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ABSTRACT
The available objective evidence suggests that the

accuracy of predicting which students will succeed in a particular
graduate school is often no better than modest, especially if such
predictions are based only upon a test or a grade record. Taken
together these two types of predictors do a reasonably good job,

considering the restricted range of ability involved. The best way to
improve selection of graduate students will be to develop improved
criteria of success. This is no small job for graduate faculties, but
it carries tLe promise of more effective utilization of talent and

greater assurance of equity in admitting students to advanced levels
of training and the privilege associated with such programs.
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recent decades graduate school:, have assumed a major re spon-
sibility for the advanced training of a talented segment of American society.
Compared with lower forms of schooling, most graduate programs arc cost-
ly as well as intellectually dcmandimr. Students who complete those pro-

grams feed the professions and academic disciplines and constitute a crit-
ical national resource. Traditionally most gradnate students have been
selected great care but nnt:1 the past decade or so there 'were rela-
tively Icy? formal statiqtical studies of thvt sele;:tion process. Such inves-

tigations are now ceinmon.

111114 There arc several possible explanations for recent intrsrost in pre--

diction studies of success in graduate education. In earlier times sp-Lce
in graduate schools and the number of applicant s were in a rough equilib-

C.; riurn but burgeoning applicant groups in thc fiftics,znd sixties focnsed at-
tent ion on how some were selected and others turned away. There larger
numbers of students perrnittcet statistical studies in many depaAinents
which p..eviously had too few studerts to make this type of systematic oval-
u11 p, 3rinP I ly, inerna sinp: use of selection tests (Graduate
Record candidates increased from 100, 000 to L60, GoO (ioi ing 1960' s)

suggested the prediction studies with which similar tests are closely asso-

ciated at the 'underi.,roduaie level. The purpose of this- report is to sum-
mai-ize_ the results of the substantial ninnber of such :;tudies that have ac-

_,-,41.
wz 4 CUrrliala! d to suggeot some practical implications for selecting graduate

EN.4 students, and to indicate further research needed on the topic.

Correlational analysis is the principal research design for eval-
uating the selection process. One or more predictors (measures of stu-
dent potential) are evaluated with respect to the extent to which they ac-
curately forecast, one or more criteria (measures of student success typ-
ically tahen after a year or more in graduate school). The value of a pre-
dictor for selecting students varies directly with the size of its correlation
with the criterion (Cronbach, 1971). This correlation, called a validity
coefficient, ranges from a chance relationship of .00 to a perfect

An earlier version of this paper was presented at a prosessmn of the
Council of Graduate Schools meeting, in November, 1972. The author
expresses appreciation to Jane Porter for assistance in compiling the
data on which this report is based.
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relationship of 1. 00, thonh n( gat:' «.00ffic ients can oc...nr and pi,)
validity is not closely vpproaci-ed 1:1 practice.
predictor is involved a test and a grade
cases a statistically we iphied conipo:-it.e. of Ihe

Usually more than ore
at erage) aiA se( h
predictor: is typically

more useful for selection nurposs than either predictor alone.

There are a Val:it: ty of measures that can be used 'as predictors
of success; there are al:,o various measures that can serve as criteria
after admission to graduate: school. None are entirely pafisfa.ctory.
Any predictor or criterion should have reasonable construct validity,
reliability, and accepti,bility. lid, (..ontruct validity we 111(all 0';_tt
predictor or eritorion :_iaould be relyvz,nt to what wc, int( net Ic rrea:(Ire%
More specifically, it should represent_ what vie want to measure, a;e1 we
want to measure, and nothing but that which wc want to n:easure
(Thorndikc and Tiapen, 1 9(9 ). By reliability we mean that a measure
provides a stable c:Ainiate from one measuring occasion to anothei -and
is free from distortion. ily acceptability, we mean that a measure is
economic-ally feasible, administratively practical and soda ny Cth.P.7a].
It is in this context of construct validity, reliability, and acceptability
that we can review briefly some of the strengths and weallnesSes of
predictors and criteria before addressing the empirical and utilitarian
question of the, relationship between the two.

Predictors-------
Underp,raduate Grade Point. Average. The student's undergraduate

average has obvious relevance as z. predictor because it represents the
same sort of behavior one is trying to forecast. It is a matter of psycho-
metric, as well as everyday experience that past behavior usually the
best predictor of future behavior. Undergraduate GPA is readily avail-
able, widely assumed to be fair and equitable, and almost. univerally
used by graduate departments in selecting students. The measure has
two important weaknesses. It often has a narrow range - from 3.0 to
4.0 in many departmental candidate groups and thus doesn't differentiate
applicants very well. Also the meaning of a B average varies consider-
ably from one undergraduate college to another.

Recommendations. References from undergraduate professors
are widely used despite the fact that they are time consuming to prepare
and sometime s difficult to quantify or even interpret. Recommendations
can be highly relevant, particularly in the sense that an informed person
can judge a student's suitability for a particular graduate, program. In

many situation s the Achilles heel of personal references is the unrelia.-
bility or lack of comparability among judges.



'rest Scare,''. A prize, sciesete,e, of standardi7ed tce-e,f, is their
seventy. year lase of r St:. r( 1, aod theoretleal development. On Oae one

hand this work he: produced relia')1;e, standard measures hiehly
for national achniuist.ration under s curity Onclitions. .MOre iMpOrti) 1 y,

thi S work has dev :lopcd Cc:allied conceptual free I s of human abilities
and established rcizifionf,»ips beiv:eee enderlyi»g abilities and socially v-el-
tied observable bel avior Su'_!, es scholestic competence. Due to this psy-
chometric develop] -nyt It is possible to conc.:tract te:I-S to nn:asure any of
an extremely \ *: id( _ ange of human abi:lities. A correspondie=,, weakness
of roost individeal l t st S. Isow-eer, is t hoi r te)-)dcnc y to foct;:. Ont ;On On

fairiv limited aspects ot. corepetency. Aeoth _sr wealen.-es th, lingeriug
suspicion (despite f-uhstantial cvidel,ce to the contrary; see ;973,
Stanley, 1971) that standardized tests ate intrinsieallv biased against
individuals from cult iral Ldinorities.

Biographical 'nformat:ion. Various cilardete:ristftS Of an applicant'.
background are used implicitly if not foril.elly when 1;raduate dep.triment

10. select students. Both the strengths and weaknesses, of background informa-
tion lie in its construct validity or relevance to success in the' graduate pro-
gram. Special acc.omplishinents or experience of students can be hi.:2hly
relevant. Characteristics sueh as age, sex, or race may be quit.e irrel-
evant but nonetheless use:I for legitimate social or -.C.nanistrative rea-
sons. On the other hand some particular characteristic of 'itpplieants may
he easy to collect but treacherous to use in selection deci.;ions: if there is
no logical and defensible explanation for an observed relationship between
that characteristic and success in graduate school.

Criteria

Graduate. Grade Point Average. The grades a student makes in
graduate school arc a readily available and certainly relevant dication
of success. But traditionally, grades in many graduate schools have
consisted largely of A's and B's. Thus the range is so narrow that dif-
ferences among CPA's do riot usually represent reliable differences in
student accomplishment. Furthermerc, many faculty members doubt
even that reliable grades represent the most important outcomes of

graduate education.

Comprehew:ive Examination. Many departments require students
to pass a qualifying or comprehensive examination at some point during
their graduate program. In theory, a properly constructed examination
could provide. the most reliable ancl valid cri,erion of subject competence.
In practice such examinations likely vary widely in quality. hi any event
an objective examination should not serve as a sole criterion since it
measures a limited aspect of success. Furthermore it suggests a logical
circularity when test scores are used mainly to predict test scores.
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Faculty Ratings. A prin-.ipal athanta.ge of collective faculty ucll-
ment is versatility in reen-ni ring important at,pectq Of gr..'..duate suc.cost.

.
other than lznrtwledge of the subject field. Faculty who hnow a studeot well
are in ihe best position tc; bz-,y v..nether he is able to execute independent
research or motivate a clat,s of under44raduates. A weakness is the fact
that many faculty ratings are unreliable and not carefully designed to rep-
resent observable outcomes of graduate training.

Attain Ph. D. Regardless of what other judgment s a faculty may
make of a dot sti.,ient the c'z,ref.)lly consich.rcd a,- Id test is wheiht- r
he or she is panted the del.:rec. ConL:equently, this is probably tht_ sin-
gle most defensible and relevant criterion of succeS:+ at ti.e 111.1). level.
On the nep,a.tive side, one must wait a long thilq for this criterion. in
fact years lapsed bet,.veett BA -And Hui). attainment is a corollary crite-
rion used in some studies. Another difficulty the fact that whether a
stwient graduates, may frequently depend upon ,,,NiraTICOUS influences rather
than demonstrate(' competence. Jn eny event thi: criterion places a pe-
mium on academic persistence and j)robably does not differentiate \ ery
well the most promising scholars and professionAs.

Nuiai.e of the Data

By far the most common predictors used in studies of success in
graduate school are undergraduate average and Graduate Record Exam-
inations scores. This review is based upon correlation 'tidies using
these variables that were cited by Lannholm (1968, 1972) or located
through searches of appropriate journals and 'abstracts. Forty-three,
studies were found for the period 1952-l972 though about half were dated
during the last five years of that span (see list appended). half of these
studies were published; the remainder were institutional ieports or theses.

The 43 studies included 138 independent :lets of data, usually cor-
responding to departments though occasionally representing, some broader
group such as first year students across several departments. individual
sets of data were based upon 20 to 1479 students (Median N- 80). The total
number of students included in all studies was 21,214. The total number of
validity coefficients was 616. These coefficients are summarized in Table 1.

AO

The first two predictors in Table I refer to the,Verbal and Quan-
titative sections of the GIZE Aptitude Test. The GRE Advanced Test eval-
uates achievement in the student's chosen field; thus the content varies,
depending upon the depa r t ine_nt involved. The fourth predictor varied
somewhat from study to study. It was usually the average of t-wo or three
GRE scores though this composite was occasionally weighted statistically.



The ,:::(lergraduate GPA undoulAtdly eorn:)nit d in var;(Lo ways in dif-
ferer) :Iodic:: but seldont specified very carefully. The flat, concerning
recomrnendations came almost exclusively Iron) three extensive studies
of National Science Foundation fellowship applicants (Creager, 1965.; !loch
and Parinon, 1972) and represent the average rating of t,everal letter:. of
refercnc r.

With respect to criteria of success, the exact nature of faculty rat-
ings varied from study to study but typically repro:_ented the composite
jud1:::: ,-,ts of :.everal faculty membefs concernin profcs. ioha I pro:ni:,e or
overall :.octet,:: as a graduate student. Very fey: studios reported validity
data wrdh departmental exan-is tts the criterion. "Attain Ph. 0. " typically
means attainini, the degree within a certain nurpt,r of years, r,0 a I il,:o
element is also involved. That fa ' or is form.-lized in the "time to Ph.D."
criterion by assigning criterion se eF to studcntE accoldil.g to year:,
elapsed between BA and Ph. D. All of the data concerning this last crite-
rion comes from two very large studies by Creager (1965).

Pre('irtahility of Graduate Success

The tudies represented in Table 1 vary widely in (reality and sce;),.-..
Some are based on small samples, making individual corrcintions iiiireli-
able. But those medians based on more than just a few coefficients should
give a dependable idea of how vz.lid these predictors are and how predic-
table are the various criteria of graduate success. insofar as post ible
the same, data have been sorted by major field and presented in Table 2 to
illustrate differential validity of the predictors for different disciplii:es.
Several observations can be made from these tables.

Validity coefficients for the various predictors and composites
(against the, CPA criterion) tend to be about .15 lower than corresponding
median coefficients at the undergraduate level (Fishman and Pasanella,
1960).

The undergraduate CPA is a moderately good predictor of graduate
CPA and faculty ratings; it is a poor predictor of whether a student will
attain the Ph. D. Depending upon the success criterion used, the CRY.
composite is either slightly more valid or substantially more valid than
the undergraduate CPA.

The MU: Quantitative is typically a better predictor in those sci-
entific, fields where quantitative ability count s most. The reversal in the
field of mathematics may be, due to restriction in the range of quantitative
scores because of heavy emphasis on this variable in selection.
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Correspondingly, the GRE tends to be more valid in verbally ori-
ented disciplines such as Fnplish and education. Otherwise '_he paitern of
validity coefficients is fairi; similar from c .1( discipline to ;he next.

The GRE Advanced is evidently most generally valid predictor
among those included. In seven of the nine disciplines in Table Z it has
the highept validity among i1i three GRE scores. In eight Of the niJ,e
fields it has higher validity than undergraduate CPA.

Recommendations appear to be a fairly poor predi.-, or of whether
a student will successfully complete a doctoral program.

The comprehensive departmental examination seems a somewhat
more predictable criterion than the others c' :arnined here.. This is an
uncertain conclusion because the available data are sparse but the con-
clusion is consistent with the reasonable assumption that such a criterion
should be more reliable than the others repre:-,ented.

A weighted composite including undergraduate CPA and one or
more GRF, scores typically provides a validity coefficient in the .40-
.45 range for various criteria of success and for different academic
fields. This is somewhat higher than the validity of GRE alone. The
composite of untlea graduate GRA and GRE pro,rides suhz,lantially more
accurate prediction than does undergraduate CPA alone. This is the
case for each success criterion and practically every academic disci-
pline.

The Utility of Current Predictions

What overall evaluation can be made of the extent to which suc-
cess in graduate school is predictable? Cronbach (1971) describes the
following considerations in determining the utility of a predictor for
selection purposes. First, the utility of the predictor is directly related
to the size of the correlation coefficient. Thus Table 2 indicates that in
most fields the value of the GREGPA composite prediction amounts to
about 40% of the benefit that could accrue if prediction were perfect.
1-low useful that level of validity is in practical terms depends upon the
cost of gathering the predictor information and two other considerations.
A small correlation can produce a large benefit if the proportion of stu-
dents selected is low. Finally, a given validity coefficient will have
more practical value if the selection decision is important, and the se-
lection decision is more important if it is irreversible.
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We might say that a validity_ coefficient of .20 is modest and one
of .40 moderate. The conditions of graduate student selection are gener-
ally favorable to usinr predictors of even modest validity. In many de-
partments only a smal.' proportion of students are accepted; the decisions
are quite important to the student and to broader interests; and the deci-
sions arc typically irreversible. There seems little doubt that the GRE
and the undergraduate GP.A. are providing quite useful information in most
situations.

Figure 1 illustrates graphically the level of benefit likely to accrue
from 11:3331g predictors that are valid to the extent indicated. Students at
high ability levels were far more likely to attain the Ph. D. than those at
low levels. The figure also illustrates that many students fail to attain
the degree, even among talented NSF fellowship applicants. And in these
samples reported by Creager (1965) there were substantial differences in
attainment rates among fields (Chemistry 51%, Physics 36%, Psychology
26%).

It should be emphasized also that validity studies at particular
schools and departments give varying results. Such variability is exac-
erbated by the small samples often used, but real variations do occur.
It is important to undertake local studies in order to justify selection
procedures and utilize available information to maximum benefit.

Can Predictions be Improved?

What are the prospects of improving prediction of graduate suc-
cess? One cause for pessimism is the very restricted range of talent
involved. Many of the studies summarized here are based upon highly
selective departments or groups like NSF fellowship applicants. For
this reason alone one would expect substantially lower validity coefficients
than are typical at the undergraduate level. Consequently, it does net fol-
low that the predictors are inherently any less valid. The GRE aptitude
test, for example, is basically isimilar to the less difficult and "more
valid" Scholastic Aptitude Test. Judging from considerable research at
the undergraduate level it seems unlikely that other types of aptitudes
can enhance prediction to any significant degree.

The undergraduate CPA suffers similar shortcomings as does the
high school average in predicting success at the next educational level.
The range of the grade average is greatly restricted by selection and the
grade scale varies considerably depending upon the origin of the student.
There have been many efforts to develop both simple and highly sophisti-
cated methods of adjusting grade averages to correct for grading
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variations from school to F. 010(4.. I,inn's (1966) review of the extensive
work on this problem at the undergraduate level indicates that such
adjustments result in little if any improvement in prediction beyond that
offered by joint consideration of an aptitude test and the grade record.
There has been only spotty work on this problem at the graduate level
and none of it suggests any different conclusion (e.g., see Mehrabian,
1969). There is some indication, however, that success in some grad-
uate business schools is enhanced somewhat by considering the quality
of the undergraduate school (Pitcher and Schrader, 1972)

Anyone with long experience in selecting or training students in
higher education is very inclined to plead for some way to measure
student motivation-- through personality scales, interest inventories,
background information or whatever. There have been many pertinent
studies at the undergraduate level and Freeberg (1965) documents a
number of instances where such student self-report devices have made
small but significant contributions to predicting grades. But Kendrick
(1964) describes well the host of practical problems and ethical objec
tions that have inhibited formal use of such information in selection.

A slightly different and perhaps more acceptable use of a motiva-
tion measure would be for the pm.pose of identifying gronpR of student s
Who differ considerably the extent to which success is predictable from
traditional ability measures. Don Rock, with support from the. Graduate
Record Examinations Board, is presently studying that possibility as an
outgrowth of earlier efforts to locate such moderating effects on the basis
of age or quality of undergraduate school (Rock and Harmon, 1972).

One might suppose that motivation to undertake graduate work
would be one important quality reflected in letters of recommendation,
but the validity of such references is disappointingly low. In extensive
studies of NSF felloivship applicants, the reliability of single references
was reported to be in the low .30's (Harmon, 1966). This may be the
main reason why recommendations are poor predictors, but careful ef-
forts to improve that reliability .vith multiple ratings did not result in
good validity for the NSF fellowship recommendations. Such results do
not suggest that improved letters of reference area promising possi-
bility for increased accuracy of prediction.

So much for predictors. What are the prospects for improving
the criteria? Graduate point average is traditionally subject to varying
interpretation and practices which tend to make it unreliable. In recent
years graduate faculty seem even more dubious regarding the value of
the GPA as a criterion. With different grading procedures the GPA
could theoretically be a quite good criterion but there is little reason to
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expect that to happen in the foreseeable future. Systematic faculty ratings
of different aspects of graduate success seems to be a more feasible de- -

velopment but there bas.been limited theoretical rationale to guide such
extension. The compreheneive departmental examination, if properly de-
veloped, could very likely serve as a highly reliable criterion but it would
place primary emphasis upon that aspect of success that is associated with
content knowledge reproducible in a written test.

In some respects "Ph. D. attainment" (and its corollary "time to
Ph.D.") is the most defensible criterion of those represented here. Not
only does it represent the final reality of euccees; it also includes all
those personal characteristics like ability, organization, and persistence
that arc normally considered necessary in the successful doctoral candi-
date. Unfortunately the researcher must wait a long time for this criterion.
It is seldom applied to the MA degree and may be much less appropriate at
that level, particularly in graduate departments with heavy emphasis on the
Ph. D. A more serious shortcoming of this criterion is the fact that it is
not easy to predict. There are similar types of behavior (e. g. , employee
turnover or withdrawal from military flight training) which are also de-
pendent upon voluntary persistence. Such evee are notoriously difficult
to predict accuratelyprobably because lack of persistence may be due to
a wide variety of independent contingencies, any one of which may be un-
imporiant for must people but critical for a few,.

We might sum up the preceding discussion as follows. There is
no doubt that present predictors, taken together, are providing a useful
means of reducing some of the guesswork in selecting graduate students.
Nonetheless, attrition of able students is disturbingly high. To the extent
that attrition represents a mismatch of students and programs it is im-
portant to improve the validity of selection procedures.

Unfortunately the foregoing paragraphs do not present an optimis-
tic picture of the possibilities for improving prediction of success in grad-
uate school. There is no obvious way to improve the validity of existing
measures of student potential. From past experience there is little rea-
son to expect that new measures will do a substantially better job of pre-
dicting conventional criteria. Improving the focus and reliability of pre-
sent criteria might well improve validity coefficients somewhat; it would
not likely have much effect on which students are selected (i.e., one would
still simply choose the students with the highest scores on the same pre-
dictors). The main problem is that we operate almost exclusively with
one prediction strategy dominated by the notion of scholastic aptitude.
There are, however, alternate prediction strategies that suggest addi-
tional predictors and additional criteria.
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Alternate Prediction Srateoier

It is well known ftat there are training objectives in graduate educa-
tion (e. g. , independent scholai ship) nut explicitly represented in conven-
tional criteria, and there are important student abilities not represented
among traditional selection measures (e.f;., creative potential). In gen-
eral, 1) laily training programs are characterized by multiple criteria of

success which may not be highly related to one another and may depend
upon different abilities. Or as may be more likely in graduate education,
one department may emphasize one set of objectives while another depart-
ment in the same discipline may stress other-outcomes.

It may be easier to appreciate multiple criteria of success when

examining actual job performance. There has been relatively little re-
search on the relationship of performance in graduate school to later
professional success but one elaborate study by Creager and Harmon
(1966) includes the same predictors examined in this review.

The median validity coefficients for GRE Advanced, Recommen-
dations, and Undergraduate G1 -'h were as follows for three on-the-job
criteria--rating of scientific knowledge: .27, . 23, . 29; income; .11,
-.05, . 03; citations of the individual's publications; . 28, .07, .12. The

study involved sintee» hundred sLudv.-.4ts v- e;ge these median
corelations can be assumed to be fairly stable. It is evident that each
predictor has a modest correlation with a later rating of scientific knowl-
edge, no predictor is related to income, and only the GRE Advanced pre-
dicts scholarly citations. (The authors report the latter to be a very prom-
ising measure since accumulated yearly data should provide a more reliable
index than that available for this study. )

These limited data suggest that different predictors (or, in the case
of income, no predictors) are relevant to different criteria. There are
many quite deTensible criteria of professional success; eminence as a
scholar, teaching skill, professional leadership, etc. It is preferable
to develop such criteria in the actual job situation, but for most practical
purposes this would require prohibitive time and expense. But it is pos-
sible and highly desirable to use a stepping stone procedure by developing
better intermediate criteria that can be measured during graduate training.

Students exhibit many forms of incipient professional behavior in
graduate school, though we typically make little effort to evaluate such
behavior in relation to selection procedures and training objectives. It

can be useful to develop alternate prediction strategies that reflect the
reality of varied training objectives. Figure 2 illustrates the intended
connections in the case of three possible program objectives: to train the



practitioner, teacher, or scholar scientist. Of course the criteria of
success for a practitioner will vary from field to field, particularly if

professional schools are considered.

Figure 2 speaks mostly for itself. It implies tharilifferent de-
partments or programs within departments may emphasive different
training objective., which, in turn, should be related to the way students
are selected and the way their performance is evaluated. It is assumed
that academic, competency in the subject field is always an important
success criterion, hot beyond that, different trai»ing objectives imply
multiple and often different criteria.

The first requirement iii opening the possibility of alternate models

of selection-training-evaluation is development of t;Le necessary criteria.
More than likely these would need to be specially constructed and then
combined into a composite to be predicted by an appropriate combination

of predictors. Developing the criterion components Mig,ht involve faculty

ratings of different student competencies, a common examination of sub-

ject matter competence, systematic identification of accomplishments,
special, means of collecting outside judgments, or whatever procedures
may he -required to obtain information that is relevant to the specific train-
ing objectives considered important. Some recent work by Reilly (l 971)

is a good example of progress along these lines. The notion of multiple

criteria related to different training objectives has several advantages.

First, it encourages the use of additional predictor variables
which may not enhance prediction of conventional criteria but are none-
theless relevant to important aspects of success in some programs. In

this way it becomes feasible to demonstrate the validity of creativity tests,
cognitive styles, or special accomplishments (see Frederiksen and Ward,
1972, Within, 1972, and Wallach, 1972, for discussions of recent develop-
ments in these areas). The simple reason is that specialized criteria can
give such predictors something to shoot at. Using Measures of this sort
for selecting graduate students has the very desirable effect of broadening
the conception of talent.

Second, the model depicted in Figure 2 is more likely to result in
appropriate matching between student characteristics and program char-
acteristics than one would expect to occur under a single, aptitude-
dominated mode of prediction. Improved matching should result in more
student satisfaction and overall competency in a class of graduate students,

Third, the proposed view assumes that prediction and selection
are inseparable from program design and evaluation. Consequently, the



process of defining an appropriate prediction strategy forces desirable
attention to the intended outcomes of the program and the relationship
-of the curriculum-to those outcomes.

In summary, the available objective evidence suggests that the
accuracy of predicting which students will succeed in a particular grad-
uate school is often no better than modest, especially if such predictions
are based only upon a test or a grade record. Taken togett two
types of predictors do a reasonably good job, considering ,cted
range of ability involved. The best way to improve selection of graduate
students will be to develop improved criteria of success. This is no
small job for graduate faculties, but it carries the promise of more ef-
fective utilization of talent and greater assurance of equity in admitting
students to advanced levels of training and the privilege associated with
such programs.
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Table 1. Median Validity Coefficients
#

for Various

Predictors and Criteria of Succcss in Graduate School

Criteria of Success

Predictors Graduate

CPA

Overall

Faculty

Rating

Dept.

Exam.

Attain

Ph.D.

Time

to

Ph.D.

1. CRE-Vorbal .24 .31 .42 .18 .16
46 27 5 47 18

2. GRE-Quantitative .23 .27 .27 .26 .25
43 25 5 47 18

GRE-Advanced .30 .30 .48 .35 .34
25 8 2 40 18

4. GRE-Composite .33 .41 * .31 .35
30 6 33 18

5: Undergraduate CPA .31 .37 * .14 .23
26 15 30 9

6. Recommendations * *
.18 .23
15 9

7. GRE-GPA Composite .45 .40 .40

(weighted) 24 16 9

The lower number in each pair (set in smaller type) represents the number
of coefficients upon which each median is based

No data available
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