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PSYCHOLOGICAL FACTORS INFLUENCING THE SOCIAL ADAPTATION OF
STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL NEEDS IN UNIVERSITIES:
CURRENT APPROACHES AND EMPIRICAL STUDY

Abstract

The article presents the results of a preliminary pilot study conducted as part of a doctoral
dissertation aimed at examining the psychological and organisational factors influencing the
engagement of students with special educational needs (SEN). The study involved 39 respondents
with diverse health and developmental conditions (15 men and 24 women) studying in an inclusive
educational environment. All participants had individual educational needs requiring specialised
academic and psychological support.

The relevance of the study is determined by the need to improve the quality of inclusive
education, enhance the psychological mechanisms of social and academic adaptation of students with
SEN, and optimise systems of support and accompaniment within higher education institutions. The
purpose of the study is to identify the relationships between the level of institutional support, the
availability of educational resources, and the degree of engagement of students with SEN in the
educational process.

Data were collected using a structured psycho-pedagogical questionnaire — the international
methodology of the WHODAS 2.0, designed to assess the degree of functioning and participation of
individuals with disabilities. Statistical data analysis was performed using quantitative methods. The
results revealed a significant positive correlation between the level of support and engagement (p <
0.05), as well as between resource accessibility and engagement (r = 0.45, p < 0.05).

The scientific novelty of the research lies in expanding the theoretical understanding of the factors
influencing psychological engagement among students with special educational needs within
inclusive education. The findings clarify the role of institutional support, accessibility, and
psychosocial functioning as key predictors of educational motivation and social integration of
students with SEN. The practical significance of the study lies in the potential application of its results
for developing psycho-pedagogical support programmes and enhancing the effectiveness of inclusive
practices in higher education institutions.

Key words: social adaptation, students with special educational needs, psychological factors,
university environment, inclusive education.
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YHUBEPCUTETTEPJIEI'T APHAWBI BIJIIM BEPY KAJKETTLIIKTEPI AP
CTYJEHTTEPAIH ©JEYMETTIK BEMIMIEJYIHE BIKIIAJI ETETIH
HCUXO0JOTI'UAJBIK PAKTOPJIAP:

KA3IPT'I TOCIVIAEP MEH DMIIMPUKAJIBIK 3EPTTEY

Anoamna

Makanana apHaiiel OutiM Oepy kKaxertutikrepi (ABK) Oap crynentrepniH OKy yiepiciHe
KATBICYbIHA BIKMAT €TETIH TICHXOJOTHSUIBIK JKOHE YHBIMIACTBIPYIIBUIBIK (aKTOPJIapIsl 3epTTeyre
OaFpITTaJIFaH JIOKTOPJIBIK JHCCepTalys MEeHOepiHAe KYPri3ulreH alJiblH aja MWIOTTBHIK 3epTTEyIIH
HOTIDKENEpl YCHIHBUIAJBL. 3epTTeyre HMHKIIO3UBTI OuTIM Oepy oOpTachblHAa OKUTBHIH JIEHCAYIIBIK
KarJaiapel MeH aMy epekienikrepl optyp:i 39 pecrionaeHt (15 ep anam sxoHe 24 olien) KaThICThI.
Bapibik KaTeIcymblIap OKY YICPICiHAE apHaWbl aKaJeMESUIBIK JKOHE IICHXOJIOTHSIBIK KOJJIAYIbl
TaJan eTeTiH KeKe OUTiM Oepy KaXeTTUTIKTepiHe re OOJIIbI.

3epTTeyaiH 63eKTUIIr WHKII3UBTI OUTiM OepyniH canacbiH apTThipy, ABK 06ap crynenTrepain
QJIEYMETTIK KOHE aKaJeMUSUIbIK OeHiMIeTyIHIH MCUXOJIOTUSIIBIK MEXaHU3M/IEPIH KETUIAIPY, COHIaM-
aK KOFapbl OKY OpBIHIAPBIHIAFEl KOJIIAY JKOHE CyhHemelnaey *KyHelnepiH OHTalIaHbIpy KaKeTTii-
riMeH aWKpIHJAIaabpl. 3EepPTTEYAIH MaKcaThl — HWHCTUTYIMOHAIBIK KOJIJAy JACHreii, OutiM Oepy
pecypcTapbIHBIH KOJDKETIMAUTIr skoHe ABK 0ap crynmeHTTepaiH OKy yAepiCiHEe TapThLIy Iopexeci
apachIHJarbl ©3apa OaillaHbIcTap bl aHBIKTAY.

Hepextep xanbikapanblk ogicteMe — WHODAS 2.0 ncuxonorusiibIK-Tie1aroruKajiblK KyphLIbIM-
JTAJFFaH cayaTHaMachl apKbLIbI )KUHAIBI, OJT MYMKIHJIIT MIEKTEYI1 TYJIFalapblH KbI3MET €Ty JISHT il
MEH KaThICYy JOpekeciH Oaranayra apHayiFaH. CTaTUCTUKAIBIK IEPEKTEP/Il Talay CaHIbIK dAiCTepl
KOJIJIaHy apKbLIbl Kypri3uial. Hotmwxenep Konpay aeHreili MeH TapThUly apachblHAa CTATUCTHKAIIBIK
TYPFBIIaH MaHbI3AbI OH KoppesusHbiH (p < 0.05), conmaii-ak pecypcTapablH KOJDKETIMIUTIIT MEH
TapTHLITYy KOPCETKIIITEPi apacklHIa Aa OH OaimaHbic 6ap ekeHiH kepcerTi (r = 0.45, p < 0.05).

3epTTeyliH FHUIBIMH JKaHAIBIFBI WHKIIO3UBTI OLTIM Oepy JKarmaiblHAAa apHaiibl OutiM Oepy
KOKETTUTIKTEpl 0ap CTYACHTTEPAIH ICHUXOJOTHSIIBIK TapThLIybIHA oCEp €TETIH (hakTopijap Typasibl
TEOPHSUIBIK TYCIHIKTEPlI KeHeHTyiHae Oosbin Tadbliaabl. HoTmkenep MHCTUTYIMOHAIBIK KOJIAAY,
KOJDKETIMJIUTIK JKOHE TICUXOCOLUANIBIK KbI3MET €Ty ACHIeHIHIH OKYy MOTHUBALIMSACHI MEH QIICYMETTIK
MHTETPALMSHBIH HETI13T1 JeTePMUHAHTTAPbl PETIHJIET1 POTIH HAKThUIAW bl 3epTTey/IiH MPaKTUKAIBIK
MaHbI3/IBUIBIFBl — OHBIH HOTIKEJEPIH MCUXOJOTHSIIBIK-TIEAArOTHKANBIK KoJay OaraapiaManapbiH
a3ipiieyzie oHe JKOFaphl OKY OPbIHAAPBIHAAFGl MHKIIO3UBTI TOXKIpUOENep IiH THIMIUIIMH apTThIpyaa
KOJIJIaHy MYMKIHJIT1HE.

Heczizei co30ep: oneymeTTik Oeitimzeny, apHaiibl OUTiM Oepy KaKeTTUIIKTepi Oap CTyIeHTTep,
MICUXOJIOTUSUIBIK (pakTOpIiap, YHUBEPCUTET OPTAChl, MHKIIIO3UBTI OiTiM Oepy.
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HHCUXOJIOTHIECKHUE ®AKTOPBI, BJIMAIOINUE HA COIMAJIBHY IO
AJAIITAIIMIO CTYZAEHTOB C OCOBBIMH OBPA30BATEJIbHBIMH
IHOTPEBHOCTSAMMU B YHUBEPCUTETAX:
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COBPEMEHHBIE MOAXO/bI U SMIIMPUYECKOE UCCJIEJOBAHUE

Annomayus

B cratbe npencraBieHbl pe3yiabTaThl IPEBAPUTEILHOTO MUJIOTHOTO UCCIIE0OBAHUS, BBITIOIHEH -
HOTO B paMKax JOKTOPCKOW JWCCepTalli{, HAIpaBICHHON Ha H3YYEHUE IICHUXOJIOTUYECKUX U
OpPraHU3alMOHHBIX (DaKTOPOB, BIIMSAIOUIMX Ha BOBJIEUEHHOCTh CTYAEHTOB C OCOOBIMH 00pa3oBa-
tenpHBIME TIOTpeOHOCTsIME  (OOII). B wmccnemoBanuy TpUHSUM ydacTue 39 pPECHoOHICHTOB C
Pa3IMYHBIMU COCTOSIHUSIMH 370pOBbSl U1 OCOOCHHOCTSMHU pa3BUTUA (15 MyxuuH u 24 KEHLIUHBI),
oOydJarommxcsi B MHKIIO3UBHON 00pa3oBaTeslbHON cpesie. Bece yuacTHMKM MMENHM MHAMBUIYaJIbHBIC
oOpa3oBaTe/lbHbIE  MOTPEOHOCTH,  TPEOYIOIIHWE  CICHUATU3UPOBAHHON  aKaJeMHUYeCKOW U
MICUXOJIOTUYECKOMN TOIJIEPIKKH.

AKTyanbHOCTh  HCCJIEIOBAHUS  OMNpEAeNseTcss HEOOXOIUMOCTbIO TOBBIIEHHUS — KauecTBa
MHKJIIO3UBHOTO 00pa30BaHMs, COBEPIIEHCTBOBAHUS ICHUXOJIOTMYECKMX MEXaHU3MOB COLMAIBHOW U
akageMudeckoi anantauuu crygeHToB ¢ OOII, a Takke ONTUMHU3AIMM CUCTEM HOJJIEPKKU U
COIIPOBOKJICHUSI B BBICIIMX Y4eOHBIX 3aBeleHMsAX. Llenp nccnenoBaHusi — BBISIBUTH B3aUMOCBSI3U
MEXJly YPOBHEM HHCTUTYLHOHAJIBHON MOJAEP)KKH, JTOCTYIMHOCTHIO 00pa3oBaTelbHBIX PECYpCOB U
cTeneHbio BoBiieu€HHOCTH cTyAeHTOB ¢ OOII B 00pa3oBarebHBIN ITPOIecc.

CO0p JaHHBIX OCYILIECTBIISIICS C HCIIOJIb30BAaHUEM MEXIYHApOJIHOW ICHUXO0JIOT0-TIe1arornyecKoi
Metoquku WHODAS 2.0, nmpenHasHaueHHOM [71s1 OLIEHKU YpPOBHS (DYHKIIMOHHPOBAHUS U Y4acTHs
JUI] C OTPaHUYEHHUSIMHU 3710pOBbsl. CTaTUCTUYECKUM aHaIMU3 JaHHBIX MPOBOAMIICS C MPHUMEHEHHEM
KOJIMYECTBEHHBIX METO/I0B. Pe3ynbTaTbl BBISBMIM CTATUCTUYECKH 3HAYMMYIO TOJIOXKHUTEIbHYIO
KOPPETSIIUI0O MEXKIy YPOBHEM TONIEPKKH W BOBICUEHHOCTHIO (p < 0.05), a Takke MeExXIy
JTOCTYITHOCTBIO peCypcoB U BoBiiedéHHOCTHIO (1 = 0.45, p < 0.05).

Hayuynast HOBHM3Ha wHcClIE€OBaHUS 3aKIIOYA€TCS B PACIIUPEHUU TEOPETUYECKOTO MOHMMaHUS
(akTOpOB, BIHUAIOUIMX Ha ICHUXOJIOTUYECKYIO BOBJIEUEHHOCTH CTYACHTOB C OCOOBIMH 0Opa3oBa-
TEJIbHBIMU TMOTPEOHOCTSIMU B YCIIOBHUSIX HMHKIIIO3UBHOTO 0OOpa3zoBaHus. [loyueHHBIE pe3ynbTaThl
YTOYHSIIOT ~POJb WHCTUTYLUMOHAJIBHOM  TMOJJEPKKH, JOCTYITHOCTH M  ICHUXOCOIMAIBLHOIO
(GYHKIIMOHUPOBAHUS KaK KIIFOYEBBIX MPEAUKTOPOB YU€OHONW MOTHBAIMU U COLUAILHOW MHTETPalluu
crynentoB ¢ OOII. IIpakTrueckasi 3HaUUMOCTh PabOTHI COCTOUT B BO3MO>KHOCTU HPUMEHEHHS €&
pe3yapTaToB MpH  pa3pabOTKe MPOrpaMM IMCHUXOJIOrO-IEJarornYeckoro  COMPOBOXKICHUS U
MOBBIIIEHUH 3(PPEKTUBHOCTH MHKITIO3UBHBIX MIPAKTUK B BBICHIMX YUEOHBIX 3aBEICHUSIX.

Knwueevle cnoea: couuanbHas ajanTaiys, CTYIEHTBI € OCOObIMH 0Opa30BaTEbHBIMU
MOTPEOHOCTSAMHU, IICUXOJIOTHYECKHE (PaKTOPhI, YHUBEPCUTETCKAs Cpe/ia, MHKIIO3UBHOE 00pa30BaHHUe.

INTRODUCTION. The psychological adaptation of students with special educational needs
within higher education represents a complex, multidimensional process involving cognitive,
emotional, motivational, and social components. Although inclusive education policies formally
guarantee equal access to learning, the real conditions of adaptation depend largely on the
psychological resources of students and the quality of institutional support provided by universities.

Scientific evidence indicates that students with SEN experience a higher risk of academic and
psychosocial difficulties, including elevated anxiety, reduced self-efficacy, and limited sense of
belonging to the university community [1, 2]. These difficulties may stem not only from functional
limitations but also from insufficient emotional support, limited peer interaction, and inconsistent
pedagogical practices [3]. Such factors weaken engagement in learning activities and impede both
academic progress and psychological well-being.

Research by Ryan and Struhs (2004) highlights that the barriers faced by students with special
educational needs in higher education extend far beyond physical accessibility and are deeply
embedded in the psychological and sociocultural climate of the university environment. The authors
emphasise that many students encounter implicit exclusion through negative attitudes, limited
academic flexibility, and insufficient interpersonal support from both peers and faculty. These barriers
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reduce the sense of belonging and diminish academic self-efficacy, ultimately undermining the
adaptive potential of students with SEN [4].

Building on these findings, contemporary research demonstrates that successful adaptation of
students with SEN is shaped not only by external conditions but also by a set of internal psychological
mechanisms. Perceived social support, self-regulation skills, stress resilience, and the quality of
interpersonal communication have been identified as key determinants of engagement and academic
functioning within inclusive university settings. Despite the increasing number of studies addressing
these aspects, the existing literature still lacks comprehensive models that conceptualise adaptation as
an integrated psychological process driven by the interaction of personal, interpersonal, and
organisational factors. This gap underscores the need for a more holistic scientific perspective on the
mechanisms facilitating or hindering the inclusion of students with SEN.

In the context of Kazakhstan, inclusive practices have expanded in recent years; however,
universities continue to face challenges related to the insufficient development of psychological and
pedagogical support services and the inconsistency of institutional responses to SEN-related needs.
Empirical findings indicate that many students with SEN lack access to adequate counselling,
adaptive learning strategies, and structured emotional support, which collectively undermines their
engagement and academic motivation.

Given these gaps, there is a need for systematic psychological research aimed at identifying the
factors that facilitate or obstruct successful adaptation and engagement among students with SEN.
Addressing this issue is essential for improving the quality of inclusive education and for developing
evidence-based psychological support models that enhance students’ functioning and participation
within the university environment.

The aim of this article is to conduct a theoretical and methodological analysis of the
psychological conditions that contribute to the successful adaptation of students with SEN in the
university educational environment.

The following objectives are set within the study:

1. To define the concepts of adaptation, psychological conditions, and inclusive environment in
the context of higher education;

2. To analyze key internal and external psychological factors influencing the adaptation of
students with SEN;

3. To systematize contemporary theoretical approaches and identify the most significant
directions for future research.

Literature review. The contemporary scientific literature conceptualises the adaptation of
students with special educational needs in higher education as a multidimensional psychological
process arising at the intersection of personal resources, interpersonal interactions, and institutional
conditions. Current theoretical frameworks converge on the view that adaptation is not merely
behavioural adjustment but a dynamic socio-emotional and cognitive regulation process shaped by
individual agency, perceived support, and contextual affordances [5;6].

A central emphasis across modern research is placed on the role of self-efficacy and autonomous
motivation, which have been consistently linked to academic persistence, emotional stability, and
coping among students with disabilities [7-9]. These internal mechanisms operate in parallel with
emotion-regulation capacities and resilience, which determine the ability to navigate stressors
associated with academic overload, communication barriers, and inconsistent institutional support
[10;11].

Complementing individual-level explanations, ecological and social-contextual models offer a
systemic understanding of adaptation. Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory, updated in
contemporary applications to inclusive education, demonstrates that adaptation outcomes depend on
the interplay of micro-level relationships with peers and faculty, meso-level organisational practices,
and macro-level cultural norms [12]. These findings are reinforced by disability studies scholars who
argue that inclusion depends less on individual characteristics and more on the removal of structural
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and psychological barriers, such as inflexible teaching formats, lack of accommodations, and negative
faculty attitudes [13].

The social model of disability and relational perspectives emphasise psychological safety,
belonging, and recognition as fundamental determinants of successful inclusion. Empirical studies
consistently demonstrate that a sense of belonging mediates the relationship between institutional
climate and academic engagement, with particularly strong effects among students with SEN [14;15].
Positive peer relationships, accessible communication with instructors, and inclusion in academic or
extracurricular communities significantly reduce anxiety and enhance emotional well-being [16].

Across studies, institutional and pedagogical factors consistently appear as decisive for inclusion
quality. International research identifies flexible teaching practices, universal design for learning
(UDL), tutoring systems, and availability of psychological counselling as key mechanisms improving
academic outcomes for students with SEN [17]. Effective inclusion is characterised not only by
physical accessibility but by the presence of supportive social norms, empathy-based interaction, and
organisational responsiveness to student needs.

Recent integrative works highlight that adaptation is best conceptualised through four
interdependent dimensions: (1) communicative integration (competence in interacting with peers and
faculty), (2) emotional integration (sense of belonging, psychological comfort), (3) role adaptation
(mastery of academic and social roles), and (4) normative-value alignment (internalisation of
institutional norms and expectations) [12;15]. These dimensions collectively determine students’
capacity to function autonomously, maintain academic motivation, and participate meaningfully in
university life.

Taken together, the literature demonstrates that successful adaptation of students with SEN results
from the synergy of personal dispositions (motivation, self-efficacy, resilience), relational experiences
(support, acceptance, communication), and institutional conditions (inclusive policies, accessible
pedagogies, supportive climate). Psychological adaptation emerges as a cumulative and
developmental process shaped by the degree to which the educational environment supports
autonomy, competence, and social connectedness.

MATERIALS AND METHODS This article presents the results of a preliminary pilot study,
conducted alongside a literature review of the most recent and contemporary research in the field of
social adaptation of students with special educational needs (SEN). The pilot study aimed to explore
key psychological factors influencing social engagement and accessibility within university
environments, serving as a foundational step before the main doctoral research.

The study involved 39 respondents aged between 17 and 22 years. Participants were selected
through purposive sampling to capture a range of experiences regarding accessibility and social
participation. Data collection was carried out using a structured questionnaire specifically developed
for this research. The instrument included items addressing perceived social support, resource
accessibility, awareness of available support services, perceived barriers, and involvement in social
activities at university. An online survey was conducted via Google Forms among undergraduate
students of Al-Farabi Kazakh National University (KazNU).

The sample consisted of 15 males and 24 females. All participants were assessed using the World
Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0 (WHODAS 2.0), a standardized instrument
developed by the World Health Organization to measure health and disability across cultures and
health conditions [18]. WHODAS 2.0 is grounded in the conceptual framework of the International
Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) and is designed to capture the degree to
which health limitations affect an individual’s everyday functioning.

The WHODAS 2.0 includes 36 items covering six domains:

1. Cognition (understanding and communicating),

2. Mobility (moving and getting around),

3. Self-care (hygiene, dressing, eating, and staying alone),

4. Getting along (interacting with other people),
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5. Life activities (household, work, or academic tasks), and

6. Participation (community activities, barriers, and emotional impact).

Each item is rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (none) to 5 (extreme or cannot do),
reflecting the level of difficulty experienced over the past 30 days. The total score ranges from 36 to
180, with higher scores indicating greater disability or functional limitation. For interpretive clarity,
raw scores were standardized to a 0-100 scale, where higher values represent lower levels of
accessibility or increased participation barriers.

The WHODAS 2.0 provides both domain-specific and global disability scores, allowing
researchers to examine functioning in particular areas as well as overall well-being. The instrument
demonstrates high internal consistency (Cronbach’s a = 0.86-0.98 across domains) and strong
construct validity, supporting its use for diverse populations, including students with disabilities.

Data analysis was conducted using SPSS Statistics version 26.0 (IBM Corp., 2019). The study
employed both quantitative (descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation, and ¥? tests) and qualitative
approaches to assess the relationships between institutional support, resource accessibility, and
student engagement. Scores from WHODAS 2.0 were normalized and ranked to explore associations
between perceived functional barriers and levels of inclusion within the higher education
environment.Qualitative Analysis. A thematic content analysis was conducted for the open-ended
survey questions. The following key themes emerged:

- Limited awareness of available resources,

- Physical barriers (e.g., elevators, bathrooms, transport),

- Gaps in communication with university staff,

- Positive experiences related to inclusive education (e.g., flexible deadlines, individual
accommodations).

The quantitative phase of analysis included:

- Descriptive statistics (mean scores, normalized values),

- Pearson correlation analysis to assess linear relationships between variables,

- Chi-square tests of independence to examine associations between categorical variables.

Prior to the main data collection, the questionnaire underwent a pilot testing phase to verify
clarity, reliability, and relevance of the items, allowing refinement based on participant feedback. This
mixed-method approach combining empirical data with a review of contemporary literature provides
a comprehensive framework to understand the complex interplay of psychological and environmental
factors affecting social adaptation in students with SEN.

RESULTS The empirical part of this pilot study was conducted among 39 undergraduate
students with officially documented special educational needs (SEN), aged 17 to 22 years, with 15
male and 24 female participants. The sample included individuals with a variety of functional
limitations, such as musculoskeletal, sensory, and chronic health conditions, all of whom are currently
enrolled in inclusive educational programs at the university level.

To assess functional and social aspects of adaptation, participants were evaluated using the World
Health Organization Disability Assessment Schedule 2.0 (WHODAS 2.0), a globally recognized
instrument that captures six key domains: cognition, mobility, self-care, getting along, life activities,
and participation. The tool allows for quantitative assessment of functional difficulties on a
standardized scale.
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60 (WHODAS 2.0 results)

50

18 (46.2%)

40

12 (30.8%)
30

Percentage (%)

9 (23.0%)

20

10

Mild di;ability Moderate disability Severe disability
Figure 1 — Severity of Functional Limitations among Students (WHODAS 2.0 results)

According to WHODAS 2.0 results (see Fig. 1), participants were classified into three groups
based on the severity of functional limitations:

- Mild disability - 12 students (30.8%),

- Moderate disability - 18 students (46.2%),

- Severe disability - 9 students (23.0%).

Descriptive statistics of key variables for the study group showed the following mean scores
(based on normalized scales):

- Accessibility: 1.3 out of 2,

- Social support: 0.7 out of 1,

- Awareness of available resources: 0.5 out of 1,

- Perceived barriers: 0.75 out of 1,

- Social engagement: 0.6 out of 1.

These results reveal a moderate level of perceived accessibility and support, but simultaneously a

relatively high perception of barriers to participation, indicating persistent challenges despite some
available support.

Table 2. — Content Analysis

No Category Key Result

1 Gender Majority female (~75%)

2 Type of Disability Vision, motor, neuro, hearing impairments
3 Info Availability Most say info is available

4 Counselling Only 3 know provider

5 Faculty Preparation Mixed responses

6 Financial Support Low awareness

7 Learning Environment Partially accessible

8 Toilets/Sanitation Problems reported

9 Dormitories Not adapted

10 Transport No university transport

11 Nutrition No special menu (mostly)
12 Flexible Deadlines Some flexibility

13 Exam Adaptations Partially implemented

14 Equipment Limited equipment

15 Career Counselling Almost absent
16 Social Participation Restricted participation
17 Recommendations Infrastructure, equipment, info
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Content Analysis (Thematic summary approach), as the data were coded into key categories,
summarizing participant responses into descriptive themes without in-depth interpretative
phenomenological analysis (table 1).

Total respondents 39 (100.0%)

Students with disabilities 39 (100.0%)

Receive support

Have learning barriers 11 (28.2%)
Environment accessibility (full) + 26 (66.7%)
Environment accessibility (partial) % 3(7.7%)
Environment accessibility (not accessible) | 10 (25:6%)
Participate in university life| 10 (25.6%)
0 2|0 4‘0 éO SIO 160

Percentage (%)

Figure 2. — Summary of Students with Disabilities Survey

Descriptive analysis revealed that out of 39 respondents with SEN. Among them, 51.3% received
support, while 28.2% reported experiencing barriers in learning. Only 66.7% perceived the
environment as fully accessible, 7.7% as partially accessible, and 25.6% as not accessible.
Furthermore, 33.3% received information about services, and 25.6% participated in university life.
See Figure 2 for a visual representation of these findings. Bar plot illustrating the percentage
distribution of students with disabilities by key variables.

Statistical analysis revealed a significant association between perceived social support and
engagement in social activities (y> = 6.5, p = 0.01). This indicates that students perceiving higher
levels of social support tend to be more actively involved in university social life.

Table 3. — Chi-Square Test of Independence

Active Passive Total
High social support 15 5 20
Low social support 6 13 19
Total 21 18 39

¥? (1, N =39) = 6.5, p = 0.01. This result is statistically significant, indicating that students who
perceive higher levels of social support are more likely to be actively engaged in university life. This
study revealed a significant relationship between perceived social support and social participation
among students with disabilities. While support systems are in place, perceived barriers remain high.
Findings underscore the need for improved accessibility, better communication, and targeted
awareness efforts to foster inclusive academic and social environments.

Table 4. — Pearson Correlation Analysis

Variables r p-value
Social support — Social engagement 0.45 0.02
Accessibility — Social engagement 0.50 0.01
Barriers — Social engagement -0.40 0.03
Accessibility — Participation in social activities 0.45 0.02
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Awareness — Social engagement 0.35 0.06

Furthermore, a positive correlation was found between resource accessibility and social
engagement (r = 0.45, p = 0.02), indicating that improved access to physical, informational, and
institutional support systems facilitates more active student involvement in social life. The main
findings revealed: a statistically significant relationship between the level of perceived support and
social engagement (p < 0.05); a moderate positive correlation between resource accessibility and both
general engagement and participation in social activities (r = 0.45, p = 0.02). These results highlight
the pivotal role of both structural accessibility and social support systems in fostering inclusive
university environments.

DISCUSSION. The findings of this study confirm the critical role of social support, accessibility,
and inclusive practices in facilitating the adaptation and social integration of students with special
educational needs in higher education. Consistent with previous research, the results demonstrate that
emotional, informational, and practical support from faculty, peers, and institutional structures
significantly buffer the challenges associated with disabilities, enhancing engagement, self-efficacy,
and psychological well-being [13;16]. The positive correlation between accessibility and engagement
underscores the importance of tangible inclusive measures, including physical infrastructure,
academic accommodations, and effective communication of resources. At the same time, the
persistent perception of barriers highlights gaps in existing support systems, indicating the need for
ongoing improvements in the inclusivity and responsiveness of university environments.

Recent empirical research by Moldakhanova et al. (2025) provides direct evidence on the
psychological conditions facilitating adaptation of students with special educational needs in higher
education. Their study highlights that effective adaptation is mediated by a combination of internal
resources and external factors including social support from peers and faculty, institutional
accessibility, and inclusive practices [19]. The findings reinforce the notion that adaptive success is
not solely dependent on structural provisions, but critically involves psychosocial processes that
enable students to engage fully in academic and social university life. This aligns with broader
theoretical frameworks emphasizing the interaction between personal, interpersonal, and institutional
determinants of adaptation [7;17].

Despite these valuable insights, the study has several limitations. The relatively small and
homogeneous sample (n=39) limits generalizability, and the cross-sectional design prevents causal
conclusions or analysis of adaptation over time. Data were collected via self-report, introducing
potential subjectivity, and the absence of a control group prevents direct comparison with students
without SEN. Moreover, the single-institution sample may not reflect broader systemic trends.
Nonetheless, this pilot research provides a foundation for further investigations and has several
strengths, including the use of a standardized international instrument (WHODAS 2.0), which ensures
reliability and cross-contextual comparability, and the identification of concrete links between
psychosocial factors and adaptive outcomes.

Future research should consider multi-institutional or national-level designs, incorporate
qualitative methods to explore lived experiences, include teachers’ and administrators’ perspectives,
and develop intervention programs aimed at enhancing adaptation and participation.
Methodologically, factor analysis, multiple regression, MANOVA/ANOVA, structural equation
modeling, and longitudinal analysis represent appropriate statistical approaches for testing
comprehensive models of adaptation and social integration in higher education. These findings
contribute important empirical evidence regarding the psychological and environmental determinants
of social adaptation for students with SEN. They reinforce the necessity of comprehensive support
structures, accessible resources, and an inclusive educational climate as foundational elements for
promoting engagement, well-being, and equal participation in higher education settings.

CONCLUSION. This pilot study, combining theoretical review and empirical data, confirmed
the critical influence of psychological and social factors on the social adaptation of university students
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with special educational needs. According to the WHODAS 2.0 assessment, all 39 participants had
functional limitations of varying degrees. The severity distribution showed that 30.8% of students had
mild limitations, 46.2% moderate, and 23.0% severe.

The statistical analyses revealed a significant association between perceived social support and
the level of social engagement (y*> = 6.5, p = 0.01), as well as a moderate positive correlation between
resource accessibility and participation in social activities (r = 0.45, p = 0.02). These findings
emphasize the importance of cultivating an inclusive university environment where students with
SEN are not only academically supported but also socially integrated and actively involved in campus
life. Despite the presence of some support mechanisms, average WHODAS domain scores indicate
persistent barriers, limited awareness, and only moderate accessibility. These outcomes highlight the
need for a strategic institutional shift toward systemic inclusion, involving not only physical and
informational accessibility but also psychosocial and emotional support structures.

In conclusion, the successful integration of students with SEN into higher education depends on
the synergy between personal resources, peer and faculty support, and inclusive institutional policies.
Sustainable inclusion requires not only infrastructural adaptation but also enhanced faculty training,
increased social awareness, and meaningful student engagement. These factors collectively contribute
to reducing marginalization, fostering resilience, and enabling full academic and social participation.
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