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One of the most gratifying outcoms. of th= controversy surrounding

ﬁiz the recent Bakke case was that the hijher eaducat- n establishment lined
:f: up squarely behindfthe'Upiversity of Cali“ornia supporting minbrity—
c:: oriented affirmative actioﬁ plans in collec= admis~-ons. Even before viie
fig decision came  down, representatives of tt: majcr Zucational associations
expréssed their determination to continue = d even '  expand minority-admis-
sﬁohsjprograms.
| | w5$1e’phese pub{ic pronouncements -. < - rezssur ng to those
,‘,E ofiuSiWhapaFe ¢¢ﬁmjtted to expanding educztion. .mport aitier £ minorities,
it”ié‘not c]eaf.just héw such lofty intentior . - to trenslated
intoic&ncrete actions that will, in fact, szranith - s “---pm. Sve action
;efforts. No matter how committed they may be to =~ .o in :heory,
most educators are reluctant to recconize that - = --2ir tir--qonored
practices still pose serious obstacle: to =m»-- 1 ac. fc “norities
aha.tﬁe'disadvantaged. Specificaliy, the ac = es [ l'wve ~ mind are
qgmissions,'grading, and ability tracking. Stand: s, . should be
noted, play a prominent part in each o° these ac = . .. The thesis of my
talk today is that our efforts to implement aff  --z:i = .1on programs will
not be veryveffective until we are wi ling to cerztge cernatives to the
traditional use of standardized tests = admis -ns. 7=+ 3, and tracking.
o Most of the controversy about standar. -ed tes%ii  has emphasized
)
]
=) . _ _
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what might be called the “"construct valic.cy" of these inst- mmants.  Are they
"cilturally bizs=d"? Do they accurately reflect the acade. .c abilitiass 7
Forsons who a~: not from white, middle-c!zss backgrounds? In my judcmer .
these concerr-* save been misplaced, since :-e controversy ov=— what the te"
"really” mee .. : has tended to obscure a ru~h more fundamer—:z! problam: T
th2 way the r~sis are used is Sasicallg nappropriate tc t-e purposes
ecucation. his misuse of tests, in turr. posés special -tstacles to e

equcat ‘~nal ‘-vi-lopment of disadvantaged m nority groups.

Taton nsidering my specific obje-=ions tc, current -ses of tests
ad™iss ‘ans. 27ing, and tracking, it shou’z be made clear tnat my argum-
arm proo : on one fundamental asss mption: namely, that the m:- or
purpozs . o3 ther educational inastitution: is t- educate students. In c:her
wWorTs., ~mantal mission of ery cc’ .eme or university is to produce

cer™ .in ire. - changes in the ...uder or, mcre simply, to maks a ciffer-

ence in -h ' dent's life. ﬁhis ncept 1on of the purpose of higher insti-

tuti =z - u resembles the ecorv- ist < nczion of "value added."
Lat! fi~=t consider the nf - 2sts in admissions. Pernaps the
best way tc urdz-stand the use of -===3 i- admissions is to ask an admissions

officer or f#zu'ty member why testz are :sed to decide which students are
shou i~ be adm~-“ed or rejected. The -bst . tely responée to this questi-n is,
"because the tests predict grades in colles==.” Forcetting forfthe‘moment that
the college grade point average leaves somezring to be desired as a measure of
stu-ent learning, let us simply consider the educational implications of the
prediction argument: People.with high scores on an admissions test are
preferred over those with low scores on <12 grounds that they will subseg
quently earn higher grades in college. In my judgment this prediction

arqument is a weak justification for the s~ of any selection device, simply
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because pretiction may have littlie, if -w:ny nming, to <o with the educational
or " zlue addad" mission of the institution.

“o iliustrate the fallacy inhgrent in e rrediciic arqument, suppcse
that 1 ccllege was adﬁitting all the w-onc :tuzents, s¢ that the students
leafn-i‘absoluﬂely nothing from their colle== exoerience. Even in such an
extror=s case, thé admissions tests coul st 1 r-edict arz=des. In the same
vein, f on- could administer college admissi-—s tests to h-gh school seniors,

put t' @ ir a state of suspended animation far four years. ther revive them

and g°  hem a set of final examirations. tr= college admissions tests would
still r. = alidity" in c-edicting perfcrmance on the final examinations. As
a matte- 7 fact, since :zifferent students are likely to learn at different
rates, T tands to reason that the areatest student learning may be occurring

at tho<' ¢ 'leges where test: have tne poorest predictive "validity."

su.sible rejoinder - _his obj=~tion is that the criteridn used to
iustify - m ssions £esting- == college gradev point average--is indeed a
meas.re ~ .het the student —as Jearned in college. While there has been
very lit: 2cearch on this T..-damental problem, what =vidence there is fails

to suppe-. it.  One study (Hu-ris, 1970) examined.preiest-posttest gains on
-the Colle:2 L:-el Examination rogram administered befaore and after exposure
to various courses. As it turm: out, students.who got feiling or near-failing
graz=s showed <est score ga'ns comparable to those of students with high
grzdes. Is -+ possible thz: standardized testing, when carried out on a
pr=test-posts -st basis, of-2rs a much better means of assessing student
proqresé than -he grade poin averége? Should our dependence on tests shift
from its curre- - emphasis on salection and prediction to a greater emphasis on
learning and development?

=} i . . .
The main objective to traditional grading practices, of course, is



that the college grade po1nt average is a re]atxve measure that.simply

ranks students from best to worst without any ecessary reference to what the

student has’ learned as the result of the educatfonal program. Why institu-
tions have not relied more on standardized tesés’to assess cognitive learning
has always been a puzzle. Many professors argue that the tests are somehow
jnadequate: too. superf1c1a1ff$ncomp1ete in coverage, cu]tura]]y biased, and
so forth. Professors' heavy re11ance on these same tests to decide under-
graduate admissions, advanced placement, and admission to graduate and
professional schools belies .these objections. If academics are perfectly
willing to use standardized tests to evaluate the rarformance of prospeciive
students, how come such tests suddenly become inappropriate measures of
learning once the student is admitted?

One difffcu]ty in using standardied tests to monitor student develop-
ment is the way they are Scoreﬂ</“/VEr£ua11y every test-maker today reports
studant performance only ir normaéive terms: percentiles, standard scores,
stanines, and so oﬁ. These norm-based scores show how the individual performs
only in relation to others. Such scores are useful for selecting énd screen-
ing.(ﬁ.e;, identifying the "best" students), buf they are difficult to use
for measuring change or g}owth.‘ Lackind any absolute referent, it is diffi-
cult to know from successive administratipns of such tests if, or how much,
the person's performance level has improved. (The traditional letter grade
system suffers, of course, from the same iimitation, particularly isttudents
are graded on the curve.)

There is no good reason why such tests cannot be used to produce

~information on changes in student's absolute level of performance: for

example, in the number or percentage of items answered correctly. In addi-

tion, performance data on individual test items could be provided to diaanose
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particular strengths anc »eakinesses or to measure growth in more s fic
areas of skill or know " Psychometricians have discouraged Sting

companies from reportin. -7t Jtc¢ for individual test items ¢~ *he -ounds
A

that such information s um-2=hle. FHowever, individual ite zate .. re
highly reliable if thz ar¢ « no~ied fcr qroups of students.1 f -1e o-

leges and univsr-sitie: twat wus: stancardized tests demand the re 4l ==

repo~ted in r=s scor . orm & that item data be included, e tes i—=
compznies will --obably » v 2 zham. Such demands could b2 mad: ~r most ~F
the teéts-.;ow 1 wides u¢ uz : the achievement and &dvanc.  2lacesws

tests of the C:-ilegs F viT» -amination Board (CEEB), the Co Tzge [ ayi-]
Examination Program :: ~° ., °~ 2 ~ndergrzduate program of the Grac..ze R 1

Examination, and th= -ar7ous devices to select students for ov- ~uats ¢ 1
professional schools. ' '7iiteriag the additional information thi_ woi.. he

available to teachers :ind sstuc¢s ts, th= cost of'providing it wou = be ¢t .-

ial. Given that so r tn ~are . devoted to writing and pretestir- iters =

that these activities 2t for a major share of the cost of st=ndardi 'ec
tést construction, tt “ig"~ benefits from these developme=i _1 efrii-ts
snhould nbt be lost ov -ruction of “scales" and the compt.tati, of
percentiles, standard SC' -, ina- cther normative measures.
_Why do the tes s mersist in limiting their feedb} 10 TCrMa-
. tive measures when - information is of limited value to -~ ant: and
institutions? There 77 e at Jeast two explanations. FirsT. .. =ps zho-
metricians wno contrc tachnical aspects of the test industr: . -= b=come
mesmerized by the st- ical properties of standard scores and by-:1e ele-
gance of the normal d — 1iution which underlies classical test theary. Thus,

1. Data on +individua: t= = item performance has been used, with c—nsic -—able
success, in the Internat nal Study of Achievement in Mathematics, edit-1 by
T. Husen (Ne= York: Hile.. 1967). (Stockhom, Almguist and Wiksell.®
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raw scores {number eanswered correctly, rights iius wrongs) are converted to
norrativa scores, a procedure that eliminates i-: original units of measure-
meq;. F-on the purist's per-pective, individue. itedé have 2ven worse statis-
tica properties, so they must -bé- lumped tog-=trer in sufficient numbers :o

srod.ze "-zales" -hat form the appropriately  zped distribution wit: th2

crops~ c---2e of "reliability.”

~eoond, more impoftant, is that no- tive measures ar- cons ent
with the =3 ~ we and meritocratic values the permeate so much * ° A -=-can
society. Ir his rega}d; it should be kept -~ mind that the “«i - :w=z1ly
admin-ste=:.  ite ligence test, developed early in this century, ¢3S a
modgel f=r T’ groud-administered tests used tocay. While sthe 5 re was
not, stric-", spsaking, a normative measure, it promdfed the use -~ r nztive
jaréon wil’y a strong meritocratic connotation; c2nius, supefior; 1 “rmal,

imbecile, ind so forth. The earliest large-scale applications of -oup osting

were in ne military, which, during the two w~ 1d wars, was ¢ cern=: with

screen ng out ijliterate and "mentally defective" recruits and -~2-:=s and
identi- :ing candidates for officer training. Thsse applications ---e basically
merito--atic: finding the "best"-and "worst" candidates. This 12w of group

tests ontinued after World War II when the cr:sh of applicants forced many
cp]]egﬁ? to institute screening procedures that cc:ld be applied on a large scale
at rel tive1y 16w cost. Normative scores pro,icxd a simp]é and seemingly fair
means .- identify the "best" students. "This meritocratic view of testing has
beén r. .~forced by the competitveness of the colleges themsé]ves, where the
"best" cruileges are, 6f course, those with the'highest scoring students.

It -he 1950s and 1960s this meritocratic orientation was reinforced by
competiti=zness at the international 1level, when many Americans interpreted

the first Soviet Sputnik to mean .that the United States had slipped behind
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because mzy of s "b icghtest” tudents w-=re not n0ing to college. OQOne.

meanifestation o7 . is corcern was he Matioral Merit Scholarship Corporation,
which arnually = close o e @illicn students just to identify the
1,500 or so. witr - hizhest sc —es who could .be awarded scholarships to
assure college at® —:zance. Collec:=s, of course, bacame high]y competitive in
theivr quast for -it S:holars, ~d the number o? Scholars in the student
body was widelw r=_. ded 3s a sig 7 academic quality. A similar competition
developec émong © = ~igh schools. .

Today, ros™ 7 us in acadss= take the normative-meritocratic nature of
testing for granz. . As a consec.znce, concern with student change, growth,
\or development iz :.bordinat=d to -anking studgnts from best to worst. This

bias has infected grading practices, where instead 57 determining what stu-
dents learn from *h= beginning tc the end of a courée, or what they learn in
college, grades are assignec which reflect prima?i]y how _stﬁdents perform
c0mpa(ed with each other at a'g ven>point in time. Employers and graduate
schools further reinforce these crading practices, since the student's GPA is-
a convenient means 0 identify th- "best" students. /

There 1is nc reason wny c>lleges should persist in these practices
other than habit and tradition. Using results from individual items and
absolute or raw scores requires little additional effort, regardless of
whether the test 15 a nétiona]]y standardized or individual c]aésroom_exami-
nation.

It is important to recognize that a meritocratic approach to ée]ection
of talent probably makes much better sense in other sectors of our society
such as-the military, business and industry. What seems to have happened
is that college admissions officars ncw function more like personnel mana-

gers in a comnercial enterprise than like educators. Picking the "best"
p - _



is @ agoropriate acti.ity for busihess and industry, since their goafs ar=
to 7ire the best talent to maximize productivity and. profit. Similarl:.
corz2tition among rival companies for the pool of available talent is consi:--
ten— with the very nature of free enterprise economy. B8ut the busines
mods-i, which has besn adopfed by the most selective iﬁstitutions, is not
apprzo-iate to educazion. The college does not exist primarily to exploiz
talz=2.  The mission -~ the college is not simpr to maximize its output ¥
disT suished alumni =y enrolling as many talented students as possible. Sucn
a ¢teiic process reduces the college to a kind of funnel: What comes out iis
©purs - a matter of what goes in. Colleges and other educational institutioms
ex st t> develop ta]ent) to change the student, to contriEute to personzl
dewe'gpmenf, to maks a difference.

IT colleges and graduate and professional schools must limit tne
n.mber of availab 2 spaces for app]icants, then some kind of sg]ection
r—ocess is obviousiv needed. The "value addéd" approach to education suggests
t-at zzmissions bracedures should be designed, at least in part, to select
studenzs who‘are iikely to be influenced by the educational process. The
differ=nce betw?en the value added and the predictive app%oaches can be
illfstr:ted w.ii, an ana]ogy from the field of thoroughbred racing. Some
years ago I put forward the argument that admissions officers in selective
institutions function very much 1like handicappers at the Yace track: They
try merely to pick winper§. By looking over the various candidates and
evaluating their respective talents, they select those likely to perform
well. But handicappers are interested only in predicting the horse's perfor-
mance, not in helping it to run better and faster. An educational institu-
tion should function not like a handicapper, but 1ike a jockey or trainer:

It is responsible for improving the ‘performance of the student, not merely



for identifying those with the greatest potential.

'My argument so fa; involves two basic proposa]s‘fér change: (a)
firét is that the meritocrapic model of admissions be abandoned in favor of a
value added approach and (b) that test scores, togethér with item and raw
score data, be used instead.to provide both students and teachers with feed-
~ back concerning student.growth and development. While this second proposal
could prcbab]y be implemented tomorrow if the academic community were prepared
to abandon its traditional grading system, the "value added" approach in the
admissions process poses a ﬁumber\of unresolved probiems. Most important is
tha; there are probably no -existing se]eci;gﬁdaevices that adequate]y reflect
the student's potential to:benefit from the collegiate experiencg; Lacking
‘dnsuch measures, it mjght be argugd fhat we should stick to traditional admis-
| sions tests until s&mething better is found. The problem with this arqument
is that the negative effects of tests iﬁ-co]]ege admissions are not benign:
they opzrate to tqe particular disadvantage of those minority groups who

represent some of tEe most disadvantaged segments of our society.

We recently conducted a simulation survey tg détermine just how
.serious the handicaa bosed by college admissions testé really is. For
example, if we are faced with a crush of -applications where only one in ten
of the applicants cén he admitted (such a situation is not unlike that found
in many medical and 1gwrschqols), relying solely on tests as our selection
fguidg eliminates 99 percent of thevblack'applicants and 97 pefcenf of the
Chicano app]icants. In other words, a white student is three times more
likely to be selected than a Chicano student, and ten times more likely
than a black student. Clearly, some other approach to the admissions process

should be found if Ehese minority groups are ever to reach anything resem-

bling educational parity with the white majority.
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Let Qs now turn to the third educational practice that involves
the use of standardized testing: tracking of students into different types of
institutions.  Public higher education in many states is arranged hierar-
chically, with the major public university bccupying the top rung; the
;'stéfg c01]eges (many formerly teachers colleges) the middle rung, and the

bottom position being occupied by open-door community colleges. In some
states, tests play a major role in determining which of these three options
s available to the high school graduate. Generally speaking, the highest-
scqrigg students can avail themselves of all three tiers, whereas the lowest-
scoring students are allowed to enter only the community colleges. Not
surprisingly, ]ok income and minority students tend to be underrepresent ed
in the universifies at the top of the hierarchy and heavily concentrated
in the community co}ieges. .

How if these differéﬁt types of insti;utions were roughly equivalent
in their resourées-and offgrings, one could argue that this type of ability
tracking is not a denial 6f equal access. -However, institutions at differént
positions in the hierarchy,are by no meané equivalent, so that the student's
future may depeﬁd as much on the kind of institution attended as on attendance
versus nonattendance. With the pro]iferafion of pub]{é community colleges
and, the substantial financial aid now available to needy students, the real
issbe of equality of access is not who goes to co]]ége, but who éoes to
college where.

If one compares the educational resources of these three levels of
.institutions, in évery respect they form a perfect hierarchy with the univer-
sities having the greatest resources and the community colleges the least. I
am speakjng here of such varied éttributes as student-faculty ratios, faculty

salaries, physical plant, libraries, and expenditures for general educational
10
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purposes. Moreover, institutions at the top of the hierarchy are also much
more likely to have another -asset: vresidential faci]ifiies. A considérab]e
body of recent research (Astin, 1977: Chickerihg, 197 ) shows that étudgnts
get more out of their unqéﬁgiﬁduqte e;periencé if they can Iive.én Campus
rather than commute from home. ‘Fina1]y, longitudinal studies show that e
student's chance of persisting is substantially better at a.four-year college
or univefsity than at a community college. In short,J%hese/;esults suqgest
that the use of tests to track students into different types of institutions
substantially reduces educationé] oppor;unitiés for those sfudents who tend

to receive low scores.

Is there any educational justification for the tracking-arrange-

ment that  exists in most states? Perhaps the most common rationale offered
for tracking is that students will develop better academically if they are

grouped with students of similar ability. In effect, this arqument:assumes

a kind of aptitude-treatmant interaction effect:which ki~ =+ wu, -1 important
corrolary assumptions. First, high scoring students are :~ - '3 need the
stimulation and competition of each other to rs2alize their ~r.:. potential.

Second, it is assumed tha§ high scoring students will become bored and
apathetic if grouped. with lower-scoring students. And fina]]y, it is argued
that the lower-scoring student will become intimidated énd discouraged if
f forced to compete with high scoring studéngs. Considering the fundaﬁenta]
jmportance of such interaction assumptions, it is remarkable thagbko 1itt1e_
research has been done to test them. What evidence there is, however, offers
virtually no support. Thus, as far as learning outcomes are concerned, there
seems to be littleeor no interaction between the selectivity of the institu-
- tion and the ability of the student (Astin, 1968: iHichcls, 1964: Rock, Centra,

;and Linn, 1970).
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My hunch is that institutional t}acking is perpefuated less for
L educational reasons than,fg} reasons of merifbcratic competition and status.
Professors in the universities at the top of the‘hierérchy support se]eﬁtive
admissions because students with high test scores are easier to }dentify with
and easier to teach. Indeed, even within a given classroom, professors
probably favor their ﬁost advanced . students.  Selective admissions is sup-
ported by a]umni, 1egisiators, faculty, administrators, and probably a
great'many students because a good input of highly motivated and talented
students wi]]/a]most guarantee a good réputation andla good output of distin-
guished and possibly wea]tﬁy alumni. The secondary schools support the track
system that results ffbm se]ect;ve admissions because they see it as a reward
or.incentive system to motivate the%r spudents:' Teachers and guidance
counselors frecuently te]i theif students tofstudy hard'éo fhey can get into a
"good" instﬁfutionl. o
| Selettive admissions 4is also justified in the§é %ﬁstitutions on
' thg grouﬁds that- an} fglgxation of admissions standards: at the selective
institutions would lower their academic standards. While suﬁh'anboutcome is
indeed'poSsiblé, it,%s.bx'no means inévitab]é. Acédemic standards haﬂé to'do
With thévperfonmance }eve]s required before the institution'will-certipy that
the student has passed certain courses or completed certain requirements for
thé degree. There is'no'necessary reason whyua modification in admissions
'standards has to be accompanied by a modification. in certification standards;
N Perhaps the most imbortant reaéon for hierarchical public systems is
economié. In the miﬂgﬁ of many legislators and p]annérs, the two—yeér

\ ! | - - . .
college is-w.an appealing way to expand access because it is much less expensive

< I

than. other institutional‘fofms.‘\At th; same time, expanding the community
college. allows the more selective uhiwergﬁtTeimgg\Ereserve their selectivity:

—
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and.prestjge and to avoid'the‘pedagddtda] difficulties associated with
teachiné\‘tess;we]1 prepared students. Viewed from the perspective of the
minorities; however,‘ these hierarchical public systems based on selectijve
admissions represent 3 denial of equal opportunity.
| There would seem.to be at least two ways to aporoach the prob]em of
how. to remedy the unequal opportunity posed by hierarchical public systems
The first, and certainly the most unrealistic approach, would be to equa}ize
resohrces and expenditures across the different types of fnst1tut1bns If
this means tak1ng resources away from the un1vers1t1es to upgrade the com-
munity coT]eges, the universities would never put up with it. If it means
' adding/resources’to the total higher education budget,within the state, the
.]egislators'and t axpayers Qou]d probably never support it. The second
approach--which ‘involves modifying admissions policies--seems like a much
simpler: and certain]y.]ess expensive‘solution\ Nevertheless if the hntrer-
sities change their po]1c1es to admit larger numbers of underprepared stu—
dents additional resources will almost. certainly be requrred ‘to provide
adednate remediaT assistance and other specia]vsupport services.

In conc]us;on, I suppose I fdhd myself on th stdes of the testing
issue: advocating less debendence on tests for one purpose and- more use of
tests for‘another. Specﬁfically, I think the time has “come to:deemphasize

“the use of ‘standardized tests in- screen1ng and se]ect1on and to recons1den

the1r potent1a1 for. eva]uat1ng student progress and assess1ng the effect1ve—
e
ness of educational program7 at a]] levels. In research jargon, this means

that tests shou]d be used ]ess as 1ndependent variables and more as dependent
‘/K/Var1ab1es. At the same t1me, we should begin to consider retrieving some of
the information we lose when we adgregate test items into scales and convert

raw scores into normative scores. My impression is that the resistence to
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standardized testino will decline substantia]]y if peop1e'can come to reqard
these devices as sources of feedback to enhance the teaching-learning process,
rather than as screening devices that limit educational opportunity.

But npét about the admissions process? -If the use of tests is to be
minimized tn the interest of expand1ng opportun1t1es for minorities, and if
the pred1ct1ve model is to be abandoned in favor of a "va]ue added" model, how
are 1nst1tut1ons that have more applicants than available spaces’ supposed to
make their selection decisions? While I have no magica1'solutions for this

problem, selective institutions in the public sector might want to consider

experimenting witnfa1ternative selection procedures identifying students with

the greatest‘potentia] for growth or learning. - ’ The ideal s6lution, of
cQyrse, wou1d-be to'resnape our-pub]ic systems to the point where there is a
“much closer correspondence between student demand and the supp]y of ava11ab1e
places 1n various types of institutions. Such’a system of course- wou]d
obvfate the'need for se]ective admissions. But until such a utop1an balance
is achieved, the standard1zed test and the predictive model of adm1sslons w111
continue to represent ser1ous barr1ers to the educat1ona1 development of
minority students. If we are real}y:ser1oys in our.intentions to eXpand;access

.

for minorities, alternatives to the standardizedttest must be found. >



