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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 bdsed 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 selecticn 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 eguity in admitting students to advanced levels
of training and the privilege associated with such programs.
(Author)
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Educational Testine Scivice

In recent decades graduate schools have assumed a major respon-
sibility for the advanced training of a talented segment of American society.
Compared with lower forins of schooling, most graduaie programs are coust-
ly as well as intelleciually demanding,  Studenis who coraplete these pro-
grams feed the professions and academic disciplines and constitute a crif-
ical naticaal vesource. Traditionally most praduetce students have been
sclected with great care but unt!l the past decade or so there were rela-
tively tew formal statistical studies of thet selection process, Such inves-

tigations «1'e now cornmon,

There are several possible explanations for recent inievest in pre-
diction siucies of success in graduate cducation. In carlier times gprce
in graduate schools and the number of applicants were in a rough equilib-
riurn but burgeoning applicant groups in the fiftic seg( sixtics ocnsed at-
tention on how some were selectied and others turned avay, Therse larger
numbers of students permitted statistical studies in many departments
which nreviously had too few studerts to mahe this type of systumatic eval-
vatisn varihehile,  Finally, increa :;fngf_ use of sclection tests {Graduale
Record candidates increascd from 100, 600 iv 250, S0 daiiay the 1960%s)
suggested the prediction studies with which similar tests ave closcly asso~
ciated at the undergraduaie level. The purpose of thir report is to sun-
marize the results of the substantial numnber of such studies that have ac-
cumulaicd, to suggecst some practical implications for selecting graduate
student s, and to indicate furiher research necded on the topic.

Correlational analysis is the principal rescarch denign iox cval-
uating the selection process. One or more predictors (measurcs of stu-
dent pofential) arc cvaluated with respect to the extent to which they ac-
curatcly forecast one or more criteria (mecasurces of student success typ-
ically taien after a year or more in graduate school). The value of a pre-
dictor for sclecting students varies direcily with the size of its correlation
with {he crilerion (Cronbach, 1971). This correlation, called a validity

cocfficient, ranges from a chancc relationship of . 00 to a perfect

“An carlier version of this paper was presented av a presession of the
Council of Graduatc 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, thouph nogutive coefficients can ocour and pialect
validity is not closely epproaci-ed in practice.  Usually more thas ere
predictor is involved (. ¢, ttest and @ grade average) and 1o suoh
cases a statistically wdoipghted composite of the predictors is typically
more usecful for sclection vurpesces than cither predictor atonc.

There are 2 varvicty of measures that zan be usad as predictors
of success; there are aluo various measures thiat can serve as criteria
after adimission to griaduate school. None are entirely safisfactory,
Any predictor or criferion should liave reasonable construct validity,

TN

reliability, and acceptability, Dy construct validity wo mean that the
predictor or criterion  hould be relevent to what v intond Lo rcearnare,
Morc specifically, it should represent what we want to meesare, all we
want 1o measure, and nothing but that which w¢ want to measurce
(Thorndike and tapen, 1969). By reliability we mean that a measure
provides a stable cstinizte from ooe measuring occasion to nother wnd
is {ree from distortion. Py acceplability, we mean that 2 measure is
ceonomically feasible, administratively practical and socially ethical,
It is in this context of construct validity, n»eliability, and acceplabiiity
that we can review briefly some of the strenglhs and weaknesses of
predictors and criteria before addressing the empirvical and utilitarian
quesztion of the relationship between the two,

Predictors

Undcrpraduate Grade Point. Average. The student's undergraduate

average has obvious relevance as a predictor becausce it represents the
same sort of behavior onc is trying to forecast. It isanotter of psycho-
metric as well as everyday experience that past behavior js usually the
best predictor of futurc behavior, Undergraduate GPA is rcadily avail-
able, widely assuinced to be fair and cquitable, and almost universally
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 candidatce groups and thus docsn't diffcrentiate
applicants very well. Also the mecaning of a 13 average varics consider-
ably from onc undergraduate college to another.

Recommendations, References from undergraduate professors
are widely used despife the fact that they arc time conswning to prepare
and sometlitnes difficult to quantify or even interpret. Recommendations
can be highly relevant, particularly in the sunse thai an informmed person
can judge a student's suitebility for a particular graduste program, In
many situations the Achilles heel of personal references is the unrelia-
bility or lack of comnparability among judges.
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Test Scorce, A peinijal cdvantage of standardized tests is thaw
seventy \'L:.-—h“- Wory of rescsecl, and theoretical development. On the one
hand this work ha: produccd reliahic, snoadard mearsures highly sonitable
for national adminicivation under s curity conditions. Morve nnpurigg:y,
this work has dev  loped ¢otaited concepteal fremoeworks of hwinan abilities
and cstablished rlationshipn betweer underlying abilities and vocially vel.
ued ohservable belavior such o5 scholustic competence,  Due to this pry-
chometric develop vent it is porsible to consiruct fests to moasure any of
an extremely wide ange of human a‘ jiities, A corresponding weakneoss
of most individual tosts, boviever, H G tendency to focus attention on
fairiv limited aspects of co:'n,poium:y. sthor weaknens is the Jinperiag
suspicion (despite substantid]l c-ri(‘u-ucc to f.‘:m contrary; sce 1.Jun, 1973,
Stanley, 1(’7] ) that standardized tesis are ntrinsically biased aeainst
individuals from culiaral intvorities,

L]Oﬂraphwal nforme dicn, Various charadieristics of an applicant’;

backgronnd are used m‘aphmih il not for:.2ily when gradvate depairtiments

select students, Both the strengths and weaknesses of background informa-

tion lie in its construct validity or rclevance to success in the graduaic pro-
i,

gram, Special accomplislinenis or cxporicnce of students can be bizhly

relevant, Characteristics such as age, sex, or rece may be quice irrel-
evant but nonetheless vscd for legiibmale social or doidnictraliive vea-
sons., On the other hand some particular characteristic of applicants may
be casy to collect but treacherous to use in selection decisions if there iz
no logical and defensible explanation for an chserved relaticnship between

that characteristic and success in graduate school.

Criteria

Graduate Grade Point Average, The grades a student makes in
graduate school arc a rc1d1l3 available and ccriainly relevant ~ dicotion
of success. But tradit Lonully, grades in many graduate schocls have
consisted largely of A's and B's.  Thus the range is so rarrow that aif-
ferences among GPA's do not usually represent reliable differences in
student accomplishment, Furthermere, many facvlty members doubt
even that reliable grades represent the most important outcomes of
graduate education.

Comprchensive Examination. Many departments require students
to pass a qualifying or compr chensive examinazion af some point during
their graduate program. Inthcory, a properly consiructed exa mination
could provide the most reliable and valid cricecion of subject competent
In practice such examinations likely vary widely in quality, In any cvent
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 Radings, A principal advantaee of collective faculty judy-

ment is ver sal ity in measuring boportant aspects of graduate succes:

other than kit w}ow'c of tue subject ficld, Yacully who know a student wvell
are in the best position t¢ sey whether he is able to execute independent
rescarch or motivaie a eliss of undevegraduates, A weakness is the fact
that many faculty ratings are unreliable and not carefully designed to rep-
rescent observable outcones of graduate training,

Attain Ph, D. Regardless of what other judyments 2 faculty may

-, make of a docts cal shudent the carcfaliy concidoved acid test is \"h(-ﬂu r

& i
1
i

he or shc is granted the degree. Concequently, this is probably the
gle most defensible and relevant criterion of success at the Vh, ]) Ie
: On the negative side, one must wait o long thie {or this criterion, In
fact years lapsoed between BA and T'hu D, atlabernent is a corollary crito-
rion uscd in some studies, Another difficulty is the fact that whether a
student graduates may frequently depend upon estrancous influences vather

RO L,

than demonsirated compefence. In iny event this criterion places a pre-
mium on acaderaic pcr:«,l:;icncc and probably does not dificrentiate very
well the most promising scholars and professionsls.

HNaiuse of ine Data

By far the most common predictors used in studics of success in
graduafe school are undergraduate average and Graduate Record IExam-
inations scoves. This review is based upon ceoverelation :'adics using
these variables that were cited by ITannhobm (1968, 1972) or located
through searches of appropriate journals and absiracts. Torty-threc
studics were fournd for the period 1952.1972 though about half were dated
during the last five years of that span (see list appended). izl of these
studies were published; the remainder were institutional ieports or theses,

The 43 studice included 138 independent zets of data, usually cor-
responding to departments though occasionzlly representing some broader
group such as first ycar students across several depariments., Individual
sets of data werc bascd upon 20 to 1479 students (Median N. 80). The total
number of students included in all studics was 21, 214, The total number of
validity coefficients was 616, These cocefficients are sumimarized in Table 1.

-

The first two predictors in Table 1 refer to the . Verbal and Quan-
titative scctions of the GRE Aptitude Test, The GRE Advanced Test eval-
uafcs achievement in the studeni's chosen {1eld; thus the content varies,
depending upon the departineat involved. The fourth predictor varied
somewhat from study to study. It was usually the average of Two or three
GRE scores though this composite was occasionally weighted statistically,
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The andergradunte GPA wan undoubicdly computod in varioar ways in dif-

ferert stadics bet celdons specificd very cavefully.,  The dat+ concerning
recorraendations came almost exclusively from three extensive studics
of Nustional Science Poundetion fellowship applicants {Creager, 19657 Nock
and Jiurmon, 1G72) and represent the average rating of several letters of
rcefercnce.,

With respect to eriteria of success, the exact rature of faculty rat-

farey

ngs viried from study to study but typically reprecented the composite
1

judgie ats of coveral {aculty mermberss concerning profes. ionel promise or
overall nuccens as a graduate student, Very few studies reported validity
data with departmental exams as the criterion. UAttain Vh, DL typically
mean:, attaining the degree within a certain nunber of years, o e tinw
element is also involved, That faglor is form.-tized in the “time to PPh, D, Y
criterion by assigning criterion sfi‘rc-.c to studonte according o years
elapsed betwiean DA and Ph. D, All of the data concerning this last crite-

rion comes from two very large studies by Creaner (1965),

Prodictability of Graduate Success

The studies represented in Table | vary widely in quality and scone.,
Some are hased on small samples, making individual corrclations unveli-
able. But thosc medians based on more than just a few cocfficients shovld
give a dependable idea of how vilid these predictors are and how predic-
table arc the various criteria of graduate success. Insofor as postibic
the sarmc data have been sorted by major {icld and presented in Table 2 40
illustrate differential validity of the predictors for different disciplincs,
Several observations can be made [rom these tables.

Vaiidity coefficients for the various predictors and composites
(against the GPA criterion) tend to be about . 15 lower than correspending

median coefficients at the undergraduate level {(Fishman and Pasancllz,
1960),

The undergraduate GPA is a moderatcly good predictor of graduate
GPA and faculry ratings; it is a poor predictor of whether a studen! will
attain the Ph. D. Depending upon the success criterion used, the GRX
composite is either slightly more valid or subsiantially more valid than
the undergraduate GPA.

The GRE Quantitative is typically a Letter predictor in those sci-
entific ficlds where quantitative ability counts 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 sclection.




Correspom}inglv, the GRE Verbal tends Lo be more valid in verbally ori-
ented disciplines such as ¥n g}i i and education, Otiherwise ‘he pa‘tern of
validity cocfficients is fa*rly shmilar from e discipline {o tae next, .

The GRE Advanced is evidently fae most gencerally valid predictor
among thosc included. In seven of the n1m, disc 1p incs in ‘i'able 2 it bas
the highegst validity among the three GRE scores, In eight of the ninc
fields it has higher validity than undergradnate GPA,

Recommendations appeir to be a fairly peor prediz or of whether
7 a student will successiully complete 2 doctoral program.

-

The comprehensive departmental examination scems a somewhat
movre predictable criterion than the others examined 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 represented.

A weighted composite including undergraduaie GPA and one or
more GRE scores typically provides a validity coefficient in the . 40-
.45 range for various criteria of success and for different academic
fields. This is sornewhat highcesr than the validity of GRE alone. The
composile of uundergiraduate GPA and GRE provides subastanticlly more
accurate prediciion than docs undergraduate GPA alone. This is the
case for each success criterion and practically every academic disci-
plinc.

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 sizec of the corrclation coefficient. Thus Table 2 indicates that in
most ficlds the value of the GRI-GI’A composite prediction amounts to
about 40% of the benefit that could accrue if prediction were perfect.

How 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 valuc if the sclection decision is impertant, and the se- .
lection decision is more important if it is irreversible,
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We might say that a validity cocfficient of . 20 is modest and one
of .40 moderate. The conditions of graduate student sclection arc gener-
ally favorable to using predictors of even modest validity, I many de-
partments only a small proportion of students are accepted; the decisions
are quite important 6 the student and to broader interests; and the deci-
sions arc typically irreversible., There scems little doubt that the GRE
and the undergraduate GPA are providing quite useful information in most
sifuations.

Figure 1 illusirates graphically the level of benefit likely to acerue
from using predictors that are valid to the extent indicated. Students at
high ability levels were far more likely {o attain the Ph. D. than those at
low levels. The figure also illusirates that many students fail to attain
the degree, even among talented NSF [cllowship 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 valiciity studies at particular
schools and departments give varying results.  Such variability is exac-
erbated by the small samples ofien used, but real variations do occur,
It is Lmportaat to undcertake local studics in order {o justily seleciion
procedurcs and utilize available information to maximum benecefif.

Can Predictions be Immproved?

What are the prospects of improving prediction of graduate suc-
cess? One causc for pessimisin 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 alonc one would expect substantially lower validity cocfficients
than are typical at the undergraduate level. Conscquently, it does not fol-
low that the predictors are inherently any less valid. The GRE aptitude
test, for example, is basically similaxr to the lcss difficult and '"more
valid" Scholastic Aptitude Test. Judging {rom considerable rescarch at
the undergraduate level it seems unlikely that other types of aptitudes
can enhance prediction to any significant degree.

The undergraduate GPA 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 varics considerably depending upon the origin of the student.
Therc have been many efforts to develop both simple and highly sophisti-
cated mecthods of adjusting grade averages to correct for grading
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| variations from school to school. Linn's (1966) review of the extensive
‘} work on this problem at the undergraduate level indicates that such

; adjustments reselt 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 graduale level
and none of it suggests any different conclusion (e.g., see Mchrabian,
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 expericnce 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 p{irtment
studies at the undergraduate level and Frecberg (1965) documents a
number of instances where such studeni self-report devices have made
small but significant contributions to predicting grades. DBut Kendrick
(1964) describes well the host of practical problems and ethical objec-
tions that have inhibited formal use of such information in sclection.

A slightly different and perhaps morc acceptable use of a motiva-
tion measure would be for the purnose of identifving prouns of studants
who differ considerably in ihe exient 10 which success is predictablie {rom
traditional ability measures. Don Rock, with support from the. Graduate
Record Examinations Board, is presently studying thal 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 su.pposc that motivation to undertake graduate work
would be onc iinportant quality reflected in lefters of recommendation,
but the valldity of such references is disappointingly low. In extensive
studies of NSI fellowship applicants, the reliability of single references
was reported to be in the low .30's (Harmon, 1966). This may be the
main reasoa why recommendations are poor predictors, but careful ef-
forte to improve that reliability with multiple ratings did not result in
good validity for the NSI' fcllowship recommendations. Such results do
not suggest that improved letters of refcrence are a promising possi-
bility for increased accuracy of prediction. i

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 unreliakle. In recent
years graduate facully scem even more dubious regarding the value of
the GPPA 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 foresecable future. Sysfematic faculty ratings
of differcnt aspects of graduate success scems to be a more feasible de-
velopment but there has been limited theoretical rationale to guide such
extension. The comprehonsive departmental examination, if properly de-
veloped, could very likely serve as a highly reliable criterion but it would
place primary e¢mphasis 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 f'time to
Ph. D. ") is the most defensible eriterion of those represcented herc. Not
only docs it represcuet the finnl reality of success; it also includes z]1
those personal characteristics like ability, organization, and persistence
that arc normally considercd nccessary in the successful doctoral candi-
date. Unfortunaticly the rescarcher must wait a long time for this criterion,
It is seldom applied to the MA degrec and may be much less appropriate at
that level, particularly in graduate departments with heavy emphbasis on the
Ph.D. A more scrious 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 {light training) which are also de-
pendent upon voluniary persisience. Such ever . are notoriously difficult
to predict accurately--probably because lack of persisteuce may be due to
a wide variety of independent contingencics, any one of which may be un-
tuporient for mosit people bui eritical fov a few,

We might sum up the preceding discussion as {ollows. There is
no doubt that present predictors, taken together, are providing a usecful
meceans of reducing some of the gussswork in selecting graduate students.
Nonetheless, attrition of able students is disturbingly high., To thc extent
that attrition represents a mismatch of students and programs it js im-
portant to improve the validity of selcction 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 critcria. 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 strategics that suggest addi-
tional predictors and additional criteria,




Alternatn Prediction Sirategies

It is well knowa ibat there are training objectives in graduate educa-
tion (c. g., independent scholas sliip) not explicitly represented in conven-
tional criteria, and therc are impeortant student abilifies not represented
among traditional sclection measures (e, g., creative petential). In gen-
cral, many training programs are characierized by multiple criteria of
success which may not be highly related to one another and rnay depend
upor: different abilitics, Or as may be more likely in graduate education,
onc department may emphasize one sel of objcctiv'cs while another depart-
ment in the same discipline may stregs cthev-outcomes.

It may be casicr to apprecinte multiple criteria of success when
examiniag actual job performance., There has been yelatively 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 prediciors examnined in this review,

The median validity cocfficients for GRE Advanced, Recommen-
dations, and Undergraduate GI’A 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 invoived sixteen hundred siudenis ju ooven ficlds ne theoe median
corelations can be assumed to be fairly stable. It is cvident that cach
predictor has a modest correlation with a later rating of scientific knowl-
edge, no predictor is related to income, and ouly the GRE Advanced pre-
dicts scholarly citations. (The authors report the latter to be a very prom-
ising measure sincc accumnulated 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 defensible 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, buf for most practical
purposcs 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 litile effort to evaluate such
behavior in relation to sclection procedurcs and training objectives, It
can be uscful to develop alternate prediction strategics that reflect the
reality of varied training objectives. Figure 2 illustrates the intended
connections in the case of three possible progrdam objectives: to train the
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practitioner, tcacher, or scholar/scientist. Of course the criteria of
success for & practitioner will vary from ficld to [field, particularly if
profzssional schools are considered.

Figure 2 speaks mostly for itsell. It implies that"different de-
partments or programs within deparbrents inay emphasize different
training objective. whicl, in turn, should be relaied to the way students
are selected and the way their performance is evaluated, It is assurned
that academic combrtency in the subject ficld is always an important
success criterion, but beyond that, different training objectives imply
multiple and often differen! criteria.

The first requirement iu opening the possibilily of alternate models
of selection-training-evaluation is development of tic necessary criteria,
More than likely these would need to be specieily constructed and then
combined into a composite to be predicted by an appropriate combination
of predictors. Developing the criterion components might involve faculty
ratings of different student compefencics, a common examinaticon of sub-
ject matier competence, systematic identification of accomplishments,
special means of collecting outside judgiments, or whatever procedures
may be required to obtain information that is relevant Lo the specific train-
ing objectives considered important. Some recent work by Reilly (1971}
is a good example of progress along thesce lines. 'The notion of multiple
criteria related to different training objectives bas several advantages,

First, it encourages the usc of additional prcdictior 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 stylcs, or special accomplishments (sce Frederiksen and Ward,
1972, Witkin, 1972, and Wallach, 1972, for discussions of recent develop-~ -
ments in these areas), The simple reason is that specialized criteria can

give such predictors somecthing 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 onc 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 proposcd view assumecs that prediction and selection
are inscparable from program design and evaluation. Consequently, the
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process of defining an appropriate prediction sirategy forces desirable
attention to the intended outcomes of the prograrn and the relationship
‘of the curriculum to those outcomes.

In sumimary, the available oi;jcctive 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 @ test or a grade record. 'Taken togeth~- t’ - two
types of predictors do a reasonably good job, congidering ;. .cted
range of ahility 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 equily in admitiing
students 1o advanced levels of training and the privilege associated with
such programs,
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Table 1. Medisn Validity Coefficlents” for Various
Predictors and Criteria of Success in Graduate School

Criteria of Success !
] Predictors Graduate Overall Dept., Attain Time
GPA Faculty Exam. Ph.D. to
Ratring Ph.D.
£4
)
10 GRE"VQrbal ¢24‘ 03'1 -42 l]8 016
46 27 5 47 18
] 2. GRE-Quantitative .23 27 27 .26 .25
43 25 5 47 18
3. GRE-Advanced ; .30 .30 48 .35 .34
' 25 8 2 L0 18
4. GRE-Composite .33 A * .31 .35
30 6 33 18
5. Undergraduate GPA 3 .37 * g4 .23
26 7 15 30 9
6. Recommendations * *. * .18 .23
15 9
7. GRE-GPA Composite A5 * * .40 .40
(weighted) 2k _ 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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e Chemistry
r=.59

Physics
r=.4l

e Psychology
r=.34
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GRE Advanced Test Stanine Score
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Validity Studies summarized in
"Predicting Success in Graduate Ecucation,

Warren W, Willingham
Educational Testing Scrvice
March 1973
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