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ABSTRACT 

Encouraged by civil rights revolution and revitalized Federal interest and an 

increasing number of the disabled have appeared in college classrooms. 

Among the handicapped receiving increased Federal attention is the Learning 

Disabled. Although the concept of learning disability" (LD) is controversial and 

the symptomology many faceted, one of the most common attributes of LD 

person person is the inability to read rapidly with normal retention. 

Standardized achievement and aptitude tests which are crucial in meeting 

entrance requirements at an undergraduate and graduate level, require rapid 

and accurate reading and are assumed to present a special difficulty for 

students with reading disabilities. It has been postulated that in order for 

colleges to comply with Federal law, modifications in current testing methods 

must be made. Educational Testing Service has attempted to correct this 

disadvantage by providing learning disabled individual additional time to 

complete the Scholastic Aptitude Test and the Graduate Record Exam. 

Even though providing additional time for those with identified reading 

difficulties appears appropriates, little empirical support exists for this practice. 

The present study attempts to assess the relevance of additional time to the 

SAT General Test. A subject pool (N=100) comprised of 47 female and 53 male 

undergraduates, was selected and assigned to one of two ability groups, LD or 

nonLD. Group assignment was determined by subjects' scores on three 

selection instruments. In addition to the three selection instruments, subjects 

sat for the SAT and the Nelson-Denny Reading Test either under timed or 

untimed conditions to assess the effect of time on the scores. Data collection 



was from January to May 1989, using the SAT General Test and the Nelson-

Denny Reading Test as the dependent measures. 

A quasi-experimental mixed-model design with one between-subjects 

variable and one within-subject variable was used. Data was analyzed suing 

two-way analysis of a variance procedure. Results indicated that there was no 

significant difference in the SAT General Test scores between ability groups. 

However, testing condition had a significant effect on test performance for both 

ability groups on the Nelson-Denny Reading Test. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Encouraged by a civil rights revolution and revitalized Federal interest, and, 

it is to be hoped, in keeping w[th a general democratization of opportunity at all 

levels of American life, in recent years increasing numbers of the disabled have 

appeared in college classrooms. Congress, in addition to banning 

discrimination in areas of federal purview on the bases of race, religion, or 

ethnic origin, has expressed strong opposition to barring handicapped 

Americans from acquiring the advantages conferred by a college degree. 

Among the handicapped receiving increased Federal attention is a relatively 

new, and In many ways ambiguous, group that has so far defied accurate 

description. For, while the concepts of physical and mental retardation have 

long histories, only recently, that is within the last two decades, has the idea of a 

student who is mentally astute yet handicapped In learning taken hold. 

By 1973, Congress was ready to pass legislation (Public Law 93-112, 

Section 504) aimed directly at the needs of this class of student, a group now 

designated as "learning disabled." The law designates several categories of 

physical and mental impairment, including "Specific Learning Disabilities." This 

latter term describes such conditions as 1) perceptual handicaps, 2) brain 

injury, 3) minimal brain dysfunction, 4) dyslexia, and 5) developmental aphasia. 

The "Education of All Handicapped Children Act of 1975," Public Law 94-142, 

further defines learning disabled (LD) persons as individuals who: 



2 
have a disorder in one or more of the basic psychological 
processes involved in understanding or using language, spoken 
or written, which disorder may manifest itself in imperfect ability to 
listen, think, speak, read, write, spell, or do mathematical 
calculations. Such disorders include such conditions as 
perceptual handicaps, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, 
dyslexia and developmental aphasia. Such term does not include 
children who have learning problems which are primarily the 
result of visual, hearing, or motor handicaps, of mental retardation, 
of emotional or environmental, cultural, or economic 
disadvantage. (Office of Education, 1977, p. 65082) 

This wording has determined the most widely accepted definition of a learning 

disability: as it is commonly used today, the term means a condition involving a 

notable discrepancy between at least average intellectual ability and scholastic 

achievement. 

Due specifically to the passage of the National Rehabilitation Act of 1973 

(Public Law 93-112, Section 504), learning-handicapped individuals may no 

longer be denied a college education. PL 93-112 mandates that, "No otherwise 

qualified handicapped individual shall, solely by reason of his handicap, be 

excluded from participation In, be denied the benefits of, or be subject to 

discrimination under any program or activity receiving federal financial 

assistance." Miller, McKinley, and Ryan (1979) note that, taken together, the 

1973 and 1975 laws give students with learning disabilities an equal 

opportunity to benefit from federally supported educational programs and 

services. Since most colleges and universities receive federal assistance in the 

form of financial aid to students, they are now required by law to ensure the right 

of qualified handicapped students to enroll and to participate freely in all 

programs (sub part E, Section 504, Vogel). The law also provides for post-

secondary services to handicapped persons, and, in 1984, the United States 

Department of Education actually allocated funds to support the development of 

transitional and other programs for all handicapped students (Mick, 1985). At 



the state level, In 1976 California passed Assembly Bill No. 77 (AB-77), 

legislation designed to ensure provision of appropriate services to handicapped 

students enrolled In community colleges throughout California, especially those 

who could not benefit from the regular educational programs provided by these 

colleges. 

Yet, although increasing numbers of LD students are matriculating In 

college, some schools still do not admit them or refuse to alter academic 

programs to meet their needs (Cordoni, 1980). Most college admission 

decisions are based on "college aptitude" tests, such as the Scholastic Aptitude 

Test (SAT) or the American College Test (ACT), and Miller et al. (1979) argue 

that If universities and colleges are to comply with federal law, modifications in 

current testing methods must be made. ACT and SAT scores have been found, 

however, to correlate significantly with college GPAs and with other intelligence 

test scores (Martin & Rudolph, 1972). This gives the impression that LD 

students with low SAT or ACT scores are unintelligent and not able to do 

"college-level" academic work, thus providing colleges with an excuse to bar 

them. 

A key question to be asked, then. Is this: Why, if an LD student must, as 

part of the diagnosis, have at least average intelligence, do LD students 

consistently perform below average on standardized aptitude and achievement 

tests? Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, and Wesman (1975) are on the right track 

when they postulate that both the SAT and the ACT are highly correlated with 

measures of reading comprehension, which are in turn based on timed 

responses. This correlation suggests that the ACT and SAT are tests principally 

of reading ability, and that they do not in fact measure only "general academic 

aptitude" or "academic potential" as advertised. An assumption could therefore 



be made that individuals of average, or even of above average intelligence, 

who also have a reading disability, would do poorly on such tests. 

National Testing Services purports to recognize that neither the SAT nor 

the ACT Is a valid measure of an LD student's aptitude for college-level work. In 

an attempt to correct this bias. Testing Services now allow students extended 

time limits to take the tests, but at the same time they include strong disclaimers 

about the reliability of scores achieved under untimed conditions, thus casting a 

pall over both the validity and the predictability of untimed performances. The 

purpose of this study, then, is precisely to assess the effect of untimed testing 

conditions on the scores of LD college students taking the SAT. 


