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Abstract
This mixed-methods study explored a postsecondary transition program’s effect on the
development of self-efficacy for post-secondary studies and the likelihood to apply to
post-secondary studies among students with exceptionalities. The study also examined
how their perceptions of change in self-efficacy compared to their non-exceptional peers
in the program. Participants included Grade 11 and 12 students with and without
exceptionalities who were at risk of non-completion of their secondary school diploma
from 2 participating boards of education at a college in Ontario, Canada. Students
participated in a series of pre- and post-program completion surveys and were further
invited to participate in a personal follow-up interview to explore the impact of their
experience in the program on their plans for postsecondary education. Secondary school
teachers working in a supportive role with students in this program were also interviewed
to explore their perceptions of change in the students over the duration of the program.
Findings demonstrated that students both with and without exceptionalities benefitted
from the program through a number of elements that resulted in increased self-efficacy to
succeed in postsecondary education, and an increased likelihood to apply to a
postsecondary program in the future. Findings, however, indicated that the two groups of
students did not share the same perceptions of how the program might have contributed
to their increased self-efficacy. Following program completion, students with
exceptionalities were more likely to describe their personal mastery experiences in a
postsecondary academic program and their process of metacognitive skill development,
whereas their peers without exceptionalities were more likely to describe a positive
experience on a college campus as the primary contributing factor for their increased
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academic self-efficacy. The study further discusses the elements that contributed to the
change experienced by the students with exceptionalities and offers a visual framework
for the elements involved in the development of academic self-efficacy for students with
exceptionalities. Interpretations and suggestions as to how these insights could inform
future policy and practice are discussed.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY
This chapter provides background information and an overview of the rationale
for the study, including an introduction to the transition-based program from which the
participants in this study were recruited. The research questions are presented in light of
the conceptual framework.
Background
Current research in the Canadian labour market indicates a skills mismatch
between individuals seeking work and employers seeking individuals trained with
professional skills. There is evidence for a causal link between level of education and
potential for upward mobility and future success indicating that individuals with higher
levels of education and training are more likely to qualify for and obtain meaningful
employment opportunities with greater levels of remuneration (Ontario Ministry of
Education, 2015; Roy, 2014; Statistics Canada, 2010). Employment and Social
Development Canada projects that by the year 2020, two out of every three jobs available
will require some level of postsecondary education (Ontario Human Rights Commission,
2015).
Secondary school students with exceptionalities have a lower rate of entry into
and completion of postsecondary studies than their peers (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2015). Students with exceptionalities include those with intellectual, communication,
behaviour, physical, or multiple exceptionalities, as recognized by Bill 82 of the
Education Act in Ontario (Government of Ontario, 1980). Every elementary and
secondary school student in Ontario recognized with an exceptionality has the legal right
to an Individual Education Plan (IEP) that will support the student’s ability to learn and
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demonstrate learning in an inclusive classroom environment through the provision of
individually tailored accommodations, modifications, or alternative programs to their
regular classroom curriculum. This same right extends to postsecondary education in the
form of a Letter of Accommodation (LOA) from the college or university which the
student attends.
Rationale for the Study
Because research clearly indicates that a postsecondary education increases the
likelihood of economic advantage (Department of Finance Canada, 2014; Statistics
Canada, 2010), understanding how to successfully engage students with exceptionalities
in postsecondary education could positively affect their opportunity for meaningful and
gainful employment and career fulfilment in the future. In turn, this could potentially
reduce the strain on the current system of social service benefits for the un- and
underemployed and provide sought-after skilled labourers to respond to the existing need
in the job market. In Ontario, there currently exists a postsecondary transition program
supporting students who are disengaged and at-risk of non-completion of their Ontario
Secondary School Diploma (OSSD).
Introduction to the School College Work Initiative and Programs
In light of the call for students to achieve higher levels of education and training,
as well as in recognition of the need to increase graduation rates in Ontario secondary
schools, legislative changes resulted in the Student Success/Learning to 18 Strategy
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2015) policy that created new pathways to successful
graduation and transition to postsecondary for students who are at risk of non-completion
of their OSSD. In Ontario in 1997, the School College Work Initiative (SCWI) panel was
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established and funded jointly by the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Training,
Colleges and Universities to develop, oversee, and administer programs to support this
transition initiative. The coordination of these programs is divided into 16 Regional
Planning Teams (RPTs) responsible for collecting data and submitting reports to the
SCWI panel. RPT team members include representation from participating colleges,
school boards, and government.
The first dual credit (DC) programs were established in Ontario in 2005,
providing an opportunity for secondary school students to concurrently earn a secondary
school and college credit for the successful completion of a college course. Programs
currently involve all 24 Ontario Colleges and their geographically corresponding school
boards. Participants from two of these DC program delivery models—Connecting to
College (C2C) and School Within a College (SWAC)—were included in this study. The
C2C program has students attend a college class two afternoons per week as part of their
secondary school curriculum. Students may take up to two courses per semester, placing
them in the college four afternoons per week. Students complete a college course
instructed by a college professor while receiving support from secondary school DC
teachers provided by their school boards. Successful completion results in having earned
both a secondary school and college credit for completion of the same course. The
SWAC program provides a classroom on the college campus where students attend to
study secondary school curriculum instructed by a school board appointed Ontario
certified teacher (OCT). While at the college, these students are also dually enrolled in
one college course per semester, providing them with the same opportunity to receive
dual credit.
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Eligibility criteria for students selected to participate in these programs are
outlined in the Ontario Ministry of Education’s (2013a) handbook, Dual Credit
Programs: Policy and Program Requirements. Criteria are focused on students who face
significant challenges in completing the requirements for their OSSD, yet have the
potential to succeed and continue to postsecondary studies. Students selected are
disengaged, underachieving and at-risk of not graduating, or returning after having
previously left school before completion as identified and nominated by secondary school
counsellors and principals within each individual school board.
Conceptual Framework
Traditionally, special education has been grounded in a medical model relying on
medical constructs and language to identify and respond to the needs of individuals with
learning challenges by labelling a disability as a problem located within an individual and
therefore requiring a cure (Connor, 2014; Rioux & Valentine, 2006; Valle & Connor,
2010). Conceptually, this research is framed through the lens of critical disability theory,
which defines disability as a social construct rather than the inevitable result of
impairment (Harpur, 2012; Rioux & Valentine, 2006). It positions individuals with
disabilities and demonstrates their experience in culture through the lens of power
structured and determined by a particular society in a particular place and time. It is,
therefore, as a construct not representative of a universal truth but rather of subjective
reason in which reality is continually redefined to support modern thought and the
structure of modern society (Horkheimer, 1947). Using the lens of critical disability
theory ensures that the researcher is knowingly positioned within the research rather than
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as an objective observer apart from, and the research is determined for the purpose of
change (Abromeit, 2011; Horkheimer, 1972).
From this framework, it is important to situate the study in the context of global
and national initiatives supporting equal opportunity for individuals with disabilities.
These include the United Nations Declaration of Human Rights (1948), the United
Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities which includes, Article 7
entitled, Children with Disabilities (United Nations, 2006), and the Canadian Charter of
Rights and Freedoms (Government of Canada, 1982), all of which provide a clear
framework for the provision of equal rights for all individuals in every aspect of life.
Furthermore, in Ontario, Bill 82 (Government of Ontario, 1980) was written into law as
an amendment to the Education Act (Government of Ontario, 1974) ensuring the right of
equal access to learning and the ability to demonstrate learning in a safe and inclusive
environment for all students. This includes the recognition of challenges faced by
students with exceptionalities and their right to an IEP addressing those challenges with
modifications, accommodations, or alternate plans to provide them with equal
opportunity for success in an inclusive classroom wherever possible.
It is through this understanding of disability as a social construct, and one that is
recognized in law as necessary to correct, that I positioned myself as both a researcher
and educator. As an instructor in the SCWI DC programs, it has been my experience that
all students can learn when they are provided with a safe environment and the necessary
supports to facilitate learning. Through the lens of critical disability theory, I
acknowledge my expectation for an outcome from this research that would provide
increased understanding regarding the process of the development of self-efficacy among
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students with exceptionalities, which can further inform the development of best practices
relating to transition planning for all secondary school students with exceptionalities in
their home schools. A mixed-methods research methodology was used to explore the
evidence from a query into the potential change in self-efficacy for students with
exceptionalities, further insights into how this process takes place, and how it shapes
future intentions towards postsecondary education.
Research Questions
The DC programs have been the focus of a number of retrospective longitudinal
studies documenting evidence of success based on rates of postsecondary enrolment and
preparedness for postsecondary education (Borovilos, 2015; Community Partnerships
Office and Academic & Student Affairs Special Research & Evaluation Projects, George
Brown College [GB College], 2014; Whitaker, 2011), levels of postsecondary academic
success in first year (Borovilos, 2015; Philpott-Skilton, 2013), academic persistence
(Philpott-Skilton, 2013), and engagement (Borovilos, 2015). These studies and their
program outcomes will be reviewed in further detail in Chapter 2. To date, however,
there is little understanding in the literature of the effect of postsecondary transition
programs for students with exceptionalities, and there is no research into the effects of the
DC programs specifically focusing on students requiring accommodations through IEPs
or LOAs. SCWI statistics determine that students with exceptionalities represent
approximately 25% of the students in these Ontario programs every year (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2019a).
The research questions for this study were designed to explore whether students
with exceptionalities, operationalized as students receiving special education services
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through an IEP from their secondary school and/or an LOA from the college, demonstrate
the same change in self-efficacy and intention to pursue postsecondary studies after
completion the DC programs as their unaccommodated peers in the program.
Additionally, this study sought to investigate the perceptions of students with
exceptionalities and their DC teachers regarding the students’ self-efficacy to succeed in
and pursue postsecondary education and whether it has changed after program
completion. Finally, this study sought to gain insight into student’s perceptions of why
their self-efficacy may or may not have changed upon completion of the program. The
resulting three research questions proposed for this study include:
1. Does participation in the DC transition programs increase perceptions of selfefficacy to succeed in and, subsequently, intention to pursue postsecondary
education in students with exceptionalities as defined by IEPs or LOAs? If so, is
the perceived level of change the same as demonstrated by their peers not
identified with IEPs or LOAs in the same transition program?
2. What are the experiences of perceptual change in self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education among students with exceptionalities in the DC
programs, and how do they influence their understanding of why they have
decided to pursue (or not pursue) postsecondary studies after completion of their
DC program?
3. What are the DC teachers’ perceptions of change in self-efficacy to succeed in
and intention to pursue postsecondary education among students with
exceptionalities in the DC programs as evidenced through interaction and
observation over the course of the program? Do these perceptions align with the
students’ perceptions?
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Summary and Overview of Remainder of the Dissertation
Chapter 1 has provided an introduction to the problem with background
information positioning it in the broader context of the Canadian job market. The SCWI
offered in Ontario was discussed as the context in which this study was situated. Finally,
the conceptual framework grounded in critical disability theory set the groundwork to
position the research questions that are addressed by this study.
Chapter 2 provides the theoretical framework for this research citing social
cognitive theory, the construct of self-efficacy and its implications to academic
performance, and the transition to postsecondary education for students with
exceptionalities. Chapter 3 provides an outline of the research methodology, research site,
and research participants as well as a discussion regarding the research tools, and the
process of collecting and analyzing data. Chapter 4 presents the results of the analysis of
the data from all sources as they apply to each of the three research questions as well as a
discussion of ethical considerations and limitations. Chapter 5 provides a discussion of
the results followed by a discussion on the significance and implications of the findings
and presents a framework for understanding the development of academic self-efficacy
for students with exceptionalities transitioning to postsecondary education.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
This chapter presents the theoretical framework upon which this study is
grounded as well as a discussion of how the research is situated in the existing literature.
The literature review focuses on the topics of self-efficacy as well as the transition to
postsecondary for students with exceptionalities.
Theoretical Framework
Theoretically, this research is based on the construct of self-efficacy from Albert
Bandura’s social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977a, 1977b, 1986; Bandura et al., 1977),
developed as a response to the late 1800s−early 1900s’ behaviourist movement in
psychology. The school of behavioural psychology supported the premise that all
behaviour is objective, observable, and measurable through a sequence of stimuli from the
environment and response from the organism. B. F. Skinner contributed to the behaviourist
movement through the principles of operant conditioning by demonstrating that all
behaviour can be understood through a basic sequential process (shown in Figure 1). From
this position, Skinner postulated that humans were not inherently good or bad, but merely a
product of their experiences shaped by past patterns of reinforcement and punishment
(Skinner, 1953, 1969) and that there was no need for further learning theories (Skinner,
1950). Despite this position, theories of learning have evolved over the past six decades.
Albert Bandura, through his famous Bobo Doll experiment, demonstrated the
impact of observational learning as a key factor in determining behaviour (Bandura et al.,
1961). This research is founded in part on Bandura’s seminal work examining the role of
self-efficacy as part of his social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1977a, 1986, 1993) in which
he introduces the construct of self-efficacy as an individual’s belief in their ability to
successfully complete a task or accomplishment in a particular situation.
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Figure 1
Sequential Process Underlying Operant Conditioning

Stimulus from the
environment

Response from the
organism

Reinforcement from
the environment

Note. Adapted from Skinner (1953, 1969).

Figure 2
Sequential Process Attributing Characteristics of the Organism to Behavioural Response

Stimulus from
the
environment

Characteristics
of the organism

Figure 3
Bandura’s Model of Reciprocal Determinism
Cognitive

Behavioural

Environmental

Note. Adapted from Bandura (1977b, 1978, 1986).

Response from
the organism
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Bandura was influenced by the work of prominent neo-behaviourists such as
Miller and Dollard (1941), exploring the constructs of social learning and imitation, as
well as Edward Tolman’s (1948) premise of purposive behaviorism. The work of these
researchers and theorists began to reshape Skinner’s stimulus-response model to one
which considered the unique qualities inherent to the organism, including motivation,
knowledge, and goals, in addition to external qualities of the environment in determining
behavioural outcomes (shown in Figure 2).
Albert Bandura’s voice was prominent in redirecting attention in research to the
self. The way in which we think of the self in terms of internal processes originated
largely with Sigmund Freud (1923) in his early work on psychoanalysis in which he
positioned the self as the regulating centre of the individual. The study of the inner-self
was largely abandoned through the early to mid-1900s as the predominant behaviourist
movement deemed only the observable worthy of research. Bandura’s theory of social
cognitive development extended from the cognitivist movement in that it included
elements of individual cognition taking place in a social context, thus demonstrating that
most external influences operate through cognitive processing. His focus was on the role
of self-beliefs in relation to motivation, cognition, and behaviour (Bandura, 1982, 1986).
His model of reciprocal determinism (shown in Figure 3) demonstrates the interrelatedness of the individual’s cognitive processes, environmental stimulus and
reinforcement, and behavioural outcomes (Bandura, 1977b, 1978, 1986).
Common to all of the neo-behaviourists and cognitive theorists that followed the
influential behaviourist movement in psychology was the premise that there is a
significant amount of learning that takes place at the cognitive level of the organism.
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Where behaviourism was founded on the principles of providing and acquiring
knowledge, constructivism followed in the tradition of constructing and supporting the
construction of knowledge. The cognitivist movement was highly influenced by
technology and the computer, which quickly became metaphorical to the working of the
human brain. As the cognitive movement grew in prominence, the research focus shifted
to cognitive processes such as thinking, memory, and information processing.
Bernard Weiner (1972, 1985) went on to develop a model of attribution theory
based on the earlier works of Fritz Heider (1958), who examined the process by which
individuals assign meaning to behaviour in the absence of any causal evidence. Weiner
further distinguished between internal and external attribution where an individual with
an internal attribution would be more likely to attribute cause to an internal characteristic,
and an individual with an external attribution would be more likely to attribute the cause
of a behaviour to an external factor removed from the individual’s personal control. He
went on to demonstrate attribution to be a three-stage process, including elements of
intention, effort, and causal dimensions.
Julien Rotter (1966) researched a similar line exploring his concept of locus of
control in which he examined the interactions between the individual and the
environment in determining behaviour outcomes. Much like the behaviourists, Rotter
believed that individuals are more likely to engage in a behaviour they believed would
result in positive stimulation or reward from the environment, and less likely to engage in
one that they believed would result in a negative outcome. His theory is cognitively based
on an individual’s beliefs regarding expectations of control over the events in the external
world. When positive reinforcement is perceived by the individual to be contingent on
behaviour, an internal locus of control is developed whereby the individual is more likely
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to continue to engage in that behaviour. Where no reinforcement is evident, or
reinforcement is seen not to be contingent on behaviour, an external locus of control is
fostered (Rotter, 1954, 1966).
Both attribution theory and the construct of locus of control begin to examine the
mechanisms by which social learning theory operates. Where Bandura demonstrated the
interaction between the individual and the environment in determining behaviour, the
work of researchers such as Heider, Weiner, and Rotter began to question how this
interaction takes place. It is through the exploration of the construct of self-efficacy that a
link can be sought to increase understanding of what takes place for students with
exceptionalities as they transition through the DC programs and—if they emerge with
greater self-efficacy and intent to pursue postsecondary studies—to explore the
mechanism by which this takes place.
Self-Efficacy
The way in which an individual thinks of him/herself in terms of self-efficacy has
a profound impact on the decisions made, and the paths subsequently chosen in life.
Bandura defined self-efficacy as "people's judgments of their capabilities to organize and
execute courses of action required to attain designated types of performances" (Bandura,
1986, p. 391). In this way, self-efficacy is domain-specific, yet it encompasses both the
affirmation of ability to produce an expected outcome as well as the strength of that
belief (Bandura, 1997a). Bandura stated that self-efficacy is domain-specific and
primarily influenced by four major contributing elements, including:
1. Enactive mastery experience through positive experience with performance
accomplishments
2. Vicarious experience acquired through observation or modelling
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3. Verbal persuasion through the verbalized faith in self from significant others
4. Physiological and affective states, which include sources of motivation and
arousal
He further stated that high self-efficacy leads to behavioural approach, whereas low selfefficacy leads to behavioural avoidance (Bandura, 1977a, 1982, 1997).
Self-efficacy can affect social, emotional, and behavioural development and is
influenced by numerous personal and environmental factors (Bandura, 1997). Self-efficacy
is thought of as bi-directional in that it affects choices and goal-directed behaviours as it
increases, and it increases with the success of these behaviours. It is, therefore, directly
implicated in the interpretation of experiences and the selection of behaviours, and affects
the way behaviour is understood through the model of reciprocal determinism (Bandura
1977b, 1986). Self-efficacy is, however, not the only factor to influence learning and
achievement. It must be considered in conjunction with mediating processes such as
cognitive factors, including the individual’s actual level of skill or knowledge, outcome
expectancy and expectancy-value, motivational processes, personal agency, and affective
processes. Each of these constructs have been shown to contribute to the development of
self-efficacy in a significant way, therefore, influencing the way in which we understand
how the participants of this study may experience a shift in their personal self-efficacy for
postsecondary education during the process of their transition program. The following
narrative explores these processes in relation to the development of self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy and Cognitive Processes
Metacognitive knowledge has been described as personal knowledge or beliefs
about the factors that interact to affect a cognitive outcome (Flavell, 1979). The
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importance of personal cognition regarding an individual’s ability to exercise control
over events and circumstances in his/her life has been discussed at length in the literature
(Bandura, 1982; Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Schunk, 1989; Weiner, 1985). The greater an
individual’s level of skill or knowledge, the more likely they are to be self-efficacious
(Schunk & Meece, 2006). Self-efficacy relies on metacognitive strategies involving an
individual’s awareness of their strengths and ability to plan and organize accordingly.
Self-efficacy directly impacts the relationship between metacognition and performance,
demonstrating that students with strong metacognitive strategies also have a strong belief
in their ability to successfully perform (Coutinho, 2008). This internal self-referential
system is intricately tied to an individual’s development of mastery and self-efficacy. In
the pilot study informing this research for students with exceptionalities and their peers
without exceptionalities, their perceptions of increased self-efficacy to pursue
postsecondary education were reported to be connected to their metacognitive skill
development through the completion of the postsecondary transition program (Ismailos,
2019). Successful transition to postsecondary for individuals with exceptionalities has
also been researched in a summer transition program in the United States (Rothman et al.,
2008). Researchers reported metacognitive skills, particularly in the area of the
individual’s strengths and weaknesses, to be critical to success in postsecondary. In
addition, they reported knowledge of postsecondary support services and self-advocacy
skills as impactful on student success (Rothman et al., 2008).
A further study examining the success of postsecondary students with a Learning
Disability (LD) or Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) found that these
students were less likely to complete their program than their typical peers. Researchers
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reported that through the implementation of a strategic course provided to these students,
they learned to recognize and understand their strengths and weaknesses and the supports
they require to be successful, they were more likely to advocate for the supports, and
their academic scores improved (Mytkowicz et al., 2014).
The research indicates evidence for the importance of metacognitive development
and awareness in the process of the development of academic self-efficacy and successful
engagement in postsecondary studies. In considering the development of self-effacy,
however, it is also important to consider the impact of an individual’s outcome
expectancy in relation to the behaviour implicated in the task for which the self-efficacy
is being developed.
Self-Efficacy and Outcome Expectancy
Outcome expectations arise from the tenets of attribution theory in that
individuals are more likely to engage in a behaviour that they expect will yield a desired
result. Self-efficacy expectations and outcome expectations have been clearly established
as distinct, yet related constructs in affecting behavioural change (Bandura, 1977a;
Bandura et al., 1977). Where self-efficacy refers to an individual’s belief in their ability
to achieve a desired outcome in a particular situation, expectancy refers to the belief that
a certain behaviour will result in a particular outcome (Bandura, 1997). Further research
suggests that an increase in outcome expectancy in relation to self-efficacy can cause
changes in behavioural intentions (Maddux et al., 1982), effort, and persistence (Bandura,
1986; Weiner, 1985).
Expectancy-value theory (Wigfield, 1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) posits
behaviour to be the result of the expectation an individual holds, in combination with the
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value of the expected outcome of the behaviour. This theory predicts that the chosen
behaviour will be the one with the largest combined expected success and value (Eccles
& Wigfield, 1995, 2002; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). The individual’s belief about their
own ability to accomplish a task influences the likelihood that they will, or will not,
engage in the task. In the literature, expectancy outcome is often used interchangeably
with self-efficacy, but they are, in fact, two distinct constructs. Where self-efficacy refers
to an individual’s belief in their ability to master a particular task, outcome expectancy
refers to the expectation of “a person’s estimate that a given behavior will lead to certain
outcomes” (Bandura, 1977a, p. 193). Expectancy outcome, therefore, is a broader
construct that takes into consideration external variables in addition to self-efficacy in the
process of behaviour choice.
The likelihood that a student will engage in a task is linked to self-efficacy, but
also to whether or not the student feels the task is valuable, and whether or not they value
their teachers, and education in general (McCoach & Siegle, 2003; Siegle et al., 2017).
Participants in a postsecondary transition program are focused on the possibility of
completing their secondary education and moving forward with some level of
postsecondary education. The transition program is also widely used to explore potential
postsecondary programs and opportunities. Their experience and exploration in the
transition program have the potential to impact their assessment of the value of engaging
with postsecondary education as well as their likelihood to succeed academically at this level.
Expectancy-value is also associated with the principles of transformative learning
discussed by John Dewey in which a student understands a concept first learned in the
classroom, in an authentic way through experience in their personal lives. It is through
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these processes that expectancy-value in education is fostered. Transformative
engagement has been demonstrated to be positively correlated to greater engagement and
learning (Pugh et al., 2017), enduring learning, and conceptual change (Heddy & Sinatra,
2013) through the process of motivated use, experiential value, and expansion of
perception (Pugh et al., 2017).
In order to foster the development of academic self-efficacy for postsecondary
education, it is important to consider the relationship between the student, the teacher,
and the classroom environment. Furthermore, the role of the student’s reason for
engaging in postsecondary studies, as well as the relevance of those studies to the
expected future outcome is necessary considerations that require further investigation into
the role of motivation in the development of self-efficacy.
Self-Efficacy and Motivation
Self-efficacy beliefs are influential in determining both the likelihood of
engagement with an activity, as well as the degree of effort and time an individual is
willing to spend on a given task (Bandura, 1977a; Schunk, 1987). Bandura’s (1982)
construct of self-efficacy informs that encouragement and support from peers, as well as
instructors, and development of future goals and motivation will play a part in the
development of self-efficacy of learning in a given domain. Increased self-efficacy is
related to self-direction and performance (Bandura & Schunk, 1981) and also contributes
to an increase in goals being set (Zimmerman et al., 1992). Increased goal setting has
been shown to be related to positive self-efficacy through exposure to mastery experience
(Bandura & Cervone, 1983; Cervone et al., 1991).
Twenge et al.’s (2004) meta-analysis found that there was an increase in external
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locus of control among young Americans between the years 1960 and 2002. They
attribute this shift in locus of control to a number of variables, including Zeitgeist, in
which different periods of time produce differences in birth cohort personalities (Twenge,
2000). Individualization is also cited as a factor that would conceivably foster an internal
locus of control as generations in the West have become more independent and able and
self-direct their own lives. Paradoxically, however, individualism promotes self-serving
bias in which individuals attribute good events in their lives internally, but negative
events externally, conversely, fostering an externalization of locus of control (Twenge et
al., 2004).
Erez and Judge (2001) coined the term, core self-evaluations, identifying selfesteem, locus of control, generalized self-efficacy, and neuroticism as being responsible
for one’s appraisal of the relationship between oneself and events involving other people
and things, thereby comprising a key component affecting individual motivation and
performance. Schall et al. (2016) conducted in-depth semi-structured interviews with 34
adolescents exploring their perceptions and understanding of the construct of fitting in
with peers. Their analysis indicated that adolescents operating from an internal locus of
control had higher levels of perceived fit with their peers than did adolescents with an
external locus of control. The pilot study informing this research indicated that many of
the students with exceptionalities that participated in the study chose to leave their
traditional secondary school settings in part because they felt they did not fit with their
peers in that environment. Upon completion of the transition program, students
overwhelmingly indicated that their increase in self-efficacy was related in part to a
positive social experience in the postsecondary environment (Ismailos, 2019).
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Ryan and Deci’s (2000a, 2000b) further work in attribution theory described
intrinsic motivation as a reflection of the human ability to learn and assimilate
experiences. In their review of motivation, they discriminated between levels and types of
motivation as indicators of the reason for action. Intrinsic motivation is used to describe
an action that is based on reasons stemming from inherent satisfaction rather than from
external consequences. Intrinsic motivation, because its origin is inherent through interest
or enjoyment, has been identified as central to the learning process and associated with
life-long learning pursuits (Ryan & Deci, 2000a; Spinath & Steinmayr, 2012) whereas
extrinsic motivation has been negatively correlated to life-long learning (Lin &
McKeachnie, 1999). Intrinsic motivation has been further implicated in the concept of
flow (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, 1997) in which absorption in a stimulus and enjoyment
thereof, have been demonstrated to be dependent on intrinsic motivation and positively
influence approach behaviour. Also of consequence when considering motivation is
Maslow’s theory of human motivation (Maslow, 1943) in that he posits that there is a
hierarchy of needs which influences motivation for behaviour. If needs at the basic level
for human survival are not met, the focus of behaviour will be motivated to secure those
needs. In the context of this study, it is important to realize that when determining
motivation for academic achievement, it is relevant to first consider whether the student
has had a meal or a safe place to sleep the night before, or whether those needs are more
important than the academic task facing him/her in the classroom.
Self-Efficacy and Personal Agency
Vuorre and Metcalfe (2016) investigated the relationship between an individual’s
sense of agency and their feelings of flow. The sense of agency is described as a
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preconscious sense of self-awareness that one is the originator of an action or behaviour.
They discovered that when an individual’s intention matches an outcome, it is attributed
to a sense of control that is not unlike what is described as a state of flow. Their findings
indicated that while the sense of agency declined as the task difficulty increased, flow
peaked at a mid-range of task difficulty. The dissociation between the two constructs
possibly indicates that they are influenced by different contributing factors, implicating a
transition from an internal to an external locus of control as the difficulty level exceeds
the mastery expectations of the individual.
The variable in this paradigm is task persistence which has been implicated in
Carol Dweck’s work on mindset in which she distinguishes between a growth and a fixed
mindset (Dweck, 2012; Dweck & Leggett, 1988), demonstrating that individuals with a
growth mindset will persist longer at a given task because they understand their
capability to be fluid with an expectation of growth. A growth mindset prompts one to
interpret accomplishments as the result of effort rather than innate ability and, therefore,
fosters a predisposition to intrinsic motivation.
Self-Efficacy and Affective Processes
An individual’s awareness of their physical and emotional states is the fourth
element involved in the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982, 1997). Awareness
of stress responses such as increased heart rate and perspiration can represent doubt in
one’s self-efficacy in a given situation and indicate the risk of failure. Likewise, mood is
interpreted as indicative of perceived outcome where positive mood enhances selfefficacy, and negative mood diminishes it.
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Anxiety is an emotional response to a perceived threat and elicits defensive
behaviour in the form of a stress response (Fonseca & Perrin, 2011; Wolpe, 1974).
Expectations of personal self-efficacy have been shown to increase as anxiety associated
with a task or situation decreases. Behaviour changes result as self-efficacy is increased
through mastery or vicarious experiences (Aydin et al., 2011; Bandura et al., 1977).
Furthermore, individuals experience social anxiety when their self-presentational efficacy
is low (Leary & Crites Atherton, 1986; Schlenker & Leary, 1982). Social anxiety and fear
of not fitting in are often cited as a reason deterring individuals with exceptionalities from
pursuing postsecondary studies (Ismailos, 2019; Rothman et al., 2008).
Research indicates that individuals with a higher perception of self-efficacy are less
likely to be debilitated by stress and anxiety (Krampen, 1988; Meece et al., 1990). In the
pilot study informing this research, each of the students with exceptionalities interviewed
expressed severe anxiety at the onset of the transition program. Each of these participants
also indicated a very low level of self-efficacy to pursue postsecondary studies. By the
end of the program, each participant had personally and vicariously experienced levels of
success both academically and socially. Their reported level of stress had decreased, and
their reported level of self-efficacy had risen to a higher level (Ismailos, 2019).
Given the role of each of the elements contributing to the development of selfefficacy, this study is designed to explore the elements affecting the development of selfefficacy and their relationship to the likelihood of postsecondary studies for students with
exceptionalities. The current study provided participants with an opportunity to reflect on
the process by which their self-efficacy was affected and how this impacted their future
academic choices during the completion of their transition program.
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Relationship Between Self-Efficacy and Academic Performance
The role of self-efficacy in education holds an important place as it is a greater
indicator of student success than actual ability (Bandura, 1977a). Self-efficacy in the
academic domain has been demonstrated to be highly specific, yet individual components
of self-efficacy have been demonstrated to support the development of a more
generalized self-concept for academics (Marsh & Shavelson, 1985; Schunk, 1987).
Furthermore, self-efficacy has been demonstrated to be a highly resilient construct
in that once an individual has a preconceived level of self-efficacy in any task-specific
domain, it is difficult to change that perception (Ross, 2008). While an increase in selfefficacy can be fostered with mastery experience through variables such as prior
knowledge and motivation (Linnenbrink-Garcia et al., 2012; Dole & Sinatra, 1998;
Cordova et al., 2014), these same variables have been demonstrated to prohibit selfefficacy growth through dependence on one’s own pre-existing perceptions of selfefficacy resulting in reluctance to entertain alternative ideas (Pintrich et al., 1993). Selfefficacy has, however, been demonstrated to support long-term maintenance of
conceptual change learning, particularly in learners who demonstrate a high level of prior
knowledge (Cordova et al., 2014).
Zimmerman (2000) demonstrated self-efficacy to be a highly effective predictor
of students’ motivation and learning, apart from motivation constructs, including locus of
control, self-concept, and outcome expectations. Self-efficacy has been demonstrated to
be a more reliable determinant of academic success than grit (Usher et al., 2019) and a
factor associated with increased levels of academic performance (Putwain et al., 2013;
Vuong et al., 2010). Bandura differentiated self-efficacy in academic pursuits into three
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categories: (a) level—the degree of difficulty of the task; (b) generalizability—the degree
to which perception of self-efficacy can be transferred between tasks; and (c) power—the
degree of certainty in the ability to successfully complete the task (Bandura, 1977a, 1986).
Self-efficacy beliefs have been widely explored as a possible predictor of
students’ academic success and transition into postsecondary studies (An, 2015; Eccles &
Wigfield, 2002; Gore, 2006; Margolis & McCabe, 2003; Schunk, 1989). Early studies
examining the validity of self-efficacy measures in predicting performance and
persistence in college outcomes found a positive correlation between academic selfefficacy beliefs and both college performance and persistence, in the range of perceived
career options (Brown et al., 1989; Lent et al., 1987; Multon et al., 1991), and adjustment
through expectations and coping perceptions (Chemers et al., 2001). Furthermore, it was
determined that self-efficacy beliefs were effective predictors beyond traditional
predictors such as standardized achievement and aptitude measures (Multon et al., 1991)
and that students demonstrating high levels of self-efficacy while in high school were
more likely to transfer that academic self-efficacy to a postsecondary setting (Eccles et
al., 2004; Eccles & Wigfield, 2002) supporting the importance of postsecondary
transition programs which foster development of academic self-efficacy for participating
secondary school students.
Effects of Self-Efficacy on Postsecondary Transition
The transition from secondary to postsecondary education is filled with change
and challenge, both academically and socially. Research has demonstrated students
participating in a dual enrollment transition program to be more college-ready than their
non-participating peers (An & Taylor, 2015; Borovilos, 2015; GB College, 2014;

25
Whitaker, 2011; Witowsky & Clayton, 2019), are more likely to recognize their potential
for college academics (Crockett-Bell, 2007), are more likely to enroll in college (CrockettBell, 2007; Johnson, 2017; Taylor, 2013), and demonstrate higher academic performance
compared to their peers who did not complete a DC program (Johnson, 2017).
A longitudinal study on self-efficacy of first-year college students demonstrated
academic self-efficacy to be strongly related to performance and adjustment (Chemers et
al., 2001). Furthermore, it was demonstrated that academic self-efficacy was not a
precursor for dual-credit enrollment among the students of one study (Ozmun, 2013),
indicating that increased self-efficacy that may result from completion of the program
may in some way be linked to the experiences in the program.
For students with exceptionalities, the transition from secondary to postsecondary
education also brings with it the challenge of self-advocacy as a new system of supports
and accommodations must be learned and navigated (Lambe et al., 2019; White et al.,
2016). A qualitative retrospective case study examined the experiences of students with
learning disabilities in a postsecondary environment and identified the greatest barriers to
success included the lack of familiarity with the postsecondary system in which to apply
for and receive accommodations, and the self-advocacy skills required to initiate and
make use of those accommodations when they had them (Piers & Duquette, 2016).
In a recent study, students with ASD preparing to transition to postsecondary
were interviewed and asked to discuss their concerns about entering postsecondary
education. The themes they identified included navigating social interactions, increased
academic expectations, losing the supports they are accustomed to from home and their
secondary school experience (Lambe et al., 2019). White et al. (2016) describe a program
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for students with ASD transitioning to postsecondary education that specifically
addressed the needs of the growing number of students wanting to transition to
postsecondary education in order to support their transition and improve their experience
once they have begun their programs. Legislation in Ontario supports transition planning
for students with exceptionalities by taking into consideration their strengths and needs
while developing an individual transition plan (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2002).
Students with exceptionalities in a U.S. study participated in a 1-week transition
program prior to entering postsecondary studies. Participants emerged from the program
with increased self-efficacy for postsecondary success based on enhanced awareness of
personal strengths and weaknesses, and knowledge of postsecondary support systems
(Rothman et al., 2008). The experience with a transition program, although limited in
duration, seemed to provide the tools that supported academic self-efficacy in a
postsecondary environment through personal experience with available supports and the
mechanism by which to secure them.
In a similar transition planning program, students with exceptionalities were
involved in transition planning lessons providing them with concepts and skills to
participate in the IEP process. The study demonstrated that students who participated in
the lessons emerged with greater self-efficacy to attend postsecondary through their
increased knowledge and familiarity with the process (Woods et al., 2010). A further
study in the United States examined the problem around students with exceptionalities
successfully graduating from secondary school, yet not successfully transitioning to
postsecondary. In a qualitative inquiry into the perceptions of special education
professionals and administrators, the study found support for programming at the

27
secondary level to foster competencies necessary for a successful transition including
development of self-efficacy skills that had a demonstrated relationship to successful
postsecondary transition for students with exceptionalities (Bridges, 2017).
In each of the research studies discussed above, students had the opportunity to
increase academic self-efficacy through mastery experiences, thus providing them with
an advantage to continue on to postsecondary studies. This research project explored the
mechanisms of academic self-efficacy development in students with exceptionalities as
they participated in a postsecondary transition program in order to increase the likelihood
of engagement in postsecondary education. By investigating the interplay between the
constructs discussed above (i.e., the role of cognitive processes, outcome expectancy,
affective processes, motivational influences, and the presence of personal agency through
authentic and vicarious experience as well as verbal persuasion and affective states), the
experiences that inform the development of self-efficacy will be elucidated through the
perceptions of the participants in the current study. The current study had the goal of
better understanding how to create a supportive learning environment to improve the
experience and potential for success in postsecondary education for students with
exceptionalities.
Chapter Summary
Chapter 2 provided the theoretical framework of Bandura’s social cognitive
theory as well as the attribution theories of Heider, Weiner, and Rotter. The development
and influence of Bandura’s concept of self-efficacy was discussed in relation to these
theories. The literature clearly supports the important role of self-efficacy in determining
an individual’s course of behaviour as well as providing insight into the interplay
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between environmental, cognitive, and social influences for a sense of self and for
positioning in society. Through the exploration of students with exceptionalities in the
SCWI program, this insight will provide a framework through which the self-efficacy and
academic choices of students with exceptionalities can be explored in order to further
understand and inform future program development to support education, training, and
eventual employment opportunities.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
This chapter provides a methodological framework and research questions for this
study, including a detailed description of the methodology, research site, the participants,
the programs in which the participants were enrolled, instrumentation, procedures
including data collection and analysis, ethical considerations, and limitations of the study.
Statement of Research Purpose
The purpose of this research was to describe the experiences of exceptional
students accommodated by IEPs and/or LOAs who have completed a SCWI DC program
in order to explore their intentions to pursue/not pursue postsecondary education before
and after completion. As well, this research attempted to determine if these experiences
led to the same increase in self-efficacy and intention to pursue postsecondary education
as their peers who were not identified in the program. This study further investigated
changes in cognitive and social-emotional factors through pre- and post-measures of selfefficacy and intention, as well as explored student experiences in a postsecondary
environment and the possible effects on changes in self-efficacy to further pursue
postsecondary education.
Methodology
Odom et al. (2005) describe research in the field of special education as the
“hardest of the hardest to do science” (p. 139) due to the complexity of both the context
and the variability of the participants (Ponce & Pagán-Maldonado, 2015). Further, a
mixed methodology in special education research can be effective in providing
complementary yet diverse forms of data necessary to address a range and sequence of
research questions and thereby providing a value-added element to the design (Creamer
& Tendhar, 2015). There are several ways in which a mixed-methods approach can
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provide a value-added element to the research including the opportunity to use multiple
lenses through which to examine the research question(s), the corroboration of the
methods to produce stronger and more reliable results, the investigation of various
aspects of a phenomenon through multiple tools available in each methodology, and
finally, the ability to arrive at a more complete understanding of the phenomenon by
having investigated at multiple levels and from different perspectives (Plano Clark et al.,
2008). To illustrate this point, Plano Clark et al. (2008) quote from the dissertation of
Plano Clark (2005) the story of the three blind men and the elephant:
The story of the three blind men is that one blind man is holding the tail of an
elephant, and [says] “OK, if this is an elephant, an elephant is long and skinny and
it has wispy hairs on the end.” And another one has the leg of the elephant, and he
sticks his arms around it and holds it, and says, “Well, an elephant is something
like a tree with a large solid trunk, very strong and sturdy.” And then you have the
third blind man who has a different part of the elephant, maybe the side of the
elephant, and says, “Well an elephant is something that’s long and broad like a
wall and flat.” And so, if you had only any one of those views from the three
blind men then you would say an elephant is either something long and wispy or
something like the trunk on the tree or you might say that an elephant is
something broad and long like a wall. But if you were able to have all three of
those put in together and integrate them, then you might indeed come up with a
better description of what an elephant is. (p. 365)
Mixed methodology is not simply the collecting of multiple forms of quantitative and
qualitative data, but rather the integration of both types of data using multiple research
techniques, the power of statistics, and the insight of personal experiences contributing to
a deeper understanding of the research problem than one methodology alone could
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provide (Bryman, 2006; Creswell, 2015; Greene & Hall, 2010).
The methodology informing the design of a study must reflect the nature of the
research questions as well as the inherent beliefs and positions of the researcher
(Creswell, 2015; Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011). The historical divide between
quantitative and qualitative research methods referred to as the paradigm wars evidence
this philosophical debate as these methodologies were each established to respond to a
particular type of research questions and are therefore each aligned to post-positivist or
constructivist ideologies respectively (Bergman, 2010; Burke Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,
2004) and posited as incompatible (Howe, 1988). The possibilities and power of a
research study that takes advantage of the benefits while accounting for the inherent
limitations of each method enhances validity and reduces the potential for false
conclusions (Creamer & Tendhar, 2015; Hammersley, 2008).
Research incorporating a mixed methodology involves the implementation of
quantitative and qualitative designs to address the research objectives, data, analysis, and
interpretation of a single study (Leech & Onwuegbuzie, 2009). As this study explored
change of a latent variable (self-efficacy), quantitative methods and instruments were
employed to illuminate evidence of that change. More importantly, an exploration into
the factors mitigating this change was crucial in order to inform understanding of both
how and why the change was taking place, as well as the subsequent results of that
change. For this exploration, the quantitative methods alone were not adequate, and
additional qualitative methods were integrated to build in opportunities for subjects to
provide insights into their perceptions and the process of change as well as future
direction as the result of that perceived change.
There are several forms that a mixed-methods design can follow. A sequential
quantitative to qualitative design (shown in Figure 4) is a mixed-methods design where
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qualitative data is collected in sequence following quantitative data and then used to
support the initial quantitative data through elaboration, explanation, or confirmation of
the initial findings (Creswell et al., 2010; Plano Clark & Ivankova, 2016).
This study was designed using a QuanQual sequential explanatory mixedmethods design. The dependent variables include self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education and increased intention to pursue postsecondary education. The
independent variable is the completion of a DC program. The hypothesis underlying the
research questions is that students with exceptionalities demonstrate an increased
perception of self-efficacy to pursue postsecondary education that is equal to or greater
than their non-exceptional peers in the DC program. Students with exceptionalities are
operationally defined as those with an IEP from their secondary school or and LOA from
the college.
Process
This study surveyed students in the SCWI DC program enrolled in two campuses
of one Ontario college and dually enrolled from two corresponding boards of education
over two semesters to determine through the use of quantitative data whether the students
with exceptionalities as identified through IEPs or LOAs had a similar positive change in
their self-efficacy and likelihood to attend postsecondary studies as did their peers
without IEPs or LOAs. In sequence, quantitative data were gathered first through surveys
to examine any perceived changes in self-efficacy and intention to pursue postsecondary
studies using Likert Scale and check-box response items. Qualitative data were then
gathered through both short-answer survey responses and personal interviews and
analyzed to inform insight into the reasons for any change, or lack thereof, discovered in
the findings of the quantitative analyses.
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Figure 4
Construction of Mixed Methods Design
Quantitative

Qualitative

Data Collection &
Analysis

Data Collection &
Analysis

Interpretation of
Findings

Note. Adapted from Creswell et al. (2010) and Plano-Clark and Ivankova (2016).
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The surveys were implemented at both the beginning (within the first two weeks
of classes) and the end of each of the two semesters. Student interviews took place after
the end of each semester. To enhance rigour, DC teachers in the program were also
interviewed to determine their perceptions of change in self-efficacy in their students.
This mixed-methodology maximizes the strengths and offsets the limitations of
each single methodology alone (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011; Plano Clark & Ivankova,
2016) and is, therefore, a good fit for the three research questions put forward in this
study. The first question examined quantitatively the relationship between data garnered
related to the SCWI program participants (as a whole group), and a sub-group of
participants identified with IEP/LOAs. The second question used both survey and
interview data gathered from personal experiences to both substantiate the statistical
findings as well as provide insights into the possible reasons for any change perceived by
participants. Finally, the third question investigated data from the DC teachers to
triangulate findings between the data sources. Hammersley (2008) states that a mixedmethods approach where data is drawn from multiple sources reduces potential threats to
validity and chances of drawing false conclusions. Furthermore, he points out that the
validity of interpretations of the data is strengthened through the triangulation process using
multiple data sets that are strategically different. The power of mixed methods is best
realized in the integration of data in the process of drawing inferences during data analysis
(Bryman, 2006; Greene & Hall, 2010). Creswell (2015) further emphasizes the power of
mixed methodology within a transformative perspective, such as critical disability theory.
This methodology addressed the need to explore whether the positive effects and
outcomes reported to date in the literature on the elements of successful transition
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(Borovilos, 2015; Philpott-Skilton, 2013; Whitaker, 2011) also apply to the focus subgroup of this research: students with exceptionalities operationally defined as students
currently accommodated through an IEP and/or an LOA. The first phase of the research
surveyed all participants in the DC programs and compared the responses of those
participants who self-identified as having an IEP/LOA to their peers with no IEP/LOA on
measures of intent to pursue postsecondary education and the strength of their beliefs in
their ability to succeed in postsecondary education.
The second phase of the research explored in greater depth the perceptions of
participants in the DC programs for changes in their self-efficacy and intention to engage
in postsecondary studies before entry and after completion of the program. In addition,
DC teachers’ perceptions of student change were explored to substantiate student
participants’ perceptions and teachers’ observations over the two semesters.
As a principal investigator with a social constructivist lens, I believed that
participants would be influenced by the experience of attending a postsecondary
institution and interacting with other postsecondary students in a way that is different
from their secondary school experience. I anticipated that the awareness gained from this
experience would serve to develop their self-efficacy and empower them to engage in
choices for their future education. However, being also influenced by a post-positivist
inclination, I believe it is important to first illuminate the qualities of the focus group of
participants among their peers in the DC program.
Research Questions
The following three research questions are posed in response to the research
purpose outlined above:
1. Does participation in the DC transition programs increase perceptions of selfefficacy to succeed in and, subsequently, intention to pursue postsecondary

36
education in students with exceptionalities as defined by IEPs or LOAs? If so, is
the perceived level of change the same as demonstrated by their peers not
identified with IEPs or LOAs in the same transition program?
2. What are the experiences of perceptual change in self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education among students with exceptionalities in the DC
programs, and how do they influence their understanding of why they have
decided to pursue (or not pursue) postsecondary studies after completion of their
DC program?
3. What are the DC teachers’ perceptions of change in self-efficacy to succeed in
and intention to pursue postsecondary education among students with
exceptionalities in the DC programs as evidenced through interaction and
observation over the course of the program? Do these perceptions align with the
students’ perceptions?
Instrumentation
This study utilized a combination of surveys and interviews at pre- and post- data
collection points. A researcher devised pre-and post-survey was administered in
combination with an existing self-efficacy survey at both the beginning and end of the
transition programs. Semi-structured personal interview questions were devised to
provide opportunity for students to reflect and elaborate on their experiences in the
programs and for DC teachers to provide feedback on their observations of student
growth in the programs.
Pre and Post Surveys
The study utilized a principal investigator devised pre- (Appendix A) and post(Appendix B) survey instrument involving both quantitative (check-boxes and Likert
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scale), and qualitative (open-ended, short-answer) items. The pre- and post-survey
instruments were vetted and revised from the survey used in a previous pilot study
informing this research (Ismailos, 2019). In this pilot study, the survey was used as a
post-survey only. Presently, a two-point data collection afforded a more authentic
comparison of participants’ changes over time in the Likert scale scores between the preand post-program responses.
Both the pre- and post-survey instruments were designed to provide a vehicle
through which participants could express their perceived level of capability specific to the
situation and circumstances in the DC program. This strategy is supported by Bandura
(2006) in his discussion of the construction of self-efficacy scales in which he
emphasizes the importance of understanding that there is no “one measure fits all
approach” (p. 307) to developing such a scale. The items on the pre- and post-surveys
were designed to provide ease of comparison of the same constructs at the two different
data collection points at which they were administered. The surveys were vetted by
academics in the field who contributed suggestions regarding the wording as it aligned
with the literature to ensure ease of analysis and interpretation. Specifically, there was
conversation around the use of the construct of confidence used in the pilot study.
“Confidence” was selected for the pilot study survey because it was a word that is likely
to be familiar to the student population targeted by the study and commonly understood
to refer to belief in ability. In the revised pre- and post-surveys, it was decided to use the
term, “self-efficacy” because it is a more narrowly defined and specific construct
referring to an individual’s belief in their ability for a certain task or situation based on
specific elements grounded in reality. For example, Bandura suggests that self-efficacy is
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developed based on personal or vicarious experience, and social and emotional cues.
Self-efficacy and self-confidence are often used as interchangeable terms, however,
where self-efficacy is a domain specific construct, confidence is a distinct construct in
that it tends to be more generalizable; it refers to a summation of characteristics and
doesn’t necessarily specify what the confidence is about, and it tends to refer to the
strength of a belief (Bandura, 1997). Self-confidence refers to an individual’s perspective
on their own characteristics (Gonca Usta, 2017) which gives it the potential to influence
one’s perceptions of ability and competence in unrelated areas.
Professional teachers involved in the DC program validated the survey items
ensuring that the wording was clear and easily understood by the target population.
Finally, the surveys were vetted by students in the DC program who were not involved
with the pilot study in the semester after its completion. Students recommended that
open-ended questions be revised into check-boxes and closed-ended response items for
ease of response. They indicated that in order to maximize the credibility of student
responses, the survey shouldn’t require too much writing on their part. The check-boxes
were incorporated into the revised pre- and post-surveys as informed both by student
suggestions for options as well as the themes uncovered in the findings of the pilot study
(Ismailos, 2019). The check-box items provided an opportunity for greater detail in the
analysis of student perceptions through the use of both qualitative and quantitative
measures.
All groups involved in the vetting process indicated that there could be
participants who were unaware of what an IEP or LOA is, and of whether or not they
have one. It was recommended that an additional option be added to enhance their
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choices from a binomial yes/no response to the question of whether they have an
IEP/LOA to allow for a third option of unsure. This segmented the population into three
groups of participants: IEP/LOAs, no IEP/LOAs, and unsure. Although it does decrease
statistical power by reducing the n sizes of the sub-groups, it also strengthens the validity
of the comparisons by ensuring that participants in the IEP/LOAs group were
intentionally self-identified and not the result of self-selection based on lack of
appropriate response options.
Self-Efficacy Survey
Concurrently, changes in students’ perceptions of their self-efficacy were
examined using the self-efficacy scale (Appendix C; Gaumer Erickson et al., 2016) with
pre-established validation measures. The self-efficacy scale (Gaumer et al., 2016) was
implemented and modified with the permission of the authors to include descriptors
where previously there was only a numerical identifier on the 5-point Likert scale. The
descriptors added to the Likert scale were designed to match those on the pre- and postsurveys. Reliability testing for this scale is evidenced in the literature to be overall highly
reliable with a Cronbach’s coefficient alpha of α=.894 across the 13 items of the scale
(Gaumer Erickson et al., 2018). The scale is divided into two sections with the first
section entitled Belief in Your Ability, with questions around the belief in personal ability,
and the second section entitled Ability can Grow with Effort, focused around belief that
ability can grow with effort. The first section was comprised of the first eight of 13
questions and was found highly reliable (α=.841). The questions included the following:
1. I can learn what is being taught in class this year.
2. I can figure out anything if I try hard enough.
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3. If I practised every day, I could develop just about any skill.
4. Once I’ve decided to accomplish something that’s important to me, I keep trying
to accomplish it, even if it is harder than I thought.
5. I am confident that I will achieve the goals that I set for myself.
6. When I’m struggling to accomplish something difficult, I focus on my progress
instead of feeling discouraged.
7. I will succeed in whatever career path I choose.
8. I will succeed in whatever college major I choose.
The second section was comprised of the last five of 13 questions and was also found
highly reliable (α=.805). The questions included the following:
9. I believe hard work pays off.
10. My ability grows with effort.
11. I believe that the brain can be developed like a muscle.
12. I think that no matter who you are, you can significantly change your level of talent.
13. I can change my basic level of ability considerably.
Student Personal Interviews
At the completion of the DC program, participants with self-disclosed
exceptionalities (students from the IEP/LOAs group) were invited to participate in a
personal semi-structured interview to further explore their experiences in the DC
programs and how these experiences informed any changes in their academic selfefficacy or intention to attend postsecondary studies. The semi-structured interview
questions (Appendix D) were based on themes that emerged from the pilot study that
illuminated the connections between individual experiences and change in self-efficacy in
the domain of postsecondary education. The questions were designed to correspond to the
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constructs being measured on the pre- and post-surveys and provided opportunity for the
participants to expand on their experiences related to their perceptions of self-efficacy
and intention to pursue postsecondary education.
Dual Credit Teacher Interviews
Finally, at the end of the semester, DC teachers were also invited to participate in
a personal semi-structured interview to explore their general perceptions of students’
change in self-efficacy during the transition program. To ensure the anonymity of
students, this exploration was focused on changes in the student population generally
speaking, rather than on any individual student. This is also important to note in that the
DC teachers were unaware of which students participated in the study and which did not.
Teacher interview questions (Appendix E) were designed to align with the survey items
and student participant interview questions. Aligning the themes from the pilot study in
both the pre- and post-surveys, and the interview responses from students and teachers
provided additional opportunity to ensure rigour through triangulation of the findings.
Research Context
The context for this research study is the DC programs offered at one Ontario
college (with two campuses) to two of the geographically surrounding boards of
education. The DC programs are part of the SCWI made available to all boards of
education through the participation of all Ontario colleges. The DC programs in
particular are made available through two distinct delivery modes. The first mode, C2C,
is a dual credit transition program in which students who are at-risk of non-completion
are recommended through their schools to participate for half of each day in a college
course through which they will earn both a secondary and postsecondary credit
simultaneously. The other half of their day is spent at their respective secondary schools
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enrolled in their grade-level credit courses. The Ontario Ministry of Education in
conjunction with the Ontario Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development
fully funds the program including course enrolment, transportation to the college, and
required textbook/resources.
The second mode of delivery, the SWAC, is also a dual credit transition program
that serves a different student population. Students in the SWAC program are also at-risk
of non-completion, however, many of these students fail to thrive in a traditional high
school setting, or are second-chance learners in that they have previously left their formal
education and are now attempting to re-engage. Students in the SWAC program receive
funded transportation to the college campus every day where they remain for the entire
school day. They are taught in an alternate learning setting in a designated classroom in
the college throughout most of the day by a teacher from their school board and attend
one college credit throughout the semester.
Selection criteria for participation in the DC programs is set out by the Ontario
Ministry of Education (2013a) and includes a description of at-risk students as including
disengaged and underachieving students with the potential to succeed academically in
postsecondary.
Research Participants
The students in these programs were in Grades 11 or 12, or returning after having
previously left school without completion of their OSSD. Research participants were
comprised of students currently enrolled in either the C2C of SWAC program at an
Ontario community college in one of two semesters, including six sections each semester
(three sections of C2C and three sections of SWAC). There were three classes at each of
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two participating college campuses each semester for a total of 12 classes participating in
the study over the course of the two semesters.
Enrollment in DC programs for the participating college in the 2018−2019
academic year was 247 students. Although the college was not able to provide specific
information regarding the students’ IEPs or LOAs, information from teacher and
student interviews provided a reference for the types of exceptionalities that were
included in the research group sample. Student and DC teacher interviews noted that
there were students with significant mental health barriers including diagnosis and
hospitalization impeding regular school attendance as well as suicide attempts,
diagnosis of borderline personality disorder, physical health barriers including
wheelchair and oxygen dependence, other mobility issues, hard of hearing, acquired
brain injury including short-term memory deficit, several communication disorders
including Autism Spectrum Disorder, Learning Disorders, and Central Auditory
Processing Disorder, Intellectual Disorders including gifted and mild intellectual
disability, and Behavioural Disorders including Attention Deficit Hyperactivity
Disorder (ADHD). Descriptions of behaviour from both student and teacher interviews
also describe significant behavioural challenges affecting the learning environment in
the SWAC classrooms specifically and described by the teachers as similar to conduct
disorder. There was no mention of students with developmental disabilities likely
because it would be a greater challenge for these students to meet the criteria of having
the ability to succeed academically in a postsecondary environment.
As previously mentioned, research participants also included the DC teachers
from both school boards partnered with the participating college that worked with the
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students on a daily basis. These teachers were invited to participate in a personal
interview to discuss their observations and perceptions of change in students’ selfefficacy as they transitioned through the program. Teachers ranged from 7−17 years of
experience.
Survey Participant Demographics and Response Rate
All students participating in a DC program on the campus of the selected Ontario
college were offered the opportunity to participate in the survey portion of the study. The
participating college informed the principal investigator that there was a potential
enrollment of 247 participants between the C2C and SWAC programs over the two
semesters of the study. Due to confidentiality, the college was unable to provide
information regarding the IEP or LOA designation of the student sample. The study was,
therefore, reliant on the self-disclosure of this information on the part of the participants.
The total number of participants in the study was 202, including 109 from the C2C
program and 93 from the SWAC program across both semesters and campuses. Of the
202 participants, 59 self-identified as having an IEP or LOA, 102 self-identified as
having no IEP or LOA, and 41 indicated that they were unsure if they had an IEP or LOA
or not (shown in Figure 5).
It is noteworthy that the literature demonstrates a typical representation of
students with IEPs in the Ontario SCWI programs of approximately 25% (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2019a). For the total student sample of 202, the 59 students who
self-identified with an IEP or LOA represents 29%.
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Figure 5
Survey Participant Demographics by Group and Program
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C2C = 109

25

21

SWAC = 93

Total Participants N=202
IEP/LOA

no IEP/LOA

Unsure

Note. Figure 5 provides the distribution of the participant population by group showing
the number of participants in the IEP/LOAs group, the no IEP/LOAs group, and those
who indicated that they were unsure.
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Results from both the student and teacher interviews suggest that there are many
students who are either unaware of their accommodations or unwilling to be recognized
by their accommodations as different than their peers. It was indicated by some of the
interviewed participants that often students are identified in early elementary grades and
the process of the IEP renewal from year to year is one that students are largely
uninvolved in and unaware of. For this reason, it is not uncommon for students to be
unaware of the existence of the IEP document. They are ignorant about the supports
provided as a function of the IEP, such as resource room support, and don’t connect
accommodations or modification to a documented source.
Distribution of Participants by Program and Sub-Group
Because the pre-survey took place in the second week of each semester, there
were a number of students who were subsequently unenrolled from the program by their
DC teachers for a number of different reasons. There were also a number of students who
were enrolled late as new seats became available, and recommendations from the schools
were forwarded to the DC teachers. For this reason, there are a number of students who
completed the pre-surveys but not the post-surveys, and also a number who completed
the post-surveys, but not the pre-surveys. Out of the potential 247 students available to
participate across two semesters, 83% (202) chose to participate. Of the 202 who did
participate, 73% of participants completed both the pre- and post-surveys in either
semester one or two, and 27% of participants completed only one, but not both sets of
surveys. Table 1 illustrates this data separated by sub-groups (IEP/LOAs; No IEP/LOAs;
Unsure). The age demographic of the 202 participants varied between 16−21 years of age
in both the C2C and SWAC programs across both semesters. Table 2 illustrates the age
demographic of the students who participated in the study.
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Table 1

Potential Participants

Total Participants

Total Participants
Completed Pre-Surveys

Total Participants
Completed Post-Surveys

Total Completing both
Surveys

Total Participants who
Completed Only Pre or
Post

Response and Completion Rate of the Participant Pool by IEP/LOAs Sub-Group

IEP/LOAs

n/a

59

50

50

41/59
(69%)

18/59
(31%)

No IEP/LOAs

n/a

102

92

87

77/102
(75%)

25/102
(25%)

Unsure

n/a

41

38

33

30/41
(73%)

11/41
(27%)

Total

n/a

202/247
(82%)

180/202
(89%)

170/202
(84%)

148/202
(73%)

54/202
(27%)
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Table 2
Frequency Distribution of Participants by Age, IEP/LOAs Sub-Group, and Program
Participants with IEP

Participants with no
IEP

Participants unsure

Totals

Age

C2C

SWAC Total

C2C

SWAC Total

C2C

SWAC Total

16

1

0

1

5

3

8

0

0

0

9

17

20

7

27

36

17

53

6

6

12

99

18

13

17

30

13

22

35

7

7

14

77

19

0

1

1

1

3

4

5

5

10

12

20

0

0

0

0

2

2

2

2

4

4

21

0

0

0

0

0

0

1

1

1

1

Total

34

25

59

55

47

102

21

41

41

202
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The mean age of the participants was 17.5 years of age with the SWAC group
slightly older at 17.8 years than the C2C group at 17.3 years. The median and the mode
for the SWAC group was 18 years of age, and 17 years of age for the C2C group. The
descriptive statistics based on age as distributed by target and non-target groups
(illustrated in Table 3) demonstrate that the population demographic for students in the
IEP/LOAs sub-group is slightly older based on mean, median, and mode than the
participant population in the IEP/LOAs sub-group in this study. Finally, the population
demographic can be viewed by gender, as illustrated in Table 4.
Student Interview Participant Demographics and Response Rate
There were 21 student participants (10 females and 11 males) from two boards of
education who participated in the follow-up interview after the completion of their
program. Of the 21 participants, 10 reported having an IEP/LOA, and the other 11
provided personal narratives of why they believe they should have had an IEP from their
secondary schools and how they would have benefitted from having one. Fourteen of the
participants interviewed had just completed their SWAC program, and another seven had
completed their C2C program in either the first or second semester of the 2018−2019
school year. Figure 6 illustrates these demographics and also highlights a trendline
demonstrating an abnormal distribution of participants with no IEP/LOAs in the SWAC
program compared to the C2C program despite a normal distribution of participants with
IEP/LOAs across both programs. When considered across gender, there were five males
and five females with IEP/LOAs, and six males and five females with no IEP/LOAs. The
male participants with IEP/LOAs were abnormally distributed, with four in the C2C and
only one in the SWAC programs.
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Table 3
Population Age Demographic by IEP/LOAs Sub-Group and Transition Program
IEP/LOAs

No IEP/LOAs

Total Participants

59

102

Mean Age

17.5

17.4

Median Age

18

17

Mode Age

18

17

Range in C2C Program

16-18

16-19

Range in SWAC Program

17-19

16-20
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Table 4
Frequency Distribution of Participants by Gender, IEP/LOAs Sub-Group, and Transition
Program
Participants with
IEP/LOAs

Participants with no
IEP/LOAs

Participants unsure

Totals

Gender C2C SWAC Total C2C SWAC Total C2C SWAC Total
Male

18

Female 22

5

23

15

19

34

2

6

8

65

14

36

41

27

68

11

22

33

137
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Figure 6

Program Completed

Interview Participant Demographics by IEP/LOAs Sub-Group and Transition Program
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5
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7
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9
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Teacher Interview Participant Demographics and Response Rate
The final group of participants included DC teachers from the two participating
boards of education. Of the eight teachers who were invited to participate, all responded
and arranged interview dates, however only seven completed the interview. The eighth
teacher was unable to attend the scheduled interview due to unforeseen personal
circumstances.
The role of the DC teacher varies depending on the program they are involved in.
The SWAC teachers are responsible for the daily delivery of core credits to the class of
SWAC students who have been recommended and sent from their respective school
boards. The SWAC program is exclusive to each school board, and the students are not
amalgamated in their core classes or in their college DC class. These teachers have the
opportunity to develop strong relationships and develop a keen understanding of their
students as they prepare them for the goal of OSSD completion. The role of the C2C
teachers is more removed as they are responsible for attendance and support. The C2C
teachers guide students with IEPs in the process of applying for an LOA at the college.
They also provide support in encouraging students to self-advocate for their
accommodations in a new system in which the professors are not informed of their
special needs.
Research Procedure
The study took place at an Ontario college involving two campuses and students
from two affiliated boards of education. Research ethics clearance was amended and
extended from the pilot study informing this research at both the research college site and
at Brock University (Appendix F). After the first two weeks of attending a DC program,
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students were introduced to the study and provided with an opportunity to complete the
pre-survey and self-efficacy scale. This session took place during regularly scheduled
class time to maximize the opportunity for participation. Class time was then extended
into a pre-scheduled work period in order to ensure no class time was lost. The study was
introduced, and surveys administered by an investigator (not the principal investigator)
and research assistants from Brock University. Course instructors had no role in the
research process in order to avoid any power dynamic and perceptions of coercion to
participate in the research. The investigator and research assistants provided background
information by displaying a standardized PowerPoint slide informing the students about
the study and about the voluntary nature of their participation and emphasizing that the
study was in no way related to their performance or outcome in the college course they
were currently enrolled in (Appendix G). The slide also informed students that they
would have an opportunity at the end of the semester to participate in the second half of
the study and that after that time, the names of all participants would be included in a
draw for a $30 gift card to the local shopping mall. There would be one draw per class for
a total of six potential prize winners.
The surveys were disseminated to participants in an envelope in which they sealed
and returned their completed survey responses. Each envelope was identified with a
unique numerical code on the outside. Participants were asked to record the unique code
from their envelope beside their student name on a master class list provided by the
college. This master list was made available only to the principal investigator’s
supervisor at Brock University, where the list and survey envelopes were safely stored in
a locked cabinet along with the class master lists until the second data collection point.
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Two weeks before completion of the DC course, the investigator and research
assistants from Brock University once again provided all students in the DC classes with
the opportunity to complete the post-survey and self-efficacy scale during a regular class
period in the same fashion as the first data collection point. The post-surveys were
introduced one week before program completion in order to maximize the number of
potential participants. Experience with the DC programs, as well as with the pilot study
(Ismailos, 2019), informs that the final class after the last evaluation is poorly attended,
with typically less than 25% of students present.
The study was once again introduced by displaying a standardized PowerPoint
slide similar to the one used at the beginning of the study but reflecting the details
relevant to the second phase of the data collection (Appendix H). Envelopes with
numerical codes generated from the pre-study master lists were distributed to participants
by matching them to the names on the list. The investigator identified each participant
with their coded envelope as they were handed out. After completion, the principal
investigator’s supervisor appropriately disposed of the master list and returned the
envelopes from both the pre- and post-data collection points without identifiers to the
principal investigator upon program close and submission of all final grades to the
college and secondary schools. The master list was used to determine the students who
qualified for the draw. The master list was cut up into strips of paper that identified each
name, and the corresponding identifier codes were shredded. The names were then placed
in a bowl, one class at a time, and a name was drawn for the gift card. Gift cards were
distributed by DC teachers in the last class following completion of final exams and
submission of grades. For draw winners that were absent, DC teachers delivered the gift
card to the student’s school.
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Included in the post-envelopes with the surveys was an invitation (Appendix I) for
participants with an IEP or LOA to provide their name and contact information indicating
interest to participate in an optional personal interview. This additional form was
available in all envelopes with instructions that only students with an IEP or an LOA
qualify to participate in this second phase of the study. Upon completion of the program,
the principal investigator contacted these participants through a letter of invitation to
participate in an interview (Appendix J) with instructions to contact the principal
investigator if they wish to proceed to arrange a mutually agreeable 30-minute interview
either in person or by telephone within a 2-week period following receipt of the invitation.
Interview participants read and signed a consent to participate form (Appendix K)
affirming that their participation was voluntary, that they could choose to withdraw
without consequence at any time, and also that they were aware that they would have the
opportunity to member-check their interview transcripts. In the event of a phone
interview, the consent was sent to the participant by email in advance of the interview.
The consent was then read by the interviewer at the beginning of the interview and
participants were given the opportunity to ask any questions before responding with a
verbal consent.
Following the semi-structured interview, all audio recordings were transcribed by
the principal researcher, who also sent participants an email with a transcription of their
interview for member-checking. Participants were instructed to review and make changes
if necessary, to ensure that their responses reflected their intended input. They were also
instructed that they could add or delete content as they felt necessary in order to be
comfortable with the representation of their responses. Where changes were required,
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participants were asked to return the edited transcripts within a 2-week period or indicate
the need for additional time in order for the interview to be included in the analysis.
All interviewees were given the option of a face-to-face or a telephone interview.
In the first semester, there were 40 participants who responded to the invitation, but only
14 followed through to schedule and complete an interview. In the second semester, there
were 41 responses but only seven participants who followed through for a total of 21
interview participants across the two semesters. Of these 21, two were conducted by
telephone and 19 were conducted face-to-face. Interview participants were also provided
with the choice of meeting on campus in a private meeting room or meeting off-campus
in a public place. The result was four interviews being conducted in a public coffee shop
in a location conveniently selected by the participant. All others were conducted in
private study rooms that were booked in advance at the campus location most convenient
to the participant.
Upon completion of the study, all participants indicated that they would like to be
provided with a link to a website that will provide information about the study and its
findings. The website has the potential to be expanded to provide support through
information and a peer-to-peer forum where participants can provide mentorship and
support to one another as they begin to transition to postsecondary education.
In the final stage of the study, each DC teacher in the program was also given the
opportunity to participate in a personal interview in which their observations and
perceptions of students’ change in self-efficacy were explored. The interview took place
outside of school time to ensure no conflict with their position or school board. DC
teachers received a letter of invitation (Appendix L) to participate in a personal interview
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after the DC courses were completed and final grades submitted. Teachers indicating
agreement to participate were provided with a consent to participate form (Appendix M),
assuring them of the confidentiality and voluntary nature of their participation in the
semi-structured interview. Of the eight DC teachers from two school boards who were
involved with this group of students over the two semesters, all eight scheduled but only
seven completed face-to-face interviews (four from one board and three from the other).
All interviews but two were conducted on the college campus of their choosing, with the
other two interviews being conducted in a public coffee shop at the interview
participant’s request for convenience. As a summary, a timeline delineating the research
process is provided in Table 5.
Data Analysis
Quantitative parametric and non-parametric statistical analyses were used to
determine whether there was a significant difference in perceived changes in self-efficacy
to succeed in and intention to pursue postsecondary education using both a between
groups and within groups design (Creswell, 2012; Vogt, 2007). There is controversy in
the research regarding the appropriate use of statistical measures on ordinal data
produced from Likert scales in which numbers are represented by verbal statements, and
there is no stable measure of distance between responses. However, evidence
demonstrates the validity of using parametric testing to determine statistically significant
differences between the two populations when the number of responses is significant, and
the distribution of the data is normal (Jamieson, 2004; Knapp, 1990; Norman, 2010;
Sullivan & Artino, 2013). Sullivan and Artino (2013) suggest that a sample size of at
least five to 10 observations is sufficient to produce a reliable outcome for a parametric
test as long as the data are normally distributed.
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Table 5
Research Process Timeline
Research Ethics Clearance from research site

July 2018

Research Ethics Clearance from Brock University

August 2018

Semester 1 – Pre-Survey data gathered

September 2018

Semester 1 – Post-Survey data gathered and invitations to
participate in interview forms distributed

December 2018

Semester 1 – Interview invitations sent

December 2018

Semester 1 – Interviews conducted

January 2019

Semester 1 – Interview transcription and member-checking

January 2019

Semester 2 – Pre-Survey data gathered

February 2019

Semester 2 – Post-Survey data gathered and invitations to
participate in interview forms distributed

May 2019

Semester 2 – Teacher interview invitations sent

May 2019

Semester 2 – Student interview invitations sent

May 2019

Semester 2 – Teacher and student interviews

May/June 2019

Semester 2 – Interview transcription and member-checking

June/July 2019

Analysis of Semester 1 & 2 Survey and Interview data

July - September 2019
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Based on a pilot study conducted over one semester in 2016−2017 (Ismailos,
2019), a survey with Likert style questions was distributed, allowing students to indicate
their level of self-efficacy and intention to attend postsecondary in the future both before
beginning and after completing the program. Of 98 potential students, 51 completed the
survey. This current study surveyed students over two semesters with a sample size of
202 students, including 59 with IEP/LOAs, providing relevant data to substantiate the use
of parametric Paired samples t-test (Field, 2013) with Cohen’s d (Stangroom, 2020) to
determine effect size, and non-parametric chi-square goodness of fit (Field, 2013)
statistical measures. Significance levels were set at p<.05. The paired samples t-test
analyses included a comparison of sample means examining elements of change across
two data collection points between participants with IEP/LOAs and their peers in the
program with no IEP/LOAs using a number of parameters including age, program,
gender, reason for participation in the program, and declared intention to pursue
postsecondary studies. It is important to note that the analysis of data is not designed to
provide causal explanations of students’ perceptions of self-efficacy in the domain of
postsecondary transition, but rather identify themes and provide interpretation and insight
into these perceptions.
Saldaňa (2016) states that one way to consider coding qualitative data is to
determine the anticipated list of codes in advance to promote an analysis that directly
targets the research questions and aligns with the conceptual framework of the study. In
this study, qualitative analysis using a to-and-fro analysis (inductive-deductive-inductivedeductive) of the open-ended participant survey items and interview responses from both
the student and teacher participants (separately) explored codes based on the findings
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from the pilot study (Ismailos, 2019). The findings from the pilot study that inform this
study were used to hone and align the questions between the survey instruments and
interview questions with an a-priori table initially, and then explored further inductively
for additional and unexpected themes. The initial broad themes regarding factors
influencing self-efficacy included metacognitive skill development, experience on a
postsecondary campus, and experience with academic success. Interview transcripts and
open-ended survey questions were coded by first identifying codes that fit into these
themes and then exploring further and noting additional themes in the margins of the
transcripts (Huberman & Miles, 1994) and looking for patterns and relationships in the
themes where common points were noted (Quartaroli, 2009; Saldaňa, 2016). Upon
completion, the themes were gathered and analyzed for patterns within and significant
differences between themes (Patton, 2015). Where there was not enough significant
difference between themes and there were consistent patterns within, themes were
collapsed.
Survey items and student participant interview questions were analyzed in tandem
in order to support the triangulation of the data sources. Finally, qualitative deductive and
inductive analysis of the DC teacher interview responses were conducted and compared
with the themes that were identified from the student participant interviews and surveys
in order to further confirm/disconfirm the findings.
Ethical Considerations
In order to ensure the confidentiality of participants with IEP/LOAs, all students
received the same envelope with the same surveys, including the invitation to participate
in a follow-up personal interview. Participants with no IEP/LOAs could return this blank
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interview invitation to the envelope, whereas participants with IEP/LOAs wishing to
participate could discretely include their contact information and also include it in their
envelope. All efforts and considerations were incorporated into the research design to
respect the privacy and anonymity of all students in the classroom, whether they chose to
participate or not.
Finally, in order to investigate change in perceptions of self-efficacy over the
duration of the program, it was necessary to pair participant responses from pre- to postsurvey implementation. An investigator (not the principal investigator) and research
assistants from the university attended the classroom and connected unique code
identifiers on each sealed and completed envelope with participant names. The master list
resided in a securely locked location at the university under the control of the principal
investigator’s supervisor until the program was completed and all final grades submitted
to the college and secondary schools. At this time, the principal investigator’s supervisor
was responsible for destroying the master list linking names with unique identifier codes
and returning the anonymous data to the principal investigator for analysis.
The principal investigator is currently one of several instructors for the available
dual credit C2C and SWAC sections. As such, the principal investigator brought
experience and expertise regarding the program and the student population, which
provided insight into the process of participant interviews and data analysis. Additionally,
the principal investigator’s role at the college provided the benefit of regular contact and
collaboration with the DC teachers, students, as well as program administrators from both
the college and the participating boards of education. The dual role of the principal
investigator also presented a challenge in that there was a potential conflict of interest as
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both the instructor and principal investigator for a number of the students who had the
opportunity to participate in the study. In order to eliminate any potential perception of
influence or coercion on behalf of those affected students, the principal investigator was
not personally involved in the administration of the surveys at either the pre- or postcollection of data. Students remained unaware of the principal investigator’s involvement
with the exception of students who chose to participate in the interviews who only
became aware after the completion of the program and submission of all final grades.
The principal investigator acknowledges reliance on self-disclosure regarding
identification through IEPs and LOAs in order to ensure no breach of privacy. For a small
number of students who were enrolled in sections taught by the principal investigator, the
principal investigator acknowledged having had access to information identifying
exceptionalities through exposure to IEPs, but recognized that this information was not to
be utilized by the principal investigator outside of the instructor role. For the majority of
participants, the principal investigator had no access to this information as it was held
confidentially at the administrative level. The principal investigator acknowledged that
any professional interaction with some of the participants that could be deemed as a
conflict of interest was declared in the REB application and satisfactorily cleared by the
research ethics boards at both the university and research site.
Limitations of the Study
The principal investigator acknowledges the need to rely on self-disclosure in
determining inclusion in the sub-group of student participants with IEP/LOAs in order to
protect the confidentiality and anonymity of the research participants. Also, the inability
to differentiate participants with IEPs by exceptionality limits the depth of understanding
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afforded by the data analyses as it is recognized that there is a diverse range of challenges
faced by these student participants with IEPs in the educational context. Finally, the
scope of the study is limited to one of 24 Ontario colleges currently participating in the
SCWI dual credit program. The principal investigator acknowledges that this limited
scope impacts the generalizability of the findings. Yet, the study is designed to provide
insight into the perceptions of students with IEPs representing a growing segment of the
student population that needs to be acknowledged as the Ontario education system
considers transition planning for each individual student who has an equal right to
preparation for and inclusion in postsecondary education.
For the purpose of this study, exceptionality was operationally defined as students
with an IEP from their secondary school or an LOA from the college. In reality, a large
number of students who did not have access to these individual documents self-identified
significant barriers to learning for which they received no support; the greatest number of
these identified significant mental health challenges. Additionally, a significant number
of students indicated that they were unsure of whether they had an IEP or LOA, or not.
This segment of the research population was treated independently and not included with
the data for either the group with IEP/LOAs or the group with no IEP/LOAs. Students
and teachers identified a number of reasons why a student might not know that they have
an IEP including students with an IEP who were likely not included in the IEP process in
their secondary school experience, and students with no IEP that may simply not be
familiar with the term and therefore selected unsure as the option.
Similarly, there were student participants who identified themselves as not having
an IEP, yet indicated that they felt they should have had one for various reasons including
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lack of family support, a previous IEP that was discontinued, or that their learning
challenges were never identified. The significance of this situation is evident in the fact
that many of these student participants came forward requesting to participate in the
interview even though the invitation was exclusive to students with IEP/LOAs.
Chapter Summary
Chapter 3 presented a statement of the research purpose supporting the three
research questions that this study aimed to address. Discussions on mixed methodology
provided a framework for the research methods and data analysis supported by the
conceptual and theoretical framework discussed in the earlier chapters. Research
participants were situated within the framework of the study, and instrumentation
described, substantiated, and provided in appendices. The research procedures were
outlined and included a discussion on ethical considerations and limitations of the study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS
The previous chapter laid out the details of the research population, research site,
research tools, and procedures utilized by the current study. In light of this framework,
the following chapter provides an account of the findings of the study as it sequentially
responds to the three research questions. Question 1 is informed by the pre- and postsurvey data as well as the pre- and post- self-efficacy survey data through quantitative
parametric and non-parametric statistical analysis. Question 2 is informed by the
qualitative analysis of the open-ended survey questions as well as the interviews with
students, and finally, research question 3 is informed by the teacher interviews.
Research Question 1
The first research question prompted an investigation into whether participation in
the DC transition programs increased perceptions of self-efficacy and intention to pursue
postsecondary education in students with exceptionalities who are identified with an IEP
or LOA. Additionally, if there is this change in perception, whether the level of this
change is the same for students with IEP/LOAs as demonstrated by their peers with no
IEP/LOAs in the program. This question was considered in two parts: the first part
investigated whether there was an increase in the perception of self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education among student participants with exceptionalities (with
IEP/LOAs) in the DC program, and if there was, whether that increase was the same as
the change demonstrated by their peers with no IEP/LOAs in the program. The second
part of this question investigated whether there was an increase in intention to attend
postsecondary education among students with exceptionalities (with IEP/LOAs) in the
DC program, and if there was, whether that increase was the same as the change
demonstrated by their peers with no IEP/LOAs in the program.
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Increased Perception of Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Education
In order to investigate a difference in students’ self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education, a number of analyses were conducted using data from multiple
sources, including the pre- and post-survey, the pre- and post self-efficacy surveys, and
the student interviews. Each analysis will be considered independently in this section and
later discussed interactively and in context with findings from other questions in Chapter 5.
Analysis 1: Change in Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Education
In order to investigate whether there was a difference in students’ perceptions of
self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education, quantitative analyses were conducted
using the Likert Scale data from the Pre-Survey Question 7 (“How strongly do you
believe in your ability to succeed in college or university education at this point in time?
Please rate how strongly you believe in your ability to succeed from 1–5”) and PostSurvey Question 7 (“How strongly do you believe in your ability to succeed in college or
university education now, upon completion of this program? Rate how strongly you
believe in your ability to succeed from 1–5”).
Paired samples t-tests were calculated and indicated that for the group of
participants as a whole, the rating of self-efficacy in their ability to succeed in
postsecondary demonstrated a statistically significant increase (p <.05) after the
completion of the DC program when compared to their ratings at the beginning of the DC
program. When analyzed within individual groups, only those student participants with
IEP/LOAs and those students with no IEP/LOAs demonstrated a significant increase in
self-efficacy for postsecondary education, whereas the unsure group did not demonstrate
a significant difference (see Table 6). Of note, only the responses from the group of
students with no IEP/LOAs produced a large effect size (Cohen, 1988).
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Table 6
Change in Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Education
Group

Results of paired
samples t-test

Mean scores

Cohen’s d
effect size

Group as a whole

t(148)=3.561,
p<.000

Pre: 3.55; Post:
3.83

d=0.315128

Participants with
IEP/LOAs

t(40)=2.196, p<.034

Pre: 3.37; Post:
3.73

d=0.360862

Participants with no
IEP/LOAs

t(76)=3.237, p<.002

Pre: 3.61; Post:
3.94)

d=1.24122

Participants indicating
“unsure”

t(30)=0.349, p<.730

Pre: 3.65; Post:
3.71

C2C

t(83)=3.764, p<.000

Pre: 3.67; Post:
4.00

SWAC

t(64)=1.525, p<.132

Pre: 3.40; Post:
3.62

Aged 17 and under

t(86)=3.448, p<.001

Pre: 3.68; Post:
3.99

Aged 18 and over

t(61)=0.349, p<.096

Pre: 3.37; Post:
3.61

Males

t(40)=1.949, p<.058

Pre: 3.71; Post:
3.90

Females

t(107)=3.073,
p<.003

Pre: 3.49; Post:
3.81

d=0.411802

d=0.22818

d=0.343354

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, or large effect size.
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It is noteworthy that when the same paired samples t-test analysis was run
comparing students by program rather than by IEP/LOA groups, only the participants in
the C2C program (not the SWAC program) demonstrated a significantly increased
perception of self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary studies (with a small effect size).
Because the age demographics vary in the median and mode ages between the two
programs, a paired samples t-test analysis was run in which participants were grouped by
age. Group 1 included all participants 17 years of age or younger, while group 2
consisted of all participants 18 years of age or older. These results were consistent in that
the first group of younger students demonstrated a statistically significant increased
perception of self-efficacy (with a small effect size) while the older group did not.
Another paired samples t-test analysis was run comparing the participants by
gender, which demonstrated the female (but not the male) participants to have a statistically
significant increase in self-efficacy (with a small effect size). It is worth noting that
according to the descriptive statistics, there is a greater representation of males in the 18
and over category than in the 17 and under category and a greater number of males in the
C2C than the SWAC program. One further consideration when comparing the results of
male and female participants, although the males did not demonstrate a statistically
significant change in self-efficacy as compared to the females, their mean scores both on
the pre-survey and post-survey were higher than those of the female participants.
Analysis 2: Changes in Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Education Both
Before and After Responses at T2
Another analysis focused on only post-survey responses that required participants
to rate their level of self-efficacy upon completion of the program, as well as to think
back and recall their level of self-efficacy at the beginning of the program. Paired
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samples t-test were run using the responses from the post-survey Question 7 (“How
strongly do you believe in your ability to succeed in college or university education now,
upon completion of the program? Rate how strongly you believe in your ability to
succeed from 1−5”) and Question 8 (“How strongly did you believe in your ability to
succeed in college or university education at the beginning of this program? Rate how
strongly you believed in your ability to succeed from 1−5”). The results demonstrated
that at the end of the program, participants from every sub-analyses group (IEP/LOA, no
IEP/LOA, Unsure, C2C, SWAC, Female, Male, 17 and under, 18 and over) recollected
rating their confidence at the beginning of the program significantly lower than they did
when they were actually at the beginning of their program. It should be noted that when
taking the post-survey that participants had just completed this program and they may
immediately perceive that their level of growth has been significant, therefore, they may
have concluded that there must be a significant difference in the responses to the two
questions that now appear together on the survey. Another explanation might be a
consideration in light of the optimism they felt when first coming into the program. They
may have had an inflated sense of self-efficacy that becomes more realistic with the
experience of actually being in a postsecondary setting and engaging in a postsecondary
academic experience. This experience may lower their initial sense of self-efficacy based
on both personal and vicarious experiences with the challenges and the successes
incurred in the program. Unlike the first analysis using data from the pre-survey and postsurvey, in this analysis, the group as a whole, as well as each individual sub-group had a
significant difference in their perceived self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary, and all
effect sizes were large (Cohen, 1988). The results of the paired samples t-test for these
two questions are presented in Table 7, along with Cohen’s d effect sizes.
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Table 7
Change in Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Studies Based on Responses From
T2 Only
Group

Results of paired
samples t-test

Mean scores

Cohen’s d
effect size

Group as a whole

t(170)=15.698,
p<.000

Post: 3.84
Recollection of pre:
2.74

d=1.208105

Participants with
IEP/LOA

t(49)=9.610, p<.030

Post: 3.72
Recollection of pre:
2.60

d=1.209041

Participants with no
IEP/LOA

t(86)=10.531,
p<.000

Post: 3.92
Recollection of pre:
2.79

d=1.316079

Participants indicating
“unsure”

t(33)=6.900, p<.000

Post: 3.82
Recollection of pre:
2.79

d=1.011237

C2C

t(95)=13.332,
p<.000

Post: 3.98
Recollection of pre:
2.86

d=1.34754

SWAC

t(74)=9.087, p<.000

Post: 3.67
Recollection of pre:
2.57

d=1.118882

Age - 17 and Under

t(96)=13.206,
p<.000

Post: 4.00
Recollection of pre:
2.90

d=1.283474

Age – 18 and Over

t(73)=9.155, p<.000

Post: 3.64
Recollection of pre:
2.53

d=1.177942

Males

t(52)=7.957, p<.000

Post: 3.92
Recollection of pre:
2.91

d=1.28502

Females

t(117)=13.541,
p<.000

Post: 3.81
Recollection of pre:
2.66

d=1.199709

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, or large effect size.
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Analysis 3: Interview Participants’ Change in Self-Efficacy to Succeed Before and
After Completion of the DC Program
A further analysis was conducted to compare these Likert scale responses to
verbal responses on the same Likert scale question as part of the semi-structured
interview question format for the 21 interviewed participants. During the interview,
participants were asked to respond on a scale of 1 to 5 (where 1 was very low or very
unlikely, and 5 was very high or very likely), how strongly they believed in their ability
to succeed in postsecondary education both before entering the DC program, and now,
after completion of the DC program. Their responses were analyzed using a paired
samples t-test to determine change in self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education.
Analyses were also completed examining interview participants by program and gender.
Information regarding age was not available for the student interview participants. The
results are represented in Table 8.
Results demonstrate a significant change (p<.05) with a large effect size (d>0.8)
in self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education for the whole group of interview
participants as well as within each individual group examined. This suggests that there is
reliability in the participants’ verbal responses and survey responses on the same
construct of self-efficacy to succeed.
Analysis 4: Changes on the Self-Efficacy Scale
In order to further investigate a difference in students’ perceptions of self-efficacy
to attend postsecondary education, paired samples t-tests were also conducted on the 13
question items of the self-efficacy survey (Gaumer et al., 2016). There were no
statistically significant results on any of the 13 questions when examining only the
participants with IEP/LOAs.
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Table 8
Changes in Self-Efficacy to Pursue Postsecondary Education Before and After Program
Completion
Group

Results of paired
samples t-test

Mean scores

Cohen’s d
effect size

Group as a whole

t(18)= 5.574 ,
p<.000

Pre: 2.58
Post: 4.45

d=1.980772

Participants with
IEP/LOA

t(8)=4.128, p<..003

Pre: 3.00
Post: 4.56

d=2.321854

Participants with no
IEP/LOA

t(9)=3.960, p<.003

Pre: 2.20
Post: 4.35

d=1.96161

C2C

t(6)= 3.714, p<.010

Pre: 3.21
Post: 4.64

d=2.264761

SWAC

t(11)= 4.453,
p<.001

Pre: 2.21
Post: 4.33

d=2.101198

Males

t(10)= 6.135,
p<.000

Pre: 2.41
Post: 4.45

d=2.344657

Females

t(7)= 2.414, p<.046

Pre: 2.81
Post: 4.44

d=1.516031

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, or effect size is large.
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Worth noting is that for participants with IEP/LOAs, their responses on seven of the
13 questions demonstrated a decrease in mean scores after completion of the program. This
was the largest number of items that demonstrated a decreased mean of any of the other
sub-groups, including the participant sample as a whole. When examining the change in
means by the sections of the survey, the students with IEP/LOAs experienced reduced
means on scores for the survey instrument as a whole, and also in the second section of the
survey. The items on the second section of the survey instrument focus on the belief that
ability grows with effort. In the first section of the survey, the mean for this group
increased by .03 from the pre- to the post-measure, which was not statistically significant
and demonstrated that it was virtually unchanged. The first section of the survey includes
items focused on beliefs in personal ability. Although these results for the students with
IEP/LOAs are not statistically significant, there is an indication that students in this group
had a somewhat diminished self-efficacy, no increase in their belief in their personal
ability, and a decrease in their belief that ability grows with effort.
More interesting yet is the fact that other students demonstrated significant
increases in all of these areas, although all significant increases were of a small effect size.
When examining the group as a whole, there was a statistically significant increase (small
effect size) on the instrument’s scores overall as well as the scores in both Section 1 and
Section 2 independently. The group of participants with no IEP/LOAS also demonstrated a
statistically significant increase in self-efficacy scores on the instrument as a whole
(medium effect size) as well as in each of the two parts independently (small effect sizes).
The participants identified in the “Unsure” group demonstrated a statistically significant
increase in self-efficacy (small effect size) only on Section 2 of the survey instrument. It is
noteworthy that the only other sub-group that demonstrated statistically significant
increases (small effect sizes) in self-efficacy both on the instrument as a whole as well as
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on each of the two sections independently, were the participants enrolled in the C2C
program. Participants enrolled in the SWAC program demonstrated no significant
increases, but also did not demonstrate any decrease in self-efficacy. Furthermore, it is
noteworthy that both of these groups of participants began with a fairly similar group mean
on the pre-program measure. The only other indication of a statistically significant increase
(small effect size) in self-efficacy was in Section 2 of the instrument, indicating that
students aged 17 and under increased in their beliefs that ability grows with effort. Table 9
presents the results of the paired samples t-test for these items on the self-efficacy scale.
Furthermore, Tables 10, 11, and 12 present the results of the paired samples t-test
by sub-group analysis illustrating the difference in means for each group on each of the
13 individual items of the self-efficacy scale. When examining the changes in academic
self-efficacy, the first thing that is noticeable from the Table 10 is that there was not a
single item in which the group of participants with IEP/LOAs demonstrated a statistically
significant increase in self-efficacy even when the population as a whole did demonstrate
a statistically significant increase. Furthermore, with the exception of question 4, the
group of participants with IEP/LOAs had a noticeably larger number of items which
indicated a decrease in self-efficacy from the beginning to the completion of their
programs while the group as a whole, and other sub-groups, increased in response to the
same items. Participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated a decrease in self-efficacy
on questions 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 11, 12. This represents four of eight questions from the first
half of the survey addressing belief in personal ability, and three of five questions from
the second half of the survey addressing belief that ability grows with effort. It is
noteworthy that none of the items that indicated a statistically significant decrease in selfefficacy were represented by a large effect size according to Cohen’s d.
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Table 9
Paired Samples T-Test Results of Self-Efficacy Scale as a Whole and by Section
Self-efficacy questionnaire

Paired samples t-test results

Complete survey
Change Pre-Post

t(146)=2.482, p<.014; Pre: 50.36, Post: 52.03,
d=0.190063

Change Pre-Post – IEP/LOAs

t(40)= -0.246, p<.807; Pre: 48.93, Post: 48.61

Change Pre-Post - No IEP/LOAs

t(72)=2.513, p<.014; Pre: 50.66, Post: 53.15,
d=0.311741

Change Pre-Post – Unsure

t(31)=1.903, p<.066; Pre: 51.50, Post: 53.84

Change Pre-Post – C2C

t(81)=2.417, p<.018; Pre: 50.44, Post: 52.52,
d=0.234515

Change Pre-Post – SWAC

t(64)=1.076, p<.286; Pre: 50.26, Post: 51.42

Change Pre-Post – 17 and under

t(84)=1.904, p<.060; Pre: 51.02, Post: 52.76

Change Pre-Post – 18 and over

t(61)=1.580, p<.119; Pre: 49.45, Post: 51.03

Survey Section 1
Total Change Pre-Post

t(146)=2.256, p<.026; Pre: 30.02, Post: 31.05,
d=0.178362

Total Change Pre-Post –
IEP/LOAs

t(40)=0.052, p<.959; Pre: 29.17, Post: 29.22

Total Change Pre-Post - No
IEP/LOAs

t(73)=2.270, p<.026; Pre: 30.22, Post: 31.66,
d=0.275218

Total Change Pre-Post – Unsure

t(31)=1.493, p<.145; Pre: 30.66, Post: 32.00

Total Change Pre-Post – C2C

t(81)=2.077, p<.041; Pre: 30.10, Post: 31.38,
d=0.212229

Total Change Pre-Post – SWAC

t(64)=1.050, p<.297; Pre: 29.92, Post: 30.65

Total Change Pre-Post – 17 and
under

t(84)=1.464, p<.147; Pre: 30.62, Post: 31.53

Total Change Pre-Post – 18 and
over

t(61)=1.768, p<.082; Pre: 29.19, Post: 30.40
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Survey Section 2
Total Change Pre-Post

t(146)=2.159, p<.032; Pre: 20.34, Post: 20.98,
d=0.171766

Total Change Pre-Post –
IEP/LOAs

t(40)= -0.630, p<.532; Pre: 19.76, Post: 19.39

Total Change Pre-Post - No
IEP/LOAs

t(73)=2.375, p<.020; Pre: 20.45, Post: 21.49,
d=0.298804

Total Change Pre-Post – Unsure

t(31)=2.059, p<.048; Pre: 20.84, Post: 21.84,
d=0.324624

Total Change Pre-Post – C2C

t(81)=2.213, p<.030; Pre: 20.34, Post: 21.15,
d=0.217976

Total Change Pre-Post – SWAC

t(64)=0.880, p<.382; Pre: 20.34, Post: 20.77

Total Change Pre-Post – 17 and
under

t(84)=2.085, p<.040; Pre: 20.40, Post: 21.24,
d=0.2442

Total Change Pre-Post – 18 and
over

t(61)=0.845, p<.401; Pre: 20.26, Post: 20.63

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05.
*Red indicates a decrease in self-efficacy.
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Table 10
Self-Efficacy Scale by Survey Question, Section, and by Participant Categories:
IEP/LOAs Sub-Groups—All, IEP/LOA, No IEP/LOA, and Unsure
Self-efficacy questionnaire
results of paired samples t-tests
PART 1
Belief in personal
ability

All
participants

IEP/LOA

No IEP/LOA

Unsure

1. I can learn what is
being taught in class
this year.

t(146)=2.000,
p<.047
Pre: 4.16
Post: 4.29
d=0.162089

t(40)=.896,
p<.376
Pre: 4.00
Post: 4.12

t(73)=2.436,
p<.017
Pre: 4.22
Post: 4.43
d=0.301735

t(31)=-0.197,
p<.845
Pre: 4.22
Post: 4.19
-decrease-

2. I can figure out
anything if I try hard
enough.

t(146)=2.433,
p<.016
Pre: 4.01
Post: 4.18
d=0.203882

t(40)=.534,
p<.596
Pre: 3.80
Post: 3.88

t(73)=2.275,
p<.026
Pre: 4.07
Post: 4.30
d=0.35061

t(31)=1.139,
p<.263
Pre: 4.13
Post: 4.31

3. If I practiced every
day, I could develop
just about any skill.

t(141)=2.274,
p<.024
Pre: 3.77
Post: 3.97
d=0.203388

t(36)=1.466,
p<.151
Pre: 3.51
Post: 3.78

t(72)=0.462,
p<.645
Pre: 3.89
Post: 3.95

t(31)=2.610,
p<.014
Pre: 3.81
Post: 4.25
d=0.555521
Medium Effect

4. Once I've decided to
accomplish something
that's important to me, I
keep trying to
accomplish it, even if it
is harder than I thought.

t(145)=0.955, p<.341
Pre: 3.91
Post: 3.82
-decrease-

t(40)=-0.696,
p<.491
Pre: 3.85
Post: 3.73
-decrease-

t(72)= -0.610,
p<.544
Pre: 3.90
Post: 3.82
-decrease-

t(31)=-0.320,
p<.751
Pre: 4.00
Post: 3.94
-decrease-

5. I am confident that I
will achieve the goals
that I set for myself.

t(142)=1.340,
p<.182
Pre: 3.76
Post: 3.90

t(38)=-0.904,
p<.372
Pre: 3.90
Post: 3.69
-decrease-

t(72)=1.75,
p<.084
Pre: 3.64
Post: 3.90

t(30)=1.871,
p<.071
Pre: 3.84
Post: 4.13
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6. When I'm struggling
to accomplish
something difficult, I
focus on my progress
instead of feeling
discouraged.

t(146)=1.741,
p<.084
Pre: 3.18
Post: 3.36

t(40)=0.280,
p<.781
Pre: 3.15
Post: 3.20

t(73)=2.087,
p<.040
Pre: 3.18
Post: 3.49
d=0.2641

t(31)=0.141,
p<.889
Pre: 3.25
Post: 3.28

7. I will succeed in
whatever career path I
choose.

t(145)=0.980,
p<.329
Pre: 3.75
Post: 3.84

t(40)=-1.403,
p<.168
Pre: 3.78
Post: 3.54
-decrease-

t(72)=2.108,
p<.038
Pre: 3.77
Post: 3.97
d=0.209632

t(31)=1.045,
p<.304
Pre: 3.69
Post: 3.91

8. I will succeed in
whatever college major
I choose.

t(145)=2.937,
p<.004
Pre: 3.60
Post: 3.86
d=0.246407

t(40)=-0.138,
p<.891
Pre: 3.49
Post: 3.46
-decrease-

t(72)=3.808,
p<.000
Pre: 3.56
Post: 4.01
d=0.445481
Medium Effect

t(31)=0.961,
p<.344
Pre: 3.84
Post: 4.00

PART 2
Belief that ability
grows with effort

All
participants

IEP/LOA

No IEP/LOA

Unsure

9. I believe hard work
pays off.

t(145)=1.911,
p<.058
Pre: 4.36
Post: 4.51

t(39)=0.198,
p<.844
Pre: 4.30
Post: 4.33

t(73)=2.222,
p<.029
Pre: 4.31
Post: 4.57
d=0.308031

t(31)=0.215,
p<.831
Pre: 4.56
Post: 4.59

10. My ability grows
with effort.

t(143)=1.519,
p<.131
Pre: 4.18
Post: 4.29

t(37)= -1.713,
p<.095
Pre: 4.21
Post: 3.79
-decrease-

t(73)=2.009,
p<.048
Pre: 4.14
Post: 4.35
d=0.268199

t(31)=2.329,
p<.027
Pre: 4.25
Post: 4.53
d=0.390085

11. I believe that the
brain can be developed
like a muscle.

t(144)=1.689,
p<.093
Pre: 4.01
Post: 4.15

t(39)= -0.162,
p<.872
Pre: 3.85
Post: 3.83
-decrease-

t(72)=1.782,
p<.079
Pre: 4.08
Post: 4.29

t(31)=1.063,
p<.296
Pre: 4.06
Post: 4.25

12. I think that no
matter who you are,
you can significantly

t(145)=0.406,
p<.686
Pre: 4.11
Post: 4.14

t(39)= -0.863,
p<.393
Pre: 4.10
Post: 3.95

t(73)=1.120,
p<.266
Pre: 4.04
Post: 4.18

t(31)=0.205,
p<.839
Pre: 4.28
Post: 4.31
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change your level of
talent.
13. I can change my
basic level of ability
considerably.

-decreaset(145)=2.696,
p<.008
Pre: 3.78
Post: 4.03
d=0.254961

t(39)=1.199,
p<.238
Pre: 3.58
Post: 3.80

t(73)=1.270,
p<.208
Pre: 3.93
Post: 4.09

t(31)=2.611,
p<.014
Pre: 3.69
Post: 4.16
d=0.451237
Medium Effect

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, and medium effect size.
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Table 11
Self-Efficacy Scale by Survey Question, Section, and by Participant Program Categories:
C2C, SWAC
Self-efficacy questionnaire
results of paired samples t-tests
PART 1
Belief in personal ability

C2C

SWAC

1. I can learn what is being taught in
class this year.

t(81)=2.147, p<.035
Pre: 4.39
Post: 4.20
d=0.246178

t(64)=0.60, p<.551
Pre: 4.11
Post: 4.17

2. I can figure out anything if I try hard
enough.

t(81)=1.155, p<.252
Pre: 4.02
Post: 4.13

t(64)=2.327, p<.023
Pre: 3.98
Post: 4.25
d=0.33506

3. If I practiced every day, I could
develop just about any skill.

t(78)=1.972, p<.052
Pre: 3.76
Post: 3.97
d=0.205912

t(62)=1.243, p<.219
Pre: 3.79
Post: 3.97

4. Once I've decided to accomplish
something that's important to me, I keep
trying to accomplish it, even if it is
harder than I thought.

t(80)=0.191, p<.849
Pre: 3.85
Post: 3.88

t(64)= -1.736,p<.087
Pre: 3.98
Post: 3.75
-decrease-

5. I am confident that I will achieve the
goals that I set for myself.

t(79)=1.557, p<.123
Pre: 3.73
Post:3.95

6. When I'm struggling to accomplish
something difficult, I focus on my
progress instead of feeling discouraged.

t(81)=2.155, p<.034
Pre: 3.16
Post: 3.44
d=0.221414

t(64)=0.288, p<.774
Pre: 3.22
Post: 3.26

7. I will succeed in whatever career path t(80)=0.214, p<.831
I choose.
Pre: 3.89
Post: 3.91

t(64)=1.256, p<.214
Pre: 3.58
Post: 3.74

t(62)=0.212, p<.833
Pre: 3.79
Post: 3.83
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8. I will succeed in whatever college
major I choose.

t(80)=2.231, p<.028
Pre: 3.63
Post: 3.90
d=0.247714

t(64)=1.897, p<.062
Pre: 3.57
Post: 3.80

C2C

SWAC

9. I believe hard work pays off.

t(81)=2.355, p<.021
Pre: 4.45
Post: 4.66
d=0.322507

t(63)=0.482, p<.631
Pre: 4.25
Post: 4.31

10. My ability grows with effort.

t(80)=1.372, p<.174
Pre: 4.19
Post: 4.32

t(62)=0.727, p<.470
Pre: 4.17
Post: 4.25

11. I believe that the brain can be
developed like a muscle.

t(80)=1.493, p<.139
Pre: 3.93
Post: 4.09

t(63)=0.867, p<.389
Pre: 4.13
Post: 4.23

12. I think that no matter who you are,
you can significantly change your level
of talent.

t(81)=1.069, p<.288
Pre: 4.09
Post: 4.20

t(63)= -0.444,p<.658
Pre: 4.14
Post: 4.08
-decrease-

PART 2
Belief that ability grows with effort

13. I can change my basic level of
ability considerably.

t(81)=1.474, p<.144
Pre: 3.74
Post: 3.93

t(63)=2.420, p<.018
Pre: 3.83
Post: 4.16
d=0.371238

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, and medium effect size.
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Table 12
Self-Efficacy Scale by Survey Question, Section, and by Participant Categories: Age and
Gender
Self-efficacy questionnaire
results of paired samples t-tests
PART 1
Belief in personal
ability

Age 18 and
over at
Time 2

Age 17 and
under at
Time 2

Male

Female

1. I can learn what is
being taught in class
this year.

t(61)=2.024,
p<.047
Pre: 4.10
Post: 4.27
d=0.231512

t(84)=1.069,
p<.288
Pre: 4.20
Post: 4.31

t(39)=1.525,
p<.135
Pre: 4.13
Post: 4.28

t(106)= 1.400
p<.164
Pre: 4.17
Post: 4.29

2. I can figure out
anything if I try hard
enough.

t(61)=1.471,
p<.147
Pre: 3.98
Post: 4.16

t(84)=1.952,
p<.054
Pre: 4.02
Post: 4.20
d=0.224966

t(39)=0.868,
p<.391
Pre: 4.10
Post: 4.23

t(106)= 2.324,
p<.022
Pre: 3.97
Post: 4.17
d=0.239513

3. If I practiced every
day, I could develop
just about any skill.

t(60)=2.766
p<.008
Pre: 3.67
Post: 4.00
d=0.358933

t(80)=0.806,
p<.422
Pre: 3.85
Post: 3.95

t(39)=0.391,
p<.868
Pre: 3.90
Post: 4.03

t(101)= 2.109
p<.037
Pre: 3.73
Post: 3.95
d=0.21634

4. Once I've decided to
accomplish something
that's important to me, I
keep trying to
accomplish it, even if it
is harder than I thought.

t(61)=0.000,
p<1.000
Pre: 3.77
Post: 3.77

t(83)= -1.419
p<.160
Pre: 4.01
Post: 3.86
-decrease-

t(38)= -10113,
p<.273
Pre: 4.03
Post: 3.82
-decrease-

t(106)= -0.432
p<.667
Pre: 3.87
Post: 3.82
-decrease-

5. I am confident that I
will achieve the goals
that I set for myself.

t(61)=0.09,
p<.927
Pre: 3.61
Post: 3.63

t(80)=1.847,
p<.068
Pre: 3.86
Post: 4.10

t(39)=0.561,
p<.578
Pre: 3.78
Post: 3.88

t(102)= 1.216,
p<.227
Pre: 3.75
Post: 3.90
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6. When I'm struggling
to accomplish
something difficult, I
focus on my progress
instead of feeling
discouraged.

t(61)=1.333,
p<.187
Pre: 3.08
Post: 3.27

t(84)=1.169,
p<.246
Pre: 3.26
Post: 3.42

t(39)=0.703,
p<.486 Pre:
3.43
Post: 3.42

t(106)= 1.624,
p<.107
Pre: 3.15
Post: 3.34

7. I will succeed in
whatever career path I
choose.

t(61)=0.489,
p<.626
Pre: 3.58
Post: 3.65

t(83)=0.872,
p<.386
Pre: 3.88
Post: 3.98

t(39)=0.572,
p<.570
Pre: 3.80
Post: 3.88

t(105)= 0.810,
p<.420
Pre: 3.74
Post: 3.82

8. I will succeed in
whatever college major
I choose.

t(61)=1.469,
p<.147
Pre: 3.45
Post: 3.65

t(83)=2.59,
p<.011
Pre: 3.71
Post: 4.01
d=0.281707

t(39)=1.759,
p<.086
Pre: 3.65
Post: 3.90

t(105)= 2.393,
p<.018
Pre: 3.58
Post: 3.84
d=0.24424

Age 18 and
over at
Time 2

Age 17 and
under at
Time 2

Male

Female

9. I believe hard work
pays off.

t(61)=1.746,
p<.086
Pre: 4.24
Post: 4.42

t(83)=1.106,
p<.272
Pre: 4.45
Post: 4.57

t(39)=1.638,
p<.109
Pre: 4.15
Post: 4.43

t(105)= 1.149,
p<.253
Pre: 4.44
Post: 4.54

10. My ability grows
with effort.

t(59)=0.148,
p<.883
Pre: 4.15
Post: 4.17

t(83)=1.859,
p<.067
Pre: 4.20
Post: 4.38

t(38)=1.986,
p<.054
Pre: 4.05
Post: 4.33

t(104)= 0.561,
p<.576
Pre: 4.23
Post: 4.28

11. I believe that the
brain can be developed
like a muscle.

t(60)=0.903,
p<.370
Pre: 4.11
Post: 4.21

t(83)=1.423,
p<.159
Pre: 3.94
Post: 4.11

t(38)=1.936,
p<.060
Pre: 3.87
Post: 4.23

t(105)= 0.645,
p<.520
Pre: 4.07
Post: 4.12

12. I think that no
matter who you are,
you can significantly
change your level of
talent.

t(60)=-0.522,
p<.604
Pre: 4.13
Post: 4.07
-decrease-

t(84)=0.933,
p<.354
Pre: 4.09
Post: 4.20

t(38)=1.347,
p<.186
Pre: 3.97
Post: 4.18

t(106)= -0.279,
p<.781
Pre: 4.16
Post: 4.13 decrease-

PART 2
Belief that ability
grows with effort
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13. I can change my
basic level of ability
considerably.

t(60)=2.373,
p<.021
Pre: 3.74
Post: 4.05
d=0.309252

t(84)=1.586,
p<.117
Pre: 3.81
Post: 4.01

t(38)=2.427,
p<.020
Pre: 3.72
Post: 4.10
d=0.346242

t(105)= 1.960,
p<.053
Pre: 3.79
Post: 4.02
d=0.239682

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, and medium effect size.
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Upon closer examination of the individual question scores, on items where the
students with IEP/LOAs decreased in their mean score over time, their mean scores at the
beginning of the program were close to the mean scores for the students with no
IEP/LOAs; however, where this latter group increased, the scores for the students with
IEP/LOAs decreased. On items where the students with IEP/LOAs did not have a
lowered mean score at the end of the program, their initial scores at the beginning of the
program were lower than the students with no IEP/LOAs.
When examining the group of participants as a whole, four of the eight items from
Part 1 (Items 1, 2, 3, and 8) and one of the five items from Part 2 (Item 13) indicated a
statistically significant increase in self-efficacy over the duration of the program. Also
noteworthy is that item 4 states, “once I’ve decided to accomplish something that’s
important to me, I keep trying to accomplish it, even if it is harder than I thought”
indicated a decrease in self-efficacy in every sub-group analyzed with the exception of
the C2C and 18 and over participant groups.
When comparing participants only by their program enrolment, C2C versus
SWAC (see Table 11), it is noteworthy that the C2C group demonstrated no decrease in
self-efficacy in any items, and the SWAC group only decreased in two items, one from
Part 1 and one from Part 2 of the scale. The sub-group with the greatest number of items
indicating a statistically significant increase in self-efficacy was the group of participants
with no IEP/LOAs (See Table 10). They demonstrated increases in five of eight items in
Part 1, and two of five items in Part 2 of the scale.
A comparison between participants based on gender (see Table 12) indicated
three out of eight items from Part 1 and one out of five items from Part 2 with a
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statistically significant increase in self-efficacy for females, and only one item from Part
2 for the males. The females increased their self-efficacy in their belief that they can
figure out anything if they try hard enough (Item 2), their belief that if they practiced
daily they could develop just about any skill (Item 3), and the belief that they will
succeed in whatever college major they choose (Item 8). Interestingly, both the males and
females demonstrated an increase in self-efficacy to the last item (Item 13), the belief that
they could considerably change their basic level of ability.
A comparison between participants based on age (see Table 12) indicated that in
two out of eight items from Part 1 for each group; although they were different items,
they demonstrated a positive change in self-efficacy. Those aged 18 and over
demonstrated positive change in their belief that they could learn what was being taught
in class (Item 1) and that they could develop just about any skill if practised daily (Item
3), whereas those ages 17 and under demonstrated an increased self-efficacy in their
ability to figure out anything if they tried hard enough (Item 2) and their belief that they
would succeed in whatever college major they chose (Item 8). In Part 2 of the survey,
only the 18 and over group indicated a positive change in the belief that they could
change their basic level of ability considerably (Item 13).
Analysis 5: Themes From Student Interviews
Student participants spoke extensively on their perception of increased selfefficacy to succeed in postsecondary studies as well as on their increased likelihood to
attend postsecondary education. Figure 7 is a summary of four themes that relate to
increased self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education and several sub-themes that
were distilled from the findings of the data.
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Figure 7
Emergent Themes From Student Participant Interview

89
Metacognitive Skill Development. When discussing increased perceptions of
their self-efficacy, participants expressed a perception of their own metacognitive skill
development including specific examples such as their development of self-regulation
skills, organizational skills, study skills, and the recognition of skills required to be
successful in postsecondary education. Examples of statements made by participants that
illustrate this theme include:
Just cause like, you’ve already got a feel of like, what to look for, like, what’s
going to be on the test, how to kind of like summarize a big paragraph into little
points of what’s really important and what’s not so important. Um, you kind of
learn from what the instructors speaking, you kind of pinpoint what’s really
important and what’s not really important. I just felt like I’m already a good notetaker so it was just kind of nice to learn just a little bit more, some more
techniques, and when I learned that it just kind of added on to my techniques.
(Participant 16)
Being here was a wakeup call for my work ethic and attitude and stuff, so
when I first got here it felt like I have so much work to do before I can actually go to
university and be successful. I think I needed the reality part of it. (Participant 18)
I’ve realized that I get distracted really easily when I’m in like groups of
people or like when they’re doing stuff. (Participant 20)
Experience With Academic Success. Participants also indicated that their
authentic experiences with academic success, both personally and vicariously through
their peers increased their self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education. They
reported attainment of good grades, handing assignments in and maintaining good
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attendance in their classes as examples of personal experience with academic success.
They further spoke about watching their peers succeed as an influence on their
experience with academic success. Examples of statements made by participants that
exemplify this theme include:
You get to work with people [peers in the SWAC program] … who have similar
experience and understand where you’re coming from. It just made things a lot
easier. (Participant 1)
Just seeing everyone else working on their own and everyone finishing
stuff, and I’m like, well, why can’t I finish one thing—so I just started doing the
same thing that other people [peers in the SWAC program] were doing and I like
my group. (Participant 2)
That’s what my worry was, like how advanced was the literature going to
be because I struggle with literature myself, so that was one thing I was worried
about. Because I know the college is the next level up, and me, I struggled in
English class specifically so I didn’t know how it would be. Yeah, I’m really glad,
I’m very happy with myself. (Participant 10)
Experience With Supports Available in Postsecondary. Participants identified
the utility of their experience with the student success center at the college and coming to
understand first-hand what supports were available for the development of their selfefficacy to succeed in postsecondary. Several participants mentioned that when they
entered their program that they were afraid that the accommodations they currently
received from their IEP would no longer apply, and they would be left unsupported in
postsecondary. Participants further identified the impact of learning to advocate for their
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accommodations with their college professor as an experience that promoted increased
self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary. Comments representing this theme of
understanding the supports in postsecondary include the following:
Learning about the resources the college has, so regardless of what college, it’s
still a transition to the same. You know, I can go to here, or I can go to [name of
college], or I can go to [name of college]—they all have the same basic things to
help students, the basic necessities for students which is nice to know because if I
had just gone straight out of high school, I would have never ever tried to look for
any of that stuff. I would have tried to do it all by myself. Now that I know about
it, it gives me a lot less anxiety about going to ask for help. (Participant 4)
This program, you have good resources there to help you versus in a high
school where they’re trying to get through their curriculum of teaching math or
science or something and trying to get everybody just to pass and get through
versus where you’re trying to help each person out with their program. It’s
something [postsecondary LOA supports for mental health] that should always be
in place in my opinion. (Participant 8)
Supports Received From DC Teachers and College Faculty While in the
Program. Student participants spoke of the importance of having teachers and professors
that were approachable and supportive and that clearly were invested in their success.
Examples of statements from this theme include:
You find that you have lots of support from your dual credit teachers, from your
professors. (Participant 3)
The dual credit teachers were very helpful because you were able to have
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help not just in the school. You can email them outside the program as well as
connect on [name of LMS]. It was very helpful to be able to connect outside of
the program and be able to understand what I was learning. (Participant 10)
When I get upset, she doesn’t get angry. She’ll just like follow me out and be
like, “are you okay?” and like get me to calm down and then once I’m calm she’ll tell
me what I need to do; whereas previously teachers and adults in my life would like
just get mad at me while I’m having a panic attack. … She also believes when you
tell her you think you can do something. She’ll agree with you and she’ll encourage
you, but I never experienced that in high school before. (Participant 18)
I honestly didn’t think I was going to graduate and I didn’t think I would
get the credits. I needed to graduate and [name of DC teacher] made sure I got the
credits. I’m actually going to college in September, so I accepted an offer here, so
I’m going to college for pre-health sciences. (Participant 19)
Increased Intention to Pursue Postsecondary Education
In order to investigate a difference in the intention to pursue postsecondary
education, a number of analyses were made using data from multiple sources including
the pre- and post-survey and the student participant interviews. Each analysis will be
considered independently in this section and later discussed interactively and in context
with findings from the other sub-questions for Research Question 1.
Analysis 1: Change in Intent to Apply to Postsecondary Education
The first analysis compared responses from the pre-survey at time 1 (Questions 5
and 6) with responses from the post-survey at time 2 (Questions 4 and 5) regarding
student participants’ intentions to pursue postsecondary or indicate acceptance into a
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postsecondary program at each point in time (before and after program completion). For
this analysis, the specific questions from the pre-survey were: 5). At this point in time are
you planning to apply to a college or university program? and 6). At this point in time
have you already been accepted to a college or university program? Questions from the
post-survey were: 4). At this point in time are you planning to apply to a college or
university program? and 5). At this point in time have you already been accepted to a
college or university program?
In each of the aforementioned questions, participants had the option to respond by
indicating “yes,” “no,” or “unsure.” If a participant responded to either or both questions
with a “yes” response, they were included in the analysis in the yes category. If a
participant responded to either or both questions with a “no” response, they were
included in the analysis in the no category. Participants who did not respond to either of
the two questions on any one survey were not included in the analysis. Of the total 202
participants, 55 responded to questions in either the pre- or post-survey, but not both.
These participant responses were not included in the analysis as they could not
demonstrate change over time. Of the remaining 147 participants who completed both
surveys, 42 were in the sub-group with IEP/LOAs, 76 were in the sub-group with no
IEP/LOAs, and 29 students were the sub-group that was unsure. Figure 8 illustrates the
relationship between participants’ intention to pursue postsecondary education both
before and after program completion comparing responses between the students in the
IEP/LOAs and no IEP/LOAs sub-groups. The bar graph depicts the percentage of the
total responses represented by each sub-group in each response category, and the data
table directly below it provides the numerical values for the percentages represented in
the graph.
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Figure 8
Change in Intent to Apply to Postsecondary Education
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Upon examination of the graph, it is evident that in the first three categories where
the initial response in the pre-survey was “yes,” there is a larger representation from the
group of participants who were in the group with no IEP/LOAs. It is, however, important to
note that there were no participants who were in the group with IEP/LOAs who changed
their initial indication to attend postsecondary to a “no” response in the post-survey.
Of note as well, upon examining the initial “no” responses on the pre-survey,
there is a much greater response rate from the participants in the group with IEP/LOAs
than from their peers in the program; however, there is also a greater response rate from
this group in the category that began as “unsure” and changed their response to “yes” in
the post-survey. There were also no student participants in the group with IEP/LOAs that
changed their response from a “yes” to a “no.”
With reference to the data table at the bottom of Figure 8, it is clear that there are
individual cells that fell below the critical cell value of 5 required for the use of a nonparametric analysis (e.g., chi-square test of independence) as a valid measure (Field, 2013).
Analysis 2: Aspects of the Program Affecting Participants’ Decision to Apply to
Postsecondary Education
In order for participants to elaborate on their responses regarding intent to pursue
postsecondary education, there was the following question on the post-survey: 6). If you
responded YES to either question 4 or 5 above, was there any particular aspect of the
program that you feel helped you make the decision to apply to and/or be accepted to a
college or university program? Participants were then provided with choice among five
check-boxes as follows:
1. Positive experience in a college environment
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2. Academic success with a college course
3. Learning more about how to study and learn in college
4. Direct support from a DC Teacher or the College Instructor
5. Other (which provided space for a short answer to be provided)
An analysis of the participant responses to this latter checkbox revealed nine short
answers that fit well into the original four checkboxes; therefore, no additional response
categories were generated. For example, one participant wrote, “better environment than
high school (more friendly)” and had also checked the first checkbox indicating a
positive experience in a college environment. These two responses were collapsed into
one single response. There were no instances where a short-answer response did not align
with a selected checkbox indicating the same or very similar response.
A chi-square goodness-of-fit test was conducted in SPSS (Black, 2003; Field,
2013) to examine the distribution of responses to the question about what affected
participants’ decision to apply to postsecondary education based on their checkbox
responses. It was hypothesised that the distribution of cases expected in each of the
checkbox categories would be equal. All assumptions were met to calculate the chisquare goodness-of-fit test including the assumption that there were no cases where a cell
had a count below the expected frequency of 5 (Black, 2003; Field 2013). The chi-square
goodness-of-fit test indicated that there was a statistically significant number of responses
to check-boxes 1 (x2(1) = 26.251, p = .000) and 4 (x2(1) = 6.368, p = .012) when the
responses from all the student participants were grouped together. This result suggests
that for the total student participant sample, they indicated that a “positive experience in a
college environment” and/or “direct support from a DC Teacher or the College
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Instructor” affected their decision to apply to postsecondary education. When individual
sub-groups were independently analyzed, each group demonstrated a statistically
significant number of responses to a “positive experience in a college environment.” For
the participants who were in the unsure IEP/LOAs sub-group, the C2C participants, the
participants 18 years and over, and the female participants, there was a statistically
significant tendency to choose “direct support from a DC teacher or the College
Instructor” as affecting their decision to apply to postsecondary education. Results from
the chi-square goodness-of-fit analysis are provided in Table 13.
Analysis 3: Student Interview Likert Scale Responses
To achieve triangulation of the participants’ responses related to intentions to
pursue postsecondary education, the 21 participants who were interviewed were also
asked to rate themselves on a Likert scale (1=very low/very unlikely and 5=very
high/very likely) on the question: How likely do you feel you were to pursue
postsecondary education before entering and after completing the DC program? Their
responses were matched and compared to the pre- and post-survey Likert scale responses
using a paired samples t-test in SPSS (Field, 2013). Statistically significant differences
(p<.05) (Black, 2003) were present for all participant groups (all participants; students
with IEP/LOAs; students with no IEP/LOAs; C2C; SWAC; males; females).
Additionally, effect sizes were calculated using Cohen’s d (Cohen, 1988; Strangroom,
2019) to measure the strength of the difference between the means by estimating the
statistical power and the sample size. Interestingly, the results for the 10 of 21 interview
participants who self-disclosed as having an IEP reported higher pre-program means than
did the other 11 who did not have an IEP, however, upon completion of the program the
post-program means were almost identical.
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Table 13
Chi-Square Goodness-of-Fit Results for Post-Survey Aspects of the Program That
Affected the Decision to Pursue Postsecondary Studies
Check-box
1

2

3

4

All participants

(x2(1) = 26.251,
p = .000)

(x2(1) = .474,
p = .491)

(x2(1) = .988,
p = .320)

(x2(1) = 6.368,
p = .012)

Participants
with IEP/LOAs

(x2(1) = 6.480,
p = .011)

(x2(1) = .720,
p = .396)

(x2(1) = .320,
p = .572)

(x2(1) = .720,
p = .396)

Participants
with no
IEP/LOAs

(x2(1) = 14.080,
p = .000)

(x2(1) =
1.943,
p = .163)

(x2(1) = .931,
p = .335)

(x2(1) = 2.586,
p = .108)

Participants –
Unsure

(x2(1) = 5.765,
p = .016)

(x2(1) = .118,
p = .732)

(x2(1) = .000,
p = 1.000)

(x2(1) = 4.235,
p = .040)

Participants –
C2C

(x2(1) = 15.042,
p = .000)

(x2(1) =
1.042,
p = .307)

(x2(1) =
1.042, p =
3.07)

(x2(1) = 4.167,
p = .041)

Participants –
SWAC

(x2(1) = 11.213,
p = .001)

(x2(1) = .013,
p = .908)

(x2(1) = .120,
p = .729)

(x2(1) = 2.253,
p = .133)

Participants –
17 and under

(x2(1) = 22.042,
p = .000)

(x2(1) =
2.667,
p = .102)

(x2(1) =
2.667,
p = .102)

(x2(1) = 1.500,
p = .221)

Participants –
18 and over

(x2(1) = 5.880,
p = .015)

(x2(1) = .653,
p = .419)

(x2(1) = .120,
p = .729)

(x2(1) = 5.880,
p = .015)

Participants –
Male

(x2(1) = 6.811, p
= .009)

(x2(1) = .170,
p = .680)

(x2(1) = .019,
p = .891)

(x2(1) = .472,
p = .492)

Participants –
Female

(x2(1) = 19.525,
p = .000)

(x2(1) = .305,
p = .581)

(x2(1) =
1.661,
p = .197)

(x2(1) = 6.644,
p = .010)
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This difference is confirmed by the effect sizes using the Cohen’s d: all three
groups demonstrated a large effect size, but the group with no IEP/LOAs had the highest
effect size. Of these 11 participants with no IEP/LOA, all 11 disclosed experiences
through which they believed they should have had an IEP in place, or they were
identified but denied access to an IEP by parents/guardians, or they had IEPs in the past
that were not renewed. Implications for failing to provide supports through the IEP
document on self-efficacy to progress to postsecondary education need to be considered
and will be discussed further in Chapter 5. Table 14 provides the results of the paired
samples t-test and Cohen’s d effect sizes.
Analysis 4: Student Participant Interview Responses: Increased Intention to Pursue
Postsecondary Education
Themes emerging from the student participant interviews also suggested an
increased likelihood to pursue postsecondary education after completing the DC program.
When discussing increased intention to pursue postsecondary education, as a function of
the DC program, three main themes emerged including the discovery that a
postsecondary institution provides a more mature environment than secondary school,
familiarity with the college environment, and positive experiences. These themes are
illustrated in Figure 9 and discussed in the following sub-sections.
Mature Environment. Interview participants spoke at length about the increased
likelihood to attend postsecondary because it offered a more mature environment than
they were accustomed to in secondary school. There was often mention of having
previously abandoned hope for future education because of the struggles dealing with
immature peers and social environments in secondary school—the distinct difference in
the environment at the postsecondary level provided students with the motivation to reengage with their education and pursue postsecondary studies.
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Table 14
Paired Samples T-Test—Change in Intention to Pursue Postsecondary Studies Before
and After Program Completion
Group

Results of paired
samples t-test

Mean scores

Cohen’s d
effect size

Group as a whole

t(20)= 6.893, p<.000

Pre: 2.595
Post: 4.695

d=2.106877

Participants with IEP/LOA

t(9)=3.525, p<..006

Pre: 3.100
Post: 4.550

d=1.1499

Participants with no
IEP/LOA

t(10)=7.113, p<.000

Pre: 2.136
Post: 4.818

d=2.774993

C2C

t(5)= 3.873, p<.008

Pre: 3.000
Post: 4.786

d=2.014937

SWAC

t(13)= 5.649, p<.000

Pre: 2.393
Post: 4.643

d=2.156433

Males

t(10)= 5.005, p<.001

Pre: 2.273
Post: 4.545

d=2.222061

Females

t(9)= 4.593, p<.001

Pre: 2.950
Post: 4.850

d=2.031184

*Highlight indicates statistical significance where p<.05, and large effect size according
to Cohen’s d
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Figure 9
Student Participant Interview Responses: Increased Intention to Pursue Postsecondary
Education
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Other significant ideas that emerged under these themes included the appreciation
of a sense of increased freedom and personal responsibility for their own learning.
Examples of statements made by students which emerged in this sub-theme include:
I had more freedom and more choice and everything … just doing stuff on my
own time. (Participant 1)
I liked the environment, I liked the people. Everyone’s like mature, they
don’t care about what you wear or what you do. (Participant 2)
I prefer to be responsible for my own learning. I like to think I’m a pretty
smart kid, so like if I am responsible for my own learning and I know that if I
don’t get something done and I fail, I don’t have anybody else to blame but
myself. (Participant 20)
I was very excited because it was going to be a new experience than being
in high school because I felt like high school was very immature and very childish
and I just couldn’t put up with it. There was a lot of drama and gossip and I just
wanted something different. (Participant 21)
Familiarity With College Environment. Student interview participants spoke
about the authentic experience of being on a college campus and actually seeing
themselves as college students as having a significant impact on their self-efficacy and
intention to pursue postsecondary education. This sub-theme was comprised of codes that
included ideas such as the experience of being on campus, learning how to navigate the
learning management system (LMS), learning how to navigate the college system,
involvement in college activities, and getting to know and access both the academic as
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well as the personal/mental health supports that are available. Examples of statements
made by students which emerged in this sub-theme include:
Having experience with what it’s like to be in a college, the social, the routines,
the way things work, [name of LMS], all that stuff. I think it made a difference for
me with the lectures and everything on [name of LMS]. (Participant 7)
Like, it just got me into the college so I knew what I was up to when I go
back. (Participant 13)
I got used to the campus, I knew where to go, I knew what it looked like to
go from class to class that were on opposite sides of the school. So, it builds up
the confidence. (Participant 14)
So, you feel more prepared because you are already in school [college]
and have the momentum. (Participant 17)
Just being here and like doing part-time as a college student and also
doing two credits for high school, it made me more comfortable in the college and
being able to know everything and how it can be set up when you’re in college.
(Participant 21)
Positive Experience in DC Program. Of the 21 student participants interviewed,
18 expressed having had a positive experience in the DC program and that this
experience was directly linked to their increased self-efficacy both to succeed in as well
as intention to pursue postsecondary education. Participants spoke about also having
enjoyed the experience and that it was different from their secondary school experience,
most often comparing it to a specific example of a negative secondary experience.
Participants talked about having previously dropped out of secondary school, and about
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having a new hope that postsecondary will be different. Examples of statements
representing this sub-theme include:
Just the teacher and the teacher to student interaction was really good, and I felt
like hearing and having the one on one interaction with the professor gave me the
little bit of extra confidence. (Participant 7)
The course, it opened up my mind to a lot of different things so it helped
me grow as a person and it made me more open to experiences … it made me
more understanding. I can go with the flow a little more with people because I’m
not so judgemental and I understand them better. (Participant 9)
My experience was really good all around. I liked the classes. I found
them pretty good. They weren’t too hard, but not too easy. And it was pretty fun
with everyone around. (Participant 13)
Student Participants With No IEP/LOAs
Questions on both the pre- and post-survey asked participants to identify whether
they had and IEP or LOA during their DC program. On the post-survey there was also an
additional opportunity for participants with no IEP or LOA to identify whether they
believe they should have had, or would have benefitted from an opportunity to have an
IEP or LOA and to identify the reason why they believed this to be true for them.
Fourteen participants responded indicating that they would have benefitted from an IEP
as they completed the program. Two distinctions emerged from their responses: eight
participants indicated that they required academic support and six indicated that they
struggled with mental health issues that could have been supported through an IEP. Some
sample quotes from the first group of eight participants include: “I need writing
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support—difficulty putting thoughts on paper” (Participant 1004), “ESL—need more
time than other students” (Participant 1007), and “it takes me time to understand and
work on things” (Participant 2219). Some sample quotes from the second group of six
participants include: “I think I could use an IEP because of my social anxiety—I have
problems asking the teacher questions” (Participant 1100), “I tried to get an IEP in grade
11 but nothing came of it—I suffer from chronic pain, depression, and anxiety”
(Participant 2207), and “I have ADHD, so focusing has never been my strong suit but
I’ve never talked to anyone so my IEP, or lack thereof, is on me” (Participant 1015).
It is interesting to note that the 21 interviewed participants were specifically
recruited as students with an IEP or LOA, yet half of these students did not have either
formal document. They were included in the study because each of them, without
exception, provided a narrative strongly suggesting that they would have benefitted from
accommodations had they been made available.
Summary of Findings for Research Question 1
Overall, students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated that their perception of their
self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary studies increased, as did that of their peers in the
no IEP/LOAs sub-group while in the DC program. Responses to the pre- and post- survey
questions reflected an increased self-efficacy over the two data collection times. However,
when the comparison was made between the pre-and post-survey responses using the
participants’ recollection of their pre-survey responses at the end of the semester, the
increase was significantly greater. As mentioned in the presentation of these findings, this
may be the result of having just finished their DC program and being presented with the
task of indicating their self-efficacy at present upon program completion as well as their
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recollection of their self-efficacy at the very beginning of the program. What is noteworthy
is that at the time when the data were collected, participants clearly indicated that there was
significant growth in their self-efficacy over the duration of the program.
When this same question to identify their self-efficacy pre- and post-program
completion at the end of their program was presented to the interview participants
verbally, there was a significant increase in their perceptions of self-efficacy to succeed
(with large effect sizes). This finding is similar to the survey Likert scale responses where
both post-survey responses also yielded significant increases with large effect sizes.
Themes from the student participant interviews also reflected this perceived
change in self-efficacy to succeed through identified sub-themes including recognition of
metacognitive skill development, experience with academic success at the postsecondary
level, experience with accommodations and supports available at the postsecondary level,
and supports received from DC teachers and professors in the transition process.
Finally, results from the self-efficacy survey administered before and after
program completion provided evidence that there were differences in the perceptions of
change in self-efficacy between the participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group and their
peers in the no IEP/LOAs sub-group in that there was evidence of either an inflated
preliminary estimation of self-efficacy or an actual decline in self-efficacy after
completion of the program, particularly in the area of growth mindset.
The second part of question 1, change in intention to apply to postsecondary
education, yielded evidence that both students in the IEP/LOAs and the no IEP/LOAs
sub-group demonstrated positive change in this direction. Further, evidence from the preand post-surveys indicated that although students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group were less
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inclined to attend postsecondary at the beginning of the program, there were many
students who were initially unsure that changed to a yes response on the post-survey.
Although the percentage of participants who indicated intention to apply to
postsecondary in the pre-survey was slightly higher in the sub-group of students with no
IEP/LOAs, the majority of students from both groups intended to apply to postsecondary
education both before and after program completion.
When asked to indicate aspects of the program that may have affected their
decision to apply to a postsecondary program, all participants, regardless of whether they
were in the IEP/LOAs or no IEP/LOAs sub-group, indicated that a positive experience in
the college environment had affected their decision.
Interview participants who responded to a verbal Likert scale also indicated a
statistically significant increase with a large effect size with respect to their likelihood to
apply to a postsecondary program after completion of the DC program. Themes from
these interviews supported this finding and included the importance of having worked in
a mature environment in the DC program as compared to their traditional secondary
school environment, familiarity with the college environment, and a positive experience
in their DC program at the college.
In sum, the evidence seems to indicate that all students, including those with an
IEP/LOA indicated a positive shift in their perception of their self-efficacy to succeed
and in their intention to apply to a postsecondary program.
Research Question 2
To answer Research Question 1 there was an elucidation of the findings indicating
that students with exceptionalities do perceive an increase in their self-efficacy to both
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succeed in and pursue postsecondary education; it is important to understand how they
perceived that this change took place. Research Question 2 asks what the experiences of
perceptual change in self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education among students
with exceptionalities in the DC programs are, and how those perceptions influence their
understanding of why they have decided to pursue (or not pursue) postsecondary studies
after completion of their DC program? This two-part question will be first examined by
looking at the participants’ responses describing their perceptual change in self-efficacy
to succeed in postsecondary education and then there will be an examination of how their
perceptions influence their decision to pursue, or not pursue postsecondary education.
Perceptual Change in Self-Efficacy to Succeed in Postsecondary Education
In order to explore perceptions of change in self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary education for students with IEP/LOAs, several data sources were analyzed.
Analysis 1: Perceptions of Ability to Succeed in Postsecondary Education
Question 8 in the pre-survey asked students at the beginning of their program to
indicate through a short-answer response if they felt strongly or did not feel strongly
about their ability to succeed in postsecondary education at this time. The thematic
analysis of the responses to this question provide a starting point to understanding
students’ perceptions of their self-efficacy. This short-answer question followed the
Likert scale question on the pre-survey in which students were asked to indicate their
current level of self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education at the beginning of
their DC program. The short-answer question asked the participants to comment on the
reasons why they felt strongly or did not feel strongly about their ability to succeed as
indicated in the Likert scale response. Short-answer responses were analyzed inductively
and then sorted into four sub-categories (i.e., motivation, confidence in ability, selfawareness, and preparedness) that reflected positive perceptions of ability to succeed, and
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five sub-categories (i.e., lack of motivation, lack of confidence, self-awareness, lack of
preparedness, mental health or physical barriers) that reflected negative perceptions about
success in postsecondary education.
The following are descriptions of these sub-categories and comments from the
participants’ interviews where in interview question 4 they were asked to rate how
strongly they believed in their ability to succeed in postsecondary education and the
reasons why they held these beliefs. The interview comments provide further support to
illustrate the sub-categories from the Likert scale responses described above.
The positive perceptions and reasons why participants felt strongly about their
self-efficacy included the following: (a) Motivation to pursue and succeed in
postsecondary education. Sample quotes representing this category include, “because I’m
really interested in what I’m studying and it’s the kind of work I want to go into, so I’ll
do whatever I can to pass” (Participant 1028), and “I believe I will succeed because my
future depends on it and I will not throw it away” (Participant 2210); (b) Confidence in
ability to engage in or succeed in postsecondary education. Sample quotes include: “If I
try hard enough I will be able to succeed in college/university” (Participant 1031), and “I
feel strongly because I believe in myself” (Participant 1044); (c) Self-awareness of
reasons they could succeed demonstrated through statements such as, “if I keep myself
engaged I should be fine” (Participant 1032), and “I feel I have most skills but will need
to adopt more to the new environment” (Participant 2112); (d) Well-prepared was the
students’ awareness of their level of preparedness to succeed in postsecondary education
as illustrated by statements such as, “I feel that the program prepared me greatly for the
transition between high school” (Participant 2005).
The sub-categories that expressed negative perceptions about their success also
conveyed participants’ lack of self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education and
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included the following: (a) Lack of motivation to pursue postsecondary education was
demonstrated through statements such as, “it is difficult and I hate school” (Participant
1005), and “I don’t always have motivation to get to school and do the work” (Participant
2208); (b) Lack of confidence in ability to succeed was demonstrated through comments
such as, “[I have] problems staying focused and with reading and writing” (Participant
1054), and “I feel it’s a big leap from high school; higher expectations” (Participant
1029); (c) Self-awareness of reasons why they could not succeed was indicated through
statements such as, “I feel not too strongly with myself succeeding in college because it’s
hard for me to get comfortable with things” (Participant 2056), and “my study skills
aren’t the best and I need clarity at times” (Participant 2159); (d) Not well-prepared for
postsecondary education was suggested through comments such as, “I feel I wouldn’t be
equipped to deal with it” (Participant 1077), and “I feel as if high school hasn’t taught me
enough to prepare me for college/uni” (Participant 2055); (e) Mental health or physical
barriers were indicated as a reason that participants felt they lacked self-efficacy to
succeed in postsecondary education as indicated by comments such as, “…because of my
physical and mental health” (Participant 2014), and “I do not feel strongly about my
ability to succeed because I’m diagnosed with severe depression, severe anxiety and
borderline personality disorder. It’s hard for me to maintain a decent grade and I have
frequent days where I miss school” (Participant 2015).
Figures 10 and 11 represent the frequency distribution of participants’ responses
to the nine sub-categories of the pre-survey in both semesters. These frequency
distributions reflect the reasons why they felt strongly or did not feel strongly in their
ability to succeed in postsecondary at the beginning of their DC program. Figure 10
displays the frequency distribution for the participants with IEP/LOAs and Figure 11
displays the frequency distribution for the students with no IEP/LOAs.
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Figure 10
Reasons Why Participants Felt Strongly/Did not Feel Strongly in Their Ability to Succeed
at the Beginning of the DC Program: Participants With IEP/LOAs

PARTICIPANTS WITH IEP/LOA
7%

11. Motivated

7%

21 %

12. Confidence in Ability
14. Self-Awareness
15. Well Prepared
21. Lack of Motivation

23 %

22. Lack of Confidence in Ability

18 %
24. Self-awareness of reasons why
they could not succeed
25. Not Well Prepared

5%
9%

2%

9%

27. Mental/Physical Health Barriers
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Figure 11
Reasons Why Participants Felt Strongly/Did not Feel Strongly in Their Ability to Succeed
at the Beginning of the DC Program: Participants With no IEP/LOAs

PARTICIPANTS WITH NO IEP/LOA
11 %
5%

11. Motivated

27 %

12. Confidence in Ability
14. Self-Awareness

7%
15. Well Prepared

4%

21. Lack of Motivation
22. Lack of Confidence in Ability

6%

24. Self-awareness of reasons why
they could not succeed

9%

21 %

25. Not Well Prepared
27. Mental/Physical Health Barriers

12 %
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For the participants with IEP/LOAs, there appears to be a great tendency (23%)
for students to indicate self-awareness of the reasons they feel they cannot succeed in
postsecondary at the beginning of the DC program. However, these participants with
IEP/LOAs indicated positive sub-categories as well, namely, motivation was 21% of
responses, and confidence in ability was 18% of the responses. Participants with no
IEP/LOAs appeared more likely to indicate a positive sense of motivation (27%) or
confidence in their ability (21%) and only 7% indicated the sub-category of self-awareness
as a reason they cannot succeed. When considering overall responses where participants
provided a reason why they felt strongly in their ability to succeed or why they did not feel
this way, participants with IEP/LOAs responded positivity as often as negatively; 50% for
each category. For participants with no IEP/LOAs, they responded in one of the positive
categories 69% of the time, and in the negative categories 31% of the time.
Analysis 2: Effect of Program Completion on Self-Efficacy for Postsecondary
Education
In the post-survey administered upon completion of the program, participants
were asked to indicate whether they felt that their participation in the program affected
their belief in their ability to pursue college or university (Question 9). The survey item
provided three response choices: (a) increased belief in my ability, (b) decreased belief in
my ability, or (c) made no difference. There were 59 participants with IEP/LOAs who
responded to the post-survey, but only 49 who responded to this question. Thirty-eight
participants (78%) reported that participation in the program increased their belief in their
ability to pursue postsecondary education, and 11 (22%) indicated that it made no
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difference. This was a similar result when compared to the group as a whole as 83%
which indicated an increase in belief in ability.
Analysis 3: Experiences Gained in the Program Benefitting in Postsecondary
Education
The responses to Question 8 on the pre-survey asking students how they
perceived their ability to succeed in postsecondary education can be further compared to
the responses to Question 10 in the post-survey. Question 10 asked all participants to
provide a short-answer response after completing the program which would indicate
some of the experiences they gained from the program that they felt may have benefitted
them if/when they moved on to postsecondary education. Their responses were analyzed
inductively through assigning meaningful codes and then the codes were sorted into five
themes. The themes identified are listed below accompanied by a number of quotes
provided specifically by participants from the IEP/LOAs sub-group. These themes are
further illustrated in Figure 12.
College Familiarity. The theme of college familiarity included comments that
expressed the participants’ experience of becoming familiar with a college environment
and how this was beneficial. Quotes reflecting this theme included: “I experienced that
college is better than high school and I learned many things of how the college life works
and it motivated me to find a choice of career I would like to pursue” (Participant 1032);
“I got to experience college firsthand. I got to walk around campus and get to know my
way around” (Participant 1080); “I got to experience and understand college life better,
especially firsthand” (Participant 2009); “Some experiences I have gained is that program
[name of LMS], it will really help in the future and in different skills my teachers gave
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me will really help” (Participant 2063); and “You get to know the campus and you’ll
already know where to find resources” (Participant 2152).
Metacognitive Skill Development. This theme included student participants’
comments that expressed an increased awareness of the skills required to successfully
engage in postsecondary education. Quotes reflecting this theme included phrases that the
participants scribed in the short-answer response field: “I gained a work ethic”
(Participant 1044); “I experienced how I know what to write down information that could
be on the test” (Participant 2020); “Getting into the routine of being organized”
(Participant 2054); “The importance of handing assignments in on time” (Participant
2055); “Being more efficient with my time and more organized” (Participant 2058); and
“Time management, communicating to my peers” (Participant 2251).
Relieve Stress/Anxiety/Social Issues. This theme included comments that
expressed a decrease in anxiety or apprehension related to social situations. Quotes
reflecting this theme included: “I can now communicate to people without fear, I can pick
the right friends” (Participant 2068); “Just getting to live and understand how a college
class would work and make me less nervous for when I start in the fall” (Participant
2101); “This program has taught me how to function effectively in a college/university
environment which I had not learned from high school! It has made me more social and
less anxious about asking questions” (Participant 2207); and “Being able to come to the
college for class to calm anxiety about going to college by myself and showing me the
amount of on campus help” (Participant 1074).
Positive College Experience. Expression of a positive college experience was
evident in comments that described the benefits of being immersed in the college
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environment. Quotes reflecting this theme included: “Just a whole atmosphere and
freedom is something I benefitted from” (Participant 2103); “Being in a mature setting”
(Participant 2159); “Meeting new people, learning what college is like and how it works,
and I was able to focus and get the help and support I need by being here. My voice is
always heard and my opinion is always allowed” (Participant 2208); “Some of the things I
had gained that will benefit me is the resources and connections” (Participant 2210); and
I got to learn firsthand that a lot of other people were also struggling to graduate,
even though we all struggled for different reasons. To say we’re in the same boat
would be a broad statement though we’re definitely in the same body of water and
able to help each other navigate it all. It’s a big change from constantly being left
behind in a regular high school setting. (Participant 2211)
Experience With College Academics. This theme included comments that
expressed the benefits of having experience with postsecondary academics and
expectations. Quotes reflecting this theme included: “Being alert of the lectures and
taking in all the knowledge I can from my profs, and being open to learn new things
really made me participate more, I feel that this course really benefitted me” (Participant
1035); “I gained the college experience of going to the class and being in the college
environment. It helped confirm my decision to go to college as postsecondary”
(Participant 1095); “Completing two courses with over 80% average!” (Participant 2005);
and “Having the experience of having a college prof. Getting to experience a lecture and
assignments” (Participant 2113).
Figure 12 illustrates the percentage of response rates that represented each of the
five themes (described above) and the percentage of responses as differentiated by
participants in the IEP/LOAs and no IEP/LOAs sub-groups, as well as the group as a
whole.
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Figure 12
Percentage of Respondents by IEP/LOAs Sub-Group for Themes Related to Experiences
Gained in the DC Programs That Would Benefit Postsecondary Success
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It is interesting to note that the participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated
a greater response rate in reference to experience with college academics. Participants in
the IEP/LOAs sub-group group also indicated a slightly higher response rate to the theme
of metacognitive skill development affecting their future college success. Overall, both the
participants in the IEP/LOAs and no IEP/LOAs sub-groups indicated very high response
rates related to the experience of becoming familiar with the college environment.
Effect of Perceptual Change in Self-Efficacy on Decision to Pursue Postsecondary
Education
In order to gain insight into perceptions of change in self-efficacy and the
relationship to intention to attend postsecondary education, student responses to the presurvey were further explored in light of reflections gleaned through student interview
responses.
Analysis 1: Reasons for Attending DC Program
Question 9 in the pre-survey asked student participants at the beginning of their
program to indicate why they chose to participate in their DC programs. Participants were
asked to select all the responses that apply from seven check-box options with an
additional option to provide a short-answer response with other reasons not represented
by the check-box options. No other reasons were indicated for the short-answer
responses. Of the 59 students with IEP/LOAs who completed the pre-survey, 50
responded to this question. The options for the check-boxes included the following:
1. to experience the difference between a high school and college credit;
2. to experience what it is like being on a college campus;
3. to have different options for high school course completion;
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4. to help you gain admission to college;
5. to increase your confidence to attend college;
6. to re-engage or continue your high school education in a more mature setting;
7. to complete your OSSD and graduate from high school.
The seven potential responses from the IEP/LOAs sub-group of participants are
represented in Figure 13 as percentages of the total number of responses in order to
determine the reasons that participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated for
participating in their DC program.
The frequency counts in Figure 13 indicate that three of the four most common
reasons why participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group chose to participate in this program
have an academic focus: 1. to experience the difference between a high school and college
credit; 5. to increase your confidence to attend college; 7. to complete your OSSD and
graduate from high school. This is distinct from the top two choices for participants in the
no IEP/LOAs sub-group as they indicate that their primary reason for attending the DC
program was that they were searching for an alternative way to complete secondary school.
Further analysis of the themes selected by the participants in the IEP/LOAs subgroup examined differences in their responses based on their DC program. Of the 59
respondents in this sub-group, 40 were in the C2C program and 19 in the SWAC program.
Figure 14 provides the frequencies and percentages for each of the seven responses for
participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group in both the C2C and SWAC programs.
Examination of these two figures indicates that participants in the IEP/LOAs subgroup tend to be in the SWAC program in order to complete their OSSD, whereas,
participants in this same sub-group tend to attend the C2C program to gain academic and
general experience at the postsecondary level.

120
Figure 13
Responses of Participants in the IEP/LOAs Sub-Group for Reasons Why They Chose to
Participate in DC Program
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Figure 14
Responses of Participants in the IEP/LOAs Sub-Group to Reasons Why They Chose to
Participate in DC Programs (C2C or SWAC)
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Analysis 2: Themes From Student Participant Interviews
Student participants were asked to elaborate on their perceptions of change with
respect to their increased intention to pursue postsecondary education and the reasons
why they believed the change may have occurred. Two main themes emerged from these
responses including their perception of the removal of personal barriers to succeed and a
strong sense of motivation and desire to attend postsecondary education. Figure 15
illustrates the three student participant interview response themes relating to student
participants’ perceptions of why they believe their intention to pursue postsecondary
education increased as the result of completing the DC program: removal of personal
barriers; support for learning needs; and motivation. (Each theme will be discussed with
sample quotes to illustrate.)
Removal of Personal Barriers. Within this theme, the most prominent subtheme that was discussed by every one of the 21 participants interviewed, without
exception, was a sense of change in their perception of the challenges and barriers that
they faced with respect to personal mental health issues. Participants also spoke about
personal social barriers that prevented them from considering postsecondary studies in
the past that had now been resolved such that they felt both an increased self-efficacy to
succeed, as well as an increased intention to pursue postsecondary education.
The mental health challenges identified by the student participants included a high
prevalence of anxiety, as well as depression. Other barriers identified in this sub-theme
included two participants with a self-disclosed diagnosis of Borderline Personality
Disorder, one with ADHD, and several mentioned challenges with substance abuse.
Participants spoke of the impact of mental health challenges on their experience in
secondary school and identified reduced self-efficacy, declining attendance, move into
alternative education classes, and school dropout as direct effects of these challenges.
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Figure 15
Student Participant Interview Response Themes: Elements Affecting Change in Intention
to Attend Postsecondary Education
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Comments reflecting the perceived change in mitigating their mental health
barriers include:
I just really didn’t think I’d have a chance to go to a postsecondary environment.
… I didn’t really think I’d be able to handle that kind of environment mentally, so
I just didn’t think I’d actually end up going. … My anxiety kind of was difficult
to handle and I was suffering with major depression so I stopped attending
completely at a normal regular high school. … Now I’m in an environment I
didn’t think I’d be able to handle with the anxiety. (Participant 3)
Number 1 is that my mental health has improved, so my confidence level
in my ability to believe that I can succeed in education increased. (Interview
Participant 8)
I have huge anxiety problems, so going through the program made it less
anxious for me to go to college or do something else later on postsecondary wise.
(Interview Participant 4)
I cared about my grades to the point where I was on the honour roll and
everything like that, but it all went downhill when my depression came in to play.
(Participant 17)
Depression and anxiety is what I am formally diagnosed with. … I have
attachment issues and co-dependency problems. … I was having anxiety attacks
before class, or started crying in class and needed to leave, so they wouldn’t let
me, so they couldn’t physically restrain me from leaving, so I would leave and
come back and then feel like I wasn’t welcome so I would just stay out of the
classroom if I left and miss the whole period. … So, I don’t know if my actual
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anxiety levels have gone down, but I feel I can control or handle them more now.
(Participant 18).
Another barrier that emerged as a sub-theme when participants discussed their
perceived change in intention to pursue postsecondary education included the removal of
social barriers involving bullying, isolation and loneliness, relationship issues, and the
inability to fit in with their peers. Of the 21 interview participants, seven expressed that
they had felt hindered in their ability to succeed in secondary school, but now there was
assurance of support for their learning needs in a postsecondary environment. Statements
made by participants that are indicative of this theme include:
The girls are just very rude and yeah, I just didn’t feel like I belonged there. And I
actually talked to the principal there [at the secondary school] a lot if I wanted to
do home school but they didn’t take me seriously until they saw my grades going
down and then, um, I wasn’t going to school, and then they just asked me if I
wanted to come to this program. I had no idea that it existed. (Participant 2)
I was bullied throughout all of my elementary school and the teachers
were noticing that that was taking a toll on my participation in class and how I did
my work so they sent me to [name of alternative education program] for my
alternative education to see how I worked best, and after going through that they
said that my best placement would be in this program. (Participant 12)
I still have very big struggles with that [social integration] because people
don’t like me. ... People really don’t accept me and want me in their lives and
people have used me and let me down. (Participant 17)
Finally, within this sub-theme, participants discussed family support barriers. The
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removal of personal barriers such as family circumstances and access to finances were
discussed by seven of the 21 interview participants. Examples of comments made by
participants reflecting this sub-theme included: “my thoughts [about attending
postsecondary] were positive—I think everything I’ve heard about college and university
seemed good. There’s common things that are negative, like the cost” (Participant 8); “I am
in foster care and I have a really bad IEP, a learning disability. I am far behind—4 years in
everything” (Participant 14); and “my family is not the most supportive” (Participant 17).
Support for Learning Needs. Discussion in this sub-theme by participants
included the removal of barriers to their learning through the provision of support from
peers, teachers, and professors, the use of accommodations, and the experience of
learning in an inclusive classroom environment (including UDL and inclusive teaching
practices, and the experience of being tested on a collaborative assessment platform).
Participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group had identified exceptionalities in the following
categories (reported by either the student or teacher participants during the interview
process): Autism Spectrum Disorder, traumatic brain injury, deaf/hard of hearing,
learning disabilities, Central Auditory Processing Disorder, and Emotional and
Behavioural Disorders. Through the following sample quotes, it becomes evident that
students are increasing in their self-efficacy as the result of experiences with support and
accommodation in a postsecondary environment.
So, before I couldn’t complete one activity in a day but now I can. Well, every
time I come to class, I set a goal for myself and I write in my planner to complete
at least two activities or one and then sent it straight away to [name of DC
teacher]. I used to not have goals or anything about my work but now I do.
(Participant 2)
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I really like that [collaborative testing] because you weren’t centered out
[because of additional test time accommodation]. … I think it was good for
everybody. Everybody got to have that extra time because sometimes, even if you
don’t have an IEP, sometimes you need that little extra time just so you can
review, look over the test, and just feel more confident. (Participant 14)
It’s hard for me to understand sometimes because I’ve had some head
injuries, so but even with that, I still came out really well in the program.
(Participant 10)
Increased Motivation. This final theme reflecting the development of increased
motivation to attend postsecondary was the result of collapsing comments regarding
participants’ increased desire to attend postsecondary education, recognizing that
postsecondary education provides a path to more opportunities and a better future, and
the recognition that studying a topic that is of interest to them increases their motivation
to succeed. As participants progressed through their DC transition programs, their
experiences with success were reflected in a new sense of motivation to attend
postsecondary. Participants became aware of personal potential and new future
opportunities they previously believed to be unattainable and became engaged in learning
and exploring new subjects that they found interesting. The immersion in a postsecondary
environment further prompted exploration into postsecondary programs and career
preparation opportunities again furthering self-efficacy for postsecondary education.
Examples of comments made by students that reflect this theme include: “I find that
taking this [the DC program] was really like a good step forward—it also helped me find
what I want to study in postsecondary” (Participant 7); “I still struggle, I’m still behind,
but I try really hard and I want to be successful so I try extra hard so that I am able to”
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(Participant 14); and “I’ve definitely noticed that when I give a crap about the thing I’m
working on, then I try harder” (Participant 20).
Summary of Findings for Research Question 2
Students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group provided several sources of insight regarding
possible reasons for the overall positive shift in their intentions to attend postsecondary
education. Data from the pre-survey regarding how the participants felt in their ability to
succeed in postsecondary education at the beginning of the program were compared to
the data from the post-survey about whether they believed that participation in the
program affected their self-efficacy to succeed; this comparison was also made to a
related question about the experiences they gained in the DC program that they believe
would benefit them in their postsecondary education. The results of these comparisons
indicated that at the beginning of the program, participants with IEP/LOAs were more
likely to indicate that they could not succeed, and expressed an awareness of the
challenges or barriers they faced. Participants in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated that
they were self-aware of the reasons why they could not succeed while their peers in the
no IEP/LOAs sub-group rarely indicated such self-awareness. Participants in the
IEP/LOAs sub-group also indicated reasons they felt attributed to their sense of ability to
succeed including a strong level of motivation and confidence in their own abilities.
When comparing these pre-survey (beginning of the program) responses to those
in the post-survey, participants expressed whether they believed that participation in the
DC program affected their beliefs in their ability to pursue postsecondary. The majority
of respondents in the IEP/LOAs sub-group indicated that they did believe the program
made a positive difference to them. None of the participants in this group indicated that
they believed it made a negative difference, however, a small number indicated that they
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felt it made no difference. When asked to specify what experiences they gained in the
program that they felt would benefit them in their future postsecondary education, all
participants, regardless of whether they had an IEP/LOA or not, indicated the benefit of
having gained familiarity with the college environment. Participants in the IEP/LOAs
sub-group, however, responded more frequently than their peers about academic
experiences, such as metacognitive skill development, and gaining experience with
college academics.
When examining participants’ perceptual change in the likelihood that they will
pursue postsecondary education, the pre-survey asked them to indicate their reasons for
attending the DC program. Responses differed between the participants in the IEP/LOAs
sub-group and their peers in the no IEP/LOAs sub-group. Participants in the IEP/LOAs
sub-group indicated reasons with an academic focus such as, experiencing the difference
between attaining a secondary or postsecondary credit, hoping to increase their
confidence to attend postsecondary education, and intending to complete their OSSD and
graduate secondary school. Their peers in the no IEP/LOAs sub-group overwhelming
indicated that their reason for attending the DC program was to find an alternative way to
complete secondary school.
Emergent themes from the student participant interviews that provided insight into
the reasons why students felt they were more likely to pursue postsecondary education
included the removal of personal barriers such as mental health and social barriers, having
support for their learning needs both in the DC program and knowledge of supports in the
postsecondary environment, and an increase in motivation stemming from a desire to attend
postsecondary education as a path to future studies and a fulfilling career.
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Research Question 3
To triangulate the findings derived from the student participants’ pre- and postsurveys and interviews, the third research question addresses the DC teachers’
perceptions of change in self-efficacy to succeed in and pursue postsecondary education
among the students with exceptionalities in the DC programs. When recalling the
teachers’ responses, they are referring to all of the students in the program as they had no
knowledge of which students participated in the study and which students did not. For
this reason, in this section, participants will be grouped with all students in the DC
program and referred to simply as “students.” The teachers’ perceptions of change are
informed by their interactions and observations over the course of the semester with their
students as expressed during one-on-one interviews at the end of the semester. Figure 16
illustrates two emergent categories from the analysis of the teacher interviews: evidence of
change in students’ self-efficacy, and elements affecting change in students’ self-efficacy.
Evidence of Change
For the category of evidence of change, four themes emerged including: the
evidence of skill development (e.g., self-regulation skills, communication skills, study
skills) and personal growth (e.g., socio-emotional, metacognitive development);
development of self-advocacy skills; increased levels of maturity as well as response to a
more mature environment; and finally, a new awareness of future directions and
opportunities through the exploration of postsecondary programs.
Skill Development/Personal Growth
Teachers spoke about their students’ personal growth and development of skills
necessary to succeed in postsecondary over the course of the semester including
examples of how students had become more aware of themselves as learners and the
strategies that were and were not effective for them in the learning process.
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Figure 16
Teacher Participants’ Interview Themes: Perceptions of Change Observed in Students
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The teachers saw students as developing personal agency for their learning as they
came to understand how to manage time and workload expectations in a postsecondary
environment. Examples of their comments reflecting this evidence include “they’re
learning how to be learners—they have to be different learners in college, they have to
learn that the skills that you have in high school are only going to get you so far”
(Teacher Participant 7), and
They mature academically and also, they mature into understanding what they need
to do for themselves. … And using their time, like they’re given a certain amount of
time while they’re at the college at work periods to work on assignments and
tests, and if the college prof offers any extra help, assistance, is taking that time to
do it, so they’re managing that themselves. (Teacher Participant 6)
Development of Self-Advocacy Skills
The teachers spoke of the importance of students’ development of self-advocacy
skills to successfully acquire the accommodations they need in postsecondary. Teachers
indicated that the change in the way in which accommodations are provided between
secondary and postsecondary is significant and that students need to not only be aware of
the processes, but they need to develop the skills to navigate these processes. In
particular, an LOA in postsecondary is provided to the student, and the professor is made
aware that it exists and which accommodations the student is entitled to. The professor is
not made aware by the postsecondary institution of the reasons for the accommodations,
nor is it the responsibility of the professor to provide the accommodations unless the
student comes forward to request them in each individual class. In essence, the LOA is a
list of accommodations the student can access if they choose, but they must actively
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make that choice and advocate for the accommodations in every instance they need them
applied. Teachers indicated that when students began to demonstrate personal agency
through the development of self-advocacy skills, they demonstrated an increase in selfefficacy to succeed in postsecondary education. Comments made by teachers that
reflected this theme include: “…they have to learn that self-advocacy tool” (Teacher
Participant 2); “That self-advocacy makes such a big difference because then the student
feels like they are driving it, so they own it, and they’re more willing to be part of it
which totally makes sense” (Teacher Participant 3); “…that part is still difficult—it is
still a challenge for them to get, which is the whole point of why I treat them, all of them
regardless of whether they have an LOA or an IEP or not, they have to have that selfadvocacy” (Teacher Participant 5); “I find that the whole thing is that they don’t want to
be stigmatized as I don’t know this and that’s a huge thing, they don’t really ask—they
would rather be ignorant than to have to ask” (Teacher Participant 7); and
Here at the college it’s more like, okay, here’s your list of accommodations—this
is what’s available to you, now you have to follow through with them, or you
don’t. … So it’s more like, here’s a list of things that you are entitled to
[accommodations from the LOA] if you wish to have them … this is up to them—
they self-advocate and it is self-advocating this time [unlike experience with IEP
in secondary school]. That’s huge for them because it is not somebody holding
their hand. This is up to them. (Teacher Participant 7)
Maturity/Response to Mature Environment
Teachers commented on the impact of learning in a more mature environment on
the students’ development. They also noted that it is important for students who are
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already more mature than their secondary school peers, to be exposed to a more mature
learning environment than what secondary school provides. Teachers indicated that often
students who are facing social barriers in a secondary school environment are struggling
with a disconnection between themselves and their peers as the result of often vastly
different levels of maturity. Often, removal from the secondary school environment and
transferring into a more mature setting such as at a postsecondary institution will provide
them insight into learning and social opportunities free of those social barriers that they
felt had previously constricted them. Conversely, teachers indicated that students come
into the DC programs with a low level of maturity and when faced with the expectations
of more mature peers and a postsecondary environment that they begin to demonstrate
growth in personal maturity that is also reflected in their academic performance.
Comments by teachers reflecting this sub-theme include: “it's a more mature
atmosphere first of all, so you feel like, or they feel like they're doing something bigger
and better” (Teacher Participant 1); “you definitely see the maturity grow in all of the
students, the whole student body” (Teacher Participant 6); and
But it’s different to see them here because even when I’ve had meetings back at
the school with the same students with the same administration and they leave and
the administrators say, well, they’ve really changed, I can see something different
about them. They weren’t the same person as when we put them into your
program, when we offered them your spot. (Teacher Participant 5)
Awareness of Future Directions/Opportunities/Programs
Teachers reflected on their students’ development of an awareness of future
directions and opportunities through the various programs that are available at the
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postsecondary level. Through exposure to the DC programs, students are extended
beyond the secondary school curriculum and provided opportunity to engage in
postsecondary course materials. Students have an opportunity to explore subjects and
programs that they might be interested in pursuing in the future without the full
commitment of being enrolled in the program. Furthermore, teachers described the efforts
put forward by the postsecondary institution to create student awareness of the programs
that are available and the application process as well as providing access to support them
through the application process, academic counselling, and opportunities for financial
support.
Comments to illustrate this awareness included: “they have a more heightened
awareness of the opportunities that are there, not just in school but in life in general—sort
of life outside of what I've known so far in high school” (Teacher Participant 2); and
I do think it was a really good growth for those students who had the IEPs and got
the LOAs, even if they don't go [to Postsecondary] next year, they see it as a very
real option which they never had before, and so I think the likelihood of them
going when they’re ready at some point is much greater than it was before.
(Teacher Participant 4)
Elements Affecting Change
The second category, elements affecting change, includes six themes in this
category: the removal of personal barriers; the use of accommodations; familiarity with
and authentic experience as a postsecondary student; experience with academic success;
experience and familiarity with postsecondary accommodations and the process and
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supports to put them in place; and finally, direct support from DC teachers as well as
their E.A.s, college professors, and other caring adults.
Removal of Personal Barriers
Teachers spoke of the evidence of change in self-efficacy once students’ personal
barriers were removed. Personal barriers included students’: struggles with mental health
challenges and the stigma they perceived from peers and teachers; challenges around
social integration including social situations where they experienced not fitting in with
their peers as well as perceptions of stigma around their exceptionalities and the need for
accommodations that they traditionally experienced as segregating them from their peers;
and challenges around poverty and the ability to afford postsecondary education.
Teachers noted that as students perceived that their personal barriers were either removed
or had become less of an obstacle, interest in and motivation to complete their DC studies
and qualify for postsecondary studies increased.
Two examples of comments from the teachers about the removal of personal
barriers included:
One of the biggest—the biggest obstacle for our students, the marginalized
students and at-risk students, is often in their minds more financial than it is
ability. … How would I get there, how would I get housing, how would I pay my
deposit—and the deposit is still the biggest roadblock to them whether you’re
getting OSAP [Ontario Student Assistance Program] or not, they have to pay that
deposit. There are options, for instance, if they’re on OW [Ontario Works; social
assistance], it would be waived. However, they need to have that conversation
with the registrar and admissions to find out, and for at-risk kids, they will not
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have that conversation if not for this experience and the people here that support
them. (Teacher Participant 1)
Many of their parents are on social assistance—in that case, their worker
can—there’s a $500 application fee for college that’s due in June—so we can get
extensions and work with them to help them get extensions to get that waived
through their worker, but it’s even a daily thing like providing food. [Name of
local agency] provides food so they can come in and they know they can get food
here. I have books that I give them, and there's an outside agency that I get free
books from. It’s those little things that do help a bit. Several of them do have parttime jobs, but that’s difficult too, so coming to school full time and working a
part-time job is a challenge, but they need that to simply pay for their phone, and
this digital divide right, so many of them don't have computers at home. They
don't have laptops, so I work with [name of local agency] which does refurb
[refurbished second-hand] laptops—so you know, we think that this is a digital
age and a digital generation, but if you grow up in poverty, there’s a divide
between what you have and what others have, and they don't have the computer
skills and they don't have a laptop at home. (Teacher Participant 4)
Accommodations
Teachers spoke of the important role of accommodations in the building of selfefficacy for students with IEP/LOAs, and for those students at-risk in their program that
didn’t have a formal IEP/LOAs but required supports to succeed. Teachers indicated that
particularly in the SWAC program, virtually every student in the classroom requires
supports through accommodations and that most of them have somehow arrived at this
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point in their academic journey without having been identified or provided with a formal
document of accommodation. Every one of the teachers interviewed spoke at some level
of the need for support these students have around mental health challenges, primarily,
anxiety and depression, and the obstacles that this presents around school attendance and
capacity to learn effectively when in the classroom. Four of the teachers spoke of the
challenge in getting some students (in both C2C and SWAC programs) to agree to engage
in the postsecondary accommodation process because of perceived negative experiences
in elementary and/or secondary school involving segregation and stigma. They reported
hearing from students that they felt apart from their peers and as a result, they perceived
that they were less capable of achieving academic learning outcomes and social
connections. One teacher alluded to a possible connection between this negative
experience and the lower sense of self-efficacy for postsecondary education he/she
perceived among the SWAC students that had also been evidenced by the participants
with IEP/LOAs upon entry to these DC programs in this study.
Examples of comments supporting this sub-theme include: “I think students, some
of them are embarrassed to have an IEP, embarrassed to have an LOA and therefore
reluctant to pursue what it can do for them” (Teacher Participant #2); and
The students who do accept the accommodations are generally far more
comfortable with them by the time they’re finished whereas many students
coming in, some will even refuse to have an LOA or they’re very shy about it—
they’re still very private and the difference that I see is in their ability to advocate
for themselves is the big achievement at the end which will definitely make them
more successful. (Teacher Participant 1)
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I think that when we see that a student is identified at a young age that
means everyone’s on board with receiving the identification—the family is on
board with the facts, someone’s recognized that, people have agreed that that’s
going to happen and then it happens. There are many students for whom that
doesn’t happen for a variety of reasons. So, identifying what the population is
becomes kind of tricky, I think. So, for students who have the identification, they
may, some of them, be a little bit more savvy about the fact that they have, that
they’re used to having those interventions and accommodations made for them and
they may already kind of be aware so that follows logically from A to B that they’re
going to pursue that letter of accommodation and may depend on the family to have
the support of parents. And there are other cases where the parent straight up
refuses to allow an IEP. So, I’ve worked with students with no IEP that write
backwards with the pen from bottom to top, you know, they can’t focus from literally
one sentence to another, so that makes it hard for me to differentiate between the two
populations but I would say, but some of the students most definitely have already
had that little bit of an awareness of that system and how it works. I’ve also had
students who had an IEP and didn’t even know it. (Teacher Participant 2)
Familiarity With/Experience as a Postsecondary Student
Each teacher interviewed spoke about the importance of familiarity with, and
authentic experience as a postsecondary student in an authentic postsecondary
environment. Teachers reported that through the process of physically being on the
college campus and interacting with college students, faculty, and personnel in an
authentic way, students came to see themselves as college students rather than as
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secondary school students. As the semester progressed, teachers reported the transition
from secondary to postsecondary became increasingly evident in the way the students
spoke about themselves in relation to their postsecondary aspirations as well as in their
confidence to be on campus and advocate for themselves in the process of seeking out
answers and support required. This transition was evidenced through comments such as:
This experience for them is amazing to understand that I’m comfortable when I
go for the first day of college, and I have something up on everybody else that’s
coming for the first day. Not only do I have two credits coming in, but they also
have the feeling of the comfort of the college, the comfort of the profs, knowing
what’s expected of them, that little bit of freedom that they had, and how they got
to control their time. (Teacher Participant 7)
I think that the anxiety is reduced through taking the college course,
through being on campus, simply being on campus and interacting, finding their
way around, it’s terrifying the first week or two and getting lost and not knowing,
but it's almost through osmosis—they seem to gain this confidence slowly that by
being here they belong here, so it's almost an unconscious belief that they gain
that they're here and I reinforce that they’re already—by being in this program
they’re already part time [name of college] students, so they already are, so that in
itself builds the belief that they are college students and so therefore they can do
college. (Teacher Participant 4)
Experience With Academic Success
Furthermore, teachers also spoke about the impact of experience with success at a
postsecondary level contributing to the students’ increase in self-efficacy. Each teacher
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interviewed commented on the impact on students as they successfully engaged in and
eventually completed their first postsecondary credit. One teacher mentioned that for many
of the students in the SWAC program, they have come to believe that they are not capable
of being academically successful in secondary school and then they come to the DC
program and suddenly they are successfully completing not only their secondary credits but
also their college credits. This insight was reported as directly increasing the students’ selfefficacy for postsecondary education. Comments reflecting this theme include:
The experience of going into a college classroom with a college instructor and
being able to understand what that person is saying and being able to participate
in the lesson or lab, being able to complete that test or whatever is happening,
being able to do that online training, or any number of things that they’re doing
and seeing most successful grades for the ones that thrive—I think it’s pretty
empowering. (Teacher Participant 2)
I think that given that their experience of not having had success before
starts fostering a sense of failure within them and that’s at the high school level.
So, for them to not taste success at the high school level and then taste success at
the dual credit program at the college level, like their eyes open up and they’re
like, well, then this is possible. Okay, I’m not achieving this now, but I achieved
this. So, this thing should be possible. It gives them a different perspective.
(Teacher Participant 5)
Experience/Familiarity With Postsecondary Accommodation Process and Supports
Consistently, teachers spoke of the importance of becoming familiar with the
supports available in postsecondary education for students requiring accommodations,
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and also with the process of how to obtain those supports. Again, each of the teachers
interviewed stressed the importance of students who require accommodations to become
familiar with the process of obtaining those accommodations in a postsecondary
institution. One teacher commented that students in his/her SWAC class are expected to
at least attend their LOA meeting in order to experience the process, whether or not they
choose to accept the LOA afterwards. Teachers commented on the increase in selfefficacy reported by students when they were aware that the accommodations they
require are available to them in postsecondary education. They reported that many
students with IEPs believe that the accommodations they have had in secondary school
will no longer be available and their self-efficacy is diminished when they consider how
they will cope with the academic expectations in a facility of higher learning without
them.
This theme is demonstrated through comments such as:
Just knowing that there is the support there because, they just have no idea in a
postsecondary setting that you can have supports. I’m thinking about a group of
students who did a college preview day. There are a few of them that are IEPed
and there was a young man [from the college] who is a current college student
who was speaking to them and just kind of explaining that he had test anxiety and
he was explaining to them all the resources at the college and you could see on
their faces and they’re sitting there like, oh my goodness, really, and they were so
excited when they left that they were like, when is she [college recruiter] going to
come so we can apply to college. (Teacher Participant 3)
I think that doing this process with them coming in and still being a high
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school student, at the end when they have been successful and they’ve gotten their
two credits and they’ve gone through the process of going through student health
services and knowing what to do, it really helps anxiety go down and they know
kind of what to do. The whole process when they’re starting college or university
on their own, they’ve already done it and I think that eases them into that even
better. (Teacher Participant 6)
I think at the beginning they didn’t think that their accommodations would
really follow them, so as we explain the accommodations and the things that the
college is willing to do for them, they started trusting and believing in what we
said and that they were able to get the accommodations that are available to them,
especially because in high school, we don’t have accommodations around mental
health—so students with anxiety and things like that, the college actually helps
them with it and they’re not used to that. So being able to leave the classroom for
example, or let the Prof. know quietly, without the whole class knowing—being
able to leave when they needed to and just give the professor a look and letting
them know with that, with the private signal for accommodations, those
accommodations are important to them and they’ve never seen them before.
(Teacher Participant 7)
A lot of them will ask at the end of the semester, so, do my
accommodations continue? So constantly I say to them: now it’s new because it
never was like this in high school—so it’s a semester of accommodations, now
you know where to go if you feel comfortable that these accommodations are
working for you. You know where to go at the beginning of the year before the
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school year even starts to get your accommodations each semester. I say usually
they have them on file and pull them up and see if they work still and then just
adjust them if need be. (Teacher Participant 7)
Direct Support from DC Teachers, Professors, E.A.s, and Caring Adults
Finally, teachers spoke of the important role of a caring adult in the development
of self-efficacy for students with IEP/LOAs and for all students at-risk of noncompletion. DC teachers, E.A.s, and professors provided direct support and
encouragement to students in the program by offering not only practical support but also
support for their confidence to succeed through verbal persuasion and demonstrated faith
in the students’ ability to succeed. Caring adults such as student success counsellors at
the college and academic advisors also offered the students a sense of confidence that
they had a place at the postsecondary facility where their academic and personal needs
were heard and supported. This was particularly integral in the SWAC delivery model of
the DC program because many of the students from this program are not accustomed to
feeling supported and come from socio-economic backgrounds where expectations tend
to be low, and resources are often in short demand. Furthermore, the SWAC teachers
each mentioned the personal challenges faced by many of these students not just in facing
poverty but also in overcoming significant family-based obstacles where there might not
always be a caring adult present in the home.
Some examples of teacher comments reflecting this theme include: “This is a
transition program, right? This isn’t going to happen with their other classes in college.
This is a transition program where the professors and DC teachers together are helping
the student” (Teacher Participant 7), as well as the following:
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So I know that the instructors take care to keep in touch with what's going on with
the students and that's something that we do as a sort of holistic approach to
supporting our students—so we do already offer a lot of the things that the LOA
would provide, but I think there are probably services and supports that the
students probably could utilize more, and again, it's that big package—there's so
much going on for them. (Teacher Participant 2)
For the students, it’s [accommodations from LOA] available to them, but
it’s up to them if they want to use it or not. So, a lot of them are like, okay, I need
a notetaker, so because of the transition program, I find that for them. Between
myself and the prof, we find a notetaker in the class for them. But outside of the
transition program, once they’re in college, if they want a notetaker, they would
have to take that upon themselves to find. (Teacher Participant 7)
Summary of Findings for Research Question 3
The two categories of themes derived from the teacher interviews provide
evidence of the change that they have observed in their students over the course of the
DC program, such as skill development and personal growth, development of selfadvocacy skills, increased maturity and response to mature environment, and awareness
of future direction, opportunities, and programs. The teachers also described the elements
that they believed had affected the change including the removal of students’ personal
barriers, the use of accommodations, familiarity with an authentic experience as a
postsecondary student, experience with academic success in the DC program, experience
and familiarity with the postsecondary accommodation process and supports, and direct
support from DC teachers, professors, E.A.s, and other caring adults.
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Taken together, the teachers’ perceptions of change in self-efficacy to succeed in
and pursue postsecondary education among their students with exceptionalities mirrored
the changes described by their students. Specifically, both the teachers and the student
participants identified the importance of metacognitive skill development, the impact of
the authentic, mature college environment experience, success with the academic
expectations, the removal of barriers, the support from caring adults and the
postsecondary supports available to them in the future. The themes derived from the
teachers’ interviews and the student participants’ pre- and post-surveys and interviews
were triangulated to provide support of confidence in the findings.
Additional insights provided by the teachers that did not emerge in the student
participant interviews included the importance of the development of students’ selfadvocacy skills. Although it is not explicitly mentioned by the students, it stands to
reason that the authentic personal and vicarious experience with success inherently
precludes the development of self-advocacy skills. The nature of postsecondary
accommodations is such that self-advocacy is required to both begin and carry out the
process of receiving accommodations through the student success center and at the level
of each individual classroom.
Chapter Summary
In summary, this chapter has presented findings in response to the three research
questions posed by this study. Data were collected from two pre- and post-survey tools
administered to 202 of a potential 247 student participants enrolled in two iterations of
the DC transition programs (C2C and SWAC) on two college campuses over two
semesters. A further 21 students (10 with IEP/LOAs and 11 with no IEP/LOAs) were
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interviewed upon program completion to further explore their perceptions of change in
self-efficacy over the course of their program. Additionally, seven of a potential eight DC
teachers from two participating boards of education were interviewed at the end of the
semester to provide their perceptions of student change over the course of the transition
program and to triangulate the data collected from the student participants.
Research Question 1 set out to determine whether participation in the DC
transition programs increased perceptions of self-efficacy to succeed in and,
subsequently, intention to pursue postsecondary studies in students with exceptionalities
(operationally defined as students with an IEP/LOAs), and if so, whether this perceived
level of change was the same as that demonstrated by their peers in the program who did
not have exceptionalities (operationally defined as students with no IEP/LOAs). In order
to address this research question, data were examined first to explore any increased
perception of self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education, and then sequentially,
any resulting increased intention to pursue postsecondary education.
In addressing the first part of Research Question 1, a total of five analyses were
performed: three using data from the pre- and post-survey tool, one from the pre- and
post-self-efficacy survey tool, and one through the exploration of emerging themes from
the student participant interviews. The findings indicated that overall, students with
IEP/LOAs and with no IEP/LOAs both demonstrated an increase in their self-efficacy to
succeed in postsecondary studies. There was some evidence from responses to the preand post-self-efficacy tool indicating that students with IEP/LOAs reported lower mean
scores and perceived some decline in self-efficacy, particularly in the area of growth
mindset, but that this difference was not statistically significant.
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In addressing the second part of Research Question 1, a total of four analyses
were performed: two using data from the pre- and post-survey tool, and two through the
exploration of emerging themes from the student participant interviews. Evidence
indicated that both groups demonstrated an increased intention to pursue postsecondary
education after the completion of the program, however, upon entry to the program there
were more students with no IEP/LOAs who held the intention to pursue postsecondary
education than in the group of students with IEP/LOAs. It is also noteworthy that there
was also a greater percentage of students in the IEP/LOAs group that initially did not
intend to pursue postsecondary education or who were unsure that indicated that they
were intending to pursue postsecondary upon program completion. Overall, the findings
suggest that both groups demonstrated an increased perception in their self-efficacy to
succeed in postsecondary as well as an increase in their intention to pursue postsecondary
after program completion.
Research Question 2 set out to explore experiences of perceptual change in selfefficacy to succeed in postsecondary education among student participants with
exceptionalities (operationally defined as those participants with IEP/LOAs) in the DC
programs, and how these perceptions influenced their understanding of why they have
decided to pursue, or not to pursue postsecondary studies after completion of their DC
program. This question was separated into two components.
To analyze the first component, there was an exploration of the perceptual change
in self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education as reported by the student
participants. There were three findings from the pre- and post-survey analyses. Student
participants in the IEP/LOAs group were more likely to express a greater sense of
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awareness of the reasons they felt they could not succeed and were able to indicate the
challenges and barriers they faced more so than the student participants in the no
IEP/LOAs group. However, student participants in the IEP/LOAs group also indicated a
strong sense of motivation and confidence in their own ability.
To analyze the second component of Research Question 2, there was an
examination of the effect that this perceptual change in self-efficacy had on the decisions
of the students with IEP/LOAs to pursue or not pursue postsecondary studies upon
completion of their DC program. One analysis from the pre- and post-surveys and an
exploration of emerging themes from the student participant interviews demonstrated not
only that the students were aware of an increase in self-efficacy to succeed in
postsecondary but also that the majority indicated that this increase impacted their
decision to pursue postsecondary education.
Research Question 3 addressed the DC teachers’ perceptions of change in
students’ self-efficacy upon completion of the program and sought to triangulate the
findings evidenced by the student participants in Research Questions 1 and 2. The
exploration of emerging themes from the teacher interviews did support the findings
evidenced by the students. Teachers did report a change in perceptions of self-efficacy in
ability to succeed and in likelihood to pursue postsecondary education among the
students in the DC program. Both the teachers and the student participants indicated the
importance of metacognitive skill development, the impact of an authentic postsecondary
experience, the experience with academic success, the removal of personal barriers, and
the support of caring adults as essential components in the increase in self-efficacy. The
teachers further reported an increase in students’ self-advocacy skills through experiences
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with accommodations in the postsecondary environment as an essential component in
building self-efficacy for postsecondary success.
Overall, students with exceptionalities (operationally defined as students with
IEP/LOAs) did both demonstrate and report an increase in self-efficacy for success in
postsecondary studies that was similar to their non-exceptional peers (operationally
defined as students with no IEP/LOAs) in the same DC transition programs leading to an
increase in likelihood to pursue postsecondary studies upon completion of the DC
program. However, although both groups demonstrated an increase in self-efficacy, there
were differences in the factors that were most influential in promoting that change
between the two groups of participants.
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CHAPTER FIVE: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
The previous chapter provided a detailed description of the analyses of the
multiple data sources that informed each of the research questions posed in this study.
The following discussion will consider the results of the analyses to provide insight into
the experiences in secondary education and postsecondary transition for students with
exceptionalities. Particularly, this discussion section will review student participants’
perceptions of barriers to postsecondary education, perceptions of change in self-efficacy
to attend and pursue postsecondary education, implications for theory, significance of the
research and implications for future practice, policy, and future research.
Discussion on Students’ Perceptions of Barriers to Postsecondary Education
Students spoke about the barriers they perceived as interfering with their
opportunity to pursue postsecondary education. The barriers identified in Figures 15 and
16 in Chapter 4 through analyses of student and teacher interview data included mental
health barriers, social barriers, and personal barriers stemming from lack of family
support or resources, and are of high significance because they identify the blockades
which students believe they cannot surpass, and consequently, they do not pursue
postsecondary education. Self-efficacy is described as a resilient (Ross, 2008) and bidirectional (Bandura, 1997) construct in that once it is learned, it reinforces itself.
Furthermore, we are reminded that outcome expectancy is directly related to self-efficacy
and has an impact on behavioural intentions (Maddux et al., 1982), effort, and persistence
(Bandura, 1986; Weiner, 1985). The more that students believe that they can not succeed,
the more likely they are to focus on the reasons they can not succeed, and the failure they
experience will in turn negatively affect the development of low self-efficacy and
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diminish the likelihood they will engage in behaviour that would lead to approach an
academic task or goal. This illustrates the mechanism by which Bandura’s model of
reciprocal determinism (Bandura, 1986, 1997) operates. What individuals believe affects
their behaviour, which in turn affects the response from the environment, which again
reinforces their beliefs. For a student to develop positive self-efficacy and engage in
approach behaviour towards academic goals, it is necessary first to overcome the barriers
to success and demonstrate evidence of success through the four avenues responsible for
the building of self-efficacy: personal experience, vicarious experience, support from
others who believe in them, and change in negative affective states (Bandura, 1986).
These avenues responsible for the building of self-efficacy were experienced and
described by many of the participants with mental health, personal, and social challenges
in this study.
Mental Health Barriers
A large number of the participants in this study did not have an IEP because their
learning needs stemmed from a mental health issue rather than from one of the five
categories of exceptionality recognized in Ontario (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2017).
This is problematic because the Accessible Education for Students with Disabilities
policy put forward by the Ontario Human Rights Commission (2018) explicitly defines
the term disability as including “(b) a condition of mental impairment or a developmental
disability” (p. 17). Narratives provided by participants in this study revealed that 15 out
of 21 interviewed student participants expressed that their ability to continue or thrive in
their education at the secondary level was impaired by a mental health condition that was
not acknowledged or supported in their secondary schools. Of these 15 participants, eight
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had indicated that their secondary school studies had been interrupted by a period of nonattendance ranging from several months to two years. This finding is supported by the
Ontario Ministry of Education (2013b) document Supporting Minds, which recognizes
that mental health challenges can directly impact both a student’s academic achievement
and their social functioning amongst their peers.
Furthermore, students with mental health challenges have been identified as more
likely to discontinue their postsecondary studies with a drop-out rate of 24.1% (Ontario
Human Rights Commission, 2017). That means that one in every four postsecondary
students with a mental health challenge is leaving their program of study and not
returning. This departure rate is more than triple the departure rate of postsecondary
students with any other type of disability who experience a drop-out rate of 6.4%
(Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2017). As a result, the number of Ontarians who
have successfully completed a postsecondary degree (24.8%) is more than twice that of
those with a mental health challenge (8.5%) or a disability (10.9%) (Ontario Human
Rights Commission, 2017). Finally, of those Ontarians with disabilities or mental health
challenges who do complete their postsecondary education, those with a disability or
mental health challenge are four times as likely to complete their education at the level of
college or trade schools rather than university when compared to their typical peers
(Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2017).
The consequence for students with these mental health challenges is that the
potential for advantageous future outcomes is diminished. According to the Ontario
Human Rights Commission (2015), 54% of Ontarians with mental health challenges were
unemployed compared to 42.9% of Ontarians with other disabilities, and 21% of
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Ontarians with no disability. These statistics demonstrate a diminished capacity for
individuals with mental health challenges to attain postsecondary education, secure
meaningful and gainful employment, and consequently, statistics continue to demonstrate
a diminished potential for self-sufficiency or upward mobility. Ontarians with mental
health disabilities were reported to be in core housing need at double the rate of
individuals without disabilities and were significantly less likely to own their own home,
and more likely to live in a single-family household with no children (Ontario Human
Rights Commission, 2015).
Given the significant long-term barriers that a mental health disability can pose to
an individual, it is important that steps be taken to both understand and support the
successful completion of secondary and postsecondary education for this vulnerable
group of individuals. Considering the findings from this study, interview participants
consistently identified the support of a caring adult (i.e., teachers, professors) in the
education system as a key factor in their re-engagement and success in their transition
program. This is in keeping with Bandura’s work on self-efficacy, which states that
verbal persuasion or faith demonstrated in self by significant others is one of the key
factors promoting the development of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1982, 1997). Furthermore,
interview participants identified the importance of accommodations that were universally
applied in their classrooms in ways that provided them with the supports that allowed
them to succeed in their academic tasks without centering them out amongst their peers in
the classroom, and without the need to qualify for an IEP. This is again clearly identified
by participants with exceptionalities (see Figure 15, Chapter 4) as one of the predominant
barriers and indicates a relationship between anxiety, social perception, and integration
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when referring to the social barriers and the experience of stigma. This stigma is
identified in the literature as a real barrier in the perceptions of college students about
their peers with disabilities. A recent study found that students with non-visible
psychiatric disabilities were subject to the greatest stigma, followed by students with nonvisible cognitive disabilities (Akin & Huang, 2019). This issue is also discussed in the
Minds That Matter document provided by the Ontario Human Rights Commission (2012)
in which the significant barriers created by stigma for individuals with mental health
challenges are discussed.
One of the universal strategies described by each of the interview participants as
highly supportive was the process of collaborative testing with time restrictions removed.
Students indicated that the experience of working collaboratively with their peers in
analyzing and solving problems in a low-stress testing environment actually alleviated
anxiety and enhanced their learning. This is supported by the literature on affective
neuroscience that demonstrates the interconnected nature of the cognitive and affective
domains and the impact that an emotional experience such as anxiety has on the cognitive
processes required to perform an academic task such as a test (Scalise & Felde, 2017).
Furthermore, Pandey and Kapitanoff (2011) in their research investigating the
relationship between test and trait anxiety, test performance, and collaborative testing in
college students found that students with higher levels of test anxiety benefitted to the
greatest degree in the process of collaborative assessment.
Currently, there is a movement for the identity of madness and for recognition to
emphasize a shifting philosophy in societal perceptions of mental health and the rights of
individuals with mental health challenges (Chamberlain, 2003; Gerrans, 2014; Rashed,
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2019; White & Pike, 2013; Wipond, 2013). A growing response has been the rise of
positive mad activism, raising the awareness that individuals with mental health
challenges also be recognized and acknowledged as part of the spectrum of human
diversity (Church, 2013; Gorman, 2013; Rashed, 2019; Reville, 2013). The movement
strives to create a new narrative that challenges society’s dominant understanding that
illness is intrinsic to mental health challenges and that individuals with mental health
challenges need to be cured with medications and therapies rather than recognizing their
challenges and barriers as the result of an unaccommodating societal construct (Rashed,
2019). This movement is directly related to critical disability theory (Abromeit, 2011;
Horkheimer, 1972), as discussed earlier in this document. Critical disability theory states
that all forms of disability are simply part of the spectrum of human diversity and that
there is an ongoing need in society to recognize the diversity of ability rather than to
focus on dis/ability when interacting with individuals in any social context, including
education and employment. The following comments by artist and activist Jacks Ashley
McNamara provide an insight into an alternate perspective supporting the imminent need
to change our social narrative which narrowly defines individuals with mental health
challenges as broken and in need of repair:
And the moments when I’d been soaring with eyes full of horizon and a heart
branded like a contour map with the outlines of rocky sunrises and the fractal
branching of so many threads of understanding … these seemed like the most
important moments of my life. I didn’t want to chalk them up to pathology, give
them ugly labels like mania and delusion that seemed to invalidate them, make
them less real. I didn’t want to eradicate them all for the sake of “stability.” …
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Yet as much as I resisted their words, they were all I could find, and over and
over again these incredibly limited, awkward words seemed like the barest
blueprints to my soul. (As cited in Rashed, 2019, p. viii)
In a study by Honey et al. (2011), findings indicated that young people with
disabilities reported lower levels of mental health compared to their non-disabled peers;
young people with disabilities indicated social isolation as a primary cause of
compromised mental health. It was suggested that by addressing social isolation, it might
be possible to increase the level of mental health in this population (Honey et al., 2011).
The Ontario Human Rights Commission (2017) describes the systemic barriers inherent
for individuals with mental health challenges and addresses specific measures
recommended to postsecondary institutions in Ontario to support these challenges and
work towards equity in the attainment of postsecondary education. Dikel (2014)
addresses the challenges for students with mental health challenges and advocates for
diversity sensitivity to counteract the stigma that often separates these students from their
peers. It is apparent that the emotional pain and the search for recognition and acceptance
contribute to the barriers for the healthy development of self-concept and self-efficacy
necessary to successfully navigate our society’s norm-centered pathway to success.
Social Barriers
Participants in the interviews also spoke about the social barriers they
encountered in their secondary school experience that prevented them from attaining their
full capacity to learn and demonstrate learning in their classrooms and school
environments. Their narratives described isolation, bullying, and the experience of being
othered socially and in the classroom.
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Furthermore, students described feeling separate from their peers in the classroom
environment through accommodations that clearly set them apart in an explicit manner.
For example, one student spoke of the embarrassment she felt when a test duration ended
and she and other students with accommodations were told that they could continue, but
everyone else had to put down their pens and hand in their test papers. This experience
not only created separation from her peers, but also animosity amongst peers who don’t
always understand why students with accommodations may receive extra test time and
that this is not an “advantage” that the rest of the class does not receive.
It is important to reflect back again on the importance of intrinsic motivation in
the process of academic performance. Social belonging is a strong human motivator
(Maslow, 1943) and will play a role in the assessment of expectancy-value (Wigfield,
1994; Wigfield & Eccles, 1992) when considering the benefits and likelihood of success
for an academic task. Even if the student has developed a level of academic self-efficacy
for the task through the provision of appropriate accommodations, the likelihood of
approach behaviour is diminished if the expectancy-value is not high due to an
anticipated social cost, or stigma. This could be the outcome of accepting an
accommodation that is not afforded to the rest of the students in the class.
Universal design for learning is a strategy in which educators consider the wide
diversity amongst their learners in the planning of environment, curriculum delivery, and
assessment in order to eliminate the need for separate accommodations specifically
targeted towards individual students or groups of students (Burgstahler, 2017). As
demonstrated by the responses of the students participating in the interviews, and
corroborated by their DC teachers, the universal design platform on which the SWAC
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classrooms were built increased both self-efficacy and student success rates. This is
further confirmed in the participants’ comments about the collaborative testing
environments both in the college classroom as well as in some of the SWAC classrooms.
Students consistently commented on the importance of being perceived as not separate
from their peers. Several students described situations in which they refused to engage in
the LOA process because they wanted a fresh start; they didn’t want their peers or
teachers to think of them as different. Several of the teachers also spoke to the struggle
they witnessed among many of their students with IEPs, often resulting in the decision
not to pursue the LOA at the college level. One teacher described the experience of
helping students set up appointments with the student success office to bring in their IEPs
and apply for the LOA as one in which the students were embarrassed and only sought
help privately and on their own terms.
These experiences are supported in the literature which demonstrates that on
average, 60%–80% of students with a disability do not report it to the postsecondary
institution or seek accommodations (Smith, 2012). Christopher Toutain (2019) in a recent
literature review of the accommodation process for students with disabilities in
postsecondary summarized the most common barriers to accessing accommodations,
including: lack of student awareness of the accommodation process or knowledge of how
to access it; the inability to provide relevant and required documentation to qualify for
necessary accommodations; and the negative reactions encountered from both peers and
faculty upon disclosure of the disability and the request to provide the accommodation.
Griful-Freixenet et al. (2017) further discuss the challenges for postsecondary students
with disabilities in the current accommodation model in which students need to self-
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advocate and provide documentation of their disability in order to receive an LOA and
then they need to again present the LOA to each professor in each class to request the
specific accommodations documented. The authors describe this process as akin to the
medical model that situates the disability in the individual and puts the onus on them to
advocate for an experience like that which is naturally available for their peers. They
point out that often students with disabilities are not aware of the information that is
expected of them. As well, students with non-visible disabilities often experience
stigmatization from professors who take pause in providing accommodations based on
the perception that it may not be fair since the accommodations are not provided to the
rest of the students in the class. It is unfortunate that faculty at most postsecondary
institutions are not required to have training or experience in curriculum design and
effective teaching methods, particularly where students with disabilities are involved
(Griful-Freixenet et al., 2017).
With respect to the social barriers that participants expressed, the challenges of
attempting to learn in an immature environment in secondary school was an example of a
poor contextual fit. This challenge created feelings of social awkwardness, heightened
anxiety, and often bullying (both emotionally and physically). Studies in affective
neuroscience evidence the interconnectedness of cognitive and affective processes through
interdependent neural processes (Immordino-Yang, 2016; Immordino-Yang & Damasio,
2017; Scalise & Felde, 2017). In the literature, it is clear that bullying leads to challenges
with mental health, physical well-being, and diminished academic outcomes (Jones et al.,
2017) and that the school climate has been shown to correlate to several outcome factors
including learning and achievement, drop-out rates, aggressive and disruptive behaviours,
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and student academic self-esteem (Reynolds et al., 2017; Thapa et al., 2013). In a metaanalytic review, Nakamoto et al. (2010) drew a clear parallel between belongingness and
academic success demonstrating that physical and verbal peer victimization leads to
negative psychosocial outcomes including mental health challenges such as anxiety and
depression, low self-esteem, and diminished academic performance. These findings were
supported by a 2-year longitudinal study of the effects of peer victimization on youth,
demonstrating a decreased sense of self-worth, disconnection to peers, and diminished
school engagement and academic achievement (Cho & Choi, 2017).
Evidence illuminates the importance of belonging for individuals from a socioemotional perspective and supports the experiences relayed by the participants in this
study. Involvement through social activities and later through employment are necessary
to promote psychological well-being (Honey et al., 2011; Lindsay, 2011). This is further
supported in Maslow’s (1943) theory of human development, in which the need for
belonging and esteem are second only to the fulfillment of basic survival and safety
needs. This need was clearly demonstrated by the participants in this study as they
indicated a personal barrier to learning when they felt not included or welcomed in their
learning environment.
Personal Barriers
During their interviews, students also discussed a number of personal barriers
including the most frequent barriers involving the consequences of living in low
socioeconomic circumstances. Both students and teachers spoke of the formidable
financial barriers of postsecondary education perceived by these students. In particular,
students in the SWAC programs are described by their teachers as coming predominantly
from low socioeconomic environments where access to technology and books is highly

162
limited. The common expectation at the postsecondary level tends to preclude that
students have access to technology such as internet access, computers/laptops, and
printers in order to conduct their research, collaborate on group projects, receive class
announcements, access notes and assignments, and submit their assignment and tests on
the institution’s learning management system.
An extension to this finding identifies young people with disabilities transitioning
to the workplace as more likely to experience barriers to employment such as a higher
likelihood of unemployment, under-employment, and part-time versus full-time
opportunities (Honey et al., 2014; Lindsay, 2011; Sima et al., 2015; Winn & Hay, 2009).
Further research connected lower levels of success and limited opportunities to complete
higher education (Abebe, Helseth, & Andenaes, 2019) as indicators for poor employment
outcomes; moreover, there was an intersection between disability and living in a home
with a lower household income (Sima et al., 2015). This intersection is identified for a
number of students through information provided from both the student and teacher
interviews in this study. Again, considering Maslow’s (1943) theory of human
development, human behaviour based on a prioritized hierarchy of needs provides
perspective in the process of understanding motivation and human behaviour. It is
evident both from the literature and from the responses of the student participants that
when essential barriers to survival exist, the focus of the student is not foremost on their
learning and therefore, intrinsic motivation for learning is less likely to be present when
motivation is inherently focused on survival goals. Participation in the DC programs was
described by students as eliminating some of these barriers to learning through the
connection to a caring adult who encourages and believes in them.
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Overall, the students reported that many of their personal barriers, although still
present, were easier to navigate through the support received in the DC program and that
this was directly linked to their increased self-efficacy to pursue postsecondary education.
Discussion on Students’ Perceptions of Changes in Academic Self-Efficacy
When considering the overall findings from the study for the group of student
participants from the IEP/LOAs sub-group, there is evidence to suggest that these
students experienced an increased perception of self-efficacy to both succeed in and
subsequently pursue postsecondary education after having completed the DC transition
program. This conclusion is supported from the findings of the analyses of: pre- and postsurveys (specifically items addressing change in intent to apply to postsecondary
education), the Likert scale administered orally during the student interviews, the
responses from the student interviews, and the responses from the teacher interviews.
It is important to recall that although the student participants in the IEP/LOAs
sub-group did significantly increase in measures of self-efficacy overall in the study, the
same positive change was not demonstrated for this group when considering only the
results from the self-efficacy survey instrument. When considering the results from the
whole self-efficacy survey instrument, the total group of participants, as well as the noIEP/LOAs sub-group, demonstrated a significant increase (small effect size) in selfefficacy whereas the IEP/LOAs sub-group demonstrated an overall decrease (although
not significantly different). Also important is the consideration that when examining the
mean sub-group scores on the pre and post measures of the self-efficacy scale, the
IEP/LOAs sub-group consistently had lower mean scores both pre- and post-test on each
of the 13 items. When the self-efficacy survey’s two parts were considered
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independently, the IEP/LOAs sub-group demonstrated a small but insignificant increase
in self-efficacy on the first section related belief in personal ability, and a small yet
insignificant decrease in the second section addressing growth mindset. The students in
this group had a sense that ability grows with effort, whereas their peers in the noIEP/LOAs group demonstrated a significant (small effect size) increase on the same items
over the course of the same program completion. There were no qualitative data collected
in this study to allow exploration into the reasons why such a decline in growth mindset
may have been experienced by the students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group. It seems
reasonable to consider the reciprocal nature of self-efficacy and the upward challenge
experienced by students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group in having first to eradicate their
attributions related to failure and begin to acknowledge the evidence of success to shift
these attributions and reinforce positive self-efficacy based on experiences with academic
success in the transition program. Dweck (2012) draws a connection between growth
mindset and academic achievement, demonstrating how students with a growth mindset
are more likely to accept accurate information about their current level of ability and use
that information to build and improve through goal-directed internal motivation. Further
evidence draws again from attribution theory, where we understand that having an
internal locus of control where belief in ability is linked to personal agency creates a
framework for personal growth and achievement (Weiner, 1985).
In addition to the removal of personal barriers, qualitative investigations into the
reasons why students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group believed they had experienced an increase
in self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary education, and in turn, to attend postsecondary
education broadly evidenced three main themes including: experience in a postsecondary
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environment, experience with postsecondary academics and accommodations, and
metacognitive skill development. Each of these themes is discussed below.
Experience With Postsecondary Environment
Students with exceptionalities (IEP/LOAs sub-group) indicated that being in a
postsecondary environment made a difference in both their self-efficacy to succeed and
their subsequent intention to apply to postsecondary education. The teachers shed further
light in confirmation of this finding by explaining that the DC programs offered an
authentic experience through which the students actually became college students and
lived the success of the experience. This supports Bandura’s (1986) premise of authentic
experience with success as the first influence in the development of self-efficacy. During
the interviews, students consistently spoke of the benefits of completing their secondary
school credits in a more mature environment away from the negative experiences that so
many of them experienced in their secondary schools. The college experience seemed to
allow them anonymity and distance from the negative social environments that they had
been experiencing. It also provided them with a new set of peers to whom they could
relate through their shared past educational experiences and their future goals for
completion of their OSSD. Again, this is supported in the literature where it is
demonstrated that affective processes are intricately linked to academic achievement
(Immordino-Yang, 2016; Immordino-Yang & Damasio, 2017) and that a sense of social
belonging positively affects socioemotional processes and by extension, learning
(Nakamoto et al., 2010; Reynolds et al., 2017).
Experience With Postsecondary Academics and Accommodations
Students with exceptionalities (IEP/LOAs sub-group) discussed their positive
experience with the academics in a postsecondary setting as beneficial to the
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development of both their self-efficacy and intention to apply to postsecondary. Students
discussed the importance of experiencing academic success through the successful
completion of a college credit through the DC program. This authentic first-hand
experience allowed them to evaluate for themselves whether they were academically
capable of successfully completing the work at a postsecondary level and to understand
how postsecondary academic expectations differed from the expectations they were
accustomed to in their secondary schools. The teacher interviews corroborated this view
and pointed out that as the students succeeded in their college classes, there was also an
increased level of both self-efficacy and effort evident from the SWAC students in the
DC programs. Again, this is evidenced in attribution theory where the students have
developed an internal locus of control which has led to approach behaviour for an
academic task (Weiner 1985). Teachers made connections stating that students who had
not been successful in their previous secondary environments were now finding
themselves experiencing success at a higher postsecondary level and that directly affected
a level of growth in their academic self-efficacy.
Students also talked about the accommodations offered through their
postsecondary experience and the confidence that resulted from understanding that the
accommodations they required would be available to them in their postsecondary
experience. Both students and teachers noted the importance of familiarity with the
process of acquiring accommodations in postsecondary for both the development of selfefficacy as well as for their increased intent to pursue postsecondary education. There is a
significant shift in procedure in the accommodation process from secondary school to
postsecondary education.
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In the secondary school system, the IEP document is initiated and implemented at
the level of the teacher with little to no input from the student. Many students indicated
that they were unaware of what accommodations their IEP actually provided to them. In
their interviews, teachers supported this premise by indicating that students tend to be left
out of the planning process and although they are aware that they have additional
supports available to them in the resource room, they tend not to be involved beyond that.
The experience in postsecondary for these students is significantly different as the
process is now completely student-driven. Students needing accommodations are
expected to make their own appointment with the student success office and selfadvocate through a face-to-face meeting in which they are expected to supply information
regarding their learning needs and requirements as well as provide documentation of their
needs. Furthermore, in the postsecondary experience, students need to approach the
professor in each class to arrange for the accommodations they want to have
implemented. Professors receive an LOA from the student success centre, but unlike the
IEP, the LOA provides no information regarding the student’s exceptionality or
documentation. The LOA simply states a list of accommodations for which the student
qualifies. It is the responsibility of the student to approach the professor to arrange an
accommodation they would like to implement. In this way, the student is in complete
control of which accommodations they need and in which circumstances they need them,
while still maintaining their privacy.
In the DC program, the DC teachers support students in the process of advocating
for their accommodations, guiding them through the process step-by-step. This practice is
supported in the literature which posits that self-advocacy is a skill that should be

168
explicitly taught in schools and which can be developed through classroom instruction
and experiential opportunities (Roberts et al., 2016). Roberts et al. (2016) describe selfadvocacy as including knowledge of self and personal rights paired with communication
and leadership skills. In the DC program, students are provided with a copy of their IEP
and supported in making, and sometimes attending, their first appointment with the
student success office. The process is explained, and it is made clear to students that the
LOA, unlike the IEP, is only valid for one semester. Students need to go through this
process again at the beginning of each semester in order to retain their accommodations.
For the students in this study, the experience of familiarity and the knowledge that the
supports they require are available to them at the postsecondary level, supported the
development of their self-efficacy in their ability to both attend and succeed in
postsecondary education. Research indicates that students with disabilities who require
accommodations transition more successfully to postsecondary education when they are
aware of their specific needs and are able to advocate for the accommodations they
require to ensure academic success (Rothman et al., 2008), and furthermore selfadvocacy skills have been linked to higher secondary school completion rates and
postsecondary success rates (Roberts et al., 2016)
Additionally, students experienced both content delivery and assessment based on
a universal design for learning platform in both their college and SWAC classrooms. In
both the surveys and interviews, the student participants consistently commented on the
positive role of learning collaboratively and being supported by their peers as
instrumental in building academic self-efficacy. Through adjusting pedagogy at this
tertiary level of support, an inclusive learning environment was created encouraging the
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development of academic skills while accommodating the needs of all learners. Capp
(2017) provides support from the literature for the experience reported by the participants
in this study through a meta-analysis of research involving pre- and post-measures on the
effectiveness of UDL as an inclusive teaching methodology which supports student
success. This meta-analysis focused on studies between the years 2013–2016 and
demonstrates the effectiveness of creating an inclusive environment for all students. The
findings of the meta-analysis, however, caution that the effects on long-term educational
outcomes have not yet been demonstrated. Further research involving students with
disabilities in a postsecondary context demonstrated that a UDL platform in the
classroom was a good fit that was experienced by students to address their diverse
learning needs, most particularly through multiple avenues of engagement (GrifulFreixenet et al., 2017).
Metacognitive Development
The students in the IEP/LOAs sub-group participating in the interviews
consistently described the awareness of metacognitive skill development. Students
indicated an increase in self-regulation, organizational and study skills, as well as the
recognition of the skills that were required to succeed in postsecondary education. The
literature supports the importance of metacognitive skill development in postsecondary
academic success for students with exceptionalities demonstrating that metacognitive
skills are positively correlated to GPA in postsecondary students with a learning
disability or ADHD (Mytkowicz et al., 2014) and that level of metacognitive skill has
been shown to predict academic outcome (Ohtani & Hisasaka, 2018). Teachers
corroborated the students’ comments by suggesting that they consistently witnessed
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students’ metacognitive skill development and personal growth; a number of the teachers
indicated that they explicitly teach these skills in their SWAC classrooms. Teachers
found that as students were integrated into a more mature environment, their individual
levels of cognitive maturity also began to develop. The teachers also indicated a positive
development in the students’ self-advocacy skills as they began to mature cognitively and
integrate into the postsecondary environment. This finding is supported in the literature
by Hadley et al. (2020), who also discuss the primary nature of a student’s ability to selfadvocate in order to successfully transition to postsecondary studies.
One factor supporting metacognitive skill development indicated by all of the
students in their interviews was participation in the process of collaborative testing.
Students described the process as enhancing and extending their learning experience as
well as decreasing levels of anxiety that had previously interfered with their ability to
fully demonstrate their learning in a traditional test environment. The fact that the
students could articulate this reflection was evidence of their metacognitive awareness.
Metacognitive development supports the process of making a student’s thinking process
explicit, thereby permitting students to monitor their own thinking and learning.
Metacognitive development has been shown to lead to increased student engagement and
academic performance (Kaplan et al., 2013). Teachers supported this finding and also
described their students’ experiences with collaborative testing as developing authentic
skills in collaborative learning, while providing an opportunity to interact with the course
materials at a deeper, more reflective and critical level through the experience of
discussing and debating concepts with their peers. Students and teachers alike reported a
deeper understanding and an increased confidence to learn the material as the result of
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this experience. This finding is also supported in a study by Ohtani and Hisasaka (2018)
in which they found metacognitive development to be correlated to increased academic
performance.
Implications for Theory: Conceptual Framework
In light of the elements that affected change in students’ self-efficacy to pursue
and succeed in postsecondary education, there is clear alignment with Bandura’s four
categories on the influence of self-efficacy: personal experience, vicarious experience,
persuasion from significant others, and change in physical or affective states. Figure 17
is a visual representation that has Bandura’s categories of the influence of self-efficacy
at its core. Resonating from these four categories are examples of the student
participants’ experiences as a function of their program participation that are directly
implicated in the increase in their self-efficacy. In this way, Bandura’s crucial elements
for success explain the outcomes of the transition process for students in the IEP/LOAs
sub-group, and their peers in the no IEP/LOAs sub-group in the DC program: increased
self-efficacy to succeed in postsecondary and increased intention to attend
postsecondary education.
Bandura’s concept of mastery experience is reflected in the students’ experiences
with academic success in a postsecondary academic setting. The element of vicarious
experience is reflected in the encouragement students indicated they felt as they found
themselves in an environment with other like-minded students where they worked
together and drew encouragement from one another’s academic successes. The element
of verbal persuasion is reflected in the positive and encouraging relationship between the
DC teachers, professors, and students. Students felt encouraged and motivated by the
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experience of having a caring adult in an academic setting who expressed positive regard
for them and clearly believed and supported their success and transition to postsecondary
education. Additionally, the element of affective states is reflected in the change reported
by students in the anxiety and personal barriers they had described when first coming to the
program. Bandura describes the affective state as intricately involved in the development of
self-efficacy. For the greater majority of the student participants in this study, their
struggles with anxiety and mental health challenges had been a significant barrier to the
development of academic self-efficacy. With the removal of these barriers, and in
combination with the other three elements, there was a perception amongst the students of
an increased academic self-efficacy to attend and succeed in postsecondary education.
Finally, it is important to recognize that these elements are connected to
attribution theory and the construct of locus of control. Where Bandura’s four
categories attributing the elements involved in the development of self-efficacy are
clearly illustrated in the experiences of the student participants in this study, it is
through recognizing the processes that informed these experiences that illumination of
the cognitive processes underlying the students’ perceptions could be explored. When
the students fostered an internal attribution, recognizing the power of their agency, then
an internal locus of control was developed through the affirmation that their efforts
impacted their academic outcomes and a positive consequence. It is through the
recognition of this process in the development of self-efficacy for the students with
IEP/LOAs that insight can be provided to inform future policies and programs to
support this process in all students at the secondary level rather than just those few
enrolled in the DC programs.
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Figure 17
Self-Efficacy of Students With Exceptionalities for Postsecondary Education (Ismailos,
2020)
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Significance of the Research and Implications for Future Practice
The findings of this research contribute to our understanding of the factors that
increase the self-efficacy and likelihood to engage in postsecondary education among
students with exceptionalities as defined in this study as students with IEP/LOAs. This
could inform future opportunities to develop these mechanisms into supports that may be
implemented at the secondary school level to benefit all students with IEPs, including
those who do not have the opportunity to enroll in the limited number of funded seats
offered annually in the SCWI programs in Ontario. The findings from this study could
contribute to a strategy that could be implemented from Grades 9–12 that would extend
the benefit of the transition program to students not able to participate, thereby
maximizing their potential to attend postsecondary as well. Focus on the development of
classrooms based on the principles of universal design for learning where the need for
individual accommodations is minimized, as well as a re-evaluation of traditional testing
processes in the classroom in favour of differentiated assessment models is
recommended.
Findings may also serve to inform Boards of Education in their selection criteria
for students in the DC programs (in Ontario) or other similar transition programs in other
jurisdictions. As evidenced by both student and teacher responses in this study, this
population of students may be at-risk of non-completion, which the Ontario Ministry of
Education (2013a) defines as below a credit count at a particular age, but they may also
be in-risk, a term used by one of the teachers during an interview and explained as
meaning that they are experiencing barriers that are impeding their success and ability to
proceed to postsecondary education. In-risk students represented in the DC program,
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particularly in the SWAC delivery model in this study, demonstrated a unique set of
barriers that were more likely presenting as mental health challenges, and challenges
stemming from their experience coming from a low socio-economic background.
Considerations around the implications of the significant number of students with
mental health issues who remain unsupported through the current IEP process should be
addressed. The IEP process provides a document laying out accommodations to provide
equal opportunities to learning for a student currently facing a barrier or challenge
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2017). Unlike the Ontario Ministry of Education
categories of exceptionality, the Ontario Human Rights Commission does consider a
mental disorder, which includes the mental health issues encountered by students in this
study, as a disability (Ontario Human Rights Commission, 2018). The Diagnostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders (American Psychiatric Association, 2013) lists
anxiety, depression, ADHD, and personality disorders alongside the neurodevelopmental
disorders recognized in the Ontario Ministry of Education categories of exceptionality
such as intellectual disabilities, Autism Spectrum Disorder, communication disorders,
language disorders, and specific learning disorders (Ontario Ministry of Education,
2017). Future practice for providing IEP documents to students with mental health
challenges should be considered to ensure equal access to learning for students with these
challenges and begin to address the gap through which students in this study described
themselves as falling through unsupported.
Furthermore, the findings of this research can serve to inform student support
services at the postsecondary level regarding the nature of the support provided to
students entering with IEPs from secondary schools. Based on the findings of this
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research, it may be beneficial to students with exceptionalities who likely have not yet
developed self-advocacy skills to be included in a support delivery model whereby they
are identified and contacted by student support services to invite them to learn about the
differences in the postsecondary accommodation process. Students with exceptionalities
entering postsecondary education might have an orientation on how to self-advocate in
each class and with each professor—this is very different compared to the secondary
school process they have been accustomed to whereby teachers in their classroom are
aware and provide accommodations with little or no student involvement.
Finally, numerous students who were interviewed mentioned that the DC program
had been offered to them after having tried a number of other alternative learning
programs. They felt that this program was not well promoted and that they would have
benefitted from inclusion in the program at a much earlier point in secondary school, thus
potentially avoiding the struggle with the challenges that they experienced over a number
of years. Both school boards represented in this study had their own model for referring
students to the DC program. All students in the program, whether they were faced with
specific learning challenges or not, benefitted from inclusion in the program through the
authentic postsecondary experiences that they gained. Several teachers noted that there
was an added benefit realized by the students with IEPs and those students with mental
health challenges; these students were engaged in an authentic experience with the
postsecondary system of accommodations, and the self-efficacy for postsecondary
education that is developed as they come to recognize the development of their own selfadvocacy and metacognitive skills. Students who will require an LOA at the
postsecondary level gain a unique advantage in the DC program through familiarization
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and first-hand experience with the process that cannot be provided through any other
alternative learning situation currently available.
One further implication for practice would be the promotion of professional
conversations that challenge the narrative of traditional forms of assessment as the
criteria by which success is determined. In light of the challenges faced by students with
exceptionalities, including those with mental health challenges such as anxiety, it is
necessary to question the authenticity of a formal and traditional assessment environment
regarding whether that metric is truly measuring what it is intended to measure, student
learning, instead of delivering an unreliable result based on challenges to the students’
ability to demonstrate learning. There has been ongoing conversation regarding the
nature, purpose, and format of standardized, high-stakes testing. Ironically, it is evident
that such tests create a barrier for students to gain access to a basic human right, the right
to education, by preventing them from having equal opportunity to demonstrate their
learning. Again, in light of the evidence already presented, it is clear that these barriers
are real and contribute to the reduced opportunities available to students requiring
accommodations, and in particular, those with mental health challenges.
Implications for Policy
Recently, the Ontario Ministry of Education announced that it would more than
double funding for mental health support for students in Ontario schools (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2019c). Currently, schools in Ontario receive additional funding
for students with an IEP. This additional amount is expected to cover the costs associated
with providing the supports required by the student to access learning at a level
equivalent to their typical peers. As illustrated by the findings in this study, there are a
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number of reasons why students who require the supports of an IEP may not have one.
There were student participants in this study who were not formally identified with
IEP/LOAs who were clearly exhibiting the same need for support as their peers who were
identified with IEP/LOAs. It is important to initiate a discussion regarding the
identification process that provides access to accommodations and support for students in
secondary and postsecondary institutions. Considerable thought and struggle went into
the operational definition and identification of the target group in this study. In Ontario,
as in many other districts as well, it is necessary at the elementary/secondary level for a
student to be identified through medical and/or psychometric testing with an
exceptionality to qualify for the Identification, Placement, and Review Committee (IPRC;
Ontario Ministry of Education, 2017). Students in K−12, however, can receive an IEP
with or without an identification of exceptionality (Ontario Ministry of Education, 2017,
2019b). It is actually common for students to receive support for their learning needs
through an IEP that is not attached to an identification when there is limited or no access
to testing, or when parents/guardians refuse to permit testing and identification (often in
order to avoid the stigma that can be associated with an identified label). Many students
in this study with IEPs (from their secondary school) chose not to pursue LOAs (at the
college) and did not want to be identified with an exceptionality so that they would be
seen by their peers as typical, and not as different than anyone else in the classroom. It
was only when students realized the significant difference in the IEP and LOA
processes—when they understood that the LOA was a student-driven process and that no
one, not even their professors, had access to their personal information—that they were
more inclined to engage with the support process at the postsecondary level.
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With the current shift globally towards inclusive education where all students
have the opportunity to learn together in a common classroom, new funding models are
required to ensure that classrooms receive the resources they require to ensure equal
access to learning and the ability to demonstrate learning for all students without the
stigma of identification of these students through separate teaching models. Through
inclusive pedagogical practices such as universal design for learning (Rose et al., 2014;
Rose & Meyer, 2002), all students can benefit from the same technology and resources
provided for students with learning challenges.
Pertinent examples of universal design for learning were cited in this study. A
student participant gave an example whereby his/her Central Auditory Processing
Disorder and hearing impairment were accommodated through a headset worn and
connected to the teacher’s microphone. This created the feeling of being centred out and
isolated, and the student participant described the experience of becoming the target of
mockery and bullying. In the following year, the teacher recognized this and connected
the microphone to speakers around the room rather than to the student’s headset. Many
students commented on the benefit of the speakers in the classroom, and the student with
the accommodation was no longer set apart from their peers. In a similar fashion, students
with exceptionalities requiring technology such as speech-to-text, text-to-speech, or word
prediction software can be accommodated on classroom tablets or computers that can be
made available for all students. The relaxation station required for decompression for
students with ASD is just as valuable for the student with an anxiety challenge or the
student who is facing an emotionally or psychologically challenging day. In short, by
reconceptualizing the way in which funds are specifically allocated to individual students
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with exceptionalities, refocusing through the lens of inclusive education can improve the
quality of delivery for both students with learning challenges, as well as their peers,
thereby creating social capital through improved integration of all students within a
differentiated pedagogical model.
Implications for Future Practice in Teacher Education
and Professional Development
Given our understanding of the importance of postsecondary education as a
determining factor in providing opportunities for careers with the potential for job
satisfaction and upward mobility through income at levels above minimum wage, it is
imperative that we view the transition to postsecondary as an integral transition for all
students regardless of their challenges and barriers. Through a greater focus on the less
visible barriers faced by students, combined with elements supporting positive growth in
academic self-efficacy, the likelihood of intention to pursue college or university studies
can be positively impacted.
One such positive step would be to increase awareness amongst pre-service
teachers of the availability of transition programming in secondary school and the
importance of recognizing students with mental health challenges in order to support the
elimination of their barriers to learning and support the growth of their self-efficacy to
increase the likelihood of their consideration of postsecondary education as a viable
option.
Finally, it is important that pre-service teachers are made aware of how these
barriers manifest themselves in the classroom and school environment. Pre-service
teachers who are instructed and receive authentic experience with the principles of
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universal design for learning (Rapp, 2014; Rose et al., 2014) are more likely to intuitively
create the environments and provide the supports that all students need for success.
Implications for Future Research
In light of the findings in this research study, recommended next steps include
replication using a wider sample of students and including other postsecondary transition
programs that do not take place on a college campus in order to isolate the benefits
provided from the authentic on-campus experience. The SCWI in Ontario is currently
offering dual-credit courses that are carried out in the secondary school, where a college
professor team-teaches with a high school teacher to deliver a dual credit (Ontario
Ministry of Education, 2019a). Including this group of students in a broader study would
be one way to further determine the extent to which the authentic on-campus
experience was responsible for students’ perceptions of increased self-efficacy.
Furthermore, other Ontario colleges offer the C2C experience by integrating the
secondary students into regular postsecondary classrooms rather than providing a
segregated experience with secondary students only in the dual credit on-campus class
(Ontario Ministry of Education, 2019a). Including students in colleges with this
approach would further provide an opportunity to explore the role of authentic
postsecondary integration at a different level from that experienced by student
participants in this study. By expanding the study to include several iterations of the
dual-credit experience at different colleges using several delivery models, it would
become more evident which factors play a more significant role in the development of
academic self-efficacy, particularly for students with IEPs who are less likely to attend
postsecondary education in the future. This more specific insight would serve to inform
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programming at the secondary level focused on creating supports at an earlier point of
intervention to promote postsecondary transition.
Given the challenge faced in providing a college experience to all secondary
students, it would be valuable to understand which benefits to the development of selfefficacy of students with IEPs can be fostered in another alternate setting, including
exploration of online learning environments. This study has demonstrated that students’
perceptions of academic self-efficacy may increase through completion of the SCWI
transition program citing elements such as positive academic success at a postsecondary
level, increased metacognitive skill development, and an authentic college experience. If
this program could be delivered through an online model, it would further inform the
degree to which each of these elements contributes to that growth in academic selfefficacy and possibly provide a more cost-effective and efficient delivery for a larger
number of secondary students while simultaneously fostering their skills with technology
that are essential at the postsecondary level.
Further research into the effect of providing an educational experience to students
completely on a UDL platform with no personal accommodations would begin to provide
evidence of the breaking down of barriers and stigma described by many of the students
in the IEP/LOAs sub-group of this study. The complete integration of all students in a
fully universally accommodated classroom would also provide insight into the building
of social capital as all students would be able to gain insight into the experience of
learning collaboratively rather than competitively. This research also has the potential to
further develop insight into the process of collaborative assessment as an extension of the
learning experience, integrating the processes of assessment as learning and assessment

183
for learning (Dann, 2014), in order to better understand students’ experience in relation to
academic outcomes.
Conclusion
It is apparent that students with exceptionalities (IEP/LOAs sub-group) did
experience an increase in their self-efficacy not unlike their peers in the DC program;
however, there seemed to be inherent differences in the factors that were identified as
mitigating this change. Students with IEP/LOAs tended to benefit from the experience
with academic familiarity and success, including familiarity with the postsecondary
support models more than their peers in the program, however, both groups strongly
identified that the authentic experience of being a college student on a college campus,
even in the limited capacity of the DC program was the strongest element affecting
change in both self-efficacy to succeed in and increased intention to apply to
postsecondary education.
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