understanding ...18 . 52 . 30
| Understanding of others . ... ..... 64..34..°2 Keeping up-to-date with political affairs . . .. 20 . 52 . 27
o Writing ability ». .. ... ... 39..46..14 _ Helping to promote the interests of the
IC " - QUG disabled i 24 .58 .19
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32.

33.

34.

- 35.

36.

37

_Veterans’ benefll_,

Age (as of Decoamber 31, 1980)
{Mark one)
8622 years or younger
. 823-29 years
/630 years or older

Are you: (Mark one)
898ing|e (never marrned)
.. 9Married |

" 2Separated. divorced, or widowed

Do you have children? (Mark one)
92No

(3Yes. one child

5Yes, more than one child

What is your current religious preference?
(Mark one)
38Protestant
30Roman Catholic
_fJewish ’

14 Other

( 5Undecided
1_QNone

‘.97\"‘ ot “"x"ﬁ?"‘t‘“’"ﬁ

M o

Do you consider yourseif a born-again Christian?

(Mark one)
74 No .

.26 Yes

Indicate your income sources:
(Mar< one column for each item)

Parents, relatives, inheritance, etc.

Self (earnings o employment,
savings, etc.)

Socral Security benefits

Supplementary Support Income
Federal college-related financial aid

(loan, grant,etc.) .................
Scholarship from college

Scholarship from outside agency,
organization

: ,c‘v\‘"ﬂtg%f*“ 1y

A

'1,

-‘\t pl'hu““’t ""M.k *’ "“-4“‘

194-

e o

ww» 1 w
h A
‘ﬂ( -, ~$’5_;-¢ “ig ""\¢ ‘?:\ LK

D
re &

38. Whatis your current annual i income from all sources?

{Mark one)

JONo income
53$4,999 or below
19¢5,000-$9,999
12$10,000-$19,999
(5520,000 or above

-

39.

answer in each group)
(a)

(6;single

87 married

(6 living with a per‘son of opposite sex but not married

(@ other

{b)

16. no children
10 one child
48 two children

14

Which of the following life patterns would you prefer
ten to fifteen years from now? (Please |nd|cate one

~

[

2Q three or more children
(&) adopt one or rnore children

(c)
79; full-time career
19. part-time career .
(2 not employed

40. How would you characterize your political views?

{Mark one)

@ Far left
24 Liberal
‘49 Middle-of-the-road
24: Conservative

@ Far right

41. How long did it take you to answer this questionnaire?

(Mark one)

44 Less than 2 hour
48 V2 hour to 1 hour
© 1 hoyfto 1% hours

”

{]: 12 hours to 2 hours

(1. More than 2 hours

42. Did you need help to answer this survey?

(Mark ali that apply) -

95 No )
{3 Yes, reading .

(2. Yes, marking or writing answers

'

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR HELP ‘
PLEASE ADD COMMENTS ON A SEPARATE SHEk:T OF PAPER
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