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ABSTRACT 

This study examined the levels of self-determination skills of a select sample of African 

American students with learning disabilities who attend two selected Historically Black Colleges 

or Universities (HBCU), and who are enrolled in a learning disability (LD) program or disability 

services at their school. The study was an extension of the current literature base that has 

examined self-determination skills at the university level (L. Y. Peterson, 2004; Rasheed, 2005; 

Sarver, 2000). This study is the first study examining self-determination skills of students with 

learning disabilities in the Historically Black College or University setting. The investigator 

employed survey research methods to complete this study. The researcher administered a 

demographic survey to gain basic background information on the participants.  Participants were 

also administered a revised copy of the Adolescent Version of The Arc’s Self-Determination 

Scale originally created by Wehmeyer (1995) and revised by Rasheed (2005) for use in higher 

education settings. The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale is a 72- item self-report instrument with 

total scores ranging from 0-148 and with higher scores representing higher levels of self 

determination skills.  The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale has four sub-domains: Autonomy, 



 

 
 

Self-Regulation, Psychological Empowerment, and Self-Realization. The researcher combined 

the two instruments and administered them during the end of the fall semester 2006 academic 

year to students enrolled in disabilities services or learning disability centers at two HBCUs.  A 

total of 83 students participated in this study.  Results from this study indicate the majority of the 

students in the study had at least a minimal level of overall total self-determination skills.  The 

total self-determination scores and scores in the sub-domains do indicate that there is a need for 

academic interventions to improve the self-determination skills of this population.   A one-way 

analysis of variance (ANOVA) was found to be statically significant for student classification 

and grade point average (GPA) as it related to Self-Regulation domain scores.  A regression 

analysis revealed that both student classification and GPA were significant predictors for Self-

Regulation sub-domain scores.         
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 Over the past 20 years, opportunities for most persons with learning disabilities (LD) to 

pursue postsecondary education have improved (Barr, Harrnan, & Spillane, 1995).  As with other 

students, a meaningful high school experience is essential for students with learning disabilities 

who intend to pursue higher education.  High school experiences vary for many reasons, which 

include: 1. the location of the high school, 2. the student’s social economic status, 3. the race and 

ethnicity of the student, 4. access to certain curriculum, and 5. cumbersome bureaucratic 

structures and systems of the district or state.  All of these factors have an impact on whether or 

not students graduate from high school and are subsequently admitted into college.  These 

factors and others are particularly a challenge for students with learning disabilities.  For 

example, researchers have pointed out that LD students have rarely been able to further their 

education beyond high school (Hall, Spruill, & Webster, 2002; Wagner, 1995).  Hall et al. (2002) 

reported that only 14% of students from special education with LD enrolled in postsecondary 

schools, while 53% of students with no disability had enrolled in either a college or a university 

(Rasheed, 2005).         

Researchers have identified shared experiences, among students living with learning 

disabilities that lead to completion of high school and access to higher education that other 

students may not experience (Barr et al., 1995; Brinckerhoff, 1994, 1996; Hudson, 1994).  Some 

of these experiences include the following: 1. a student gaining an understanding of his or her 

learning disability in high school; 2. access to transition services; 3. access to the proper 
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diagnosis and placement; 4. access to the proper accommodations and understanding of those 

accommodations; and 5. learning how to be a self-advocate for one’s learning disability.  

However, many students living with learning disabilities have not availed themselves of these 

services.  Consequently, the challenge to complete high school and gain admittance into a 

college or university is ever present.  Students with learning disabilities who are admitted to 

college face many challenges to successfully stay in and complete college degrees (Brinckerhoff, 

1996; Hall et al., 2002).                                                                                       

          According to Hall et al. (2002) many students with LD fail academically because of the  

following: 1. lack of motivation; 2.  lack of understanding of their disability; 3.  lower levels of 

self-esteem and self-confidence; 4.  greater academic and personal-emotional adjustment 

dysfunctions than other students face; 5.  non use of resources available to assist students with 

their LD while in college; 6.  inability to accept their LD; 7.  not gaining the skills to self-

advocate for accommodations needed to be successful while in college; and 8.  lack of  

knowledge and understanding of career opportunities available for persons with learning 

disability (Brinckerhoff, 1996; Cosden & McNamara, 1997; Hall et al., 2002; Hartman-Hall & 

Haaga, 2002; Hudson, 1994; Rasheed, 2005).  For example, Hartman-Hall (2002) found that 

college students with LD, who saw their own LD as a “changeable” disability and non-

stigmatizing were more likely to seek help in the face of unfavorable reactions from professors 

or peers.  Furthermore, Hartman-Hall (2002) reported that students who perceived their disability 

to be more stigmatizing were less willing to seek help for their learning disability when faced 

with negative responses from peers and professors (Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002).   

           Vogel and Adelman (1992) compared college students with LD and students without LD 

to identify factors that impacted educational attainment.  The study participants were composed 
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of a subset of 62 students with LD.  Students with LD were compared to 58 students without LD 

who were matched on gender and ACT composite.  Some of the study analysis measured the 

following factors between the two groups:  1. academic preparation for college; 2. college 

performance; 3. graduation and academic failure rate; and 4. course load and time taken to 

complete degree.  One of the main findings in Vogel et al. (1992) is that students with LD took 

approximately one year longer than their non-LD student counterparts (6 years rather than 5) to 

complete an undergraduate degree (Vogel & Adelman, 1992).   

Overview of Learning Disabilities  

The study of Learning Disability or Learning Disabilities has origins in Europe as far 

back as the 1800s (Hallahan, 2002). The field and term of LD was introduced in the in the United 

States, in the 1960s and early 1970s (Hallahan, 2002). However, as early as the 1800s, the origin 

of what we know today as learning disabilities was found in the field of neurology (Mercer & 

Mercer, 1996)   

Researchers have struggled for years to identify all the causes of learning disabilities.  

For example, Neurologist diagnosed LD in patients when minimal disorder or abnormalities in 

the nervous system result in learning problems (Mercer & Mercer, 1996) .  Environmental 

conditions and learning disabilities have been linked.  Some of the first studies that linked 

environmental hazards to learning and behavior were conducted by Needleman (1979).     

 Needleman’s 1979 study, entitled “Deficits in Psychological and Classroom Performance 

of Children with Elevated Dentine Lead Levels” was one of the first to examine the impact of a 

chemical on human development.  The purpose of studies by Needleman, Gunnoe and others was 

to measure the neuropsychological effects of unidentified childhood exposure to lead  

(Needleman et al., 1979, p. 699).   
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Some of the results that Needleman et al’s found are as follows: Children with high lead 

levels were found to perform more poorly when compared to children not exposed to high lead 

levels of lead on the Wechsler Intelligence scale.  The children with high lead exposure scored 

lower on the teacher behavioral rating survey then children not exposed to high lead levels 

(Needleman et al., 1979).  For example, teachers’ negative ratings of students’ behavior 

increased along with the increased dentine lead level.  These negative ratings were not limited to 

just the group that had the highest lead level. Needleman and others concluded that children with 

higher lead levels demonstrated problems with attention compared to the control group in the 

study (Needleman et al., 1979).    

Needleman et al’s (1979) study made a significant impact on uncovering the neurological 

effects of lead.  Many researchers continue to cite the study Millston, (1997), Burns et al. (1999), 

Preston et al (2001). This study is significant because it represented progress in showing how 

environmental toxic substances such as lead and its impacts learning and behavioral 

development. 

Perinatal causes have been linked in the past to possible problems with leaning 

development (Mercer & Mercer, 1996).  For example, birth complications have been positively 

associated with later in life challenges like learning disabilities and other motor problems 

(Mercer & Mercer, 1996).  It was reported that children with learning disabilities had more 

problems at birth than the United States national norm (Mercer & Mercer, 1996).  The link 

between genetic and hereditary influences has also been identified as a possible cause to the 

development of leaning disabilities.  For example, Mercer, (1997) highlights various research 

studies that prove familial recurrence of reading problems, and spelling in parents and siblings is 

consistently being reported in research findings.   
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The focus of this study is not on the causes of LD and stopping the disability from 

occurring since this research study examines persons already diagnosed with LD.  However, this 

study does give the researcher the opportunity to work at the tertiary public health prevention 

level.  The tertiary level is the third level of prevention. At this level the focus of the prevention 

is to halt or block the progression of a disability, condition, or disorder in order to keep it from 

becoming such a problem that it causes excessive care (Timmreck, 1994, p. 17).   

African Americans and Learning Disability 

 African Americans have historically struggled to secure adequate living conditions, 

education, health care, upward mobility, economic equity, and longer life expectancy (Anderson, 

1988; Franklin, 1984; K. Williams, 1998).  Before Congress passed the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) in 1975, an estimated one million handicapped children were 

not receiving any formal education at all.  This was particularly true for African American 

children who were disproportionately labeled as “educably mentally retarded” (Worth, 1999, 

p.1).  In an earlier study that predated the 1975 legislation, Dunn (1968) indicated that this denial 

of education was particularly true for “socioculturally deprived” students.  Children fitting that 

description were identified as ones who came from poverty, broken and inadequate homes, and 

minority racial and ethnic groups. Although it appears that the passing of the IDEA in 1975 

benefited the education of African Americans, there are still many challenges regarding special 

education and African Americans.  One example was in a 1996 study conducted at The 

University of Georgia Learning Disabilities Research and Training Center, that found 63% of 

professionals who worked with students with learning disabilities indicated that there were few 

adequate post-secondary options for African Americans with learning disabilities (Schmidt, 

Curtis, & Gregg, 1996).  Other challenges for African Americans with LD are the improper 
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placement and overrepresentation of African American children in special education (Irvine, 

1990; Kunjufu, 1984; Oakes, 1992; Ogbu, 1994).  

Oakes (1992) indicates that when African American school age children are improperly 

placed in some special education programs, it is a form of tracking.  Oakes (1992) explains that 

tracking is a generic term in the field of education that refers to a whole range of ability-related 

grouping practices in schools (Oakes, 1992).  The author argues that the tracking criteria and 

processes used for placement often embody curricular differentiation and accommodation, which 

results in a division of knowledge and teaching strategies in programs or courses that stipulate 

the knowledge and learning experiences appropriate for different ability levels.   

Very few studies on African Americans and learning disabilities have been conducted 

(Colarusso, Keel, & Dangel, 2001; Grant & Grant, 2002; Hudson, 1994).  Some research has 

highlighted that African Americans are often under-diagnosed with a LD within special 

education.  For example, Colarusso (2001) found that many low-achieving African-American 

students were referred for other special education programs rather then properly placed in an LD 

program.  For example, in Georgia in 1999, the percentage of students with LD was below the 

national average, whereas the percentage of students in programs for mental retardation and 

behavioral disorders was higher then the national average (Colarusso et al., 2001).    

Another example of African American students who were under-diagnosed with LD was 

found in a pilot study conducted in three incarcerated youth camps in selected locations in 

Florida.  A sample of 326 incarcerated male youths was tested in the pilot study.  The sample 

population was predominately African American males between the ages of 13 to 17.  Of that 

cohort, 147 (46%) had undiagnosed learning disabilities.  Those students were male and 

disproportionately African American.  Although the pilot study itself was not published, later a 
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summary article was published based, in part, on the findings from that study (Preston, Warren, 

Wooten, Gragg, & Walker, 2001).  More studies about learning disability and its impact on 

African Americans are needed.       

 Some research demonstrates that transition from high school to college for persons with 

LD can be especially difficult because of the lack of transition services at the high school level 

(Adelman & Vogel, 1990; Brinckerhoff, 1994, 1996).  One important enabler offered in 

transition services is teaching self-advocacy skills.  Field and Hoffman, (1998) define self-

advocacy as “advocating on one’s own behalf”(Field, Martin, Miller, Ward, & Wehmeyer, 

1998p. 10).  “To advocate means to speak up or defend a cause or person, and self-advocacy 

skills include being assertive, knowing your rights, speaking up, and negotiating” (Field et al., 

1998 p. 10 ).  Self-advocacy skills are particularly important for students with learning 

disabilities who intend to transition to college.  For example, students in college with LD will 

need identify themselves and notify college officials about their LD and the accommodations 

that they may need to be successful (Aune, 1991; Brinckerhoff & et al., 1992).  Self-

determination skills for adults with learning disabilities have also been important for life chances 

like employment.       

 Research on employment of adults with learning disabilities indicates that these adults 

work more often on a part-time basis and at entry level positions for minimum wage as compared 

to non-LD adults (Kerka, 1998; T. M. Williams, 1998).  Many adults with LD lack a clear 

understanding of their disability, which may lead to unrealistic career choices.  Furthermore, 

youth with LD studied by Kerka (1998) were found to believe that they had little control of 

career decision making. Research studies have shown that students with LD or other cognitive 

disabilities that are self-determined are more likely to be employed.  Furthermore, these same 
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studies indicate that students with learning disabilities who are self-determined also have higher 

earnings than their peers with similar disabilities (Field & Hoffman, 1998).   Wehmeyer (2002) 

showed that students with cognitive or learning disabilities who left school more self-determined 

were more likely to have obtained jobs that provide benefits like health coverage, vacation time 

and such.  He also indicated that students who left school more self-determined were more likely 

to be living somewhere other than in their parent’s home.     

Statement of the Problem 

 Students living with learning disabilities face a number of challenges in gaining access to 

higher education.  Many factors, such as lack of self-determination skills and lack of knowledge 

of their, LD may impede academic success.  Social acceptance and making friends are barriers in 

high school for students living with a learning disability (Grant & Grant, 2002).  For African 

American students with LD, these problems are compounded by the personal and institutional 

racism historically that face in the United States school system (Combes & Durodoye, 2002; 

Kunjufu, 1985; Oakes, 1992; Ogbu, 1994). Furthermore, African Americans are over represented 

in some categories in special education, under represented in others, and are less likely to receive 

proper placement and other important services related to special education (Irvine, 1990; Oakes, 

1992; Warner, Dede, Garvan, & Conway, 2002).   

Access to transition services and self-determination skills have been identified in research 

studies as important for persons with learning disabilities to successfully complete high school 

and postsecondary school (Brinckerhoff, 1994; Wehmeyer, 2002; Wehmeyer, Agran, & Hughes, 

1997).  Research based on self-determination theory has continued to reveal that encouraging 

self-determination skills, especially among minority students, has resulted in more positive 

academic and psychological outcomes (K. O. Cokley, 2003).   One major problem is that only a 
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limited number of studies examine the concept of self-determination among African American 

students.  Most studies conducted have examined self-determination in non-Hispanic White 

students.  Furthermore, these studies at the postsecondary level measuring self-determination of 

students have mainly been studied at majority White universities throughout the United Sates (K. 

Cokley, 2002; K. O. Cokley, 2003; Rasheed, 2005).    

To address the problem, more research is needed that examines the self-determination of 

African Americans living with learning disabilities at the four-year college level.  Previous 

studies have rarely examined the methods that students with LD use to overcome barriers created 

by bureaucratic systems and other structures in order to advance into and complete colleges and 

universities.  Specifically, no studies were found that focus on the self-determination skills of 

African Americans with learning disabilities at Historically Black Colleges and Universities 

(HBCUs).       

Purpose of the Research 

The purpose of this study was to investigate the levels of self-determination skills of a 

select sample of African American students with learning disabilities who attend two selected 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities, and who are enrolled in a LD program or disability 

services at their school.   

Research Questions 

Research Question 1 

 For students with learning disabilities in a HBCU institution, what are their Arc Self-

Determination Scale (ASDS) total scores, and the four ASDS sub-domain scores of Autonomy, 

Self Regulation, Psychological Empowerment, and Self-Realization?  
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Research Question 2 

Are there significant student classification differences for ASDS total scores and for each 

of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   

Research Question 3 

Are there significant relationships between GPA and ASDS total scores and between 

GPA and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?  

Research Question 4 

Across family income levels are there significant differences for ASDS total scores and 

for each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   Between GPA and ASDS total scores and 

between GPA and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?     

Research Question 5 

Is there a significant amount of variance accounted for in predicting each of the four 

criterion variables (ASDS total score and the four ASDS sub-domain scores) from the set of four 

predictor variables (gender, student classification, GPA, and family income)?    

Significance of the Study 

 This study has far-reaching implications for public policy in the southern region of the 

United States and the nation related to higher education and learning disability students at 

HBCUs. It will also have academic and intervention significance.  One of the study’s academic 

impacts will be its contribution to the academic literature on college students with learning 

disabilities and their self-determination levels.  A limited amount of research has been published 

on college students with LD using the self-determination scale (Gerber & Reiff, 1993).  This 

study will provide researchers and academic service providers such as learning disability centers 
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and special education departments with greater insight into the self-determination skills of a 

seldom studied LD student population (K. O. Cokley, 2003; Hudson, 1994).   

 This study contributes to the academic research on African American students with LD 

and suggests possible interventions at the high school and college level.  Highlighting the 

importance of self-advocacy skills, such as self-determination, which has been shown to be a 

predictor of high school and college success, will allow teachers, administrators, and other 

service providers at the high school and college level to develop the right transition interventions 

for this population.         

 Hudson (1994) found a significant relationship between students’ knowledge of their 

learning disability, their acceptance of the disability, and the students’ academic achievement.  

Hudson’s results are consistent with the transition service literature, which emphasizes the 

importance of the student with learning disabilities acceptance of the disability. His study 

highlights the significance of this current study which will also focus on higher education and 

students with LD from HBCUs.  To date, very few studies that use self-determination 

assessments have been used in higher education (Jameson, 2002; Rasheed, 2005). This study 

represents an opportunity to inform policy makers, secondary and postsecondary services 

providers and parents and students as to the current status of an understudied population who 

were successful enough to complete their high school requirement, and enter into college.     

Delimitation of the Study 

 This study is limited in terms of the population sampled and the geographic region from 

which the sample was drawn.  The study was limited to getting the self-determination skills and 

some basic demographic information of the sample population.  The study is also limited to two 

public HBCU school’s not allowing for comparisons between similar samples at private HBCUs.  
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Black students with LD at majority white schools are not considered in this study either.  

Because of the limitations above, this study is not representative of other states or regions. 

located in other states that serve college students with learning disabilities. 

Definition of Terms 

Autonomy  

Living and acting according to laws set by a person’s own preferences, interest, and/or 

abilities, and ability to act independently, free from excessive external influence or interference 

(Wehmeyer, 1996).        

External Locus of Control   

It is when the perception of positive and negative events are a consequence unrelated to 

one’s own behavior and therefore is beyond their personal control (Bandura, 1986). 

Family Income   

Family income in this study is limited to the income of the parent or parents of the 

college students responding to the survey in this study (Rasheed, 2005).   

Internal Locus of Control  

It is when people profess a belief that they have control over circumstances that are 

important to them (Wehmeyer, 1996).   

Learning Disability or Specific Learning Disability 

Learning disabilities is a general term that refers to a heterogeneous group of disorders 

manifested by significant difficulties in the acquisition and use of listening, speaking, reading, 

writing, reasoning, or mathematical abilities.  These disorders are intrinsic to the individual, 

presumed to be due to central nervous system dysfunction, may occur across the life span.  

Problems in self-regulatory behaviors, social perception, and social interaction may exist with 



 

 

13

learning disabilities but do not by themselves constitute a learning disability.  Although 

disabilities may occur concomitantly with other handicapping condition or with extrinsic 

influences, they are not the result of those conditions or influences  (Smith, 1998, p. 28).   

Psychological Empowerment  

It is a term that refers to people’s belief that they have the capacity to perform the 

behaviors that are needed to influence outcomes in their surrounding environment and, if they 

perform such behaviors that the necessary expected outcomes will result (Rasheed, 2005; 

Wehmeyer, 1996).   

Self-Advocacy     

Self-advocacy defined for college students with LD is the ability for the students to 

recognize and speak up for the needs for their LD in a way that is effective and, does not cause 

them to lose respect for themselves or others  (Brinckerhoff & et al., 1992).   

Self-Determination 

This refers to “acting as the primary causal agent in one’s life and making choices and 

decisions regarding one’s quality of life free from undue external influence or interference” 

(Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 22):  (1) the individual acted autonomously; (2) the behaviors were self-

regulated; (3) the person initiated and responded to event(s) in a psychologically empowered 

manner; and (4) the person acted in a self-realizing manner (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 22).  

Wehmeyer argues that self-determined behavior reflects all four of these characteristics.   

Self-Efficacy  

It is an individual’s perceptions of his/her ability to perform adequately in a given 

situation (Bandura & et al., 1996; Caraway, Tucker, Reinke, & Hall, 2003).   
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Self-Realization  

It is when a persons is able use a comprehensive, and reasonably accurate, knowledge of 

themselves and their strengths and limitations and, are able to act in a manner that allows that 

inventory of themselves (Wehmeyer, 1996).  

Self- Regulation   

It is a complex system that enables individuals to examine their environments and their 

ability to respond and cope with their environments to make decisions about how to act, and 

evaluate the necessary actions to take to get favorable outcomes for themselves; and to revise 

plans of action if necessary (Wehmeyer, 1996).    

Origin of Research Topic 

This research effort emanates from my life experiences as an African American male 

who was diagnosed with three learning disabilities (Dyscalculia, Dyslexia and Attention Deficit 

Disorder) at the early age of eight.  Starting in the third grade and continuing through primary, 

secondary, and post secondary school, the researcher’s frustrations and triumphs led to the 

development of a scholarly approach to improve the education and quality of life of persons 

living with a learning disability.  The following narrative describes the very personal experiences 

of the researcher, and chronicles what undoubtedly happens to many children facing similar 

circumstances.  It is written in the first person to highlight the intimate and challenging details of 

his situation.   

My early educational years from first to third grade were spent in the public school 

system.  Another part of my schooling experience from fourth to eighth grade was in the private 

school setting.  I returned to public school to embark on my high school journey.  My primary 

and secondary school experiences with dyslexia often left me feeling alienated from my peers.  
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Throughout many of those years, my reading level was approximately three years behind my 

regular classmates.  In my case, this often led to negative conduct in class and other anti-social 

behavior. My fourth through eighth grade experience was in special education learning disability 

classrooms.  However, my secondary school experience (9th through 12th) was main streamed 

(regular classroom).  It was this mainstream experience that first introduced me to other students 

in the regular classrooms that may have had learning disabilities, which were not yet diagnosed.  

I observed children who were not afforded the opportunity of the specialized medical care and 

educational enhancements that I received.  That observation was a humbling experience.  

Through dedication and the understanding efforts of my parents, I was able to grow intellectually 

and socially while living with my learning disabilities. My early education would be the first of 

many experiences that would lead to this research project. 

When it was time to start investigating colleges to attend, it was assumed that because of 

my family’s tradition, I would adhere to family tradition and attend Morehouse College in 

Atlanta, Georgia.  My family tradition dates back to three generations of “Morehouse Men”, 

beginning with my grandfather, Dr. Edward Buchanan Williams.  He was a student at 

Morehouse for high school and college from 1919 to 1927, and later became a member of 

Morehouse’s faculty.  He was a colleague of Dr. Benjamin E. Mays, noted theologian and former 

President of Morehouse College.  His three sons (including my father) and four of his grandsons 

all attended and graduated from Morehouse.  However, because of my learning disabilities my 

parents investigated and found a program that would better meet my needs.  Florida Agricultural 

and Mechanical University (FAMU) was one of the most revered programs for students with 

learning disabilities in the United States.  After obtaining information about the Learning 
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Development and Evaluation Center (LDEC), my parents and I chose FAMU for my 

undergraduate studies.    

  FAMU exposed me to two significant experiences that led to this research topic.  First, I 

was admitted to the LDEC, which taught me more about my learning disabilities.  Through this 

special program, I acquired tools to address my special needs.  The Director of the LDEC along 

with a student in the program conducted an exploratory research study in cooperation with the 

Tallahassee Boot Camp.  Through this research it was discovered that twenty-two of the twenty-

three youth at the Boot Camp were diagnosed with a learning disability.  

The second major experience was an internship with the TIME OUT S.C.A.L.E.S. 

mentoring program, which was a partnership between Florida A&M University’s Department of 

Criminal Justice and Sociology, the Leon County School System, and the Leon County Juvenile 

Court.  As a case manager in the program, I oversaw the development of forty-two youth court 

ordered to participate in the mentoring program.  My responsibilities included: assessing the 

school and home environments of program participants, coordinating volunteer recruitment and 

development, and conducting fundraising presentations and activities.   

In the process of making several assessment visits to schools where the program 

participants were enrolled, I noticed a pattern of anti-social behavior in the classroom.  The 

youth in the program often misbehaved in class.  When asked why, they indicated that they were 

having problems reading out loud.  They often would get themselves kicked out of class 

intentionally to avoid reading in front of the class.  After reviewing the psychological evaluations 

of these youth, I found that the majority of them had been diagnosed as having a learning 

disability.  These two experiences helped lead to the development of this research project.  
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In investigating the problem further, I found that there were a disproportionate number of 

African American males in the juvenile correctional system that were more likely to have unmet 

educational needs.  That experience also exposed me to possible reasons why students were 

engaged in anti-social behavior in the classrooms, thus leading to increased juvenile delinquency. 

In 1996, while participating in a public health internship at the Morehouse School of 

Medicine Regional Research Center for Minority Health, and the Centers for Disease Control 

and Prevention Office of the Associate Director for Minority Health, a pilot study was initiated 

entitled “Learning Disabilities and Incarcerated Youth.”   The study was conducted by several 

units at FAMU to include: the Institute of Public Health, the LDEC, and the Department of 

Criminal Justice and Sociology.   

The pilot study was conducted in three incarcerated youth camps in selected locations in 

Florida.  Three hundred twenty-six (326) incarcerated male youths were tested.  Of that cohort, 

147 (46%) had learning disabilities; 14% of those who were diagnosed with a learning disability 

were gifted.  The first paper from that study was recently accepted for publication by the Journal 

for Environmental Health, a peer-reviewed journal of the National Institute of Environmental 

Health Science, National Institutes of Health.   

The culmination of all of these life experiences has led to my passionate interest in this 

research project entitled “A Study of Self-Determination Skills of Students with Learning 

Disabilities At Selected Historically Black Colleges and Universities”.  I have learned that there 

is a population of persons that is being underserved because of a “hidden disability”.  I have 

developed a profound desire to further investigate this problem by examining the self-

determination skills of this selected group of students in the Historically Black College and 

University setting.  I believe this research project will strengthen the body of knowledge on 



 

 

18

learning disabilities, and my ability to contribute to the scientific literature in the fields of 

education, public health.  Ultimately, this research will assist in formulating public policy 

practices and programs that will positively impact the life chances of people living with learning 

disabilities.  

Summary 

In this study the majority of the respondent population is African American.  It is 

important to put in context, historically, what the term self-determination has symbolized to the 

African American community as it relates to education.  For African Americans historically the 

term self-determination has applied to a collective struggle for equal rights (Anderson, 1988; Du 

Bois, 1993; Franklin, 1984).  For African Americans collective struggle for self-determination of 

education was largely started on the plantations of the South (Anderson, 1988; Franklin, 1984).  

Blacks emerged from slavery with a strong desire to learn how to read and write (Anderson, 

1988).   Former slaves were the first among native southerners to call for a universal, state-

supported public education (Anderson, 1988).  Former slaves demonstrated a collective self-

determination to create a system that would allow them to be educated despite the challenges of a 

postwar South.  The postwar South was extremely hostile to the idea of a universal public 

education system; despite these challenges African Americans successfully played a major role 

in implementing universal public education in the South  (Anderson, 1988).  Many gains for 

persons with disabilities have been a result of activism like the examples provided previously.    

Opportunities for students with learning disabilities opened up after a great deal of 

activism from parents of students with leaning disabilities (Carrier, 1986).  Parents were the 

force behind many organizations supporting learning disability legislation.  The main 

organization formed from their efforts was the Association for Children with Learning 
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Disabilities - an alliance of parents, researchers, educational psychologists, and special education 

educators (Carrier, 1986).  In 1974 the organization had more than 20,000 members (Carrier, 

1986).  The association monitored programs for the learning disabled to make sure they were 

properly run.  

The history of the self-determination movement as it relates to persons with disabilities 

can be traced to relevant movements for persons with disabilities, including the self-advocacy, 

disability rights, and empowerment movements.  These social movements all helped lead to the 

current emphasis on persons living with disabilities to have a high level of self-determination 

(Ward, 1996).  In 1988 the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) 

began a self-determination initiative, which emphasized developing statewide programs that 

would help people with disabilities have more control over their own lives (Ward, 1996).  The 

OSERS work group defined self-determination as attitudes and abilities that help lead individuals 

to define goals for themselves and take the necessary steps needed to achieve those goals (Ward, 

1996). This study measured the self-determination skills of students with learning disabilities at 

two select historically black colleges and universities located in the U.S South.  The next chapter 

highlights some of the important literature that shaped the focus of this study 
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CHAPTER 2 

Review of Literature 

This study investigated the self-determination skills of selected college students.  The 

purpose of this review is to identify the challenges and successes faced by students with learning 

disabilities in secondary and postsecondary settings.  In particular, the review of literature 

highlights the unique challenges faced by African American students both disabled and non-

disabled. 

This review focuses on the following issues:  (a) barriers and enablers for people with 

learning disabilities; (b) post-secondary students with learning disabilities; (c) African 

Americans, special education and post-secondary education; (d) self-determination and learning 

disabilities.  It concludes with a synthesis of the review of literature findings.  

Barriers and Enablers for People with Learning Disabilities 

There are many barriers for people with learning disabilities.  For example, school age 

children living with a learning disability face many barriers (Grant & Grant, 2002).  One 

important barrier relates to inclusion.  The concept of inclusion is very controversial.  Advocates 

on one side of the debate call for “full inclusion,” which places all students with disabilities in 

general education classes.  Others take a more moderate approach by supporting the creation of 

inclusive schools that welcome students with disabilities while holding that, for some students, 

general education placement may not be the best educational option (Burnette, 1996, p.13).  

Many policies have been written in response to questions about including children with 

disabilities in general education classrooms.   
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The United States Department of Education has interpreted the Individuals with Disabilities 

Education Act (IDEA) to mean that students with disabilities should have the first placement 

option of a regular classroom located in the neighborhood school   (Burnette, 1996, p.13).  

McCarthy argues that many of the issues of inclusion have remained controversial among special 

and regular educators, school leaders, and parent advocacy groups (McCarthy, 2000). For 

example, McCarthy points out that many teachers’ unions are skeptical about inclusion and 

contend that students with learning disabilities should not be placed in regular education unless 

class size is reduced and teachers are trained to work with students with special needs.  One big 

issue in the inclusion debate is whether or not to include students with learning disabilities in 

state test accountability programs while modifying the test tools and or how the test is 

administered. 

 State accountability assessments have enormous ramifications for students with learning 

disabilities.  These negative ramifications include the following: 1) increasing use as the basis 

for awarding diplomas or for gaining access to post-secondary education opportunities; 2) 

students with disabilities are discouraged from participating in general curriculum studies, 

which can result in a lack of access to high curriculum and standards that drive education for all 

other students; and 3) lack of access for students with disabilities limits their chance to prove 

competencies in order to have full and equal access to future life opportunities (Landau, Vohs, 

& Romano, 1998).   

 Lyon (1998) indicates that the literature on social and emotional adjustment for adults 

with specific learning disabilities suggests that students with learning disabilities are more 

likely to exhibit increased levels of anxiety, withdrawal, depression, and low self-esteem 

compared with their non-disabled peers (Lyon, 1998, p. 68).  The author reported that of 93 
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adults studied in a learning disability (LD) clinic sample, (36%) received counseling or 

psychotherapy for low self-esteem, social isolation, anxiety, depression, and frustration as 

adults (Lyon, 1998, p. 68).   

 Another major challenge that students with learning disabilities face is school 

bureaucracy.   Legal issues, funding, administrators, and teachers each make up the complicated 

school bureaucracies.  For example, special education is a federally mandated program, but it is 

drastically under funded (Worth, 1999).  Worth (1999) reports, when the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) was passed in 1975, the federal government indicated that it 

would pay up to 40 percent of the costs.  However, since 1975 the federal government on 

average has paid only up to 10 percent of the annual cost for special education (1999).  States 

and local school districts in many cases are not able to handle the costs despite the growing 

numbers of students in special education.  Worth indicated that one California district reported 

that its special education cost grew from $3 million to almost $11 million in three years (Worth, 

1999).  Worth goes on to state that “At an estimated $35 billion a year, special education is like a 

huge regressive tax-helpful to those wealthy enough to take advantage of it, and often harmful to 

those who are not” (Worth, 1999, p. 1).  Special education bureaucratic systems have also taken 

their toll on some of the public school teachers across the United States.   

 A Washington State education association reported results of a study revealing that two-

thirds of the state’s special education teachers planed to resign in the follow in five years 

(Gryphon & Salisbury, 2002).  The teachers surveyed cited the disproportionate amount of 

paperwork and excessive administrative meetings as the leading reasons for their decision to 

leave the job (Gryphon & Salisbury, 2002). National surveys indicate that teachers with special 

education children in their classroom spend on average from a quarter to a third of their working 



 

 

23

time each week on regulatory compliance issues rather than educating the students in their 

classrooms (Gryphon & Salisbury, 2002, p.1).  Teachers are often responsible for setting up 

interventions and accommodations for students with disabilities.  Often these same teachers lack 

adequate training or assistance to set up these intervention plans (Byrnes, 2002).  Additionally, 

parents and children living with learning disabilities often have difficulties with the bureaucratic 

system of special education. 

Many parents spend endless resources addressing obstacles to their child’s most basic 

rights to an appropriate education.  The majority of these challenges are at the expense of their 

personal lives, financial livelihood, and their careers (Byrnes, 2002).  Litigation involving 

rights for special education students under the IDEA has resulted in advances for many students 

with disabilities.  However, access to legal services are often far beyond the financial reach of 

many families of students with disabilities (Byrnes, 2002).  Advocacy for children with 

disabilities is an important tool to ensure that individuals are getting the support needed in their 

schools for their disability.  Often parents become the only advocate for their children.  

However, many public schools do not have the resources to teach parents and students how to 

advocate for services themselves.   

  Clearly, there have also been some major gains for persons with learning disabilities, 

and more success is expected (Barr et al., 1995).  As a result of these enablers for students with 

learning disabilities, the opportunity to pursue some of the same goals of non-learning 

disability persons have increased.  Many of the gains for persons living with learning 

disabilities have come by way of legislation.  

As a result of lobbying by parents and the Association for Children with Learning 

Disabilities, the Children with Specific Learning Disabilities Act of 1969 was incorporated into 
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the Elementary and Secondary Education Act Amendments of 1969, as part G (Special Programs 

for Children with Specific Learning Disabilities of Title VI (Education for the Handicapped Act 

Amendments) (Carrier, 1986).  This law was enacted as Public Law 91-230, which marked the 

first legislation that included learning disabilities as a handicap condition.  The term adopted at 

the federal level was Specific Learning Disability.  Another example is a policy to support 

students with special needs, including learning disabilities, signed into law November 29, 1975, 

by President Gerald Ford. The federal legislation was called Education for All Handicapped 

Children Act (Public Law 94-142, now the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (Mercer 

& Mercer, 1996).    

More progress was made with LD rights when President Clinton signed into law the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) Amendments of 1997.  Some highlights 

from the IDEA Amendments of 1997 are that IDEA now requires that students with disabilities 

have access to the same high standards and general education curriculum as their non-disabled 

peers (Landau et al., 1998).   The IDEA also requires that all students with disabilities be 

included in state and district assessments with accommodations, where appropriate.  These 

examples of legislative activities illustrate the strides made to enable some persons with 

learning disabilities to better their life chances.  Some of those life chances have come in the 

form of access to higher education.  

Post Secondary Students with Learning Disabilities 

 College-bound learning disabled students are faced with many more challenges then their 

non leaning disabled peers (Brinckerhoff, 1996; T. M. Williams, 1998).  For example, a high 

school transcript analysis conducted by Vogel et al. (1992) found a significant difference 

between college students with learning disabilities and a matched sample (MS) of students 
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without learning disabilities.  Vogel et al. (1992) reported that college students with learning 

disabilities were more likely to have taken developmental math courses in high school than 

college students without learning disabilities  (Vogel & Adelman, 1992).  The college students 

with learning disabilities in the study also took, on average, 6 years to complete their 

undergraduate degrees. The MS group in the study took, on average, 5 years to complete their 

undergraduate degrees (Vogel & Adelman, 1992).  Students with learning disabilities in the 

Vogel et al. study received fewer failing grades while in college.  The authors concluded that this 

could be due to the reduced load that many college students with LD are encouraged by advisors 

to take while in college (Vogel & Adelman, 1992).   

 Cosden et al. (1997) compared self-esteem, academic self perceptions nonacademic self 

perceptions, and social support between 50 college students with learning disabilities and fifty 

students without learning disabilities.  Using a subscale reflecting perceptions of greater 

competence, students with learning disabilities had lower self-perceptions of their scholastic and 

cognitive abilities then their non disabled peers (Cosden & McNamara, 1997).  The Cosden et al. 

(1997) study reported students with LD had lower grade point averages and lower standardized 

test scores overall than the college students in the sample without learning disabilities.  Both 

groups of students indicated that campus organizations were important.  Students with learning 

disabilities named the disability center as a key organization that provided them with support 

(Cosden & McNamara, 1997).   

 Using the academic support services is a key component for learning disability students 

social and academic success (Brinckerhoff & et al., 1992; Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002).  

Hartman-Hall and Haaga (2002) studied how college students with LD decided whether or not to 

seek assistance for their learning disabilities. Their study was comprised of 86 university 
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students with learning disabilities.  Instruments were used to test students’ perceptions of their 

LD.  For example, the following scales were used to test the sampled population:  Personal 

Characteristics Rating Scale (PCRS), Self-Perception Profile for College Students (SPPCS), 

Self-Perceptions on One’s Learning Disability (SPLD). Interviews with the students and their 

responses to scenarios involving faculty and peer (Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002).   

 Using the SPLD scores and willingness to seek help in negative hypothetical scenarios, 

the researchers found the more participants felt their own LD was circumscribed, changeable, 

and non stigmatizing, the more willing they were to seek help in the face of unfavorable 

reactions from peers or professors (Hartman-Hall & Haaga, 2002).  It was also found in the study 

that population participants were more willing to seek help from LD services after reading 

positive responses from professors.  Learning disability students in college or university settings 

face a great deal of public health and mental health challenges (Hoy et al., 1997).     

 For example Gregg et al. (1992) examined the personality profiles of adults with learning 

disabilities attending a large state university and adults with learning disabilities at rehabilitation 

institute in the same state.  The researchers used the Personality Inventory-2 (MMPI-2) as their 

instrument to compare the two groups.  They found that both groups often demonstrated a poor 

self-concept, as well as they often had problems adjusting to difficult problem situations (N. 

Gregg & et al., 1992).  The researcher concluded that the long-term stress of the university 

population of LD students needed to be studied further.  In another study Hoy et al. (1997) 

studied the presence of depression and anxiety in three groups of adults with LD, based on self- 

report.  The following instruments were used to conduct the study: Beck Depression Inventory 

(BDI), State Trait Anxiety Inventory (STAI), and the IPAT Anxiety Scale questionnaire.  The 

study included 140 college students without learning disabilities, 184 students from the same 



 

 

27

university with LD, and 57 students from a rehabilitation setting (Hoy et al., 1997).  They found 

that anxiety was a significant problem for LD students at the college and university setting. 

 Another example of differences between LD college students vs. non LD was found in 

the Hall et al. (2002) study.  In the study researchers examined the affective factors of resiliency 

using three different scales.  One of the scales used was the Hall Resiliency Scale (HRS).  The 

researchers found that LD students had a significantly higher need for achievement then the non-

LD college students (Hall et al., 2002).  Learning disability students have many challenges 

during secondary and post-secondary schooling. Table one summarizes some these studies. This 

is particularly true case for African American students with LD.   

African Americans, Special Education and Post-Secondary Education 

Before Congress passed the IDEA in 1975, an estimated one million handicapped 

children were not receiving formal education at all.  This was particularly true for African 

American children who were in disproportionate numbers being warehoused under the rubric 

“educably mentally retarded” (Worth, 1999, p.1).  In 1968, Dunn indicated that this denial of 

education was particularly true for “socioculturally deprived” students.  Children fitting that 

description were identified as ones who came from poverty, broken and inadequate homes, and 

minority ethnic groups (Dunn, 1968, p.5).  Although it appears that the passing of the IDEA has 

benefited the education of African Americans, there are still a great number of challenges 

regarding special education and African Americans.  One of the main challenges has come as a 

result of the historical beginnings mentioned before.  An argument put forth by many researchers 

points out the improper placement and overrepresentation of many African American children in  

special education (Oakes, 1992); (Ogbu, 1994); (Irvine, 1990);; (Kunjufu, 1984).  When African 
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Table 1 
 
Post Secondary Students with Learning Disabilities 
    
 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose 

 
Participants 

 
Procedures 

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Cosden & 
McNamara 
1997  

 
Examine self-
esteem, and 
academic 
perceptions  

 
50 students with 
LD who used 
services and 50 
without LD 
attended same 4 yr 
college  

 
Student files, Self-
Perception Profile 
for college 
students, subscales 
reflecting 
perceptions   
 

 
Demographic and 
scales  

 
Students with LD 
had lower self-
perceptions of their 
scholastic and 
cognitive abilities 
then non-LD peers  

Gregg, Holy & 
King  
1992 

Compare 
personality profiles 
of adults with LD 
attending state 
university and 
rehabilitation 
institute  

16 students with 
LD at university 
and 26 students 
with LD at 
rehabilitation 
setting  

Instrument 
administered to 
students  

Multiphasic   
Personality 
Inventory-2 
(MMPI-2)  

Univ. LD 
population 
indicated feelings 
of fear, obsessive 
thoughts, lack of 
self confidence, self 
doubt and self-
criticism  
 

Hall, Spruill, & 
Webster 
2002 

Compare college 
LD & non-LD 
students in terms of 
the affective factors 
of resiliency  

34 undergraduate 
students – 17 with 
LD and 17 without  

Interviews with 
students, student 
records, and 
instruments 
administered  

WAIS-R, The 
Nowicki-Duke 
Locus of Control 
Scale, Mehrabian’s 
Need for 
Achievement Scale, 
HRS  
 
 

LD students had a 
significantly higher 
need for 
achievement 
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Table 1 continued 
 
 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose 

 
Participants 

 
Procedures 

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Hartman-Hall & 
Haaga 
2002  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Help understand 
how college 
students with LDs 
decide whether or 
not to seek 
assistance  

 
86 university 
students with LD  

 
Instruments used to 
test students’ 
perceptions, 
interviews of LD, 
and two 
experimental 
manipulations were 
tested  

 
Interviews and use 
of the PCRS scale, 
SPPCS, and SPLD 
Use of hypothetical 
situations  

 
Participants more 
willing to seek help 
from LD services 
after reading 
positive responses 
from professors, 
and students were 
more likely to get 
help when they 
received negative 
reactions from 
peers if they 
believe their LD is 
changeable  
 

Hoy, Gregg, and 
others  
1997 

Add to literature 
regarding presence 
of depression and 
anxiety in two 
groups of LD 
students  

3 group of adults. 
184 university 
students with and 
without LDs and 57 
students with LD in 
rehabilitation 
setting   

Three measures 
were administered 
to all subjects; 
college students 
with LD given 
instruments in one-
on-one setting, non-
LD in group setting 
 
 
 
 

STAI, BDI, and 
IPAT 

Anxiety significant 
problem, 
particularly for LD 
college and Univ. 
setting  
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Table 1 continued 
 

     

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose 

 
Participants 

 
Procedures 

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Vogel & Adelman 
1992 

 
Report on 
educational 
attainment of 
college students 
with LD compared 
to a sample of non-
LD college students 

 
62 college students 
with LD; 58 peer 
non-LD students or 
matched sample 
(MS)  

 
Both groups given 
three screening 
tests that are used 
college-wide and 
college records 
were accessed  

 
Reading 
comprehension test, 
Stanford Diagnostic 
Test, writing 
sample, academic 
preparation for 
college, college 
performance, 
graduation and 
academic failure 
rate, course load 
and time taken to 
complete degree  
 

 
LD students took 
significantly more 
high school 
developmental 
math courses, 
lighter course load 
and took on 
average a year 
longer to graduate, 
poorer essay scores 
then MS group    
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American school children are improperly placed in some special education programs,it is a result 

of an educational practice challenged by Oakes, called “tracking”.   

Oakes (1992) reports competition for school resources is often a result of tracking.  This 

political dimension often encompasses highly charged issues of race and social class 

stratification. This race and social class stratification was documented in Oakes’ work.  Oakes 

reports that “throughout the grades, race, social class, and track assignment correlate consistently 

with low-income students and non-Asian minorities disproportionately enrolled in low-track 

academic classes and advantaged students and whites more often enrolled in the high track” 

(Oakes, 1992, p.13).  According to Oakes, complex connections between tracking and social 

stratification evolve in two ways.  “First, schools with predominantly low-income and minority 

student populations tend to be “bottom heavy” (Oakes, 1992, p. 13).  That means, they offer 

fewer academic tracks and more remedial and vocational programs than do schools serving 

majority non-Hispanic white, more high status student bodies (Oakes, 1992).  The second link 

that Oakes points out between tracking and students’ race and social class can be found in many 

racially mixed schools through the disproportionate assignment of African-American and Latino 

students to low-track classes (Oakes, 1992, p. 13). Another factor impacting African Americans 

and their engagement in general and special education settings in public school is the declining 

number of African American special education teachers (Talbert-Johnson, 2001).   

 Many educational researchers have found that the lack of African American teachers in 

the schools prevents the opportunity for students to bridge the gap between home and school.  

Irvine (1990) suggests that African American teachers are often able to act as cultural translators 

for the needs of minority children.  Talbert-Johnson (2001) reported that 16% of the public 

school population in the United States was African American, but only 8% of the public school 
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teachers were African American.  In special education, the gap between the percentages of 

African American students and the percentage of African American special education teachers 

was even wider.  African American students represented 28% of all students in special education.  

The percentage of African American special education teachers was 4.8% (Talbert-Johnson, 

2001).  For African American school- aged children with a learning disability and their parents, 

these historical challenges with special education and general education can have an impact on 

their trust of the schooling process, particularly their acceptance of a diagnosed school label 

(Prater, 2002).  This is of concern for parents of children with a diagnosed learning disability. 

 Healey points out that many parents are stunned to learn their child has a learning 

disability (Healey, 1996).  Many parents have a hard time trying to comprehend the disparity 

between their desires for their child and the disability that exists.  The adjustment to learning 

about their child’s learning disability is compounded by their emotional and intellectual efforts to 

adjust to the situation (Healey, 1996, p. 1).    Healey explains that parents of a child with a 

disability go through six stages of adjustment.  A brief description of the stages is as follows:  

stage one - parent may be surprised and feel  dejected regarding the news; stage two - some 

parents may deny their child has a  disability at all; stage three - the parent may feel anger and try 

to place blame on other persons for the diagnosis, like school officials, persons in the 

community, or other sources; stage four - parents become more resigned to the fact their child 

does in fact have some type of disability; and stage five - is the stage of acceptance, parents at 

this stage become more positive regarding their child; in phase six parents are able to put their 

lives back together regarding learning the news about the disability and take an active and 

objective role in helping to design or provide the proper interventions and instruction (Healey, 
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1996, pp. 2-3 ).  For African American parents and children, coping and living with a learning 

disability can be even more difficult.  

 For example, Grant and Grant (2002) argue that, in order to understand African 

Americans living with a learning disability, we should revisit some of the ideas and works put 

forth by the scholar W.E.B. Du Bois.  They said the idea that Du Bois developed regarding 

“double consciousness” could be applied to understand better what African Americans living 

with a learning disability may experience  (Grant & Grant, 2002).  Du Bois (1993) suggested that 

the “Negro living in America was like a seventh son, born with a veil, and gifted with second-

sight in this American World” (p.2).   This American World, Du Bois put forth, does not “yield 

him any true self-consciousness, but only lets him see himself through the eyes of others” (Du 

Bois, 1993, p. 2). This double consciousness that Du Bois described years ago has some practical 

implications for African American parents and children with a learning disability.  A pilot study 

that the researcher conducted with African American parents of children living with a diagnosed 

learning disability found that many of the parents and children struggled with the diagnosis of 

their child’s learning disability (Williams, 2002, unpublished).  Many found it hard to accept.  

 The archival data used from one of the subject’s children showed some of the frustrations 

that her son was going through during a high school year.  The subject’s son was mainstreamed 

in high school but did not feel comfortable telling any of his friends about his condition.  The 

archival data showed personal drawings and reflections of some of the frustrations felt during 

high school by the LD student.  To a certain degree, this young man hid under a veil while in 

school regarding his learning disability.  The preliminary analysis from the in-depth interviews 

with parents, as well as the examination of archival data, indicated that acceptance of the 

diagnosis by the parents helps them to better work on gaining acceptance from the child 
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(Williams, 2002, unpublished).  The transition literature also points out the importance of 

acceptance by the student to allow themselves the opportunity to pursue postsecondary education 

(Brinckerhoff, 1994, 1996; Brinckerhoff & et al., 1992).   

 Postsecondary opportunities for African Americans pursuing 4-year degrees have 

increased (Hefner, 2004).  Many of the first locations that offered access for African American 

postsecondary opportunities were historically black college or universities (Anderson, 1988).   

Historically Black Colleges and Universities were established in response for a need for African 

Americans to pursue higher education in a segregated climate.  There are approximately 103 

HBCUs--53 private and 50 public institutions in the United States.  From 1976 to 1998 African 

American students represented approximately 81% of the total annual enrollment at HBCUs 

(Sissoko & Shiau, 2005).  Sissoko amd Shiau (2005) found that during the same period African 

American attendance at HBCUs was largely influenced by tuition costs and fees, Pell grant by 

student, retention rate federal governmental policies and population trends (Sissoko & Shiau, 

2005).  Postsecondary enrollment for women in the United States has increased significantly 

since 1980.  In the African American population, there has been a major decline of African 

American males attending and completing college as compared to African American women 

(Hefner, 2004).  For example, in 2000 nearly 70 percent of black or African American college 

graduates were women (Hefner, 2004).  This represented nearly 450,000 more African American 

women enrolling in college in the year of 2000 than African American men  (Hefner, 2004).  

Some of the value beliefs indicated by black college students who attended select schools in the 

South were investigated by (Thornton, 2004). Three hundred and four undergraduate students, 

156 women, and 108 men, enrolled in a course at a predominately black university were asked to 

rank 12 indices of value preferences (Thornton, 2004).  When Thornton combined both female 
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and male scores religion and family life accounted for approximately 80% of the top rank value 

choices for the participants in the study.  Very few studies have been conducted that, have 

examined the status or conditions of African American students in college with learning 

disabilities.  

 One study that was conducted to examine the status of African American college students 

with LD was Hudson’s (1994) at one Historically Black University.  The participants in the study 

were 45 LD students at one university. Hudson’s found a significant relationship between 

students’ knowledge of their learning disability, their acceptance of the disability and the 

students’ academic achievement (Hudson, 1994). The study findings are in line with other 

researchers regarding the importance of students having knowledge of their LD and other 

important transition issues such as self-determination and self-efficacy.  See table 2 for a 

summary of these studies on African Americans and Postsecondary education.    

Self-Determination and Learning Disabilities 

While there has been little research that examines students with learning disabilities and 

self-determination skills at the college level, there have been even less in the literature that 

focused on African Americans.  Some of the existing literature, however, provides some insights.  

For example, some studies have found that high self-determination scores that indicate good self-

determination skills have been one variable linked to academic achievement.  Wehmeyer (1995) 

has reported some of the key findings regarding self-determination and student achievement.  

Wehmeyer is best known for his research development examining self-determination skills for 

students with disabilities. Wehmeyer and others have defined self-determination as the 

following: Self-determination refers to “acting as the primary causal agent in one’s quality of life  
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Table 2 

African Americans, Special Education and Post-Secondary Education  

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
David Hefner 
2004 

 
Discusses decline 
of Black males in 
college  
 

 
NA 

 
Literature review  

 
Trend data  

 
70% of Black 
college graduates 
in 2000 were 
women  

Hudson 
1994 

Effect of support 
services on 
academic 
achievement  and 
knowledge and 
acceptance of LD 
and satisfaction 
with support 
services received   
 

45 students at one 
HBCU sophomore 
to senior  

Two different 
instruments and a 
review of subjects 
records    

Support Services 
Survey (SSS) 
Participation record 

Significant 
relationship 
between student 
knowledge of their 
LD, their 
acceptance of the 
LD, and academic 
achievement   

Oakes 
1992  

Position paper on 
Tracking and its 
impact on research  

NA Literature review Trend data and 
literature critic  

Tracking fails to 
meet expectations, 
impacts school 
attainment, life 
chances; lower 
track students  
information  hold 
back student 
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Table 2 continued 
 

     

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Ogbu, 
1994   

 
Examine inequality 
between blacks and 
in the opportunity 
structure since 
1960 and why a 
gap persist between 
the two groups  

 
NA 

 
Literature review 

 
Historical analysis  
 

 
Inequalities are in 
place due to racial 
stratification and 
impacts black 
education 1.  
through 
educational 
policies and 
practices and 
societal practices 
deny blacks equal 
rewards with 
whites for their 
education  
 

Talbert-Johnson 
2001  

Literature review 
to examine the 
disparity between 
the cultures of 
educators and 
minority students  

NA  Literature review  Trend data and 
literature critic  

Shortage of 
African American 
teachers in special 
ed.  Lack of role 
models from same 
ethnic background 
for African 
Americans in 
special education 
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Table 2 continued 
 

     

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Thornton, 2004 

 
Describes the 
manner in which a 
group of southern 
black college 
students structure 
their value 
preferences  
 

 
Subjects 304 
undergraduate 
students enrolled at 
one predominately 
Black university  

 
Questionnaires 
given  

 
Questionnaires tap 
the general value 
orientations of 
respondents   

 
Both males and 
females ranked 
religion and family 
as the highest 
priority following 
graduation   

Sissoko & Shiau  
2005 

To provide 
empirical analysis 
of determinants of 
Black student 
enrollment in 
HBCUs  and other 
universities  

NA  National Trend 
data  

Formularies used 
to examine 
enrollment trends 
an 

Black student 
enrollment at 
HBCUs is 
essentially 
determined by the 
average cost of 
tuition and fees, 
Pell grant per 
student, retention 
rate, gov policies 
and black 
population trend  
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free from undue external influence or interference” (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 22)  An individual 

demonstrates self-determined skills if the individual actions have the following characteristics: 1.  

the individual acted autonomously; 2.  the behaviors were self-regulated; 3.  the person initiated 

and responded to event(s) in a “psychologically empowered” manner; and 4 the person acted in a 

self-realizing manner (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 22).  Self-determination skills are important skills for 

LD students.  For example Wehmeyer (2002) showed that students with disabilities who left 

school more self-determined were more likely to have obtained jobs that provide benefits like 

health coverage and vacations, and those same students were more likely to be living somewhere 

other then their parent’s home.   

A national survey of teachers in the United States teachers surveyed believed self-

determination skills were very important for students with disabilities (Wehmeyer, Agran, & 

Hughes, 2000, p. 63).  For example, “teachers indicated they believed that promoting self-

determination would be “very helpful” to prepare their students for success in post school life 

and somewhat helpful to ensure their success in school” (Wehmeyer et al., 2000, p. 63)   To date 

very few studies have been conducted to examine self-determination skills of college students 

with learning disabilities. Rasheed (2005), however, studied a total of 99 undergraduate students 

from one majority White University with learning disabilities.     

The participants in Rasheed’s study were given the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale 

(ASDS).  Rasheed found that participants in the study had at least minimally satisfactory self-

determination skills (Rasheed, 2005).  He found that 30% of the participants in the study had 

autonomy scores that were below the mean score for the norm group and 23% were below for 

self-regulation and self-determination skills.  Rasheed (2005) found that students with higher 

average GPAs in his study population also had higher overall self-determination skills scores.  
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Other researchers have examined self-determination and self-sufficiency skills in students. Some 

of the research examining the importance of students becoming self-sufficient was first 

conducted by Bandura.       

One of the concepts that emerged with Banduras’ research was self-efficacy.  Self-

efficacy was defined by Bandura as an individual’s perceptions of his/her ability to perform 

adequately in a given situation (Bandura & et al., 1996; Caraway et al., 2003).  According to 

social-cognitive theory, individuals’ perceptions of self-efficacy often influence their goals and 

aspirations to pursue various academic and career opportunities.  An individual level of self-

efficacy beliefs also has an impact on how well that person may be able to handle adversity, 

setbacks, and delays in the pursuit of goals and the amount of effort put into accomplishing tasks.  

Self-efficacy measures can often reveal how well a person will be able to persevere when those 

challenges are presented (Bandura & et al., 1996).   

Some of the research has indicated that high school students living with a learning 

disability tended to have lower self-efficacy than students living without a learning disability.  

For example, a study conducted by Hampton and Mason (2003) reported that students with 

learning disabilities may be disadvantaged in the availability of appropriate sources to form self-

efficacy in learning.  The hypothesis that the influence of LD status was mediated by sources of 

efficacy was proven statically significant in this study (Hampton & Mason, 2003, p.109).  Table 

3 summarizes research on self-determination and learning disabilities.     

Summary 

This review focused on the following issues:  (a) barriers and enablers for people with 

learning disabilities; (b) postsecondary students with learning disabilities; (c) African Americans, 

special education, and post-secondary education; and (d) self-determination and learning  
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Table 3 

Self-Determination and Learning Disabilities  

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Bandura 
1996 

 
To examine the 
psychosocial 
influences through 
which efficacy 
beliefs affect 
academic 
achievement and 
parents’ sense of 
academic efficacy 
and aspirations for 
their children 

 
279 children 
ranging ages 11 to 
14 years.  Parents 
and teachers of the 
children 
participated in the 
study as well 

 
Various scales 
were given to the 
children, parents, 
and teachers; 
demographic 
information was 
collected and other 
variables of interest  

 
Perceived efficacy 
for academic 
achievement, 
perceived efficacy 
for self-regulated 
learning; third set 
of scales used was 
leisure and 
extracurricular 
activities; a scale to 
measure severity of 
depression; a 
parental and 
children academic 
scale was given to 
parents  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Parents beliefs in 
their efficacy to help 
their children’s 
intellectual  growth 
had a positive 
association with their 
child’s academic 
outcomes –Children 
who believed they 
could exercise some 
control over their 
own learning 
achieved academic 
success   
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Table 3 continued 
 

     

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Hampton & Mason 
2003  

 
To examine gender 
and LD status, 
gender, sources of 
efficacy, self-
efficacy beliefs and 
academic 
achievement  

 
278 high school 
students  

 
Scales and 
demographic 
information was 
taken-population 
was chosen from 
participating 
schools  

 
Sources of 
Academic Self-
Efficacy Scale 
(SASES) and Self-
Efficacy for 
Learning Scale 
(SELS) and 
demographic form  

 
Proposed model 
suggested that 
students with LD are 
at a disadvantage for 
access to self-
efficacy in learning 
students with more 
sources of efficacy 
appeared to have 
higher self-efficacy 
beliefs and higher 
academic 
achievement then 
those did not   
 

Rasheed 2005 Measure the self-
determination skills 
of the study 
population  

99 undergraduate 
students from one 
university with 
learning 
disabilities.   
 

Scale and 
demographic 
information  

Arc’s Self-
Determination 
Scale (ASDS) and 
demographic sheet  

Found that students 
with higher average 
GPAs in his study 
population also had 
higher over all self-
determination skills 
scores. 
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Table 3 continued 
 

     

 
Citation 
 

 
Purpose   

 
Participants 

 
Procedures  

 
Measures 

 
Findings 

 
Wehmeyer 1995  

 
Study examined 
self-determination 
and the use of 
student –directed 
learning strategies; 
conducted of 
teachers servicing 
students with 
various disabilities  

 
A total of 1,219 
teachers providing 
instruction to 
students with 
disabilities between 
ages of 14 and 21.   

 
National mail 
survey  

 
Used Agran, Snow 
and Swaner’s (199) 
survey, which was 
expanded based on 
the functional 
model of self-
determination  

 
Teachers indicated 
they believed that 
promoting self-
determination would 
be “very helpful” to 
prepare their students 
for success in post 
school life and 
somewhat helpful to 
ensure their success 
in school 
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disabilities.  The review of literature identified issues involving students with disabilities and 

postsecondary  opportunities and experiences.  It also included the recognition of the importance 

of transition services such as self-advocacy, self-efficacy and self-determination and their 

correlation for success for students with learning disabilities to attend and complete 

postsecondary education.  Below are highlights from the review of literature:    

1. Laws, lobbying, and bureaucratic systems in the United States school systems 

have impacted barriers and enablers for people with learning disabilities (Byrnes, 

2002; Carrier, 1986; Gryphon & Salisbury, 2002; Landau et al., 1998; Mercer & 

Mercer, 1996).  

2. College students with learning disabilities had lower self-perceptions of their 

scholastic and cognitive abilities then non-LD peers and indicated feelings of fear, 

obsessive thoughts, lack of self confidence, self-doubt and self-criticism (Cosden 

& McNamara, 1997; J. Gregg & Persichitte, 1992; Hoy et al., 1997). 

3. The public school system has bureaucratic challenges regarding learning 

disabilities and special education that disproportionately impact African American 

students (Oakes, 1992; Ogbu, 1994; Talbert-Johnson, 2001).  A shortage of 

African American males attend and graduate from college (Hefner, 2004).  Little 

research has been conducted on African American college students with learning 

disabilities.     

4. Self-determination and self-efficiency skills among students with learning  

disabilities lead to better educational outcomes than for students lacking high self-

determination skill levels (Bandura & et al., 1996; Hampton & Mason, 2003; 
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Rasheed, 2005; Wehmeyer, Kelchner, & Educational Resources Information 

Center (U.S.), 1995).   

 The review of the literature pertinent to barriers and enablers for people with learning 

disabilities provides some consistent themes.  For instance, barriers for students with learning 

disabilities are in part found as a result of the bureaucratic systems found in the United States 

school systems and special education programs (Byrnes, 2002; Carrier, 1986; Gryphon & 

Salisbury, 2002; Landau et al., 1998; Mercer & Mercer, 1996).  The literature indicates that there 

are enablers for learning disability students that have allowed for more educational opportunities.  

For example, organizations led by parents help get laws passed to benefit students with learning 

disabilities.  Many of the laws have helped open opportunity for students with learning 

disabilities to finish secondary school and attend and complete postsecondary school  (Carrier, 

1986). 

 The review of literature pertinent to postsecondary students with learning disabilities 

indicates that students with learning disabilities are faced with many more challenges then their 

non-disabled peers (Brinckerhoff, 1996; T. M. Williams, 1998).  Problems such as lack of 

academic self-perceptions, and depression are examples of challenges that disproportionately 

impact college students with learning disabilities (Cosden & McNamara, 1997; J. Gregg & 

Persichitte, 1992; Hoy et al., 1997). 

 The review of special education and postsecondary education of African Americans 

highlights the challenges faced in secondary schools and the pursuit of postsecondary education.  

For example, some researchers found that African Americans have suffered with being miss 

diagnosed and placed improperly in special education classrooms (Dunn, 1968; Oakes, 1992; 

Ogbu, 1994).  African Americans also have a lack of post-secondary opportunities particularly 
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African American males.  The review revealed that African Americans who do attend college 

ranked religion and family as the highest priority following graduation from college (Thornton, 

2004).  A study on African American students with learning disabilities at one university showed 

a significant relationship between students’ knowledge of their LD and academic achievement 

(Hudson, 1994). 

 The review of the literature on self-determination and leaning disability students 

indicated the importance of self-determination skills for students with learning disabilities.  

Many examples were highlighted in this review.  For example it was found in this review that 

students with learning disabilities who had self-determination skills were more likely to be 

successful in school and other life outcomes (Bandura & et al., 1996; Hampton & Mason, 2003; 

Rasheed, 2005; Wehmeyer et al., 1995).  There is a lack of studies examining self-determination 

skills of students with learning disabilities in college or university settings.  There is even more 

of a lack of studies examining African American college students with learning disabilities and 

their self-determination skills.  The next chapter covers the methods used to collect and analysis 

data for this study.   
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CHAPTER 3 

Methods 

Principles of Survey Research 

This investigation used a survey research methodology. A survey is defined by the World 

Health Organization as an investigation in which information or data are collected in a organized 

matter (Last, Abramson, & International Epidemiological Association., 1995). When survey 

research is used to collect data, the experimental method is not used (Last et al., 1995).  A survey 

can be administered in different ways.  For example, a population survey may use face-to face 

interviews, self-completed questionnaires, and telephone, postal service, e-mail or other means 

(Last et al., 1995).  Each method of survey research has its advantages and disadvantages.  For 

example, face-to-face interviews can be a good way to gather information needed.  However, this 

method can be very time consuming and costly for the researcher (K. Williams, 1998).  Dillman 

(1978) indicated that survey research organizations operating from university settings faced a 

higher refusal rates and higher increased resistance to their face- to-face interviews.  Dillman 

(1978) rated mail questionnaires and he pointed out some of their disadvantages and advantages.  

For example, it was found in the area of question construction, mail surveys have a low 

performance in getting open ended questions answered.  When it came to administration 

requirements, the potential speed of implementation for mail surveys was found to be low 

(Salant & Dillman, 1994).   Some of the advantages of mail questionnaires are found in obtaining 

accurate answers.  In that category Dillman (1978) rated high the likelihood that social bias can 

also be avoided and interviewer distortion can be avoided (Dillman, 1978, pp. 74-75).  For the 
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purpose of this study, the investigator elected to survey a sample of college students were 

diagnosed with a learning disability (LD).  The subjects attended two selected Historically Black 

Colleges or Universities and were enrolled in a learning disability program at that select school 

during the fall of 2006 semester.  The primary mode of survey research used in this study was 

drop-off survey.  The rationale for this approach was that the target population is hard to reach 

and could only be surveyed in a timely and cost-efficient manner using drop-off survey method.  

The drop-off survey technique combines both the low labor cost of mail surveys with the 

personal contact of face- to-face interviews.  Using this method allowed the researcher to help 

get respondents to complete the survey instrument on location.  The instrument used to survey 

the participants had some open ended questions, the drop-off survey face-to-face method used to 

collect data in the study allowed the participants to complete the survey on site and get any 

questions about the survey answered by the researcher or staff at the centers.     

Population 

 The participants consisted of students who had learning disabilities at two Historically 

Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs) in the United States and received services at either the 

Disabled Student Services Program (DSSP) at School 1 or the Learning Development and 

Evaluation Center (LDEC) at School 2 and who agreed to participate in the study. There were 

approximately 134 students from the two schools combined with LD registered to receive 

services from the DSSP or LDEC Fall 2006 semester.  There were a total of 37 students with LD 

registered for services at DSSP School 1, and 28 out of the 37 students registered for services at 

DSSP participated in the study.  Students with LD registered with DSSP were recruited in the 

following manner.  Flyers with information about the study were posted by the researcher and 

program coordinator at key locations on campus.  The locations were identified by the DSSP 
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program coordinator.  Flyers were also placed inside the DSSP computer lab and main office on 

campus (see Appendix A). At the midpoint of data collection the ninth day a recruitment e-mail 

was sent by the DSSP program coordinator to all students registered with DSSP Fall 2006, 

requesting student participation in the study (see Appendix B).  A description of what is self-

determination was placed inside the DSSP office and computer lab (see Appendix C).  The 

tutors, office staff, and administrators at the Disabled Student Services Program were fully 

supportive of the data collection process and helped encouraged students to participate in the 

study.   

 There were a total of 99 students with LD registered for services at the Learning 

Development and Evaluation Center (School 2) and 55 out of the 99 students registered for 

services at the LDEC participated in the study.  Students with LD registered with the LDEC were 

recruited in the following manner.  Flyers with information about the study were posted by the 

researcher and program director at key locations on campus.  The locations were identified by 

the program director.  Flyers were also placed inside the LDEC computer lab and main office on 

campus (see Appendix D). At the mid point of data collection a recruitment e-mail was sent out 

by the LDEC assistant director to all students registered with the LDEC Fall 2006, requesting 

student participation in the study (see Appendix E).  A description of what is self-determination 

was placed inside the LDEC office and computer lab (see Appendix C).  The tutors, office staff, 

and administrators at the Learning Development and Evaluation Center were supportive of the 

data collection process and helped encouraged students to participate in the study. 
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Descriptive Information on the Sample 

In this study data from both schools were combined.  A total of eighty three (n=83) 

respondents participated in this study out of the total population sample of one hundred thirty six 

(136).  The response rate for this study was sixty three percent 63%.   

The gender of the respondents in the total sample (n=83) was 64% male and 36% female.  

Table 4 presents the frequency count by gender for the total sample.   

 
 
Table 4 
 
Gender, N, and Percent of Total Sample 
 
 
Gender     N   Percent 
 
 
Male     53                                 64 
 
Female     30                                 36 
  
 
  

The race and ethnicity of the total sample was majority African American (94%).  The 

second most reported race and ethnicity in the sample was white non- Hispanic 5%.  Table 5 

presents the frequency counts for race and ethnicity for the total sample.      

Data on student classification (i.e., Freshman, Sophomore, Junior, and Senior) the total 

sample of the population indicate that seniors were the largest group of respondents at 30%; the 

second largest classification represented in this study were freshman at 24%.  Table 6 presents 

the frequency counts for each of the class levels for the total sample.     
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Table 5 

Race, N, and Percent of Total Sample 
 
 
Race     N   Percent 
 
 
African American   78                                 94 
 
White non-Hispanic   4                                  5 
 
Hispanic or Latino    1                                   1 
  
 

 
Table 6 
 
Class, N, and Percent of Total Sample      
 
 
Class    N   Percent 
 
 
Freshman   20                            24 
 
Sophomore   16                            19 
 
Junior    19                             23 
 
Senior    24                             29 
 
Other     4   5 
 
*The Other category consisted of four graduate students.   
 

  In the total sample the majority of the respondents reported their parents’ approximate 

yearly income was in the $31,001 to $50,000 range representing (27%) of the responses.  The 

two second largest reported yearly income ranges were $10,000 to $30,000 a year and above 
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$70,000 a year category; both represented (23%).  Table 7 presents the frequency counts for each 

of the income levels for the total sample.   

 

Table 7 
 
Income, N, and Percent of Total Sample 
 
 
Income     N   Percent 
 
 
Less Than $10,000/Year   7                                 8 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year   19                                23 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year   22                                27 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year   16                                19 
 
Above $70,000/Year    19                                23 
 
 

The majority of the students in the sample had GPAs ranging from 2.01 to 2.50, which 

represented 42% of the sample.   The second largest category in the sample was GPAs ranging 

from 2.51 to 3.00, which represented 34% of the sample.  Table 8 presents the frequency counts 

for each of the GPA levels for the total sample.     

Setting and Program Services   

 As previously indicated above, the participants for this study were recruited at two 

HBCUs located in the following cities:  1) School I., is located in Middle, Tennessee, 2) school 

II is located in North, Florida.  These two HBCUs were chosen by the researcher for several 

reasons.  Both schools have offered support services for students with leaning disabilities for 

nearly 20 years.   The two schools used as research  
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Table 8 

GPA, N, and Percent of Total Sample 
 
 
GPA      N   Percent 
 
 
 
1.00 – 2.00                             12                                15 
 
2.01 – 2.50     35   42 
 
2.51 – 3.00                      28                                34 
 
3.01 – 3.50     6   7 
 
3.51 – 4.00                                                      2                                  2 
 

 
 

sites are public universities in the South with similar city and university populations. The 

learning disability support programs at both schools are considered self-directed and 

decentralized programs (B. L. Peterson, 2003).  A self-directed decentralized program, according 

to the 2003 guide of programs for students with LD or ADD, are programs that usually have no 

separate admissions process for LD students (B. L. Peterson, 2003).  Self-directed programs 

require that eligibility for services be established by the disability documentation that meets the 

schools institutional standards.  In self-directed programs services may be coordinated through 

an office of disability services based on the student’s documentation of disability paper work; 

services may also be shipped around to other parts of campus (B. L. Peterson, 2003).  The two 

programs in this study have informally been identified by students, parents, and persons in the 

disability services field in higher education as being good programs.  The two schools were also 

chosen because of the relationships between the researcher and staff at both schools.  This 
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allowed the researcher to receive support during the Institutional Review Board and data 

collection process at both schools.         

School 1 Middle, Tennessee  

The total approximation of the student body at School I, based on Fall 2005 semester was 

8,900.  More then 75% of the school’s population is African American (Suggs, 2007).  The total 

population in the Middle Tennessee city according to the 2000 census was 545,524 (Bureau, 

2006).  There were 264,095 males and 281, 429 females.  The largest age group was 18 years 

and over to 64 years old.  The total in that 18 years and over age group was 424,855 (Bureau, 

2006). The two largest race groups in the Middle, Tennessee city, according to the 2000 U.S. 

census were non-Hispanic White at 359,581 and African American at 146,235(Bureau, 2006). 

The median family income in 1999 in Middle Tennessee, was $48,448 (Bureau, 2006).  The 

support program for students that have a learning disability at school I. was housed in Disabled 

Student Services Program (DSSP) on campus.   

 The Disabled Student Services Program is an academic support program for college 

students with disabilities.  For the purposes of this research study only students with learning 

disabilities registered with Disabled Student Services office Fall 2006 semester were recruited to 

participate.  The Disabled Student Service office is in the Department of Student Affairs at the 

university.  The Disabled Student Services Director reports directly to the Vice President of 

Student Affairs.  The DSSP is physically housed in a building in the heart of the university 

campus.  The programs office is located on the first floor of the building, while the computer lab 

for the program is located on the basement floor.  The computer lab is used for students to take 

exams, to receive tutoring and, other services, and to use special assistance technology. Services 

offered by DSSP are free to all students who are registered and have paid the regular university 
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tuition.  There are no additional fees for any services offered by the DSSP.  Participation in the 

program is strictly voluntary and confidential.   

School 1 Program Services   

The DSSP provides federally mandated academic and programmatic support services to 

the students who qualify at the university. Students with learning disabilities were the largest 

disability population served by the program at school I.  Some of the following accommodations 

for students with learning disability are offered:  1) access to DSSP computer lab with assistant 

technology; 2) test proctors; 3) extended time to take exams; 4) academic advisement; 5) tape 

recorders to record lectures; 6) tutors based on need and major; 7) study skills seminars; 8) 

accommodations letters for students to present to professors based on individual and needs; 9) 

professional staff, who advocate on behalf of the students.  Students who have learning 

disabilities and are registered with the DSSP take regular university courses.                 

School 2 North, Florida   

 The total approximation of the student body at the North Florida city school based on the 

fall 2005 semester was 12,179. More then 92% of the school’s population is African American 

(Suggs, 2007).  The total population in North Florida city, according to the 2000 census was 

150,624 (Bureau, 2006).  There were 71,137 males and 79,487 females.  The largest age group 

was 18 years to 64 years old.  The total in that 18 years and over age group was 124, 431 

(Bureau, 2006). The two largest race groups in the Florida city according to the 2000 U.S. census 

were White at 91,007 and African American at 51,569 (Bureau, 2006). The median family 

income in 1999 in the Florida city was $30,571 (Bureau, 2006).  The support program for 

students who have a learning disability at school II was housed in the Learning Development 

Evaluation Center (LDEC) on campus.   
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 The Learning Development Evaluation Center is an academic support program for 

college students with disabilities.  For the purposes of this research study only students with 

learning disabilities registered with Learning Development Evaluation Center Fall 2006 semester 

were recruited to participate in this study.  The LDEC office is in the Department of Student 

Affairs at the university.  The LDEC director reports directly to the Vice President of Student 

Affairs.  The LDEC is physically a standalone building located near the university book store.  

The program office is located in the standalone building.  The program has two computer labs 

and several break-out rooms for students to take exams, receive tutoring and other services, and 

use special assistant technology. Services offered by LDEC are free to all students who are 

registered and have paid the regular university tuition.  There are no additional fees for any 

services offered by the LDEC.  Participation in the program is strictly voluntary and confidential.  

The LDEC provides federally mandated academic and programmatic support services to the 

students that qualify at the university.  Students with learning disabilities were the largest 

disability population served by the program at school II.    

School 2 Program Services   

Some of the following accommodations for students with learning disability are offered 

at school II: 1) access to DSSP computer lab with assistant technology; 2) test proctors; 3) 

extended time to take exams; 4) academic advisement ;5) tape recorders to record lectures; 6) 

tutors based on need and major; 7) study skills seminars; 8) accommodations letters for students 

to present to professors based on individual needs; and 9) professional staff, who advocate on 

behalf of the students.  Students who have learning disabilities and are registered with the DSSP 

take regular university courses.                 
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Instruments and Materials 

 All students were administered a demographic survey to gain basic background 

information of the participants.  This demographic survey was developed by the researcher (see 

Appendix F). Participants were also given a revised copy of the Adolescent Version of The Arc’s 

Self-Determination Scale originally created by Wehmeyer (1995).  The term self-determination 

was defined by Field, Martin Miller, Ward, and Wehmeyer (1998) as follows: a combination of 

skills, knowledge, and beliefs that enable a person to engage in goal-directed, self-regulated, 

autonomous behavior.  An understanding of one’s strengths and limitations, together with a 

belief of oneself as capable and effective are essential to self-determination.  When acting on the 

basis of these skills and attitudes, individuals have greater ability to take control of their lives 

and assume the role of successful adults in our society (p. 2).   

The Arc’s Self-Determination scale was originally developed and norm with 500 

secondary school students who that had cognitive disabilities or no cognitive disabilities and 

attended school in urban, rural, and suburban school districts of five different states (Rasheed, 

2005; Wehmeyer, 1995). To conduct research on post-secondary students for this current study, 

the researcher adopted changes made by Dr. Rasheed (2005) to the original scale made by 

Wehmeyer.  Permission was given to the researcher by the Dr. Michael Wehmeyer to make 

changes (see Appendix G). Dr. Rasheed gave permission for the researcher to use the exact 

changes made Dr. Rasheed for the purposes of this current study (see Appendix H).     

 The Arc’s Self-Determination scale was designed to be a self-report measure of self-

determination scale.  It was designed for use by adolescents with disabilities; it was especially 

geared for students with mild mental retardation and learning disabilities (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 

7).  The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale is a 72-item self-report instrument with total scores 
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ranging from 0-148 and with higher scores representing higher levels of self determination 

(Rasheed, 2005; Wehmeyer, 1995), (see Appendix I). 

 The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale’s four primary domains were: (1) autonomy, (2), 

self-regulation, (3) psychological empowerment, and (4) self-realization.  Some of the scales 

were broken down into sub-domains. The 72 Arc’s Self-Determination Scale has been used 

recently in two dissertation research projects with postsecondary students.  All of the scales 

domains and sub-domains prove to have the necessary validity and reliability to study the older 

age population found on a college campus (Jameson, 2002; Rasheed, 2005).    

Data Collection 

 Final permission from the Institutional Review Board Human Subjects Office to collect 

data was granted by the researcher’s home institution, the University of Georgia on August 25, 

2006 (see Appendix J).   The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at school I granted permission for 

the researcher to collect data from university students who were part of the DSSP on October 18, 

2006.  The Institutional Review Board (IRB) at school II granted permission for the researcher to 

collect data from university students who were part of the LDEC on November 3, 2006.   

All students with LD at both schools I and II who were registered for the Fall 2006 

school year and received services from the two programs were recruited to participate in the 

study.  Flyers were placed on both campuses the weekend after IRB approval at each of the two 

schools around campus and in both school programs offices.  A recruitment e-mail was also 

emailed half way through the data collection process at both schools to program participants.  

The researcher also made contact with key staff members at each center.    

Data collection took place at school I October 23 through November 16, 2006.  Data 

collection took place at school I, for nineteen business days Monday through Friday 8:00AM to 
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4:30PM. The researcher was present during the data collection process at school I, for more then 

90% of the data collection days and hours.  The researcher also trained staff at the DSSP on how 

to give the survey instrument to students in the researcher as absence.  Students at School I were 

given the opportunity to review the following before participating in the study: informed consent 

form and explanation of the term, Self-Determination, to ensure their correct understanding of 

the study, options on how they could participate in the study, and information regarding the ten 

dollar ($10.00) incentive for completing the survey.   

Both schools disability programs had offices and rooms where the survey was completed 

in privacy and with the assistance of the researcher or staff member with knowledge of the 

survey.  After individual students agreed to participate, a survey was completed by the 

participant.  Completion of the survey by the participant took approximately 30 to 40 minutes.  

After completion of the survey students were given $10.00 in cash.      

Data collection took place at School II November 13 through December 8, 2006, during 

the school’s fall 2006 semester.  Data collection took place at school II, for nineteen business 

days Monday through Friday 8:00AM to 4:30PM. The researcher was present during the data 

collection process at school II, for more then 90% of the data collection days and hours.  The 

researcher also trained staff at the LDEC on how to give the survey instrument to students in the 

researcher in absence.  Students at school II were given the opportunity to review the following 

before participating in the study:  Informed consent form and explanation of the term, Self-

Determination, to ensure their correct understanding of the study options on how they could 

participate in the study, and information regarding the ($10.00) incentive for completing the 

survey.  After individual students agreed to participate, a survey was completed by the 
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participant.  Completion of the survey by the participant took approximately 30 to 40 minutes.  

After completion of the survey students were given ($10.00) cash.         

Data Analysis 

 Demographic data were run on the whole on all respondents.  The two schools were 

combined for the data analysis.   

Research Question 1 

For students with learning disabilities in a HBCU institution, what are their Arc Self-

Determination Scale (ASDS) total scores, and the four ASDS sub-domain scores of autonomy, 

self regulation, Psychological empowerment, and self-realization?   

Descriptive statistics were used to address research question number one.  The results are 

presented via frequency distributions in the form of table one for the total ASDS total score and 

ASDS and for the sub-domains of the Arc’s Self-Determination Scale.    

Research Question 2 

Are there significant student classification differences for ASDS total scores and for each 

of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to address research question two to 

test the relationship between student classification and the ASDS total scores and the four ASDS 

sub-domain scores.   

Research Question 3 

Are there significant relationships between GPA and ASDS total scores and between 

GPA and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?  
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The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to address research question three to 

test the relationship between GPA and the ASDS total scores and the four ASDS sub-domain 

scores. 

Research Question 4 

Across family income levels are there significant differences for ASDS total scores and 

for each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   Between family income and ASDS total scores 

and between family income and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   ANOVA was used 

across the levels of income on the demographic survey.    

 Research Question 5 

Is there a significant amount of variance accounted for in predicting each of the four 

criterion variables (ASDS total score and the four ASDS sub-domain scores) from the set of four 

predictor variables (gender, student classification, GPA, and family income)?   A regression 

analysis was used to examine total scores of self-determination skills and individual domain 

scores from each of the variables and the criterion variable. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Results  

In this study data from both schools were combined.  A total of eighty three (n=83) 

respondents participated in this study out of the total population sample of one hundred thirty six 

(136).  The response rate for this study was sixty three percent 63%.  In the current study, five 

research questions were investigated based on responses of the sample described in chapter 3 to 

The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale and its sub-domain tests.  Each research question used in 

this study is be restated and the results presented immediately thereafter.  These results are 

summarized and discussed in Chapter Five of this dissertation study.     

Research Question 1 

For students with learning disabilities in a HBCU institution, what are their Arc Self-

Determination Scale (ASDS) total scores, and the four ASDS sub-domain scores of autonomy, 

self regulation, psychological empowerment, and self-realization?   

Figure 1 indicates the frequency distributions of ASDS total scores for the entire group 

and Figures 2 through 5 show the frequency distributions of the ASDS four sub-domain scores 

for autonomy, self-regulation, psychological empowerment, and self-realization.   

In Figure 1, the ASDS total scores for the total sample show a slight negative skew (-

.640), with the mode of the scores being 102 and the median being 114.00.  The mean score was 

112.77 out of a possible 148 points.  The lowest score was 66 (n = 1) and the highest was 139 (n 

= 1). 
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In Figure 2, the autonomy sub-domain scores for the entire group show a slight negative 

skew (-.611) with the mode of the scores being 61 and the median being 75.00  The mean score 

was 72.90 out of a possible 96 points.  The lowest score was 40 (n = 1) and the highest was 93 (n 

= 4).   

In Figure 3, the self-regulation sub-domain scores for the entire group also show a very 

slight negative skew (-.218) with the modes of the scores being 16 and the median being 14.00  

The mean score was 13.78 out of a possible 21 points.  The lowest score was 4 (n = 1) and the 

highest was 21 (n = 3).   

In Figure 4, the psychological empowerment sub-domain scores for the entire group 

show a definite negative skew (-1.411) with the mode of the scores being 16 and the median 

being 15.00  The mean score was 14.00 out of a possible 16 points.  The lowest score was 5 (n = 

1) and the highest was 16 (n = 37).   

In Figure 5, the self-realization sub-domain scores for the group show a definite negative 

skew (-.601) with the mode of the scores being 13 and the median being 12.00  The mean score 

was 12.08 out of a possible 15 points.  The lowest score was 8 (n = 3) and the highest was 15 (n 

= 3).   

Research Question 2 

Are there significant student classification differences for ASDS total scores and for each 

of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   

A T-test was run to analyze if there was a significant relationship between the combined 

student classification and the total ASDS scores.  Five independent t-tests were used to address 

research question II; they test for significant student classification differences for ASDS total 

scores and for each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores.  Levene’s Test for the Equality of 
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Variances was used in the analysis of the homogeneity of variances among the four 

classifications groups (freshman, sophomore, junior and senior) that were used in this part of the 

study.  There were no significance found when comparing each of the individual student 

classifications and the ASDS total scores and sub domains.  However, Tables 9 through 11 

shows each of the student classifications and total ASDS scores or Domains, Means, Standard 

Deviations, and t-values for the test that were close to having significance at the p=.05 level in 

this investigation.     
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Figure 1.  Histogram of ASDS total scores for the total sample 
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Figure 2.  Histogram of Autonomy total scores for the total sample 
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Figure 3.  Histogram of Combined Self Regulation total scores for the total sample 
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Figure 4.  Histogram of Psychological Empowerment total scores for the total sample 
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Figure 5.  Histogram of Self Realization total scores for the total sample 
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Table 9 

Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for freshman and junior student  
 
classification Groups’ ASDS Combined Self Regulation Score – freshman, junior 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t      p  
 
 
Freshman          20                    12.30               3.114              -1.958     .058 

Junior             16                    14.75               4.389      
______________________________________________________________________________        
 

Table 10  

Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for freshman and senior student  
 
classification Groups’ ASDS Combined Self Regulation Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t     p  
 
 
Freshman          20                    12.30                3.114             -1.901    .064 

Senior             24                    14.42                4.085             
 
 

Table 11  

Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for junior and senior student  
 
classification Groups’ ASDS Combined Self Regulation Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t      p  
  
 
Junior     16                    12.56               1.153              -1.959      .057 

Senior             24                    14.42               4.085             
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Research Question 3 

Are there significant relationship between GPA and ASDS total scores and between GPA 

and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?  

The Pearson product-moment correlation was used to address research question three to 

test the relationship between GPA and the ASDS total scores and the four ASDS sub-domain 

scores.   

Table 12 shows the correlations between GPA and the ASDS total score and the four sub-

domain scores.  According to the results of the correlation analysis, GPA was significantly and 

positively correlated with self regulation sub-domain scores (r= .224, p=.041).     

 

Table 12 

Correlations between GPA and ASDS Total and Four Sub-Domains’ Scores 
  
                 
            Self-Reg.     Autonomy    Psych. Emp.     Self-Real.     Total  
 
 
GPA           .224*             .155             -.003                .114               .196 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Note.  Self-Reg. = Self-Regulation domain score, Psych Emp. = Psychological Empowerment domain score, and 
Self-Real. = Self-Realization domain score.  N = 83. 
*Significant at the .05 level (2 tailed). 
 

Research Question 4 

Across family income levels are there significant differences for ASDS total scores and 

for each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   Between family income and ASDS total scores 

and between family income and each of the four ASDS sub-domain scores?   ANOVA was used 

across the levels of income on the demographic survey.   Five ANOVA summary tables and 

means/standard deviations’ tables for each income level are presented in Tables 13 through 22 
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showing the relationships between income levels (less than $10,000 a year; $10, 001 to $30,000 

a year; $31, 001 to $50,000 a year; $50, 001 to $70,000 a year; and above $70,000 a year) and 

ASDS total scores and the four sub-domains of The Arc’ Self-Determination scale looking for 

significance between group differences in mean scores.    

 

Table 13 

One-Way ANOVA Results for ASDS Total Scores among Income Levels 
 
 
Source   SS  df  MS  F p  
 
 
Between Groups     1295.074               4                323.768          1.521     .204 

Within Groups        16599.577             78              212.815 

Total                        17894.651             82 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Table 14 
 
Income Level, Ns, Means, and Standard Deviations for ASDS Total Scores 
 
 
Income Level      N    M             SD  
  
 
Less Than $10,000/Year    7           116.57                       13.722 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year   19           105.84                       18.617 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year   22           113.05                       15.426 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year   16           115.63                       12.511  
 
Above $70,000/Year    19           115.58                     10.238 
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Table 15 
 
One-Way ANOVA Results for Autonomy Scores among Income Levels 
 
 
Source   SS  df  MS  F p  
 
 
Between Groups       724.917                4                181.229           1.288    .282 

Within Groups       10974.312             78                140.696 

Total                      11699.229              82 
______________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
 
Table 16 
 
Income Level, Ns, Means, and Standard Deviations for Autonomy ASDS Scores 
 
 
Income Level      N    M             SD   
 
 
Less Than $10,000/Year     7  77.00                         8.963 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year   19  68.11                       15.913 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year   22  72.32                       12.632 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year           16  75.13                       10.519 
 
Above $70,000/Year    19  75.00                         7.165 
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Table 17 
 
One-Way ANOVA Results for Self-Regulation Scores among Income Levels 
 
 
Source   SS  df  MS  F p  
 
 
Between Groups        58.558                4                  14.639               1.006   .410 

Within Groups       1135.539              78                  14.558 

Total                       1194.096              82                
 
 
 
 
Table 18 
 
Income Level, Ns, Means, and Standard Deviations for Self-Regulation ASDS Scores 
 
 
Income Level      N    M             SD  
  
 
Less Than $10,000/Year     7  14.14                         3.671 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year   19  12.26                         4.532 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year   22  14.05                         3.684 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year   16             14.44                         3.306 
 
Above $70,000/Year    19  14.32                         3.622 
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Table 19 
 
One-Way ANOVA Results for Psychological Empowerment Scores among Income Levels 
 
 
Source   SS  df  MS  F p  
 
 
Between Groups        12.387                4                   3.097             .415     .797 
 
Within Groups         581.613              78                   7.457 

Total                        594.000               82                
 
 
 
 
Table 20 
 
Income Level, Ns, Means, and Standard Deviations for Psychological Empowerment ASDS  
 
Scores 
 
 
Income Level      N    M             SD   
 
 
Less Than $10,000/Year    7  14.29                        2.984 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year   19  13.47                        3.025 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year   22  14.50                        2.365 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year   16  13.75                        3.066 
 
Above $70,000/Year    19  14.05                        2.415 
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Table 21 

One-Way ANOVA Results for Self-Realization Scores among Income Levels 
 
 
Source   SS  df  MS  F p  
 
 
Between Groups        7.684                  4                    1.921              .661   .621 
 
Within Groups         226.725               78                   2.907 
 
Total                         234.410              82                
 
 
 
Table 22 
 
Income Level, Ns, Means, and Standard Deviations for Self-Realization ASDS Scores 
 
 
Income Level       N    M             SD 
   
 
Less Than $10,000/Year     7  11.14                         2.734 
 
$10,001- $30,000/Year    19  12.00                         1.599 
 
$30,001 - $50,000/Year    22  12.18                         1.763 
 
$50,001 - $70,000/Year    16  12.31                         1.250 
 
Above $70,000/Year     19  12.21                         1.619 
 
 

 As can be observed on Tables 13 – 22, no significant F-values were found for these 

analyses comparing the ASDS total and four sub-domain scores across income levels.   

Research Question 5 

Is there a significant amount of variance accounted for in predicting each of the four 

criterion variables (ASDS total score and the four ASDS sub-domain scores) from the set of four 
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predictor variables (student classification, Gender, family income, and GPA)?  A regression 

analysis was used to examine total scores of self-determination skills and individual domain 

scores from each of the variables and the criterion variable.    

 Using SPSS, version 12.00, five standard multiple regression analyses were run to answer 

research question five.  The purpose of these analyses was to investigate the relationship of the 

four independent variables (student classification, gender, family income and GPA) and ASDS 

total scores and the four sub-domain scores.  More information on these analyses can be found in 

Appendix P.  The model tested is displayed in Equation 1: 

 Y’ = a + b1Student Classification + b2Gender + b3 Family Income + b4 GPA   (1) 

The prediction of ASDS Total Scores was calculated using Equation 1 as follows: 

Total Score = 88.554 + 1.718Student classification+1.371Gender + 1.576 Family Income 
+ 6.376GPA                                  (2) 

 
The multiple R for the equation was .274 which accounted for 7.5% of the variance in the 

criterion variable.  The related ANOVA seen in Table 23 illustrates there was no significant 

predictors noted (p=.186) for total ASDS total scores (see Appendix P, Table P1) for more 

details.    

 
Table 23 

ANOVA Table for ASDS Total Scores 
 
 
Source  SS  df MS  F  R2                    p 
 
 
Regression   1347.264             4      336.816         1.5888      .075                .186 
 
Residual      16547.386          78      212.146 
 
Total           17894.651           82 
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The prediction of Autonomy scores was calculated using Equation 1 as follows: 

Autonomy = 58.878 + .828Student classification-1.322Gender + 1.009 Family Income + 
4.025GPA                                  (3) 

 
The multiple R for the equation was .208 which accounted for 4.3% of the variance in the 

criterion variable.  From the related ANOVA seen in Table 24, there was no significance noted 

(p= .481).   

 

Table 24 

ANOVA Table for Autonomy Scores 
 
 
Source  SS  df MS  F R2  p  
 
 
Regression    504.399             4        126.100            .879    -.043                .481 
 
Residual      11194.830          78       143.523 
 
Total           11699.229           82 
 
 

The prediction of self-regulation scores was calculated using Equation 1 as follows: 

Self-Regulation = 3.678 + .888Student classification+.992Gender + .360 Family Income 
+ 2.030GPA                       (4) 
 

The multiple R for the equation was .416 which accounted for 17.0% of the variance in the 

criterion variable.  From the related ANOVA seen in Table 25, there was significance noted (p = 

.005).  Also both, student classification [t= 2.815, p= .006 (two-tailed)] and GPA [t= 2.176, p= 

.033 (two-tailed)] were significant predictors for the self-regulation sub-domain scores (see 

Appendix N, Table N3). 
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Table 25 

ANOVA Table for Self-Regulation Scores 
 
 
Source  SS  df MS  F    R2                  p  
 
 
Regression   202.511              4         50.628           3.982       .170                .005* 
 
Residual      991.586             78         12.713 
 
Total           1194.096            82 
 
*p < .05 
 

The prediction of psychological empowerment scores was calculated using Equation 1 as 

follows: 

Psychological Empowerment = 15.053 + .077Student classification-.996Gender + .056 
Family Income - .048GPA                            (5)  

 

The multiple R for the equation was .196 which accounted for 3% of the variance in the criterion 

variable.  From the related ANOVA seen in Table 26, there was no significance noted (p = .657).   

 
Table 26 
 
ANOVA Table for Psychological Empowerment Scores 
 
 
Source  SS  df MS  F R2                    p 
 
 
Regression      18.018             4          4.505           .610      .030                .657                  
 
Residual       575.982            78         7.384 
 
Total            594.000             82 
 
 



 

 

79

The prediction of self-realization scores was calculated using Equation 1 as follows: 

Self-Realization = 10.945 - .075Student classification-.075Gender + .152 
Family Income +.370GPA                 (6)  

             
The multiple R for the equation was .174 which accounted for 3% of the variance in the criterion 

variable.  From the related ANOVA seen in Table 27, there was no significance noted (p = .183).   

 
 
Table 27 
 
ANOVA Table for Self-Realization Scores 
 
 
Source  SS  df MS  F R2                   p  
 
 
Regression     7.089              4          1.772           .680      .030               .658 
 
Residual       227.321          78          2.914 
 
Total            234.410           82 
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CHAPTER 5 

Discussion  

The purpose of this study was to investigate the levels of self-determination skills of a 

select sample of African American students with learning disabilities who attend two selected 

Historically Black Colleges or Universities and who are enrolled in a LD program or disability 

services at their school.  The current study had a combined 83 participates who met all of the 

requirements to qualify in this study. This current study helps to fill a void in the study of self-

determination skills of students with LD, by conducting this investigation in a postsecondary 

setting seldom studied.  The instruments used in this study were The Arc’s Self-Determination 

Scale (ASDS) and a short demographic information sheet.  The ASDS provides a total score as 

well as four sub-domain scores of self-determination.  The short demographic information sheet 

included information on the participant’s gender, race, student classification, family income 

level, attendance of public or private high school and other key demographic information.     

A negatively skewed distribution was found for the total ASDS total scores, which 

indicated that the majority of the participants in the study had at least a minimally satisfactory 

level of self-determination skills.  In Wehmeyer’s (1995) study, norm scores for ASDS total 

scores were reported for a sample of secondary school students with LD.  The mean score for the 

students with LD in the norm group was 102 (rounded).  In the current study the mean scores for 

ASDS total scores was 112.77.  This means that 83% of the students scored at or above the mean 

score of the norm group in this current study.  This further indicates that a large percentage of the 

sample in this study poses at least a minimum level of self-determination skills.  It was also 
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found in the current study that 17% of the students fell below the norm group’s mean for total 

ASDS scores.  This indicates that they may need educational interventions to improve overall 

self-determination skills.    Rasheed (2005) in a similar study conducted with college students 

with LD reported a mean score of 111.46 out of a possible 148 points for total ASDS scores.  

This current study found that 59% of the students scored at or above the mean score of Rasheed 

2005 study done at the university level.  Although Rasheed’s mean score for total ASDS is 

slightly lower then the overall mean score in the current study it was a rather large percent of 

students (41.7% in this current study) scored below the mean found in Rasheed’s (2005) study.  

This indicates a larger number of students in the current study are in need of educational 

interventions to improve self-determination skills.   

 A Figure 2 in chapter 4 illustrates the negatively skewed distribution found for the sample 

for the sub-domain Autonomy.  The scores in the autonomy sub-domain suggest that the 

majority of the participants in this study with LD have at least minimum satisfactory skills in 

autonomy.  Wehmeyer (1995) reported norms for autonomy scores for a sample of secondary 

school students with LD.  The mean autonomy score for the members of that norm group was 65 

(rounded).  For this current study 76% of the participants score at or above the mean score for 

the secondary school norm group for the autonomy sub-domain.  This result further indicates that 

the majority of the participants in the current study have at least minimally satisfactory autonomy 

self-determination skills.  However, 24% of the participants in this current study also have 

autonomy scores that are below the mean score for the secondary school norm group 

(Wehmeyer, 1995).  The autonomy scores that fall below the mean of the norm group may 

suggest the need for educational interventions that will improve the Autonomy sub-domain 

scores and overall self-determinations skills of these students.  When this study was compared to 
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Rasheed’s (2005) study done at the university level, it was found that 59% of the students in this 

current study had autonomy scores at or higher then the mean of the Rasheed (2005) study.    

 A negatively skewed distribution was also found for the sample for the self-regulation 

scores.  This finding suggests that the majority of the participants in this study with LD have 

minimally level satisfactory skills in the self-regulation sub-domain.    Wehmeyer (1995) 

reported norms for Self-Regulation sub-domain scores for a sample of secondary school students 

with LD.  The mean self-regulation score (rounded) for the members of that norm group was 11.  

This means that 77% of the participants in the current study score at or above the mean score for 

the secondary school norm group further illustrating that the majority of the participants in the 

current study have a minimum level of satisfactory self-regulation self-determination skills.  This 

finding also illustrates that 23% of the participants in this current study have self-regulation 

scores that are below the mean score for Wehmeyer’s secondary school norm group.  It is 

possible that many of these individuals could be good candidates for educational interventions 

that will help improve their level of self-determination skills that are reflected in the self-

regulation sub-domain.  Rasheed (2005) reported self-regulation scores for a sample of 

university students.  The current study found that 45% of the students in the study self-

regulations scores were below the mean score of Rasheed’s mean score of 14 (rounded).  This 

further illustrates the need for academic assistance that will help improve self-regulations skills 

for the students in this current study.    

 A negatively skewed distribution was also found for this sample for the psychological 

empowerment sub-domain scores.  These finding suggest that the majority of the participants in 

this study with LD have at least a minimum level of skills in this sub-domain.  Wehmeyer (1995) 

reported norms for psychological empowerment scores for a sample of secondary school students 
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with LD.  The mean Psychological Empowerment score for the members of that norm group was 

14 (rounded).  Out of the participants in this study 71% scored above the mean score of the 

secondary school norm group from Wehmeyer’s study.  This again suggests that the students 

from this study at two Historically Black Colleges and Universities have at least minimally 

satisfactory psychological empowerment sub-domain skills.  However, 29% of the participants in 

the current study have psychological empowerment scores that are below norm for secondary 

schools.  The exact same results were found when examining the percentages of students that 

were above and below the mean of the Rasheed (2005) study conducted on a college campus.  

For the participants in this current study 71% of the students scored at or above the mean for 

psychological empowerment sub-domain of the study done by Rasheed (2005).  These finding 

are further evidence that students in this study have a minimum level of satisfactory level of 

skills in this domain.  The current study also has 29% of the students whose mean score were 

under the similar study conducted on a university campus.   It is very possible that many of these 

individuals could be good candidates for academic services directed at increasing their level of 

self-determination skills reflected in the psychological empowerment sub-domain.      

 A negatively skewed distribution was found for the sample for the self-realization sub-

domain scores, suggesting that the majority of the participants in this study with LD have at least 

minimum satisfactory skills in this sub-domain.  Wehmeyer (1995) reported norms for self-

realization scores for a sample of secondary school students with LD.  The mean self-realization 

score for the members of that norm group was 12 (rounded).  In the current study 67% of the 

participants scored at or above the mean score for the norm group.  This is evidence that the 

majority of the participants in this current study have at least minimally satisfactory self-

determination skills.  The findings also indicate that 33% of the participants in the current study 
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have self-realization scores that are below the mean score for the secondary school norm group.  

These findings suggest that many of the individuals could be candidates for academic 

interventions directed at increasing their level of self-determination skills reflected in the self-

realization sub-domain.   The exact same results were found when examining the percentages of 

students that were above and below the mean of Rasheed (2005) study conducted on a college 

campus.  For the participants in this current study 67% of the students scored at or above the 

mean for Self-Realization sub-domain of the study done by Rasheed (2005).  These finding are 

further evidence that students in this study have a minimally satisfactory level of skills in this 

domain.  The current study also has 33% of the students whose mean score were under the 

similar study conducted on a university campus.   It is very possible that many of these 

individuals could be good candidates for academic interventions and services directed to help 

increase their level of self-determination skills reflected in the self-realization sub-domain.  

 For research question two which examined whether there were significant student 

classification differences for ASDS total scores and for each of the four ASDS sub-domain.  It 

was no significant finding.  There were no significance found when comparing each of the 

individual student classifications and sub-domains.  However, some student classification 

comparisons in the sub-domains approached a significance level of p=.05 in this investigation.  

For example juniors mean score in the self-regulation sub-domain was 15 (rounded) compared to 

freshman 12 (rounded).  This indicates that juniors were nearly statistically significantly more 

likely to have higher self-determination skill scores than freshman t -1.95, p=.058.  A similar 

finding was identified in the self-regulation sub-domain which, found seniors mean total score 14 

(rounded) freshman mean total score 12 (rounded), was nearly statistically significantly higher 

when t-test were run for this domain t -1.90, p=.064. These findings suggest that students in 
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higher classifications particularly upper level classifications, scored higher then freshman in the 

self-regulation behavior areas.  Self-regulated behaviors include the development of self-

management strategies, including self-monitoring, self- instruction, self-evaluation and self-

reinforcement, goal setting and problem solving (Sands & Wehmeyer, 1996).  It is clear from the 

results that more experienced students with learning disabilities at the college level in this study 

had a better understanding and skill set in the self-regulation sub domain.  These findings are 

similar to those of Hudson (1994) who concluded in a study conducted at historically black 

college on learning disability students that it was a statistically significant difference (T =-9.04, 

P< .02) in the students’ entry level academic achievement and their academic achievement after 

receiving support services for one academic year.  Although academic achievement is not the 

focus of this particular research question, it can be argued that skills in the self-regulation sub-

domain increase as the students gain more experience that could help improve their overall self-

determination skills.  Rasheed (2005) found no significant differences (t-test) when age groups 

were compared for the ASDS total score or any of its sub-domains.  Rasheed concluded that, 

perhaps, the older students in the study had more opportunities than the younger students in the 

study to learn self-determination skills in the work setting or in school settings.   

 Another explanation for the findings in student classifications and self-regulation scores 

in this study may be illustrated in the fact that both schools in which the students participated in 

this study are considered comprehensive programs for support services.  Brinckerhoff indicates 

that comprehensive programs have some of the following advantages:  diagnostic testing, 

individualized educational programs, personal academic advisement, and tutoring (Brinckerhoff, 

1996; T. M. Williams, 1998).  It can be assumed that the longer the students in this study were in 

school the stronger the opportunity to get help getting clearer understanding of self-regulation 
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skills such as goal setting which may equate to choosing a major or better understanding of 

career goals after school.  

 According to the results of the correlation analysis conducted for research question three 

in this study, GPA was significantly and positively correlated with the self regulation sub-

domain.  The higher a student scored on the ASDS sub-domain self-regulation, the higher was 

her or his GPA. Self-regulated behaviors include the development of self-management strategies, 

including self-monitoring, self- instruction, self-evaluation and self-reinforcement, goal setting 

and problem solving (Sands & Wehmeyer, 1996).  These findings support research done by other 

researchers.  For example Sarver (2000) conducted a study at a major university campus with 88 

students with LD who were registered with the office for Students with Disabilities and reported 

a positive and statistically significant relationship between grade point average and their levels of 

self-determination (Field, Sarver, & Shaw, 2003; Sarver, 2000).  In another study conducted in a 

university setting, Rasheed (2005) reported GPA was statically significantly and positively 

correlated with ASDS total scores and with the autonomy sub-domain scores.  Rasheed reported 

that higher a student scored in the autonomy sub-domain the more likely the GPA was higher for 

that student (Rasheed, 2005).  It can be assumed for this current study that the skill sets available 

in the self regulation sub-domain lead to positive education outcomes like GPA for students at 

the college level.  

 For research question four there were no statically significant differences (ANOVAs) 

among the income groups in the study (less than $10,000 a year, between $10,001-$30,000 a 

year, between $31,001-$50,000 a year, between $50,001-$70,000 a year, or above $70,000 a 

year) for the ASDS total score, or any of its sub-domain scores.  These findings are similar to 
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those of Rasheed (2005), which also observed no significant differences when examining income 

and self-determination ASDS scores and sub-domain scores.   

 The final research question focused on identifying possible predictors of self-

determination skills in college students with LD who attend two historical black colleges or 

universities.  From the set of four predictor or independent variables (gender, student 

classification, GPA, and family income) five regression analyses were used to examine total 

scores of self-determination skills and individual domain scores from each of the variables and 

the criterion variable.  In this study the results showed variables of Student classification and 

GPA to be significant predictors for ASDS self-regulation sub-domain scores.  The regression 

analysis results were not surprising.  For example, self-regulation proved to be significant when 

t-test were run to examined, both student classification and GPA, and the regression analysis also 

yielded these two variables as significant predictors of ASDS total scores and the self-regulation 

domain. These findings differ from Rasheed’s (2005) findings which found gender to be a 

significant predictor of ASDS total scores and self-regulation scores and GPA to be a significant 

predictor to ASDS total scores and autonomy scores.  Although gender was not utilized in the 

current study as an independent research question, a t-test was run comparing gender and no 

significance was found between gender and ASDS scores and the four sub-domain scores.  The 

findings regarding gender not being a predictor in this current study is not a surprise due to early 

analysis on that independent variable.     

Implications for Practice 

 Self-determination has become a gold standard for teaching students with disabilities to 

take control of their lives (Karvonen, Test, Wood, Browder, & Algozzine, 2004).  For a couple 

of decades the federal government has emphasized the importance of self-determination skills for 
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persons with disabilities including students with learning disabilities (Brinckerhoff, 1996; 

Brinckerhoff & et al., 1992; Rasheed, 2005; Wehmeyer et al., 1995; Wehmeyer, Palmer, Soukup, 

Garner, & Lawrence, 2007). The results of this study suggest that the need for Self-

Determination skills should be concentrated more on high school students who are making a 

transition to college.  The need for lifelong self-determination skills has been documented, 

however; the findings from this study suggest that even more concentrated academic 

interventions for students coming to the end of their K-12 experience should be implemented by 

administrators and teachers.  Both universities in this study have summer programs for freshman 

to enter until prior to entering college for the fall of their freshman year.  Based on the results of 

this study administrators at the two universities may want to consider a way to offer a curriculum 

during the summer that would boost the self-determination skills of the freshman entering class 

of LD students.  It is a particular need for the self-regulation sub-domain to be area of emphasis 

for that freshman entering class.       

 As an overall group the sample population in this study displayed at least a minimum 

level of total self-determination skills.  However, a good percentage of students scored below the 

minimum level of ASDS total scores and the four sub-domain scores.  This indicates that a 

golden opportunity exists on these two campuses to have professors, administrators, counselors, 

peers, and other professionals on campus help train the student LD population to increase self-

determination skills on campus.  

Limitations of the Study  

 This study is limited in terms of the population sampled and the geographic region that 

the sample was drawn from.  The study was limited to getting the self-determination skills and 

some basic demographic information of the sample population.  Third, the study is limited to 
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public HBCU schools, not allowing for comparisons between similar samples at private HBCUs.  

Due to the limitations above, this study is not representative of other regions located in other 

states that serve college students with learning disabilities; therefore, any generalizing of the 

results at universities other than the two HBCUs should be done with caution.  Another 

limitation of the study was that age of participates in this study was not collected.  This makes it 

hard for the researcher to account for nontraditional students who could have been part of the 

sample.  The researcher was also not able to collect any variables on possible non-respondents 

from the sample population of this study.     

 Another limitation in the current study is that the students’ income levels were not 

verified by any documentation.  This, consequently, could impact the accuracy of the students’ 

self-report of their parent(s)’ income and does not take into account hardship situations such as 

foster home centers.   

 Another limitation of this, study was that a comparison of self-determination by race and 

ethnicity was not feasible because majority of participants were African American (94%).    

Recommendations for Future Research 

 Future research concerning college students with LD and self-determination skills should 

focus on student classification and GPA.  Student classification is particularly important in the 

researcher’s view because other researchers who have studied self-determination in LD on the 

college level have left first year students out of part of the analysis (Rasheed, 2005).  Researchers 

who have left freshman in the analysis have required a minimum number of hours completed.  

Some of the hour requirements have been as high as thirty hours, which on some campuses 

equates to being considered a sophomore (Sarver, 2000).  This study suggest that more research 
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should be conducted that determines the self-determination skills of college freshman as a 

possible base line to determine an entry level for self-determination skills.   

 In future research it is important that more studies like this one be conducted at 

Historically Black College or Universities to add to the literature and help gain an understanding 

of what students in these particular settings may need in regards to self-determination skills. In 

future research one may want to compare the self-determination skills of students from a 

majority state school versus a Historically Black College or Universities state school to see if 

there any significant differences.  This type of analysis may be critical in addressing policy 

implications and intervention issues as they relate to services provided for students with LD in 

these two different educational settings.   

 Future research on the population that participated in this study would be important to 

give an idea of long term self-determination skills improvement or decline.  For example it 

would be ideal to get analysis of graduation rates and lifetime outcomes (i.e. jobs after 

graduation, social networks, health and well being for those who scored high on ASDS total and 

sub-domain scales versus the students that scored lower). A future research study might also 

want to examine self-determination skills at the college level using a control group versus a 

group of college students who receive self-determination academic training for a period of time 

to access the differences in ASDS scores.     

 Future research that focuses on college students with LD and self-determination skills 

might want to focus on students who get diagnosis early with LD i.e. elementary school or 

middle school versus those who receive a diagnoses in high school or even college.  This will 

particularly be helpful when examining African American college students with LD.  

Historically African American students with disabilities have been misdiagnosed and under 
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diagnosed or have not received the proper interventions to help with advocacy skills needed to be 

successful with LD (Combes & Durodoye, 2002; Grant & Grant, 2002; Talbert-Johnson, 2001; 

Warner et al., 2002).   

 It is the researcher’s hope that this research study will inform the conversation on how to 

better serve students pursuing college options living with learning disabilities.  This research 

provides researchers and academic services providers, such as learning disability centers and 

special education departments in k-12 and higher education a view of self-determination skills of 

African Americans in LD support programs at two Historically Black Colleges and Universities.  

The researchers only ask that future researchers, services providers, community and family 

members continue to work to ensure that we create an environment where persons living with 

learning disabilities have opportunities to have positive life outcomes and live self-determined 

lives.    
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APPENDIX A  

Recruitment Flyer School 1  

     

Earn $10.00 CASH  
 
If you are a student with a LEARNING DISABILITY and are currently registered in TSU’s 
Disabled Student Services Program or receive services, you are eligible to earn $10 cash by 
participating in a research study that will only take 30 to 40 minutes of your time.  The 
purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of self-determination skills of students with 
learning disabilities who attend two selected Historically Black Universities, and who are 
enrolled in a disability services program at their school.  
 
To be eligible for participation in the study you must: 
  

• Have a Learning Disability 
• Be registered in school this semester and enrolled or receive support from Your Disabled 

Student Services Center at your school.  
• Completely fill out and return the demographics questionnaire, and The Arc’s Self-

Determination survey 
 
The questionnaire and survey will be available for you to complete in your Disabled 
Student Services Center room 117 in the Floyd-Payne Campus Center and the Disabilities 
Lab room 003 in Kean Hall. This will begin Monday, October 23, 2006 through Friday, 
November 10, 2006 during office hours of 8:00 am to 4:30 pm. Someone from the DSS staff 
will be available to hand out both, the questionnaire and survey and answer any questions 
or provide assistance (writing or reading) if requested.  
 
Remember, it takes about 30 to 40 minutes to complete the survey.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact:  
Kevin B. Williams or Steven McCrary at (615) 963-7872 or (706) 255-8592   
 
Thank you in advance for participating in this study.        
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APPENDIX B  

Recruitment E-mail School 1  

 

If you are a student with a LEARNING DISABILITY and are currently registered 
in TSU’s Disabled Student Services Program or receive services, you are eligible 
to earn $10 cash by participating in a research study that will only take 30 to 
40 minutes of your time.  The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of 
self-determination skills of students with learning disabilities who attend two 
selected Historically Black Universities, and who are enrolled in a disability 
services program at their school.  
 
To be eligible for participation in the study you must: 
  

• Have a Learning Disability 
• Be registered in school this semester and enrolled or receive support from 

Your Disabled Student Services Center at your school.  
• Completely fill out and return the demographics questionnaire, and The 

Arc’s Self-Determination survey 
 
The questionnaire and survey will be available for you to complete in your 
Disabled Student Services Center room 117 in the Floyd-Payne Campus 
Center and the Disabilities Lab room 003 in Kean Hall. This will begin 
Monday, October 23, 2006 through Friday, November 10, 2006 during office 
hours of 8:00 am to 4:30 pm. Someone from the DSS staff will be available to 
hand out both, the questionnaire and survey and answer any questions or 
provide assistance (writing or reading) if requested.  
 
Remember, it takes about 30 to 40 minutes to complete the survey.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact:  
Kevin B. Williams or Steven McCrary at (615) 963-7872 or (706) 255-8592   
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APPENDIX C  

 
What exactly is Self-Determination? 

 
Refers to “acting as the primary causal agent in one’s life and making choices and decisions 
regarding one’s quality of life free from undue external influence or interference” (Wehmeyer, 
1995, p. 22).  (1) the individual acted autonomously; (2) the behaviors were self-regulated; (3) 
the person initiated and responded to event(s) in a psychologically empowered manner; and (4) 
the person acted in a self-realizing manner (Wehmeyer, 1995, p. 22). For example:  You are 
having a particularly rough time with a certain course.  How assertive are you in seeking 
assistance from the professor or others so that you will learn more and earn a higher grade on the 
next exam?  Or, how self-determined are you in reaching your goal?   
 
Level of Self-Determination is determined by the extent to which an individual: 
 
1.  Acts on basis of her or his independent beliefs  
2.  Sets goals and performs tasks to reach them 
3.  Believes that she or he can influences her or his own outcomes 
4.  Knows of her or his own strengths and weakness and how to benefit from that knowledge 
 
This survey will address each of these areas.     
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APPENDIX D 

Recruitment Flyer School 2 

 

          

Earn $10.00 CASH  
 
If you are a student with a LEARNING DISABILITY and are currently registered in FAMU’s 
Learning Development and Evaluation Center (LDEC) or receive services, you are eligible to 
earn $10 cash by participating in a research study that will only take 30 to 40 minutes of 
your time.  The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of self-determination skills of 
students with learning disabilities who attend two selected Historically Black Universities, and 
who are enrolled in a disability services program at their school.  
 
To be eligible for participation in the study you must: 
  

• Have a Learning Disability 
• Be registered in school this semester and enrolled or receive support from Your Disabled 

Student Services Center at your school.  
• Completely fill out and return the demographics questionnaire, and The Arc’s Self-

Determination survey 
 
The questionnaire and survey will be available for you to complete in the Learning 
Development and Evaluation Center 667 Ardelia Court Tallahassee, Fl 32307 This will 
begin Thursday, November 9th  through Friday, December 9th , 2006 during office hours of 
8:00 am to 5:00 pm. Someone from the LDEC staff will be available to hand out both, the 
questionnaire and survey and answer any questions or provide assistance (writing or 
reading) if requested.  
 
Remember, it takes about 30 to 40 minutes to complete the survey.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact:  
Kevin B. Williams (706) 255-8592 or Dr. Nathaniel Holmes at (850) 599-3180   
Thank you in advance for participating in this study.  
Note: Mr. Kevin B. Williams graduated from Florida A&M University in 1995 and was enrolled 
in the LDEC while a student at FAMU.  
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APPENDIX E 

Recruitment E-mail School 2 

Students,  
  

Earn $10.00 CASH fillout 
survey 
  
We wanted to make you aware that we have 1995 FAMU alumnus of the LDEC, Mr.  Kevin B. 
Williams who is currently a PhD candidate at the University of Georgia  visiting the Learning 
and Development Evaluation Center.  Mr. Williams is conducting a dissertation study entitled “A 
Study of Self-Determination of Students with Learning Disabilities at Select Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities”.  Please read the information below and act accordingly.  The last day 
to participate in the study is Friday December 8, 2006 5:00 pm, if you fit the description 
below you will be eligible to earn $10.00 cash by participating in the research study that 
will only take 30 to 40 minutes of your time.    
  
Details Below:     
  
The questionnaire and survey will be available for you to complete in the Learning 
Development Evaluation Center 667 Ardelia Court Tallahassee, FL 32307 From  
Thursday, November 9th  through Friday, December 8, 2006 during office hours of 8:00 am 
to 5:00 pm.  
Someone from the LDEC staff will be available to hand out the survey and answer any 
questions or provide assistance (writing or reading) if requested.  
 Remember, it takes about 30 to 40 minutes to complete the survey.   
  
The purpose of this study is to investigate the levels of self-determination skills of students 
with learning disabilities who attend two selected Historically Black Universities, and who 
are enrolled in a disability services program at their school.  
  
To be eligible for participation in the study you must: 
• Have a Learning Disability  
• Registered in school this semester and enrolled or receive support from Your Learning 

Development Evaluation Center at your school.  
• Completely fill out and return the demographics questionnaire, and The Arc’s Self-

Determination survey  
  
For the students that have already participated in the study thank you for your time!  
  
Mrs. Donna Shell, Nathaniel Holmes and Kevin B. Williams  
 
Come by LDEC FAMU earn $10.00 cash fill out survey last day December 8th 
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APPENDIX F 
 

Demographic Information Sheet  
ID #_______________ 

   
1.  Student Classification:________________ 

2.  Age:____________      3.  Sex:  M_____  F______ 

4. What is your Race/Ethnicity:  (choose all that apply)                                                                                                           
 [  ] White 
 [  ] Black or African American______  
 [  ] American Indian or Alaska Native ______ 
 [  ] Asian ______ 
 [  ] Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander______                                                                            
 [  ] Hispanic or Latino_______                                                                                                                             
 [  ] not Hispanic or Latino _____  
 [  ] Some Other Race or Ethnicity______ Specify __________________________ 
 
5.  City where you went to high school:__________ 

6.  State where you went to high school:__________ 

7.  What is/was your Parents’ approximate yearly income? 

 [  ] Less than $10,000 a year  

 [  ] $10,001 to $30, a year  

             [  ] $ 31,001 to $50.000 a year  

 [  ] $50,001 to $70,000 a year  

 [  ] above $70,000 a year   

 
8.  Check what type of high school did you attended and circle how many years you attended that type of 

high school? 

 Public____     Circle total years attended   1 2 3  4  

 Private____    Circle total years attended   1 2 3 4 

 

9.  Population of high school:  below 200___   200-500____ 

 500-800_____  800-1,000 ____   1,000 & above_____ 

 

10.  If you have more than one disability, please list them in the order of their importance: 

(a)_______________ 

(b)_______________ 

(c)_______________ 

11.  My current cumulative grade point average (GPA) is _________. 
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APPENDIX G 

 
Permission to Use Arc’s Self-Determination Scale Instrument Designed 

by Dr. Michael Wehmeyer 
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Appendix H 
 

Permission to Use ARC’s Self-Determination Scale Instrument Modified by Dr. Saleem Rasheed 
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APPENDIX I 
 

Arc’s Self-Determination Scale Designed by Wehmeyer,  
Modified Version by Dr. Saleem Rasheed 

 
DIRECTIONS: For each question, please indicate your response by circling the appropriate 
number below each question or statement - Select a 1, 2, 3, or 4. THERE ARE NO RIGHT 
OR WRONG ANSWERS.     
 
Possible Answers:  
 
1 = I DO NOT EVEN IF I HAVE THE CHANCE 
2 = I DO SOMETIMES WHEN I HAVE THE CHANCE 
3 = I DO MOST OF THE TIME I HAVE THE CHANCE 
4 = I DO EVERY TIME I HAVE THE CHANCE 
 
1. I make my own meals or snacks. 

1 2 3 4 

2. I care for my own clothes.   

1 2 3 4 

3. I do chores in my home.   

1 2 3 4 

4. I keep my own personal items together.   

1 2 3 4 

5. I do simple first-aid or medical care for myself. 

1 2 3 4 

6. I keep good personal care and grooming. 

1 2 3 4 

7. I make friends with others. 

1 2 3 4 

8. I use the post office. 
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1 2 3 4 

9. I keep my appointments and meetings. 

1 2 3 4 

10. I deal with sales people at stores and restaurants.   

1 2 3 4 

11. I do free time activities based on my interests. 

1 2 3 4 

12. I plan weekend activities that I like to do. 

1 2 3 4 

13. I am involved in school-related activities.   

1 2 3 4 

14. My friends and I choose activities that we want to do. 

1 2 3 4 

15. I write letters, notes, or talk on the phone to friends and family. 

1 2 3 4 

16. I listen to music that I like.   

1 2 3 4 

17. I volunteer in things I am interested in. 

1 2 3 4 

18. I go to restaurants that I like. 

1 2 3 4 

 
19. I go to movies, concerts, and dances.  

1 2 3 4 



 

 

113

20. I go shopping or spend time at shopping centers or malls. 

1 2 3 4 

21. I take part in group activities. 

1 2 3 4 

 

Possible Answers:  
 
1 = I DO NOT EVEN IF I HAVE THE CHANCE 
2 = I DO SOMETIMES WHEN I HAVE THE CHANCE 
3 = I DO MOST OF THE TIME I HAVE THE CHANCE 
4 = I DO EVERY TIME I HAVE THE CHANCE 
 

22. I do school and free time activities based on my career interests. 

1 2 3 4 

23. I work on school work that will improve my career chances. 

1 2 3 4 

24. I make long-range career plans. 

1 2 3 4 

25. I work or have worked to earn money. 

1 2 3 4 

26. I am in or have been in career job classes or training.  

1 2 3 4 

27. I have looked into job interests by visiting work sites or talking to people in that job.  

1 2 3 4 

28. I choose my clothes and the personal items I use every day.  

1 2 3 4 
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29. I choose my own hairstyle. 

1 2 3 4 

30. I choose gifts to give to family and friends.  

1 2 3 4 

31. I decorate my own room.  

1 2 3 4 

32. I choose how to spend my personal money. 

1 2 3 4 

 
Please answer the 9 written questions below now. 
 
When you have finished answering them, begin again with the 
instruction that come before #42.   
 
 
33. Beginning: You are sitting in a planning meeting with your parents and your academic 
advisor.  You want to major in History but your family wants you to major in something more 
practical like Accounting.  You can only major in one.   
 
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 

End: The story ends with you majoring in History.   
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34. Beginning: You hear a friend talking about a new job opening at a local book store.  You 
love books and want a job.  You decide you would like to work at the book store.   
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 

End: The story ends with you working at the bookstore.  

35. Beginning: Your friends are acting like they are mad at you.  You are upset about this. 
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 

End: The story ends with you and your friends getting along just fine.   

36. Beginning: You go to your English class one morning and discover your English book is not 
in your backpack.  You are upset because you need that book to do your homework.   
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 
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End: The story ends with you using your English book for homework.   

37. Beginning: You are in a club at school.  The club advisor announces that the club members 
will need to elect new officers at the next meeting.  You want to be president of the club. 
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 

End: The story ends with you being elected as the club president.   

38. Beginning: You are at a new university and you don’t know anyone.  You want to  
 
have friends  
 

Middle:_______________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________ 

End: The story ends with you having many friends at the new university.   
   

39. Where do you want to live after you graduate?  

[   ] I have not planned for that yet. 

[   ] I want to live ________________________________________________________. 

List four things you should do to meet this goal: 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________________ 
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3. ______________________________________________________________________ 
4. ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

40. Where do you want to work after you graduate?  

[   ] I have not planned for that yet. 

[   ] I want to work _______________________________________________________. 

List four things you should do to meet this goal: 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________________ 
4. ______________________________________________________________________ 
 

41. What type of transportation do you plan to use after graduation?  

[   ] I have not planned for that yet. 

[   ] I plan to use ________________________________________________________. 

List four things you should do to meet this goal: 

1. ______________________________________________________________________ 
2. ______________________________________________________________________ 
3. ______________________________________________________________________ 
4. ______________________________________________________________________ 
 
DIRECTIONS: For the next section, you will respond by either circling a 1 or a 2 next to 
the statement according to your response.  The first answer is recorded as a “1” while the 
second is recorded as a “2”.   
 
Possible Answers: 
 
First Answer = “1”  
Second Answer = “2”  
 
42. I usually do what others want – 1  
      I tell others if they are doing something I don’t want to do – 2  

43. I tell others when I have new or different ideas or opinions – 1  
      I usually agree with other people’s opinions or ideas – 2  
 
44. I usually agree with people when they tell me I can’t do something – 1  
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      I tell people when I think I can do something that they tell me I can’t – 2  
 
45. I tell people when they have hurt my feelings – 1  
      I am afraid to tell people when they have hurt my feelings – 2  
 
 
46. I can make my own decisions – 1   
      Other people make decisions for me – 2   
 
47. Trying hard at school doesn’t do me much good – 1   
      Trying hard at school will help me get a good job – 2   
  
48. I can get what I want by working hard – 1   
      I need good luck to get what I want – 2  
  
49. It is no use to keep trying because that won’t change things – 1  
      I keep trying even after I get something wrong – 2  
 
50. I have the ability to do the job I want – 1   
      I cannot do what it takes to do the job I want – 2  
 
51. I don’t know how to make friends – 1  
      I know how to make friends – 2  
 
52. I am able to work with others – 1  
      I cannot work well with others – 2  
 
53. I do not make good choices – 1  
      I can make good choices – 2  
 
54. If I have the ability, I will be able to get the job I want – 1   
      I probably will not get the job I want even if I have the ability – 2  
   
55. I will have a hard time making new friends – 1   
      I will be able to make new friends in new situations – 2  
 
56. I will be able to work with others if I need to – 1  
      I will not be able to work with others if I need to – 2  
 
 Possible Answers: 
 
First Answer = “1”  
Second Answer = “2”  
 
57. My choices will not be honored – 1  
       I will be able to make choices that are important to me – 2   
 
DIRECTIONS: For this last section, tell whether you think each of these statements 
describes how you feel about yourself or not.  THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG 
ANSWERS.   You will respond by circling either a 1 or a 2 on the below each statement 
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according to your response.  The answer of “Agree” is recorded as a “1” while the answer 
of “Don’t Agree” is recorded as a “2”.   
 

Possible Answers: 

Agree = “1” below statement   
or                   
Don’t Agree = “2” below statement   
 
58. I do NOT feel ashamed of any of my emotions. 

 1  or     2 

59. I feel free to be angry at people I care for. 

1  or     2 

60. I can show my feelings even when people might see me.   

1  or     2 

61. I can like people even if I don’t agree with them. 

1  or     2 

62. I am afraid of doing things wrong. 

1  or     2 

63. It is better to be yourself than to be popular. 

1  or     2 

64. I am loved because I give love. 

1  or     2 

 

Possible Answers: 

Agree = “1” below statement   
or                   
Don’t Agree = “2” below statement   
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65. I know what I do best. 

1  or     2 

66. I don’t accept my own limitations. 

1  or     2 

67. I feel I cannot do many things. 

1  or     2 

68. I like myself. 

1  or     2 

69. I am not an important person. 

1  or     2 

70. I know how to make up for my limitations. 

1  or     2 

71. Other people like me. 

1  or     2 

72. I am confident in my own abilities. 

1  or     2 

 

The End.  Thank You!!! 
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APPENDIX J  

Institutional Review Board Approval University of Georgia  
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APPENDIX K  

Institutional Review Board Approval Tennessee State University School 1 
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APPENDIX L 
 

Institutional Reviewed Board Approval Florida A&M University School 2 
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APPENDIX M  

Descriptive Results for Gender 
 

 
 
Table M1 
 
Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for Gender Groups’  
 
ASDS Total Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t p  
   
 
Males                             53                   113.08                 15.34              .248      .805 

Females                         30                    112.23                13.93 
 
 
 
 
Table M2 
 
Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for Gender Groups’  
 
 ASDS Autonomy Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t p  
 
 
Males                             53                    73.28                  12.68              .383      .703 

Females                         30                    72.23                  10.68  
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Table M3 
 
Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for Gender Groups’  
 
ASDS Self-Regulation Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t p  
          
Males                             53                    13.34                  4.00               - 1.416     .161 

Females                         30                     14.57                 3.39 
 
 
 
Table M4 
 
Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for Gender Groups’  
 
ASDS Psychological Empowerment Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t p  
 
 
Males                             53                    14.34                  2.50               1.541      .127 

Females                         30                    13.40                  2.94 
 
 
 
 
Table M5 
 
Ns, Means, Standard Deviations, t-scores, and p-values, for Gender Groups’  
 
ASDS Self-Realization Scores 
 
 
Group   N  M  SD  t p  
 
Males                             53                    12.11                  1.43                 .206    .838 

Females                         30                    12.03                  2.09 
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APPENDIX N 
 

Summary of Regression Results 
 

Table N1 
 
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Results for ASDS Total Scores 
 
 
Model   β   t   p        
         
 
Stud.Class            .147                          1.333                          .186 
 
Gender                    1.288                        -.409                          .683 
 
Income                     -.061                         1.233                          .221 
 
GPA                       .071                           1.673                         .098 
 
 
 
 
Table N2 
 
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Results for ASDS Autonomy Scores  
 
 
Model   β   t   p 
 
 
Stud.Class                 .087                            .782                           .437 
 
Gender                     -.053                           -.480                           .633 
 
Income                     .108                             .960                           .340 
 
GPA                         .144                            1.284                           .203 
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Table N3 
 
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Results for ASDS Self-Regulation  
 
Scores 
 
 
Model   β   t   p 
 
 
Stud.Class                 .293                            2.815                           .006* 
 
Gender                      .126                            1.210                            .230 
 
Income                      .121                            1.152                            .253 
 
GPA                           .227                           2.176                            .033* 
 
*p < .05 
 
 
 
 
Table N4 
 
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Results for ASDS Psychological  
 
Empowerment Scores 
 
 
Model   β   t   p 
 
 
Stud.Class                .036                             .321                             .749 
 
Gender                    -174                            -1.547                           .126 
 
Income                    .026                               .233                           .816 
 
GPA                        -.008                             -.068                           .946 
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Table N5 
 
 
Summary of Standard Multiple Regression Results for ASDS Self-Realization  
 
Scores 
 
 
Model   β   t  p 
   
 
Stud.Class                  -.056                            -.500           .619 
 
Gender                      -.021                            -.190               .850 
 
Group                         .115                            1.012              .315 
 
GPA                           .094                               .829              .410 
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APPENDIX O  

 
Components of The Arc’s Self-Determination Scale 

 
Domain 1: Autonomy          Points Possible  
 
Sub-Domain: Independence    
 Personal Care and Family Oriented Functions   18 
 Interactions with the Environment     12 
  
Sub-Domain: Choice or Acting on Basis of Preferences,  
Beliefs, Values, and Abilities 
 Choice: Recreation and Leisure     18 
 Choice: Community Involvement     15 
 Choice: Post School Direction     18 
 Choice: Personal Expression      15 
 
Total Possible Points for Autonomy Domain     96 
 
Domain 2: Self-Regulation 
 
Sub-Domain: Interpersonal Cognitive Problem Solving   12 
 
Sub-Domain: Goal-Setting and Task Performance      9 
 
Total Possible Points for Self-Regulation Domain    21 
 
Domain 3: Psychological Empowerment     16 
 
Domain 4: Self-Realization       15 
 
Global (Total) Self-Determination Score     148 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


