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Ca]iforéﬁeéPostsecondary
Education Commission

Resolut1on 26-76 - - .

Concern1ﬂg the 1976 High Schoo] E11g1b111ty Study

A ~

R
22712(183»oﬁkthe Education Code directs the Callfornia b
» ducation Gommission to: '

r'\' ’ . !

view all prqposals for changes in eligibility Cs
" poBls. for admisaion to public institutions and

~ segments & postsecondary education and . .
make reco ndatians to the Legislature, Governor,
and institutions ‘o1 postsecondary education.

WHEREAS,

and, o -

WHEREAS, The Repart of the Legislative Analyst for the Budget Bill,
Flscal Year 1976~ 77 recommended,that the Commission:

Study ‘the currenﬁ admission standards of the
University of alifornia and the California
. " State Universdty and Colleges in relation to
’ ©admission guidelinés éstabllshed in the Master
Plan for Higher Education-and report its, findings
and recommendations to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by December 1, 1976,

and, : 1& .

. " ' "
The Commission's Standing Committeé¢ on Information Systems
éhas voted to recommend to the California Postsecondary

i;; éé Education Commission adoption of the staff report on high
*@%ﬁ school ellglblllty, now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the California Postsecondary Education Cpmmission adopts

the 1976 High Schoolﬂ%liglblllty Study's conclu31ons and
recommendations, and be it further:

RESOLVED, That® the report be transmitted formally to the Legislature,

N the Govermor, the Board of Reggnts.of the University of
AN . California, and to the Trusteely of the California State
Q\ : > University and Colleges for thelr consideration.
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4 PREFACE- »

The 1976 High School Eligibility Study is the fourth in a continuing
series of studies performed to permit the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges to recalibrate their
admission standards, for first time freshman students, to the guide-
lines established undef;£he Master Plan for Higher Education (1960).
Under the Master Plan the University of California is urged to draw
its first -time freshman class from the top 12 1/2% of the high school

graduating class’ and.the California State University and,Colleges is
urged to draw from the top 33 1/3%. ' :

~

To perform this study, a random sample of 1974-75 public high schoo
graduate transcripts was evaluated ih terms of each segment's admig
sion standards and a determination was made of the number of stude
in the sample that would have beéen eligible to attend one or the. o
or both of the segments. The number of high séhool graduates in the
random sample determined eligible at each segment was then extrapolated
to predict the percent of the 1974-75 public high school graduating
‘class that would have been admitted, if all had applied..

The findings of this report indicate thaf 14.84% of the public high
school graduates in 1974-75 would have been eligible for admission
as first time freshman students at thé’University of C3ilifornia, and

. 34.967% at the California State University and Colleges. These

figures, while slightly higher than those suggested in the 1960 Master
Rlan, are generally consistent with the findings of ‘the 1961 and

1966 studies and indicate that the gradually rising grade point
averages experienced by California's public high schools in recent
years have not resulted in a "ballooning" of segmental eligibility
rates. :

Eligibility studies, while useful in analyzing segmental admission

standards, provide only limited insight into the’ reality of applicant
admission patterns and bear only a nominal relationshipgig&fi:st time
freshman enrollments. P

- Y . ¥
P I

t .
For example, "two-thirds of the high school graduates in the Commission's
sample had grade point averages below 3.0, while only 8% of the firsg
time freshman applicants .to the University of California for the <

fall 1975 term had grade point averages below 3.0. The difference
between the indicators of Califdrnia's high school graduates and
actual applicants to the University of California clearly-.indicates
that factors other than eligibility percent are influencing application
patterns to both the University of California and the California State -
University and Colleges. These factors have traditionally been lumped
under the term ''self selection;" a term interpreted to mean that '
applicants preselect the institutions (and segments) to which they e
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Applications Adnisgions, and Enrollnents for the Unlversity of California
— 7-‘and*the CaIifo:nia State Univeraity and Colleges

.' .ﬁ 4
\ ‘ffﬂ.,j& California State University
y T ‘ i;, %{ if University of Californial : and Colleges2
( SR, grni.h . S .
‘J- ' - -0!’ Q‘_a.%‘. ‘ ! . ‘ ) .
: . ' I‘».y;”;»;ﬂg_, 1971-72|1972-13|1973-74 1976415 {1975-76 {{1972-7%{1972-73(1973-74 [1974-75 1975-76
L. Applications " Mot AvalLable 2,84) 20,119 21,126 51,637| 58,5801 53,597{ 52,938 53,761
. ] |-.l I l '
‘Percent of high schoollp. ¥ “”_ , R ' |
gradugting classd [} ot Avejlable | 8007 72| 6.7 c 199 0.3 4189 183 1.1
| | I N C N R VA
2, Mdnissions { Not Ava'lnhle '18;792 19,0281 19,483 || 34,890 38,879 36,600| 38,809 238,480
| Percent of Righ echooi B . , : -
oL praduating ciass3 Mot Avajlable .61 6.6) 6.2 1200 135 134 134 103
|.l.
|

A Percent of applications‘ ' Mot Avallable 8.0/ 91.8| 2.2 60.5] 6.4 70.9] 7.3 75

5

43- Enrollnent . 4“."._iuiin&.nuniinbie 13,317 13,390{ 14,338 )| 22,994) 25,317| 25,565 26,609 7,00
* : ¢ .
Percent of high school ‘ . - 5
graduating clags3 + Not Avallable | * 4.7 4.6 Lol 09 - 88 9.0) 9.0 8
Percent of applications Mot Avallable 8.3 6h6 6190 9.9 42 47 503 50.3
Percent of adnissions Not Avajlable 1l ]0.4 B8] 659 651 613 68.6] 70.3
Totnl‘yt%# School Graduates’ 289,861 288,134| 283,968 289,259 314, 0851|269, 861{ 268, 134| 283,968 289,%59 314,085é
| 1. Caltfornla public high school graduates only (special and regular adnissions) .#
2. 1Includes approxinmately 3-47 non-Californta residents (special and regular adnissions) '
). Total graduates. as reported by Bureau of School Apportionments and Reports, California State Department of Edncation
b, Projected \
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apply for admission on the hBasis of a varfety of factors: factors
‘such as'institugional program offerings, geographic location,
* / gtudent aid opportuhities, dcademic preparation requirements, and
/ personal, career® goals. Eli ibility studies of this type cannot and
/ do not prdvide an indicatiopn.of the extent of the "self selection"
'/ .phenomenon, and, to this exftent, misstate "true" segmental
eligibility rates. Co-
- S -~
point: neither segment has ever enrolled
ool graduating class to which it is
ster Plan.’ The chart appearing on the
ates this point. ‘
. (o]

- There is a second importan
the percent of the high sc
"entitled" under the 1960
facing page clearly illust

ty of California and the ‘California State |
e consistently enrolled approximately,the
same proportion of the high school graduating class over a period of
years in which high school grade poing averages have experienced
. marked increases. Once dgain the "self selection” phenomenon must
. be cited as the single greatest contribution to the enrollment :
: ‘ 'stabilization that-has tdken place during these years of change.
. Iwo major points remain,to be addressed. First, the 1976 High School
_ Eligibility Study is a gechnical document designed to respond to a
. technical prohlem and, gecond, a supplementary srepott illustrating
’ additional technical erial related to the Study will be published

early ip 1977 to aid segmental planners as they consider new admission
! standards. ;

Note -that both the Univers
- University and Colleges ha

&
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I. CONCLUSIONS | . -

- The-University of California . .

1. 14.84% of the high school graduates in the Universit;gs sample
we€re determined to be eligible to attend the University of
California. R
2. Of the graduates determined| eligible, 98 657 were determlned eli- -
gible exclusively-on the basis_of a 3.10 or above "A to F" grade
- point) average, while the.r iian 1.35% were found to be eli- .

gible on the basis of an "A to F" grade point average below 3110
and college entrance test scores. ,
~

3. Of the 9,469 graduates in the University's sample, 830 (8.77%)
possessed the necessary entrance test pattern required under the
University's admissions po icies.

4. The 14.84%7 eligibility fi ure possesses a 95% confidence limit
with a toleranse level of/ X 0.72%.

SL The cumulative sample bils was 0.427.

The Ca]ifornia State Univer%Cty and Colleges

1. 34.96% of the high schdol graduates in the State University's
sample were determined/ eligible to attend the California State
University and Colleges. . (Vb

“

2. Of the graduates determined eligible, 71.72% were determined
eligible exclusively jon the basis of a 3.20 or above "ad]usted”
grade point average egardless of college entrance test scores,
while the remaining 28.28% were determined eligible on the basis
of entrance test scores and "adjusted" grade point averages
which were between .OO and 3,20.

3. Of the 9,972 gradua es in thé State Unlverslty s sample, 524 =
(5.25%) enrolled for the American College Test (ACT) and 3,411
(34 217) enrolled for the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT).

«?

4. The 34.96% eligibility figure possesses a 957 confidence ilmit
with a tolerance lepel of X 0.942.

S5.. The cumulative sample bias was 0.407%.

7

General
- 4

‘1. Sufficient high schobol graduate gra&e point average data could not

be obtained to validate the grade point averages contained Jin the

1

-1-
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Commission's graduate sample (grade point averages were not
validated in any previous study) .

~ 2,. Differences in the manner in which \the segments codedland the
College Entrance Examination Board reported entrance test scores
precluded a rigorous validation of entrance test scores in the
Commission's graduate sample (entrance test scores were,not

utilized ‘and were therefore not validated in any previous
e study) .

! 3. The College Entrance Examination Board was unable tp provide
' statewlde data regarding graduate test score experience for their
Social Studies, Foreign Language, or Science achievement tests,

and therefore no- attempt at test score validation for these tests
was undertaken.

s - ’ ' °
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS | | ST

-

1. The Regents of the University of California.and the Trustees '_
\:f ) of the California State University.and Colleges should review
) the findings and conclusions of this report and effect adjust-
ments to their freshman -admission requirements to rendér their
eligibility ratios consistent with the: guida;ines expressed in \
the Master Plan for Higher Education in California :(1960).

¢

~

. 2. Representatives of the Californfa State Department of Education,
the University of California, and the California State Univer-
sity and Colleges should initiate a cooperative effért to
appraise high school (and select @@mmunity College) counselors

of the changes that may be effected to.-segmental freshman
entrance requirements. e

. \\ -

3. At least one year of changes in segmental admission require-
ments should be provided prior t¢ implementation. The one-

@ year lead time is necessary to permit g¢ollege- and university-

h ' bound high school students an oppertunity to ‘adjust their high

- school curriculum to respond to such changes. The Commission
believes that the earliest date that cHanges in segmental admis- .
sion requirements should take effect is the fall térm of 1978.

4. The findinés of this study inditate that both segments place
primary emphasis upon' high scppol grade point average (or some
derivative thereof) in determining applicant eligibility and
that‘college entrance testyscores play only a secondary role.
The Commission recommends that each segment reconsider its
present requirement that all applicants take college entrance
tests and alter their standards to require test scores onl
in those instances where, such information will be used to
evaluate student eligibility. ,
5. Concurrent with the 1981 High School Eligibility Study, a sepa-
rate study should be undertaken to review the 1960 Master Plan
eligibility guidelines and make recommendations for change,
where appropriate.
A Y .
6. In anticipation of the 1981 High School Eligibility Study,
© . sgegmental r esentatives and Commission staff should begin
- "development of a study methodology noét later than January 1,
IR 1978. :
7. The California State Department of 'Education should initiate a
program of data collection for future high school graduates
that can serve as-a compatible informatiom source and- validating
el . vehicle for future eligibility studies. -

. P2
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111. BACKGROUND
v
' . ‘ '

4 Master Plan for Higher Education in Califormia, 1960-1975 estab-
lished guidelines for high school graduate eligibility at both the
California State Undversity and Colleges and the University of
California. Under the Master Plan, the State University was urged to
limit their eligibility "pool" to the upper 1/3 or 33 1/3% of the
high school graduating class. The University was simila urged
to develop admisgsion standards that would limit their eligibility

pool to’ the upper 1/8 or 12 1/2% of the high school graduating
class, R

P

: : - N
¥he 1976 High School Eligibility Study represents the fourth in a
 series of studies undertaken to determine the percent of high school
graduates elfgible to attend*€hg California State University and: .
“Colleges and the University of California as ¥irst time freshmen '
students. The three prior studies$ were perforged in“1955; 1961,
and 1966. The findings of these studies appear\below: o

N

i
.. L.
\

Percent of High School Graduates 0 N
Determined Eligible It W

'%'g . »@1ifornia State _ ‘Uhive:sity"qf
Study Year ' Pniversity and Colleges California

‘ S | " .
., 1955 (#pproximate) 44 7 - , 15 %

1961 | 43.4 . 14.8
St 196 L <) 35.2 | . 14.6

Srem

Note that the ‘percent figures cited in. the 1955 study are approxi-
mations. In addition, the reader shamld be aware that the method-
. . ologies employed in each of the prior studies differed slightly and

' that their results may not be'diregtly comparable.

As each eligibility study undertaken after 1960 was published, both
the State Univérsity and Golleges and the University of California

adjusted their admission standards in an attempt to meet the Master
Plan's eligibility pool guidelines. (An expanded treatment of the

three prior studies, their findings, and. changes in segmental admis-

sion standard$ is enclosed as Appendix A.) . ‘

' . ¢ . ’

. Although the Coordinating Council for Higher Education had intended
~ that high school eligibility studies be performed every five years

. (this recommendation had begn endorsed by University President Hitch .

v
.."
# 4
(X
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and State University and Colleges' Chancellor Dumke), a study was not
performed in 1971. .In 1973, however, with the passage of AB 770,
Chapter 1187, creating the California Fostsecondary Education
Commission, attention was once again drawn to admission standards.
Education Code Section 22712(18) directed the new Commission to:

Review all proposals for chaﬁges in eligibility 'pools
for admission to public ins®itytions and segments of
postsecondary education and ¥. . make recommendations
to the Legislature, Governor, and institutions of
postsecondary education.

In September 1974, Assembly Concurtent Resolution 150 was filed,
restating the Master Plan guidelines for admission to .the University
of California and the California State University and Colleges.at
12 1/2% and 33 1/3% respectively. Thé Commission's charge ‘under
Education Code Section 22712(18) was also restated.

. v

: - : : [ '
The Report of the Legislative Analyst for the Budget Bill, Fiscgl
Year 1976-77, recommended that the Commisﬁion:

Study fhe current admission standards of the University
of California and the California State University and
Colleges in relation to admission guidelinés established
in the Master Plan for Higher Education and report its
findings and- recommendations to the Joint Legislative
Budget Committee by December 1, 1976.

-
2
// '

L= 4

These same recommendations appeared in the Supplementary Report of
the' Committee on Conference Relating tg the Budget Bill, 1976-77
Fiscal Year. .

As a result of these statements of Legislative intent, the Statutory
Advisory Committee of the Commission concurred with‘Commission staff
in May 1975 that a high school eligibility study be initiated. A
Technical Advisory Committee on the Evaluation of High School D
Transcripts was appointed and met for the first time in August 1975.

Q »
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IV. METHODOLOGY

Population Definition . T

—d ' ¥ ‘o f
In definﬁgg the 1974-75 graduating class population, the staffggdhered
as closely as possible to the definitions used in the 1966 Eligibility
Study (1964-65 .grgduating class) to promote comparability. In the
1966 Study, the EZbrdinating Council for Higher Education solicited .
a random sample &f high school graduate transcripts from all of 5
California's "regular," and adult, evening and continuation public
high schools. The current study utilized the same population
definition,- augmented to include students receiving high school
diplomas from California Communit}‘Colleges (San Francisco City,
San Diego,City, etc.) and students receiving General Equivalency
Diplomas (GED's). A comparison of the graduates included in the
1966 and 1976 Eligibility Studies appears in Figure I, s

- : . '.‘,\
Please nate Jfhat both studies covered the period Jyly 1 to Jine 30,
of 1964-65 and. 1974-75 and that neither study included graduyates. .
from California's nonpublic high schools.

O |

~N

\ , " Figure I . ¢
"Summary of High School Diploma Winners Inc]udéd :in the
R . 1966 and 1976 \High School Eligibility Studies
o 1966 1976
"Regulaf" High Schools . YES YES |
Adult Schools | YES YES
‘ Continuation Schools YES YES
Evening Schools - "YES YES
Community Colleges NO YES
GED Awards_ v NO YES
Private High Schools : _NO . NO
Out-of-State Graduates NO | NO % -
Sampling Procedure
(S

In thé 1966 Study, the Coordinating Council for Higher Education
obtained lists of each school's graduating class - in alphabetical

15
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order - and randomly samplled 10% of the graduates in each school.

Council contacted each $¥hool and requested a copy of individual
student tr: n6cripts. Approximately 22,300 transcripts were solic-

ited durin the’course of the study.’
: !‘~'

After identifying student’ to be sampled (by name), the CQordinatiqg\\\\\\

8 \.

. 3

In the l97$ Study the sampling procedure was altered and a smaller .
portion of the graduate pool surveyed. Reduction of the sample size
from 10% to approximately 3.5% of the total high school graduating
classes was effected due to the ability to draw valid.conclusions
from smdiher samples and the workload implications for/éll parties.

Alteration of the sampling technique to survey approximately 3.5% of

the Statefs high school graduates on' a random basis (without regard

to institution), rather than 10% of each high school's graduating
class, wds supported by the segments. Both changes were developed
with the’ concurrence of Mr. Ken Hall - the Commission s statistical
consultapt - based upon stangard statistical methodology and were
reviewed by segmental representatives prior to implementation.

/ /
Sampling Problems ‘ : ';r\\n
Two anomalies were introduced into the sampling procedure during
execution of ‘the Study. . S

Unsampled Schools - The first anomaly related to the number of
schools to "be included in the sample. ‘Expagnsion of the- eligibility
pool to include high school graduates receiving diplomas from Com-
munity Colleges and GED certificates, and clerical errors by the
Commission staff, resulted in more tharn 250 schools and approki—\
mately 22,000 high school graduates (of the nearly 300,000 total)
being omitted ¥from the initial graauate survey. This oversight
resuylted ifl 820 high school graduate transcripts (8.20% of the
total pool) not being requested in ‘the initial sampling request

sent out by the Commission in January 1976
/

Up n detecting the problem, the Commission staff conférred with A
Mr, Hall to' develop a revised sampling technique: that could be used
to. survey the "missing" schools and their graduates. In developing
the revised procedure, a plan was prepared that permitted the new : -
sample to be 'integrated with the prior-sample so that the resultant «
pool woeuld not, from a statistical standpoint, appear to have been ‘
the result gf two"separate surveying efforts. The proceduré that

was developed resulted in every twenty-seventh high school‘gtaduate

being selected, on a random basis, from the previously unsampled
schools for inclusion in the final sampLEt

"The sampling program for schools omitted in the original transcript

solicitation was executed in May 1976 and high school graduate tran-
scripts so obtained were forwarded to the segments for eligdbility

-7- ) . !
\ [
T~ . I
1 6 \'\/ - v _':,uv



. ' »'p_ "‘;Q \ \ . “ .'\,‘
analysis. The staff believes thfg'gdtiou f%lly corrected the samplingV'
problem and that no systematic bias™was' igtrpduced as a result of the
initial school omissions. “ygqgf ‘»h

A summary ofy the adjustments made to the high school graduate sample
due to the omission of schools appears in Figure II.

Graduate Projections - The second and simultaneous anomaly introduced
into the 1976 Eligibility Study developed from the manner in which

the number of graduates from each high school was originally

estimated. In the earliest days of the Study, the Commission staff
attempted to determine the exact number of graduates produced by each

of California's "regular" and adult, evening, and continuation public
high schools.

After discussion with representatives of the Department of Education,
the Commission staff was advised that, while total enrollment could
be established by school, the number of high school graduates could
‘only be determined precisely at the district level. In an attempt

to determine the number of graduates from each high school, the
Commission staff developed a procedure whereby high school graduate
population was estimated on the basis of total school enrollment
within eath district. Separate procedures were used to predict-

graduates from ''regular” high schools and .adult, evening, and con-
tinuation high schools. :

ﬂ%ing this technique and a random number computer program, ‘the Commission
staff selected specific transcripts, by number, from the high school
graduate pool. School principals were notified by.the staff of the

exact transcript(s) that had been selected for inclusion in the sample
and were requested to forward ic (them) to’ the Commission.

Soon after the original ten thousand transcripts had been requested L
fromi'the, high schodls in January 1976, the staff became aware of the
possibility that some high schools might have been either over- or
undersampled due to imprecision in the graduate estimating procedure.
Subsequent investigation by the Commission staff established that the
-number of graduates in approximately 90% of the high schools had been
either over- or underestimated, but that thesmagnitude of the dis- . .
crepancy appeared to be minimal for most schools. Note that this B
condition applied solely to approximately 7,800 of the 10,000 tran-

scripts requested in the January survey and was not repeated in the
second surveying effort in May for previously omitted and non-

responding high schools.

In an attempt to establish the exact degree of over- and undgf-
sampling introduced into the survey, the Commission staff cffhtacted
each high school and requested formal notification of the exkct

number of graduates. Of the more than 1,300 schools contacted,
. 100% replied.



The results of this survey, when compared to the Commission staff's
original estimate of :the number of high school graduates, supported

the staff's earlier assumption that the sampling effort had not ’

been seriously compromised through use of the high school graduate
estimating algorithm.. The magnitude of the error at each high

school was. such that all oversampling, and many undersampling con-
ditions, could be either stat1sticalry disregarded or easily resoclved
without intro uciﬁg btases’ into tbe resultant sample. .

In the instarces of “high schools”that had been oversampled (i.e.,

toc many transcrrptS‘had been requested), staff limiteéd its corrective
action to a Slmple audlt of transcrlpts from the affected schools to :
insure that school personnel "had not "’ éXhausted the1r lists of graduates
and stargpd anew at_the beginnlng : The transcripts from oversampled
high schools were rev1ewed to detect and, 1f necessary, remedy this
condition.. In summary,‘corrective measures resolved the problem and
acted to protect the resultant sample from bias 1ntroduced by over-
sampllng .

? 13
v
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In instgdnces where. high schools had been undersampled (_i.e.,too few

transcrlpts had been requested), staff adopted a three part corrective
procetyre: : :

. for ngh schools that had not already responded to the
Commission's request for ‘transcripts (approximately 282
schools), contact each school and request. them to forward
trdnscripts on the b£§§§ of the corrected number of graduates.

.+ for high schools that Had already responded to the Commission's

request for transcripts, where the sampling estimate was within
27 of the actual number of graduates (approximately 187

schools), include the discrepancy, between the actual and
estimated number of graduates in a Bias formula and initiate

no further corrective action. =

3
R

. for high sehools that had alrezady responded to the Commission's -
request for transcripts where the difference between the
sampling estimate and the actual number of graduates was
greater than 26 students (approximately I80 schools), hold the
school in abeyance, compute the ‘bias due to the undersampling N
condition (using standard statistical procedures), and resampIe '
*the schools at a later date only_if the collective bias in the
entire study exceeds 17%. :

The bias figure due to undersampling'proved to be .307% and therefore
no'resampling was undertakéb.
The royer- and undersampling problems did, however, have an effect

upo&“@he size of the high school graduate sample aTd the percent of

18 R L
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the total graduate population addressed by the Study. While asi.
indicated earlier, the omission of 262 high schools required th aJ
staff to a&ément the original 10,000 graduate sample by 820 addiﬁional
graduates (to a total of 10 820), oversampling errors necessitated ‘a

. reduction of 587 graduates from the total sample rendering a net “‘
sample size of 10,233 (see Figure II for an expanded treatment of Ebe
effects of these conditions upon the resultant sample size)

~

A secJLd effect introdpced by the undersampling problem was a reductio -

- in the proportion of the high school graduating class sampled during ‘
the study. At the time the study was initiated it was the staff's

" intent to sample 100% of California's public high school grhdI;tes.
The problems introduced by undersampling, however, succeeded
reducing this percent to 94.1}j. Thus, the Commfssion's sample was
assembled by surveying 94.11% of the high school graduating class.
The staff sought advice from its.-statistital counsel regarding the
severity of this problem and was advised that the problem could be k
. (and was) ameliorated by a high response rate from the 94.11% - v
sampled that adjustments could be (and were) made fo the resultant Co
confidence limits to reflect the undersampling condition, and that
the percenE reduction did not pose a significant threat in terms of

' sample bias because the undersampling condition had been precipitated
in a' random fashion.

Resgponse Rate

At the initiation of the Study, the staff, after du@-ﬁgﬁsultation
with segmental representatives, decided uﬂon a 957 resﬂ%nse rate of
transcripts requested as the minimum acceptable ‘rate. Responses
from high schools varied widely based in part upon the. workload
involved in randomly selecting, duplicating, and forwarding copies
of transcripts (without unique student identifiers such as student
name) to the Commission, uncertainty on the part of school admini-
strators about the necessity for their institution's participation
in the study, and concerns related to student record privacy laws.

Commission staff worked closely with representatives from the* .
Superintendent of Public Instruction's Office and with nonresponding a—
high schools to encourage timely response. Nonrespondent schools" ’
‘were repeatedly contacted by mail and telephone urging their cooperation.

In a last minute effort to hasten institutional participation and

achieve the 957 response rate, Commission staff, in October, made

personal visits to a number of nonresponding high schools in the

Southern California area to obtain graduate transcripts. These

efforts resulted in achievement of the 95/ response rate on

October 19, 1976 when 9*772 transcripts had been received in the
Commission's office. :

4 i ‘

At the October 20, 1976 meeting of tﬂe Technical Advisory Committee,
Commission staff and segmental representatives agreed to suspend

v ' -10-
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“g- : F{gure I

" A Summary of -the .,Adjustments Made to
the Graduate Sample Due to the - ‘ -
Omission of Graduates and Oversampling

JAInitial Adjustedbl ‘Net
Sample Sample . Net Perncent
. - (January 1976) (May 1976)  Change Change
Institutions Included in >/ . .
the Study A 1,102 1,364 - , 262 ©owt 28%
Institutions Requested to o . ' ~
Submit Transcripts 909 s 1,126 - 215 o, 26%
.Institutions Not Requested * T
to Submit Transcripts¥ 193 . . T 240 ' 47 247
Total High School Graduates : A ' . .
. Estimated by Cémmission 273,096 . 278,693 ——kk —=kk
Total High School-Graduqteé ' : o _ . .
Reported to Commissian - - 296,121 +17,428 6.25%
B Change in Sample Size . o 4

Necessary to Adjust for

the Omidsion of 257 . ‘ . : " S

Schools ~ » 10,000 10,820 +820 8.20%
Change in Sample Size ' - .

Necessary to Adjust_fof : ' ' . Y
Oversampled Schools 10,000 . 10,233 +-587 2.33%2 -~

I »>

? *The institutions shown in this column did not submit transcripts bedause
they either awarded no diplomas durlng the 1974-75 academic year or were
not requested to submit transcripts due to the size.of their graduating
class and the nature of the sampling procegdure. -

- »
*%Due to over- and undersampling, this does not apply.

. - )
subsequent \transcript processing on November 1, 1976. On November 4, 1976
the Commission had received and forwarded to the segments 9,965 transcripts
of the original 10,233 requested; this represents g 97.4% response.rate.
0f the l 124 high schools requested to send transcripts, 1, 097 (97.67%) did
s so.

. Transcript Processing

High schools began submitting copies of graduate transcripts to the Commis-
sion immediately after the January solicitation letter was distributed.
. As each transcript was received, Commission staff audited thg data to
ensure that the submitting high schoo] had complied with the Commission's
reporting standards. Transcript audits included, but were not limited to:

N,
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Iy : . N . - . ) o
@ o
+. 'checking to make sure each graduate transcript was selected
’ .from the proper graduating class (1974-75) ) L

.« reviewing each, transcript to make sure all Sf‘the g&ta .
available for eligibility determination had been provided -~

g . .
[od J -4

. analyzing an entire high school's tréns;ript%sﬁbmiss%on to

ensure that graduates had beem—selected in an_apparently
R | random fashion (e.g. not all males or females, not from the s A

top grade point average ranks, etc. . . o L.
. 'comparing the number of transcripts received‘from:a high

school to the number‘requested
In those instances in which a high school failed to comply with one

or more of the reporting requireménts established by th Commission, .
staff contacted the respondent, explained the error(s) detected, and %
requested suQmitnal of transcripts in accordance with the described . + v/
reporting standardsy v '

In the process of editing transcripti.data sibmitted by the high
. 8chools, the Commission staff also identified the 587 transcripts
\‘ inadvertently included in the transcript request due to oversampling
(see also Sampling Problems - Graduate Estimating). ' .

Transcripts successfully passing these audits were accumulated into oo
"manageable" batches and forwarded to the segments for eligibility »
analysis. A description of ‘the flow of high school transcripts toﬁ
the segments appears in Figure III. o e
‘Uﬁon receipt of transcripts from the Commission, each segment analyzed
/ the data contained on each transcript and attempted to determine th
eligibility of each graduate. Note that segmental eligibility deter-
minations weré based upon admission standards in effect during the
© 1974-75 academic year and: were necessarily constrained by the volume
and accuracy of data contained on each transcript (i.e,, no follow-
up calls were made to high sthools to obtain clari¥yfng information
regarding a graddate). The Commission staff requested each segment
to provide the Commission with a c r readable record for eath
high school graduate indicating the ollowing information: -

Lo “
. . eligibility for';dmission as first time freshman

’

+ grade point average and segmental derivations of this figure
. Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) scores (if available)

. ' College Entrance Examination‘Boa:d (CEEB) Achievement
N Test scores (if available) i\\
/

‘ 2
. o %

‘r o : ' A\
r ' :
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- Figure IM . .
. * Schedule of Transcript Transmittal . K
‘ o to the University of Californid w «
and- the Califdrn¥a State University and Colleges : .
s ' - I ) , v \_ N
o . .o Cumulative Total Sent _ Cumulative Total Sent
Co L to California State T to Unive?sity-of
Date e - _University and Colleges . Califofnia
, 7 B -
March 16, "1976 - ,2,023 . -
* March 26, 197 . 4,898 -, —
, A | oo :
" April 2, 1976 o " 6,493 . 6,493% ;
June 9, 1976 . 7,884 7,884
¢ * August’ 10; 1976 ) T 8,261 © 8,261
August 27, 1976 . .« . 8,470 : 8,470 | |
_ s o L , '
+  September 14,v1976\ LN 8,750 B A |
September 24, 1976 S 8,985 8,985
October 12, 1976 9,529 . s 9,529
October 18, 1976 . 9,7724 © 9,772
1 e .
October 29, 1976, | ot 9,931 e 9,931
November 4, 1976 - 9,965 - 9,965
L4 . ,
ek University represéntatives requested Commission staff to defer transmitts

of transcripts for evaluation until a "lérge'" quantity of transcripts had
beep received. . y . .

.
P
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Amerioan College Testing (ACT) scores (1if available)

. . other information pertinent to segmental eligibility
P S determi arions
1 . . Transcript and eligibility data related information, coded in computer +
. readable forma , began arriving frow the segments in early October

1976. A schedyle’ describing the’ receipt of this information appears”
in’ Figure IV,

Y ‘F" '
® _ - AN i
. ‘ ' Figure IV ) :
e . 't '
~ S hedule of Receipt of Transcript Evaluation
'b’\ . Data from the University of California , -
. + and/ the Cahforma State Un1vers1ty and CoHeges
.
. . ) . N . ) ’ 5 V. ‘.-‘ , e .
< . -Cumulative Total * Cumulative Total
¢ - Received from " "Received from
) ' California State University University of
Date:. '*5“"”?"? T e aﬁHfColIeges . - Californig
wﬂf 'r Qctobe{‘ Sy J$J6 o s,90 T -
AT s T ' .
Qctober 7' 1976 . ‘kr /4 5 © 3,194 ,
’ LOctober s, 1976 -— o T 7,611
zﬂ‘im * i . s ' B
October 20, 1976 9,001 - n / - >
« Novem)éer___ll, 1976 9,782 b e © 8,872
/.' i . 4 ) . N . . ,
November 15, 1976 —-— L . _ . . 9,469
. k| f
November 19, 1976 © 9,972 o ’ -
s ' _ .
Procedures Used, to Attempt to Validate the ’\ uyl
High- Sdhool Graduate Sample j.h - . '

As computer coded transcnipt data was received from the segments,
Commission gtaff undertook validation-of the high school, graduate
transcript sample. The inteént of validating the graduate gample wag
to demonstrate that the high 'school grade point averages and test
\gcores in the Commission's sample were consistemt with- _the grade
point averages and test scores exhibited. by California' s antire

R 1974-75 high school graduating population . .

)
¢

-
,

N
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8 . .
J«7_~In validating the high school graduate gample three separatezgets of
tests were performed ,
. . :
. the percent of |graduates taking the SAT, AGT, and CEEB
Achievement tests.in the sample were compared to the
statewide average participation rate

. bthe test scoreg of high school graduates in the sample

. enrolling for-the SAT $Math, Verbal, and Total), ACT e
v ow (Composite), and CEEB Erglish tests were ;ompared to }' s \
statewide tes¢ scores. s,

< - u ! \

. the grade point averages of. high school graduates from .
selected regional afeas in the sample were compared to the .
grade point 'verages of 411 graduates from the sahe .
regional areas’ AT - ;..

L4

. , data used by the sgegments to establish eligibility A summary of ‘ﬁi
the validdtion prgpcedures used £8r -each segment appears in Figure V.
- ’ /\ .0
.o Figure V )
* A 1 ’ -
, e Validation Procedures Used*
N v .
California gtate University University of, Source ¢
! and Colleges California ‘Data
L} v Q f
ACT Compogite . . Yes « No csuc
SAT Math | e < No Yes uc
b (29 SAT Verbjl i ') oy No _ Yes . uc
. o SAT Totdl C ey © . Yes . Yes . uc
. P o~ - a’ . \ .
-~ N CEEB English No o Yes ©uc
.Grade zoint Average o Yes YeS"i csuc
- s ¢

-

. .comparison of entrance t t participation rates .
.'» cpmparison of “entrance®t t score and grade point average
tstributions

"¢omparison of entrance test score and‘grade point averag:

eans , | 2 4
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Validation of Graduate Grade Point Average o

The staff attempted to validate the grade point averages in the
sample to ensure that they were representative of the statewide
pdpulation (grade point average validation was not performed in any
previous studies). .To do so, statewide or regional grade point
average data was necedsary to serve as a comparisog base. Beginning
in June 1976, Commission staff initiated inquiries %o potential
sources of 1974-75 high school graduate grade point.’averages. A list

&)

) of the organizations and persons'ddg;acted in se§rCh of this data
** - -appears in Appendix D. - , - :
The search for a“source of statewlde or regional grade point average
\ data extended over a period of months and, in the end, .proved fruit-
less.’ While 29,288 high school graduate grade point averages were

. .- obBtained from the San Diego, Santa Clara, Fresno,.and Ventura
., Reglonal Data Centers in the h&pe that they could be used to validate
the Commission's sample, major disparities the definitions used
by these centey8 for "graduate" precluded fea ingful comparisons of
the actual andisample data (for example, /the Ventura®Regional Center
defined high school graduates. as senlors enrolled in the 1975 spring
term who ‘did not reenroll in the 1975 fall term;- they assumed the
"missing" seniors had all graduated). ’
In sum,-a stateyide search, conducted over a period of months, in-
volving' a multitude of organizations associated with secondary school
. education, failed to identify a single source of grade point average
data that could be used to validate the Commission's sample. .The o
' absence’ of such data, while lamentable, should not be interpreted to, ‘
mean that the grade point averages contained in the Commission's ° T
sample are in any way biased, but rather that no yardstick cguld be

located by'whifh to measure the integrity of the sample's grade point
average data. - ‘

Validation of College Entrance Examinatioh Test” Data j
In validating test score fﬁformatiéﬁ, the staff had originallly iqtendéd
" to submit the Commission's test score data to a rigorous stgtistical,
analysis to insure the integrity of the sample. - Upon undertaking thijs
task the staff soon discovered that there, existed a number of 'statis
tically significant and. irreconcilable incondistencies between the
soyrce and character of-the tegt score data in the Commission sample/
and that maintained by the College Entrance Examination Board. A AR

summary of the problems encountered follows: . /

e
The Commission's graduate simple was constructed exclusively

of public high school graduates but the College Entrance I
Examination Board (CEEB) maintained test score data for both :
public and private high school graduates (private high . °

. 25
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school graduates represent approximately 7.17% of California 'S
1975-76 high school graduates)

. Lo
) P .“ - LY .

The staff was unable" to ohtain information from CEEB re ;e- e
« sentatives regarding the differences in test score eiﬁ' ; X

. . ~ and/or participation rates (if- any) between public and‘orivate
high sc¢hool grbduates.. .
. CEEB r%presentatives we}e unable to provide Commission staff
) with statewide test store and papticipation rateé data for
| their Foreign Language -Science, or Socfal Stuydies Achievement
tests. Lacking this information, Gommission staff was unable

‘to establish the validity of test score. daga for these three

Achieiement st categories. . LT i
Additional problems in validating test score.data arose from differ-

. " ences in the way in which high schools coded, and segments evaluated,
,select test score informatiog. These anomalies are noted in the

text where they are applicable A summary of the validati%n results
for each test fopllows: wo :

R

. b 1. ACT Compog;te -.SounulICalifgrnia State University

\ and Colleges '
Graduates Enrolling Participation Mean  Standard
) for the Test - Rate Score’ Deviation
. Statewide 17,925 5:34% 18.2 5.7
' CPEC Sample 72 - 21} S VX 6.0 v
Difference ' - .+ -0:09% ©-1.65% -

The staff analyzed//ie difference betwgen .the means of the two sets-of .
scores and established that the difference was statistic 11y nonsignifican%

4 -
’ 2. SAT Math - Souree, Unlverscity of California
o Graduates Enrolling garticipation Mean Standard
' ) for the Test : Rate ' Score Deviation
[
( i ~ /
- Statewide. - . 106,776 . Na 73 117
" CPEC Sample 2,487, ‘ N/A 484~ 118
Difference ' - - _+2f33Z ' ==
Participation rate for the SAT Total was .judged to bé a nore accurate
indicator of actual participation rate. [
-17-."
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"+ -3. . SAT Verbal - Source, University of California

! GraduateS‘Enrolling iaPerpicipacion _ Meac St;ndard
- for the Test . Rate Score ° Deviation .
Statewide 106,782 . /A 435 - 110"
' CPEC Sample .2;481 ’ ‘ N/A | 443. 108
Difference‘ ' ', - - » - " +1.84% -

Participation rate of the SAT Total was judged to be a more accurate
indicator of actual participation rate. ' .

4. SAT Total - Source, University of,Caiifornie L A

Graduates Enrbl;ing l;articipafion " Mean Standard
, o . Tor the Test -RaEe . Score . Deviation -
Statewide 106,786 ., 31798 - 908 207
CPEC Sample 2,929 >'3o.e;z 926 207
Difference S . , - -.86% '41.98% ;- '

~

The +1.98% mean score difference in SAT Total was originally judged by
the staff to be higher than expected. Subsequent stdff investigation
disclosed that the University had .coded the highest student SAT in
those instances in which a student elected to take the SAT more than
once. The College Entrance Examination Board does not report the
highest score but rather the ‘most recent score in those imstances in
which a student. takes the 'SAT more than once. This difference in
reporting “conventions applies to SAT Math, SAT Verbal, and SAT Total
score-differences. __,_ !

5. CEEB Engllsh = Source Univer51ty of California

. Gfaduates Enrolllng, Participation ) Mean ~ Standard
for the Test - Rate Score Deviation -
Statéwide 30,773 9.162 - 508 103
CPEC Simple - . m " 9.972 s 106
Differente i;ﬁf?'“f:ﬂ',, - . +.81z +1.182 -

The +1. lSA‘mead score difference was_originally judged by the staff to
~ be slightly higher. than anticipated but the difference’was statistically
-, nonsigniffcant. Subsequent staff investigation disclosed that. an undeter-
mined number of high schools had substituted the CEEB Literature test
score for the CEEB English score where no CEEB English score was
available. - 97

~
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While the staff's original intent to perform a statistically rigorous
evaluation of the test score data in the Commission sample did not
prove as fruitful as had been desired, the analysis that has been
performed does not, in the staff's judgment, disclose any major
discrepancies in the test scores and/or\participation rates between
the Commission's sample and the available statewide data. While

this analysis is adm1ttedly less compl e than desired, it does sub-
stantiate the staff's belief that the Best score data within the
graduate sample is representative of the experience’'of Califormia's
l974 -75 public high school graduating .class and does not compromise
the integrity of the Study's findings with regard to segmental
eligibility rates.

»

Eligibility Computations - The Conceptual Framework .
In the three studies that have preceded this one, the determination

of student eligibility has been a relatively'simple matter. In prigr
studies student eligibility was established exclusively on the basj

of grade point average or some derivative thereof. In the 1966
Eligibility Study, for example, if a student possessed an "adjusted"
grade point average or 3.0 or greater, he/she was determined eligible
to attend the University of California. A student possessing a

grade p01Qt average below 3.0 was Judged tb be ineligible '
Changes in aimission requirements (by both segments) immediately prior
to, and soon after the 1966 Eligibility Study, resulted in the intro-
duction of college entrance examination tests‘as a factor--along with
student grade’ point average-——in determining student eligibility.
These changes in admission policy increased the complexity of “‘the

1974 Study (when compared to the 1966 Study) because, while every
studdnt possessed a grade point average, only a small percent of high-
schodl graduates enrolled for college entrance tests. For example,
only 8. 77% of the high school graduates, id the Commission's sample
took the tests necessary for admission to the University of
California. 'Of the students who took.tests required for admission

to the State University and Colleges, 34.21% took the SAT and 5.25%
took the ACY.

L

Segmental representatives and Commission staff anged upon procedures,
for each segment to use in evaluating the transcripts within the
Commission's sample. Each segment's admissions standards include a
provision that applicants with adjusted high school grade point
averaggs above a certain level (3.20 and above for the Caldifornia

State University and Colleges and *3.10 and above for the University

of California) are admissible regardless of test scores. There was
agreement that applitants with these "high' adjusted grade point
averages would be considered eligible for purposes of the study whether
or not test scores were available. This approach increased the

.
*
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number of,students;for.whbm eligibility .could be’ detergnined without
chpromeing the validity of the résiﬁtant eltgibility determinations.

‘A description of the procedures used in determining segmental eligi-

bility for the purpose of this study follows:
s . ~ \

1. University of California

—— N

Freshman applicants to the Uni?ersity of California must fulfill a
subject requirement (specific course work), a scholarship requirement

- (minimum grades in specified subjects), and/or an entrance examination

requirement (certain tests and minimum test scores) in order to be’

deemed eligible. (An excerpt from the University's Undergraduate
Admissions Packet describing specific freshman entrance tequirements
is enclosed as Appendix B,) : ' ‘

. */ '
Three admission categories were utilized to group the University's |
admission standards. High school graduates were either (1) detérmined

eligible and assigned to one or another of these three categories; or

- (2) determined ineligible after analysis of their transcript data. #

(A summary of the admission categories for the University appears in
Figure VI.) . "

Note that these categories are not mutually exclusive and an applicant
may qualify within more than one admission-category. Note also that
applicants qualifying under Category I need not have taken an entrance
test (for the purpose of the Eligibility Study only) and that no mini-
mum "A to FV grade point average must be achieved to qualify an’
applicant for acceptance under Category III.

2. California State University and Colleges

4 .

Freshman applicants to the California State University and Colleges
must poSsess a mfinimum "ddjusted" grade point average of 2.00 to be
considered eligible (adjusteds grdde point average 15 based-upon work

completed in the last three¢ years of high school exciusive of‘physical.;

education and military science). Applicants poséessiﬁ% an adjusted
grade point average below 2.00 are considered ineligible regardless

-of test score. As- explained previously, applicants-with .an adjusSted

grade point average .of 3.20 and above aré considered elig;ble re-—
gardless of test score, but the test score must be on file.

All applicants must enroll for either the ACT or SAT entrance 'examin-
ation. El¥gibility is determin&éd throu h the computation of an'ge
"eligibili’y index," an index-computed %y one, of the followng.. '
formulge: - . SN

. : . IR
B

..
r

v

s for applicants taking the ACT entrance‘examination;".. .
-~ EFigibility Index = GPA x 200 + 10 x ACT Score ! ..

. S
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I3 !
¢ . for,applicants taking the SAQrentrance examination, T
LU El&gibility dex = GPA x 800 + SAT Scoreo ‘3 '

* A ‘:M ‘b- \‘b‘ ) , ! ' 4
Applicantgy roliing fbr the ACT entrance test mus; achieve a minimum
eligiblli‘:ﬂdﬁdex of 741 to be considered eligible Applicants

: enrollingﬁ4 r the SAT entrance test are determined eligible if they

achieve an eligibility index of 3,072 or greater. AlY applicants

fﬂ»possessing an adjusted grade point average of 3.20 qf greater are

&%

‘considered eligible regardless of their test dcore results. (An

excerpt from the California State Univexsfty and. GHlleges' A Rglicatlons

and Irformation manual describing freshman eligihdlity requirements
is enclosed as Appendix C.)

s ' .
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J ' Figure VI. -
~ .\ . N ) . i.
s ] “University of California 9 '
‘ Admission Categories = i
L ‘.J‘.Q 'I;)' . )

2 Lry an appllcant

Category I - to be considered eligible in this cat
must: IR X ' ;

poss ss an "A to F" grade point average'cf;ﬁllo or greater:

in the required couyrse work .

Ty A ' :
. - have/ no credit‘deficiencies in the required course work
h :

have no D:ior F grades in the required course work

. Category. I - to be consldered eligible in,this category an:applicant
must: . . . ,

bpossess an- "A to F" grade point average’ between 3. 00 and 3. 09 :
in the required course work K

e
ot

have no creﬂit def1c1encies in the required course WOrk

have no DorF credit defic1enc1es in the requlred course work

'7 . s
enroll for the requlred entrance tests* ang/achieve a score of
2,500 or more‘ ) a . : y

Category III - to be considered eligible in thlS category an appllcant
must: o - o ' . c

»

‘enroll for the required entrance tests*

achieve a score of 1,100 or more dn the. SAT

[

~

s

achleve a score of l 650 or more on the CEEB Achievement Tests

achleJe a mlnimum score %ﬁ 500 on each of tlie three CEEB
.Achfevement Tests . :
*.The required entrance tests ‘are:

SAE Verbal and SAT Mathematlés (

CEEB English _ :

CﬁﬁB Mathematics or CEEB Scienceﬂﬁb

'CEEB Forelgn Language 83“€EEB Social Studies

31
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V. . FINDINGS o !
-Eligibility Computations.for the University of California
The University of California returnegya 469 graduate transcripts, with
appropriate eligibility coding, to the Commission. Of the 9,469 grad-
uate transcripts returned, 1,405 (l4: 84%) were determined to be-eligible

to attend ;he University of Califormia. A summary of the eligibility
analysis o these graduates appears in Figure VII.

o Figure VII
 Summary of Grduate Eligibility
As a Function of’ E]"rlnhty Category
for the Un1versity of California

. Graduates Percent of, . Percent of

Admissions Determined - Eligible ) Total. Sample
Category Eligible Graduates Determined Eligible
Category I . 1,386 3 98.65% . | 14.63%
Category II | 9 0.64 ‘ - ..0.16 T
Category III ‘ ib T_0.71 - o -o0.11 |
Total 1,405 ‘ 100.00% | 14.84%

? °

The distributions of graduates determined eligible as a functien of
"adjusted" grade point average and "A to F" grade point average appear
in Figures VIII and IX, respectively.

Figure VIIIf ) o

LY o -
oo Distribution of E]ig1b1e Graduates Qy _ - N
. ‘ Adjusted Grade Point Average L SR
T S T for,the University of California , '
adjusted [ ' ) T Percent Pexcent '
Grade Point = - Category Category Category Total of ~ of
Average S 1 11 III  Eligible Eligiblé Sample
.Below 2.00° 13 0 o 13 - 0.92% \ 0.13% .
2.00-2.49 0 1 /U 2 0.1 0.02
| 2.50-2,99 55 ¢ 4 2 8L . 4.3% 0v64
I s.00-3.49 - s22 4 3 529 37.65 5.57
. 3.50-4.00 796 0 4 800 56.95 8.48
Total 1,386 - ' 9 10 1,405 100.00% . 14.84%
32
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. uate eligibility. Of the 9,972 graduate tfanscripts returned, 3,486

Figure IX

W Distribution of .Eligible Graduates by ’
- "A to F" Grade Point Average
for the Un1vensity\9f California \
"A to F" . e , . Percent Percent
Grade Point Category Category Category Total ° of . of.
Average o 1 I IXFI - Eligible Eligible Sample
Below 2.00 o 0 .0 0.002 © 0.00%
2.00-2.49 o 1 1 .0.07 001
02.50-2.994% 0 0 7 & . 4, 0.28 ° 0.04 .
'3.00-3.49 - 434 .7 9 444 3160  4.69
3.50-4.00 952 0 956 . _68.05 _10.10
Total 71,386 9 10 - 1,405 . 100.00% 14.84%
v Eligibility ComputatiOns for the: California State N
University and Colleges - :

>

The Califprnia State University and Colleges returned 9 972 graduate
transcripts £o the Commission with information coded describing grad- .

(34.96%) were determined to be eligible to attend the Californla
State Universitysand Colleges. An expanded description of the .

characteristics of the State University eligibility pool appears in
Figures X 'and XI. _ S . '

Figure X

" Summary of Graduate E1igibility
As a Function-of EJiigibility Category:

v xfér the Ca11forn1a State Un1vers1ty and Co]]eges
| ' _ '..k o Percent " Percent
\ . . ? ) . - . of ‘ ' Qf . .
I Graduates " Eljgible Total Sample

°

Eligiﬁre‘onAthe Basis of ™

" Grade Point Avérage

(3.20 and Above) | - 2,500 , v 71722 . 25.072
Eligible on the Basis of . . 'I .
E!lgibilit? Index Score L 98§ . : 28 28 . , '99389-3. |
P ,.~”f‘5"' total 3886 ”f:'ldo 00z - Taalvex
. i | R . SRR
, 33 ' l.~ - : ¥
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" Figure XI - _ :
s . Distribution of Eligible Graduates by

. v. » . Adjusted Grade Point Average
for the Ca]'@mia State University and Coﬂeges
Adjusted o “fEligible on ' .f
Grade Eligible on Basis of . Percent Percent
-‘Point . = Grade Point Eligibility . Total ~of. - of
. Average  Average : onel_ Index - Eligible Eligible ~ Sample
Below 2.0 ° 0 o 0 0.00% " 0.002
2.00-2.49 o - ., 5 , 5 14 .05
2.50-2.99 .. a .. - l404 406 11.59 4.05
‘- 3.00-3.49 1,155 577 . 1,732 49.69 - 17.37
3.50-3.40" 1;345 . . 0 . 1,345 ' 38.58 . 13.49
Total 42,500 © 986 3,486 100%00% 34.96%
- ' .. ) . " ‘ ]
. ' ‘
. ¢ , ] ! , ]
1. Grade Point Average of 3.20 and above. o -

Sample Confidence Limits and Toierance

At the outset of the study the Commission staff and segmental represen-—
tatives agreed that the results of the study should possess a confidence
level of 95% with a%tolerance of + 1Z. Put d1fferently, the staff
desired to be able to certify that it was 95% sure that each segment's
eligibilicy f1gure was within * 17 of the value evolving from the study.
Using the 14. 842 ellgibllity figure obtalned for the University of
California; and the 957 confidence level figure, the staff computed the
tolerance to be # 0.72%, or well witbin the tolerance established for |
_the study. S S ..;-J "f:_' L f_.. .} '

.: Using the 34, 96/ eligibility figure for the\California Stdte Univéreit}
. and Colleges and the 9572 confidence‘level the staff, computed the toler- '
'ance figure to be +. 0. 942 .. v

7‘Samp1e Bias |
-Sample Bias Due to Nonresponses by High Schools - Of the 1,124 high
schools requested to submit transcripts, 28 schools, répresenting 6,653
‘graduates (246 transcripts), did not respond to the Commission's request

[
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 for transcripts in sufficient time for segmental evaluation of eligi= . -
bility. The sampling bias attributed to.nonresponse was computed by
assuming a worst case estimate that the nonrespondents would have had
a 20% eligibility rate for the University of Californda and a 40%

igibility rate for the California State University and Colleges.

g these worst case estimates, the sample bias due to mnonresponding

high schools was computed to be 0.12% for the University and 0.127 for
. the State University anJ Colleges.

Sample Bias Due to Undersampli;g,— As noted earlier, 278,693 of the 296 121
graduates (94.1%) were sampled correctly during the course of the study.

The 17,428 graduates improperly surveyed and undersampled due to errors in
the original sampling algorit&m represent a potential source of bias im-
pacting upon sample validity. The bias dug.to undersampling was computed
using worst case estimates of 20% and 40% For the University of California
and the California State University and Colleges respectively. Using

' these figures, the bias due to undersampling for the University of
California was determined to be 0.30%. The undersampling bias attributed

- to the State University s sample was computed as O 30%Z..

Cumulative Sample Bias - The cumulative sample ‘bias due. to undersampling
and nonresponse was computed using the same 20% and 40% worst case esti-
mates. Using these estimates, the cumulative sample bias is 0.42% for
the University of California and 0.417 for the California State University
and Colleges. .

‘.-\3
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A Sumnary of the 1955, 1951. ahd 1966 . 0 eet e
High Schoo] Ehg1bﬂity Stud1es n . . S

..'J“In order to verify the proportiOn of high school students eligibIe oWt

" . for admission to the University of California and the-Califormia” ~ ™ %,
. ‘State University and Colleges, periodic evaluations have been under-. R
+ taken over the past 20 years to ‘analyzé transcripts 6f puhlic high.

~ school gradudtes. ' Modifications -of admission.standards havé been . . .. i
'made by both, eegments as a result of the ;indings of these studies. agr.:=~-

‘ujrl955 Studz - This study determined that approximately 442 of high (._;«h:
., school “graduates were eligible:for admission to. the ‘California State ST

. " University and-Colleges (State" Colleges), ‘and about 15% were eligibl&# o B

 to-attend the fniversity of California.  Following publication of the', -+ i
" report-.of- the committee which had been. reviewing the correlation. * % -.
" between high School grades, entrance. test- scores; and academtc success5"

~..of students admitted to California's public colleges and univérsities,

“the : State ‘Board ‘of Education increased. freshman admission’ requirements R
. for ‘the California State UhiVersity and Colleges from 5 Carnegie units '

of "A" of "B" grades in the last three years of high school to 7 :
Carnegie units of "A" or "B" grades in the last three years of high
school in subjects other ‘than physical education or military science.
The Board amended the prior alternate. _means -of eligibility (attaining _ R
_a: .score at the. twentieth percentile or better on a ‘college ‘entrance. v
' test) to include completion of 5 Carnegie units of A" or "B" grades -

in the last ‘three years of high school (excluding physical education o

and military science) : _ L

o

In 1956 the University modified its admission requirements, basically
unchanged ‘since 1931, providing that the previous requirement of a

"B" average in a required pattern of courses . taken in.the last three
..years of. high school, have the added qualification that no.grades. ¢
lower than "C" would be acceptaBle in the. required subjgcts.

1960 Recommendations = In 1959-60, the Technical Committee on .,
Selection and Retention of Students reported that approximately 50%
of public high school graduates were eligible for admission to the
California State University and Colleges, and 157 were eligible for
admission to the University of California. The recommendation-of
this Committee to the Master Plan Survey Team was that these percent
figures ‘he reduced to 33 1/3 and 12 1/2 respectively. This recom-
. mendation was accepted by the Team, and incorporated in their report oo
" to the President of the University of California, Chancellor of the \
California State University and Colleges,’ Superintendent of Public '
_Instruction, Legislature, and the Governor
LA
_1961 Study - Following adoption of tlie Master Plan Survey Tean's:
report, the 1961 High School Transcript Study was conducted by the
. "Joint'Statistical Inquiry Concerning Eligibility for Admission" to
'the University of California and the: California State University and

o
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Colleges. The study was implemented as a result of the following

recommendations in the Master Plan for Higher Education in California, '
1960-75. .

In order to raise materially standards for admission to” ' *
- .the lower division, the State Colleges gelect firsttime '

- freshmen" from the top one-third (33 1/3"percent) and. the

' University from the top omereighth (12 1/2 percent) of )
. all graduates of California public high schools.

K [ 4 a’ ..

The sample of transcripts chosen for ‘the 1961 study. consisted of
approximately 10% of-all California public school. graduates during
the academic year 1960-61. ' These '15;600 transcripts represented
graduates from both day anfl adult evening schools and were gelected

randomly from lists of graduates supplied by the schools. "An analysis -

of| the transcripts indicated that 43.4% of the students were eligible .-

fo admissioq to the California State University and’ Colleges, while
. 14.8%7 were eligible to attend,the University of Caiifornia.

resgonse to the’ Study s findings, admissions criteria were adjusted'

? in an attempt to conform to the Master Plan recommendation. ~The

| University increased admission requirements for fall 1962: by dropping

4, ~ .three alternate means of eligibility determination which had accounted

g for 2.2% of high school students being found eligible in the 1961

f study. By extending the "no grade less than C in required subjects"’

! provision to courses taken in.the 9th grade, the University eliminated -
0.1% of thosertudents who would have been eligible in the 1961 study.
More extensive revisions were enacted by the California State
University and Colleges. Changes were made to relatively weight the
grade point average and performance .on a collegé entrance test (SAT
and ACT) to develop an eligibility index. Admissions based on' the
eéligibility index became effective\in fall 1965. L v

1966 Study - One year later, in 1966 both segments reported to .the
Coordinating Council for Higher Education on the results of their
evaluation of-some 21,739 high school transcripts, representing a
9.75% random sample of all 196465 graduates: of ‘California public
high schools. : For the Cdlifornia State Urilversity and Colleges,
35.16% of the transcripts indicated admission eligibility. This
.was.a considerable improvement over conditions revealed in the'
..g{:'l9§1 study, but still not within the 33 1/3% Master Plan recommenda-
.. . tion. -The University of California found 1l4. 587 of the transcripts
indicated student eligiblity for admission.

To accomplish an increase in admission standards at the University
of California, the Board of Regents adopted procedures whereby all,
freshmen applicants for fall l968/an3 thereafter would be required
to submit scores from the Scholastic Aptitude Test:and three

o
A Cuah

)

A2




"B" or better. Add
" counted as receiving a-grade of "C" ot higher, regardless of the

AchieVement-Tests of the College Entrance Examination Board. The

- &l

a student could rep

Regerits -also reducq:¥jy half, the number of required coyrses yhich’

itionally, no ‘such repeated tourses would be
actual grade received by the student. L ‘ ,

\ r

An adJLstment ‘was, also made to the California State University and

~ Colleges' eligibility index to reflect the Master Plan guidelines.

>
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' Academic FirstlTi}he" Freshman Applicants (California Highzj.ﬁ-"-
Requiremen.t: School , Gtaduates and -Residents): An applicant - =

- ‘who i \a-graduate of aCaquomna high school or a e
Iegal resident for tuition purposes must have a grade pOmt average and composite
-score.on the ACT or total score dn the SAT which plaoes hlm among the upper
one-third of California_high school graduates.’ The: table “below " is used in
determmmg the admissions: elugnbnlnty ‘of such applicants, Grade pomt averages are . ,
based on work completed“in the last three years of hlgh school;’ exciusnve of i
phy8lca| educatlon and military’science. ‘
R TABLE FOR COMPUTING 'I‘HE ELIGIBILITY N' Xf '
GPA. - .| 200° | 210 | w220 | 230 | 250 | 260
AL.T. Score 35 . 33 b 31 |- 29| Y25 23
S.A.T.Score 1472 1392 | 11312 1232 1072 | "892
GPA. 270 | 280 |-290 3oo‘l 3.20°°
A.C.T. Score 21 19 17. | s L 1 3
S.AT. Scafe, 912 g32 |; 752 |. €72 512
*Below 2.00 not eligible. . EAR .
**Above 3.20 ellglblo wiih apy score. . ) e e,
. 1Eligibility Index = GPA X 200 + 10 {ACT compome) fnmlmum acceptable Index 741 T
Eligibifity lndax dgra X 800 + SAT totll mlmmum accepzaule'mm 30%2. o
" .

«
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Organizations and IndiViduals.Contacted by " T

' . Commission Staff to 'Obtain Grade Point . ._ L o T
ot Average Data,for 1974-75 High S - ]

. School Graduates e . /

nt 6f Education . . ”-”11” , -f.f

. Dale Qdrlson, Office of Program Evakpation and Research
.: Marshall Féls, Office of Program. EValuation and Research .
rtune, Assoclate Superintendent and Program Manager for
‘dary Education:Programs . '

. Hetbert Adams, Data Processing Services . : o ,; 3#:.: / v;*
! o " ‘ : . " .i ..'-.‘7' . ;
ied School‘District i C IU S /g, B
™ . f,,:_ . _" -
Los Angeles Uni led School District C . .f Lo 'T.‘:f“gﬁf"r

: John Wr ght,QDirector,,Research and Evaluation j'],’ ) T L
. David Bower, Counseling and: Psychological,Services : /

iéalinas Union ‘High School District
. John‘Ca olan, Assigtant Superintendent, Instrnctional Sefﬁ}ces,--
Rrederi Greaves, Research Assistant h

." N

Riverside Unifi d School District

4

'-E /'- Mabel Punl" Research and Evaluation : 'lyt

San/Juan»UnifiediSchooeristrict

w § Phillip Dakes, Directo* Research and Eva&uation% .
: .‘ Joanne Schaad Research and Evaluacion C L

Francieco Unlfied School District f'if-g

";f;/, Mr. Loo, Planning and Evaluation S w e
" Mr. Call ay, Supervisor, Secondary Education'
E‘; .

irl__lifornia Asaoc

tion” ou Research in Education

e%fﬂrgk Garfordéa%rdon, Director, Research

)

o .
[
"

;TﬂFresno Unified S.hool District

i ." A " ) .
“# o Heldi Muacy, Assistant Director, Educational Research g G
y Bt N L o L t\ o " N
\ ‘ ] ) o 1 . . : . \ . - “
D=3; * ‘
v’.‘, ';:v,] - .j‘:
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‘Sadramento Regional Educational Data Center .
. Robert Branch Director - L S

.

Ventura Regional Educational Data Center

'« Jack Totheroh Director

Santa Clara Regional Edhcationai Data Center - o "

. Marilyn Caxson, Director /}. f '
'Fresno Regional Educational Data Center '@

j-t Ralph- Richey, Directog '}& 'F

Riverside Regional Educational Data Center “ftg' ‘5. ‘ t' B

: . William Nuckols, Director A
o ‘ o
L»San Diego Regional Educational Data Cedte ?;¥ :
-.\J', "; 4 - . A’ ':'
. ‘Ralph Cook Director : . S “ = i
P : T

-y Al Maline,

N A )
‘. Kenneth_Blancbe, Program Evaluation, Research and Pupii,Seryicea;
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