- ‘WW“: ‘"

DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 081 309 HE 008 415

AUTHOR Cole, Nancy S.; Hanson, Gary R.

TITLE Racial-Ethnic Bias in Selective 'College
Admissions,

PUB DATE 73

NOTE 20p.; Parer presented at American Educational
Research Association Annual Meeting (New Orleans,

P Louisiana, 1973)
EDRS PRICE MF-%0,65 BC-$3,29
DESCRIPTORS *Admission (School); *admission Criteria; Bias;

College Admission; *Competitive Selection; Higler
Education; *Minority Groups; Negro Sti” 'nts;
*Personnel Selection

ABSTRACT

The most commonly-used procedure in selective college
admissions involves selecting students on the basis of predicted
college grades computed from the regression of college grades on test
scores and high school grades. Minority students have usually fared
poorly in the selective admissions process and, consequently, the
possibility of bias in selective admission procedures is apparent.
The authors examine the six different ideas of bias in selection,
analyze data from racial-ethnic minority students and majority
students from 35 colleges, and discuss the implications of their
study. The results indicate that models of bias with theoretical
differences yield practical differences when aprlied to selective
college admissions. The different value judgments the models enforce
is of great importance to those implementing selection procedure
since the choice of prucedure in most cases dramatically affects the
judgments of fairness or bias. College admissions personnel should
give consideration to the relation of selection procedures to the
values and goals of their colleges. . (Author/PG)

L8




‘ i FILMED FROM BEST AVAILABLE COPY

- -

-«

¥
i h‘i“hm‘HHW\H\HM\‘

o A g

RACIAL-ETHNIC BIAS IN SELECTIVE COLLEGE ADMISSIONS

Nancy S. Cole A
Gary R. Hanson

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
SDUCATION B WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO
| DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEWED FROM

The American College Test.ng Program

SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL (NTITUTE OF

THE PERSON OR CRGANIZATION ORIGIN
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW ON OPINIONS
EDUCATION POSITION OR BOLICY

STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE

Often in the last hundred years higher education in America has =
played an important role in providing social and economic mobility for

relatively disadvantaged members of oir society. 7Today's disadvantaged
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of primary concern are members of racial-ethnic minorities, and again,

as in the past, higher education has assumed a responsibility in attempting
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to cvercome some of the inequities suffered by these groups. A major

thrust in this area has been achieved through the institution of special

programs for d.iea;dvantaged minority students at colleges across the nation.

However, in spite of ‘much sympathy in many admissions offices, minority

1

0 o P BRI AU

students have usually fared poorly in the regular selective admissions

‘process, Consequently, the possibility of bias in selective admission

-

|

[

procedures deserves careful consideration. -
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The most commonly-used procedure in selective college admissions
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= involves selecting students on the basis of predicted college grades computed
from the regression of college grades on test scores and high school grades.

Thus, possible bias in these predictions (namely, systematic deviation of

predicted college grades frum achieved college grades) has been thoroughlsr

examined. Several authors reported that tests were as predictive of college
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grades in predominantly black colleges as in white colleges (Funches, 1967;

Hills & Stanley, 1970; Munday, 1965; Stanley & Porter, 1967). In studies

comparing blacks and whites in integrated colleges, the common result

has been that, although the prediction equations may differ for the two

groups, the use of prediction equations based on all (or white) students

*

does not penalize blacks on the average and are often, in fact, biased in
their favor (Bowers, 1970; Cleary, 1968; Harne & Peitzel, 1967; Kallingal,
1971 Pfeifer & Sedlacek, 1971; and Temp, 1971). Thus, the conclusion
reached by many educators and explicated by Stanley (1971) has been that

grade predictions are fair predictors of college success for minority stadents,

and rather than contributing to-racial bias, such predictions indicate important
areas of educational disadvantage which must be recognized.

7 Although grade predictions per ze do not appear to be biased against

minority students, it does not follow that using grade predictions for selective

college admissions is in every way fair. Several authors have notedr(e. g. Cole,
in press; Darlington, 1971; Thorndike, 1971) that there are many reasonable
definitions of bias, or its converse fairness, of which selection on the

basis of grade predic?tions under the regression approach is only one.r

Cole (in press) examined six ;iifferent ideas of bias in selection, each of

which wa s shown to have different implications for the selection of minority

students in several hypothetical situations. The six models were the regression
models dgggiiped above, the quota model, Darlington's subjective regression
model, the kinhorn-Eass equal risk model, Thorndike's constant ratio model,

and a conditional probability model,




Definitions of Selection Bias

The regression model. When the regression model of predictions

is applied to selection situations, bias is defined in terms of consistent

£

average errors of prediction. Thus, if (ao. ’al. eees ap) dqnote the

coefficients used to predict college grades Y from p predictor variables

(Xppeees X p). then the differénce between mean predicted grades and

. P
, mean observed grades will be 7indicated by gy - Y, where y= a + I a.x.

R jJJ

An indicator of the relative bias in two groups, i and j, under the regression

model is then given by Bg, 7

i Y _ - - .
When By is positive, the prediction equation is biased in favor of group i;

when negative, the bias is against group i.

The quota model. Under the quota model of bia., the concern is
with proportfc;nal representation of different groups among those students
selected and involves the assignment of the desired representation a priori,
Sex quotas are common in college admission procedures, and racial-ethnic
quotas (such as those which would match the proportional selection to the
proportional representation in the larger population) are sometimeg p‘roposed
as fair in selective collage admissions. A quota mo;iél in;'olves a
subjective jud:;ment of the value of representation of different groups

regardless of predicted criterion scores or chances of success in college

and a procedure which meets the quotas is judged fair.
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The subjective regression model. Darlington (1971) proposed

a combination -of the subjective value judgments of the quota model with

‘the regressioﬁ mo:del by predicting not the criterion alone but a weighted
combination of the criterion and some cultural variable. Thus, 'if one

were willing to accept a minority student with a college grade of Y as

equal in subjective value to a majority student with a grade of Y +k, then
the fair procedure would be to predict not Y but a function of Y, k, and C
(the cultural variable distinguishing minority and majority). Thus, under —
this subjective regression model one group can be explicitly favored in the

selection process according to one's subjective values, and the determination

of fairness or bias depends upon the subjective judgment made.

The equal risk model. Under the equal risk model (Einhorn & Bass,
1971), fairness requires that persons with equal chances of success on the
criterion be treated the same in selection. This model allows the selector

to set a maximum level of risk to assume, and all applicants with

chances of success within the limit of rigk are selected regardless of

subgroup.

Bias according to the equal_ risk model occurs wheneyer the minimum
chance of success of those selected from one group differs from the minimum
chance of those selected from another group. In that case the selector's

risk would differ for the two groups. Thus, the indicator of bias computed

for this model is based on the maximum risk the selector takes in each group,

That risk for group i is

Pri{z < (Yp - ?1) / Uy.x(i)}.




L

4a

where Z is a unit 7norma1 deviate, ‘Yi is the predicted grade ;utoff
for selection in group i, and Yp is the criterion pass point. The
indicator of bias fur groups i and j under the equal risk model (BgRr)
is then given by

Bpgp ° RISK (i) - RISK (j). (2)




i
I
K

g

The constant ratio model. Thorndike (1971) proposed that in

a fair selection procedure the ratio of the proportion of a group selected
(Pr{¥Y>Y;}) to the proportion successful Pr{Y>Y,} should be the same

for all groups when Y, is the selection cutting point and Yp the criterion

* . pass point. Thus, an indicator of bias under this model can be defined as

G g 3)
= PO {Y >Y } Pr,{Y>Y.}
CR 1 1° _ 22 .
Pr, (Y >YP} Prz{DYp}

B

If Bop is positive (the selection-success ratio is larger for group 1 than

for group 2), then the bias favors group 1.

IR

The conditional probability model. Cole (in press) suggested that

the group most deserving fairness in many selection situations is the group
of appli;:ants who, if selected, would succeed. Under this model, selection
cutting points should be set sc that the conditional probability of selection

given sBuccess in grodp i (Pri{iﬁilbyp}) is the same for each

racial-ethnic group. When applied to subsequent applijcants, these cutting

points would assure each group of applicants the same chance of selection
among those who could succeed if selected. A measure of bias under this
model is

Bep = Pry{¥>Y,[Y>Y }- Pr2{1>12|Y>YP}.
If BCP is positive the selection favors group 1 since the conditional

probability is larger in group 1.
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Comparison of models., The six models of bias are expressions

of different value judgments applied to the selection situation. Two of the
models, the regression and equal risk models place strong positive value

on the selection of highly successful students for college. Two other models,

“the quota and subjéctive regression models, place great value on the social

advantage of increased minority college enrollments regardless of other
concerns. The two final models, the constant ratio and conditional probability
models, place greatest value on a fair opportunity fqr szglection (as related

to student e‘uccess) in all groups. The different i;;xplications of the six models
have been examined in several hypothethical situaiions by Cole (in press).
Some key differences are illustrated for one type bf situation in Figure 1 A
for the four statistically-based models. From stqdy of hy:potbetical situations
it is clear that the models can have dramaticaily different preecriétione

for how selection should be done. It is the purpose of this paper to examine

actual data from a number of colleges to determine to what exten: present

selective admissions procedures are fair according to the definitions

discussed.

Data from racial-ethnic minority students (black or Mexican-American) '
and majority students were analyzed for 35 colleges. The colleges, sources
of the data, and size of minority and majority groups are described in Table 1.

T!le first 17 colleges listed in Table 1 were available from previousely
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published studies by Bowers (1970), Cleary (1968), Harris & Reitzel (1967),
Pfeifer & Sedlacek (1971) and 'I‘empl (1971). The remaining 18 c;olleges
were drawn from the 1970, 1971, and 1972 Research Services of the American
College Testing Program (ACT). Ten of the colleges were from the 1970 and ‘1971
Research Services through which those collevges identified black or Mexican-America
groups for special ar‘xalyses. Student self-reported racial-ethnic identification was
available in the 1972 Research Services from regular administration of the
ACT Asgessrﬁent and eight integrated colleges with sufficient numbers of
minority students were analyzed,

The predictof variables available ;mong the 35 colleges included
high school rank ax;d high s: ¢l grades, the Scholasﬁc Aptitude-Test (SAT)

of the College Entrance Examination Board, the School and College Ability

Test, (SCAT), and the ACT Assessment. In most cases the criterion was oyera;’ﬂ

first semester or first year grade point aveétage, but in the four cases

_noted in Table 1 the criterion was a first semester grade in a freshman

English course;
Procedure
In e;:lectiye college admissions, it is common foyr all racial-ethnic
groups to be combined.for the construction of regression equations. ~ Consequently,
this procedure was simulated in each of the colleges studied, and thg fair-
ness or bias in the procedure according to each definition of bias was examined.

When essentially all minority and majority students at a college were incladed

1The authors acknowledge the kindness and helpfulness of George Temp,
John Bowers, and Educational Testing Service for providing the additional
informatioq from Dr. Temp's study which was required for the analyses.




in the samples available, the regression equation based on ‘the total
sample was used. When the majority group was sampled so that the
minority and majority samples were ar'tificiallf of approximately equal
size, the majority group regression equation was used to more nearly
approximate the equation for the total student body.

For the computations of bias several additional assumptions were
made. First, multivariate normality of the predictors ‘and criterion was
assumed. This assumption is commonly made and appears reasonable
in this type of data. HowQQer. this is not crucial to the models but a

convenience for computation. Seciond. a college grade pass point was set.

Because the grade scales varied from college to college, Yp was set in
terms of the mean and standard deviation of the majority or combined _
groixp-—specifica;lly at one-half staﬁdard deviation below the majority or
combined mean, depending on &e particular samples analyzed. Since

approximately 70% of the students pass (or succeed) in cpllege with this
value of Yp’ it seemed a realistic choice for comparison of the modelsz.

Finally, to compute a specific nredictor cuttiny point in each college, it

Wwas necessary to specify wkat proportion of applicants came from each group and

what proportion of the total applicants could be accepted.

was not available for the colleges being analyzed, the arbitrary assumption

2 .
Additional values of Y_ at the mean of the majority or combined
group and one standard deviation below

the mean were examined for a
sample of the colleges and the results paralleled those presented here.

Because this information
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was made that 20% of the applicants were from the minority group and
80% from the majority group for each college. It was further assumed’
‘that 50% of the applicants could be selected. These figures were chosen
to represent common college.admissions situations, but other values
also exami;xed yielded essentially similar results. 3

5 Usihg the computed regression equations based on all available

predictors and the assumptions noted, for each college the necessary

selection cutting point was computed along with the indicators of bias defined

in equations (1), (2), (3) and (4). Although the bias indicators as defined
are not in the same units, they do seem to represent int-iitively comparable
scales. In each case, zero represents no bias. A bias as extreme as

.40, for example, represent a éirﬁilarly large discrepancy in grade predictions

for the regression model, in risk for the equal risk model, in selection-

success ratios for the constant ratio model, and in conditional ﬁrobabilities
for the conditional probability model. In addition, predictor-criterion

correlations were computed for minority and majority groups within each’

‘college as were the proportion of each group selected and the expected

success rates of the selected groups (Pri{ywpﬁﬂ}i h.

Results

Level of Prediction

The median correlation of predicted grade, based on all available

predictor variables, with achieved grade was . 34 for the minority group

3‘I'he proportion of applicants from each group and proportion selected
were varied in a sample of colleges. For (minority applicant proportion,
majority applicant proportion, and proportion selected), the additional values
examined were (.20, .80, .75), (.20, .80, .25), (.05, .95, .75), (.05, .95, .50),
and (. 05, .95, .25), (.40, .60, .75), (.40, .60, .50), and (.40, .60, .25).
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(range: .02 to ., 67) and .47 for the majority Broup (range: .15 to . ‘}2). By
contrast the use pf separate within group ,jx}fegression equations resulted in
median multiple correlations of . 39 for tl';e minorit){ group and . 49 for the
majority group. 4

Selection Bias

%

'i;he distributions® of the i:ias indi'?':ators are given in Table 2. The
use of a combined prediction equation to ielect those students with the
highest predicted grades resulted in a mode st‘overpreciiction of grades in
the minority group (-;X; - ;1- =0.158) and a very small und!érprediction in the
majority group (-{f - ;' = -0, 005), Thus,.the moderate ;verage bias (average
Br = 0.16) favors the minority group according to the regression model,
This result parallels the common finding that combined equations tend to
overpredict for minority students. Note, however, that the use of separafe
within group reg:ressi;m equations are by definition fair since tke mean
predicted criterion (:?-) and the criterion mean (V) always coincide for
within group regression.

The risk in both groups was 7essentially the same resulting in an
average Bpp =.02. Thus, the combined regression procedure was fair

to both groups according to the equ;al risk model,

4Wln'm test scores and high school grades were analyzed separately
for the 18 colleges for which both were available, the median multiple
correlation was . 34 for tests and . 34 for high school grades within the
minority groups. For the majority groups the corresponding figures were
.43 for tests and . 45 for high school grades. :

S'Ihe intermediate results for each college on which these distributions
are based may be obtained on request from the authors.
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However, according to both the constant ratio and conditional

probability models, the use of a combined prediction equation and a single

10a

selection cutting point resulted in rather severe bias, on the average, é,gainst

minority students. The average ratio of selection rates to success rates
was . 48 for the minority group : U .or the majority group indicating
that the majority was selected at a much higher rate in relation to thei'!
success rate than were minority numbers, Similarly, the conditional
probability of selection for potentially successful minority group members
was only .31 while for majority group members this probability was . 65,
Thus, ;he average bias against the minority group (average B CR = -- 32,
overage Bep = -.34) in the use »~f a combined regression equation is
ext.eme according to both the constant ratio and conditional probability

models.

Although bias indicators are not given for the subjective regression

and quota models, some results are available, First, the use of a combined

prediction equation resulted in an average regression favoritism for the




minority group which might also be accomplished by using the

subjective reqression model and a k value of comparable magnitude.
Second, in 33 of the 35 cases analyzed the proportion of minority applicants
selected was considerably less than the proportion of majority applicants .

selected. This results in Proportional minority representation in the

selected group of well less than the 20% in the applicant group.

Success Rates Among Selectees

Selection via the combined prediction equation resulted in an
average expected success rate of , 64 among the minority students

selected and of . 83 among selected majority students. Under application
of the regression model (use of separate equations) and equal risk model,
this discrepancy was slightly decreased. However, use of either the

constant ratio or conditional probability models increased the discrepancy

resulting in even lower minority expected success rates.
Discuaaion

There are several important implications of the results of this
study. The results indicate that the models of bias with theoretical differences
yield practical differences as well when applied to the process of selective
college admission. As a coﬁaequence the discussion of the models and the
different value juigments they implement is of great practical importance
to those implementing selection procedures since the choice of procedure -

in most cases dramatically affects the Judgment of fairness or bias of the

procedure.
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The correlations obtained show the efficacy of test scores and high

echool grades as predictors in minority as well as majority groups

although the coi‘elations were usually lower in the minority group. In
addition, the depressing effect on the correlations under the use of a combined

prediction equation rather than separate, within group equations is greatest

in the minority group. Thus, when possible it is especially advantageous

to use within minority group prediction equations. .

Further, the results indicate that currently used combined equation
selection procedures fail to fit the defi‘nition of fairness given under the
regression, constant ratio, or conditional probability models. Under the
former, the minority group is fav?red while according to the latter two
bias against that group is indicated, Thus, whatever model's values are
espoused, the need for change is current procedures is likely.

It should be noted that although the regression model of bias is most
frequently favored in discussions of racial-ethnic bias, that model is rarely
implemented in considerations of sex in selection. Hanson, Cole, and Lamb -
(in preparation) have shown that strict use of the regreésion model for
selection of men and women would result in entering classes of two-thirds women
and one-third men. This unsatisfactory situation is apparently avoided by
most admissions cfficers by accepting different value judgments for the sex
selection situation--namely quotas. One advantage of the conditional probability

model is that it leads to socially meaningful results in cases both of sex

and racial-ethnic background, allowing a consistency in values across

both. It prescribes the selection of somewhat more minority students
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than are now usually selected and also the se-lection of a fairly even
mix of men and women.

Finally, it is our belief that college personnel implementing
selective college admissions should give serious consideration to the
relation of selection procedu‘res to the values appropriate to goals of
their colleges. We beiieixe further that with such consideration many
colleges should choose to implement the conditional protability model
of fairne'ss to guarantee equal opportunity of selection to potentially

successful students regardless of their rachial-ethnic background.
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REGRESSION MODEL: Students with the highest predicted GPAs, using separate equations
within groups, are selected. In the graph above, a student in Group 1l with predictor
score X)} has the same predicted GPA as a studernt in Group 2 with predictor score X;.
Thus, while the model prescribes the selection of students predicted to do best in
college, the example illustrates the case in which because prediction is poorer in
one group (Group 2), members of that group with high predictor scores must score
higher than members of another group to obtain the same predicted GPA.

EQUAL RISK MODEL
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EQUAL RISK MODEL: Students with the highest chances of success or smalles risk are
selected. Group 1 with predictor score x1 has the same risk as a student in Group 2
with predictor score X,, Thus, vhile the model prescribes the selection of lowest
risk students, the example illustrates the case in which because prediction is
poorer in one group (Group 2), members of that group with high predictor scores
must score higher than members of another group to have the same risk.

Fig. 1. A description and contrast of four models of bias.




Fig. 1 (Continued)
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CONSTANT RATIO MODEL: Students are selected so that the ratio of the proportion
selected to the proportion successful is the same in all groups. In the graph
above an ellipse of the distribution of predictor and GPA scores is presented along
with letters which represent the number of students falling in each of the four
areas in the graph. Thus, the proportion selected is represented by (B+D)/(A+B+C+D)
and the proportion successful by (A+B)/ (A+B+C+D) . X, and X2 are set to satisfy the
constant ratio model so that

(31+D1)/(A1+Bl) = (Bz'ﬂ)z)/ (A2+Bz) .

7A1though prediction is poorer in Group 2 than Group 1, in contrast to the first

two models, X, is less than X,. However, because a smaller proportion of Group 2
members are successful, members of that group have a smaller chance of selection,

and very few of the potentislly successful members of Group 2 are among those selected. )

COXDITIONAL IROSABILITY MODLL
GIOUP 1 Gl’nup 2

GPA GFPA
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CONDITIONAL PROBABILITY MODEL: Students are selected so that the conditional
probability of selection given success is the same for all groups. In the
graph above, A+B represents all successful students and therefore B/ (A+B)
represents the conditional probability of selection given success. x1 and x2
are set to satisfy the conditional probability model so that

B,/ (A1+81) = B,/(A+B,),

As with the constant ratio model, although prediction is poorer in Group 2,

X, is less than X). However, in contrast to the other three models, the chances
of selection of potentially successful members in both groups is the same,
indicating a kind of fairness to those who can succeed.




TABLE 1

Identification of Colleges

Minority Minority Majority

- Code Description of College Source of Data Group N N Predictors”
A Lastern,state~supported Cleary(1968) Black 59 60 SAT
B Eastern,state--supported Cleary(1968) Black 83 365 SAJ ,HSR
C Southwestern,state-suported Cleary(1968) Black 131 258 SAT,HSA
D University of Illinois Bowers(1970 - sStOPp 405 4,855  SCAL,HSPR
L Predoninantly white University Harris & Reitzel(1967) Black 45 3,895 HSR
' F Temp's College 1 Temp (1971) Black 106~ 100 SAT
G Yemp's College 2 Temp (1971) Black 98 99 SAT
H Temp's Collegr 3 Temp (1971) Black 104 104 SAT
1 Temp's Colleg~ 4 Trmp(1971) Bluck 92 93 SAT ~
J  TJomp's College 5 Temp (1971) Black 140 140 SAl
K Temp's College 7 Temp (1971) Black 99 100 SAT
L lemp’s College 8 Temp(1971) Black 100 97 _ SAT
M Tenp's College 9 Temp (1971) Black 100 100 SAl
N Temp's College 10 Tenp(1971) Black 100 95 SAT
0 Temp's College 11 Temp (1971) Black 68 69 SAT
P Temp®s College 12 Temp(1971) Black 39 100 SAT
Q University of Maryland Pfeifer&Sedlacek(1971) Black 126 178 SAT, HSA
R Midwestern,state-supported
university 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Black 131 2,653 ACT,L56
s Large midwestern state-
suppurted university 1971 ACT Res. Serv. Black 130 4,976 Al 7, HSG
T Large southeri state
umiversity 1972 ACT Kes. Serv. Black 76 2,793 ACT  JHSG
g Southern,state-supported
b university 1971 ACT Res. Serv. Black 146 1,335 ACT,USG
\Y Southern, state-supported Disad-
university 1970 ACT Res. Serv. vantaged 103 740 ACT ,15G
W Southern, state-supported
university 1972 ACT Red. Serv. Black 129 765 ACT, 156
X Southern,state-supported - i
university 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Black 117 1,073 ACT, HsG
Y Midwestern,state-supported i
university 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Black 42 829 ACT ,H5G
Z Large midwestern state
university 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Black 84 1,697  ACT,Hs5G
AA Lastern,private college 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Biack 189 1,668 ACT, HS56
B  Yidwestern state-supported
university 1972 ACT Res. Serv. Black 62 2,632 ACT, H5G
CC  Southern,state-supported
' p  university 1970 ACT Res. Serv.  Black 260 1,987  ACT,iliG
DD”  Southwestern,’-year college 1970 ACT Res. Serv. Chicao 108 170 ACT HSG
EE  Southwestern, . tate-supported Spanish
college 1970 ACT Res. Serv. surrame 139 613 ACT  HSG
FF  Southwestern,state-supported . Spanish
b college 1970 AC1 Res. Serv. suirame 186 1,155 AC1 1856
GG Southwestern,state-supported Span: sh
university 1970 ACT Res. Serv. surt apme 105 147 ACT , HSG
HH  Southwestern,state-supported Mexican
university 1970 ACT Res. Serv. Aney ican 380 2,946 ACT, HSG
. IT  Southwestern,state-supported hexican i
- university 1970 ACT Res. Serv. Ame~{can 369 748 ACT  HSG

- 8gAT = Scholastic Aptitude Test verbal and math scores; HSR = =igh school rank in class;
- 11Ss = high school grade average; SCAT = School and College Ab:1lity Test; HSRR = high
school percentile rank in class; ACT = & tests of the ACT Ass:ssment; HSG = &4 studont-
reported high school grades .

bThe college grade criterion was the grade in a freshman English: course. I1n other cascs

the criterion was flrst semester or first year college grade < int average.
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TABLE 2

Distribution of Bias Indicators Using Majority or Combined Equation
for both the Majority and Minority Groups

Regresgsion Equal Risk Constant. Ratio Conditional Prob.
Model Model Model Model

By Ber Bgr Bcp

Use Favors

Minority .40 or
.20 to
.06 to

Use Fair -.05 to

-.19 to
Use Unfai
nratr -.39 to

to Minority -.40 or

Ave,

No. of Cases




Examination of Blas Using Comoilned or
in Both Minority and Majoriwy

Majorlty Regression Equatlon
Raclal-Lthnic Groups

Mean Predicted Multiple Correlatfons

ped

Minus Dhwrerved  Standard NrrorsTof Estiosate Proporsion Einhorn~Bass  Thorndike Congd. Prob. Cond. Prob. of

Equation GPA LN MAJ Selected Risk Ratin of Selection Success
College Predictors® Used MIN Mad R SEL R LI MAJT  MIN MAJ MIN Ny MIN MAJ MIN Mad
A SAT MAS L12 0 LD Nl 49 8 20 .57 32 .32 o LR2 ) B2 .68 L2
B SAT,u3R MAS W04 u .25 AT A e .38 W52 28 - A W73 W43 W53 T .83
C SAS,EE MAS .79 0 LA .90 Wil L47 70 S A AP 1.A3 N3 .92 .59 50 .92
D{men) SCAT,HLPR MAL - 33 0 23 87 4l JHA .02 Al A7 .34 .03 .89 .03 .70 .58 T9
D(womnn) SCAT HSPR MAT -.71 0 .21 1.07 . bl 00 K-¥3 W40 .33 .00 .89 .00 .10 .32 .78
E HSR MAJ LAl 0 .50 .70 A .58 rid ) .30 271,26 .66 .B3 34 .66 .82
F SAT MAS .15 0 .21 .50 27 A5 .14 .58 i .32 .35 .85 .19 .64 54 6

G SAT M YA 0 L5 .73 W22 .53 .2 .56 s 11 .32 .8l .81 .27 .60 .33 .7
H SAT MAT . ] iy JH2 .38 WAl 05 .bl .39 .33 27 .88 .1l 68 G .78

I AL MAL .2 2 A6 .60 .33 LG .05 .61 .36 .33 .17 .83 07 .67 A2 LF?
J SAT Mol Y 0 A3 6K .55 L L0 .39 .39 .33 .33 .86 .25 .1 A7 .83
¥ anT MAT S 0 .07 .80 .15 .69 .05 .61 .34 32 .13 .88 .05 64 .38 74

L AT M T .02 0 27 .70 .51 o' .10 .39 .32 .33 W23 .B6 .15 70 .63 .82
M SAT AN 21 0 .02 67 A5 4% .06 .60 .38 .33 .23 .87 .07 .70 .29 .80

N SAT MAJ Y 0 I 1 D .25 T .04 .61 .40 .33 .22 .88 .10 66 1) .75
0 SAT MAJ .04 0 .08 -} W42 .53 .19 .57 .3 .32 .38 .B2 .21 .19 .55 .80
r SAT MAL LU 0 L3 ] Y -1 W13 .59 .30 .33 .25 .85 .19 .69 T4 LB
Q{men) SAT,HSA MAL NG .00 48 W55 63 49 29 ".55 .25 .29 .52 .79 WAl .68 .79 .87
H{women) SAT,HSA MAJ .30 .00 .62 .64 .65 63 .30 .54 .29 .29 .80 .79 .54 .69 .68 .87
R ACT,HSG CoMB .00 Nele] .38 61 .38 .57 .04 .6l .31 .30 .11 .86 .08 73 .73 .85
$ ACTUSG COMB .12 .00 .30 .79 W42 .bb .07 .60 . 3 .17 .86 .11 69 56 .80
T ACT HSG COMB .42 -.01 48 68 .63 .1 .3l T .29 .24 .62 .78 45 68 iy r .87
yb ALL,USG coMy -.04 .00 .26 1.00 .33 .93 40 .52 .3 .30 .59 75 .46 .59 .77 .78
vo coMs b -.06 Y .86 .70 .79 27 .55 .27 .25 65 76 .50 59 .77 .91
W CoMB .30 -.05 45 02 .63 b .19 .57 .28 27 AT L 32 .69 67 .89
A cos .11 -.01 .35 -1 b2 o7 . .55 .30 27 9 .78 .35 N.Y: 72 .87

¥ g .12 -.01 .17 .39 Ad B2 .18 28 .29 .30 .34 .8 .21 .67 .62 .81
z CuMB .02 .00 .32 .62 .40 .67 .20 57 .29 300 .35 .82 .26 .65 .80
AA coMy -.03 .00 .28 .89 W43 .85 .19 .57 .3l -30 i b .81 .24 .66 .81
B3 cong .20 -.00 .37 .57 .55 .53 .09 .60 32 .30 .30 .85 .17 | .83
cc ACL, onME .2 -.03 45 .74 .58 .77 .3 .53 .27 .28 .62 .75 W47 .65 .87
200 AL HSG coMs .10 -.06 0% .76 .22 .73 L0 .56 .30 .30 47 .7b .32 .60 57 .78
EN ACT,E56 CrME -.07 .02 .22 49 .39 .33 .33 .54 .28 L300 W45 .79 .36 62 .80 .79
FF ACT HSG ey RV -0l Wb .69 W53 .67 .3l .34 .29 .28 .32 a7 W42 .65 .80 .85
feleld ACT,HSG CONB 04 -.03 .49 .89 .59 .82 4L .53 .28 .26 63 N .52 8.1} .83 .88
Hi ACT L HSG Cs .21 -.03 .51 .75 .50 .77 .34 .53 .28 .28 63 .75 48 63 .76 .84
Il ACT HSG CNMa -.13 06 0 .57 B4 1 i E R .46 .30 27 .83 T .73 .59 .88 .83

HSA = kigh school grade average;

SCAT = Schcul and

HSR = high schoel rank in class;

3SAT = Schwlastic Aptitude Test verbal and math scores;
ACT = 4 tests of the ACT Assessment;

Collepge Ability Test; NSRR = high scheol percentile rank in class;
grades.
v&:c college grade criterton was the grade hmda freshman English course, In other cases the criterlon was first semester or first year college
grade point average '

HSG = 4 student-reported high school
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