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Chapter One: Introduction

There has been an increase in the number of swidatht disabilities on college
campuses (Heiman & Precel, 2003; Henderson, 208dnian, Wagner, Cameto, &
Knokey, 2009). Of those with disabilities, 61.3qant (or 226,600) of students enrolled
in a postsecondary educational setting reportegtid a disability during the 2007-
2008 academic year (National Center for Educati@tissics, 2009). Although this
population of students is growing on college caneguthey are not graduating at the
same rate as their nondisabled peers. IndeedayluBoldstein, Nourse, and Edgar
(2000) reported that 80 percent of the students aviearning disability had not
graduated from college compared to 56 percentaxfehwithout learning disabilities who
had. For students with disabilities, completintege is the best approach to obtaining a
meaningful career (Madaus & Shaw, 2006; Wehman1R0Uhis is particularly critical
since individuals with disabilities, but withoupastsecondary degree, are more likely to
be unemployed than those without disabilities @uft Wehman, 2003; Wehman, 2001).
Since the number of students with learning disiédiattending college is increasing but
their graduation rate is not comparable to studerttoout learning disabilities,
identifying variables that lead to the successfaldemic performance of this historically
underserved population is crucial. Thus, the pwpiighis study was to investigate if
there were differences between cognitive and namtigg variables in predicting the
academic performance of college students with legrdisabilities.
Definition of Learning Disability

It is important to define what a learning disapils for the purposes of this study.

At the same time, this is not a straightforwardk t@s various definitions of learning



disability exist, these different definitions cgopdy to different age groups of those with
learning disabilities, and there is a discontinuityagreement of appropriate disability
documentation between the secondary and postseymsettings (Brinkerhoff, McGuire,
& Shaw, 2002; Denhart, 2008; Gregg, 2007; HamRed9; Katsiyannis, Zhang,
Landmark, & Reber, 2009; Kavale, 2002; Madaus &&EH@006); NJCLD, 2007; Shaw,
Keenan, Madaus, & Banerjee, 2010; Siegel, 2003rkSpka Lovett, 2009). In general,
the term learning disability is often used as d&®atompassing phrase that involves a
disruption in general information processing aratriéng processes within an individual
(Corley & Taymans, 2002). However, college studemth learning disabilities are a
heterogeneous population with academic strengttisvaeaknesses that widely vary
depending on the type and severity of the disgliierner, 2000; Sparks & Lovett,
2009).

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA 2004) Learning disability
definitions have been influenced by several legistaacts (Cawthorn & Cole, 2010;
Katsiyannis et al, 2009; Madaus & Shaw, 2006; Reths2002; Shaw et al., 2010). One
of the most common definitions has been positethbyeauthorization of the Individuals
with Disabilities Education Act (2004). The Indivals with Disabilities Education Act
was signed into law in 1990. Prior to this tintdhad been called the Education of All
Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (Rothstein, 2002)1997 and 2004, it was amended
and reauthorized. It is currently known as theviadials with Disabilities Education Act
(2004) or IDEA 2004. IDEA 2004 is federal legista, which establishes specific
minimal standards and procedural safeguards foragohg children with disabilities with

the legal and financial burden falling on the sdlsystem. IDEA 2004 covers education



only through secondary school and the servicesapgdort received through this statute
do not follow them into college or employment. ID2804 is can be likened to
affirmative action legislation in that it guarargespecial programming and services to
children with disabilities from birth to age 21 ($&mfeld, 2003). The goal is to boost
positive educational outcomes for students, aneljires that special education services
ensure a meaningful benefit for students from etimecdJaniga & Costenblader, 2002;
Simon, 2001). IDEA 2004 fines a learning disapiés:

The term “specific learning disability” means thatgldren who have a

disorder in one or more of the basic psychologitatesses involved in

understanding or in using language, spoken orewjtivhich may

manifest itself in imperfect ability to listen, tik, speak, read, write, spell

or to do mathematic calculations. The term inctusiech conditions as

perceptual handicap, brain injury, minimal brairsfayction, dyslexia and

developmental dysphasia. The term does not incdudarning problem

which is primarily a result of visual, hearing,rmaptor handicap, of mental

retardation, of emotional disturbance, or of enwin@ntal, cultural, or

economic disadvantage (p. 13).
This definition, however, only covers children hetelementary, middle and secondary
school setting. Under this law, students with lilges must be identified by school
districts in order that they are provided with @efland appropriate education, with related
services at no charge to the parents and theira¢idnal placement must be designed to
meet their unique needs (Rothstein, 2002). Thitosely connected to another

important feature, that of Least Restrictive Ennireent (LRE). This concept suggests



that children with disabilities should, to the extappropriate, be instructed with students
without disabilities. The goal of this is to protesmormalization and inclusive
experiences in general society for those with dig@s (Lerner, 2000). Another
important tenet is the “zero-reject” principle. i3 hefers to the notion that no child is too
disabled to learn and to be provided with educaliservices. Therefore, school districts
are required to have the proper procedures to gtesdhat all children with disabilities
are identified and assessed so they may receiveetiefit of full educational opportunity
regardless of the level of their disability or theirrent placement setting (e.g., juvenile
detention facilities, hospitals, etc.) (Jacob, Beck Hartshorne, 2010; Simon, 2001).
These three principles are fundamental conceptsetéegislation.

IDEA 2004 is prescriptive in terms of the rolesioé educational staff involved,
scope of provision of services, and the strict times educators must follow in the
development of each students’ Individual Educaktan (IEP) (Stodden, Jones &
Chang, 2002). The IEP is a legal document thateguide delivery of education to the
child as well as any related services the childhigceive (Jacob, et al., 2010). Itis the
school district’s responsibility to identify andsass children with disabilities, to provide
an academic evaluation without charge using app@tgand technically sound
instruments, have an interdisciplinary team atcthi&d’s school determine students’
eligibility for special education services andtten create and annually review the
child’s IEP (Rothstein, 2002).

Related services are an integral part of the proriof special education. If a child
needs supplementary supportive services to ben&iit special education, then these

services must be provided. Such services incliadesportation, speech and language



therapy, physical and occupational therapy, psymichl and counseling services, and
parent counseling (Jacob, et al., 2010). Thesacgsrare provided at no cost to parents
and can be above and beyond what students withgalitities receive (Simon, 2001).
However, IDEA 2004 covers education only througtoselary school and the services
and support received through this statute do dtmvicthem into college or employment.

Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973In the post-secondary setting, the
scenario is quite different. There are differatd that guide the way services are
provided to college students with disabilities, @vhinclude those students with learning
disabilities (Cawthorn & Cole, 2010; Newman, 20B&atsiyannis et al., 2009; Rothstein,
2002; Shaw et al., 2010). Section 504 of the Riéibation Act of 1973 states:

No otherwise qualified individual with a disability the United States, as

defined in section 7(20), shall, solely or by reasbher or his disability,

be excluded from the participation in, be deniezllibnefits of, or be

subjected to discrimination under any program ¢iveg receiving

Federal financial assistance . . . (Rehabilitafchof 1973, § 504, 29

U.S.C. 794).
This law holds that an individual must be able &etrthe essential eligibility
requirements of a program with or without reasoaauicommodations, regardless of the
disability (Thomas, 2000). This is referred tdoagg “otherwise qualified.”
Additionally, the otherwise qualified individual siuhave physical or mental impairment
which causes “substantial limitation” in one or maonajor life activities which include
walking, seeing, speaking, breathing, learningwotking. Although this law does not

mention the term “specific learning disability, rfstudents with learning disabilities, the



mental impairment clause applies to them. Memgplairment relates to a mental or
psychological disorder that can include mentalrdztion, mental iliness, and specific
learning disabilities (Jacob, Decker, & Hartshor2@]0). This is quite the opposite of
the zero-reject principle of IDEA 2004 which holttait a student with any level of
disability be provided an education; he or she dmtdave to be “otherwise qualified.)
American Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA). Another law that covers
postsecondary students with learning disabilisethe American Disabilities Act of 1990
(ADA) and the Americans with Disabilities Act Amanénts Act (ADAA) of 2008
(Cawthorn & Cole, 2010; Katsiyannis et al., 2000fl&tein, 2002; Shaw et al., 2010;
Zirkel, 2009). It is federal legislation geareaveod protecting the rights of individuals
with disabilities. The portion of this law that@ies to this population of students is
Title Ill, Public Accommodations, which holds tHatasonable” auxiliary aids and
services must be provided to those with disabdlibat without placing “undue burden”
on the institution. Such services can includerpriters, readers, listening devices or
large print materials. This law supplements Sechio4 as it further defines that students
with disabilities who are otherwise qualified ahgible for reasonable accommodations.
Reasonable accommodations are adaptations todaimerig environment that are
designed to allow academic material to be accessibdtudents with a disability and to
reduce the effect of the disability (Norton, 199Rgasonable accommodations can
include extended time on tests, note takers fasels, use of a tape recorder to record
class lectures, and audio books (Hamblet, 2009ndeay, 1993; Stodden, et al., 2002).
Although Section 504 and the ADA do apply to atlividuals with disabilities

including those in elementary, middle, and secondahool, IDEA 2004 more



specifically covers these students; however, IDBAgInot affect the postsecondary
setting in any way. As outlined earlier, while IR2004 prescribes the details of a
child’s educational programming and mandates ses\icat are more extensive and
driven by the school system, Section 504 and thé&’ADegulations are not as detailed
so specific procedures regarding students’ acadprogramming under this law are not
stipulated for the institution. This is due to thet that Section 504 and the ADA are
actually civil rights statutes whereas IDEA is @ueation statute (Vickers, 2010). Once
students enter college, they now must take onnloe of responsibility in determining
their educational plan and accessing the resotihegsneed at the postsecondary level
and this difference often results in a major dismant in services for postsecondary
students (Gregg, 2007; Kirst, 2004; NCLJ, 2007;9\&9889; Rothstein, 2002). Instead
of students being identified in elementary, middied high school in order to receive
special programming, if necessary, and be provatktitional services other than those
children without disabilities would receive thasatichildren be, Section 504 and the
ADA does not require that postsecondary studentddsgified by the institution.

Instead, otherwise qualified students with a diggbnust self-identify to the appropriate
office on campus, which typically is the DisabilBupport Services (DSS) office
(Stodden et al., 2002). Likewise, postsecondamjtut®ns are not required to provide
additional services (above and beyond those thdests without disabilities receive) to
assist students with their coursework. In factinstitution does not have to provide a
specific accommodation if it may cause an undudstap on the university or
fundamentally alters an academic program ((Rehatdn Act of 1973, § 504, 29 U.S.C.

794). Furthermore, postsecondary students no tdregee an educational plan, are not



monitored for academic progress, and needed accdatioas are no longer coordinated
for them. Students are responsible for accomplgsthiese tasks independently (Gregg,
2007; Kirst, 2004). What Section 504 and the ADAndlandate is that all qualified
college students with documented disabilities weléiglentify and provide the
appropriate documentation to substantiate theatilisy become eligible to obtain any
reasonable accommodations they might need to ettzatréhey receive an equal
opportunity to participate in courses and actisifi§cott, 1991; Simon, 2001). Details of
how this occurs will be addressed in the next eactDue to the stipulations of Section
504 and the ADA, these laws are actually more dikg-discrimination laws that level
the playing field for students with disabilitiesgfblet, 2009; Rosenfeld, 2003).

National Joint Committee on Learning Disability (NJCLD, 1998). The
definition of learning disability that is most coronly used at the postsecondary level
comes from the National Joint Committee on Learmgability (NJCLD, 1998):

Learning disabilities is a general term that retera heterogeneous group

of disorders manifested by significant difficultiesthe acquisition and

use of listening, speaking, reading, writing, remsg, or mathematical

skills. These disorders are intrinsic to the indliaal, presumed to be due

to central nervous system dysfunction, and may oactoss the life span.

Problems in self-regulatory behaviors, social pgtioa, and social

interaction may exist with learning disabilitiestloo not, by themselves,

constitute a learning disability. Although learnidigabilities may occur

concomitantly with other disabilities (e.g., sensmnpairment, mental

retardation, serious emotional disturbance), ohwhtrinsic influences



(such as cultural differences, insufficient or ipegpriate instruction),

they are not the result of those conditions owigrfices. (NJCLD, 1998, p.

1)
Typically, the learning profile of these studertisws a major discrepancy between what
they arecapableof achieving and what theactuallyachieve. This discrepancy would be
the result of a deficit in one of the “basic psylcgical processes” that has interfered
with the acquisition of this knowledge. Exampledasic psychological processes
include memory, auditory perception, visual permaptor oral language. Most colleges
and universities require evidence that a studemtatHaarning disability in the form of a
psychoeducational or neuropsychological evaludiesed on guidelines developed by
the Association for Higher Education and Disabi(®yHEAD) and which reflects the
abovementioned discrepancy (AHEAD, 2007; Denh&®82 NJCLD, 2007; Ofiesh &
McAfee). This documentation has usually includedexnt results (within three years of
attendance to the college) of the following: a coshpgnsive cognitive/information
processing and academic achievement assessmeagnastic interview, a diagnosis, a
description of functional limitations, as descrilimdthe NJCLD, and suggestions for
accommodations. However, in April of 2012, AHEA»ated an updated conceptual
framework for guiding documentation practices fiudents with disabilities at the
postsecondary level as a result of 2008 amendna@ditsipdates to Titles 1l and 11l of the
ADA. These amendments considerably reduced tleshbld to receive reasonable
accommodation (Vickers, 2010). In particularfdent’s self-report, observation by
higher education professionals or external docuatem may be enough to support an

accommodation request (AHEAD, 2012). Regardless the responsibility of the



student to present an acceptable source of docatr@nto the appropriate office on
campus in order to receive any accommodationsrtieyneed (Hamblet; 2009; Janiga
& Costenbader, 2002; Stodden et al, 2002).
Obstacles Facing College Students with Learning Dailities

Over the past few decades, it has been acknowletigethe difficulties that
students with learning disabilities face do noagigear when they become adults
(Brinckerhoff, 1994; Polloway, Schewel, & Patto®92; Price, 2002; Skinner &
Lindstrom, 2003; Turkington & Harris, 2006; Vog&B86). Although they may have
gained study strategies to assist themselves inabademic activities, this group of
students continues to show academic deficits iasasech as spelling, written language
reading, and quantitative processing (Sattler, 2082 the same time, it is important to
understand that students with learning disabil@iestypically bright, capable, hard-
working students with cognitive processing issined tause them to take in and
comprehend information in a different way than thesthout learning disabilities. In
fact, in one study Hall, Spruill, and Webster (2pfifund that students with learning
disabilities had a higher level of personal initiaf goal-directedness, and a higher need
to achieve regarding academics than those witlauhing disabilities. This suggests
that while academics do not come easily to thesy ttan be academically successful in
college.

If students with learning disabilities have a higlexel of personal initiative, goal-
directedness, and a higher need for academic arhent than those without learning
disabilities, why is the retention rate for studenwith learning disabilities so much lower

than that for students without learning disab#ileThere are two issues that may
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contribute to this predicament. First, studenthwaarning disabilities experience
difficulty with the transition from high school tmllege since the nature of support
changes so drastically (Brinckerhoff, 1994, 1996lke & Schmitt, 1987; Hadley, 2006;
Hamblet, 2009; 1zzo & Lamb, 2002; Scott, 1991).e Becond issue may be related to the
traditional credentials that have historically besed to evaluate students’ potential
college performance. These two notions, transtifficulties and traditional admissions
credentials, are further explored in the next tectisns.

Transition Issues for All Students. The transition to college is difficult for any
student (Brinckerhoff, 1994; 1996; Gregg, 2007;$5r®2002; Ness, 1989). There are a
variety of issues that college freshmen encouhggrdn their new campus environment.

Academic ChallengesAll incoming freshmen must adjust to changes in
academics upon entering college. First, the amoldass time decreases once students
reach college. Instead of being in class 25 tb@drs a week, students are typically in
class 12 hours a week. Second, learning becomesindividually focused instead of
teacher focused and students are expected to spectumore time studying outside of
the classroom than they did in high school. Thindye is a reduction in the number of
course assignments. As a result, more weighttiepdewer assignments and students
may not receive feedback on their work until wetbithe semester. Furthermore, the
decrease in class time also leads to a decreaseat instructor contact, especially since
in many instances the number of students in a of@gsbe ten times larger than what
students experienced in high school. Finally,itis¢ructional approach of faculty can be
quite different between high school and collegehigh school, students were often

expected to memorize information and then restasariformation on tests. In college,
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professors often expect students to possess higharthinking skills in order to analyze
and synthesize information. These skills includikimg inferences, analyzing
conflicting explanations, and solving complex pehk. Many students have not yet
fully developed these abstract thinking abilitiBsiickerhoff, 1996; Conley, 2010; Dalke
& Schmitt, 1987; Gregg, 2007; Hadley, 2006; Jaidigaostenbader, 2002).

Personal Challenges Additionally, there are differences between hsghool
and college that relate to students’ social sph&tedents often experience
homesickness and miss the familiarity of their pdiocle of friends; they must create a
new personal support network and, they experierossaof the protective environment
they once had (Shepler & Woosley, 2012). Theyroéeperience feelings of seclusion
and insecurity. Also, students may experiencel ¢ control over their new
environment given that they have lost the previolss they have played and the reality
they once knew. This can result in disorientadod emotional distress (Risquez,
Moore, & Morley, 2007). And while students may Baositive anticipation and
excitement about their new college environmentiegoiten fear or anxiety are
associated with it. These are typical experiefaesntering freshmen, with and without
learning disabilities (Risquez, et al., 2012).

Transition Issues for Students with Learning Disalities. Students with
learning disabilities not only contend with the a@enentioned issues, but face
additional challenges related to their disability.

Legal Differences As a result of the different laws that cover stud once they
leave the K-12 school system, the nature of theéices and the process for receiving

them changes dramatically as they no longer redbextensive amount of assistance
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they once did (Hadley, 2006; Hamblet, 2009; Sd®81; Vickers, 2010). Although
colleges and universities do not have the stringssuirements to provide the same level
as academic support as does the K-12 system, thagguired to provide meaningful
access to qualified students who have a documelndadility so the student receives an
equal opportunity to take part in courses and d&s: For this to happen, however,
students must reveal their disability to the desigd office on campus that serves
students with disabilities, as colleges and unitiessare not responsible for identifying
students with a disability attending their instibats. This can be a daunting task in itself
as students can have concerns about how theyewedisince disability has commonly
been viewed as deviant from the dominant cultuegif®&nski & Trueba, 1999).

The primary support that students with learningbiilties receive are course
accommodations that are designed for their spdeifiming needs and which can include
extended time on tests, note takers for classrestapproval to record class lectures,
tests in alternative formats (oral administratiose of a computer, use of scribes), an
alternative location for tests, and audio booksy{kad, 1993; Vickers, 2010).

However, students do not receive these accommaaatiotomatically; typically, after
they identify themselves to the appropriate oficecampus, they must provide the
required documentation. Typically students thertweath an individual from the
disabilities office and appropriate accommodatiaresdetermined. Students receive
approval for accommodations in the form of a letiat they need to provide to each of
their professors; their professors are not provaedpy from the disabilities office. The

letter does not indicate what the students’ digghbd, only the approved
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accommodations. This means that they have to widetach their professors to discuss
their implementation (Vickers, 2010).

Ability to Understand and Articulate One’s Disabiyi. To obtain the supports
one needs to be academically successful at thequustdary level requires that students
have specific skills which include the ability testribe their learning disability and how
it affects their learning, to navigate the systemmssess their own academic needs, take
initiative regarding their academic needs, andogiffely implement the accommodations
to which they are entitled (Brinkerhoff, 1994; Stied, Jones, & Chang, 2002).
Unfortunately, it is often the case that collegedsnts with disabilities have never had to
discuss their disability before, much less desanhat assistance they might require to
be academically successful (Marshak, Van WierenmeleSwiss, & Dugan, 2010). This
is due to the fact that often, in the past, parantsteachers tended to take the lead when
it came to a student’s educational planning; sttglesth learning disabilities may not
have been involved in this process (Brinckerhd®4; Cawthorn & Cole, 2010). This,
in turn, may have inadvertently created a learredgléssness type of situation and
dependency on others for these students in gdttgigacademic needs met (Durlak &
Rose, 1994). Further, failed attempts to make gbsum one’s learning environment can
result in negative self-attributions (Powers, 1990he more students have had the
opportunities to make decisions, affect succesgitdtomes, and become self-aware of
their learning styles, the easier the college ttemsprocess will be.

Disclosure of Disability StatusAt the same time, students with learning
disabilities, even if they understand and can aldte their academic needs, may choose

not to in order to avoid disapproval, stigmatizatior negative reactions from other
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students, staff and faculty (Hibbs & Pothier, 20Rétsiyannis et al., 2009; Marshak, et
al., 2010; Troiano, 2003). This is often the dasestudents with “hidden “disabilities
who often feel pressure to explain or justify tréigability. They are also at risk of
facing doubt or suspicion about their disabilitylare fearful of appearing to be cheating
or trying to avoid work (Adams & Proctor, 2010; Dmt, 2008; Lock & Layton, 2001).
Indeed, Troiano (2003) found that self-identifyigs a critical issue for the students in
his study due to the fact that most students vei#inrling disabilities do not look like they
have a disability. By choosing not to self-ideptihey could veil the fact that they had a
disability. At the same time, by not self-identifg, they did not have access to the
accommodations they needed. This is a balancestagant faces in terms of self-
disclosing. However, overall college adjustmemtsimdents with learning disabilities
increases with self-disclosing or perceived vigipibf their learning disability (Adams &
Proctor, 2010). So, students’ changing role fromdecondary to the postsecondary
environment as well as the struggle as to whethdrsclose disability status can be
potential obstacles to their receiving the resasitbey need to do well in college
(Denhart, 2008; Scott, 1991; Simon, 2001).

Academic challenges for college students with .LStudents with learning
disabilities may experience academic challengeslilege above and beyond those that
are experienced by students without learning digigisi While they typically have
average to an above average intelligence leveljrye of their disability they may still
have deficits in writing, reading and math. Thasicesult in slow reading speed,
problems comprehending textbooks at the collegel |eNfficulties with grammar,

punctuation and spelling, and performing basic ncathputations or solving math word
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problems (Dalke, 1999). They may also experieroédtions in strategic knowledge
such as study skill habits; time management skligparing for exams; and the
organization of multiple assignments (Borkowski929Hadley, 2006; Lock & Layton,
2001; Skinner & Lindstrom, 2003).

Because a learning disability can affect one orarareas of learning, students
may show what can be considered “splintered skill$is refers to the fact that they
may excel in certain areas but perform below whay twvould be expected to achieve in
one or more other areas. As a result, the leaymiafile of every student with a learning
disability is unique; so, the academic challengeghestudent faces is also unique to him
or her. This is why it is critical college studgntith learning disabilities be able to
articulate specifically how their learning disatids impact their academics and seek the
assistance they need. Without this support, theyhmeaat risk of not being able to
academically integrate into their new environmdmbiano, 2003).

Personal challenges for college students with LBWhile academic integration is
a predictor of college persistence for college sitisl with learning disabilities, social
integration may be even more influential (DaDe®f)9). Unfortunately, college
students with learning disabilities have reportesatisfaction with social adjustment on
campus (Ryan, 1994). Furthermore, they often lagveor self-concept, often due to
years of struggling with their schoolwork, as wadldealing with the stigma of having
the learning disability label (Adams & Proctor, BQRAune & Friehe, 1996;

Brinckerhoff, 1996; Denhart, 2008; Gerber, ReiffGnsberg, 1996; Troiano, 2003). To
be sure, Hoy, et al., (1997) found that collegelstus with learning disabilities exhibit

more anxiety-related symptoms than students witlearhing disabilities. Furthermore,
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these anxiety-related symptoms can be exacerbatsdstudents arrive on campus.
Troiano (2003) found that all the participants is $tudy had experienced some form of
stigmatization, which sometimes even began in bloiddl which later affected their self-
confidence in their studies. Such difficulties ecaake the transition process for students
with learning disabilities particularly problematad create additional barriers to
academic success.

In sum, college students with learning disabilieeperience additional
challenges above and beyond those that studertswrilearning disabilities face. Their
new legal status puts them in a position they hmxer encountered (Scott, 1991).
Students with learning disabilities must learn &igate an unfamiliar system of
disability support on the campus to which they hawesed. They also must identify
themselves as having a disability so they can vedbie academic support they need.
This creates a dilemma for these students as tlagywant the academic support but may
be fearful of the consequences of revealing theafility. Furthermore, concerns of
how their learning disability impacts their acadeperformance and feelings of self-
doubt or low self-concept related to academicdutber transition hurdles. Indeed,
college student with learning disabilities faceltdrayes during the college transition
above and beyond those without learning disalslifgrinckerhoff, 1994; 1996; Dalke
and Schmitt, 1987; DuChossois & Michaels, 1994;1eiad2006).

College Selection ProcessAs mentioned earlier, another issue that may be
related to the low retention rate for college shudavith learning disabilities are the
traditional credentials used to evaluate studgragntial academic performance and, in

turn, college admittance. Although the practicksallege admissions offices can greatly
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vary depending on the types of institutions andsiars statements, they tend to share the
desire to choose students who are most likely teuseessful on their college campuses
(Bollinger, 2005; Soares, 2012; Willingham, 1990)deed, there is stiff competition
between institutions to be seen as the best acgptdinational and regional rankings
such as iJ. S. News & World Reportrurthermore, with stakeholders such as parents,
legislators, and students demanding accountabiitpyostsecondary institutions in the
way college admissions decisions are made, coidgassion is becoming more
selective (American College Personnel AssociatioNaional Association of Student
Personnel Administrators; 2004; Camara & KimmeD2Q_ aird, 2005; Woodard, Love,
& Komives, 2000).

Components of the College Applicatiomhere are many prospective student
characteristics that are taken into consideratipadmissions officers when making
college admissions decisions, and they can beefivigto two different groups:
cognitive and noncognitive predictors. Cognitivegctors are defined as predictors that
objectively measure academic capability, includeimerical score, and are traditionally
used to assess potential academic performancedoming freshmen (Breland, Maxey,
Gernand, Cumming, & Trapani, 2002; Linn, 1993; R@af003; Reason, 2009;
Rothstein, 2004). The typical college admissior@iagtion includes the following
cognitive items: high school grades and rank, seanasd cumulative grade point
averages (GPA), indication of Advanced Placemer)(Anternational Baccalaureate
(IB) credits, or honors credits and standardizstigeores.

Noncognitive predictors relate to the, “adjustmembtivation, and perceptions,

rather than the traditional verbal and quantitafoféen called cognitive) areas typically
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measured by standardized tests” (Sedlacek, 206)p.The noncognitive items that
have traditionally been included in the college a&$mons application include the
university application itself, an essay and/oesspnal statement, letters of
recommendation from counselors and teachers, statei@garding community service,
and other descriptions of activities (Laird, 2085hmitt, et al., 2009; Stemler, 2012;
Tam & Sukhatme, 2004).

Admissions officers must review student applicanoaterials that contain all of
the above listed components and make fair and ne&d® admissions decisions that
produce a strong freshman class that boosts tlensities’ rankings (Camara &
Kimmel, 2005; Stern & Briggs, 2001). Although noeocaspect of the college admission
application can summarize all characteristics alaattuident, the emphasis has been on
the cognitive materials in the application (Schn#@12; Noble & Camara, 2003). The
2005 National Association for College Admission @seling survey found that the
primary components in college admissions applicatihat are used in making
admissions decisions are cognitive predictors: @gad college preparatory courses,
scores from standardized tests, and overall highdgrade point average (Hawkins &
Clinedinst, 2006). The survey also shows the perokinstitutions that assign
“considerable importance” to cognitive materialsindents’ college applications:
college preparatory course grades, 74 percentiatdized test scores, 59 percent; and
overall grade-point average, 54 percent (HawkirSli&edinst, 2006). Indeed, the most
persuasive pieces of the application package Iisityr have been the high school grade
point average and standardized test scores, oflemebother parts of the admissions

application have even been considered (Soares)2007
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Discontent with the College Selection Proceds the past, the cognitive
components of prospective students’ applicatioreneds have been seen to be fair and
accurate tools for use in predicting academic perémce for the incoming freshmen
class. Soares (2012) called this the “old regiofedvaluating admissions application,
which he described as, “ ... the™6entury formula in the United States of using high
school records and one of two standardized tegt®reéhe SAT or the ACT, to predict
grades in the®lyear of college (p. 66).” Indeed, the emphasisaifitional cognitive
predictors in the college admissions review protessbegun to be questioned
(Atkinson, 2001; Burdman, 2001; Chait, 2007; Crou$85; Crouse & Trusheim, 1988;
Gose, Selengo, & Brownstein, 2001; Schmitt, 20 EI&cek, 2003; Stemler, 2012,
Kyllonen, 2012; Soares, 2012; Stern & Briggs, 200dm & Sukhatme, 2004).

Chimes (2003) argued that the college applicatiocgss, in general, has the
potential to be an unfair one. It benefits tho$®wave had private tutors for the SAT or
essays, privileged schools/backgrounds and andén'si knowledge” of how to navigate
the admissions process. Camara and Kimmel (200B)gubout that some groups of
students may receive extra assistance on essaywiite and their recommendations
may be written by teachers and counselors who ti&maw the students well.

Grade inflation Regarding high school grade point averages, grdidion has
been recognized as a problem. Grade inflatiomisted increase in high school grades
over time that is not related to the academic perémce of students (Kuhn, et al., 2011).
Woodruff and Ziomek (2004) compared high schootigrpoint average data with ACT
scores and found that between 1991 and 2003, gideores in math and English

significantly increased when compared to theiregponding ACT scores. Whether this
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occurs as a result of teachers including effortlaettwvior in the grading process or to
prevent a large amount of students from failings detrimental on many fronts. Grade
inflation occurs differentially across subjectsaiplines, and schools and tends to defeat
the purpose of grading (Kuhn et al., 2011). Althoggade inflation can contribute too
many problems, during the college admissions psyaéeprevents exceptional students
from standing out, penalizes students from schib@ashave strict grading policies, and
makes it impossible to compare students basedautegr

Standardized entrance exams scor€®ncerns about standardized tests, such as
the SAT and ACT, are also at the heart of the gngumterest in moving away from the
focus cognitive variables as predictors of collagademic performance. The ACT and
SAT are timed, multiple choice, college entrancanes that measure verbal and
mathematical ability and involve a substantial antaf reading. These tests are taken
under prescribed conditions and are administerddsaared by the companies that own
them (Noble, Camara, & Fremer, 2002; Rothstein4200

Soars (2012) particularly takes umbrage with tleei$oon standardized test scores
in that he posited that it decreases the raciakacteconomic diversity in the pool of
prospective applicants. Indeed, standardized té&tn present a challenging hurdle for
underrepresented students including those witmiegdisabilities (Fuller & Wehman,
2003; Wehman, 2001). Although the SAT and ACT dedpet first-year performance for
White upper-middle class and upper middle clasesjahese tests are not as reliable
when predicting college GPA and retention for naditional students such as African
Americans, student athletes, Asian Americans, Higpstudents, females and first-

generation students (Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997; Flgn2002; Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1995;
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Hoffman & Lowitzki, 2005; Kirby et al., 2007; Lawipet al., 1997; Nasim, et al., 2005,
Steele, 1997; Powell & Steelman, 1996; Sedlacekdams-Gaston, 1992; Steele, 1997;
Steele & Aronson, 1995; Ting, 2003; Zwick & Skiag05).

Social inequality Another reason that has been posited in theliiee to explain
why standardized tests are not as good a good meeastrue academic ability for under-
represented groups of students is that of steredtyeat (Steele, 1997). Stereotype
threat affects individuals of marginalized groupsvhich negative stereotypes have been
attached. When put in situations where these stadeay perform in a way that
strengthens a negative stereotype, they will upaeform due to concerns of proving the
stereotype. This occurs because it is a distnaeta usurps mental resources needed for
the task at hand (Walton & Spencer, 2009). Sojwvgtedents of color or other
marginalized groups take the SAT or ACT, stereotyypeat may occur resulting in the
final results of these standardized tests not bieirgpredictors of academic
performance. This corresponds with the findingsleiman and Precel (2003), who
found that college students with learning disab#itexperienced more stress,
nervousness and helpless during tests than studéhtaut learning disabilities.

Indeed, the social inequalities that negativelg@fimarginalized groups and
nontraditional learners are more prevalent in #mapus population when colleges and
universities rely on cognitive predictors of cobbegerformance (Soares, 2012). Sedlacek
(2004) elucidated upon the nontraditional learner:

The implication of the term nontraditional is te need to think of the

cultural context and experiences of some peopferéifitly from those of

the group in power if we wish to be fair to theiontraditional people
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have some experiences that are not typical of timogaditional power

groups. Those nontraditional experiences shoulkcbbsidered in

evaluating the potential of people who have hadtfie 5).

College students with learning disabilities are@ug@ of nontraditional students.
As they have had experiences that are not typidélose of the dominant group such as
discriminatory attitudes and behaviors as welhasitutional and legal constraints
(Denhart, 2008; Scotch & Schriner, 1997). For eplanthis population of students has
been a historically underrepresented group in j@ar colleges and universities (Gregg,
2007). As such, they also often experience pregudihen entering the college setting.
McQuilkin, Freitag, and Harris (1990) found thatd#ty and student attitudes as well as
the classroom climate can be unwelcoming for stigdetth learning disabilities. Beilke
and Yssel (1998) found that students with learwiisgbilities often encountered
professors who were skeptical and minimally amen#dbhbllowing students their
accommodations. Furthermore, even if faculty mashave positive attitudes about
students with learning disabilities, they often dat understand the laws around
disability nor what their responsibilities are ifowing accommodations to students
(Murray, Flannery, & Wren, 2008; Scott & Gregg, PO¥asek, 2005). Additional
difficulties can stem from faculty members who dx believe that a student who looks
physically normal can have a disability or beli¢hat accommodations for students with
learning disabilities create an unfair situationrfiondisabled students (Kravets, 1997,
Vickers, 2010). These variables support that cellstgdents with learning disabilities

can be seen as a “nontraditional” group, or a hisaly underrepresented population,
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which then calls into question the use of standadliest scores as a valid means of
predicting the academic performance of these staden

It should be noted that while although these sttedare being called a
nontraditional group of students, it is not to baftsed with individuals with learning
disabilities being seen as a cultural group. Aual group refers to a group of
individuals that share values, beliefs, languaiieals and behaviors. Often these
components are generationally passed on and praveée of values to the group to
which they identify with (Helms & Cook, 1999). usients with learning disabilities do
not share a common set of values, beliefs and Eggybased around their learning
disabilities and they certainly do not intentioggdbass on these traits from generation to
generation. Conversely, many individuals in thisugp do not want to publicly share
their disability status in order to avoid its stigifbenhart, 2008; Troiano, 2003).
Problem Statement

This leads us back to the discussion as to whyettemtion rate for students with
learning disabilities tends to be poorer than sttslevithout learning disabilities. Often it
is the cognitive items of the admissions package/leich admission decisions are made,
sometimes even before other characteristics aleaed (Soares, 2012). So in the
situation where those students with LD manage tadwmeitted to college, their
application may reflect that they possess the rieedgnitive credentials to be admitted
to college; at the same time, this does not meairttiey possess the adaptive,
noncognitive skills, such as effective study sk#islf-monitoring skills, or a positive

self-concept, needed to be successful at the postdary level (Ashton-Coombs, 1993).
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Without these skills, all students are at riskfolure, regardless of the cognitive
credentials they possess as they enter college.

The converse side to this is that, students wami@g disabilities who do not
meet the cognitive criteria according to their didized test scores that may under
predict their college performance, yet possessalildy to be successful in college based
on the adaptive academic and noncognitive skity trave cultivated to compensate for
their learning disabilities, will be overlookedtime admissions process (Wilczenski &
Gillespie-Silver, 1992). This begs the questiomaght we be using the wrong set of
prognosticators to evaluate the potential acadgertormance of these students,
particularly those with learning disabilities?thifs is the case, it calls attention to the fact
that the use of cognitive predictors presents antyegssue in the college admissions
process. Or, as argued by Logel, Walton, SpeResach and Mark (2012), “Using such
biased measures without addressing the bias inhierémem would institutionalize
discrimination against the stereotyped group apdoduce inequality.” If we as student
affairs practitioners, who have a commitment toiggeontinue to allow this to occur,
then we are complicit with institutional discrimtian, regardless of our intentions.

Noncognitive variables have been shown to predaiatamic performance in
nontraditional groups of college students suchadents of color (Kirby, White, &
Aruguete, 2007; Lanham, Schauer, & Osho, 2011;MaRioberts, Harrell, & Young
2005; Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984), student athletedlé®ek & Adams-Gaston, 1992),
Asian Americans (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1994), fem@esis & Sedlacek, 1997), first-
generation college students (Ting, 2003), trarstigdlents (Perkhounkova, Noble, &

McLaughlin, 2006), unconditionally admitted freshm{@&debayo, 2008), students with
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disabilities (Lombardi, Gerdes, & Murray, 2011)ydeénts from low socioeconomic
backgrounds (Deil-Amen & Tevis, 2010) and commugitilege students (Noonan,
Sedlacek, & Veerasamy, 2005). Furthermore, DaD€pp09) found that high school
GPA and SAT scores were not a significant prediofaollege GPA in college students
with learning disabilities. Therefore, it is ccil that noncognitive factors, in addition to
cognitive factors, of academic performance be expl@as potential predictors of
academic performance for college students witmiegrdisabilities.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate ifeheere differences between
cognitive and noncognitive variables in predictthg academic performance of college
students with learning disabilities. To this ety Sedlacek’s (2004) Noncognitive
Questionnaire (NCQ) was the instrument used indtudy. The NCQ was developed in
reaction to the observation that underrepresentetests have not been well served by
the admissions tools that have been in place Egmhnd universities for decades. It has
been used in numerous studies over that time thgiracademic performance and the
retention of nontraditional students entering g@@lsuch as African Americans, student
athletes, Asian Americans, Hispanic students, femahd first-generation students
(Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997; Fuertes & Sedlacek, 19¢45im, et al., 2005; Sedlacek &
Adams-Gaston, 1992; Ting, 2003). The instrumensists of 29 questions was
administered online. It consists of eight noncagaitneasures which include Positive
Self-Concept, Realistic Self-Appraisal, Understagdand Ability to Deal with Racism,
Preference for Long Term Goals, Availability of mdhg Support Person, Successful

Leadership Experience, Demonstrated Community 8ereind Knowledge Acquired in

26



a Field. Sedlacek (2004) has encouraged thatiadditresearch be performed using the
NCQ on nontraditional populations and, to dates thstrument has not been used in any
studies with this population of students. The aesle questions are:

1. Do traditional, cognitive (academic) indicatorsgiot college grade point average
at the end of the freshman, sophomore, and jurar for students with learning
disabilities based on:

a. High school GPA (HSGPA) alone?

b. SAT (combined Verbal and Math) or SAT equivalemmna?

c. High school GPA (HSGPA) and the SAT (combined \Atdnd Math) or
SAT equivalent used as joint predictors?

2. Do noncognitive variables predict college gradmpaverage at the end of the
freshman, sophomore, and junior year for studertts learning disabilities?

3. Do noncognitive variables add to the predictiorcafege grade point average at
the end of the freshman, sophomore, and junior fpgastudents with learning
disabilities based on:

a. HSGPA alone?
b. SAT (combined Verbal and Math) or SAT equivalemmna?
c. HSGPA and SAT (Verbal and Math) or SAT equivalenjant
predictors?
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework which this study was drdmwm two models of
disability in the disability theory literature: timeinority model of disability and disability

as human variation (Scotch & Schriner, 1997). ieority group model of disability
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and holds that disability has been socially comséai as an internal trait or flaw that
limits an individual’s ability, when in reality, ¢hlimits on the individual’s ability are
actually located in the environment (Hahn, 199Boiano (2003) described this notion
very well by stating that the limits, “experiendeg people with disabilities in society are
not necessarily caused by our disabilities, butaiteer the result of living in a society
that is designed by and for non-disabled people2)p

Disability as human variation is another model isadility. Smith and
Hutchinson (2004) described disability as a fornmainan variation in that disabilities
can be multiple, of different types, and differafi§i affect individuals. It also means an
individual can be both disabled and nondisablepedding upon the condition to which
one is referring. Both models of disability call implementation of universal design
which, when applied to the learning environmenbyvptes flexible and equal access to
for all individuals regardless of ability (Bremé&Happer, Hitchcock, Hall, & Kachgal,
2002). In the case of college students with lewyiisabilities, these students face an
institutional barrier in the admissions procedhéir college applications are evaluated
by the traditional college admissions practices$ Wexe put into place by those without
disabilities. Additionally, they possess a hetermapus group of disabilities that can
manifest themselves various ways but they only hlagealisability in the context of the
particular environment in which it manifests. Hoistgroup of students, it manifests in
the standardized testing process. The inclusiorontognitive predictors of academic
performance during the admissions process cangedigxible and equal access for all
individuals regardless of learning differences.u3ithe rationale for the present study

emerges from this theoretical framework as wethadliterature, which is reviewed in
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Chapter 2, regarding cognitive and noncognitiveljgters of academic performance for
college students.
Significance of this Study

There are several issues that speak to equitgssmod the practical significance
of this study. First, access to higher educatsoan issue for marginalized populations
(Kirst, 2004). Marginalized populations such aslsnts of color, nontraditional
students, or students with disabilities already falostacles to and within higher
education such as lack of preparation in their Keh2ironment, unequal access to
educational resources, lack of cultural capitalaficial barriers, and navigating a new
educational system. But if traditional cognitiveriables are not accurate in predicting
the academic performance of these students, thesasient becomes another barrier to
accessing college (Kirst). Therefore, if noncogeitvariables are determined to be
important predictors of academic performance fodshts with learning disabilities,
more students with learning disabilities and frastdrically underrepresented
populations may be more likely to be able to be itdohto college if these predictors are
included during the college admission process.

Furthermore, since student diversity benefits titee student body by
contributing to enhanced learning both in and duhe classroom, all students can
benefit from the presence of students with learwiiffgrences on campus (American
College Personnel Association & National Assocratd Student Personnel
Administrators, 2004; Chang, Denson, Saenz, & Mi€86; Gurin, Dey, Hurtado, &
Gurin, 2003; Hurtado et al., 1999; Pascarella, 2006deed, the use of noncognitive

measure in the admissions process would reducal &awl ethnic differences that emerge
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based on standardized test performance (Soars; 3ghfitt, et al., 2009). Finally, the
literature reflects that students with learningatiiities who have graduated college have
just as good outcomes as students without leadhisabpilities who attend college, but
students with learning disabilities who do not dteollege have poorer outcomes
(Madaus & Shaw, 2006). Therefore, universitiesehavesponsibility to help prepare
students with learning disabilities for future e (Hall & Belch, 2000). The findings of

this study could lend support to these intents.
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Chapter 2: Review of Literature

There are two broad areas of predictors for acadesrnformance for college
students: cognitive and noncognitive predictaZegnitive predictors are defined as
predictors that objectively measure academic céipgbinclude a numerical score, and
are traditionally used to assess academic sucoesgbming freshmen (Reason, 2003).
These include high school grade point average (H§@Rd standardized college
entrance exams. Noncognitive predictors are vagthlat are typically not measured by
standardized tests and relate more to individwgistment, motivation and perceptions
(Sedlacek, 2003). Although there is a wide bodlytefature on the academic
performance of college students with learning dlgags, much of it is opinion or
informational pieces (Brinckerhoff, 1994, 1996; Kmk Schmitt, 1987; Dudley-
Marling, 2004; Hadley, 2006; Madaus & Shaw, 2004dirfgton & Payne, 2004),
program descriptions (Barbaro, 1982; Barbaro, @ias, Holzinger, & Rosenberg,
1985), interventions (Algozzine, Browder, Karvon&est & Wood, 2001; Field &
Hoffman, 1994; Gerber et al., 1996; Izzo & Lamb0Q2)) or best practices (Browder,
Wood, Test, Karvonen, & Algozzine, 2001; Field &ffloan, 1994). Conversely, there
are a limited number of empirical studies regardiregacademic performance of students
with learning disabilities and, while these aresnftraught with methodological
problems, the focus of this literature review Wi on this body of research. The
literature review is organized in the following walirst, to provide a context for the
review of literature regarding existing studiespsadictors of academic performance for
college students with learning disabilities, thetdiy of cognitive and noncognitive

predictors for all students is reviewed. Secohd,rhanner in which cognitive variables
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are used today and studies that support cogniiviaMes to predict academic
performance in college students are discussedrd,Tdriticisms of cognitive predictors
are put forth and studies that have used noncegmntiedictors of academic performance
for students without learning disabilities are exaaéd. Fourth, the Noncognitive
Assessment Model (NAM) and associated Noncognffiuestionnaire (NCQ) designed
by William Sedlacek (2004) are introduced and ssdising this instrument on students
without learning disabilities are reviewed. Figakmpirical studies regarding the
academic performance of students with learninghilisas that use noncognitive
predictors of academic performance for collegeestiglare examined.
Cognitive Predictors of Academic Performance

There is much support in the literature for the akthe cognitive predictors of
standardized tests and high school grade-poinageefHSGPA) to predict the academic
performance of college students. Again, cognii@gables are defined within the
literature as predictors that objectively measwaaamic capability, include a numerical
score, and are traditionally used to assess acaderocess for incoming freshmen
(Reason, 2003). How the academic success of eo#ieglents is defined has also been
debated. It has been seen as one of the followwigge cumulative GPA, freshman
GPA, or college graduation. The College Board reafopmed decades of research on
predictors of college success, which include highosl GPA, high school class rank,
and SAT scores (Camara & Echternacht, 2000). Tseskes show that cognitive
predictors, especially high school GPA and standaditests scores, are the best
predictors of freshman GPA. As a result, firsttyeallege GPA tends to be the outcome

that the College Board labels academic successllege (Camara & Echternact, 2000).

32



However, it is important to recognize that the €gd Board acknowledges that African
American, Native American, Mexican American andgdisic students receive
significantly lower scores on the ACT and SAT tlenCaucasian American students
(Noble & Camara, 2003).

This section reviews eight studies that supp@tube of cognitive variables to
predict academic success or retention in colldgis. important to point out that three of
the studies only use cognitive predictors (Gay2€86; Noble & Sawyer, 2004; Tross, et
al., 2000), and the rest not only include cognipvedictors but various noncognitive
predictors of academic success (Astin, Korn, & Grd®87; Beck & Davidson, 2001;
Deberard, 2004; Lawlor, et al., 1997; Nauman, Blosj& Gutkin, 2003). These
studies are placed in this section as their finslialribute cognitive predictors versus
noncognitive predictors with the largest amountariance in college success. The
studies will be reviewed and a summary is providethese studies at the end of this
section.

In an early study, Astin et al. (1987) used thegaative Institutional Research
Program (CIRP) data to look at retention issueseaéral different types of colleges and
universities. The participants were students wdrageted the fall 1981 CIRP freshman
survey (over 275,000 students), student responsa$allow-up survey in the summer of
1985 (over 8,000), and additional data provideddypus staff regarding degree
completion and current enrollment status. Thegoathe study were to determine the
best predictors for students receiving their bamfedegree by 1985 (within four years),
and for those that were still enrolled after foaaks of college. In looking at cognitive

predictors of retention, it was found that studelitgh school grade point average and
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their SAT or ACT scores were the two strongest jgteds of retention at their respective
institutions. Although strengths of this studyliraed the number of participants and the
use of three data collection methods, there is aotion about race, disability or other
statuses that could be potential variables affgdindent retention.

Lawlor et al. (1997) at Wake Forest University usace as one of the variables in
their study. These researchers wanted to deterifrime SAT is an unbiased predictor of
academic success as well as to identify the stsimqgedictors of academic success of
college students attending this university. Theigpants were 348 students and the
data for this study was gathered from their stufitgs. The independent variables were
ethnicity (black or white), high school class rahigh school GPA, and three scores
from the SAT: Verbal, Math, and Total score. Tlepehdent variables were college
grade point average and college class rank. Aetaiional analysis was performed and it
was revealed that there were no differences in tatma college GPA and college class
rank for the black and white students based on $otilool class rank, high school GPA,
and SAT verbal scores. SAT verbal scores and $ehbol GPA had the strongest
correlation for both groups’ college class rank &RA. However, there was a
statistically significant difference between whated black students’ total SAT scores.
Black students’ total SAT scores were, on the ayer80 points lower than the white
students’ SAT scores. Although there was no dfiee in the SAT verbal scores
between the two groups, there was a significaférihce between their SAT math
scores. In sum, high school class rank and GPA wignificant predictors of college
GPA and college class rank for both groups of sitgjdut only the verbal portion of the

SAT was a good predictor of college GPA and clas& for white students. Since this
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study was performed at a small, private collegerasults can only be cautiously applied
to student in different institutional contexts. Wiever, its strength is its comparison of
cognitive variables between black and white stusleithis study suggests that some
cognitive predictors of college success appeaetedid (high school GPA and high
school class rank) for both black and white stusléot the SAT is questionable for use
as an admissions criteria for black students.

Tross et al. (2000) acknowledged that there mapdters outside of traditional
cognitive variables that can predict college perfance. Their study examined the
ability of two cognitive predictors (HSGPA and SAgores) and three noncognitive
predictors to predict college GPA and retentiome Three noncognitive factors were
achievement, conscientiousness and resiliency. paheipants consisted of 844 first-
year students in different sections of a psycholomyrse at a large, public university
who were administered the College Adjustment Inegn(CAl) during the first week of
their course. College performance was assessbd and of their freshman year (up to a
maximum of four semesters). Two step-wise multiplgression analyses were
performed with the independent variables menticaisul/e but each had a different
independent variable. It was found that HSGPA anted for 25 percent, SAT 4
percent, and conscientiousness, a scale that neebawtudent’s purposefulness of
academic activities such as studying, taking ndteajng assignments on time, and
similar constructs, accounted for 7 percent forvéueance in college GPA However,
for college retention, only conscientiousness reeadin the final model of the
regression, accounting for 3 percent of the vagartdSGPA, total SAT, and resiliency

and achievement were not significant. This stugypsuts that in the prediction of
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college GPA, HSGPA and SAT are significant predi&tdélowever, SAT didn’t account
for near the amount of variance in college GPA HW@GPA did. It also supports that the
noncognitive predictor of conscientiousness wasttebpredictor than SAT scores, but
not as good of a predictor as HSGPA, in predictiolege GPA. However, when
retention is the dependent variable, the only ficamt predictor was conscientiousness.

These results show that both cognitive and nont¢iwvgniariables have predictive
utility, depending on the outcome being examingdwever, HSGPA appears to be the
best cognitive predictor for college GPA, and tbhacognitive predictor of
conscientiousness had predictive utility for bobhlege GPA and retention. However,
these results are not totally generalizable. Trheeausity at which the study was
performed was a selective institution and the pajoah was very homogenous as the
majority of students were white, so this analysaés/mot be able to be generalized other
types of institutions or to underrepresented sttedemhey did not attempt an analysis of
students of different ethnicities, social-econostatus, or other under-represented
groups. This study, however, supports that a ngmtige variables explained more of
the variance in college retention than the cogaitiariables, but they both have
predictive utility in predicting college GPA.

Beck and Davison (2001) created an instrumenta#fie Survey of Academic
Orientations (SAO) to predict first-semester freahmgrades. The goal for this survey
was to be able to establish an “early warning sys{@. 709) that could identify students
at risk of academic failure. The study was admamexd to 536 first-semester freshmen in
introductory psychology courses at a large univgisithe southeastern United States.

Of this group, 397 were females and 139 were maiasty-four percent of the students
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were white, 1 percent was Hispanic, 3 percent Wérean American, 1 percent was
Asian, and 1 percent were nonresident aliens. R@ &nsists of six scales that
included Structure Dependence (the dependenceddsts on the instructor for explicit
detailed instructions on assignments, tests, é€ceative Expression; Reading for
Pleasure; Academic Efficacy (how strongly studée¢s$ that they can competently
complete college work); Academic Apathy (how mutforé students put into their
academics); and Mistrust of Instructors. The argtipoovided Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients for the scales ranging from .59 ta Biée scales of the SAO were the
independent variables, in addition to SAT-V, SATakd high school percentage rank
(HSPR). HSPR was operationalized as individualesttidank, divided by the number of
graduating students, multiplied by 100. Studemtk the SAO between their first and
seventh week of the semester. Two multiple regyesmalyses were run. The first one
regressed the six variables of the SAO onto freshiingt-semester college GPA and the
second regressed the same six variables of theg&&A@Il as SAT-V, SAT-M, and
HSPR onto freshman, first-semester college GPAthdrfirst regression, the variables
which most significantly contributed to the variario college GPA were Academic
Efficacy, Structure Dependence, and Mistrust ofrledors (in that order). Academic
Apathy was a negative predictor of college GPA. dear, when HSPR, SAT-V, and
SAT-M entered the model, HSPR became the vari&laleaccounted for the most
variance in college GPA, with Academic Efficacy he¢ken the SAT-V, Structure
Dependence, and Academic Apathy (which was a negptedictor).

These results are interesting as they are consistinstudies reviewed so far in

which a variable including HSGPA (HSPR in this sfuseemed to account for the most
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variance in college GPA when college GPA was titeraon variable. This study also is
consistent with Lawlor, et al., (1997) who did ooly use SAT total as a predictor
variable, but also used SAT-V and SAT-M which rdedahat SAT-V is a significant
predictor of college GPA but SAT-M was not. Thigdst supports the use of cognitive
variables to predict first-year GPA along with sed@oncognitive variables. However,
the cognitive variable of high school percentilekavas still the best predictor of them
all. There are several limitations to this studfrst, the student population was racially
homogenous so these findings may not generaliaaniore diverse group of students.
Also, to be consistent with the body of researdarding academic performance for
college students, HSGPA should have been includexha of the independent variables.
Third, only first-semester freshmen in introductpsychology course were used. These
students do not represent a random sample of tlegeastudent population nor do the
results of this study provide any information abcoitege performance beyond the first
semester of the freshman year.

Naumann, Bandalos, and Gutkin (2003) conducteddysb compare self-
regulated learning variables to traditional collegknission test scores for first-
generation and second-generation college studsntglhas to determine how self-
regulated variables relate to academic performaftoe participants were 155 students
enrolled in a university foundations class at lavjdwestern university. The students
completed the Motivated Strategies for Learning $poanaire (MSLQ) which was
comprised of nine self-regulated learning variablgsal orientation, task values,
expectancy for success, control beliefs, and gétfaey (considered motivational

variables); and study strategies, seeking assistgoal setting, and time management
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(considered strategy variables). Also, generatistaus and ACT scores were
independent variables. The dependent variablecoléege GPA. A step-wise multiple
regression analysis was performed on each geneahtijooup. For the first-generation
students, the variable of “expectancy of succebsfbéwas the most significant
predictor of college GPA followed by the ACT an@s$le accounted for 50 percent of the
variance of college GPA; for second-generationestisl the ACT was the most
significant predictor of college GPA followed byetlhariable of the variable of
“expectancy for success beliefs” and “goal settinbhe authors conclude that although
these learning variables and the ACT predictecegellGPA for both groups of students,
they better predicted college GPA for first-genierastudents as those variables
accounted for more of the variance in college GRaatthey for second-generation
students’ college GPA. In other words, for tramhdl students, the traditional cognitive
variable was a better predictor of academic suctegdor first-generation students, a
noncognitive variable was a better predictor ofd@raic success. A strength of this
study is that the authors examined differencegst fand second-generation students
with an awareness that noncognitive variables nealyditer predictors of college success
than traditional cognitive variables. However, therere several limitations of this study.
First, they authors did not use HSGPA as a predu@oable in their research and there
is no mention of why not. Given HSGPA appearscmoant for more variance in the
academic performance of college students than atdizetd test scores, it would be
important to tease out the variance related to HS(BBtead of ignore it. They also did
not provide racial or gender data for this grougtatients, nor did they control for these

or other background characteristic variables. Hewéhis study does afford some
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support for cognitive and noncognitive variablefedentially predicting academic
success for different groups of college students.

Deberard et al. (2004) also examined cognitiverarttognitive predictors of
academic success (freshman GPA) and retentioroflege freshmen. The noncognitive
predictors were the following psychosocial predist@gender, smoking behavior,
drinking behavior, social support, physical heattiental health, acceptance-focused
coping and escape-focused coping. The cognitigdigiors were total SAT score and
high school GPA. The participants were 204 unagefhgate students in different sections
of introductory psychology courses. Of the papits, 72 percent were women, 84
percent were white, 8 percent were Asian, 2 pensen¢ Hispanic, and 1 percent was
African American. Ages of students ranged fronB1@.26.3 years of age, with a mean
of 18.9 years of age. Students completed threstigmeaires: the Multidimensional
Perceived Social Support Scale (MPSSS); the Wagsmhg Checklist, Revised
(WOC); and the Short-Form Health Survey-36 (SF-38}k0, their total SAT scores and
high school GPAs were obtained from the univenstistrar to be included as
independent variables. Finally, students were agkedtions about their smoking and
drinking behavior. Two simultaneous-entry multiptgression analyses were performed
for college GPA and for retention with the cogrgtiand noncognitive variables as
predictor variables. The multiple regression aregyfer college GPA revealed that
HSGPA was the best predictor of college GPA, fodvby Acceptance Coping (a
negative predictor), SAT total, Social Support &sdape Coping, all of which accounted

for 56 percent of the variance in college GPA. Tdwmults of the second multiple

40



regression with retention as the criterion varialdge not reported as the authors report
that the model was not statistically significant.

In line with the studies reviewed thus far, thisdst supports the use of cognitive
variables to predict first-year GPA with HSGPA lgethe strongest. SAT total also had
predictive value to a lesser extent. It also leswgsgport of noncognitive, psychosocial
variables as predictors of college students’ fresim@PA. Although this study shows
similar results to previous studies reviewed, ggslbave some limitations. Its findings
may be limited as the study was performed at alss®éctive, private university and the
participants were students in an introductory psiaiy course. Also, this study does
not explore the prediction of college performanegdnd the freshman year. Finally, the
student population was racially homogenous so,ablvé¢hese findings may not
generalize to a more diverse group of studentshayt provide support for the predictive
value of cognitive predictors as well as selectaogmitive predictors of college
performance.

Noble and Sawyer (2004) studied the ability of heghool GPA and ACT score
in predicting differential levels of college GPAhe baseline data for the study came
from 219,435 first-year students from 301 postsdeoyninstitutions who provided high
school GPAs from 30 college preparatory courséiseatime they took the ACT for the
1996-1997 school year. These researchers alsergdthross validation-year data by
identifying 214,924 first year students from 294leges and universities for 1997-1998.
There were no noncognitive variables in this studiiree logistical regression models
were created based on ACT score, high school GR&d\bath the ACT and high school

GPA coming together to predict success in the stisd&eshman year. Noble and
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Sawyer found that HSGPA was not as able to préulytt (a college GPA above 3.50) or
low (a college GPA below 2.00 ) levels of achievatduring the first year of college as
the ACT, but it was more able to predict first-yealege GPAs between 2.50 and 3.00
than the ACT. However, together, both high sct@®BA and ACT scores were better
able to predict college GPA than either one alofilee authors stated that their finding
support the conclusions of other studies that ngnitiwe factors due impact college
performance, but with less impact at higher achmexa levels. Overall, this study does
shows the benefit of the cognitive variables ohhsghool GPA and ACT as good
predictors of college GPA, but no noncognitive ables were included in this study and
racial differences were not considered in any way.

Gayles (2006) conducted a study to determine th&ulmess of high school GPA,
SAT score, and the freshman index (FI) in predgciraduating GPA at Georgia State
University. The Fl is the primary factor used anassions decisions at this university
and it consists of the following formula: high schGPA x 500 + SAT Math + SAT
Verbal = FI. All Asian, Black and White studeniS865 students) entering the university
fall 1998 and graduating in spring 2004 were inellith the study. Multiple regressions
were performed for all graduates as well as gradiatthe 78 percentile or higher. The
independent variables were Fl, HSGPA, and SAT. dépendent variable was
“graduating” college GPA. For all graduates, it imsnd that the SAT was the weakest
of the three predictors for all racial groups anthlgraduating groups while the FI was
the strongest in predicting graduating GPA; howgthex FI only accounted for 5.2
percent more of the variance than high school GRRAHSGPA accounts for more than

twice the amount of variance in graduating GPA ttrenSAT. However, for graduates
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in the 7%" percentile or higher, high school GPA accountadrore of the variance in
graduating GPA than FI for Black and White studenfthis was not the case for Asian
students as total SAT accounted for more varianggaduating GPA than the other
variables.

This study is consistent with others reviewed spvidiich support that HSGPA is
a strong predictor of college GPA than SAT. Unlikany studies that tend to use
freshman first-semester or end-of-year college G&Asutcome variables, this study
used graduating GPA as the dependent variable vidizletter measure of college
success than freshman GPA. One methodologicakcomegarding this study is that the
freshman index is operationalized by being comprifeHSGPA and the SAT, it would
seem that multicollinearity would be an issue siRtevould be highly correlated with
both HSGPA and SAT scores. This issue is not a3dceby the researchers. Another
limitation is the results of this study are part&ruo Georgia State University, and may
not be generalizable to the overall population@safi colleges use an Fl as an
admissions criterion. However, this study lendspsut to the trend that is being
revealed thus far in the literature review: Itjgogs the notion that HSGPA is a more
solid predictor of college student academic peromoe than the SAT, especially for
underrepresented student populations.

The eight studies discussed above investigateditbog (and some included
noncognitive) variables of academic success oégellktudents. In some ways, they can
be compared with each other. All studies showeaphitiwe variables to contribute to the
academic success of college students; howeveggpfitive variables investigated, six of

the eight studies found HSGPA accounted for moth®fariance of academic success
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beyond other cognitive variables, including staddaed test scores (Astin et al., 1987;
Deberard et al., 2004; Gayles, 2006; Lawlor et(4097); Noble & Sawyer, 2004; Tross
et al., 2000). In one of the two studies thatrditiuse HSGPA but high school percentile
rank (HSPR) (Beck & Davidson, 2001), HSPR was &iilind to account for the largest
amount of variance in academic success. Naumaain ¢€2003) did not use high school
GPA as an independent variable in her study.

SAT total score, used in five of the eight studigstin et al., 1987; Deberard et
al., 2004; Lawlor et al., (1997); Noble & Sawyed02; Tross et al., 2000), also
accounted for a significant amount of variancealege performance and in the two
studies that did not use SAT total score, SAT-VdB& Davidson, 2001) and ACT
(Naumann et al., 2003) had the same effect. Ombetof the studies compared different
student groups such as those of different racdl#tjey SES or other statuses that can
contribute to the marginalization of students exdéepLawlor, et al., (1997), (Gayles
(2006), and Naumann et al. (2003). Gayles’ resesinowed that SAT was the weakest
predictor and freshman index (FI) for college sssder blacks, whites, and Asians
except for Asian students graduating from collegia@ 75" percentile in their class or
higher. The SAT was a better predictor of collegecess for this group of students than
the freshman index. Naumann’s (2003) researclatede¢hat the ACT was a better
predictor of academic success for second-generatilege students whereas the
noncognitive variable of Expectancy of Success avbstter predictor for first-generation
college students.

An important point to note about these studiebas they each had different

definitions of college student success and thelydecretention, college GPA, college
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first-semester GPA, first year GPA, and collegedgeding GPA. Five of the studies also
included noncognitive predictors (Beck & Davids@001; Deberard et al., 2004; Lawlor
et al., (1997); Naumann, et al., 2003; Tross e2800). It is difficult to compare these
noncognitive variables in each study with each gthewever, as each of these studies
used different instruments that had differing nametive constructs. At the same time,
each of these five studies did find several nonttvgnpredictors significant in predictor
academic success. These noncognitive predictolisd@ Conscientiousness (Tross, et
al., 2000), Gender, Smoking (lack of), Mental Headisues (lack of), Social Support,
Acceptance-Focused Coping, Academic Efficacy, Anadé\pathy (lack of) (Deberard,
et al., 2004), Expectancy of Success, Goal Sethilagimann, et al., 2003), and Mistrust
of Instructors (lack of) Beck & Davidson, 2001).

Cognitive predictors of academic success indegd bapport in the literature
regarding the academic performance of college siisdeAt the same time, many
researchers have provided criticisms of these tiwgrpredictors. The next section will
discuss these criticisms, which will provide a kdrclp for the following section, which
reviews noncognitive predictors of academic suct@ssollege students.

Criticisms of Cognitive Predictors of College Succss

Although cognitive predictors of academic sucedsllege students have
traditionally been used to determine college adimisshey recently have been called in
to question (Atkinson, 2001; Burdman, 2001; CH2007; Crouse, 1985; Crouse &
Trusheim, 1988; Crouse & Trusheim, 1991; Gosel.e2@01; Schmitt, 2012; Sedlacek,
2003; Stemler, 2012; Kyllonen, 2012; Soares, 2&t&rn & Briggs, 2001; Tam &

Sukhatme, 2004)Stern and Briggs (2001) analyzed the societal ¢8rtizat is fueling
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this debate and posit four premises from which dieisate stems. First, economic change
has brought increasing number of students to celléthis is due to the rising demand
that employers are demonstrating for college graeduas a result of the increased pace of
economic and technological growth. This growth &las contributed to rising salaries
associated with earning a bachelor degree. Seanimtissions procedures are being
guestioned as many students who enter college igeaduate. There is still a lot of
variance in college success that is not explaineeihvwsing only traditional college
predictors. There is a growing interest in impngvadmissions procedures due to this
issue as well as due to the advancement of imprevalliation techniques. Third, high
school exit requirements have been changing oeepdist decade. Proficiency standards
and exit exams have been put into place and thasdads do not necessarily connect
with college admissions standards. Finally, schaoé changing their curriculum and/or
the way they document student outcomes. For ex@mpny admissions offices are
receiving transcripts that are unconventional winedkes it difficult for admissions
officers to evaluate them. There are also a grgwiimber of students who have been
home-schooled. While these students may be preépareollege upon completion of
their home schooling program, they will not have traditional transcript with grade-
point averages and Carnegie units (Stern & Briggs).

Although the traditional cognitive predictors ofllege success have been
guestioned, the use of standardized tests hasaftestbeen at the heart of the debate
(Atkinson, 2001; Burdman, 2001; Chait, 2007; Crou$85; Crouse & Trusheim, 1988;
Crouse & Trusheim, 1991, Gose, et al., 2001; Se#la2003; Stern & Briggs, 2001,

Tam & Sukhatme, 2004). While the SAT does whaurports to do, i.e., predict
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freshman-year GPA, predicting freshman-year grélaest the ultimate goal of college
admissions staff (Crouse & Trusheim, 1988). Th& $4n further be helpful if it can
assist colleges to admit students that it woulacjlfy not admit based on other
application information or vice versa. Crouse @nasheim (1988) state that out of every
one hundred admissions decisions using the highoscacord, only one to three
decisions are more accurate when including the 8Aa& predictor of college success.
These researchers also state that the SAT istool ¢ghat helps students select colleges
appropriate for them. Applicants typically baseitlselection decisions on such thing as
their academic records, family influences, infonmathey receive from various
colleges, and other variables. The decisions thae without using their SAT score is
basically the same as if they did not (Crouse &sheim).

Others accuse the SAT as not being aligned withnigjie school curriculum
(Gose et al., 2001). As a result, it is not cleaw to study for the exam. High school
teachers often take time away from their curricutortry to prepare students for the
SAT which takes away from their teaching higheeleskills such as critical thinking.
Or, students feel the need to take expensive pmegrgrcourses for the SAT. This, of
course, can lead to test score differences betthese students who have the money to
do this and those who do not (Gose et al., 200hjs contributes to one of the major
criticisms of the SAT: different racial groups perh differentially well on this test.
Indeed, data shows that over the past two decaAdiésan Americans have scored
between .45 and .81 of a standard deviation lolaan the total group of students who
took the SAT (Kobrin, Sathy, & Shaw, 2007). Sedlka(2004) suggested that although

the SAT does what it purports to do, which is pcetteshman year grades for white
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students, it cannot predict: grades after a stigl&éeshman year, graduation or retention
for any student, or grades and retention for woarahstudents of color.

The following section will review studies that havet found cognitive
predictors, particularly standardized tests, toheebest predictor of academic success.
In fact, the upcoming review of studies that inigegge noncognitive predictors of
academic success will demonstrate that noncogrmptigdictors are superior to cognitive
predictors alone.

Noncognitive Predictors of Academic Success

A number of studies have been performed to supgpernpremise that the SAT is
not as good of a predictor of academic successras sther cognitive variables and
noncognitive variables. This section reviews sighsstudies and they are placed in this
section as their findings attribute noncognitivegectors versus cognitive predictors with
the largest amount of variance in college success.

Britton and Tesser (1991) performed a study tordatee what effect time-
management skills have on college grades. Ninatests enrolled in an introductory
psychology class completed the Time Managementtipnesire. The questionnaire
had three scales: short-range planning, time dégpand long-range planning. Each of
the scales was considered an independent (nonc@gniairiable. The SAT was also an
independent (cognitive) variable. Cumulative qpl&sPA (that was collected three
years after they took the time management questicg)rwas the dependent variable. A
multiple regression analysis was performed. Th& &écounted for 4 percent of the
variance in cumulative college GPA and was nonfigant. However, the scales of time

attitudes and short-term planning accounted fgp&@tent of the variance. The authors
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conclude that self-reports of time managementeletad to college performance and are
stronger than SAT scores. While this lends furthgiport to the predictive value of
noncognitive predictors of college performance,abhthors did not include HSGPA as a
variable and from the studies reviewed thus farGRA& is often a stronger predictor than
SAT (Deberard et al., 2004; Noble & Sawyer, 200dvlor et al., 1997). So, in this
study, the variance that would have been accountday HSGPA as a predictor was not
part of the model. Also, the researchers did natrol for any background
characteristics of the sample. Finally, it is leac how the time management
guestionnaire originated and no reliability or dél data were reported by the authors.
However, the study provides contrasting resulistihers reviewed thus far in that the
SAT had very little value as a predictor of collegades while in many other studies it
does, even if it is shadowed by other variables.

In a study designed to determine the best predicdbireshman academic
performance and retention, Pickering, Calliote, Btoduliffe (1992) performed a study
using demographic, cognitive, and noncognitivealdas. The sample included 2116
new freshmen at a mid-sized, metropolitan publigensity located in the southeastern
part of the United States. The demographic vaegmbicluded gender, race, SES,
generational status. The cognitive variables ietuhigh school GPA, high school
percentile rank, and scores from both the SAT-V 8Ad-M. To measure noncognitive
variables, the researchers developed The FreshmrarySwvhich was designed to
measure noncognitive variables that have been iassdavith academic success in
college according to the literature. These vaealcluded reasons for attending

college; reasons for choosing the university thégnaled, the number of hours spent in

49



activities per week as a senior in high schoof;sgings on personal traits, and
prediction of academic, extracurricular and sosalations. In addition to noncognitive
variables, the demographic variables of age, geméed for financial aid, SES, ethnicity
and parent’ level of income were included as indepat variables. The cognitive
variables were HSGPA, high school percentile r&at®FR), and the SAT-V and SAT-M
scores. The two dependent variables were acadéffiazilty or academic success and
attrition or retention into second year of colledgiscriminant analyses were performed
to determine how each of the three grouped indegrgndariables (noncognitive,
cognitive and demographic) predicted the two depehdariables. The best predictors
of academic difficulty or success were the comhamadf cognitive and noncognitive
predictors; however, if using any of the three g/pépredictors alone, noncognitive
variables were the best predictors of academiccdify or success. The best predictors
of attrition or retention were the combination ofyaitive, demographic, and
noncognitive predictors; however, noncognitive jots, again, were the best of any
type if used alone.

This study included the independent variablesdhaimost often used cognitive
variable to predict academic success in colleggh(echool GPA, SAT-V, SAT-M) and a
variety of noncognitive independent variables gptdally investigated. The results
supported the value of noncognitive variables gdpsting college academic
performance both with and without the traditionadcitive predictors. Although they
listed the specific variables that comprised “nagrabve,” “cognitive,” and
“demographic,” variables, their analysis did natlide how each sub-variable

individually impacted the two dependent variableaeaademic difficulty or academic
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success and attrition or retention into second géeollege. They also did not discuss
reliability or validity information regarding theinstrument, The Freshman Survey, nor
the gender and ethnicity data of their sample wBite this study this study supports the
importance of using noncognitive predictors alongith cognitive predictors of
academic success for college students, there dataoon which cognitive, noncognitive,
and demographic variables contribute to collegéopeance and retention.

Richardson and Sullivan (1994) investigated nonitgnvariables that influence
the academic success of freshmen that were acaglgminderprepared, which included
students who had a high school GPA below 1.7 asdlveho were referred to remedial
English courses. The study took place at a sqmallate liberal arts college in the
northeastern United States. The sample was afflional age freshmen. This was an
ex post facto study and the data came from thee@elStudent Inventory (CSI) which
the participants of this study took earlier in yl@ar. The noncognitive independent
variables that came from the CSI were desire tgHirstudy habits, academic
confidence, attitude toward educators and initrghiession. The independent variables
also included the cognitive variable of HSGPA. Hependent variable was students’
end-of-freshman-year GPA (FGPA). A multiple regien analysis was performed on
the data and it was found that study habits, initigression of the college, and academic
confidence were the strongest predictors of FGRAganting for 36 percent of the total
variance. High school GPA did not predict FGPAeRuthors concluded that, for this
group of students, motivation and attitude aredbett determining academic success that
the traditional cognitive predictors. These figbmeed to be taken with caution,

however. This study was performed at a small,-f@ar, liberal-arts campus in New
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England, the total enrollment of which was appracadiehy 900 students so the results may
not be generalizable. The authors did not progleder or ethnicity data about their
sample and failed to control for background chanastics. At the same time, this study

is valuable in that it used a sample of at-riskeg® students, a group not typically
included in studies examining predictors of collpgeformance. Based on the findings, it
may very well be that noncognitive predictors an@artant for this group. This would

be consistent with the discussion in Chapter 1rokgg traditional cognitive variables

not being good predictors for nontraditional groopstudents.

Noncognitive predictors of academic success iregellhave also been used to
compare college success for traditional and noitioadl aged students. Spitzer (2000)
sought to determine the variables that might ptemitege GPA and career decidedness
in these two populations of students. The goaltwaketermine if academic performance
and career development were related. The pamtitspaere 355 full-time students
(freshmen through seniors) at a private, libertd enllege. Of this group, 267 were
under 23 (traditional age) and 88 were over 25 ffiagiitional age). Students were
administered seven questionnaires, five of whichewvased in this study. The
dimensions investigated were five personal dimerss{@dcademic Self-Efficacy, Global
Self-Worth, Social Acceptance, Career Decision-mgi8elf-Efficacy and Social
Support) and two learning dimensions (Intrinsic Mation and Self-Regulation). These
seven dimensions along with gender and traditiopattaditional status were the
independent variables. The dependent variables axeraged college GPA for the fall
and spring semesters in which the data was gatlae@dareer decidedness. A step-wise

multiple regression analysis was performed for etegendent variable. For the
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prediction of college GPA, all five personal dimiems and both learning dimensions
were independent variables. For all studentsjrigglrevealed that Self-Efficacy was the
strongest predictor but Self-Regulation and Sd8igiport also contributed to the
variance in college GPA. Also, females with higifSRegulation or nontraditional
students were more likely to have high GPA. Foeendecidedness, all five personal
dimensions, both learning dimensions, and colleBA @ere independent variables.
Findings revealed that Career Decision-making Wwasstrongest predictor of Career
Decidedness. At the same time, nontraditional stigder females with high Self-
Regulation were more likely to be more decisive@termining their careers. The
authors conclude that career development and acageniormance are not
interdependent yet theyfall may grow simultaneously

Although the focus of this study was to determinzareer development and
academic success were separate processes, ifler $orthe other studies in this section
that used noncognitive variables to determine atadsuccess (college GPA). To be
sure, it was determined that some noncognitiveatégicontribute to success in college.
It also is significant in that it showed that n@alitional students did differ from
traditional students in GPA, although what contrésuto this was not determined by this
study. However, there were several limitationtheostudy. The independent variables
did not include high school GPA or standardizetstssores. As these have been shown
to be predictors of academic success for collegesits (Astin et al., 1987; Deberard, et
al., 2004; Lawlor, et al., 1997: Tross, 2000) eems these variables should have been
included. The age range of the nontraditional esttsl was unknown; all that was

provided about this population was that they wergengraduates over 25 years of age.
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Another interesting variable that could have bewtuided in this study was whether two
years of community college completion or employnigrgacted college GPA since the
authors state that many of the students in the lsaogmpleted two years of coursework
at local community colleges and that 80 percemtadents were employed 15 hours a
week or more. Although it does provide supportrfoncognitive variables affecting
college success, the results cannot be interpretin@ context of the comparison of
cognitive and noncognitive variables.

Shivpuri et al. (2006) examined how cognitive andcognitive variables of
college success predict outcomes over time. Tivere 537 freshmen from a large
Midwestern university in this longitudinal stud§eventy-eight percent of the
participants were white, 10 percent were black, BEhgercent were other ethnic
minorities. Seventy-three percent were femaldse foncognitive variables were
developed from a bio-data measure as well as atsihal judgment inventory one of the
authors developed from a previous study and thiggcted twelve dimensions of college
performance, five of which they used in this stadythe authors felt that these were the
most relevant to academic growth. These dimensiamhsded Knowledge, Continuous
Learning, Perseverance, Adaptability, and InterqeskSkills. The cognitive
independent variable was standardized test sc@wamulative college GPA was the
outcome measure for academic growth and this dasagathered in the fall and spring of
the participants’ freshman and sophomore yearsliage. Latent Growth Modeling
(LGM) was the procedure used to analyze the dake authors found that SAT/ACT
scores were a good predictor of a student’s irstiahding as in those that had higher

SAT/ACT scores when entering college were initialigre successful than those
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students with lower scores. However, the noncognfactor of Knowledge added to the
prediction of initial academic success. On theeptiand, the Continuous Learning and
Adaptability Dimensions were found to negativelgdlict academic growth over time.
The authors felt the reason for these findings tivasthose who seek out additional
knowledge in general mastery learning may sacrthe@ grades for this learning and for
those who had to adapt to sudden and novel proliesysreceive lower grades than
those who do not until they eventually adjust.

This study does reflect evidence that noncogniteuéables can add to the
predictive value of traditional cognitive variabiesdetermining college student
academic success. Also, the longitudinal desigh@fttudy added value to this body of
work in that student grade point averages wererately tracked over four semesters.
At the same time, this study presented severatdiions. However, it would have been
appropriate to include high school GPA as a cogmjtindependent variable along with
SAT/ACT score since HSGPA has been shown to acdoutiie majority of variance in
college performance (Astin et al., 1987; Deberatdl., 2004; Lawlor, et al., 1997:
Tross, 200Q) Also, the authors might have considered usingaliiinensions of college
performance for a richer picture of student succ&sgardless, several noncognitive
variables in this study were shown to be worthgarisideration in the prediction of
academic success of college students.

Matteson (2007) explored the predictive abilityttoed noncognitive variables of
entry age, gender, ethnicity, first-generationusalanguage spoken in the home, and
leadership experience for at-risk students in &igbsupport program at a private,

highly-selective university. Students are autooaly placed in this program upon

55



admission as their high school GPAs and SAT scaresower than the entering class’
average high school GPAs and SAT scores. In tmelational study with 591
participants, high school GPA, gender, and leadgskperience (as defined as
individuals who held a position of leadership iolkd and organizations, not merely
members) positively correlated with first-semested first-year college GPA.
Interestingly, gender was a significant variabléeasales significantly earned better
first-semester and first-year college GPAs thanesial The SAT scores did not correlate
with any variables except high school GPA.

Unlike the studies reviewed to this point, thisdsthhad the most diverse sample
of students. Thirty-nine percent of the studendsenwhite, 20 percent were black, 20
percent were Hispanic and 9 percent were Asiarforttimately, they did not include
race as one of the variables or acknowledge ihynveay. Another strength of this study
is that at-risk students were the sample, unlikesdimples of traditional students that
have been used in the studies reviewed to thig.polinis study’s findings supports that
HSGPA is a significant correlate of college perfare for this group. This contrasts
with Richardson and Sullivan’s (1994) finding of 8BA which was not a significant
predictor of college success for an at-risk grolipatlege students. It also revealed that
SAT scores were not a significant predictor fos thontraditional population. These
findings would be consistent with the discussiofhapter 1 regarding traditional
cognitive variables not being good predictors fontnaditional groups of students.
Results must be taken with caution, however, aswiais a correlational study;

subsequently, the most that can be said is thalhlas that correlated with first-year
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college GPA have a relationship; it cannot be #zadl these variable predict first-year
college GPA.

Schmitt, et al., (2009) investigated the use ohttbge and noncognitive variables
to predict the performance college students aétitkof their fourth year in college at 10
different colleges in this longitudinal study. Toaleges were five Big Ten universities,
two historically African American colleges, a largghool in the West, a state university
in the South and a large private college in thewdist. The instruments included the
Situational Judgment Test (SJT) in which studamdg¢ a behavior in response to a
group of academic and social situations, and arbpigcal data measure that evaluates a
student’s background, interests, hobbies and betsw a variety of academic and life
circumstances. The noncognitive, independent blasathat resulted from these
instruments included Knowledge, Continuous LearnArgstic Appreciation,
Multicultural Appreciation, Leadership, ResponstigilHealth, Career Orientation,
Adaptability, Perseverance, and Ethics. High stld®A and SAT/ACT scores were
cognitive independent variables. The study stastiéd 2,771 incoming freshmen who
took the SJT and bio-data measure. Three and gdwaks later a follow-up survey, the
Behaviorally Anchored Rating scale (BARS), in whatbdents had to respond to self-
report outcome measures, was taken by 593 of igmak 2,771 students. The BARS
was constructed from student performance goalghlesauthors found to be important to
universities. The outcome measures, or dependeiables, were cumulative college
GPA, class attendance, organizational citizensaimbiors, and the BARS.

A hierarchical regression analysis was performRdsults showed that the

cognitive variables of high school GPA and SAT/A€bres and the noncognitive
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variables of continuous learning and physical asygtpological health significantly
contributed to college cumulative GPA. Howevee, tlognitive variables did not
contribute to the other outcomes. At the same,tgaeeral of the noncognitive variables
significantly contributed to other outcomes. Malitural appreciation, physical and
psychological health, perseverance and ethicsiboigd to the BARS outcome measure;
artistic appreciation, multicultural appreciatiée@adership, responsibility and
adaptability/life skills significantly contributetd organizational citizenship behavior;
and leadership, physical and psychological heahl,ethics negatively impacted
absenteeism. This study supports that noncognraviables provide an additional
contribution, above and beyond cognitive variableshe prediction of college student
performance. This study had its limitations, hoarevit lost a large portion of its sample
by the end of the participants’ fourth year in egik. Also, the outcome variables of the
BARS, class absenteeism and organizational cittaprisehaviors were based on the
self-report of students. Finally, other than agleumulative GPA, this study’s outcome
variables were quite unusual compared to othelairsiudies.

The seven studies discussed above focused on naticeyariables of academic
success of college students. Also, all except(Brekering, et al., 1992) included the
cognitive predictors of SAT, high school GPA, otlbas control variables. What is
interesting about this group of studies, as opptséde previously reviewed section of
studies which focused on cognitive variables asl@wac predictors of college, is that
standardized test scores were not always signtficaaccounting for variance in
academic success outcomes. The cognitive predi€tugh school GPA was found

significant in one of the studies (Matteson, 20BATT and ACT scores were found
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significant in two studies (Matteson, 2007; Schymattal., 2009; Shivpuri, et al., 2006);
and high school GPA and SAT/ACT scores were fouguificant on one of four
outcome variables in another (Schmitt, et al., 2004 the same time, all of the eight
studies had some significant findings when it caéogoncognitive predictors. The
noncognitive predictors that were found to be digant in these studies included Short-
Range Planning and Time Attitudes (Britton & Tesd®91); Study Habits, Initial
Impression of College, Academic Confidence (Rich&arEullivan, 1994); Self-Efficacy,
Self-Regulation, and Social Support (Spitzer, 208@pwledge (Shivpuri, et al, 2006);
Gender and Leadership (Matteson, 2007); and Mulitical Appreciation, Physical and
Psychological Health, Perseverance, Ethics, CoatialLearning, Artistic Appreciation,
Leadership, Responsibility and Adaptability/Lifeil&k(Schmitt, et al., 2009). These
results must be interpretedutiously. First, each study used different unsients to
define noncognitive predictors. Second, the studepulations sampled were different
across studies. Some were with at-risk studenggtédon, 2007; Richard & Sullivan,
1994) and the rest were not (Britton & Tesser, 1#9é&kering, et al., 1992; Schmitt, et
al., 2009; Spitzer, 2000). Also, different instrembs were used to measure noncognitive
predictors. What makes this group of studies gbffefrom the previous group of studies
reviewed is that some did not find any cognitivedactors significant of academic
success (Britton & Tessor, 1991; Richard and Saij\1994; Spitzer, 2000), and for
those that did (Pickering et al., 1992; Mattesd@@7) they found high school GPA as
significant in predicting college success, not dtadized test scores. The exception to
this was Schmitt, et al, (2009) who found standaditest scores predicted cumulative

college GPA, but none of the other outcome vargble

59



The next sections will continue to discuss noncigmpredictors of academic
success in college; however, these studies all hswée the Noncognitive Questionnaire
(NCQ), an instrument developed by William Sedlacg&kis is the only group of studies
identified investigating noncognitive predictorseovecades using the same instrument
and variables. The next section will give a bhistory about the noncognitive
guestionnaire and will review a selection of stedigat have utilized the NCQ.

History of the Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ)

William Sedlacek has performed a substantial amotiresearch regarding
noncognitive variables of academic success for Wwadaerms “nontraditional students”
(Lanham et al., 2011). Although in higher educatioa label of nontraditional students
typically connotes students who do not begin calldgectly after high school, Sedlacek
(2004) used the term nontraditional to describéviddals whose cultural background
and experiences are quite different than thoskdardominant group. Sedlacek reasoned
that, “if a group experiences prejudices and deltnates abilities in ways differing from
those with traditional experiences, it is usefutlédine that group operationally as
nontraditional” (Sedlacek, 2004, p. 5). Over thargehe has developed a Noncognitive
Assessment Model (NAM) that contains eight noncthgmivariables that are predictors
of academic performance for underrepresented popuaga These eight variables
include Positive Self-Concept, Realistic Self-ajpgak Ability to Successfully Handle
the System, Preference for Long-Term Goals, Avditglof a Strong Support Person,
Leadership Experience, Community Involvement, andwledge Acquired in a Field.
Based on this model, the Noncognitive Questionn&ieQ) was developed. The NCQ

consists of 29 items as follows: Six items are dgraphic questions and are not part of
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the scoring of the instrument; eighteen items akert-type statements that are to be
rated on a 1 to 5 scale; two items are multipldahquestions that pertain to educational
expectations; and three are open-ended itemsdlat to goals, accomplishments, and
leadership positions held. Tracey and Sedlace84l@emonstrated internal consistency
for all eight variables with Cronbach’s jAlpha @séites ranging from .73 to .90 for the
NCQ variables (Sedlacek, 1999). He and others paxfermed many studies regarding
the effect of noncognitive variables on the acadesuccess of nontraditional students
(Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997; Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1%#rtes & Sedlacek, 1995; Noonan
et al., 2005; Sedlacek, 1999, 2003, 2004; Sedl&cklams-Gaston, 1992; Tracey &
Sedlacek, 1984). It also has been used in theexbat admissions, awarding financial
aid and scholarships, first-year seminars, cumicuthange, advising and counseling,
and evaluating/designing campus programs. Indaexh organizations such as the Gates
Millennium Scholars use it, as well as college casgs such as East Carolina School of
Dental Medicine and Oregon Coast Community Coll&gkile the review of the use of
the NCQ in all of these arenas is beyond the sobf@s dissertation, the next study will
review studies in which NCQ was used in the condéxtredicting academic
performance of college students.

Studies Employing the Noncognitive Questionnaire (RQ)

Tracey and Sedlacek (1984) conducted a foundatsindl to examine the construct
validity and predictive validity of seven noncogwit predictors of academic success that
had been put forth by Selacek and Brooks (as oitddacey & Sedlacek, 1984). These
predictors included positive-self-concept, reatisilf-appraisal, understanding of and

ability to deal with racism, preference for longregoals, availability of a strong support
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person, successful leadership experience, and dgrated community service. Two
cohorts of freshmen, one-year apart, took the NTRe sample for each cohort was
comprised of those freshmen who took the NCQ an@/Fmm SAT scores were
available. This resulted in 1,529 students (13B8enand 190 black) in the first cohort,
and 444 students (355 white and 89 black) for ¢ilewing year’s cohort. The construct
validity of the NCQ was examined using factor asmyvhich resulted in support for six
variables (leadership, understanding of and akiitgeal with racism, realistic self-
appraisal, preference for long-term goals, selffidemce and support for college plans).
The predictive validity was examined using multipdgression analyses for first-
semester, third-semester, and enrollment statusldok and for white students (a total of
eight multiple regressions). The results reve#tatl there was a significant increase in
the prediction first-semester, third-semester, amoliment status for black and white
students when the NCQ items were added to SAT schi€Q was found to be more
predictive of first-semester grades for white shidehan for black students in both
cohorts. This was a foundational study upon whnchtitudes of research has been
based. The instrument evolved and currently ispresad of eight scales versus the
seven that were identified in this early study €Eya& Sedlacek, 1985). The use of the
NCQ has been broadened to include prediction aleros performance on a multitude
of nontraditional populations of college students.

The NCQ has been used to predict the academiessiof student athletes.
Sedlacek and Adams-Gaston (1992) sought to contipar@AT and noncognitive
variables as predictors of academic success feptbpulation of students. One hundred

and five incoming freshman athletes in a NCAA Dimsl| athletic program completed
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the NCQ during their freshman orientation. Thealawomposition of the sample was 80
percent white, 15 percent black and 4 percent Hispal he internal consistency for the
NCQ ranged between .73 and .90 for the eight scalestep-wise multiple regression
analysis was performed on the variables in the NM@®the SAT. Significant predictors
for first semester grades included strong suppendgn, community involvement, and
positive self-concept. The SAT was not significalihe authors conclude that the SAT
is a poor predictor of first-semester grades fodent athletes. This study is introduces
athletes as a nontraditional population and suppbét this population’s first-semester
GPA cannot be predicted by traditional cognitiveans

The NCQ has been used to predict the grades tention rate of Asian
American students (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1994). Banshmples of Asian American
freshmen took the NCQ at orientation at the begigmf each semester over a 10-year
period. In total, 431 students made up the samile58 percent male and 42 percent
female. The NCQ scales and SAT Verbal and Mathescavere the independent
variables with college cumulative GPA as the depeahgariable. Cumulative GPA and
retention status were checked at semester 1,a8db7. A step-wise multiple regression
analysis was used to predict GPA. Furthermoretipt@ldiscriminant analysis was used
to predict retention over seven semesters. Fsmibpulation, the SAT Math was found
to be the best predictor of GPA; however, self-emtcrealistic self-appraisal and
community service were good predictors for GPAtudents’ first-, third-, and fifth-
semester cumulative GPA. Nontraditional knowledge {ariable that is currently
known in the NCQ as Knowledge Acquired in a Field)s found to be a good predictor

of students’ third and fifth semester cumulativeASP Regarding retention status,
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Sedlacek and Fuertes found that, in the fifth séeneall of the predictors were
significant; however, in the seventh semester, lragdacism was related to retention
but the variables of leadership, self-concept,thedSAT-V were not related to retention.
The authors conclude that both cognitive and nonitiog variables are important
predictors for Asian American students. Furthemmdnis group of students does share
characteristics of other nontraditional studenugs The strength of this study is that
the authors gathered data for this group of stisdeveer a 10-year period and used a
rigorous statistical analysis. . Overall, thigdst further supports the NCQ as a valuable
predictor of student success and persistence iti@utb traditional cognitive measures.
The NCQ has also been used to predict the academoess of female students.
Although female students are not considered noiwadl|, studies have shown that the
SAT under predicts women'’s academic performana®liege (Kobrin, et al., 2007;
Leonard & Jiang, 1999; Rooney, 1998). In a lorgjital study, Ancis and Sedlacek
(1997) administered the NCQ to a random sample3#Qlfemale students during their
freshman orientation program. The variables orNG€) and SAT Math and Verbal
were the independent variables. Cumulative GPAthaslependent variable and each
student’s GPA was checked in the first, third hfifand seventh semesters. Stepwise
multiple regressions were performed. The NCQ Wwdemwere entered first with the
SAT Math and Verbal subsequently entered. Theaastecommend this method when
exploring more established measures such as theaB8Tess established measures such
as the NCQ. Community service, realistic self-apgal and nontraditional knowledge
were found to be significant predictors of cumwatGPA in all semesters reviewed.

Leadership experience predicted cumulative GPAefifth semester only and
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availability of a strong support person predictachalative GPA in the seventh semester
only. SAT scores predicted grades in all semesters
Again, as in other studies performed with the NGQh cognitive and

noncognitive predictors were found to be accurageliptors of academic success for
nontraditional students. Interestingly, for thepplation in this study, both the SAT
Verbal and Math scores went beyond predicting @irdy-year academic success but it
also predicted academic success for all semest@maed. The strengths of this study
were the large sample size and that it followedstmae group of students throughout
their college career. However, it is necessamote that for all the variables in all the
semesters, the SAT Verbal and Math scores eacluaismbfor more variance then each
of the NCQ variables. This study is of value adoiés show that for traditional
populations, the NCQ has predictive validity fardgnt success. It also shows that a
combination of cognitive and noncognitive varialtiegether have predictive validity.

Ting (2003) conducted a longitudinal study using RCQ to predict the academic
success and retention of first-generation collégdents at a large public university.
During new student orientation, 215 first-genemastudents completed the NCQ.
Seventy-four percent of the students were whitggeéd6ent were students of color. The
independent variables were the NCQ scales, SAT Blathe, and the Admissions Index
used by the university. The dependent variablefisstsand third semester cumulative
GPAs. Step-wise multiple regression analyses werlarmed to predict both first- and
third-semester cumulative GPAs for all first-genierastudents, then for all first-
generation white students, and then for all firstgration students of color. For all

students, coping with racism was a significant ted for first-semester GPA.
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Significant predictors of first-semester GPA weradership experience and admission
index for White students and SAT Math for studegitsolor. To predict third semester
GPA for both white and students of color, commusgyice was significant.
Additionally, the admission index was also sigrafic for white students and the SAT
Math was also significant for students of color.di&criminant analysis was performed
on retention for this population of students andas found that overall NCQ score was a
significant predictor of retention for studentscofor their third, fifth, sixth, and eighth
semester. The SAT Math was not a predictor ohtatr for first-generation students of
color and the SAT Math and NCQ were not predictdnetention for first-generation
white students. This study provides support tloaicognitive variables are key
predictors of retention for students of color mdstly due to the additional challenges
this group of students face in such as discrimamaéind lack of role models (Sedlacek,
2004). It also calls into question using the SAdna as a predictor of retention for
under-represented students. One of the strenfthssstudy was that it not only looked
at first-generation students, but also broke ddwspopulation by race. This was
important as obviously the differential analysesded differential results for the
different groups. It also explored both retentswell as cumulative GPA. Both are
compelling in predicting academic success and nadtlye previously reviewed studies
only look at one of these variables. At the same tthis study was performed at a land-
grant university with strong science and technolpggrams. The results may not be
generalizable or may reflect students with esplgcsitong math skills. Also, the
variance of cumulative GPA that was explained iist and third semester for the

different groups was relative small. Except fard&nts of color with community service
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and SAT Math accounting for 30 percent of the tatalance of cumulative GPA the

third semester, none of the other variables acealior more than 21 percent of the total
variance for cumulative GPA. However, this studptinues to provide support that the
NCQ can be a good supplement to traditional cogmitheasures of academic success for
under-represented groups of students.

Noonan et al. (2005) investigated the use of th€&N&advise and select students
applying for a health science program at a westemmmunity college. Traditionally for
entrance into this program, cumulative GPA had hessd. Two hundred, sixty-three
students currently in the health sciences progratmscommunity college took the
NCQ. Scales of the NCQ were the independent @sand cumulative GPA was the
dependent variable. SAT scores were not usedidsrss did not need to take the SAT
to attend the community college. Multiple regreasanalysis revealed community
service, strong support person and, and leadevadip, by far, the most important
predictors of cumulative GPA. This study is unltke others reviewed in so far as it was
performed at a community college for the purposdetérmining how noncognitive
variables can assist in admission and advising fatogram on that campus. It does
provide support for noncognitive variables beingdifor this purpose; however, there
were several weaknesses in the study. First, nmdephic information on the sample
was provided. The breakdown of the populatiorermis of gender, race and age are
unknown nor were these variables controlled foge Avould be a particularly critical
demographic as community college students aredlilpinot always of traditional
college student age. It would be interesting tovkihis information and to have

included these variables in this analysis. Alsenethough SAT data is not available for
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community college students, HSGPA data may beisoantbuld have been an important
variable to include in this study. Also, the meatblmgy section is very sparse so it would
be difficult to replicate this study. It is alsaknown how the sample was obtained. Was
it a random sample from the health science progradid every student take it, and
under what circumstances? Using the NCQ to pradictess in admitting and advising
students in a specialized program within a comnywotlege seems an compelling
undertaking; further studies need to be performeslipport the use of the NCQ in this
manner.

Nasim et al. (2005) investigated the use of nonttivg indicators of academic
success for African American students. The pgaicis were 250 African American
students from two historically Black colleges (Ist8dents) and universities (HBCUSs)
and from two predominantly White institutions (PYW$32 students) in the northeastern
and mid-Atlantic regions of the United States. S&heesearchers wanted to determine if
noncognitive predictors of academic success diffei@oss HBCUs and PWIs as well as
to determine which noncognitive predictors werelibst at predicting academic success
at HBCUs and PWIs. The students were administiieCQ and the
Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI) Independent sample t-tests were
performed and significant differences were fountiieen the means between type of
college for high school GPA, Oppressed Minoritp(frthe MIBI) and Understanding
Racism, Academic Support Person and Long-Term Gbals the NCQ). A second
analysis was performed on the data. Two step-misiéple regression analyses were
performed for each institution type. The independeriables included noncognitive

variables (from the NCQ, block 1), racial ideologyriables (block 2) from the MIBI,
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and cognitive variables (high school GPA and SAdrsgrblock 3). College cumulative
GPA was the dependent variable. For studentsdittgrthe PWIs, Understanding and
Dealing with Racism and Availability of an AcadenSapport Person (from the NCQ),
Humanist racial ideology variable (from the MIBhdhigh school GPA accounted for
31 percent of the variance in cumulative GPA. @ity Understanding and Dealing with
Racism accounted forl6 percent of that varianag. students attending the HBCUs,
Positive Self-Concept (from the NCQ) and high s¢i®BA accounted for 21 percent of
the variance in cumulative GPA. Of these two Ja@as, Positive Self-Concept
accounted for 12 percent of that variance. Bediilgis school GPA, no other variables
generalized across the two types of institutiocB&andardized tests did not significantly
account for variance in college GPA for this graigtudents. The authors concluded
that institutional context does differentially afteéhe noncognitive predictors of
academic success for students of color at eithelsPWHBCUS.

This study is methodologically sound, used ins&ata with well-established
validity and reliability, and used a large sampie ©f participants. It supports that
traditional, cognitive variables of academic susassre not good predictors for this
population of students. It also sheds light on mmmcognitive predictors may vary
across institutions.

Adebayo (2008) examined the ability of cognitivel aoncognitive measures in
predicting the academic success of students whe admitted to a Conditional
Admission Program at a university. To be reguladynitted to the university, students
had to have completed 16 units of college preparatarriculum, have the required

scores on a standardized test, and have a degigratéined index score (based on high
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school percentile rank, class size, and the ndteraentile rank of the ACT score). The
conditional admission program was for students didanot meet these criteria, yet
showed strong credentials in other areas suchgassichool GPA or standardized test
score. Inthe 2006 school year, 2,601 were addnitteiniversity, of those, 147 were
admitted through the Conditional Admissions prograé®eventy-eight percent of
students were white and 11 percent were African igar. The author did not state
what racial identification the other 11 percent eveOf the conditionally admitted group,
143 students completed the NCQ in the fall of tireishman year in order to determine if
cognitive or noncognitive variables are better preds of success for the conditionally
admitted students. The cognitive variables inclodg®ulative first-semester GPA, high
school class rank, ACT index score, and high scledvA. The noncognitive variables
were the eight noncognitive dimensions on the N@(stepwise multiple regression
analysis revealed that high school GPA and twdhefrtoncognitive variables, Self-
Appraisal and Understanding and Coping with Raasere found. These two
noncognitive variables along with high school GR&counted for 21 percent of the
variance in the prediction of first-semester gradellege whereas high school GPA
alone accounted for 14 percent of the variance.alitieors conclude that more emphasis
should be given to high school GPA than the otlbgntive variables and that a new
admission index be developed to include the sigaifi noncognitive variables.

This study continues to support that, in genemhcognitive variables enhance the
predictive power of certain cognitive variables,,ihigh school GPA and, in particular,
the NCQ provided an additional source of variamcéhe academic success of

nontraditional students. Gathering cumulativeem GPAs at the end of students’ first,
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second, and third years determine if other varsabfehe NCQ became predictive of
academic success at later points in the studecasieamic careers would have added
value to the study. Also, since this study way dintited to a single group of
conditionally admitted students, administering H@€Q to other cohorts or similar groups
of student at other colleges might yield more infative, comparaitve results. Finally, it
is curious that out of a group of students, 78 @atrof which were white, the variable
Understanding and Coping with Racism was signiticdhwould have been helpful if

the author addressed this issue and/or descrileetiltipercent of the participants for
which a race was not defined.

Ting (2009) examined the impact of noncognitiveiatales of academic success and
persistence among students who were first-yeaoNaliCollegiate Athletic Association
(NCAA) Division | athletes. Although Sedlacek aAdams-Gaston (1992) performed a
similar study with college student athletes, TiB§Q9) points out that a regression was
not performed in this study, only a Pearson zed®ocorrelational analysis. Also,
student persistence was not studied and academiczrpance was only measured after
their first semester in college. Ting has deepéhmsdarea of research with his study.
This study took place at a southeastern colleglearUnited States with freshmen who
were attending an NCAA Division | public university total of 109 students
participated. The categories of athletes inclutiede from football, basketball, tennis,
swimming, and baseball. The Noncognitive Questinren(NCQ) was administered to
the students at the beginning of their freshmam. yze eight scales of the NCQ were
the noncognitive, independent variables. The SédFess on math and critical reading

were the cognitive, independent variables. Depeindariables were cumulative college
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GPA from fall and spring of the students’ first sEster and registration status (intent to
register for or drop out of college the studeng£and year of school).

A stepwise multiple regression analysis was coretlcill eight NCQ scale scores
were put into the equation first. The SAT-math #mnelSAT reading scores were input
next. Ting (2009) stated that Tracey and Sedlaeedmmend this procedure when a
less-established measure like the NCQ is usedamwibll-established measure such as
the SAT. For first-semester grades, it was fotlvad Acquired Knowledge in a Field,
Demonstrated Community Service, and SAT-math scaiggsficantly contributed to the
variance. For second-semester GPA, Positive Swiic€pt, Preference for Long-Term
Goals, and SAT-math scores significantly contridutethe variance. For the outcome
variable of Intent to Persist, only Acquired Knodde in a Field was found to be a
predictor. This study supports that noncognitiggables add predictive value to
variables that contribute to student academic ssccAdditionally, it supports the use of
the NCQ as a measure that can be successfullywitedontraditional populations.

Lanham et al. (2011) investigated the use of nonitivg variables to predict
graduation for African American students who gradddrom a historically black
university (HBU) in southern Texas. The particifsawere 126 African American and
one Hispanic student who completed Sedlacek’s NEQa# of the process when
registering for placement in the residence haksrtiieshman year. The researchers were
seeking to discover if noncognitive variables woectdrelate with college success (as
defined by graduation), if noncognitive variablesuld improve the predictive accuracy
of the traditional cognitive predictors such ashhsghool GPA and standardized test

scores, and if noncognitive variables would bedsgitedictors for African American
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students at an HBCU. The independent variables ther eight noncognitive variables
of the NCQ as well as several other noncognitiveabées which included college hours
earned, college hours attempted, college hoursddte gender, race, and major (a
complete list of these were not included in thekrt Cognitive independent variables
that were included were SAT, ACT, high school G aollege GPA. A correlational
analysis showed that college hours earned, colleges attempted, college hours
attended, and college GPA were correlated withuaadn. ACT and SAT had a weak
negative correlation with graduation. All scalésh® NCQ had a weak positive
correlation with graduation except for “Availabyliof a Strong Support Person” and
“Demonstrated Community Service.” Additionally, ldk-entry, forward step logistic
regression analysis was used to analyze the ddtd aas found that none of the
noncognitive items from the NCQ held predictivewaafor graduation for the
participants. The authors report that only HSGBénsed to approach a level of
significance in predicting college graduation hoesew did not quite reach it. The
authors conclude that ACT and SAT scores for mig@tudents are not adequate
predictors of academic success (graduation) fdegelstudents; however, HSGPA is.
They also suggest that the NCQ appears to be a predictor of academic success for
minority students. Although this study does preddimited support for the NCQ and
noncognitive variables, there are several problensgues with it. First, several of their
noncognitive variables (college hours earned, gelleours attempted, college hours
attended, and college GPA) have extreme multicgdliity so it is impossible to separate
their individual effects. The authors do note .thisother issue is the authors did not

find any truly significant statistical results $eeir suggestions about the predictive value
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of their independent variables restsr@ar significant results. It is noteworthy that
graduate has not been used as the dependent ednably of the prior studies reviewed.
It is possible that the noncognitive variableshis study have less impact Regardless, it
is of note that the NCQ is an instrument that isdp@sed in current research.

Although this review of the literature using th€@ to predict cumulative GPA
and retention does not cover all studies performedis area, it is representative of its
use on a broad range of student populations inotubliack students (Nasim et al., 2005;
Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984), student athletes (Sekll&cgdams-Gaston, 1992), Asian
Americans (Fuertes & Sedlacek, 1994), females (A\&cbedlacek, 1997), first-
generation college students (Ting, 2003) and conityngollege students (Noonan, et al.,
2005). In most of the studies, particular scafebh® NCQ were predictive of college
student cumulative GPA or retention at differingnpen students’ academic careers,
often more so than the SAT later in students’ acadeareers (Fuertes & Sedlacek,
1994; Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997). At the same tirhe,$AT held no predictive validity of
college cumulative GPA in one study (Nasim, et2005). However, in many studies,
SAT still remained an important predictor of cobegumulative GPA for these groups of
students. Often there was enhanced predictioolt#ge GPA and retention resulted
from the use of both the SAT and the NCQ variabdgether (Ancis & Sedlacek, 1997;
Ting, 2003; Tracey & Sedlacek, 1984). This wasswmuch the case for the prediction
of retention. The NCQ seemed to be better abpeddict long-term retention than the
SAT alone (Fuertes, 2003; Ting, 1994). One glaamgssion in the NCQ studies
reviewed in this section is that only three (Adelna&3008; Lanham, 2011; and Nasim,

2005) of ten of them used HSGPA as an additiongihitive variable. Since HSGPA
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tends to account for the most variance in collegiggpmance in many studies (Astin et
al., 1987; DeBerard, et al., 2004; Lawlor, et B997: Tross, 2000), this would have been
an essential predictor variable to have includecdummarizing the literature review
regarding studies conducted on the NCQ, the NC@ adllie to the prediction of college
student performance.
Predictors of Academic Success for College Studentsth Learning Disabilities

One group of students that could also be considesatraditional on the college
campus is those students with learning disabiliti@sdlacek (1996) defined a
nontraditional group as one that experiences piegudHe defines prejudice as, “some
negative attributions or consequences of beingralme of a certain group” (p. 200). In
fact, McQuilkin, et al., (1990) surveyed studertisat their attitudes toward individuals
with disabilities and found that this sample ofd&tnt saw those with disabilities in an
unfavorable light. This is consistent with thediimgs of Beilke and Yssel (1998) who
conducted a qualitative study with students wittagety of disabilities. These students,
especially those students with hidden disabilish as learning disabilities, reported
hostility from faculty and prejudicial attitudefm students. Furthermore, in a more
recent study, May and Stone (2010) found that b&tland non-LD participants believed
that the general public thought students with legralisabilities had lower intelligence
that those without disabilities. For those thak niot believe students with learning
disabilities had lower intelligence, it was fouét a portion of them believed having a
learning disability was an insurmountable problerd/ar that students with learning
disabilities take advantage of the system. Althotingh group can indeed be viewed as

nontraditional, no studies to date have been paddrwith them using the NCQ. At the
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same time, there have been studies performed ables related to the academic
success of college students with learning disaslit This section will outline those
studies.

Vogel and Adelman (1990) performed a descriptivelgion individuals with and
without a learning disability. Participants wérk) college students with learning
disabilities and 153 college students without leaymlisabilities. The two groups were
compared on high school experiences, ACT scordegeoGPA and college graduation
rates. The low correlation of ACT subtest scores @llege exit GPA for students with
learning disabilities indicated that ACT scoreseaveot good predictors for this
population of students; however, the ACT score gmagelated to college exit GPA for
students without learning disabilities. Also, the groups differed in high school
experiences. In particular, English and math cesivgere examined for these two groups
and it was found that students with learning dig#s tended to have lower scores in
these courses. As far as college performancewaserned, the students with learning
disabilities tended to have lower college GPAs ttherse students without learning
disabilities but there was no significant differeno college graduation rate between
these two groups. These researchers recommend@Tascores or other such
standardized test scores be supplemented with adeaac information for careful
analysis when applications from students with leaymlisabilities are being reviewed for
college admission. This study is compelling aimpares performance of students with
and without learning disabilities prior to and chgricollege and it is one of the first
studies performed that indicated standardized eograxams may not be the best

predictor of college performance for students Wwatlirning disabilities.
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In a later study, Vogel and Adelman (1992) analythedrecords of 62 college
students with learning disabilities to a matcheudga 58 students without learning
disabilities at a small, private, competitive Midstern college to examine these students’
educational attainment and determine the role 1G& Alayed in predicting college
student success. All students had attended thegeofbr at least one semester between
1980 and 1988 and were between the ages of 18mn@a@lege GPA was compared for
each group at the end of each academic year amdgrpduation from college. No
significant differences were found in GPA at thel ehany of the academic years but the
LD students demonstrated a slightly higher GPA upaning college. Furthermore,
when ACT scores were compared to college gradu&ieA, there was almost no
correlation for students with learning disabiliteasd a slight correlation for student
without learning disabilities. In viewing theirdi school transcripts, the authors found
that high school English courses with a grade of Getter predicted college GPA better
than any other predictor. The authors concludettie@ACT was not a valid predictor for
academic success for students with learning disabil The authors conclude that the
ACT was not a valid predictor for academic sucéesstudents with learning
disabilities. The implication for these two stud{®®gel & Adelman, 1990 and Vogel,
1992) indicate that traditional academic factoed tire used to predict success in the
general college population do not seem to be flylicable in special populations of
students, e.g., students with learning disabilities

Wilczenski and Gillespie-Silver (1992) performedtady to determine whether
SAT scores and high school percentile rank in dasgyood predictors of college for

success for students with and without learningldigi@s. The sample was 428 students
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(179 with learning disabilities and 249 without) avattended a large, competitive, public
university in the northeastern part of the Unit¢at&s. Comparative and predictive
analyses were performed. The comparative analassperformed using SAT scores,
high school rank, and first year college GPA fachegroup at the end of students’
freshman year and upon graduation from collegehodigh SAT scores, high school
rank, and first year college GPA for group of stutdewith learning disabilities was
approximately .5 standard deviations lower tharséhwithout learning disabilities at the
end of their freshman year, there was no signifiddference in cumulative college GPA
upon graduation. For the predictive analysis, pvgige multiple regression was
performed with SAT-V, SAT-M and high school rankthe independent variables and
first-year college GPA as the dependent varialblee analysis revealed that for the low-
achieving students with learning disabilities, hggimool percentile rank predicted their
academic performance but SAT did not assist irptlediction of academic performance
for this group. However, for high-achieving studewith learning disabilities, high
school percentile rank under predicted their acad@erformance while SAT-V score
added to the prediction of academic performancestments without learning
disabilities, high school rank tended to over predcademic achievement and the SAT-
V slightly added to the prediction of academic parfance. This study is aligned with
those that have shown support for the premisestaatiardized test scores are not good
predictors for nontraditional students. The siigaifice of this study is that the authors
show support that the under prediction of colleggdamic performance for students with
learning disabilities can mislead college admissiofficers to denying admissions for

students with learning disabilities that are othsengualified to attend the university, a
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premise discussed in Chapter 1. This study prevededence that for some students with
learning disabilities, traditional cognitive preftics of academic success may be
misleading.

Ashton-Coombs (1993) investigated the noncogniteugable of work habits
(related to academics) to determine its contrilmutathe academic success of 25 college
students with learning disabilities registered wiith Disabled Student Services office at
California State University, San Diego. The autimberviewed the students using a 10-
item questionnaire that the authors adapted frdist an a study by Salend and Salend
(1996). The section was entitled Exhibits Approfarid/ork Habits and assessed such
work habit competencies (mentioned below). Thestjons were presented to each
student in person during an interview. The questwere closed-ended and students
either provided a yes or a no answer. The austated that the students answered only
4 of the 10 questions positively. These includete student attended class regularly,
brought the necessary materials with them, comgbligteir homework, and paid attention
in class. Fifty-six percent of the students adeditbeginning assignments promptly and
the ability to remember more than one directioa itne. Forty-eight percent admitted
giving up easily on difficult tasks. Forty-fourngent felt comfortable asking their
professors for help and only 28 percent were abéxplain to teachers or tutors how
they can best be helped with class assignmentse siidents also rated themselves from
1 to 10 on the quality of their study skills. Tvispitwo out of twenty-five student felt
they had a medium level of study skills and thedethey had a high level of study skills.
The author suggests that one of the problems thdésts face in college with learning

disabilities is their lack of acquired study skillhis study is valuable in that it explores
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what could be a very significant variable that cimites to the success of college
students with learning disabilities. If these authwould have gathered HSGPA,
cumulative college GPA, standardized entrance edatia for the participants in order to
compare this data to participants’ responses tgtiestionnaire, important data related to
the academic performance of this group of studeratg have emerged. However, this
was most likely not possible as the sample sizewegagsmall and the authors did not
calculate validity or reliability data for the quesinaire. The study does provide a
stepping stone for further exploration of the stadpits of college students with learning
disabilities.

Ryan (1994) performed a comparative study of celliegshmen with and without
learning disabilities using behavioral and affegtoharacteristics to determine life
adjustment characteristics. The study took pla@ecmmunity college in the Midwest
and 72 students participated (39 were studentsleatiming disabilities and 33 were
students without learning disabilities). There eviyur surveys designed for this study
and they were field-tested before administeredth¢ostudents. The four areas which
were questioned included motivations for attenaioljege, perceptions of academic
adjustment, perceptions of social adjustment, apeéaations for academic achievement
and the students answered these surveys at thenbggof the fall, winter and spring
terms. A chi square analysis was performed on #@. dFindings revealed that there
were no differences any term between the studeititsand without learning disabilities
in motivations for attending college or expectasiaf social or academic adjustment.
However, students’ with learning disabilities exta¢ions of academic success were

significantly more negative at the beginning offeterm than students’ without learning
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disabilities expectations even though there werdifierences between either groups’
self-reported GPA. In terms of the debate of ctigmiand noncognitive predictors of
academic success for college students with leamhsapilities, this study found that
even though this group of students may experierme itnepidation about their future
grades, this did not impact their actual GPA whaas equivalent to their nondisabled
peers.

On a different note, Keim, McWhirter and Bernstgif96) were interested in
determining if the use of academic support serweas related to the academic success
for college students with learning disabilitiesheTparticipants were 125 students with
learning disabilities registered with the suppertvices office at a large southwestern
university. The independent variables includedrheaber of times students were
advised, number of hours students used the comlaln@ratory in the support services
office, the number of hours students were tutonethber of test accommodations used
and class standing. The dependent variable waslatine college GPA. The students
were separated into three groups of those whoatidise services, those who were low
utilizers and those who were high utilizers. ANC&Avere performed on each of the
variables. It was determined that students whoahlaever number of contact hours with
their advisor and a higher number of hours usimgcttmputer laboratory had higher
GPAs than those who had a higher number of cohtaats with their advisor and lower
number of hours using the computer laboratory. r&mesre not significant results for
tutoring or test accommodation variables and nerawtions occurred for class standing
and the other variables. This study explored @serbncognitive variables that has not

been discussed up until now: that of seeking speethsupport services. Indeed this set
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of noncognitive variables is a subset of adaptkr#ssthat can impact the academic
performance of college students with learning dlgads and reflects an aptitude of
students to understand the system when it comexémving support for their learning
disabilities. While these noncognitive variablegeveot compared with pre-college
predictors, this study does provide some substantifor their importance.

Murray and Wren (2003) examined cognitive, acadeamd attitudinal predictors
of academic success of college students with legrdisabilities. The participants were
84 students diagnosed with a learning disability seteiving support services at who a
large private university in the Midwest. The indadent variables were high school
GPA, academic achievement (according to the WideggRB#&chievement Test-Revised
(WRAT-R) that assesses written language and matiesskills), cognitive ability (full-
scale 1Q, performance IQ and verbal IQ as assegsgkdhe Wechsler Adult Intelligence
Scale—Revised (WAIS-R), and the four scales orSSilmeey of Study Habits and
Attitudes (SSHA) which include Delay/Avoidance &fbidying), Work Methods (related
to student planning and work habits), Teacher Apglr¢related to students perceptions
of their instructors), and Educational Acceptarretafed to student acceptance of their
academic tasks). College GPA was the dependeiatler A step-wise multiple
regression was performed and the results revelaédull-scale 1Q and Delay/Avoidance
were significant predictors of college GPA accoogtior 14 percent of the variance in
college GPA.

In this study, the Delay/Avoidance scale was agbgttedictor than HSGPA,
however, standardized test scores were not includéte model, and these scores do

have limited support in the literature for accongtfor some variance in college GPA
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(Wilczenski & Gillespie, 1992). Interestingly, thee of intelligence test and
achievement test scores was a departure from wthiables in studies previously
discussed in this literature review until now, they are variables that are not going to
be easily accessible to most investigators. Adaddily, these researchers should have
also included standardized test scores to deterth@iecontribution to the variance in
college GPA. Regardless, this study’s merit is thaxamined predictors of college GPA
across a wide range of variables (cognitive, acaclamd attitudinal). This study is
aligned with similar studies that have supporteddbntention that noncognitive may
have better predictive value in the prediction @ifege performance than the traditional
cognitive predictors for college students with feag disabilities.
Summary

The research on factors of success for collegeestadvith learning disabilities is
inconclusive. The studies vary widely in the typésdependent and dependent
variables that are used as well as the analyseardased. Of the studies reviewed, only
three studies looked at traditional cognitive peéalis of college success. Vogel, (1992)
and Vogel and Adelman (1990) explored ACT and gall&PA and Wilczenski and
Gillespie-Silver (1992) explored SAT and college AGPAIl three of these studies did
not find standardized test scores as the bestgboedif academic success for college
students with learning disabilities. At the sanmeetj they used very few and only
cognitive variables in their studies. The resthef studies looked at a variety of potential
predictors of success such as study habits (As@tmmbs, 1993; Murray & Wren,
2003), accommodations (Keim, McWhirter & Bernstdif96), attitudes (Ryan, Nolan,

Keim, & Madsen, 1994) and nontraditional cognitigetors (IQ score). None of the
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studies looked at other demographic factors suchasor SES. Furthermore, none of
them applied the NCQ to college students with liegrdisabilities.

Based on the review of prior research presentéaisrchapter, applying the NCQ
on this population of students would fill a gaghe literature. Using the NCQ, which
has been widely used with marginalized populations]d provide a new framework
with which to view predictors of academic successstudents with learning disabilities.
College students with learning disabilities aressdared a marginalized population.
They face challenges above and beyond studentswtithsabilities at the postsecondary
level. Due to the severity of these issues andjtbeing population of students with
learning disabilities attending college, it is e that appropriate predictors of
academic success be used in assessing collegeiplofienstudents with learning
disabilities (Brinckerhoff, Shaw & McGuire, 1992riBckerhoff, 1994, 1996; Dalke &
Schmitt, 1987; Hadley, 2006; I1zzo & Lamb, 2002; liewrarris, & Greene, 1999).
Furthermore, student affairs practitioners havesponsibility to diverse groups of
students that can benefit from higher educatiorl &®&elch, 2000). Therefore, it is
critical that noncognitive variables of academiccass be explored as potential
predictors for academic success for college stgdsith learning disabilities.

This chapter has provided a brief review on th&tdry of traditional, cognitive
predictors of academic success for college studeéwéxt, it reviewed the manner in
which cognitive variables are used today and stutthiat support cognitive variables to
predict academic success in college studentdsdtexamined studies that show support
of noncognitive predictors of academic succesbége students. Furthermore, a

discussion was provided of Sedlacek’s (2004) NC@the NAM model from which it
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was derived. Finally, this chapter examined studiegpredictors of academic success for
college students with learning disabilities. Thatrehapter presents the method that will
be used to perform the study. Participants, ranent, the instrument, the procedure, the

design and data analysis procedures will be incudehe next chapter.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

This chapter describes the research methods implechén this study to
investigate variables that contribute to the acadg@arformance of college students with
learning disabilities. First, the purpose of thedy will be reviewed and the research
guestions will be delineated. Next, the cogniawel noncognitive measures are
described, as well as additional materials usellowing is a description of the
participants and settings, with the procedureseslosntly detailed. Finally, an overview
of the data analyses is included.
Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate ifatere differences in how
cognitive and noncognitive variables predict acadgrarformance for college students
with learning disabilities. This study used Sedkks€2004) Noncognitive Assessment
Model as a conceptual framework to examine thengttewhich the cognitive variables
of High School Grade Point Average (HSGPA) and $édmbined verbal and math) or
ACT score, as well as the noncognitive variabled?ositive Self-Concept, Realistic
Self-Appraisal, Understands and Deals with Disanemion, Preference for Long-Range
Goals to Short-Term or Immediate Needs, Availapit a Strong Support Person,
Successful Leadership Experience, Demonstrated ContyrService, and Knowledge
Acquired in a Field from the Noncognitive Questiaita (NCQ, Sedlacek, 2004),
contribute to any variance in cumulative collegadgr point average at the end of
students’ freshman, sophomore and junior yearsltgge.

This study adds to both the research on predicioasademic performance for

students with learning disabilities as well asrggearch on the usefulness of
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noncognitive variables to predict the academicgrarnce of college students. There
are numerous studies that employ various instrusnengéxamine the predictors of
academic performance for college students withvaititbut learning disabilities, as well
studies that examine the noncognitive predictoscalemic performance for college
students using the NCQ); however, to date, thera@astudies that have used the NCQ to
predict the academic performance of college stwdeith learning disabilities.

Research Questions

The framework of this investigation is undergirdsdthe following research questions:

1. To what degree do traditional, cognitive (acadenmdjcators predict college
grade point average at the end of the freshmarmasopre, and junior year for
students with learning disabilities based on:

a. High school GPA (HSGPA) alone?

b. SAT (combined Verbal and Math) or SAT equivalemmna?

c. High school GPA (HSGPA) and the SAT (combined \Atdnd Math) or
SAT equivalent used as joint predictors?

2. To what degree do noncognitive variables preditege grade point average at
the end of the freshman, sophomore, and junior fggastudents with learning
disabilities?

3. To what degree do noncognitive variables add tgthkdiction of college grade
point average at the end of the freshman, sophqraattjunior year for students
with learning disabilities based on:

a. HSGPA alone?
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b. SAT (combined Verbal and Math) alone?

c. HSGPA and SAT (Verbal and Math) as joint predictors
Design

As the goal of this study was to investigate ifmitige and noncognitive

variables predict academic performance for studeiitslearning disabilities, a simple
descriptive, correlational design was used in otdeletermine if the independent
variables of SAT, HSGPA, and the eight scales oicognitive variables from the NCQ
contribute to any variance in cumulative collegadgr point average (CCGPA) at the end
of each students’ freshman, freshman and sophomofiieshman, sophomore and junior
years of college, which are the dependent variabBscause these variables cannot be
manipulated by the investigator, this study is ad&red nonexperimental research
(Lomax, 2001). Multiple regression was chosethasstatistical analysis to analyze the
relationship between the dependent and independeables for each of the research
guestions. Multiple regression allows multipleiabtes to be combined to make the best
predictions about the dependent variable. It alkxws for the effects of the independent
variables to be separated so that the unique botivh of each variable can be examined
(Lomax, 2001). In particular, in hierarchical regsion, the researcher chooses the order
of entry. Typically, the first variable enteredli® one accounting for the most variance
in the independent variable, the next variableredtés the one accounting for the next
largest amount of variance in the independent kbgjand so on (Lomax, 2001).
Because there is an established body of reseamtiupports that high school grade
point average (HSGPA) and standardized test sem@sunt for the largest portion of

variance in CCGPAs (Astin et al., 1987; Beck & Osan, 2001; Camara & Echternact,
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2000; Deberard, 2004, Lawlor et al., 1997, Nauntaal.e2003; Noble & Camara, 2003;
Tross, 2000), it was important that the variabhethis study be entered into the equation
in the same manner. This method would also ertkateany variance contributed by the
noncognitive variables was above and beyond thtteo€ognitive variables (Lomax,
2001).
Participants

The participants in this study were undergraduatéents who had a documented
a learning disability and were registered with disability support office at a large,
public flagship university (Setting 1) or an acadesupport center at a mid-sized,
private university (Setting 2), both of which aoeated in the Mid-Atlantic region of the
United States.

Settings The participants for this study were recruitexhf two universities in
the Mid-Atlantic region. Upon meeting with persohfiem the offices on each of the
campuses that work with students with learningldigees, it was discussed and
suggested that more than one university campusédx to recruit participants. This is
due to the fact that past researchers have typicadeived a poor response rate from this
particular group of participants (personal commatan, Jo Hutchinson, 9/14/2011;
personal communication, Kathy Schwartz, 2/8/2014DBEppo, 2007). Therefore, two
settings were chosen from which to recruit paréios. These two settings were
selected as this researcher has professional ciiom&to each of them that enabled this
study to be performed. The following sectionsctiége the settings of each of these

universities.
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Setting 1 Participants were recruited from a large, fouaryesearch university
situated in an urban/suburban area in the Mid-Aitanregion of the United States. It
enrolls approximately 26,000 undergraduates an@d000graduate students. It offers 127
undergraduate majors and 112 graduate degreedyNimee percent of new freshman
live on campus and 42 percent of all undergraduate®n campus. Fifty-seven percent
of the total student population is white, 15 petdssian, 12 percent African American or
Black, 7 percent Hispanic, 3 percent multi-racZapercent international, less than 1
percent American Indian/Alaskan Native and 3 peroaknown. Men comprise 53
percent of the undergraduate population, while womeke up 47 percent of the
undergraduate population. The mean high schookgpatht average was 3.98 while the
middle 50 percent for combined SAT was 1190 to 1f8@@indergraduates. This setting
is this researcher’'s home campus.

Setting 2 Participants were also recruited from a mid-sipegtvate, doctoral
institution situated in an urban, residential arethe mid-Atlantic region of the United
States. It enrolls approximately 13,000 undengades and 6,600 graduate students.
Freshman enroliment fall of 2010 was 6,657. It &ff&7 bachelor degrees and over 53
graduate degrees housed within six colleges amub$h The student body is
cosmopolitan and globally diverse and is comprsestudents from all over the United
States and 146 other countries. Seven percemtdsrgraduates and 10 percent of
graduate students are international. The middlpesfent range of high school grade
point averages for fall 2010 was 3.6 to 4.1. Thedbe 50 percent for combined SAT

was 1220 to 1390 and for the ACT it was 27-31.
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Access This section describes how the participantaeheetting were obtained.
Although participants were obtained in a similammer at each setting, the details for
each setting slightly differ

Access to Setting.ITo obtain a sample of students with learning digads, a
meeting was arranged with the assistant direct@isdbility Support Service at the
large, public university to discuss the study amdedt approval to invite students with a
learning disability who were registered with thfice to participate in this study. The
assistant director received verbal approval froendinector that an email invitation letter
with a link to the NCQ could be sent to every studegistered with the office who has a
learning disability. The number of students in gpisup was approximately 600. After
IRB approval was obtained for this study, a CoungeCenter Research Committee
application was completed, submitted, and apprdeddre the study began

Access to Setting.Z' 0 obtain a sample of students with learning digegs, a
meeting was arranged with the director of the acaclsupport center at the mid-sized,
private university to discuss the study and toaggtroval to invite students with a
documented learning disability to participate iistbtudy. The director discussed the
study with the counselors of the center and appmwaa received that an email invitation
letter with a link to the NCQ could be sent to gvetudent registered with the office who
has a learning disability. The number of studemthis group was approximately 300.
IRB approval was also obtained from the IRB offoeethis campus.

Sample The sample of undergraduate participants witiniag disabilities was
recruited from the entire population of undergradisudents with a documented

learning disability registered with the offices whiserve these students at two
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universities discussed above. The entire populaifstudents with learning disabilities,
which was about 900 (600 from Setting 1 and 30thfRetting 2), was invited to
participate in this study in order to obtain agéa sample as possible.

Determination of Needed Sample Sizk order to determine the potential
sample size needed to detect the degree to whechahcognitive variables can predict
college performance above and beyond the cogniaviables in this study, a power
analysis was performed. Power is the ability efatistical test to detect the phenomenon
or effect that is being investigated (Cohen, 1998)other words, it is the probability of
being able to reject the null hypothesis when faise in order to not make Type | error.
The complement to a Type | error is a Type Il ervgdich occurs when a false null
hypothesis is not rejected. Because the powerstdtestical test is based upon the
relationship between the statistical significareeel (alpha), the number of participants,
the effect size, and power, any one of these vi@satan be calculated when the three
other variables are constant. Effect size is asomesof the magnitude of phenomenon
being researched. So while statistical significanéams us that an effect has occurred,
it does not inform us of the strength of that effetfect size provides the strength of the
effect. Cohen (1988) suggested that .35 is a leffget size, .15 is a medium effect size,
and .02 is a small effect size. Therefore, befwoeeeding with a study, it is also
important to determine the desired effect sizestatistical significance level. As
suggested by Cohen (1988) a power level of .8 istrmmmmonly. Without enough
power, a statistical test loses its ability to detn effect size and could lead to a Type Il

error. For this study, a statistical significaheeel ofa = .05 was chosen.
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An a priori power analysis was performed using Gt#eo3.1. G*Power 3.1 is a
power analysis software program designed to perBokmariety of analyses in the social,
behavioral and biomedical sciences (Faul, Erdfeldang & Buchner, 2007). This tool
was used to determine the appropriate sample sizéeqal for this study. It was hoped
that a medium effect size (.15) could be identifiedause the detection a small effect of
the independent variables in the context of thugsivas not considered crucial in this
exploratory study. Because the more variablesatein a multiple regression equation,
the bigger the sample is needed, the researchiguegtich had the most variables was
chosen to determine what the overall sample sizthie study should be. Research
Question 3c contained 6 variables in Block 1 andrables in Block 2. This
information was entered into G*Power 3.1 and it wegermined that a minimum 46
participants were needed for an effect size of a3®jinimum of 98 participants were
needed to obtain an effect size of .15, and a mimrof 688 participants were needed to
obtain an effect size of .02. Therefore, the gead to recruit a minimum of 98
participants for this study.

Demographic Information For Setting 1, 24 percent of the population (146
potential participants) viewed or attempted to ctatgthe survey. For Setting 2, 16
percent of the population (47 potential particiganviewed or attempted to complete the
survey. For Setting 1, 14 percent (86 participaotshe population completed the
survey. For Setting 2, 9 percent of the populaf&hparticipants) completed the survey.
This represents a 13 percent (114 participantSativesponse rate. Unfortunately, 26
of these surveys were ineligible to be includethimstudy and had to be removed.

Reasons for ineligibility included participants fehom no HSGPA and standardized test
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score could be obtained, as well as those partitspaho had graduate student status,
concurrent high school student status, post-bagsdée student status, or students who
had completed the survey more than one time. Adém@oving ineligible participants, the
final number of participants from both settings sisted of 88 participants, 62 from
Setting 1 and 26 from Setting 2.

A descriptive analysis was performed to gathemdgr@ographic information of
the sample. The majority of participants were fi®eatting 1 (72%), primarily white
(63%), and the mostly female (70%). The rangegekaof the participants was 18 to 24,
except for 1 student who was 31. Over half théigpants reported that their parents
had received a graduate degree or higher and éveei@ent of the participants reported
that both parents had graduated from college. lligirthe majority of participants were
freshmen, sophomores, or juniors (82%) with onlys&6iors participating. Although it
had been this researcher’s intention to includéosem the study, there were not enough
seniors based on the minimum number required fibicent power to include the
seniors. Subsequently, only freshmen, sophomaréguaiors were included in this

study. Complete descriptive statistics for the danape presented in Table 3.1.
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Table 3.1

Demographic Information

Both Settings Setting 1 Setting 2

n % n % n %
Gender
Male 33 375 21 339 12 46.2
Female 55 62.5 41 66.1 14 53.8
Ethnicity
African American 4 45 4 65 O 0
White 63 71.6 44 71.0 19 73.1
Asian 5 5.7 3 48 2 7.7
Hispanic 6 6.8 4 65 2 77
Multiracial 8 9.0 6 16 1 3.8
Other/Prefer not to say 2 23 2 9.7 2 1.7
Age
18 1 1.1 1 16 O 0
19 24  27.3 17 274 7 26.9
20 22 25.0 14 226 8 30.8
21 24 27.3 17 274 7 26.9
22 11 125 8 129 3 115
23 3 3.4 2 32 1 38
24 2 2.3 2 32 0 0
31 1 1.1 1 16 O 0
Class Year
Freshman 20 22.7 12 194 8 30.8
Sophomore 26 295 19 306 7 26.9
Junior 26 295 23 371 3 115
Senior 14 15.9 6 9.7 8 30.8
Senior § Year 2 23 2 32 0 0
SES Father’s Level of Ed
High School grad or less 5 5.7 5 81 O 0
Some college 8 9.1 6 9.7 2 1.7
College graduate 29 33.0 23 371 6 231
Some Graduate School 2 23 0 o 2 77
Graduate Degree or Higher 44 50.0 28 452 16 615
SES Mother’s Level of Ed
High School grad or less 2 23 2 32 0 0
Some college 7 8.0 5 81 2 7.7
College graduate 30 34.1 23 371 7 26.9
Some Graduate School 4 45 2 32 2 1.7
Graduate Degree or Higher 45 51.1 30 484 15 57.7
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Measures

This study contained three cognitive measures andasure that included eight
noncognitive variables. The eight noncognitiveialales were scales from the
Noncognitive Questionnaire (NCQ) (Sedlaceck, 2G0%) are detailed in the next
section.

Cognitive Measures. The three cognitive measures were standardizedrexsr
exam scores from the SAT-I or ACT (an independaniable), overall high school grade
point average (an independent variable) and cumalabllege grade point average
(CCGPA) (the dependent variable).

SAT I. The SAT lis athree-hour and 45-minute, standad] multiple choice,
college entrance exam that measures critical rgadmathematical reasoning and writing
skills which is typically taken by junior and/orrsers in high school (Kobrin, Camara, &
Milewski, 2004; SAT, 2011). The SAT I is taken ungeescribed conditions and is
administered and scored by the College Board (Nebé#., 2002; Rothstein, 2004). The
scores of each of the sections of the SAT | rangia fa 200 to 800 point scaled score,
with the total point score being 2,400. The resaftthe SAT I, in conjunction with high
school GPAs and transcripts, are used by collegessibn officers to determine
students’ eligibility for admissions to a collegeumiversity (Bridgeman, Pollack, &
Burton, 2008; Camara & Echternact, 2000). It adsased to predict first-year, college
grades (Gayles, 2006). Prior to 2005, the SATIrdit contain the writing skills test,
only the reading and mathematical sections withta point score being 1,600. Most
colleges today do not place the same value on thmgyskills section of the test as they

do on the reading and mathematical sections (Wemntdre 2007). Due to this, only the
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composite score of critical reading and mathemhatezsoning sections were used as a
cognitive independent variable for the purposéhd study.

ACT. The ACT is a standardized, 3 hour and 25 minctdsge entrance exam.
It is comprised of four multiple-choice tests oe thpics of English, mathematics,
reading and science and an optional writing téstatter of which was added in 2005.
The ACT is also taken under prescribed conditiorsia administered and scored by
ACT. Students receive scores for each of the tésit range from 1 to 36, as well as a
composite score. The ACT, in conjunction with hggimool records, is also used to
facilitate college admissions decisions (Noble,£000ften, students take the ACT in
lieu of the SAT. In this study, if a participantidhot take the SAT, but took the ACT,
the composite ACT score was converted to an SATedep using a concordance table
designed for this purpose (see Appendix A). Admaissoffices at colleges and
universities regularly do this when evaluating asBians applications (College Board,
2009).

High School Grade Point Average (HSGRA High school grade point average
(HSGPA) is a number derived from dividing the antoofrgrade points earned for all
classes by the total amount of credits a studéatngted while in high school. HSGPA
is the most common variable evaluated in collegaissions decisions, typically in
conjunction with standardized test scores (CamaExkternacht, 2000; Tross et al.,
2000). Also, HSGPA seems to be predictive of acad@erformance in college (Noble
& Sawyer, 2004; Reason, 2003). High school GPAshmmaweighted, based on a 0 to
5.00 scale, or unweighted, based on a 0 to 4.06.skaveighted high school GPA is a

GPA in which additional points for honors, Advandé&ldcement (AP), or more rigorous
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courses are given. Students who participate sekira rigorous coursework can achieve
much higher grades; however, not all high schoattigpate in weighted grading
systems and those who do often have varying pslaimut which courses are weighted
or when students can take weighted courses. &hisesult in inconsistency between
students’ high school GPAs, weighted or unweigltidddnzo, 1998). Because either all
weighted or all unweighted HSGPAs were not avaddbt every participant, an analysis
was performed to determine if there were significifierences between the participants
with weighted and participants with unweighted H&GRdescribed in more detail in the
Data Analyses section at the end of this chapter).

Cumulative College Grade Point Averag€umulative College Grade Point
Average (CCGPA) is a number derived from dividihg amount of grade points earned
for all classes by the total amount of creditsualent attempted while in college.

CCGPA is a measure of the academic performanceollege student and can range
from 1 to 4.00. For the purpose of this study, ®@Gs the grade point average at the
end of each student’s freshman (FCCGPA), sopho8ZE€GPA), and/or junior
(JCCGPA) year of college and is the criterion goetelent variable.

Noncognitive Measures The NCQ was designed to examine eight noncognitive
variables. Accordingly, there are eight scalethi®instrument and they are described in
the next sections. Sample items from each of G Ncales, see table 3.1.

Positive Self-Concepfhis variable can be defined by confidence, stieogt
character and determination. A positive self-cphegimportant for all students; but, for
students of color and other under-represented grouis especially important, as these

students have to deal with a system that was reagjigled for them. They often
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experience setbacks related to racial and culpreglidices. Students who have a strong
self-concept are better able to deal with theageesand persist through college. This
scale consists of 5 items and the score that caedeeved on this scale ranges from 7 to
26.

Realistic Self-AppraisalThis variable relates to how a student viewsohiser
abilities in order to monitor self-growth. Studewf color and other marginalized groups
often experience differential reinforcement froreitrenvironment; therefore, these
students cannot rely on this feedback for acclappeaisal of the self. Therefore, if one
can view one’s strengths and weaknesses regaaflessernal reinforcement, one is
more likely to be successful. This scale consiEitems and the score that can be
received on this scale ranges from 4 to 14.

Understands and Deals with Racisnstudents come into contact with many
aspects of the campus while they are studentsy déal with faculty and advisors,
financial aid officers, administration, personneln clubs and organizations, residence
life staff and a whole host of others. The systam be difficult enough for traditional
students but nontraditional students have the abdetkn of dealing with discrimination
and racism on many of these fronts. Those studembsunderstand the system and can
identify with and combat racism are more likelyhtve a successful college experience.
This scale consists of 5 items and the score Hrabe received on this scale ranges from
5 to 25.

Preference for Long-Range GoalsAgain, this is an important predictor for all
students, but even more so for nontraditional stteleOften, this group of students has

not had role models to pattern themselves aftelditfonally, nontraditional students
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tend to have a more intense adjustment period aptaring college must put much
energy into dealing with adjustment issues. lélshis do not have long-term plans in
place, they may not feel that these difficulties aorth the fight and, in turn, leave
college. This scale consists of 3 items and tbeesihat can be received on this scale
ranges from 3 to 13.

Avalilability of a Strong Support Personlt is important that students have an
individual or individuals who can provide knowledged advice. This support system
can be a family member, a mentor, or someone witt@reducational community.
Because students of color and nontraditional stisd@xe additional barriers above and
beyond those that white students face when conoiregltege, additional support is
critical, especially from the perspective of someofhcolor. This scale consists of 3
items and the score that can be received on thle sanges from 3 to 15.

Successful Leadership ExperiencHontraditional students and students of color
who have leadership experience are more likelyetadademically successful in college.
They typically do not have as many supports baotth the system but being able to take
initiative to overcome adversity can counteracs thsue. Sedlacek (2004) pointed out,
however, that leadership experience does not redkée the same form that it takes with
white students such as being a student body pregsaden office in a club. Being a
leader within the family or through a religious angzation can also provide leadership
experience. Assertiveness, a trait that is aswatiaith leadership, is critical. Because
students of color often operate in a college systeahwas not designed for them, they
may need assertiveness to seek out the resouatdbely need. This scale consists of 3

items and the score that can be received on thle sanges from 3 to 13.
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Demonstrated Community Servicdt is important that nontraditional students
and students of color be active in an organizatioa group with which they identify.
This can aid students in receiving support andstasie in negotiating obstacles they
may face. Community experience is also relatedht@bles previously mentioned such
as handling the system, self-concept, and leaqeestperience. Because traditional
students can more easily find support than studeitsging to under-represented
groups, this variable is not as powerful for thefhis scale consists of 2 items and the
score that can be received on this scale rangesZrto 8.

Knowledge Acquired in a Field Under-represented students will have different
experiences than traditional students, which mas ltantributed to knowledge that is
not within the educational system. Therefore, stusl learning styles may be less
traditional and more related to culture and genddris knowledge can also be a
foundation for further learning during their postsedary years. This scale consists of 2

items and the score that can be received on thle sanges from 2 to 6.
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Table 3.2

NCQ Scales and Sample Items

NCQ Scales

Sample Items

Positive Self- Concept

Realistic Self-Appraisal

Understands and Deals with
Discrimination

Preference for Long-Term Goals

Availability of a Strong Support Person

Leadership Experience

Community Involvement

Knowledge Acquired in a Field

My high school grades doegéily reflect
what can do.

When | believe in something, | act on it.

It should not be very haodjet a B (3.0)
average at this school.

| am as skilled academically as the average
applicant to this school.

The University should use its influence to
improve social conditions in the state.

| expect | will encounter discrimination at
this school.

| get easily disaged when | try to do
something and it doesn’t work.

Once | start something, | finish it.

If I rurtarproblems concerning school, |
have someone who would listen to me and
help me.

In groups where | am contitetd am
often looked to as leader.

There is no use in doing disifor people;
you only find that you get taken advantage
of in the long run.

Please list officédhand/or groups
belonged to in high school or in your
community.

Crohnbach’s Alpha. For this study, a Cronbach’s alpha coefficieasw

calculated for each of the eight scales of the NCQder to determine their internal

consistency. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients werelbped to provide a measure of
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internal consistency for a scale. Each coefficier@ number between 0 and 1 (Tavakol
& Dennick, 2011). As this instrument has not based with the population of this
study, these values were important to gauge tamete the internal consistency of the
items within each scale for college students wetirming disabilities. The Crohnbach’s
alpha values for the present study are in Table 3.3

Table 3.3

Cronbach’s Alpha for each NCQ Scale

Cronbach’s Number of
NCQ Scales Alpha Coefficient Items per Scale
Positive Self- Concept a=.14 6
Realistic Self-Appraisal a=23 3
Understands and Deals with Discrimination a=.13 5
Preference for Long-Term Goals a =.36 3
Availability of a Strong Support Person a =.08 3
Leadership Experience a =.48 3
Community Involvement a=.16 2
Knowledge Acquired in a Field a=-.37 2

The Cronbach’s alpha coefficients that are consiflacceptable as reflecting
internal consistency are those ranging from .7@%0(Tavakol & Dennick, 2011). As
can be seen, none of the scales had a Cronbapha aVer .48, and many of the scales
were quite lower than that. Due to the poor Creahtsalpha coefficients, closer scrutiny
of the scales was called for.

Positive Self-ConceptThis scale consisted of six items and Cronbaalwka for
this scale was .14. In viewing the Item-Total Stats on the SPSS printout, it appears
that if Item 28R was removed, which was “My highaal grades don't really reflect
what | can do,” the Cronbach’s Alpha would increse28. Although still not in an
acceptable range, this particular item may have lbig&cult for this population of

students to interpret. In order to get highestamhof points (5 points) for this item,
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participants had to agree with this statement, mngathat they did not believe their high
school grades were representative of their abilgut for those whose high school grade
point averages were a much better indicator of gx@ademic ability than their SAT
scores were (which is often the case for collegdesits with learning disabilities), they
may have disagreed with this question, believirgrthigh school grades were a much
better indicator of their academic ability thaneatkraditional academic predictors. This
would confound this item in this scale for this gpoof students.

Realistic Self-Appraisal This item consisted of only three items and the
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .23. In viewhgltem-Total Statistics on the SPSS
printout, if ltem 9 was removed, which was a muidtiphoice type question regarding
what the cause would be if a student dropped oablid¢ge, the Cronbach’s alpha
coefficient for the scale would only increase t6..However it is possible that because
there was a poor correlation between all of thedahtems in this scale (Item 9 and Item
21  =.042); Item 9 and Item 12 € .09); and Item 12 and Item 21X .15)), it may
have resulted in the low Cronbach’s Alpha coeffitigru, 2013).

Understands/Deals with DiscriminatianThis scale consisted of five items and
Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .13. In vigime Item-Total Statistics on the SPSS
printout, it appears that if ltem 18 was removebiclh was “I expect to have a harder
time then most students at this school” the Crohisaalpha would increase to .53, but
this is still not in the acceptable range for indrconsistency. The inter-item correlations
related this item were negative (Item18 with: Itéin¢ = -.009), Item 22r(= -.294 Item
26  =-.29) and Item 27 (= -.22). It appears that many students agreéu tivis

statement, as the mean for this particular iteones of the lowest compared to the others.
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This question may mean something different to sitewith a learning disability. This
group of students may believe they expect to havarder time at their university due to
their learning disability. Subsequently, theirirgretation of the question may be
unrelated to discrimination. This is a plausibtglanation as to why, if ltem 18 is
removed, there would be the dramatic increasedrCitonbach’s alpha coefficient.

Prefers Long-Range GoalsThis scale consisted of three items and the
Cronbach’s alpha was .36. In viewing the Item-T&#altistics on the SPSS printout,
there were no items that, if removed, would inceghss alpha by more than .02. The
two of the inter-item correlations moderate, wlufle was very low (Item 8A and ltem
13 = .24); Item 8A and Item 19 € .024); and Item 13 and Item 19<.24)). This
scale could be affected by its length in the cantéxhis study’s population. A low
number of items can reduce the value of alpha ({@\& Dennick, 2011).

Availability of a Strong Support PersorThis scale consisted of three items and
the Cronbach’s alpha was .08. In viewing the Ifeotal Statistics on the SPSS printout,
if tem 24 was removed, the alpha would increasd8which does not even the
acceptable range. The inter-item correlations werg low or negative (Item 15 and
Item 24 ¢ = -.08); Item 15 and Item 25 € .12); Item 24 and Item 25 € .07)) which
may have contributed to the low alpha coefficient.

Successful Leadership Experiencé&his scale consisted of three items and the
Cronbach’s alpha was .48. In viewing the Item-T8tatistics on the SPSS printout, if
Item 29A was removed, the alpha would increasé9papproaching the acceptable
range. Item 29A is the coded mean of scores peoMid the open-ended question which

asked participants to identify three offices orugre that they belonged to in high school.
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The other two items in the scale (Item 14 and liéht = .52)) were more highly
correlated than those with Item 29A (Items 14 d@rchl29A ¢ = -.021) and Iltem 17 and
Item 29A ¢ = .141)).

Demonstrated Community Servic&his scale consisted of two items and the
Cronbach’s alpha was .16. Because this scaleastéms, the Item-Total Statistics table
in SPSS does not give a Cronbach’s alpha valueitean is deleted. The correlation
between the two items in the scale was poer.092). Additionally, the alpha
coefficient for this scale could be affected bylésgth in the context of this study’s
population. A low number of items can reduce thki® of alpha (Tavakol & Dennick,
2011).

Knowledge Acquired in a FieldThis scale consisted of two items and the
Cronbach alpha was -.37. Because this scale igtéwts, the Item-Total Statistics table
in SPSS does not give a Cronbach’s alpha valueitean is deleted. The correlation
between the two items in the scale was negative-(092), which accounts for the
negative alpha value. Again, the low number of gemthe scale may have reduced the
alpha value.

Interestingly, Chung (1996) found Cronbach’s alpbafficients for the eight
NCQ scales similar to the Cronbach’s Alpha coegfits found in the present study, in a
study conducted for his doctoral dissertation. phgose of his study was to identify
predictors of career motivation for black collegedents. He used seven measures
which examined demographic variables; locus of rmdntacial identity attitudes and
perceived opportunity; as well as the eight nondognscales from the NCQ and

compiled them into one questionnaire which was @adaib a random sample of Black,

106



undergraduate students. His final sample was asegpof 231 students. A multiple
regression was used to analyze the ability of iflet@moncognitive variables to predict
career commitment. Although the open-ended questad a high inter-rater reliability
and the Likert-type items had high test-retesatslity, the Cronbach’s Alpha
coefficients were very low. They also follow a yasimilar pattern per scale as those in
the present study (with the exception of Availdapibf a Strong Support Person). This
comparison is presented in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4

Cronbach’s Alphas for the Dissertations of Scarf¢2@13) and Chung (1996)

Scale Scarfone (2013) Chung (1996)

Positive Self-Concept 14 A2
Realistic Self-Appraisal 23 .26
Understands/Deals with Discrimination 13 A7
Preference for Long-Range Goals .36 .26
Availability of Strong Support Person .08 44
Successful Leadership Experience A48 A7
Demonstrated Community Service 16 16
Knowledge Acquired in a Field -.37 -.06

Chung (1996) reported that the intercorrelatiortsvben the eight NCQ scales
ranged from -.06 to .47, whereas the Cronbach’©&lgpefficients in the present study
ranged from -.08 to .35 (see Table 4.4 for theraueelations of the NCQ scales for the
present study). Chung (1996) concluded that thedipha coefficients may have been
due to the fact that six items on the NCQ had sightly modified for his study;
however, he did not change the content of the gquresstonly the tense of the verb. Two
items on the NCQ were slightly modified for the g@et study and are discussed in the
next section. Regardless, the similarity of ther®ach’s Alpha coefficients in both

studies is an interesting finding. At the sameetithis weakness of the internal
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consistency for the noncognitive variables in thespnt study was taken into account
when interpreting the results of the data analyses.
Materials

The NCQ was administered online via Survey MonKée content of the survey
and additional materials are described in thisigect

Instrument. An online administration of the Noncognitive Questiaire (NCQ)
at Surveymonkey.com was used to examine the caititsibof noncognitive variables to
the academic performance of college students waming disabilities. This instrument
consists of 29 items. The first six items are dgraphic questions and are not used in
the scoring of the NCQ. The first item asks fa ghudent’s social security number. For
privacy purposes, this was changed to ask fortthseat’s school identification number.
The next items ask gender, age, father’s occupatiather’'s occupation, and race. It
should be noted that each of the items about fathed mother's occupation were
slightly changed for this study. These items aré¢he NCQ to gather information about
the participant’s family’s socioeconomic status $EHowever, Fowler (1995) posited
that occupation is not the most accurate way tmlahout a person’s SES. Individuals
in some occupations that may not require an educatrn a higher salary than those in
occupations that do require an education. Instéadking a question about an
individual's occupation, Fowler suggested creaarmguestion about the highest level of
education an individual has completed. As a re#telins 4 and 5 on the NCQ have been
changed so participants are asked to provide hidgénes of education for each parent
(see Appendix K). The information for the partenips’ fathers’ and mothers’ levels of

education is contained in Table 3.4.
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The remainder of the items on the NCQ is usederstioring of the NCQ. There
are two multiple-choice type questions that ask hayeh education the participant
thinks he or she will get in his or her lifetimedaif the participant were to drop out of
college, what does he or she think the reason nightThere are three open-ended
guestions that require three answers regardingsione is proud of having done; goals
one has for him or herself; and offices held ougobelonged to in high school. Finally,
there are 18 items are statements that are tade fram 1 to 5 on a Likert-type scale. Of
these 18 items, two were slightly changed to réfieare up-to-date language or to be
more accurate for population of students in thegmestudy. On the NCQ, Item 16
reads, “There is no use in doing things for peopdes only find that you get it in the
neck in the long run.” This item has been changedTihere is no use in doing things for
people; you only find that you get taken advantaige the long run.” This item
contributes to the Community Involvement scale. irfeaning of the changed item is
consistent with the meaning of the original statetme

Item 22 was also changed from, “I expect | will @acter racism at this school”
to “I expect | will encounter discrimination at $héchool.” This item contributes to the
Ability to Successfully Handle the System scaldae Tvord “discrimination” implies
unequal treatment, as does “racism,” althougheha racism is specific to race.
Sedlacek (2011) reasoned that the term racism @& iany connotations in the context
of the scale, Ability to Successfully Handle thesteyn, and it relates to all types of
“isms” (e.g., sexism, ageism, “disability-ism”As students with learning disabilities
often experience discrimination related to thearteng disability, the term

“discrimination” seems to be an appropriate subttih for the word “racism” for this
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item on the NCQ in the context of the participarftghis study. Furthermore, Sedlacek
(2004) has encouraged ongoing continuing researcheoNCQ instrument and supports
these changes as such (Sedlacek, personal comitmomjd2ecember 15, 2011).

As the NCQ is used to determine noncognitive véemthat contribute to the
academic performance of students, it is typicatlgnaistered at the beginning of a
school year and the participants’ responses aredbmpared to college grade point
averages at a later date. However, that was eatdbke in this study. Participants were
administered the NCQ after having been in collegedr more semesters. To
compensate for this issue, the use of a retrosfgepte-test model was used. Participants
were asked to respond to the questions or statsmarthe NCQ according to what their
feelings or expectations of how things were gombeat the time they entered college
The retrospective pre-test model has been usedilitiphe studies pre-test/post-test
studies (Drennan & Hyde, 2008; Howard & Daily, 19P@att, McGuigan & Katzev,
2000). The logic of self-report, pre-test/post-sdadies is based on the assumption that
when participants respond to a pre-test, their tgtdieding of the concept being
measured does not change between the pre-tesh@pddt-test. However, often after an
intervention, the participants’ understanding @& tdoncept itself may change so
responses on a post-test are no longer based onigeal understanding of the concept
being measured or, a response-shift bias has @eckurin other words, the meaning of a
concept that participants’ responded to on thetgsehas internally been altered so the
participants’ self-reported responses to the pesttdre now confounded because, in
effect, the same concept is no longer being meddwyreach test. The participants have

a different internal perspective of the concepiadpeneasured that evolved from pre-test
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to post-test. To prevent response-shift bias, nséimgies have used retrospective pre-
testing where both the pre-test and the post-tesgigen at the same time, after the
intervention Although this current study does nawédna pre-test, post-test design, studies
support the use of retrospective pre-testing atiabdte indicator of individuals’ reports

of earlier self-assessment (Drennan & Hyde, 20@8y&id & Daily, 1979; Pratt,
McGuigan & Katzev, 2000).

Informed Consent This was the first document participant encowetdarpon
entering SurveyMonkey to participate in the stullgendices F and G). The informed
consent introduced the researcher and describedhelyyas participants, were
contacted. Students from Setting 1 and Setting®ed the same versions of the
informed consent except where it referred backéoréspective university each
participant attended. The informed consent presgethie study’s purpose, procedures,
confidentiality statement, potential risks and be#seand the drawing. After reading
through the informed consent, participants coulolosle to participate or not participate
in the study by clicking on the appropriate buttdhthey chose to not participate in the
study, they were led to a Thank-You page (Appe@ixafter which they were exited
out of the survef students chose to participate, they were takehe next page which
was the Permission to Access Educational Records.

Permission to Access Educational RecordsThis was the second page
participants encountered before taking the NCQedtired them to grant permission
that their cumulative college grade point averagdbe end of eacyear they completed
college, SAT score, and overall high school graniaetpaverage be released to this

researcher. The forms were the same for Settangd1Setting 2 except where they
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referred to the university and disability officer fach university (Appendices H and I).
Participants had to check a box to choose eithgrant or not grant permission to this
request. If the participant chose to not granimgsion, they were led to a Thank-You
page (Appendix O), after which they were exitedafuhe survey. If they chose to grant
permission to release their cumulative college graaint average(s), SAT score, and
their overall high school grade point average, tveye directed to a Learning Disability
Status Form (Appendix J).

Learning Disability Status Form. The Learning Disability Status form
(Appendix J) was the third form participants endeved before taking the NCQ. It was
included as part of what participants must compketgardless of which university they
attended. It was designed to ensure that partitspaho responded to this study had a
diagnosis that included a learning disability. Rgrants had the option to choose
whether or not they had a learning disabilitythdy chose that they did not have a
learning disability, they were directed to a Thafdu page (Appendix K), after which
they were exited out of the survey. If they chibedt they had a learning disability, they
were directed to the next page where they weredaskself-report HSGPA and
standardized test scores.

Self-Reported HSGPA and Standardized Test ScoresThis was the fourth
form participants encountered before they tookNR&). Participants were provided the
option to self-report their unweighted HSGPA arahdardized test scores on this page
in case this data was not available via univergitprds. Whether or not they entered

this data, they were next directed to the firstgpabthe NCQ (Appendix K).
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Online Version of the Noncognitive Questionnaire (RQ). After participants
indicated that they had a documented learning disalthey were directed to the first
page of the NCQ (Appendix K). The first six demeggic questions were presented on
three web pages, the next four questions (whicle wiher open-ended or multiple
choice) were presented on four web pages, thd 8akikert-type questions were
presented on six web pages, and the last open-epdstion was presented on one web
page. The top of each page had a progress bahwdflected how far the participant
had progressed toward the end of the study. Eagh plso had a button labeled “Exit
this survey” that they could click to exit the seyvany time they wanted. The settings in
SurveyMonkey were set so that participants coulgt mspond once to those questions
that required only one response, they could noticoa the survey if they had left a
guestion blank, they could not go back and chamggtieg responses, and there could be
multiple responses per computer. Participants wet@llowed to go back to change
their responses so that they would not skip cedaastions or skip to the end without
completing the survey. Multiple responses per asterpwere allowed in case a
participant responded earlier on a public compwstigch as a computer in the library or
campus computer lab, others could use that samputento respond to the survey.

In the process of entering the NCQ items into SyMankey, concepts of
universal design as well as graphic design werd.ug€kiginally the concept of universal
design comes from the field of architecture, howgkexently it has been applied to
learning in order to create an environment whiclheisible and provides equal access to
all individuals regardless of ability (Bremer, &t 2002). The following considerations

were incorporated into the visual composition & slurvey on SurveyMonkey: The
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background color of the survey was a pale blue umealue provides a sharp contrast to
monotone shades, such as black text. Arial wasotiitechosen for the survey as it is
considered simple and clean (Jacobs & Mueller, B#lance is also important in graphic
design so a consideration of weight as well astiwesand negative space was
considered. Weight relates to color and densitgxif and images. The darker the color
and the denser the characters, the more the palge'fieavy” (Jacobs & Mueller, nd).

A bold font was used for the questions to emphasiem, whereas a non-bold font was
used for the responses from which the participaimése. Balancing the bold and non-
bold font assisted creating graphic balance onga.p#n conjunction with weight,

positive and negative space was considered for gagh. Positive space is where the
text is and negative space is where there aresualvimages. A page that contains more
negative space than positive space provides mdéaadg(Jacobs & Mueller, nd).

Indeed, this was the case for how the questions aeanged on each page of the survey
in SurveyMonkey. No more than three questions w&xeed per page. That there were
three questions per page also assisted in makotgpeage predictable, developing a
consistent rhythm throughout the survey, and algwthe participant to not feel
overwhelmed by the content of each page. Each Ipagi@ progress bar to let the
participant know what percentage of the surveylheeh completed so the end of the
survey could be anticipated. Finally, questiombers were provided at the top of each
page (e.g., “Questions 17-19), so each participanid compare the question numbers

displayed with the percentage of the survey coreglet
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Drawing Information, Entry Form, and Thank You Page. Once participants
completed the NCQ, they had the option of entetiregdrawing. A page with the
drawing information was presented to them (AppengixIt provided details about the
drawing and informed them they would need to previteir email address to be entered
into the drawing. It also gave an approximate tiraene for when the drawing would be
held. If they chose not to be entered into thevdrg, they were directed to the Thank-
You page (Appendix O). If they chose to be enteménlthe drawing, they were directed
to the Drawing Entry Form (Appendix M) where theyutd enter their email address.
The drawing entry form was the last page for pgudicts to complete. If they did not
choose to enter the drawing, they could skip thgep Either way, they were then
directed to the Thank-You page, after which theyld@xit the survey.

Procedure

Pilot Study. A pilot study was conducted with a conveniera@gle selected by
this researcher. The respondents were differgnsalected according to their age,
known disability status, knowledge of student affaind knowledge of survey research.
They were asked to take the survey for each UniyeBetting and check for spelling,
grammar, punctuation, survey flow, reading comlievel, the overall look of each page,
page background color (as one survey had a pdl@wbhckground and the other had a
pale blue background), and to note the amountw# it took to complete the surveys.

The respondents of the pilot study provided feeklzd¢heir experience. Most
respondents reported the survey took 5 to 10 msnioteomplete. One respondent
suggested that the amount of money offered foiribentive drawing be increased. The

prizes were originally going to be one of three §80it cards. After this suggestion, the
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dollar amount was increased to $200 for each ofttreee debit cards. Another
suggestion was that a confirmation page appeares aparticipant entered the drawing.
This suggestion was incorporated. Another reconaagon was made that as part of the
drawing information page, an approximate timeliegpbovided to participants who
entered the drawing. This was also incorporafdtere were no glitches reported in the
way the survey was presented or flowed. Finallyegpondents preferred the pale blue
background for the survey. Since this corroboratmtier researched information about
pale blue being a preferred color according togieprinciples for surveys (Jacobs &
Mueller, nd) pale blue was used for both surveys.

Recruitment. The entire population of undergraduate studerits avdocumented
learning disability registered with the offices whiserve these students on the above-
mentioned campuses were invited, via an invitaletier sent by email from their
respective campus’ disability support offices, &tgipate in this study.

Data Collection.Data was collected via email through an invitagomail and
two follow-up emails and the data was then revieasd organized in MS Excel and
uploaded into IBM SPSS Statistics 20 for codingin@paration for statistical analysis.

Invitation email. The disability support offices at each campugead to e-mail
this invitation letter to all students registereibwtheir offices as having a learning
disability. The content of the invitation lettecinded a brief description of the study and
its purpose, criterion to participate in the stutigt they were under no obligation to
participate in the study, that their identities \bremain anonymous, the services they
received from their disability support office wouldt be affected whether or not they

participated in the study, the survey would notdterned to the disability support office,
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and contact information for the researcher. To arage students to participate in the
study, they were told in the invitation e-mail (asll as the informed consent) that they
could choose to be entered into a drawing to recene of three debit cards worth $200.

The office from Setting 1 had one list serve thas comprised of all students
with any disability and this e-mail was sent testantire group since they did not have a
separate list serve for students with a diagnbsisihcluded a learning disability. The
office from Setting 2 had a list of students witiagnosis that included a learning
disability and the invitation e-mail was sent tdyotnose students. Therefore, the
students from each campus were e-mailed one obfwltese versions of the invitation e-
mail (Appendices B and C). The only other diffaremetween the two invitation letters
was the link that they clicked on to participatehe study. The link led each group of
students to the separate versions of the sameyscoment except for the informed
consent, the first paragraph of which referencedsthdents’ respective universities and
which office students were registered (as discusséier in the Materials section).

Data collection at each institution took place osi@rweeks. The first set of
invitation letters were sent to the potential gptants of Setting 1 about a week before
Setting 2 as the personnel at Setting 1were readgnd the letters before the personnel
from Setting 2.

Follow-up email The entire population of students with learnimgadilities from
Settings 1 and 2 were sent follow-up e-mails after weeks and after four weeks from
the initial mailing in order to remind them thaeyhwere invited to participate in this
research project (Appendices D and E). They atlevgent these follow-up emails as

there was no way to determine who has actually ¢eteg the survey
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Upon viewing the data from the completed survegmfthe first set of invitation
emails, it was noticed that many transfer studeset® responding. It was then
discovered that the admissions office of Settirpés not require high school GPAs
(HSGPAS) or standardized test scores be part o$fiea students’ admissions
applications. Therefore this critical data wouttt be part of students’ records and
would not be able to be obtained as data for thidys Without this data, this group of
participants’ surveys would not be able to be udadbrder to address this problem in
future mailings at both settings, an extra page adaied to the survey that asked
participants to self-report their HSGPA and stadad test scores if they had not
submitted this information to the university (AppenT). The students who received the
next two mailings at Setting 1 received this varsib the survey. Because the survey
had not been sent to the students at Setting 2ébtis issue was identified, all students
at Setting 2 were able to receive this revisedioersf the survey. Two weeks after the
third mailing of the invitation letters, the survess closed on the Survey Monkey site.

Follow-up Request for Self-Report of Missing DatAfter the survey closed, the
data for each of the university settings was doaudml into two separate Excel
spreadsheets and reviewed for completeness. Sdatayhat was incomplete were
removed. In order to protect the confidentialitytloé participants, an assistant at each
university was hired to access participants’ calegcords. Each assistant was sent an
Excel spreadsheet that contained each participanti@rsity identification number and
the data requested for the study. This data irclyzhrticipants’ HSGPAS, standardized
test scores, cumulative college GPA for each yeatrthey attended college (for

example, a junior could have 3 college GPAs, omh éar their freshman, sophomore,
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and junior year of college), year entered collegel their most recent class standing.
Once the assistant extracted this information feach university’s records and entered it
into the spreadsheet, each spreadsheet was tlhiemeckto this researcher. Upon review
of this data, it was found that approximately 2€cpat of the 86 participants from

Setting 1 were transfer students for whom HSGPASAT data could not be gathered.
For Setting 2, two of the 28 participants who cosgd the survey did not have HSGPA
or standardized test scores.

In an attempt to not lose these participants, @lemprocedure was developed to
request that participants self-report this dates (tras after the survey had closed). The
procedure consisted of emailing participants foomtwe had no HSGPA and SAT data
in order to ask if they would be willing to answeto additional questions related to the
survey which were “What was your unweighted highost GPA?” and “If you took the
SAT, what were your verbal, quantitative and ovesebre” or “If you took the ACT,
what was your overall score?” (Appendix U). Thigsul occur when contacting
participants to inform them of the drawing resullisthey agreed, they would be directed
to indicate so by positively responding to that émk they responded, they would be
emailed the two questions. If they did not respdhey would not be contacted again.
For the participants for whom we had the necessaty, they would receive a letter
informing them of the drawing results without agkior additional data (Appendices R
and S). Because additional contact with the gpgids was not planned, nor included in
the original IRB application, an addendum was stif@ahito the IRB to request approval
of this procedure and approval was granted. Raats for whom we needed HSGPA

and standardized test score data were contacted manner described above. Only two
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participants responded and they were emailed tbegtvestions. Only one student
returned her HSGPA and standardized test score d&ia data was subsequently
entered into the appropriate Excel spreadsheet.

Organization of the Data Once this final data set was entered into the
appropriate spreadsheet, each of the two spreadshas reviewed to further determine
participant eligibility and for those that were ligéle, their survey data was discarded.
As mentioned under the section of Demographic mé&dron, most of those removed
were transfer students for whom HSGPA and SAT scooeld not be obtained. Other
reasons for participant ineligibility included panpants who had graduate student status,
concurrent high school student status, post-bagsdée student status, or participants
who had completed the survey more than one timer A&moving ineligible
participants, Setting 1 had 62 eligible particigaamd Setting 2 had 26 eligible
participants. This resulted in a final total numbgparticipants from both settings of 88.
The two spreadsheets were merged into one sprestddbpon further review of the
data, it was determined that the number of semuis completed survey was too low for
any analyses to be performed on this group. Asalt, analyses were only performed
on freshmen, sophomores, and juniors.

The data was then scored and coded according srtrang key for the NCQ
(Sedlacek, 2004) (Appendix V). As mentioned egrtiee NCQ consists of 29 questions.
The first six are demographic questions and weded@s categorical variables. Two of
the questions (regarding expected lifetime edunatimd potential reasons for leaving the
university) were multiple choice and coded accaydmthe NCQ coding directions.

There are three open-ended questions, numbers 8nd@9 that required three
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responses for each question. Question 8 was dodesl as per the instructions, once in
the context of Long Range Goals and once in théegbof Knowledge Acquired in a
Field. Question 10 is coded once in the conteX@aif-Concept criteria. Question 29 was
coded three times, as per the instructions, in e&tte following contexts: Leadership,
Community Service, and Knowledge Acquired in adkieDnce the necessary items were
scored or coded, the data was then imported intd 8PSS Statistics 20. The last step to
data coding was do address the reverse codingsiss\eementioned earlier, there are 18
statements that participants rated on a 1-5 Lilygré-scale. Of these statements, 13 of
them are “negative” items and per the NCQ scomsgructions, were required to be
reversed that1 =5,2=4,3 =3, 4 =2, and 5 =This was performed in SPSS. The
scores for the five positive items were not reverse
Data Analyses

Correlations of Noncognitive Independent Variables A correlation analysis
was performed to determine the relationship betwieertontrol variables, cognitive
variables and noncognitive variables (see Tablg 4.4

Multiple Regression AnalysesA total of 21 multiple regression analyses were
performed on the data to address the researchigugesAs mentioned earlier, an alpha
level of p < .05 was considered statistically digant for all analyses in this study.
Research question 1 explores the degree to whaditibnal academic indicators predict
college grade point average for students with legrdisabilities based on high school
GPA (HSGPA) alone, SAT (combined Verbal and Math$AT equivalent (which will
be referred to hereafter as SAT) alone, and HSGRIle SAT used as joint predictors.

While controlling for background characteristicsagie, gender, ethnicity, and university
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setting attended, multiple regression analyses per®rmed with the cognitive
predictor variables of HSGPA, SAT, and HSGPA &AIT jointly for freshman,
sophomore, and junior cumulative college GPA ftotal of nine multiple regression
analyses to address the first research questiothandata was entered in blocks as
shown in Tables 3.5.

Table 3.5

Regression Blocks for Research Question 1 for Fnesh Sophomores, and Juniors

Block Variable Description
Research Question 1la for Freshmen, Sophomoresuanas
Block 1 Age Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender Gender
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Setting The university the participant attends
Block 2 HSGPA Cumulative high school grade point average
Research Question 1b for Freshmen, Sophomores]amoks
Block 1 Age Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender Gender
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Setting The university the participant attends
Block 2 SAT Standardized SAT score or SAT score equivalent
Research Question 1c for Freshmen, Sophomores)uamaols
Block 1 Age Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender Gender
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Setting The university the participant attends
Block 2 HSGPA Cumulative high school grade point average
SAT Standardized SAT score or SAT score equivalent

The second research question explores the degrel@ich noncognitive variables
predict cumulative college grade point averagéeiend of the freshman, sophomore,
and junior years of college for students with |@agrdisabilities. There were three
multiple regression analyses performed to addesssarch question 2. These analyses all

had the same general structure as those for résgaestion 1, with the same control
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variables entered into Block 1, but with the NCQ@afales entering into Block 2 instead

of HSGPA and/or SAT scores. The data was enterbtbcks as shown in Tables 3.6:

Table 3.6

Regression Blocks for Research Question 2 for Fnesh Sophomores, and Juniors

Block Variable Description
Block 1 Age Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender Gender
Ethnicity Ethnicity
Setting The university the participant attends
Block 2 NCQ Positive Self- Concept

Realistic Self-Appraisal

Understands and Deals with Discrimination
Preference for Long-Term Goals
Avalilability of a Strong Support Person
Leadership Experience

Community Involvement

Knowledge Acquired in a Field

The last research question explores the degreaithwoncognitive variables

addto the prediction of cumulative college grade pawerage at the end of the

freshman, sophomore, and junior years of collegsticdents with learning disabilities

beyond the predictions based on cognitive variabldgere were nine multiple regression

analyses performed to address research questidre3e analyses all had the same

general structure as those for research questistiithe same control variables entered

into Block 1, but with the HSGPA and NCQ variabl8sT and NCQ variables, and

HSGPA, SAT and NCQ variables respectively entering Block 2 per analysis instead

of HSGPA and/or SAT scores. The data was entaretbcks as shown in Tables 3.7:
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Table 3.7

Regression Blocks for Research Question 3 for Fnesh Sophomores, and Juniors

Block Variable

Description

Regression Blocks for Research Question 3a foAtes, Sophomores and Juniors

Block 1 Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Setting
HSGPA

Block 2 NCQ

Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender

Ethnicity

The university the participant attends
Cumulative high school grade point average
Positive Self- Concept

Realistic Self-Appraisal

Understands and Deals with Discrimination
Preference for Long-Term Goals
Availability of a Strong Support Person
Leadership Experience

Community Involvement

Knowledge Acquired in a Field

Regression Blocks for Research Question 3b forhifnes, Sophomores and Juniors

Block 1 Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Setting
SAT

Block 2 NCQ

Age of participant at the time of survey
Gender

Ethnicity

The university the participant attends
Standardized SAT score or SAT score equivalent
Positive Self- Concept

Realistic Self-Appraisal

Understands and Deals with Discrimination
Preference for Long-Term Goals
Availability of a Strong Support Person
Leadership Experience

Community Involvement

Knowledge Acquired in a Field

Regression Blocks for Research Question 3c forifnes, Sophomores and Juniors

Block 1 Age
Gender
Ethnicity
Setting
HSGPA
SAT

Age of participant at the time of survey

Gender

Ethnicity

The university the participant attends

Cumulative high school grade point average
Standardized SAT score or SAT score equivalent
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Regression Blocks for Research Question 3c foranes, Sophomores and Juniors,
continued

Block Variable Description

Block 2 NCQ Positive Self- Concept
Realistic Self-Appraisal
Understands and Deals with Discrimination
Preference for Long-Term Goals
Availability of a Strong Support Person
Leadership Experience
Community Involvement
Knowledge Acquired in a Field

Multicollinearity . Next, analyses were performed to ensure thaterisat
multicollinearity did not exist among any of thel@pendent variables using the
procedures described by Keith (2006). Multicoléingy occurs when there is a strong
linear relationship between several independenabims (Keith, 2006; Lomax, 2001). In
order to determine if multicollinearity was a preivl, Variance Inflation Factors (VIF)
were computed for each of the independent varialdlesnax (2001) describes the VIF
as, “...the inflation that occurs for each regressioefficient above the ideal situation of
uncorrelated predictors.” VIF values over 10 imdécthat multicollinearity has occurred.
Indeed, no variables had a VIF over 10. An addélaollinearity statistic, Tolerance,
was also computed. Tolerance is actually the recg of the VIF. Keith (2006)
posited, “Tolerance is a measure of the degreentohneach variable is independent
(does not overlap with) the other independent em” A tolerance can range between
0 and 1but a tolerance below.1 is considered updaicke as it may be a sign of
multicollinearity. The independent variables ie tturrent study had no tolerances below
.10. Based on these two analyses, none of th@émdient variables violated the

assumption multicollinearity must not exist.
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Supplemental Analyses.Although each participant received the same vergfon
the NCQ, a question was added after its first adstration which asked if participants
were willing to provide their HSGPA and/or SAT sesiif they were transfer students.
As mentioned in the Procedures section, many teaissfidents responded to the first
administration of the survey and their HSGPA an@Af data was not archived in their
university’s records because they were not requomgaovide this information to be
admitted to the university. Two independent sanyésts were performed in order to
test if there was a significant difference betwdenmeans of: 1) Self-reported and
university-archived HSGPAs; and 2) Self-reported aniversity-archived SAT scores.
Additionally, because for some participants weighttsSGPAs were collected, whereas
for the others unweighted HSGPAs were collectedndependent sample t-test was
performed to test if there was a significant défece between the means of weighted and
unweighted HSGPAs.

In order to determine if there was a significaritedlence between college
students of different class standing, two Analysegariances (ANOVAS) were
performed to determine if there was a significaffetence between 1) Freshmen'’s,
sophomores’ and juniors’ mean HSGPA, and 2) Fresfsnsophomores’ and juniors’
mean SAT scores
Summary

This chapter began by restating the purpose otfadesearch methods
implemented in this study, which was to investigatgables that contribute the
academic performance of college students with legrdisabilities. This study used a

simple descriptive, correlational design and thrmitkeof this design, along with the

126



materials used in the study, were delineated. theddun this, the instrument was
explained and the cognitive and noncognitive vaeswere defined. The participants
were chosen from two different universities in thigl-Atlantic region and sample details
and demographic information of the sample weregmesl. Subsequently, procedures
related to data collection, organization, and cgduere described. Finally, the details of
the procedure and a description of the data arsalysie provided. The results of the

data analyses are presented in the next chapter.
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Chapter 4: Results

The purpose of this study was to investigate ifatere differences in how
cognitive and noncognitive variables predict acadgrarformance for college students
with learning disabilities. In particular, this diuexamined the extent to which the
cognitive variables of High School Grade Point Aage (HSGPA) and SAT Total
(combined verbal and math) or ACT score as wel@agognitive variables, contribute
to cumulative college grade point average at tlieafreach sophomore, junior and
senior years of college. In this section, the tssofl the data analyses performed in the
context of the research questions are presentbdselresults include descriptive
statistics for the cognitive and noncognitive vhalés, correlations of the NCQ variables,
the hierarchical regression analyses, and postdsis.
Descriptive Statistics

Although there were 88 participants in this studyascribed in Chapter 3, it
should be noted that a HSGPA or a SAT score waaletto be collected for every
student. For example, transfer students at Uniye®etting 1 did not have to provide
their HSGPA or SAT scores to apply to the univgrsb this data was not available to be
collected for some participants. University Settihigas a “test-optional” admissions
option in which prospective students do not havertwide standardized test scores as
part of the application for admission. Particiiganad to have at least a HSGPA or a
standardized test score. If participants were mgsbbthof these pieces of data, their
surveys were eliminated from the participant pbolvever, if a participant had one or
the other of these pieces of data, their survaysiged in the participant pool. As a

result, there were participants have one and mobther of these pieces of data.
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Additionally, each participant could have one orencumulative college GPAs,
(CCGPAS) in addition to having or not having ondéoth HSGPA or SAT scores. So,
for example, although there were only 20 freshmbo participated in the study, 82
freshman cumulative college GPAs were obtaineds iBhbecause sophomores, juniors
and seniors also reported freshmen CCGPAs (FCCGRAls@wise, even though there
were only 26 sophomores that participated in thdystthere were 60 scores collected for
sophomore cumulative college GPAs (SCCGPAS) (thtiermn variable). Since CCGPA
at each of the three year levels is the criteriarnable for every multiple regression
analysis, the sample size for each of the multipdgession analyses is based on the
number of students with complete data for eache@sge analysis. This impacted the
sample size per multiple regression analysis. Bnepée size for each research question
is presented in table 4.4.

Cognitive variables The two cognitive, independent variables wemawaative
high school grade point average (HSGPA), standaddentrance exam score from the
SAT or ACT (converted to an SAT score), and cuningatollege grade point average
(CCGPA) at the end of each student’s freshmanhifnes and sophomore, or freshman,
sophomore and junior year of college (a dependamabie). Complete descriptive

statistics for the cognitive variables per partcipare presented in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1

Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables bip€3 Standing

Variable n Mean SD Range
HSGPA
Freshmen 20 3.63 .398 2.83-4.18
Sophomores 24 3.73 465 2.95-4.58
Juniors 26 3.74 484 2.70 —4.53
Seniors 16 3.79 461 2.77-4.74
SAT Total
Freshmen 15 1295 119.813 1070 — 1450
Sophomores 21 1286 149.116 1010 — 1540
Juniors 26 1230 151.960 890 — 1470
Seniors 14 1296 175.394 790 — 1500
CCGPA
Freshmen 20 3.31 .586 1.41 - 4.00
Sophomores 26 3.12 .486 2.00-3.95
Juniors 25 3.40 485 2.00 - 3.97
Seniors 10 3.39 .339 2.76 —3.92

Noncognitive variables There were eight noncognitive, independent véemgb
which were the eight scales of Noncognitive Questire (NCQ, Sedlacek, 2004).
Complete descriptive statistics for the NoncogeitiXariables per participant are
presented in Table 4.2.
Table 4.2

Descriptive Statistics for Noncognitive VariabldsRarticipants

Number of

Variable Items per Variable Mean SD Range
Positive Self-Concept 6 18.68 2.55 12-24
Realistic Self-Appraisal 3 10.58 2.00 5-14
Understands/Deals with Discrimination 5 16.56 2.68 10-24
Preference for Long-Range Goals 3 8.21 1.95 3-11
Availability of Strong Support Person 3 13.67 135 8-15
Successful Leadership Experience 3 9.13 2.19 4-13
Demonstrated Community Service 2 5.14 1.32 1-8
Knowledge Acquired in a Field 2 3.67 .96 1-6

Note: n= 88 for all variables.
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As mentioned earlier, since CCGPA is the critenanable for every multiple
regression analysis, the descriptive statisticeémh of the multiple regression analyses
is based on CCGPA, not actual participant numiser while Tables 4.2 and 4.3 provide
descriptive statistics for the cognitive and normatige variableger participant they do
not reflect the descriptive statistics for the atiga and noncognitive variablgeer
multiple regression analysisThis data is presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables p&¥search Question

Variable n Mean SD
RQ la: HSGPA as a Predictor of College Perform&mc€CGPA.
Freshmen Cumulative GPA 82
HSGPA 3.73 451
FCCGPA 3.18 515
Sophomore Cumulative GPA 66
HSGPA 3.74 467
SCCGPA 3.12 522
Junior Cumulative GPA 41
JCCGPA 3.23 467
HSGPA 3.77 AT73
RQ 1b: SAT Total as a Predictor of College Perfamoe for CCGPA:
Freshmen Cumulative GPA 71
SAT Total 1267.89 152.755
FCCGPA 3.19 487
Sophomore Cumulative GPA 60
SAT Total 1266.50 157.25
SCCGPA 3.13 534
Junior Cumulative GPA 39
SAT Total 1256.66 161.967
CCGPA 3.22 A74

RQ 1c: HSGPA and SAT Total Variables as a Predictor
of College Performance for CCGPA:

Freshmen Cumulative GPA 70
HSGPA 3.72 450
SAT Total 1269.57 153.192
FCCGPA 3.17 .480
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Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables p&¥search Question, continued

Variable n Mean SD

Sophomore Cumulative GPA 58

HSGPA 3.72 468

SAT Total 1265.86 157.94

SCCGPA 3.11 531
Junior Cumulative GPA 39

HSGPA 3.78 4788

SAT Total 1256.67 161.967

JCCGPA 3.22 474

RQ 2: NCQ Variables as a Predictor of College Rerémce for CCGPA:

Freshmen Cumulative GPA
Positive Self-Concept
Realistic Self-Appraisal
Deals with Discrimination

Preference Long-Range Goals

Support Person Available
Leadership Experience
Community Service
Knowledge in a Field
FCCGPA

Sophomore Cumulative GPA
Positive Self-Concept
Realistic Self-Appraisal
Deals with Discrimination

Preference Long-Range Goals

Support Person Available
Leadership Experience
Community Service
Knowledge in a Field
SCCGPA

Junior Cumulative GPA
Positive Self-Concept
Realistic Self-Appraisal
Deals with Discrimination

Preference Long-Range Goals

Support Person Available
Leadership Experience
Community Service
Knowledge in a Field
JCCGPA

83

68

41

18.75
10.64
16.70
8.35
13.65
9.22
5.14
3.72
3.19

18.53
10.65
16.18
8.20
13.63
9.00
5.28
3.68
3.14

18.85
10.73
16.61
8.20
13.59
8.98
5.15
3.54
3.23

2.429
1.910
2.612
1.840
1.374
2.159
1.317
915
.520

2.469
2.057
2.515
1.956
1.392
2.185
1.256
1.014
.524

2.438
2.074
2.469
1.891
1.284
2.162
1.370
1.027
467
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Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables p&¥search Question, continued

Variable n Mean SD

RQ 3a: HSGPPA and NCQ Variables as a
Predictor of College Performance for CCGPA:

Freshmen Cumulative GPA 82
HSGPA 3.7267 45182
Positive Self-Concept 18.71 2.422
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.66 1.913
Deals with Discrimination 16.74 2.595
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.37 1.841
Support Person Available 13.65 1.382
Leadership Experience 9.24 2.158
Community Service 5.13 1.322
Knowledge in a Field 3.72 .920
FCCGPA 3.1825 51507

Sophomore Cumulative GPA
HSGPA 66 3.7391 46768
Positive Self-Concept 18.46 2.469
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.70 2.068
Deals with Discrimination 16.29 2.467
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.29 1.880
Support Person Available 13.64 1.410
Leadership Experience 9.08 2.172
Community Service 5.27 1.272
Knowledge in a Field 3.70 1.007
SCCGPA 3.1244 52241

Junior Cumulative GPA 41
HSGPA 3.7651 47345
Positive Self-Concept 18.85 2.438
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.73 2.074
Deals with Discrimination 16.61 2.469
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.20 1.891
Support Person Available 13.59 1.284
Leadership Experience 8.98 2.162
Community Service 5.15 1.370
Knowledge in a Field 3.54 1.027
JCCGPA 3.2285 46687

RQ 3b: HSGPPA and SAT Total Variables as a
Predictor of College Performance for CCGPA:

Freshmen Cumulative GPA 71
SAT Total 1267.89 152.755
Positive Self-Concept 18.77 2.547
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.63 1.907
Deals with Discrimination 16.82 2.647
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Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables p&search Question, continued

Variable n Mean SD
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.32 1.875
Support Person Available 13.56 1.422
Leadership Experience 9.21 2.216
Community Service 5.15 1.215
Knowledge in a Field 3.72 .897
FCCGPA 3.1855 48671
Sophomore Cumulative GPA 60
SAT Total 1266.50 157.252
Positive Self-Concept 18.54 2.544
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.60 2.044
Deals with Discrimination 16.33 2.549
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.09 2.025
Support Person Available 13.53 1.432
Leadership Experience 8.90 2.245
Community Service 5.20 1.232
Knowledge in a Field 3.63 1.008
SCCGPA 3.1262 53424
Junior Cumulative GPA 39
SAT Total 1256.67 161.967
Positive Self-Concept 18.79 2.486
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.85 1.981
Deals with Discrimination 16.69 2.494
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.22 1.929
Support Person Available 13.54 1.295
Leadership Experience 8.97 2.206
Community Service 5.10 1.373
Knowledge in a Field 3.56 1.046
JCCGPA 3.2192 A7442
RQ 3c: HSGPPA, SAT Total, and NCQ Variables as a
Predictor of College Performance for CCGPA:
70
HSGPA 3.72 45
SAT Total 1270 153.19
Positive Self-Concept 18.73 2.542
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.66 1.910
Deals with Discrimination 16.87 2.6266
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.35 1.878
Support Person Available 13.56 1.431
Leadership Experience 9.24 2.216
Community Service 5.14 1.219
Knowledge in a Field 3.71 .903
FCCGPA 3.17 480
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Descriptive Statistics for Cognitive Variables p&¥search Question, continued

Variable n Mean SD
Sophomores 58
HSGPA 3.72 468
SAT Total 1266 157.94
Positive Self-Concept 18.47 2.546
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.66 2.057
Deals with Discrimination 16.47 2.487
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.20 1.950
Support Person Available 13.53 1.454
Leadership Experience 8.98 2.236
Community Service 5.19 1.249
Knowledge in a Field 3.66 1.001
SCCGPA 3.11 531
Juniors 39
HSGPA 3.22 474
SAT Total 1257 161.967
Positive Self-Concept 18.79 2.486
Realistic Self-Appraisal 10.85 1.981
Deals with Discrimination 16.69 2.494
Preference Long-Range Goals 8.22 1.929
Support Person Available 13.54 1.295
Leadership Experience 8.97 2.206
Community Service 5.10 1.373
Knowledge in a Field 3.56 1.046
JCCGPA 3.78 478

Correlation Analyses

Intercorrelations Between All Variables. A correlation analysis was performed
to determine the relationship between the contaolbles (gender, age, ethnicity,
university setting), cognitive dependent varialfldSGPA and SAT Scores), in
dependent variables (eight noncognitive scales)lamdependent variables (FCCGPA,
SCCGPA, and JCCGPA). Intercorrelations betweenaalbbles are presented in Table
4.4. As would be expected, HSGPA and SAT scoexe Wighly correlated & 44,p <
.01). Of the remainder of the cognitive variabldSGPA was also significantly

correlated with FCCGPA (= .23,p < .05), SCCGPAr(=.38,p < .01), and JCCGPA (
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=.52,p<.01). SAT Total was significantly correlatedlwFCCGPA = .24,p < .05),
SCCGPA( =.28,p<.05), and JCCGPA E .50,p< .01). As far as correlations
between the noncognitive and cognitive variablesitRe Self-Concept was correlated

with SCCGPA [ = .29,p < .05); Realistic Self-Appraisal was correlatedwHSGPA (

.22,p < .05); Availability of a Strong Support Personswarrelated with FCCGPA (

.25,p < .05), and SCCGPA E .32,p < .01). Successful Leadership Experience was
correlated with FCCGPA (= .30,p < .01), SCCGPAr(= .48,p < .01), and JCCGPA (
= .37,p < .05); Demonstrated Community Service was comedlavith FCCGPATI(= .29,
p <.01); and Knowledge Acquired in a Field was elated with HSGPAr(= .24,p <
.05). Table 4.4 presents the entire correlatiotrimméor the independent variables.
Intercorrelations between the Noncognitive ScalesA correlation analysis was
performed to determine the relationship betweeretglet NCQ scales. While
Availability of a Strong Support Person and Demaatstt Community Service did not
correlate with any other scales, there were segggalficant correlations. There was a
significant positive relationship between Posit8a&f-Concept and Realistic Self-
Appraisal ( = .24,p < .05), Understands/Deals with Discriminatior=(.29,p < .01),
Preference of Long-Range Goals=(.29,p < .01), and Successful Leadership
Experiencern(= .35,p <.01). There was a significant positive relasioip between
Realistic Self-Appraisal and Preference of Long-ggaGoalsi(=.29,p < .01) and
Successful Leadership Experience (r = [24,.05). There was a significant positive
relationship between Successful Leadership Expegiand Understands/Deals with
Discrimination ¢ = .22,p < .05), Preference of Long-Range Goals (35,p < .01), and

Avalilability of a Strong Support Person= .26,p < .05). Finally, there was a significant
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positive relationship between Preference for Lorapge Goalsr(= .28,p < .01),
Successful Leadership Experience=(.31,p < .01), and Demonstrated Community
Service ( = .35,p<.01). Table 4.4 presents the entire correlatiatrix for the

independent variables.
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Table 4.4

Intercorrelations Among Predictor and Criterion Valles
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SAT Total 24 28 50° .22 .05 -17 .05 .04 -04 -05 .07
Freshman GPA ce ee e ew e .= B4 63 14 05 -08 .13 25 30 .29° .06
Sophomore GPA e e e e ee ew .= B8 29 12 -11 17 32 48 14 .06
Junior GPA - em ee e eee e = .= 25 09-01 .05 .07 .37 -01 .23
Positive e e e e e e e e .- 24 290 29 17 35 .01 -.06
Self-Concept
Realistic e e e e ee et e eeeem w09 29 10 24 03 .17
Self-Appraisal
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Intercorrelations Among Predictor and Criterion Valles, Continued

= Q —
= ()
= 8 . 5
3 =~ 3 58 99 2 gv»
> - (C,D) () c g2 Dq_) =0 g.*: %E
2 % « B o & aeafd FFf 58 3 95 25 BF
S g & F O O 02828 5t Fg 38 &5 SE =5
s £EZ 5 % 8 0 90858523 o5 2% §¢ 55 28
£ © S5 T 0 IL % S 5Sa 58 312 %8 A8 &2
Understands
and Deals with —mm e e e e 11 -03 22 -19 -08
Discrimination
Preference of
Long-Range Goals 13 .35 .13 .28
Availability
of Strong 26 .08 .08
Support Person
Successful
Leadership Experience ---  --- - - - 19 .31
Demonstrated
community service 35"

Note * p < .05, ** p < .01
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Multiple Regression Analyses

Once the above analyses were accomplished, aofd?al of multiple regression
analyses were performed on the data to addressgbarch questions (as will be
presented below). An alpha level of p < .05 wassmered statistically significant for all
analyses in this study. However, it is recognitted there is a weakness in the internal
consistency for the noncognitive variables in thespnt study and this will be addressed
when interpreting the results of the data analyséise Discussion section.

Research Question 1 Three sets of three multiple regression analyses
conducted to explore the degree to which traditiasademic indicators predict college
grade point average at the end of their freshn@ph@more, and junior years for students
learning disabilities based on high school GPA (I?3{alone, SAT Total (combined
Verbal and Math) alone, and HSGPA &WAT TOTAL used as joint predictors while
controlling for background characteristics of agender, ethnicity, and university
attended. Regression results for FCCGPA are ptegé@m Table 4.5. Associated
regression coefficients are presented in Table 4.6.

Research Question 1laThere were three multiple regression analysdemmeed
to address research question la. Each analysihéadme independent variables, but
the dependent variable is different for each amstlygeshman college cumulative grade
point average (FCCGPA), sophomore college cumdanade point average
(SCCGPA), and junior college cumulative grade pawdrage (JCCGPA). The first
analysis explored the degree to which traditiogintive indicators predict college
grade point average for college freshmen with lie@rdisabilities based on high school

GPA (HSGPA) alone. The variables entered into bistk the regression equation were
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the control variables Age, Gender, Ethnicity, amdvdrsity Setting. The second block
entered into the analysis was HSGPA. After bottks were entered, the full model
approached significance, but it did not signifi¢acbntribute to the variance in
FCCGPAF(5,76) = 2.31% = .052. Additionally, Block 1 was not significafit® =
.086,p = .137) nor were any of the variables themseligrsfscant within Block 1. The
addition of HSGPA in Block 2 significantly increase® (R* change = .04 = .047)
accounting for an additional 4.7 percent of thearaze in FFCGPA. Of the variables in
Block 2, University Settingd(= 228, p = .040) and HSGPA € .224,p = .047) were
significant, positive, predictors of FCCGPA. Thessults show that for freshmen,
HSGPA alone is a significant predictor of FCCGPRegression results for FCCGPA are
presented in Table 4.5. Associated regressionicaefts are presented in Table 4.6.
The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college (SCCGPA) as the dependent measure. Thadalel was significant,
accounting for 35 percent of the variance in SCCERA,60) = 6.362p < .001.Block 1
was significant R = .245,p = .002), contributing 24.5 percent of the variaitce
SCCGPA. The variables of University SettifigH.369,p =.002) and Gendef (= .314,
p =.008) in Block 1 were significant positive pretdirs of SCCGPA. The addition of
HSGPA in Block 2 significantly increaséd (R? change = .101p = .003), accounting for
an additional 10 percent of the variance in SCCGPAthe variables in Block 2, Gender
(B =.273,p =.014), University Setting3(= .383,p = .001), and HSGPA3(= .331p =
.003) were significant positive predictors of SC@GFhese results show that HSGPA
alone is a significant predictor of SCCGPA. Regi@s results for FCCGPA are

presented in Table 4.5. Associated regressionicaefts are presented in Table 4.6.
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The third analysis was also identical to the fibst; with junior cumulative
college GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measure fullmodel was significant,
accounting for 51 percent of the variance in jurioitege cumulative grade point
average (JCCGPAJ(5,35) = 7.283p < .001. Block 1 was significant = .325,p =
.006), accounting for 32.5 percent of the varianc8CCGPA. Of the four variables in
Block 1, Genderf{ = .328,p = .023) and University Settin§ € .425,p = .004) were
significant positive predictors of JCCGPA. The itidd of HSGPA in Block 2
significantly increase& (R? change =.18% = .001), accounting for an additional 18.5
percent of the variance in JCCGPA. Of the varsimeBlock 2, Gende3(= .265,p =
.035), University Setting3(= .417,p = .001), and HSGPA3(= .452,p = .001) were
significant positive predictors for JCCGPA. Thessults show that HSGPA alone is a
significant predictor of JCCGPA. Regression restdt FCCGPA are presented in Table
4.5. Associated regression coefficients are presentTable 4.6.

Table 4.5

Regression Summary Table, Research Question la

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR?

Freshman GPAN= 82)

Block 1: Control Variables .086 1.801 137 --
Block 2: HSGPA 132  2.315 .052 .047 4.081 .047*
Sophomore Cumulative GPA € 66)
Block 1: Control Variables 245 4954 002**  --- - - --
Block 2: HSGPA 346 6.362 < .101 9.298 .003**
.001**
Junior Cumulative GPAN(= 41)

Block 1: Control Variables 325  4.328 .006** @ --- --- --
Block 2: HSGPA 510 7.283 .001** .185 13.22 .001**

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicityj\émsity; * p < .05, **p < .01
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Table 4.6:

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 1a

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman Cumulative GPA € 83
Block 1
Gender 150 116 142 1.295 199
Age -.002 .033 -.006 -.059 .953
Ethnicity -.059 .035 -.188 -1.711 .091
University 213 121 194 1.760 .082
Block 2
Gender 133 114 126 1.168 247
Age .005 .033 .017 152 .879
Ethnicity -.047 .034 -.151 -1.382 A71
University .251 120 228 2.086 .040*
HSGPA .255 126 224 2.020 .047*
Sophomore Cumulative GPA € 66)
Block 1
Gender .345 126 314 2.745 .008*
Age -.006 .034 -.021 -.183 .855
Ethnicity -.069 .035 -.222 -1.981 .052
University 422 130 .369 3.241 .002*
Block 2
Gender .300 119 273 2.523 .014*
Age .007 .033 .024 229 .820
Ethnicity -.051 .033 -.165 -1.546 127
University 439 122 .383 3.586 .001**
HSGPA 370 121 331 3.049 .003**
Junior Cumulative GPAN(= 44)
Block 1
Gender 319 134 .328 2.371 .023*
Age -.033 .035 -.133 -.960 344
Ethnicity -.036 .039 -.125 -.904 372
University 442 143 425 3.086 .004**
Block 2
Gender 257 117 .265 2.194 .035*
Age -.006 .031 -.025 -.203 .840
Ethnicity -.023 .034 -.0880 -.662 513
University 435 124 417 3.510 .001**
HSGPA 446 123 452 3.636 .001**

Note *p < .05, *p <.01
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Research Question 1bThere were three multiple regression analyseemeed
to address research question 1b. These analydesdalhe same general structure as
those for research question 1a, with the sameaordriables entered into Block 1, but
with SAT Total entering into Block 2 instead of HB&. For the first analysis, the
dependent measure was freshman cumulative college(6CCGPA). The full model
was significant, accounting for 19.8 percent ofthaance FCCGPAE(5,65) = 3.211p
=.012. Block 1was significani{ = .161,p = .014) accounting for 16 percent of the
variance of FCCGPA. Of the four variables in BldgkUniversity Settingf{( = .346,p =
.003) was a significant positive predictor of FCGGPThe addition of SAT Total in
Block 2 did not significantly incread® (R? change = .027% = .145). However, of the
variables in Block 2, Gendep € .227,p = .049) and University Setting € .314,p =
.008) were significant positive predictors. Thessults show that SAT alone is not a
significant predictor of FCCGPA. Regression restdr FCCGPA are presented in
Table 4.7. Associated regression coefficients egegnted in Table 4.8.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college GPA (SCCGPA) as the dependent measurgullmeodel was significant,
accounting for 25 percent of the variance in SCCEHB,54) = 3.654p = .006. Block
1 was significantR = .220,p = .008), accounting for 22 percent of the varianice
SCCGPA. Of the four variables in Block 1, Univeyssetting § = .385,p = .003) and
Gender § = .274,p = .036) were significant positive predictors ofS&PA. The
addition of SAT Total in Block 2 did not significdy increaseR? (R? change = .033%
=.13). However, Gendep & .296,p = .024) and University Settin@ € .146,p = .007)

were significant positive predictors of SCCGPA.e$a results show that SAT alone is
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not a significant predictor of SCCGPA. Regressesults for FCCGPA are presented in
Table 4.7. Associated regression coefficients e@egnted in Table 4.8.

The third analysis was also identical to the fibst; with junior cumulative
college GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measurefullmeodel was significant,
accounting for 52 percent of the variance in JCCEHB,33) = 7.146p = < .001.

Block 1 was significantf¢ = .375,p = .002). Of the four variables in Block 1,
University Setting[§ = .446,p = .002) was a significant positive predictor, aguing for
44.6 percent of the variance of JCCGPA. The aniditif SAT Total in Block 2
significantly increase&® (R? change = .14%) = .003), accounting for an additional 14.5
percent of the variance in JCCGPA. Of the variglmeBlock 2, University Setting(=
.397,p = .003) and SAT TotaPB(= .414,p = .003) were significant positive predictors of
JCCGPA. These results show that SAT alone igrafsiant predictor of JCCGPA.
Regression results for FCCGPA are presented ineT&ldl Associated regression
coefficients are presented in Table 4.8.

Table 4.7

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 1b

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR

Freshman SAT Totah(=71)

Block 1: Control Variables 161 3.410 .014** - - --
Block 2: SAT 198 3.211 .012** 0272 2.173 .145
Sophomore SAT Totah(= 60)
Block 1: Control Variables 220 3.876 .008**  --- --- --
Block 2: SAT 253 3.654 .006** .033 2.378 .129
Junior SAT Totalf = 39)
Block 1: Control Variables 375 5.100 .002**  --- - - --
Block 2: SAT 520 7.146 .001** 145 9.955 .003**

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicity,émsity; * p < .05, *p < .01
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Table 4.8

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 1b

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman SAT Totah(=71)
Block 1
Gender 212 112 216 1.891 .063
Age -.042 .045 -.109 -.927 .357
Ethnicity -.028 .034 -.096 -.818 416
University .358 118 .346 3.042 .003**
Block 2
Gender 224 A11 227 2.005 .049
Age -.033 .045 -.086 -.733 466
Ethnicity -.021 .034 -.071 -.601 .550
University 324 119 314 2.728 .008
SAT .001 <.001 A72 1.474 145
Sophomore SAT Totah(= 60)
Block 1
Gender 301 141 274 2.144 .036*
Age -.025 .059 -.054 - 427 671
Ethnicity -.067 .039 -.208 -1.711 .093
University 452 145 .385 3.122 .003*
Block 2
Gender .325 .140 .296 2.328 .024*
Age -.010 .059 -.021 -.163 .871
Ethnicity -.050 .040 -.157 -1.263 212
University 406 146 .346 2.782 .007**
SAT .001 .001 197 1.542 129
Junior SAT Totalf = 39)
Block 1
Gender 221 143 227 1.550 130
Age -.122 .066 -.279 -1.848 .073
Ethnicity -.011 .041 -.041 -.281 .780
University 464 141 446 3.287 .002**
Block 2
Gender 214 127 219 1.683 .102
Age -.089 .060 -.202 -1.482 .148
Ethnicity .021 .038 .074 551 .585
University 414 127 .397 3.267 .003**
SAT .001 .001 414 3.155 .003**

Note * p< .05, *p< .01
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Research Question 1cThere were three multiple regression analyseeimeed
to address research question 1c. These analydesdaihe same general structure as
those for research question 1b, with the same alovdriables entered into Block 1, but
with HSGPA _andSAT Total entering into Block 2 instead of SAT @&bonly. For the
first analysis, the dependent measure was fresloonanlative college GPA (FCCGPA).
The full model was significant, accounting for 2&gent of the variance in FCCGPA,
F(6,63) = 2.890p = 015. Block 1 was significanR¢ = .178,p = .012), accounting for
17.8 percent of the variance of FCCGPA. Of the f@rables in Block 1, University
Setting § = .367,p = .002) was a significant positive predictor of GGPA. The
addition of both HSGPA and SAT Total in Block 2 didt significantly increase? (R?
change =.038) = .226). However, University Settinf € .343,p = .027) still remained
a positive predictor of FCCGPA. These results stiatv SAT and HSGPA are not
significant predictors of FCCGPA. Regression restdt FCCGPA are presented in
Table 4.9. Associated regression coefficients agegnted in Table 4.10.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college GPA (SCCGPA) as the dependent measure fullhreodel was significant,
accounting for 33.8 percent of the variance in SE8G-(6,51) = 4.331p = .001.

Block 1 was significantf¢ = .246,p = .004), accounting for 24.6 percent of the var&anc
in SCCGPA. Of the four variables in Block 1, Gen(fe= .293,p = .026) and

University Setting[§ = .422,p = .001) were significant positive predictors of SGPA.
The addition of HSGPA and SAT Total in Block 2 sfigrantly increased?®? (R® change
=.091,p = .037), accounting for an additional 9.1 peradrthe variance in SCCGPA.

Of the variables in Block 2, University Settinfy£ .409,p = .001) and HSGPAB(=
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.304,p = .040) were significant positive predictors of S&FFA. These results show that
although the addition of SAT and HSGPA increasedpitediction of sophomore
cumulative GPA, when both measures were used dgctoes, only HSGPA was a
significant predictor. Regression results for FG@&Gare presented in Table 4.9.
Associated regression coefficients are present@alohe 4.10.

The third analysis was also identical to the fibst; with junior cumulative
college GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measurefullmreodel was significant,
accounting for 59.4 percent of the variance inguepllege cumulative grade point
average (JCCGPAJ(6,32) = 7.801p = .001. Block 1 was significan®t = .375,p =
.002), accounting for 37.5 percent of the varianc8CCGPA. Of the four variables in
Block 1, University Setting(= .446,p = .002) was a significant positive predictor of
JCCGPA. The addition of HSGPA and SAT Total todk@ significantly increase?
(R? change = .219, p = .001), accounting for an aotati 21.9 percent of the variance in
JCCGPA. Of the variables in Block 2, Universitytt®e (3 = .416, p = .001) and
HSGPA ¢ = .340,p < .022) were significant positive predictors ofCIGPA. These
results show that although the addition of SAT BISEGPA increased the prediction of
sophomore cumulative GPA, when both measures veae as predictors, only HSGPA
was a significant predictor. These result show 8l andHSGPA together were not
positive predictors of SCCGPA but HSGPA alone wagaificant predictor of
JCCGPA. Regression results for FCCGPA are presemf€dble 4.9. Associated

regression coefficients are presented in Table.4.10
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Table 4.9

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 1c

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR
Freshman Cumulative GPA and SAT Totak(70)
Block 1: Control Variables 178 3.516 .012* --
Block 2: SAT Total & HSGPA 216 2.890 .015* .038 524 226

Sophomore Cumulative GPA and SAT Totak(58)

Block 1: Control Variables 246 4.330 .004**  --- - - --
Block 2: SAT Total & HSGPA 338 4.331 .001**> .091 .532 .037**
Junior Cumulative GPA and SAT Total £ 39)

Block 1: Control Variables 375 5100 .002** @ --- --- --
Block 2: SAT Total & HSGPA 594 7.801 .001** 219 .685 .001**

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender EthnicityNémsity; * p < .05, *p < .01

Table 4.10

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 1c

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman Cumulative GPA and SAT Totalk(70)
Block 1
Gender 194 A11 201 1.753 .084
Age -.039 .044 -.103 -.876 .384
Ethnicity -.025 .034 -.088 -.749 457
University 372 116 .367 3.212 .002**
Block 2
Gender 197 11 .203 1.768 .082
Age -.031 .044 -.082 -.689 494
Ethnicity -.015 .034 -.052 -.436 .664
University .348 120 .343 2912 .027*
HSGPA .073 143 .068 .508 .613
SAT Total .001 .001 .160 1.160 251
Sophomore Cumulative GPA and SAT Totak(58)
Block 1
Gender 321 .140 293 2.298 .026*
Age -.032 .058 -.069 -.551 .584
Ethnicity -.040 .038 -.128 -1.059 .295
University .488 143 422 3.417 .001**
Block 2
Gender 267 .138 243 1.930 .059
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Regression Coefficients, Research Question 1cimeed
Sophomore Cumulative GPA and SAT Totak(58), continued

Variable B SEB B t P
Age -.032 .058 -.069 -.551 .584
Ethnicity -.040 .038 -.128 -1.059 295
University A74 141 409 3.367 .001
HSGPA .345 .164 .304 2.106 .040*
SAT <.001 .001 .014 .094 .926
Junior Cumulative GPA and SAT Total £ 39)
Block 1
Gender 221 143 227 1.550 130
Age -.122 .066 -.279 -1.848 .073
Ethnicity -.011 .041 -.041 -.28 .780
University 464 141 446 3.287 .002**
Block 2
Gender 170 120 174 1.413 167
Age -.085 .056 -.194 -1.522 138
Ethnicity .015 .035 .054 432 .669
University 433 118 416 3.654 .001**
HSGPA 337 .140 .340 2.416 .022**
SAT Total .001 .00 214 1.443 .159

Note * p< .05, *p<.01

Research Question 2 Three sets of three multiple regression analyses
conducted to explore the degree to which, whilgradiimg for background variables,
noncognitive variables added to the prediction GGPA at the end of their freshman,
sophomore, and junior years for college studentis learning disabilities. Each analysis
had the same independent variables, but the depewaléable is different for each
analysis: Freshman college cumulative grade peateye (FCCGPA), sophomore
college cumulative grade point average (SCCGPA),janior college cumulative grade
point average (JCCGPA).

The first analysis explores the degree to whichddgnitive Variables predict
college grade point average for college freshmeh lgarning disabilities. The variables

entered into first block the regression equationevibe control variables of Age, Gender,
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Ethnicity, and University Setting. The eight Nonodiye Variables were entered into the
second block of the analysis. The full model wigsificant, accounting for 26 percent
of the variance in FCCGPA(12,70) = 1.994p = .038). Block 1 was not significarf{
=.086,p = .132) nor were any of the variables in Blockgh#ficant predictors. The
addition of the eight NCQ variables in Block 2 didk significantly increasg’ (R

change =.169 = .061). Although the variable of Community Seev{g = .302,p <

.012) as a single NCQ scale in Block 2 was a sicamt predictor, the NCQ scales, taken
collectively, did not increase predictive power RECGPA. Regression results for
FCCGPA are presented in Table 4.11. Associate@ssgm coefficients are presented in
Table 4.12.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college grade point average (SCCGPA) as the depenuzasure. The full model was
significant, accounting for 45 percent of the vacain SCCGPA, F(12,55) = 3.8015
.001. Block 1 was significanR{ = .224,p = .003), accounting for 22.4 percent of the
variance in SCCGPA. Of the four variables in BldgliGenderf{ = .295,p = .012) and
University Setting§ = .337p = .004) were significant positive predictors of G&GPA
while Ethnicity ¢ = -.0236,p = .038) was a negative predictor of SCCGPA. The
addition of the NCQ variables in Block 2 signifitgrincreased?? (R? change = .229, p
=.009), accounting for an additional 22.9 pera#rthe variance in SCCGPA. Of the
variables in Block 2, Gendep € .224,p = .046), University Setting3(= .290,p = .009),
and Leadership Experiendg#£ .342,p = .015) were significant positive predictors of
SCCGPA. Also, Knowledge in a Fiell € -.233, p = .07) and Deals with Discrimination

(both a negative relationshif) € -.224, p = .055) approached significance. Theselts
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show that although addition of the NCQ increasedpitediction of sophomore
cumulative GPA, Leadership Experience was the siggificant predictor of the
individual scales. Regression results for SCCGRApaesented in Table 4.11.
Associated regression coefficients are present@clohe 4.12.

The third analysis was also identical to the fibst; with junior cumulative
college GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measurefullmreodel was not significant F
(12,28) = 1.852, p = .088. Block 1 was significe® = .325,p = .006. Of the four
variables in block 1, Gende € .328, p = .023) and University Settirfg< .425,p =
.004 were significant positive predictors of JCCGPFue addition of the NCQ variables
in Block 2 did not significantly contribute & (R change = .11& = .656). Although
the variable of Positive Self-Concept<£ .458, p = .005) as a single NCQ scale in Block
2 was a significant predictor, the NCQ scales, nata@lectively, did not increase
predictive power for JCCGPA. Regression results)@CGPA are presented in Table
4.11. Associated regression coefficients are pteden Table 4.12.

Table 4.11

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 2

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR

Freshman NCQn(= 83)

Block 1: Control Variables .086 1.829 132 --
NCQ 255 1994 038 .169 1.984 .061
Sophomore Cumulative NC@ € 68)
Block 1: Control Variables 224 4556 .003**  --- --- --
NCQ 453  3.801 .001** 229 2.880 .009**
Junior Cumulative NCOn(= 41)
Block 1: Control Variables 325 4.328 .006** @ --- - - --
NCQ 443 1.852 .088 118 .740 .656

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicity\émsity; * p< .05, *p < .01
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Table 4.12

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 2

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman NCQn(= 83)

Block 1
Gender 164 A7 153 1.407 .164
Age -.004 .033 -.012 -.113 910
Ethnicity -.061 .035 -.193 -1.761 .082
University 201 122 .180 1.648 .103

Block 2
Gender 163 116 153 1.411 163
Age -.021 .033 -.069 -.631 .530
Ethnicity -.061 .036 -.191 -1.706 .092
University A71 122 153 1.401 .166
Positive Self-Concept -.001 .026 -.004 -.031 5.97
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.008 .030 -.030 -.267 .790
Deals with Discrimination -.006 .023 -.029 -.245 .807
Preference Long-Range Goals .032 .034 112 .936 .353
Support Person Available .055 .042 146 1.331 88.1
Leadership Experience .033 .032 137 1.034 .305
Community Service 119 .046 .302 2.575 .012*
Knowledge in a Field -.091 .069 -.161 -1.327 9.18

Sophomore NCQn(= 68)

Block 1
Gender 324 125 295 2.585 .012*
Age -.007 .035 -.022 -.197 .844
Ethnicity -.074 .035 -.236 -2.114 .038*
University 391 132 .337 2.973 .004**

Block 2
Gender 247 121 224 2.041 .046*
Age -.019 .033 -.060 -574 .568
Ethnicity -.043 .035 -.136 -1.215 229
University 337 124 .290 2.711 .009**
Positive Self-Concept .038 .024 179 1.573 122
Realistic Self-Appraisal .001 .029 .003 .031 5.97
Deals with Discrimination -.047 .024 -.224 -1895 .055
Preference Long-Range Goals .027 .031 .100 .858 .395
Support Person Available .034 .041 .091 .829 0.41
Leadership Experience .082 .033 342 2.508 .015
Community Service .029 .047 .068 .609 545
Knowledge in a Field -.120 .065 -.233 -1.845 0.07
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Regression Coefficients, Research Question 2

Variable B SEB B t p
Block 1
Gender 319 134 .328 2.371 .023*
Age -.033 .035 -.133 -.960 344
Ethnicity -.036 .039 -.125 -.904 372
University 442 143 425 3.086 .004**
Block 2
Gender .261 152 .268 1.719 .097
Age -.013 .040 -.053 -.331 743
Ethnicity -.001 .053 -.004 -.019 .985
University 476 157 458 3.036 .005**
Positive Self-Concept .048 .031 252 1.572 127
Realistic Self-Appraisal .014 .036 .060 375 171
Deals with Discrimination -.012 .031 -.061 -375 .710
Preference Long-Range Goals -.027 .043 -111 37-6 .529
Support Person Available -.034 .056 -.094 -.609 .548
Leadership Experience .035 .041 .163 .865 .395
Community Service -.066 .065 -.194 -.1021 316
Knowledge in a Field .061 .105 .133 578 .568

Note * p < .05, * p < .01

Research Question 3 Three sets of three of three multiple regresaimalyses

were conducted to explore the degree to which,enohtrolling for background

variables, noncognitive variables added to theipten of CCGPA beyond HSGPA,

beyond the SAT scores, and beyond H88GPA and SAT scores at the end of their

freshman, sophomore, and junior years for collégdents with learning disabilities.

Research Question 3aThere were three multiple regression analysdemmeed
to address research question 3a. Each analysihéadme independent variables, but
the dependent variable is different for each amstlygeshman college cumulative grade
point average (FCCGPA), sophomore college cumdanade point average
(SCCGPA), and junior college cumulative grade pawdrage (JCCGPA). The first

analysis explores the degree to which NoncognWiaeables predict college grade point
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average for college freshmen with learning disabdibeyond HSGPA alone. The
variables entered into first block of the regressquation were the control variables of
Age, Gender, Ethnicity, and University Setting. Gf5A was also entered into the first
block. The eight Noncognitive Variables were eateinto the second block of the
analysis. The full model was significant, accongtior 29 percent of the variance in
FCCGPAF(13,68) = 2.131p = .023. Block 1 was approached significariRe<{.132,p
=.052.). However, of the five variables in BlatkUniversity Setting[{ = .228,p =

.040) and HSGPAJ(= .224, p = .047) were significant. The additadrihe eight NCQ
variables in Block 2 did not significantly increaRe(R? = .157,p = .077) but the
variable of Community Service Experience in Blocwas significantff = .274, p =
.022), accounting for 27.4 percent of the variandeCCGPA. These results show that
although Community Service as a single NCQ scaRiack 2 was a significant
predictor, the NCQ scales, taken collectively, mid increase predictive power for
FCCGPA beyond HSGPA. Regression results for FCC@teApresented in Table 4.13.
Associated regression coefficients are present@alohe 4.14.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college GPA (SCCGPA) as the dependent measure fullhreodel was significant,
accounting for 56 percent of the variance in SCCGERE8,52) = 5.014p = .001. Block
1 was significantR® = .346,p = .001), accounting for 34.6 percent of the varéim
SCCGPA. Of the five variables in Block 1, Gender(.273,p = .014), University
Setting § = .383,p = .001) and HSGPAB(= .331,p = .003) were significant positive
predictors of SCCGPA. The addition of the eiglit@variables in Block 2 significantly

increased?¥ (R? change = .21(Qy = .007), accounting for an additional 21 percdrthe
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variance in SCCGPA. In Block 2, the variables eh@er p = .211, p = .044),
University Setting§ = .339, p =.001), HSGPA (= .287, p = .007), and Successful
Leadershipff =.347,p = .008) were significant positive predictors. Kredge Acquired
in a Field § = -.259,p = .029) was a significant negative predictor. Ehessults show
that the addition of the noncognitive variablesaddition to HSGPA, were significant
predictors of SCCGPA. Regression results for SCE@ie presented in Table 4.13.
Associated regression coefficients are present@alohe 4.14.

The third analysis was identical to the first, iith junior cumulative college
GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measure. The fulehwas significant, accounting
for 68 percent of the variance in JCCGP@A3,27) = 4.308p = .001. Block 1 was
significant & = .510,p = .001), accounting for 51 percent of the variaincdCCGPA.
Of the five variables in Block 1, Gendér£ .265,p = .035), University Setting3(=
A417,p =.001) and HSGPAB(= .452,p = .001) were significant positive predictors. The
addition of the eight NCQ variables in Block 2 didk significantly increasg’ (R
change = .16 = .142) but the variables of University Settifig<.494, p < .001),
HSGPA ¢ =.563,p < .001) and Positive Self-Concept<£ .367,p .008) were significant
positive predictors of SCCGPA. Although the NCQialle of Positive Self-Concept as
a single NCQ scale in Block 2 was a significandptr, the NCQ scales, taken
collectively, did not increase predictive power 38 CGPA. Regression results for
FCCGPA are presented in Table 4.13. Associateeé@ssgm coefficients are presented in

Table 4.14.
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Table 4.13:

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 3a

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR

Freshman NCQ Beyond HSGPA# 82)

Block 1: Control Variables 132 2.315 .052
NCQ 289 2.131 .023* 157 1.882 077
Sophomore Cumulative NCQ Beyond HSGRA=(66)

Block 1: Control Variables 346 6.362 .001**

NCQ 556 5.014 .001** 210 3.072 .007**
Junior Cumulative NCQ Beyond HSGPA% 41)

Block 1: Control Variables 510 7.283  .001**

NCQ .675 4.308 .001* 165 1.710 142

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicity\émsity; * p< .05, *p < .01
Table 4.14:

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 3a

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman NCQ Beyond HSGPA# 82)
Block 1
Gender 133 114 126 1.168 247
Age .005 .033 017 152 .879
Ethnicity -.047 .034 -.151 -1.382 A71
University 251 120 .228 2.086 .040*
HSGPA .255 126 224 2.020 .047*
Block 2
Gender 136 114 128 1.194 237
Age -.012 .033 -.042 -.382 .704
Ethnicity -.051 .035 -.164 -1.463 .148
University 219 121 199 1.811 .074
HSGPA 211 .130 .185 1.620 110
Positive Self-Concept -.002 .027 -.010 -.077 9.93
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.009 .030 -.032 -291 772
Deals with Discrimination .002 .023 .009 077 399
Preference Long-Range Goals .034 .033 121 1.017.313
Support Person Available .055 .041 146 1.345 83.1
Leadership Experience .035 .032 146 1.098 276
Community Service 107 .045 274 2.350 .022
Knowledge in a Field -.107 .067 -.191 -1.587 711
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Regression Coefficients, Research Question 3Ajnerd

Variable B SEB B
NCQ Beyond HSGPA (n=66)
Block 1
Gender .300 119 273
Age .007 .033 .024
Ethnicity -.051 .033 -.165
University 439 122 .383
HSGPA .370 121 331
Block 2
Gender 232 112 211
Age -.006 .030 -.021
Ethnicity -.027 .033 -.087
University .389 114 .339
HSGPA 321 115 .287
Positive Self-Concept .024 .024 112
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.004 .027 -.017
Deals with Discrimination -.035 .023 -.167
Preference Long-Range Goals .034 .030 121
Support Person Available .040 .038 107
Leadership Experience .083 .030 347
Community Service .014 .043 .033
Knowledge in a Field -.134 .060 -.259
Junior NCQ Beyond HSGPAE 41)
Block 1
Gender 257 117 .265
Age -.006 .031 -.025
Ethnicity -.023 .034 -.080
University 435 124 A17
HSGPA 446 123 452
Block 2
Gender 231 118 .238
Age 011 .032 .045
Ethnicity -.005 .042 -.016
University 514 122 494
HSGPA .555 126 .563
Positive Self-Concept .070 .024 .367
Realistic Self-Appraisal .032 .028 141
Deals with Discrimination -.037 .025 -.195
Preference Long-Range Goals -.037 .034 -.148
Support Person Available -.056 .044 -.154
Leadership Experience .016 .032 .075
Community Service -.030 .051 -.087
Knowledge in a Field -.026 .084 -.058

t p
2.523 .014*
229 .820
-1.546 127
3.586 .001**
3.049 .003**
2.069 .044*
-.212 .833
-.829 411
3.405 .001**
2.790 .007**
995 324
-.158 .875
-1557 121
1.121.267
1.045 01.3
2.736 008*
316 754
-2.247 902
2.194 .035*
-.203 .840
-.662 .513
3.510 .001**
3.636 .001**
1.956 .061
.356 124
-.112 912
4.202 .001**
4.390 .001**
2.875 .608*
1.122 722
-1749 146
0891. .286
-1.272 214
.507 .616
-.580 .567
-.315 /55

Note * p < .05, * p < .01
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Research Question 3bThere were three multiple regression analyseemeed
to address research question 3b. These analy$exladhe same general structure as
those for research question 3a, with the same aordriables entered into Block 1, but
with SAT Total entering into Block 1 instead of HB&. For the first analysis, the
dependent measure was freshman college cumulatide goint average (FCCGPA).
The full model was significant, accounting for 3&gent of the variance in freshman
college cumulative grade point average (FCCGP@AR,57) = 2.463p = .01. Block 1
was significant R = .198,p = .012), accounting for 19.8 percent of the varéaim
FCCGPA. Of the five variables in Block 1, Gendgr(.227,p = .049) and University
Setting § = .314,p = .008) were significant positive predictors. Tdglition of the eight
NCQ variables in Block 2 did not significantly ieaseR’ (R* change = .16 = .096)
but the variable of SATB(= .250,p = .036) was significant. These results show that
SAT was a significant predictor of FCCGPA but tlmmeoognitive variables did not add
predictive power to the model. Regression resalt&§ CCGPA are presented in Table
4.15. Associated regression coefficients are pteddan Table 4.16.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college GPA (SCCGPA) as the dependent measurgullmeodel was significant,
accounting for 49.7 percent of the variance in SE8G(13,46) = 3.495p < .00. Block
1 was significantR® = .253,p = .006). Of the five variables in Block 1, Gen@er
.296,p = .024) and University Settin@ € .346,p = .007) were significant positive
predictors. The addition of the eight NCQ variahteBlock 2 significantly increase®f
(R change = .244 = .013), accounting for an additional 24.4 peradrthe variance in

SCCGPA. Of the variables in Block 2, Gender(.270, p = .031), University Setting (
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=.245, p =.043), SAT TotaB(=.291,p = .019), and Successful Leadership Experience
(p =.337,p = .023) were significant positive predictors. $aeesults show that although
the addition of the NCQ increased the predictio®GICGPA beyond SAT Total, only
the Successful Leadership Experience scale unigquelyributed to its variance.
Regression results for FCCGPA are presented ineTalib. Associated regression
coefficients are presented in Table 4.16.

The third analysis was identical to the first, iath junior cumulative college
GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measure. The fuehwas significant, accounting
for 67.9 percent of the variance in JCCGPA3,25) = 4.066p < .001. Block 1 was
significant & = .520,p = .001), accounting for 52 percent of the variaincdCCGPA.
Of the five variables in Block 1, University Seti3 = .397,p = .003) and SAT Total(
=.2414,p = .003) were significant positive predictors. THddition of the eight NCQ
variables in Block 2 did not significantly increa®e(R? change = .159 = .191) but the
variables of University Settin@ & .417, p = .003), SAT Totap =.497,p = .001), and
Positive Self-Concepf(=.338,p = .02) were positive predictors. These reshtsw
that while the variable of Positive Self-Conceptasngle NCQ scale in Block 2
uniquely contributed to the variance in JCCGPAetakollectively, the NCQ scales did
not increase predictive power for JCCGPA. Regogssesults for FCCGPA are

presented in Table 4.15. Associated regressioriciegits are presented in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.15

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 3b

R F  Sig.F AR FAR® Sig.AR

Freshman NCQ Beyond SAT Total£ 71)
Block 1: Control Variables 198  3.211 .012*
NCQ 360 2.463 .010* .162 1.799 .096

Sophomore NCQ Beyond SAT Total £ 60)

Block 1: Control Variables 253 3.654 .006**

NCQ 497  3.495 .001** 244 2.790 .013*
Junior NCQ Beyond SAT TotahE 39)

Block 1: Control Variables 520 7.146 .001**

NCQ 679 4.066 .001* 159 1.548 191

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicity,j\émsity; * p< .05, **p < .01
Table 4.16

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 2

Variable B SEB B t P
Freshman NCQ Beyond SAT Total£ 71)
Block 1
Gender 224 111 227 2.005 .049*
Age -.033 .045 -.086 -.733 466
Ethnicity -.021 .034 -.071 -.601 .550
University 324 119 314 2.728 .008*
SAT Total .001 <.001 A72 1.474 .145
Block 2
Gender 221 111 225 1.991 .051
Age -.029 .045 -.075 -.634 529
Ethnicity -.027 .036 -.094 -.769 445
University .226 120 219 1.887 .064
SAT Total .001 <.001 .250 2.144 .036*
Positive Self-Concept .002 .024 011 .084 933
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.025 .029 -.100 -.867 .390
Deals with Discrimination .006 .022 .035 .295 697
Preference Long-Range Goals -.003 .032 -011 93-.0 .926
Support Person Available .072 .039 .209 1839 71.0
Leadership Experience .054 .030 244 1.789 .079
Community Service .089 .050 222 1.775 .081
Knowledge in a Field -.101 .072 -.186 -1.400 7.16
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Regression Coefficients, Research Question 2, oo

Variable B SEB B
Sophomore NCQ Beyond SAT Total £ 60)

Block 1
Gender 325 .140 .296
Age -.010 .059 -.021
Ethnicity -.050 .040 -.157
University 406 146 .346
SAT Total .001 <.001 197

Block 2
Gender 297 133 270
Age -.013 .056 -.029
Ethnicity -.028 .041 -.088
University .288 139 245
SAT Total .001 <.001 291
Positive Self-Concept .045 .026 216
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.011 .032 -.042
Deals with Discrimination -.038 .026 -.182
Preference Long-Range Goals .035 .032 133
Support Person Available .051 .044 .138
Leadership Experience .080 .034 337
Community Service .042 .058 .097
Knowledge in a Field -.133 .081 -.250

Junior NCQ Beyond SATn(=39)

Block 1
Gender 214 127 219
Age -.089 .060 -.202
Ethnicity .021 .038 .074
University 414 127 397
SAT Total .001 <.001 414

Block 2
Gender .148 131 152
Age -.041 .063 -.094
Ethnicity .061 .045 217
University 434 129 A17
SAT Total .001 <.001 497
Positive Self-Concept .064 .026 .338
Realistic Self-Appraisal .003 .032 .013
Deals with Discrimination -.015 .025 -.078
Preference Long-Range Goals -.040 .035 -.163
Support Person Available -.039 .045 -.108
Leadership Experience .044 .033 204
Community Service -.064 .056 -.186
Knowledge in a Field .061 .086 134

t p
2.328 .024*
-.163 871
-1.263 212
2.782 .007*
1.542 129
2.227 .031*
-.239 .812
-.686 496
2.077 .043*
2.423 .019*
1.775 .082
-.345 .732
-1347  .148
1.080.286
1.173 47 .2
2.355 .023*
721 AT75
-1.639 8.10
1.683 .102
-1.482 .148
.551 .585
3.267 .003*
3.155 .003*
1.128 270
-.649 522
1.366 184
3.357 .003*
3.756 .001*
2.484 .020*
.094 6.92
-.586 .563
1581. .259
-.878 .388
1.333 195
-1.144 .263
707 486

Note * p < .05, * p < .01
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Research Question 3cThere were three multiple regression analysesipeed
to address research question 3c. These analysexlahe same general structure as
those for research question 3b, with the same alovdriables entered into Block 1, but
with bothHSGPA and SAT Total also entering into Block ltéasl of only SAT Total.
For the first analysis, the dependent measure W&ISPA. The full model was
significant, accounting for 39 percent of the vaca in freshman college cumulative
grade point average (FCCGPR{)14,55) = 2.515p = .008. Block 1 was significanit
=.216,p = .015), accounting for 21.6 percent of the vareaaf FCCGPA. Of the six
variables in Block 1, University Settinf € .343,p = .005) was the only significant
control variable. The addition of the eight NCQighles in Block 2 did not significantly
increaseR? (R? change = .175 = .068); however, of the variables in Block 2, \sity
Setting § = .253,p = .037) and Leadership Experienfe=(.289,p = .042) were
significant positive predictors of FCCGPA. Thessutes show that although the NCQ
variable of Leadership Experience contributed uaisiignificant experience to the
prediction of FCCGPA, taken collectively, the NC@sanot a significant predictor.
Regression results for FCCGPA are presented ineTall7. Associated regression
coefficients are presented in Table 4.18.

The second analysis was identical to the firstviattt sophomore cumulative
college (SCCGPA) as the dependent measure. Thadalel was significant,
accounting for 56.5 percent of the variance in SE83-(14,43) = 3.989p < .001.
Block 1 was significantf¢ = .338,p = .001), accounting for 33.8 percent of the var&an
in SCCGPA. Of the six variables in Block 1, Unisigy Setting § = .409,p = .001) and

HSGPA @ = .304,p = .04) were significant positive predictors. Tddlition of the eight
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NCQ variables in Block 2 significantly increas&t(R? change = .227% = .013),
accounting for an additional 22.7 percent of thearece in Block 2. Of the variables in
Block 2, University Settingd(= .319, p = .008) and Successful Leadership Egpeeé
=.374,p = .009) were significant positive predictors. Kredge Acquired in a Field(
=-.312,p .041) was a significant negative predictor. Thesellts show that while
HSGPA was a significant predictor SCCGPA in Blo¢ckvhen the NCQ was added,
HSGPA was no longer a significant predictor butk&Q was. However, of the NCQ
scales, only Successful Leadership Experience pasiéive predictor) and Knowledge
Acquired in a Field (as a negative predictor) uelgcontributed to the variance of
SCCGPA. Regression results for SCCGPA are pres@mfEable 4.17. Associated
regression coefficients are presented in Table.4.18

The third analysis was also identical to the fibst; with junior cumulative
college GPA (JCCGPA) as the dependent measureulladdel was significant,
accounting for 75 percent of the variance in JCCEHA4,24) = 5.223p <.001. Block
1 was significantR® = .594,p < .001), accounting for 59.4 percent of the varéim
JCCGPA. Of the six variables in Block 1, Univeysstetting § = .416,p = .001) and
HSGPA ¢ = .340,p = .022) were significant. The addition of the eiICQ variables
Block 2 did not significantly incread® (R? change = .16 = .10). However, of the
variables in Block 2, University Settinf € .479, p <.001), HSGPA E .391,p = .013)
and Positive Self-Concept € .356,p = .008) were significant. These results show that
SAT scores were not a significant predictor of JE&Gut HSGPA was a significant
predictor of JCCGPA. Additionally, although PogiSelf-Concept as a single scale in

Block 2 was a significant predictor, taken colleety, the NCQ scales did not increase
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predictive power for JCCGPA. Regression resultsSiGCGPA are presented in Table
4.17. Associated regression coefficients are pteden Table 4.18.
Table 4.17

Regression Summary Table, Research Question 3c

R F Sig.F AR® FAR® Sig.AR

Freshman NCQ beyond HSGPA and SAT Totet (70)

Block 1: Control Variables 216 2.890 .015* --
HSGPA, SAT and NCQ 390 2.515 .008* 175 1.968 8.06
Sophomore beyond FCCGPA and SAT Totek(58)

Block 1: Control Variables 338 4.331 .001** - - --
HSGPA, SAT and NCQ 565 3.989 <.001**227 2.809 .013
Junior NCQ beyond HSGPA and SAT TotaH 39)

Block 1: Control Variables 594 7.801 <.001**--- --
HSGPA, SAT and NCQ 753 5.223 <.001**159 1.929 .102

Note Control Variables were: Age, Gender Ethnicityjémsity; * p < .05, *p < .01
Table 4.18

Regression Coefficients, Research Question 3c

Variable B SEB B t p
Freshman NCQ beyond FCCGPA and SAT Tatat 70)
Block 1
Gender 197 111 .203 1.768 .082
Age -.031 .044 -.082 0.689 494
Ethnicity -.015 .034 -.052 -.436 .664
University .348 120 343 2912 .005**
HSGPA .073 143 .068 .508 .613
SAT Total .001 <.001 .160 1.160 251
Block 2
Gender 192 .109 199 1.762 .084
Age -.023 .044 -.063 -.528 .600
Ethnicity -.023 .035 -.081 -.674 .503
University .257 120 .253 2.143 .037
HSGPA .035 144 .033 242 .810
SAT Total .001 <.001 .249 1.856 .069
Positive Self-Concept -.011 .025 -.060 -.458 9.64
Realistic Self-Appraisal -.018 .029 -.073 -.639 .525
Deals with Discrimination .014 .022 .078 .656 155
Preference Long-Range Goals .005 .031 .020 .167 .868
Support Person Available .067 .038 201 1.778 81.0
Leadership Experience .063 .030 .289 2.083 .042
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Research Coefficients, Research Question 3c, agadin

Variable

Community Service
Knowledge in a Field

Block 1
Gender
Age
Ethnicity
University
HSGPA
SAT Total

Block 2
Gender
Age
Ethnicity
University
HSGPA
SAT Total
Positive Self-Concept
Realistic Self-Appraisal
Deals with Discrimination
Preference Long-Range Goals
Support Person Available
Leadership Experience
Community Service
Knowledge in a Field

Block 1
Gender
Age
Ethnicity
University
HSGPA
SAT Total

Block 2
Gender
Age
Ethnicity
University
HSGPA
SAT Total

B SEB B t p
Freshman NCQ beyond FCCGPA and SAT Tatat 70)
.079 .049 .201 1.608 114
-111 071 -208 -1.554 126
Sophomore NCQ beyond FCCGPA and SAT Tatat £8)

267 .138 243 1.930 .059
-.032 .058 -.069 -.551 .584
-.040 .038 -128  -1.059 .295
A74 141 409 3.367 .001
.345 .164 304 2.106 .040

<.001 .001 .014 .094 .926

247 129 225 1.912 .063
-.037 .054 -.080 -.682 499
-.028 .039 -.090 -731 469
.369 134 319 2.760 .008
.252 .158 222 1.594 118

<.001 <.001 .136 941 .352
.019 .026 .090 715 478
<.001 .030 -.002 -.014 .989
-.025 .026 -.118 -.975 .335
.046 .032 .169 1.433.159
.040 041 109 .959 3.34
.089 .033 374 2.728 .009

.039 .055 .092 710 481

-.166 .078 -312 -2.111 1.04
Junior NCQ beyond FCCGPA and SAT TotaH39)

170 120 174 1.413 167
-.085 .056 -194  -1.522 .138
.015 .035 .054 432 .669
433 118 416 3.654 .001
.337 .140 .340 2.416 .022
.001 <.001 214 1.443 159
156 118 .160 1.328 197
-.027 .057 -.062 -.480 .636
.037 .041 131 .902 .376
499 118 479 4.216 <.001
.388 .145 391 2.680 .013
.001 <.001 .261 1.765 .090

.068 .023 .356 2.918 .008

Positive Self-Concept
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Regression Coefficients, Research Question 3cinuead

Variable B SEB B t p
Junior NCQ beyond FCCGPA and SAT TotaH39)

Realistic Self-Appraisal .027 .030 114 912 1.37
Deals with Discrimination -.027 .023 -.141 -1016 .258
Preference Long-Range Goals -.040 .031 -163 2911. .209
Support Person Available -.053 .040 -.144 -1.300 .206
Leadership Experience .026 .030 120 .850 404
Community Service -.050 .050 -.145 -.992 331
Knowledge in a Field .009 .080 .021 119 .907

Note * p< .05, *p< .01
Supplemental Analyses

Effects of Self-Report Data Although each participant received the same
version of the NCQ, a question was added aftdirgisadministration which asked if
participants were willing to provide their HSGPAd&or SAT scores if they were transfer
students. As mentioned in the Procedures sectiany transfer students responded to
the first administration of the survey and theirGf5A and/or SAT data was not archived
in their university’s records because they wereraqtired to provide this information to
be admitted to the university. Two independent@artitests were performed in order to
test if there was a significant difference betwdenmeans of: 1) Self-reported and
university-archived HSGPAs; and 2) Self-reported aniversity-archived SAT scores.
Additionally, because for some participants weighttsSGPAs were collected, whereas
for the others unweighted HSGPAs were collectedndependent sample t-test was
performed to test if there was a significant digiece between the means of weighted and
unweighted HSGPAs.

The results of the t-test to determine if thereendifferences between self-
reported HSGPA:(= 7,M = 3.60,SD = .318) and non-self-reported HSGPAs(79,

M = 3.73,SD=.461) did not find a significant differendg(84) = .709p = .480). This
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suggests that there were no differences betweerPAG hat were self-reported and not
self-reported. T-test results are presented in AgpeWw.

The results of the t-test to determine if thereendifferences between self-
reported SAT Totaln(= 6,M = 1303.33SD = 141.80) and non-self-reported HSGPAs (
=70,M =1267.57SD = 151.432), did not find a significant differeng¢€74) = -.56p =
.579). This suggests that there were no differehedween SAT Total that were self-
reported or not self-reported. T-test resultspaiesented in Appendix W.

Finally, because for some participants weighted A&&were collected, whereas
for the others unweighted HSGPAs were collectedndependent sample t-test was
performed to test if there was a difference betwbese two groups. A significant
difference was found(84) = -8.22p < .001) between those whose HSGPA was
weighted (= 31,M = 4.12,SD= .354) and those whose HSGPAs were unweigimed (
55,M = 3.49,SD = .328). This suggests that there is a differdreteveen weighted and
unweighted HSGPAs. T-test results are presentéghpendix X.

In order to determine if there were any differenicesveen college students of
different class standing, two Analyses of Varian@ddOVAs) were performed to
determine if there was a significant differencenmsn 1) Freshmen’s, sophomores’ and
juniors’ mean HSGPA, and 2) Freshmen’s, sophomaned’juniors’ mean SAT scores.

The results of the ANOVA that was performed to deiae if there was a
significant difference between freshmen’s, soph@scand juniors’ mean HSGPA
indicate that there were no significant differenlbesveen these three means (F (2,67) =

376, p = .688). ANOVA results are presented ipéqudix X.
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The results of the ANOVA that was performed to deiae if there was a
significant difference between freshmen’s, soph@soand juniors’ mean SAT scores
indicate that there were no significant differenlbesveen these three means (F (2,59) =
1.355, p =.271). ANOVA results are presented ppéndix X.

Summary

This chapter described the results of the stagistinalyses used to address the
research questions of the study. First demograpfocmation was provided for the
sample and descriptive statistics were presentetthéocognitive and noncognitive
variables in the study. A correlation matrix wascalated between the all of the
variables as well as the eight noncognitive vagablFurther, data from the twenty-one
multiple regression analyses were delineated amwged in multiple regression
summary tables. Regression coefficients were@missented for each regression
analyses. The fifth chapter will discuss the fmgdi of the analyses in the context of the

related literature, outcomes, limitations of thedst and suggestions for future research.
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Chapter 5: Discussion

This final chapter of the dissertation providediscussion of the results of this
study involving predictors of the academic perfonggfor college students with
learning disabilities. Unfortunately, these finglsncannot be used to make a
determination as to whether or not the noncogniteséables of the NCQ predict college
performance alone or add to the prediction of galperformance beyond the HSGPA,
beyond the SAT, and beyond both HSGPA and SAT s iEhdlue to the poor internal
consistency that was found for the eight NCQ sulbscaCronbach’s Alpha coefficients
were calculated for these eight scales and thdiciesits ranged from -.37 to .48. The
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients that are consideoeg@table as reflecting internal
consistency are those ranging from .70 to .95 (Kalv& Dennick, 2011). Although, the
Cronbach’s alpha analyses were scrutinized and sxplanation was afforded for these
low coefficients, the findings of this study canibetapplied to the general population of
college students with learning disabilities.

In addition to the low internal consistency of thght NCQ scales, a number of
unanticipated problems arose during the reseasthribluded a small sample size that
resulted in inadequate statistical power for somayses and a questionable
representativeness of the sample, in additiongetremely low internal consistency
estimates for all of the NCQ subscales as useudisrstudy. Additionally, although not
unanticipated, is the issue that the NCQ was medigiightly for this studyand
participants responded to the NCQ between one@mdykarsafter having completed
college study, as contrasted with the conventiosalof the NCQ used as a predictor

prior to beginning college. As a result, it was deteedithat the most suitable manner
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to interpret the results of this study, as presemeChapter IV, was to consider the
following possible explanations for the outcomescamd:
1. The sampling issues (inadequate size, possibléslihmepresentativeness)
account for the findings.
2. The traditionakognitiveindicators of college performance may not be good
predictors for this population.
3. The findings regarding the NCQ are largely the Itesfithe extremely low
internal consistencies of the subscales.
4. In this study, participants completed the N@igr having had one or more
years of college.
5. The NCQ may not be a valid predictor for this pepioin.
Discussion of Results
Sampling Issues The present study contained several problemsatigpling
issues that render the results of this study nosrgdimable. For the 21 multiple
regression analyses that were performed, the sastggdor some of the regression
analyses might have been too small to detect erge keffects, let alone medium or
small effects. Although the overall sample sizéhef study was appropriate, because
each multiple regression analysis was performed different subsection of the sample,
e.g., sophomores who had both HSGPA and SAT dgtanmrs who only had SAT data,
each regression had a different number of CCGP¥sl because all CCGPA data was
gathered per student for every year a student ategpkollege, three CCGPAs could be
collected for juniors (freshman, sophomore, andojgrwhereas, only one CCGPA could

be collected for freshmen. As a result, there vmeoee CCGPAs for freshmen than
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sophomores, and for sophomores than juniors. 8Site the sample sizes for freshmen
analyses ranged from 70 to 83 and for sophomoregethfrom 58 to 66, for juniors
sample sizes ranged from 39 to 41. Based on tivempanalysis that was performed, the
multiple regression analyses for Research QueS8tqwhich used 14 independent
variables) for juniors needed a minimum of 46 pgyants to detect a large effect and
even more (98) to detect a medium effect. Thigkan was not met. While the
minimum number of participants was met for mosthef other analyses to at least detect
a large effect, there may have not been enough ipimveketect the predictive power of
any of the variables of interest, leading to Typertor.

As mentioned in the Procedure section of Chaptapdn viewing the data from
the completed surveys after the first set of imotaemails to University Setting 1, it was
noticed that many transfer students were responditghat time it was discovered that
the admissions office of University Setting 1 dat nequire HSGPASs or standardized test
scores be part of transfer students’ admissionkcapipns and at least one of these data
points was essential per participant. Althougharedure was developed and approved
by the IRB to contact these students by the endditesss they had provided to request
that they self-report this data, very few partiofsaresponded and over 20 NCQ
guestionnaires had to be discarded. Additionallyage was added to the forms that
participants completed before the NCQ, requeshagparticipants provide their HSGPA
and standardized test scores. While this requdstati generate much self-reported
HSGPA and SAT data, two t-tests were performeceterthine if there were any
differences between self-reported HSGPAs and SATe findings of this analysis

confirmed that there were no differences betweesdlscores. Regardless, that 20
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guestionnaires had to be discarded and some dataelMfareported and some was not,
these are sampling issues that contribute to ttledathis sample being representative of
this population of students and, thus, nongeneallte.

Additionally, participants for this study were raeited from offices on the
campuses that provide support for students withbdisies. Students must voluntarily
register for these services. Students who hadrailgg disability who had not registered
with these offices were not recruited. There maylifferences in these two populations.
Students who register for support services maytlmests who are more motivated or
are better at advocating for their needs. Studehtsdo not register for support services
may not know about them, may not have the samé ¢égelf-advocacy or motivation as
those who do, or may not believe they need thas&css. Variables such as self-
advocacy or motivation are, in themselves, nondognpredictors of academic
performance for college students with learning laigges but since data gathered were
not for the latter population, differences in acgadeperformance of these populations
associated with these variables could be maskéds Would be a similar situation for
college students who have yet to be diagnosedaMiglarning disability but who have
one. Their data is not included in this study, Hasgiin what might be considered a
restricted range of data. As a result, the resilthis study are not representative of all
college students with learning disabilities.

Furthermore, approximately 900 college studentewarited to participate in
this study, only 13 percent of this group respond&goor response rate can result in
sampling bias; however, past researchers haveatipreceived a poor response rate

from this particular group of participants (persoec@mmunication, Jo Hutchinson,
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9/14/2011; personal communication, Kathy Schwan2/2011; DaDeppo, 2007).
Regardless, the poor response rate in the presghyt Isrings into question whether the
sample of students in this study is representatitee population of college students
with learning disabilities.

Finally, considering the number of statistical gsak performed on the data of
the current study (21 multiple regression analydeeg t-tests and three Analyses of
Variances (ANOVAS)), the possibility of making apieyl error is greatly increased than
if using fewer analyses. In other words, finditiggt were found to be significant in this
study may not actually be significant based onitlkeesased chance of error. This further
contributes to the results of this study, partidyléhose analyses that included the NCQ
scales, lacking the validity needed to be ablectgdneralized to college students with
learning disabilities.

Traditional Cognitive Predictors. Based on the results from the regression
analyses of Research Question 1, it may be thatlatdized test scores, a traditional
cognitive predictor of college performance, are aygropriate predictors for this
population of students. The first research quesiqgriored the degree to which
traditional, cognitive variables predicted cumuwlatcollege grade point average
(CCGPA) for college students with learning disdi@. This first research question was
separated into three sub-questions, one each tesglthe extent to which HSGPA, SAT
scores, and HSGPA atide SAT predicted freshman, sophomore, and jUDIOGPAS at
the end of each of these school years. The fitstggiestion, Research Question 1a,
explored HSGPA alone as a predictor. The resalissa the analyses for freshmen,

sophomores and juniors showed that HSGPA aloneavgagificant predictor of
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CCGPA for each class of college students with liegrdisabilities. These results are
consistent with Wilczenski and Gillespie (1992) wiband that for both low- and high-
achieving college students with learning disaleifiHSGPA was a good predictor of
first-year CCGPA. Few studies have been conduetgarding the predictive value of
HSGPA, especially past the first year of collegesimdents with learning disabilities,
but these results support that HSGPA alone is d goadictor for this group of students.
These results are also consistent with studiesltdge students without learning
disabilities that found that HSGPA was a good ptediof CCGPA at the end of
students’ freshman year (Beck & Davidson, 2001;dvatu et al., 2004; Matteson, 2007,
Schmitt, et al., 2009; Tross, 2000). Additionatlyere is some support for HSGPA being
a good predictor of CCGPA for students withouthéag disabilities at the end of their
senior year (Astin, 1987; Lawlor, 1997). While td@ove-mentioned studies did not
exclusively use HSGPA as the independent variahleside of the control variables) as
the present study did, these studies found HSGRAcsar-cut predictor. Conversely,
Geiser and Santelices (2007) did perform a studkpdore the extent to which HSGPA
alone predicts CCGPA and found that HSGPA alonewated for 20 percent of the
variance in CCGPA. These authors, not only conteattHSGPA is the strongest
predictor of not only freshmen CCGPA, but thatthaance of accounted for by
HSGPA in CCGPA increased in fourth-year CCGPA falege students without
learning disabilities.

The second sub-question of Research Question BarRd#sQuestion 1b, of the
present study explored the degree to which SATeafadicted cumulative college grade

point average for college students with learnirgadilities. The results across the
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analyses for freshmen, sophomores and juniors shtvet SAT scores alone predicted
cumulative college GPA for juniors, but not fordhenen or sophomores. That SAT
scores were not found to be predictive of CCGPActilege freshmen and sophomores
with learning disabilities is not surprising. Vogad Adelman (1992) found that ACT
scores were not predictive of college cumulativeA@Pany point for college students
with learning disabilities. Wilczenski and Gilles1992) found that SAT scores were
not predictive of first year cumulative college GRA low achieving college students
with learning disabilities, but they were predietiialong with high school rank) of first
year cumulative college GPA for high achieving eg#é students with learning
disabilities, but only slightly more so than HSGPAt the same time, for students
without learning disabilities, Geiser and Santedi¢2007) report that the while HSGPA is
the best predictor of CCGPA at the end of all ye8T alone score still accounted for
some variance in freshmen to senior year CCGPAs clurious that in the present study,
SAT scores were a good predictor at the juniorlland not at the freshman and
sophomore level. One possible reason could betiegtiniors in this sample were high-
achieving as compared to the freshmen and sophasnotkis sample although the mean
for junior CCGPA k[ = 3.23) was only slightly higher than the meansifeshman
CCGPA & = 3.14) and sophomore CCGPA{ = 3.19). However, for this sample,
SAT scores were more highly correlated with jurl@@GPA ¢ = .50) than with

freshman CCGPAr (= .24) and sophomore CCGPA< .28). Finally, it could also be
that by the time this group of students reachecetiteof their junior year, they were well
adjusted to the academic and social environmeotk¥ge and therefore their academic

performance was higher than that of the freshménsaphomore students. There is
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support in the literature that states that it ottdres students of specialized populations
longer to adjust to college than those nonmargiedligroups (Ryan, 1992; Sedlacek,
2004).

The third sub-question of Research Question 1, &ekeuestion 1c, of the
present study explored the degree to which HSGRIASKI jointly predicted
cumulative college grade point average for collstgelents with learning disabilities.
The results across the analyses for freshmen, sogies and juniors showed that when
both HSGPA and SAT were added to the regressioremodly HSGPA, not SAT, was
a significant predictor of sophomore and junior GG however, neither HSGPA nor
SAT scores predicted freshman CCGPA. In other wantide HSGPA was a predictor
of CCGPAs for all class standings when it was eaténto the model alone in Research
Question 1a, once SAT was added, HSGPA lost predippwer for freshmen but
HSGPA remained as a significant predictor of soptv@nand junior CCGPA. And while
SAT alone in Research Question 1b was a signifipegdictor of junior CCGPA, when
combined with HSGPA, SAT lost predictive power.islis consistent with studies that
report that standardized test scores for colleggesits with learning disabilities offer
very little predictive value in CCGPA for freshm@#ilczenski and Gillespie, 1992) or
at any class standing (Vogel & Adelman, 1990; 199M)is presents a different picture
than what the research reflects for college stigderthout disabilities. While some
studies show that when combined, SAT scores andRASEdth have predictive power
for first-year CCGPA (Beck & Davidson, 2001; DeBekeet al., 2004; Geiser &
Santelices; Noble & Sawyer, 2004; Tross, 2000)fanéxit CCGPA (Astin, 1987,

Gayles, 2006), for college students with learnirggbilities, this was not the case for
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college students without learning disabilities.

Internal Consistency of NCQ Scales As discussed in Chapter 3 and as
mentioned throughout this chapter, the internakstancy of the NCQ scales in the
present study was very weak. The Cronbach’s Agawficients for this study ranged
from -.37 to .48. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficights are considered acceptable as
reflecting internal consistency are those rangmgif.70 to .95 (Tavakol & Dennick,
2011). Although, the Cronbach’s alpha analyse®werutinized and some explanation
was afforded for these low coefficients, the resaftthis study must be viewed with
caution. The results may not be generalizablaggbpulation of college students with
learning disabilities. Much of the lack of statiat association between the NCQ
variables and the outcome variables is likely #wult of the very low internal
consistencies of the NCQ scales used in this study.

Time of NCQ Administration. In previous studies using the NCQ, the survey
was given to students at the beginning of theslfnean year in college. Cumulative
college grade point averages were then collectadater date such as the end of the
students'’ first year in college. In this studywewer, participants completed the NCQ
after at least completing a year or more of collegesTauld have potentially yielded
invalid data on the survey as students might haggvared the NCQ questions
differently after having been in college. To camatt this issue, retrospective pre-testing
model was used. Participants were directed toorespo the statements on the NCQ
according to what their feelings or expectations@# things were going to be at the

time they entered college. At the same time, tiage no way to ensure that these
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responses were the same as those the participanotd have really provided had they
taken the NCQ the beginning of their freshman yéaollege.
Limitations

In addition to the aforementioned sampling issthes present study had several
limitations. First, students who responded toNI@0) are students that have remained in
college so the data collected was biased towardhtbre academically successful
students with learning disabilities. Accessibilityand data for students who left the
university was not available so cognitive or normatige variables that may be related to
this outcome was not be able to be investigatedotifer variation of this theme is that a
student that self-selected participating in thiglgtcould have been particular type of
student. If this is the case, the sample of stisdi@nthe present study would not be
representative of the larger college student pajuavith learning disabilities.

Second, because weighted HSGPAs were obtainedroe students and
unweighted HSGPAs were obtained for others, anktvas no way to make this
variable uniform, an independent sample t-testpea®rmed to test if there was a
difference between these two groups. It was deteunthat therevasa difference
between these two groups. While this is consistettit the literature which states that
unweighted HSGPA is a consistently better predicfaollege performance than an
honors-weighted HSGPA (Geiser and Santelices, 2006)a sampling issue that further
reduces the validity of the results

Third, accommodations were not offered to studesits were invited to take this
guestionnaire because the visual-spatial aspebedurvey was designed using the

principles of Universal Design and it was presurtied this group of students could
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access accommodations if they needed them. tiSsilple that some participants might
have needed a reader for the questionnaire anoifoe@ne to enter their answers for
them. However, with the state of technology todguments can be enlarged on the
computer and many students with learning disaeditise software that can read to them
and respond to voice commands. Additionally, beedahese students were all receiving
accommodations through their respective campussability support office, it was
thought they could also access accommodation$i®study if needed through this
office. However, even if students were able to asdhis study in those ways, taking that
extra step do so might have curtailed participardsipleting the study. This would
result in response sample bias and is a potemntightion of this study.
Implications for Practice

In general, college admission is becoming more @ditiye and admissions
officers are seeking additional ways to find efi\eefredictors of college performance
(Gifford, Briceno-Perriott, & Mianzo, 2006). Indhpast, the cognitive components of
prospective students’ application materials hawnlseen to be fair and accurate tools
for use in predicting academic performance foritlteming freshmen class. Recently,
however, the emphasis of traditional cognitive s in the college admissions
review process has begun to be questioned andimmsits involving the use of
noncognitive predictors are beginning to found ukkef this arena, especially for
historically underrepresented students (Atkins@®12 Burdman, 2001; Chait, 2007,
Crouse, 1985; Crouse & Trusheim, 1988; Gose, Seleéadrownstein, 2001; Schmitt,
2012; Sedlacek, 2003; Stemler, 2012; Kyllonen, 2@&dares, 2012; Stern & Briggs,

2001; Tam & Sukhatme, 2004). Unfortunately, theQN@ay not be a viable tool for this
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task when it comes to college students with legraiisabilities. Due to the poor internal
consistency of the eight NCQ scales, the resuitadan this study should not be used as
the basis of practice, program planning or inforgnpolicy.

At the same time, the current study reinforcesnibt®n that admission officers
should use traditional indices with caution. Imtjgallar, standardized test scores should
be either downplayed or eliminated as a prognasticd academic performance for
college applicants with learning disabilities. Whihe current study found HSGPA to be
predictive of academic performance for college shisl with learning disabilities,
standardized test scores were not found to be stensly predictive of academic
performance for this group of students. Thesedigslare consistent with studies that
report that standardized test scores for colleggesits with learning disabilities offer
very little predictive value in CCGPA for freshm@fogel & Adelman, 1990; 1992;
Wilczenski and Gillespie, 1992). Within the debeggarding cognitive variables in
predicting future academic performance, standaddiests seem to be at the heart of the
issue (Atkinson, 2001; Burdman, 2001; Chait, 2@@rguse, 1985; Crouse & Trusheim,
1988; Crouse & Trusheim, 1991; Gose, et al., 28ddrn & Briggs, 2001; Tam &
Sukhatme, 2004). While standardized exams have &esmised of not being aligned
with the high school curriculum, not being ablgtedict academic performance beyond
the freshman year of college, and being biasedrbtise students who can afford to
take expensive preparatory courses to preparédon.tof most importance is that
students from underrepresented populations tedd taore poorly than those of the
dominant culture (Fleming, 2002; Hoffman & LowitzR0O05; Kirby et al., 2007;

Lawlor, et al., 1997; Nasim, et al., 2005, Ste#f97; Powell & Steelman, 1996; Steele,
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1997, Steele & Aronson, 1995; Ting, 2003; Zwick &&, 2005). If this is the case, the
use of cognitive predictors presents an equityeissuhe college admissions process.
Admissions officers need to be mindful of this Bsi$ standardized test scores may
actually act as a socially constructed barrier lin@ts access to a college education for
some populations of students. Using the concepinofersal Design in the admissions
process can prevent discrimination from occurrmghis arena. An admissions process
that includes multiple predictors of academic perfance, including noncognitive
predictors, can make the admissions process faalfgroups of students.

Due to major differences between the secondarypastsecondary environments
that students with learning disabilities face dgrihe transition to college, services or
programs designed to ease this transition are neworded at the postsecondary level.
Once in college there is a dramatic disparity iwsoipport services and
accommodations are obtained for this populatiostadents. These students must reveal
to the appropriate office on campus that they leadesability and take the lead in
seeking out reasonable accommodations. They neusible to advocate for their needs
and understand how to navigate the disability supptem on campus. This system is
not even remotely similar to what they experienaethe secondary level and without
guidance, many students with learning disabilitaisbetween the cracks when it comes
to the support they may require. They also facktimthal personal and academic
challenges, beyond those that students withoubilitsas face, including limitations in
strategic knowledge such as study skill habitsetmmanagement skills; preparing for
exams; and the organization of multiple assignm@uskowski, 1992; Hadley, 2006;

Lock & Layton, 2001; Skinner & Lindstrom, 2003) or8e students may possess deficits
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in writing, a slow reading speed, or problems paniag basic mathematical
computations (Dalke, 1999). The learning profil@wery student with a learning
disability is unique; so, the academic challengeghestudent faces is also unique to him
or her. Programs designed to support the divezsdsiof new college students with
disabilities can increase their ability to persbnahd academically integrate to
university life (Troiano, 2003).
Suggestions for Future Research

The present study has provides a springboard ftrduresearch regarding
predictors of academic performance for collegeattglwith learning disabilities. First,
this study was the first exploration of the preghetability of the NCQ to assess the
academic performance of college students with legrdisabilities; however, it had
many limitations. Most significantly, the internansistency of the eight NCQ scales
was poor which led to results that cannot be @im practice. It is recommended that
future studies use the NCQ as designed; particgpsimduld take the NCQ before entering
college so their true expectations are capturdte present study did not do this as
students who had attended college for a year oe memponded to the survey.

Furthermore, future studies should be performedguie NCQ with this
population but obtaining a larger sample for edakscstanding and making a concerted
effort to gather enough senior CCGPAs for this griube included in the analyses. It
also might behoove future researchers to seekrouwersities in which all the necessary
variables are accessible and/or to ensure that treegables are on a similar scale, e.g.,
for HSGPA, this variable can either consist ofvadighted or all unweighted HSGPAs.

In doing so, it may be necessary to take more toreollect data but the results yielded
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could be well worth this extra time. Additionallygcause the response rate for this
population tends to be low, using multiple meanaawfessing these students is
warranted. For example, in addition to utilizimgaal to invite students to participate in a
study, researchers should consider how they cafrarsebook, Twitter, and other social
media sites to recruit college students with leggrdisabilities in future studies.
Although the NCQ was designed with nontraditicstadents as the potential
respondents, its focus was on ethnic and raciabmties. It may be necessary to pilot
test the NCQ on students with learning disabiliied perform factor analyses to
determine if the items of the scales coalescediffarent pattern for this group of
students. Additionally, there may be additionairis that can be added to this instrument
based on prior research with this population. é&@mple, the scales of Knowledge
Acquired in a Field and Demonstrated Community iBerare comprised of only two
guestions. Additional questions added to theskesecaay increase the scales’ validity.
Furthermore, the scale of Understanding/Dealin@ Wiacism could be very valuable for
use with the present population, if further reskavas performed to strengthen this
scale. Another way to view this scale is “underdiag the system” (Sedlacek, 2004)
and there is an entire body of research that stgtjest successfully navigating the
disability support system has positive implicatibmscollege students with learning
disabilities leads to better outcomes for thesdesits (Adams & Proctor, 2010; Barga,
1996; Field, Sarver & Shaw, 2003; Hadley, 2007;K_&d_ayton, 2001; Malian, 2002;
Sarver, 2000). A gualitative research format migdnone direction to take when

considering addition items to explore on the NCQ.
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Moreover, much more extensive and comprehensivbest must be conducted
with college students with learning disabiliti€Bhis body of work contains outdated
studies, anecdotal studies, comparison studieslwitted predictive ability, studies that
contain no control variables, studies that do noluide standardized test scores, HSGPA,
or a combination of both. These should be cosependent variables in futures studies
with this population, i.e., HSGPA and standardite=d scores. It is an impossible task to
determine predictors of academic performance fege students with learning
disabilities when the predictors identified thahtdute to the most variance in CCGPA
in nondisabled populations are not accounted fetudies with college students with
learning disabilities or when the effects of indiwal variables are rolled in an “index-
type” predictor that in masks the individual efeof the variables comprised in the
index.

While testing companies have performed researdh@predictive validity of the
SAT and ACT with traditional students (Bridgemarakt 2000; Bridgeman et al., 2008;
Camara & Echternacht, 2000; Camara & Kimmel, 200&rin et al., 2004; Lawlor et
al., 1997), very few studies, if any, have beendoated by these companies on college
students with learning disabilities. It is recormded that studies be performed on this
population of college students to determine if ghestruments are appropriate for their
determining future college performance.

An in-depth look should be taken at leadershipeeepce for college students
with learning disabilities as this predictor waBes# in the analyses for sophomore
CCGPA, even though its internal consistency was.p&acher (2008) has opened the

door to this exploration with his master’s thesikjch explored pre-college and college
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variables that predicted effective leadership itlege students with learning disabilities.
While this study did not examine leadership asealigtor of academic performance with
this population of students, it found that racedgative predictor for Asian American
students), pre-college involvement (which is what&ssful Leadership Experience
examined in this study), class standing (signifidanseniors), mentorship, off-campus
employment (a negative predictor), an on-campuseleship position, and campus
climate as predictors of leadership efficacy fdiegpe students with learning disabilities.
Finally, noncognitive variables beyond those ergadlan this study should be
explored in future research. Chapter 2 of thisetistion reviewed studies that explored
noncognitive predictors of college performancedoliege students that included such
noncognitive variables astudy habits, academic confidence, adaptabilieyAKills,
attitude toward educators, self-worth, social atameqe, career decision-making self-
Efficacy, physical and psychological health, sosigbport, interpersonal skills,
(Richard & Sullivan, 1994; Schmitt et al., 2009)\%turi et al., 2006; Spitzer, 2000).
This research should extend to college studentsledrning disabilities. However,
while these areas of research are important, ge@ms to be a consensus regarding the
noncognitive predictor of self-determination coptring to the academic success for
students with learning disabilities. While theseailarge body of research on this
predictor for students with learning disabilitiesss research has been conducted with
college students with learning disabilities (Briedkoff, 1994; 1997; Field, Sarver, &
Shaw, 2003; Lehmann, Deniston, Tobin, & Howard,&9%ck & Layton, 2001; Malian
& Nevin, 2002; Powers, 1996; Trainor, 2002; Wehmey&chwartz, 1997). Itis

suggested that researchers pursue this importedicpor for this population of students.
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Conclusion

The present study began by addressing the chaiehgeall students, but
especially college students with learning disabsitface during the college transition. It
also provided an appraisal of the college selegiracess, which is beginning to be
recognized as one that may not be in the besesiterf potential college students with
learning disabilities or other students from higtalty underrepresented populations.
This study sought to explore the value of noncagmipredictors of academic
performance for college students with learning laiigges. While the results of this study
related to the NCQ noncognitive predictors canmoti®¥ed in practice due to the poor
internal consistency of the scales, based on td@lure, it does not negate the usefulness
of noncognitive factors in the college admissioogass. According to the literature, one
of the biggest benefits in the use of noncognitixedictors of college performance
during the admissions process is that they canigediexible and equal access fdf
individuals regardless of ability. When traditiomalgnitive predictors are exclusively
used to assess potential college academic perfaen#rese cognitive predictors can
serve as a barrier and “create” disability in tdengssions environment for those students
who learn differently and whose academic strengthaot reflected in standards that are
represented by numbers. This is important in tmgext of the minority group and
human variation models of disability, concepts dnah this study is based, that purport
that disability is not real; it is a social constiion of difference between individuals that
marginalizes those who have those differences. édew if those differences were not
accentuated by a college admissions process teatlinsited means of assessment

(cognitive factors), but a college admissions pssdbat considered a holistic valuation
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of prospective students (inclusive of noncognifeetors), a learning disability may not
be a barrier to those who can be successful iegell Albert Einstein (who had a
learning disability) once surmised, “Everybody igemius. But if you judge a fish by its
ability to climb a tree, it'll spend its whole liteelieving that it is stupid.” The time has
come to not only create a level playing field fardents to access learning, but a to

create a level playing field in college admissi@wshigher education is accessible to all.
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Appendices

Appendix A: ACT and SAT Concordance Tables

Concordance Between ACT Composite Score and
Sum of SAT Critical Reading and Mathematics Scores

SATCR + M SATCR+M
(Score Range) ACT Composite Score (Single Score)
1600 36 1600
1540-1590 35 1560
1490-1530 34 1510
1440-1480 33 1460
1400-1430 32 1420
1360-1390 31 1380
1330-1350 30 1340
1290-1320 29 1300
1250-1280 28 1260
1210-1240 27 1220
1170-1200 26 1190
1130-1160 25 1150
1090-1120 24 1110
1050-1080 23 1070
1020-1040 22 1030
980-1010 21 990
940-970 20 950
900-930 19 910
860-890 18 870
820-850 17 830
770-810 16 790
720-760 15 740
670-710 14 690
620-660 13 640
560-610 12 590
510-550 11 530
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Appendix B: Introduction Letter (Setting 1)
Dear Student:

This e-mail is being sent to you by Disability SopServices. My name is Melissa
Scarfone and | am a doctoral candidate in the Gel®&tudent Personnel program at the
University of Maryland. | am looking for volunteseto complete an anonymous and
brief, 15-20 minute, online survey for a researcia that will be a part of my doctoral
dissertation. You may access this survey from amyputer.

The purpose of this study is to investigate théoiacthat best predict the academic
success of college students with learning disaslit If you are a student with a
documented learning disability, you are invitegh&aticipate in this study.

All participants who complete the survey will bégédle to enter a DRAWING for one of
THREE $200 GIFT CARDS.

Your participation is very important to us and wehhy value your feedback. Please
click on the link below and follow the instructions

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ [link to Setting érsion of survey]

By clicking this link, you are not obligated to paipate in this study and you can exit
from the survey at any time. Your participatiorc@npletely confidential. | personally
have no access to the Disability Support Servieg¢a dase. The services you receive
from DSS will not be affected in any way whethemnot you participate in this study.
Your anonymous responses to the survey will naeb&ned to the DSS office and will
not be shared with any other entities on or off pam

My study is being conducted under the supervisidbroWilliam Strein at the
University of Maryland, College Park. This projéets been approved by the University
of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review Bo4RB Approval #314866-1).

| truly appreciate your time and considering pgsating in this research study. Please
feel free to contact me with the questions or camcgou may have about the study.

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssde
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special BiutéCHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix C: Introduction Letter (Setting 2)
Dear Student:

This e-mail is being sent to you by (Setting 2)y Mame is Melissa Scarfone and | am a
doctoral candidate in the College Student Persgmmogiram at the University of
Maryland. | am looking for volunteers to complateanonymous and brief, 15-20
minute, online survey for a research study thdtlvala part of my doctoral dissertation.
You may access this survey from any computer.

The purpose of this study is to investigate théoiacthat best predict the academic
success of college students with learning disaslit If you are a student with a
documented learning disability, you are invitegh&aticipate in this study.

All participants who complete the survey will bégédle to enter a DRAWING for one of
THREE $200 GIFT CARDS.

Your participation is very important to us and wehhy value your feedback. Please
click on the link below and follow the instructions

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/ [link to Setting @rsion of survey]

By clicking this link, you are not obligated to paipate in this study and you can exit
from the survey at any time. Your participatiorc@npletely confidential. | personally
have no access to the Academic Support Centebdata The services you receive from
(Setting 2) will not be affected in any way whetlbemnot you participate in this study.
Your anonymous responses to the survey will naeb&ned to the (Setting 2) office and
will not be shared with any other entities on draa@mpus.

My study is being conducted under the supervisiobroWilliam Strein at the
University of Maryland, College Park. This projéets been approved by the University
of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review Bo4RB Approval #314866-1).

| truly appreciate your time and considering pgsating in this research study. Please
feel free to contact me with the questions or camcgou may have about the study.

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssde
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special BiutéCHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix D: Follow-up Letter (Setting 1)
Dear Student,

This e-mail is being sent to you by (Setting 1)y Mame is Melissa Scarfone and | am a
doctoral candidate in the College Student Persgmmogiram at the University of
Maryland. Recently, you were sent you a requepatticipate in a 15- to 20-minute
survey that is investigating the factors that Ipestlict the academic success of college
students with a learning disability.

Knowing how busy you are, we thought we would sanother brief request for your
participation as we cannot determine who has aralhv@s not completed this survey.
You are eligible to participate if you are an urgtaduate student with a documented
learning disability. Your participation is complsteonfidential. If you have already
completed this survey, thank you very much for yoanticipation.

All participants who complete the survey will bégédle to enter a DRAWING for one of
THREE $200 GIFT CARDS.

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/linfkink to Setting 1 version of survey]

By clicking this link, you are not obligated to paipate in this study and you can exit
from the survey at any time. Your participatiorc@npletely confidential. | personally
have no access to the ASC database. The senaoe®geive from (Setting 1) will not
be affected in any way whether or not you partii@pa this study. Your anonymous
responses to the survey will not be returned tq$=dting 1) office and will not be
shared with any other entities on or off campus.

Thanks for taking the time to read this e-mailoph that you choose to participate in my
research. If you have any questions, pleasdr®eko contact me at
mscarfon@umd.edu

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssbe
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special BthrcéCHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix E: Follow-up Letter (Setting 2)
Dear Student,

This e-mail is being sent to you by (Setting 2)y Mame is Melissa Scarfone and | am a
doctoral candidate in the College Student Persgmmogiram at the University of
Maryland. Recently, you were sent you a requepatticipate in a 15- to 20-minute
survey that is investigating the factors that Ipestlict the academic success of college
students with a learning disability.

Knowing how busy you are, we thought we would sanother brief request for your
participation as we cannot determine who has aralhvés not completed this survey.
You are eligible to participate if you are an urgtaduate student with a documented
learning disability. Your participation is complsteonfidential. If you have already
completed this survey, thank you very much for yoanticipation.

All participants who complete the survey will bégédle to enter a DRAWING for one of
THREE $200 GIFT CARDS.

http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/linfkink to Setting 2 version of survey]

By clicking this link, you are not obligated to paipate in this study and you can exit
from the survey at any time. Your participatiorc@npletely confidential. | personally
have no access to the ASC database. The sernaoa®geive from the (Setting 2) will
not be affected in any way whether or not you pgdte in this study. Your anonymous
responses to the survey will not be returned tq$®dting 2) office and will not be
shared with any other entities on or off campus.

Thanks for taking the time to read this e-mailoph that you choose to participate in my
research. If you have any questions, pleasdr®eko contact me at
mscarfon@umd.edu

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssbe
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special Bthrc§CHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix F: Informed Consent (Setting 1)

We are inviting you to participate in this reseapcbject because you are an
undergraduate student that has registered at gabllity Support Service (DSS) office
on campus. This research is being conducted bysktelscarfone under the supervision
of William Strein, Ed.D. at the University of Magyid, College Park. This study
investigates if there are differences between ¢ognand noncognitive factors in
predicting the academic success for college stgdeitl learning disabilities.

The procedures involves completing a brief (15 r@hwon-line survey that is 29
guestions, most of which require you to rate yatfecent experiences related to college
on a1 to 5 scale. You are not being asked to geoyour name but you are being asked
to provide your University ID and for your permissithat the University anonymously
release to us your cumulative college grade paietage for each year of attendance,
your overall high school grade point average, amat \SAT or ACT scores. Because we
cannot access your university records or the DisaSiupport Services database, we will
not be able to tell who you are based on your UsitseID and your name will never be
disclosed to us. Once the University provides daisa to us, we will replace your
University ID with a code to further protect youramymity. Upon completion, you can
enter a drawing to win ONE of THREE $200 GIFT CARDS

There are no foreseeable risks involved in thidystiihere is no direct benefit to students
from participating in this study. It is hoped thiais study will help us by providing an
expanded understanding of what factors are thegvedictors of college success for
students with learning disabilities. Through impedwnderstanding of these factors, we
hope to inform practitioners and educators aboytsvia enhance the college admission
process.

Your identity will never be revealed to us. Any @atial loss of confidentiality will be
minimized by storing data in a secure location lacked office on a password-protected
computer and disclosed only with your permissioa®required by law. If we write a
report or article about this research project, ydantity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible. Your information may bareld with representatives of the
University of Maryland, College Park or governmeiatathorities if you or someone else
is in danger or if we are required to do so by law.

Exit this survey

New Webpage

Your participation in this research is completebyuntary. You may choose not to take
part at all. If you decide to participate in thesearch, you may stop participating at any
time. If you are an employee and/or student, yoopleyment status or your academic
standing at UMD will not be affected by your pagation or non-participation in this
study. Your responses will not be provided to ttf®&Sbffice and your eligibility for
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services through DSS will not be affected in any whether or not you participate in
this study.

If you have any questions, concerns or complapiease contact me, Melissa Scarfone,
at: 3214 Benjamin Building, CHSE Department, Uns#grof Maryland, College Park,
MD 20742, mscarfon@umd.edu. You may also contacfanyity advisor, Dr. William
Strein, at 301-405-2869 or strein@umd.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a rebgaarticipant or wish to report a
research-related injury, please contact:

University of Maryland College Park
Institutional Review Board Office
1204 Marie Mount Hall

College Park, Maryland, 20742
E-mail: irb@umd.edu

Telephone: 301-405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to tivetsity of Maryland, College Park
IRB procedures for research involving human subj@é814866-1).

Your signature indicates that you are at leastela@8/of age; you have read this consent
form or have had it read to you; your questionsehasen answered to your satisfaction
and you voluntarily agree to participate in thise&rch study. You may print a copy of
this consent form. If you agree to participateapkeclick, “I have read and understand
the above consent and | choose to participatesrsthdy.”

____lhave read and understand the above consentciioose to participate in this study

| choose to not participate in this study
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Appendix G: Informed Consent (Setting 2)

We are inviting you to participate in this reseapcbject because you are a college
student that has registered with the (Setting ¢@bn campus. This research is being
conducted by Melissa Scarfone under the superviaMilliam Strein, Ed.D. at the
University of Maryland, College Park. The purpo$é¢his study is to investigate the
factors that best predict the academic successliege students with learning
disabilities. This study investigates if there differences between cognitive and
noncognitive factors in predicting the academiacssgs for college students with learning
disabilities.

The procedures involves completing a brief (15 r@hon-line survey that is 29
guestions, most of which require you to rate yatfecent experiences related to college
on a1 to 5 scale. You are not being asked to geoyour name but you are being asked
to provide your University ID and for your permissithat the University anonymously
release to us your cumulative college grade paietage for each year of attendance,
your overall high school grade point average, amat YSAT or ACT scores. Because we
cannot access your university records or the Acad&uwpport Center database, we will
not be able to tell who you are based on your UsitseID and your name will never be
disclosed to us. Once the University provides daig to us, we will replace your
University ID with a code to further protect youramymity. Upon completion, you can
enter a drawing to win ONE of THREE $200 GIFT CARDS

There are no foreseeable risks involved in thidystiihere is no direct benefit to students
from participating in this study. It is hoped thiais study will help us by providing an
expanded understanding of what factors are thepvedictors of college success for
students with learning disabilities. Through impedwnderstanding of these factors, we
hope to inform practitioners and educators aboytsvia enhance the college admission
process.

Your identity will never be revealed to us. Any @atial loss of confidentiality will be
minimized by storing data in a secure location lacked office on a password-protected
computer and disclosed only with your permissioa®required by law. If we write a
report or article about this research project, ydantity will be protected to the
maximum extent possible. Your information may bareld with representatives of the
University of Maryland, College Park or governmeiatathorities if you or someone else
is in danger or if we are required to do so by law.

Exit this survey

New Webpage
Your participation in this research is completetyuntary. You may choose not to take
part at all. If you decide to participate in thésearch, you may stop participating at any
time. If you are an employee and/or student, yoopleyment status or your academic
standing at American University will not be affetttey your participation or non-
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participation in this study. Your responses wilt be provided to the ASC office and
your eligibility for services through ASC will nbe affected in any way whether or not
you participate in this study.

If you have any questions, concerns or complapiease contact me, Melissa Scarfone,
at: 3214 Benjamin Building, CAPS Department, Unsiigrof Maryland, College Park,
MD 20742, mscarfon@umd.edu. You may also contacfaoylty advisor, Dr. Wlliam
Strein, at 301-405-2869 or strein@umd.edu.

If you have questions about your rights as a rebgaarticipant or wish to report a
research-related injury, please contact:

University of Maryland College Park
Institutional Review Board Office
1204 Marie Mount Hall

College Park, Maryland, 20742
E-mail: irb@umd.edu

Telephone: 301-405-0678

This research has been reviewed according to tieeksity of Maryland, College Park
IRB procedures for research involving human subjé¢814866-1) and approved by
American University's IRB.

Your signature indicates that you are at leastela@8s/of age; you have read this consent
form or have had it read to you; your questionsehasen answered to your satisfaction
and you voluntarily agree to participate in thise&rch study. You may print a copy of
this consent form. If you agree to participateapkeclick, “I have read and understand
the above consent and | choose to participatesrsthdy.”

____lhave read and understand the above consentciioose to participate in this study

| choose to not participate in this study
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Appendix H. Permission to Access Educational RecosdConsent Forms for (Setting
1)

Permission to Access Educational Records Consent Fo
| hereby grant permission to (Setting 1) to reldaddelissa Scarfone, for
purposes of her research, my cumulative college (&R#&ance exam scores (SAT or
ACT), and overall high school GPA. | understand thg name will NOT be revealed
and this information will be provided based on nmersity ID. Furthermore, this

information will be held in confidence and only M&carfone will have access to it.

| grant permission

| do not grant permission

Appendix |. Permission to Access Educational RecosdConsent Forms for (Setting
2)

Permission to Access Educational Records Conseni Fo

| grant permission to (Setting 2), to release tdidda Scarfone, for purposes of
her research, my cumulative college GPA, entrareenescores (SAT or ACT), and
overall high school GPA. | understand that my navileNOT be revealed and this
information will be provided based on my univerdity Furthermore, this information

will be held in confidence and only Ms. Scarfondl Wave access to it.

| grant permission

| do not grant permission
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Appendix J. Learning Disability Status (Settings land 2)

Learning Disability Status

Please choose the answer that applies to you:

| am an UNDERGRADUATE student and havea owued learning disability

| am NOT an UNDERGRADUATE student and/or dblmve a documented
learning disability
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Appendix K. Noncognitive Questionnaire (administerd online via SurveyMonkey)

NONCOGNITIVE QUESTIONNAIRE

1. Your university identification number:
2. Your sex is:
__ Male
Female
3. Your age is:
New Webpage
4. If you are a student that has transferred to Amaeridniversity, from another

college or university, please provide your UNWEIGHT high school grade
point average (HSGPA) and your SAT or ACT scorkegdu are willing) as
UMCP does not have this information:

HSGPA
Verbal SAT
Math SAT
ACT
New Webpage
5. Your father’s highest level of education:
High school graduate or less
Some college
College graduate
Some graduate school
Graduate degree or higher
6. Your mother’s highest level of education:

High school graduate or less
Some college

College graduate

Some graduate school
Graduate degree or higher
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New Webpage
Your race is:

Black (African American)

White (not of Hispanic origin)

Asian American (Pacific Islander)

Hispanic (Latino)

American Indian (Native American, Alaskaniixat
Other

New Webpage
How much education do you expect to get during yibetime?

College, but less than a bachelor’s degree

B.A. or equivalent

One or two years of graduate or professistualy (master’'s degree)
Doctoral Degree such as M.D., Ph.D., andhso o

New Webpage

Please list three goals that you have for yoursggtt now:

1.
2.
3

10.

New Webpage

About 50 percent of university students typicaéigte before receiving a degree.
If this should happen to you, what will be the midstly cause?

Absolutely certain that | will obtain a degjre
To accept a good job
To enter military service
It will cost more than my family can afford
Marriage
Disinterest in study
Lack of academic ability
Insufficient reading or study skills
Other
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New Webpage

11. Please list three things that you are proud ofrftpsione:

wnN e

New Webpage
For the remainder of items on this survey, you balasked to indicate the degree you
agree or disagree with a variety of statementsrtiate to what your feelings were or
expectations of how things were going to be WHENUWENTERED COLLEGE.

When answering these questions, PLEASE THINK BACKWHEN YOU BEGAN
COLLEGE.

Please click on Next

New Webpage
12.  The university should use its influence to impreeeial conditions in the state.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
13. It shouldnot be very hard to get a B (3.0) average at this dchoo

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

14. | get easily discouraged when | try to do sometlaingd it doesn’t work.

1 = Strongly Agree
2 = Agree

3 = Neutral

4 = Disagree
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5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
Please think back to when you began college.

Respond to the statements below with WHAT YOUR FBELS WERE OR
EXPECTATIONS OF HOW THINGS WERE GOING TO BE WHEN YCENTERED
COLLEGE.

Please indicate the extent to which you agreesaigiiee with each of the following
items. Click on the appropriate number.

15. | am sometimes looked up to by others.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neultral

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

16.  If I run into problems concerning school, | havengone who will listen to me
and help me.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neutral

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

17. There is no use in doing things for people; youydinhd that you get taken
advantage of in the long run.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neutral

4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
Please think back to when you began college.
Respond to the statements below with WHAT YOUR FEBELS WERE OR

EXPECTATIONS OF HOW THINGS WERE GOING TO BE WHEN YCENTERED
COLLEGE.
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Please indicate the extent to which you agreesagiee with each of the following
items. Click on the appropriate number.

18. In groups where | am comfortable, | am often loot@ds a leader.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
19. | expect to have a harder time than most studénkssaschool.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
20.  Once | start something, I finish it.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree

3 = Neutral

5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
Please think back to when you began college.
Respond to the statements below with WHAT YOUR FBELRS WERE OR
EXPECTATIONS OF HOW THINGS WERE GOING TO BE WHEN YCENTERED
COLLEGE.
Please indicate the extent to which you agreesagiee with each of the following
items. Click on the appropriate number.

21.  When | believe strongly in something, | act on it.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
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22. 1 am as skilled academically as the average apylicethis school.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
23. | expect | will encounter discrimination at thishsol.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
Please think back to when you began college.
Respond to the statements below with WHAT YOUR FBELRS WERE OR
EXPECTATIONS OF HOW THINGS WERE GOING TO BE WHEN YCENTERED
COLLEGE.
Please indicate the extent to which you agreesagiee with each of the following
items. Click on the appropriate number.
24.  People can pretty easily change me even thougbulgtit my mind was already

made up on the subject.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
25. My friends and relativedon’t feel | should go to college.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
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26. My family has always wanted me to go to college.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
Please think back to when you began college.
Respond to the statements below with WHAT YOUR FBELS WERE OR
EXPECTATIONS OF HOW THINGS WERE GOING TO BE WHEN YCENTERED
COLLEGE.
Please indicate the extent to which you agreesaigiiee with each of the following

items. Click on the appropriate number.

27.  If course tutoring is made available on campusoatost, | would attend

regularly.
1 = Strongly Agree
2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
28. |l want a chance to prove myself academically.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree
29. My high school gradedon’t really reflect what | can do.

1 = Strongly Agree

2 = Agree
3 = Neutral
4 = Disagree

5 = Strongly Disagree

New Webpage
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30. Please list offices held and/or groups belonged togh school or in your
community.

1.
2.
3
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Appendix L: Drawing Entry Information (Settings 1 and 2)

Drawing Entry Form
You are now eligible to enter a drawing for onatote $200 gift cards. If you
would like to enter this drawing, please enter y@umail address. This information will
not be shared. The raffle will be held at the ehthis study which is anticipated to be
fall, 2012. You may email me at any time to ing@uabout the status of the drawing at
mscarfon@umd.edu. If you do not wish to enterdit@aving, do not provide your email

address.

Enter me in the drawing

Do not enter me in the drawing
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Appendix M: Drawing Entry Form (Settings 1 and 2)

If you would like to enter the drawing, please enteur e-mail address below. If not,
please click on “next”
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Appendix N: Drawing Entry Confirmation (Settings 1 and 2)

You are now entered into the drawing for one oé¢h8200 gift certificates.
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Appendix O: Thank You Form (Settings 1 and 2)

Thank you for your time.

The purpose of this study is to investigate théoiacthat best predict the academic
success of college students with a learning disgloit a learning disability and
ADD/ADHD. If you are interested in a summary of firedings of this study, please e-
mail us. We will be happy to share them with you.

If you have any questions or concerns, please conta Melissa Scarfone at
mscarfon@umd.edu or Dr. William Strein, at streim@iuedu.
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Appendix P: Letter to Student(s) Who Did Not Win Rdfle — Additional Information
Needed

Dear Student,

My name is Melissa Scarfone and | am a doctoradlickate in the Student Affairs
program at the University of Maryland. Thank you lbeing a participant in my study
which investigates if there are differences betwamgnitive and noncognitive factors in
predicting the academic success for college stsdeitl learning disabilities. This
email is to inform you that you did not win the @rag for the $200 gift card. Although
you did not win the gift card, | want you to knolat your participation in this study has
been extremely valuable to me and very much apgeti

We have two, very brief, follow-up questions we \blike to ask you in regard to this

research project (it would probably take no moemnth-2 minutes of your time). If you
are interested, please respond to this email tasl&now and we will send to you those
brief questions. If you are not interested, youndoneed to reply to this email.

Just as a reminder, | have no access to your primédrmation. Your participation in this
research is completely voluntary. You may choastedmtake part at all. If you are an
employee and/or student, your employment statyswr academic standing at the
University of Maryland will not be affected by yoparticipation or non-participation in
this study. Your responses to the survey will motdturned to the DSS office and will
not be shared with any other entities on or off pam

My study is being conducted under the supervisiobroWilliam Strein at the

University of Maryland, College Park. This projéets been approved by the University
of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review Bo4iRB Approval #314866-1 and
#314866-2) and the American University InstitutibRaview Board.

Thank you once again for your participation in mydy. Good luck in your future
endeavors.

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssbe
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special Bthrc§CHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix Q: Letter to Student(s) Who Won Raffle — Alditional Information
Needed

Dear Student,

My name is Melissa Scarfone and | am a doctoradlickate in the Student Affairs
program at the University of Maryland. Thank you lbeing a participant in my study
which investigates if there are differences betwamgnitive and noncognitive factors in
predicting the academic success for college stgdeitl learning disabilities. | am
pleased to inform you that you are one of the triemers of the drawing for the $200
gift card. In order to receive the gift card,gde provide me with an address so that |
can mail the gift card to you. The gift card via# dispersed by December 10, 2012.
Please know that your participation in this studg been extremely valuable to me and
very much appreciated.

We have two, very brief, follow-up questions we \blike to ask you in regard to this

research project (it would probably take no moemnth-2 minutes of your time). If you
are interested, please respond to this email tasl&now and we will send to you those
brief questions. If you are not interested, youndoneed to reply to this email (except
with a way to get your gift card to you).

Just as a reminder, | have no access to your primédrmation. Your participation in this
research is completely voluntary. You may choastedmtake part at all. If you are an
employee and/or student, your employment statysr academic standing at the
University of Maryland will not be affected by yoparticipation or non-participation in
this study. Your responses to the survey will rotdturned to the DSS office and will
not be shared with any other entities on or off pam

My study is being conducted under the supervisioDroWilliam Strein at the

University of Maryland, College Park. This projéets been approved by the University
of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review BodRB Approval #314866-1 and
#314866-2) and the American University InstitutibRaview Board.

Thank you once again for your participation in mydy. Good luck in your future
endeavors.

Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssde
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special BthrcgCHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu

Appendix R: Letter to Student(s) Who Did Not Win Ré&fle — No Additional
Information Needed
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Dear Student,

My name is Melissa Scarfone and | am a doctoradlickate in the Student Affairs
program at the University of Maryland. Thank you lbeing a participant in my study
which investigates if there are differences betwamgnitive and noncognitive factors in
predicting the academic success for college stsdeitl learning disabilities. This
email is to inform you that you did not win the @rag for the $200 gift card. Although
you did not win the gift card, | want you to knolat your participation in this study has
been extremely valuable to me and very much apgeti

Thank you once again for your participation in mydy. Good luck in your future
endeavors.

Melissa

Melissa Scarfone, M.S.

Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs

Counseling, Higher Education, and Special EducdRSE)
University of Maryland, College Park

3214 Benjamin Building

College Park, MD 20742

mscarfon@umd.edu

William O. Strein, Ed.D.

Associate Professor

Counseling, Higher Education, and Special EducdRiiSE)
University of Maryland, College Park

3214 Benjamin Building

College Park, MD 20742

strein@umd.edu
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Appendix S: Letter to Student(s) Who Won Raffle — i Additional Information
Needed

Dear Student,

My name is Melissa Scarfone and | am a doctoradlickate in the Student Affairs
program at the University of Maryland. Thank you lbeing a participant in my study
which investigates if there are differences betwamgnitive and noncognitive factors in
predicting the academic success for college stgdeitl learning disabilities. | am
pleased to inform you that you are one of the twriemers of the drawing for the $200
gift card. In order to receive the gift card,gde provide me with an address so that |
can mail the gift card to you. The gift card via# dispersed by December 10, 2012.
Please know that your participation in this studg been extremely valuable to me and
very much appreciated.

Thank you once again for your participation in mydy. Good luck in your future
endeavors.

Melissa

Melissa Scarfone, M.S.

Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs

Counseling, Higher Education, and Special EducdRiSE)
University of Maryland, College Park

3214 Benjamin Building

College Park, MD 20742

mscarfon@umd.edu

William O. Strein, Ed.D.

Associate Professor

Counseling, Higher Education, and Special EducdRZHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park

3214 Benjamin Building

College Park, MD 20742

strein@umd.edu
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Appendix T: Self-Reported HSGPA and Standardized Tst Scores

If you are a student that has transferred to yawmeat university from another college or
university, please provide your unweighted highostlgrade point average and your
SAT or ACT scores as your current university dogshave this information:

HSGPA:

Verbal SAT:

Math SAT:

ACT:
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Appendix U: Request for Self-Report of HSGPA and/oiStandardized Test Scores

Dear Participant,

Thank you for being willing to respond to answeojwery brief, follow-up questions
related to my study which investigates if theredifeerences between cognitive and
noncognitive factors in predicting the academiacssgs for college students with learning
disabilities.

As you may remember, in order to complete thisystudeed your cumulative high
school grade point average (HSGPA) and SAT or AG@es. For some students, this
data was not provided to the University of Maryla@dllege Park, when you applied for
admission. If you are willing to do so, pleaselydp this email and enter the requested
information below:

1. What was your cumulative HSGPA:
2. If you took the either the SAT or ACT, what werauygcores on the:
Verbal SAT:

Math SAT:
ACT:

You are not required to provide this informatianwould just help me greatly in
completing my study. | have no access to your peiwaformation. | will just match this
information to the data which corresponds to youag address in the data file | have
compiled for my study.

My study is being conducted under the supervisiobroWilliam Strein at the

University of Maryland, College Park. This projéets been approved by the University
of Maryland, College Park Institutional Review Bo4iRB Approval #314866-1 and
#314866-2) and the American University InstitutibRaview Board.

| appreciate your time and your consideration wvping to me your SAT or ACT
scores.

Melissa
Melissa Scarfone, M.S. William O. Strein, Ed.D.
Doctoral Candidate, Student Affairs Associate Pssde
Counseling, Higher Education Counseling, Higher dadion

and Special Education (CHSE) and Special BthrcgCHSE)
University of Maryland, College Park University idfaryland, College Park
3214 Benjamin Building 3214 Benjamin Building
College Park, MD 20742 College Park, MD 20742
mscarfon@umd.edu strein@umd.edu
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Appendix V: Scoring Key for Noncognitive Questionnae
Positive Self-Concept or Confidence Items 7, 9, 1P0, 23, 28
(7) How much education do you expect to get during ydetime?

College, but less than a bachelor’'s degree

B.A. or equivalent

One or two years of graduate or professistualy (master’'s degree)
Doctoral Degree such as M.D., Ph.D., anchso o

(9)  About 50 percent of university students typicaigve before receiving a degree.
If this should happen to you, what will be the midstly cause?

Absolutely certain that | will obtain a degre
To accept a good job

To enter military service

It will cost more than my family can afford
Marriage

Disinterest in study

Lack of academic ability

Insufficient reading or study skills

Other
(10) Please list three things that you are prduthwing done:
1.
2.
3.

(20)  When | believe strongly in something, | actip

(23) People can pretty easily change me even thbtlgpught my mind was already
made up on the subject.

(28) My high school gradegon’t really reflect what | can do.

Realistic Self-Appraisal Iltems 9, 12, 21

(9) About 50 percent of university students typicaltgve before receiving a degree.
If this should happen to you, what will be the midstly cause?

Absolutely certain that | will obtain a degre
To accept a good job

To enter military service

It will cost more than my family can afford
Marriage

Disinterest in study

Lack of academic ability
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Insufficient reading or study skills
Other

(12) It shouldhot be very hard to get a B (3.0) average at this dchoo
(21) 1 am as skilled academically as the averagiagnt to this school.*

Understands and Deals with Racism Iltems 11, 18, 226, 27

(11) The university should use its influence to roye social conditions in the state.*
(18) | expect to have a harder time than most stisdat this school.

(22)1 expect | will encounter discrimination atgtgchool.*

(26) If course tutoring is made available on camgiuso cost, | would attend regularly.*
(27) I want a chance to prove myself academically.*

Prefers Long-Range Goals to Short-Term or ImmediatdNeeds Items 8A, 13, 19

(8A) Please list three goals that you have for geliiright now (Scored with “A”)
(13) | get easily discouraged when | try to do sthmimg) and it doesn’t work.
(19) Once | start something, | finish it.*

Avalilability of Strong Support Person Items 15, 2425

(15) If I run into problems concerning school, ¥eaomeone who will listen to me
and help me.*

(24) My friends and relativeson’t feel | should go to college.

(25) My family has always wanted me to go to cadlég

Successful Leadership Experience Items 14, 17, 29A

(29A) Please list offices held and/or groups besmhtp in high school or in your
community.

(14) 1 am sometimes looked up to by others.*

(17) In groups where | am comfortable, | am ofteokled to as a leader.*

Demonstrated Community Service Items 16, 29B

(16) There is no use in doing things for peoplay galy find that you get taken
advantage of in the long run.

(29B) Please list offices held and/or groups bedohig in high school or in your

community.

Knowledge Acquired in a Field Items 8B, 29C

(8B) Please list three goals that you have for gelfiright now

(29C) Please list offices held and/or groups betointy in high school or in your
community.
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*Indicates a “negative” response where 1 =5, 328, & 5=1. Subtract all negative
responses from 6
ltem 8 is used in 2 scales

8A. Options for Long Range Goals Each goal is coded according to this scheme:

1 = A vague and/or immediate, short-term goal €ammple, “to meet people,”

“to get a good schedule,” “to gain self-confiderice)

2 = A specific goal which a stated future orierttatihat could be accomplished
during undergraduate study (for example, “to josoeority so | can meet more
people,” “to get a good schedule so | can get ggpades in the fall,” “to run for a
student government office”)

3 = A specific goal with a stated future orientattbat would occur after
undergraduate study (for example, “to get a gobe@dale so | can get the classes
| need for graduate school,” “to become presidéat eortune 500 company”)

8B. Options for Knowledge Acquired in a Field Each goal is coded according to this
scheme:

1 = Not at all academic or school-related; vaguermlear (for example, “to get
married,” “to do better,” “to become a better perso

2 = School related, but not necessarily or prirgagducation-oriented (for
example, “to join a fraternity,” “to become studéatdy president”)

3 = Directly related to education (for example, gt a 3.5 GPA,” “to get to
know my teachers”)

Item 10. Use to score for Self-ConceptEach accomplishment is coded according to
this scheme:

1 = at least 75 percent of applicants to your stboold have accomplished it
(for example, “graduate from high school,” “helgat-time job”)

2 = at least 50 percent of applicants to your scboold have accomplished it
(for example, “played on an intramural sports tédmas a member of a school
club”)

3 = at least 25 percent of applicants to your scboold have accomplished it
(for example, “won an academic award,” “was captdithe football team”)

Item 29 is used in 3 scales: Leadership, Communiyervice Relatedness, and
Knowledge Acquired in a Field

Leadership
1 = Ambiguous group or no clear reference to agtiperformed (for example,
“helped in school”)
2 = Membership but no formal or implied leaderstule; it has to be clear that
it's a functioning group and, unless the critera aet for a score of "3" as
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described below, all groups should be coded as/&i'd& you, as the rater, are
not familiar with the group (e.g., "Fashionettésyas part of a group that worked
on community service projects through my church™)

3 = Leadership was required to fulfill role in gpo(e.g., officer or implied
initiator, organizer, or founder) or entrance itite group was dependent upon
prior leadership (for example, "organized a tutgrgroup for underprivileged
children in my community,” "student council")

Community Service Relatedness
1 = No community service performed by group, @agwe or unclear in relation
to community service (e.g., "basketball team").
2 = Some community service involved but it is i primary purpose of the
group (e.g., "Scouts")
3 = Group's main purpose is community service. (Blg Brothers/Big Sisters")

Knowledge Acquired in a Field same coding criteria used for Iltem 8B
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Appendix W: T-Test Results for HSGPAs and SAT Scores

Self-Reported and Non-Self-Reported HSGPAs andS84Es

Self- Non-Self- t df p
Reported Reported
HSGPA 3.60 3.73 .709 84 p =.480
SD (.318) (.461)
SAT Score 1303.33 1267.57 .56 74 p=.579
SD (141.80) (151.432)
Weighted and Unweighted High School Grade Point#yes
Weighted Unweighted t df p
HSGPA 4.12 3.49 -8.22 84 p=.001
SD (.354) (.328)
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Appendix X: ANOVA Results for HSGPAs and SAT Score®f Freshmen,
Sophomores and Juniors

High School Grade Point Average by Class Standing

Freshmen (n  Sophomores Juniors F Sig.
(n=15) (n=21) (n=26)
HSGPA 3.63 3.73 3.74 376 .688
SD (.398) (.465) 484
SAT Score 1295.33 1285.71 1229.52
SD (119.813) (149.116) (151.960)
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