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PRESIDENT SAXON:

As Chairman of the Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions, I am happy to
submit our final report. It is the culmination of a process of discussion
and analysis that began ten months ago.

The issues before the Task Force were sensitive and complex. We were aware of
the need to reduce the University's pool of eligible students to the upper
12-1/2 Percent of high school graduates. We were also aware of the need to
accomplish this without jeopardizing the University's commitment to access
and oPPortunity for qualified minority students. In ,addition, we understood
that 1AT had an opportunity to suggest new ways in which the University could
begin 1Mproving the basic skills of its entering undergraduates. I believe
the rePort forthrightly reflects the Task Force's views on all of these matters. (:)

We_asPired to unanimity but, in .the end, there were fundamental differences of 17J
opinion within the group which could not be reconciled. These differences are 04
clearly and deliberately reflected in the report itself. Our intent was to
enable the readers of the report to consider the various viewpoints and come tIl
to their own conclusions.
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I want to express my appreciation for the candor, good humor, hard work, and
stamina of the members of the Task Force. Although we disagreed, we did so
without personal rancor, and it is our hope that this report will be useful
in stimulating further discussion and debate on these important matters
within the University
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PREFACE

The Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions, comprised of students,,

faculty, campus administrators, and Systemwide administrators, was ap-
pointed in April 1976. In the letter of appointment (Appendix A), the
task force was given the following five charges:

1. What steps, if any, should be taken to anticipate the results
of the California Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC)
study of the University's eligibility pool which may show
that our eligibility pool has grown somewhat larger than
12-1/2 percent of high school graduates? What timing do you
recommend for implementing any admissions changes that may
be required as as result of the CPEC study?

2. What recommendations should be made, in connection with a
review of admissions practices and policies-,- to recognize
the urgent need for student affirmative action as pointed
out in the Chicano Task Force Report and the Student Affir-
mative Action Task Force Report?

3. What are the academic, administrative, affirmative action,
and procedural implications of the recommendation which pro-
poses that performance test scores be coupled with high
school GPA as the basis for admitting undergraduates?

4. What alternate predictors of academic success, if ady,
should the University consider in its undergraduate
admissions procedures (instead of test scores and GPA)?
What alternate admissions procedures, if any, should be
considered?

5. What is your assessment of the University's experiment in
reduced minimal admissions requirements for transfer
students?

At its first meeting in April 1976, the task force agreed on three basic
operating procedures which shaped the work of the group. First, the
task force agreed to operate with an informal style and to encourage the

expression of a full range of ideas in the course of the task force meet-

ings. Internal differences of opinion were encouraged as a way of test-

ing ideas. Second, the task force'wanted to make itself accessible to

the University community. It issued a press release announcing its for-
mation and mission, and it sent letters to Chancellors and the Student
Body Presidents specifically inviting their comments on admissions issues.
Third, the task force agreed that while individual members should not
feel constrained in publicly discussing the general work of the task



force, they should not report specific discussions and specific dif-
ferences of opinion outside the group.

At first, the group structured its agenda around the five specific
charges listed in the letter of appointment. BefOre long, however, it
became apparent that such an approach was not necessarily the most con-
structive way to conduct the group's deliberations. The first four
charges were closely tied together, and discussions could not be neatly
separated under four separate headings. Moreover, when issues were
discussed separately under each of the task force charges, the impli-
cations tended to become contradictory. For example, the consideration
of alternate predictors (the fourth charge) was not necessarily consis-
tent with the BOARS proposal (the third charge). The task force was
committed to respond to each charge, but it decided'to focus on a con-
solidated freshman admissions package that would answer all the task
force charges on freshman admissions instead of working on each charge
separately.

Several alternatives for such a consolidated package were discussed.
Each had its strengths and weakness, and the task force made its own
comparative assessment. The task force recognized, however, that many
readers of this repert would want to make their own assessment of the
various alternatives. Therefore this report summarizes the primary con-
cerns (Chapter II) and the specific elements (Chapters III-V) that were
considered in formulating the recommendations. In addition, Appendix B
contains summaries of the several admission proposals that the task
force considered.

The fifth task force charge regarding the experiment on Increased Accomr,_
modation of Transfer Students (the IATS experiment) was separated from
the other four charges, and the IATS experiment was evaluated as sep7
arate from but related to freshmen admissions questions. The IATS
experiment is discussed in Chapter VI.
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CHAPTER I: TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS

The recommendations presented below constitute the majority view of the
task force. Minority reports from task force members follow the recom-
mendations in this chapter.

Recommendation #1: Regular freshman admissions standards should
be modified as follows:

a) The A-F course pattern should be bolstered by requiring
a fourth year of English and specifying that one full
year of English composition must be taken during the
junior or senior year.

The minimum required high school grade point average (GPA)
in A-F courses should be set at 3.0.

c) Certification should be required that the applicant is
able to read at, or above, the twelfth grade level; a
standardized process should be established to implement
this requirement.

Applicants should be required to present scores on English
and math achievement tests. These scores should be used
for diagnostic purposes, counseling, and course placement;
they should not be used in making admissions decisions.

The current requirement for all students to present CEEB
scores should be dropped.

These proposed changes would have several advantages. First, they would
eventually foster an improvement in the skills of entering students.
Second, they would reduce the eligibility pool to approximately 12-1/2
percent of the graduating high school seniors. Third, they would take
into account concerns about access and opportunity for disadvantaged
students. Fourth, they would be simple for counsellors to explain and
for students and parents to understand. Fifth, they would utilize the
diagnostic value of standardized tests without employing the test as a
barrier to admission. Each of these advantages is described more fully
in the body of the report.

Recommendation #2: The admission standards proposed_under the
first recommendation should be phased-in over three years to
provide a period of transition for high schools and prospective
applicants. The new requirements should be effective for Fall
quarter 1980. Until that time the current requirements should
remain in effect.

9



It would be inequitable and impracticable to impose the new standards
immediately. A fourth year of English would require advanced planning
both by students and high schools. Students would be called upon to
take one English course each term and could not skip a term or two of
English, as is permissible under current standards. Moreover, time may
be needed to develop new high school English courses to meet the new
requirement.

Recommendation #3: An optional provision for admission by exam-
ination alone should be continued.

This should be viewed as an option that students may elect as an alterna-
tive path to regular admission.. Under the current provision, an applicant
otherWise ineligible may be regularly admitted if he or she submits scores
of at least 1100 on the combined SAT and at least 1650 on three achieve-
ment tests, with no less than 500 on each test. This provision has not
been widely used because the great majority of applicants are eligible on
the basis of subjects taken and scholarship achieved. For those appli-
cants with course deficiencies or insufficient GPA's, however, the test
scores required under this provision are sufficiently high to indicate
adequate preparation for University work.

Recommendation #4: The current provision for admission by special
action should be continued.

Current policy permits campuses to admit a small percentage of freshmen
and advanced standing students who have not met all the regular admissions
requirements. The rationale for_this provision is to preserve the humane-
ness of the admissions process and to enable the University to enroll
advantaged students and students with special talents. On both counts the
special admissions program has been successful and should be continued.

Recommendation #5: The University should identify the high schools
whose graduates have particular difficulty at the University and
should intensify collaborative efforts with these schools to im-
prove the basic skills of entering students. The University should
also send freshman performance data to school boards, as well as
high school principals, in order to promote community interest in
the problems of satisfactory academic preparation.

Joint efforts by the University and the high schools are essential if we
are to help students master the basic skills needed for success at the
University. Candid communication and continued feedback are an integral
part of this process.

Recommendation #6: Effective Fall 1978, advanced standing transfer
students who were ineligible as freshmen should be required to earn
a GPA of 2.4 or higher in at least 56 transferable semester units

10
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(or 84 quarter units) of college work, but they should not be
required to make up high school deficiencies in A-F subjects.

For the past three years the University has conducted an experiment in
the Increased Accommodation of Transfer Students (IATS). Two experi-

mental groups were involved. One was composed of transfer students who
were ineligible for admission as freshmen, who earned a GPA of 2.4 or
higher in 56 transferable semester units, but who had not made up high
school course deficiencies. This group performed reasonably well, in
fact almost as well as one of the control groups. Such a performance
record led the task force to conclude that the admission standard applied
to this experimental group should be sufficient for regular, advanced-
standing admissions.

The second experimental group was composed of transfer students who
were ineligible as freshmen and who had earned a grade point average
between 2.00 and 2.39 in 56 transferable semester units of college
work. Data on their performance show that, though some of these stu-
dents succeeded, both scholastic achievement and persistence were
substantially lower in this group than in the other experimental group
or the control groups. In the opinion of the task force, this part of
the IATS experiment should not be continued and the minimum 2.4 GPA
requirement should be re-established.

11



Minority Report of the President's Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions
,

Eugene H. Cota-Robles
Academic Vice Chancellor, Santa Cruz Campus

I herewith submit a statement describing my position, which I would like
to have included in the above report. Although my position does not
differ greatly from the majority report, I find it necessary to file a
dissenting report.

I recommend that present UC admissions requirements be changed in only
one subject. The single change which I find acceptable is to effect an
increase in the number of years of high school English which an applicant
must complete prior to admission. The increase I endorse is from 3 years
to 4 years, provided that the 4th year is the successful completion of a
course in English composition and grammar during the Junior or Senior
year of High School.

This single change will decrease the pool of eligible students below the-
12.5 percent level specified in the Donahoe Act. However, such a drop_
should prove to be transitory and may not even develop if the additional
requirement does not become obligatory until the 1980-81 academic year.

My dissent from both the majority and the other minority positions is
based solely upon my opposition to the institution of requirements called
for given ,evel of performance on a single test or tests for freshman
admission o the University of California. I am not opposed to tests per
se since I am well aware that tests are important vehicles for assaying
the understanding a student may have. What I am opposed to is the
utilization of mass produced admissions tests for which there can be
specific preparation in high schools. Once I am convinced that all
University-bound students in California have the opportunity and time
to avail themselves of the quality preparative procedures available in
select schools, I. will consider withdrawing my opposition to giving
weight to the results of such tests in the admissions process.

12



Minority Report of the President's Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions
Allen Parducci

Chairman, Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools

The Problem

The Task Force recommendations bring into focus the current crisis in aca-
demic standards. At the University of California, freshman admissions are
determined almost completely by grades in high school: students are ad-
mitted if they achieve a 3.1 average in the prescribed (A-F) courses.
However, there has been rampant inflation of high school grades so that
more than 40 percent of recent graduates boast a B (3.0) average or bet-
ter. Although some of these would not have been able to earn such high
grades in the A-F courses, it is clear that rade inflation has lowered
the standards for admission to the University.

The extent to which standards have dropped can be assessed by reference to
nationally standardized tests. The best of these is the Scholastic Apti-
tude Test taken by more than a million college-bound high school seniors
each year. This test reveals an alarming decline in the preparation of
students actually enrolling as freshmen at the University of California.
Their average score on the verbal portion of the SAT has dropped some SU
points in six years, more than twice the drop reported for the rest of the
nation; and for the first time, freshman scores now average below 500 at
one of the campuses (UCLA). This is particularly distressing because SAT
predicts so well to performance in courses taken at the University. The
conclusion seems inescapable: the University is now operating at a much
lower academic level than formerly. The latest survey by the American
Council on Education indicates that grade inflation in the high schools
continues unabated. Consequently, our present reliance upon high school
grades virtually guarantees a further drop in academic standards.

In addition to determining which students are eligible, admission stan-
dards are a powerful influence upon the preparation students receive in
high school. When the B average is earned so easily (too easily according
to the students' own reports to the ACE survey). there is less incentive
to master the material essential for University-level work. This is true
at our prime feeder schools, where currently as many as 50 percent of the
graduates are eligible for the University of California. During the past
half-dozen years, years in which total freshman enrollment at the Univer-
sity has increased by 30 percent, the absolute number of freshmen with
high SATs has dropped by 40 percent. A parallel drop occurs for students
from the less academically oriented high schools where fewer than 10 per-
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cent are eligible for the University and where a B average is often no
guarantee of the ability to read a freshman text or even to do elementary
arithmetic. The absolute number scoring below 400 has almost tripled
during this same period. Although most of these low-scoring students are
regularly admissible to the University, they have little chance to parti-
cipate in those academic features of the University that distinguish it
from a community college. Regardless of the academic level of the high
school, the University's reliance on a B average is a message to students
that they need not take the most rigorous courses or achieve any absolute
level of mastery. Indeed, students maximize their chances of being admit-
ted to the University by taking the easiest permissible route.through the
high school curriculum. In this sense, the University's single-minded
reliance on grades is partially responsible for the current crisis in
academic standards.

The Task Force Recommendations

The students and administrators composing the overwhelming majority of the
President's Task Force on Admissions appeared to center their concern
upon another problem: affirmative action. Whether based on GPA or SAT, it
was assumed that higher standards would reduce the proportion of minority
enrollments. It is in this context that one can understand the Task Force
recommendation to drop the SAT. Although intended to compensate for pos-
sible effects of an increased English requirement upon the eligibility
pool, the recommendation to reduce the required GPA may also be interpret-
ed as a reflection of the same concern.

However, the proposed lowering of standards would represent an aggravated
violation of the Master Plan for Higher Education, the plan that requires
the University to select its students from the most able 12.5 percent of
the graduates of public high schools in California. The present require-
ment of a 3.1 average results in the admission of students from the second
25 percent and in some cases from the bottom half of the high school class
with respect to SAT. The current national average for high school juniors
and.seniors on the SAT (Verbal), based on a representative sample of all
students, including those not going on to college, is about 365. Some
7 percent of UC freshmen already score below this figure, and thus below
the 50th percentile of all high school seniors; approximately 25 percent
score below the 75th percentile.

Two additional recommendations by the Task Force were designed to moderate
the magnitude of this violation of the 12.5 percent rule. One is that
certification should be required that the applicant for admission can read
at 12th-grade level. To be effective, this recommendation needs a stan-
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dardized test of reading. The most widely used such test for applicants
to university-level education is again the SAT (Verbal) which contains a
subscale on reading comprehension. We have seen that a cutoff at the 365
average would screen out the 7 percent of our current admissions scoring
below the 50th percentile and thus curtail the most flagrant violations
of the Master Plan. Considering that reading is essential for any legiti-
mate program of study at the University and that the minimal level would
not be enforced before 1980, this recommendation seems modest enough. How-

ever, a cutoff at 365 (i.e., tne 50th percentile) would scarcely insure
that the University was drawing from the top 12.5 percent.

The second of the additional recommendations is to require a fourth year
of English. But what student.interested enough in the University to ful-
fill the present A-F requirements would be dissuaded by an additional year
of English (which at most high schools includes a wide variety of speech,
journalism, and other less standardized courses)? Some 94 percent of UC
freshmen already have four years of high school English. It would seem
difficult to defend the claim that this requirement reduces the eligibil-
ity pool to the top 12.5 percent.

The net effect of the Task Force's recommendations would be to increase
the already inflated pool. They would also signal the high schools that
the University was dropping its standards. The message would be that high
school teachers are grading students too severely so that the University
must compensate by lowering the grade point average required for admis-
sion.

This message to the high schools would be reinforced by the Task Force re-
commendation that transfer students no longer be required to take the A-F
courses. This was a provision of the "experiment" on Increased Accommoda-
tion of Transfer Students which was supposed to have ended last year. What
it tells the high school counselors is that their marginal students need
not take algebra or English; for if such students are willing to start at
a community college, the University will not be concerned about their
basic preparation. This would be a most unfortunate message at a time
when there appears to be universal agreement that high school students are
not getting adequate preparation for the University in these areas.

The Task Force's recommendation that the SAT be dropped completely would
weaken future efforts to maintain standards at the University. Had there
been no SAT, there would have been no record of the decline in academic
standards. There would have been no basis for comparing students with
students at other leading Universities, most of which require the SAT.
Without the objective testimony from this nationaly standardized test, the
present decline in academic standards would be expected to accelerate.
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The primary objection to the SAT is that it is regarded as discriminatory
by some minority spokesmen. This attitude is unfortunate because the test
provides a useful measure of the minority student's preparation for the
University. Indeed, the review commissioned by the American Psychological
Association (Cleary et al., American Psychologist, 1965) showed that the
SAT provides the same predictions of future academic success for minority
as for nonminority groups. Furthermore, evidence was presented to the
Task Force that freshmen with low SATs make sorry records at the Univer-
sity. Admitting students whose poor preparation has programmed them for
failure seems educationally unjustifiable and a poor prescription for the
student's own sense of self-worth.

The Task Force does recommend that the Math and English achievement tests
(now standardized against the SAT) be required of all applicants--but with
the stipulation that they not be a basis for admission. Since these tests
are not used so widely, they have not acquired the negative connotations
of the SAT. However, this doubtful advantage would disappear when, with
added problems of interpretation, attempts would be made to use them to
chart the further decline of the University.

The over-riding concern of the Task Force was to increase minority admis-
sions to the University. This seems an admirable objective insofar as
there are minority students prepared for University work but kept out by
inappropriate considerations. However, among those minority students c!:x-
rently eligible, the percent who actually enroll is much smaller than fcx
nonminorities. A major effect of the Task Force's recommendations to
lower the GPA and eliminate the SAT would be an increase in the number of
unprepared nonminority students.

Much more sound, in the long run, are the currently vigorous efforts to
recruit those minOrity students best prepared for work at the University.
Even students not meeting the usual requirements can be admitted by spe-
cial action when there seems promise for future academic achievement.
Those students not yet ready for the University are eligible for either
the State University and College System or a community college. No evi-
dence was presented to the Task Force that the University had any special
competence to provide better education for these latter students. There
thus seems no compelling reason to lower admission standards for the en-
tire University.

An institution designed to advance the frontiers of knowledge cannot also
function as a community college. That is the philosophy of the Master
Plan for Higher Education in California which provides every high school
graduate an opportunity to attend a college appropriate to the student's
current level of intellectual competence. Consequently, there must always
be an opportunity to transfer into the University. However, the Master
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Plan predicates the existence of the University upon the distinction be-
tween its functions and those of the other segments of higher education.
If we continue to nibble away at this distinction, there will no longer
be any reason to maintain the University as a separate institituion. It

seems unlikely that the State would continue to provide special support
for an institution that no longer had any special claim to academic ex-
cellence. The price of continued decline in academic standards would be
the destruction of the University as we now know it.

The BOARS Solution

The Regents have not delegated the establishment of admission standards
to administrators and students but rather to the Board of Admissions and
Relations with Schools of the Academic Senate. BOARS has been working
on the problem of declining standards for the past three years. A subcom-

mittee was charged to develop new standards. The result was a specific
proposal incorporating high school grades and SAT scores into a weighted
average which would be used to select the most able applicants for regular
admission to the University. Considerable evidence was presented that a
combination of test scores and grades is the most valid procedure for se-
lecting students best able to handle University-level courses, and indeed
it appears to be the most widely used selection criterion at all levels
of higher education. This proposal was approved unanimously by BOARS and
later endorsed by the University Educational Policy Committee. Its pre-

sentation to the Academic Senate was delayed to allow completion of the
eligibility survey by the California Post-Secondary Education Commission
and to allow input from the President's Task Force on Admissions.

It was hoped that the CPEC eligibility survey could be used to determine
the 12.5 percent cutoff according to the BOARS formula and also to de-
termine its effects upon minority enrollments. This proved impossible.
It now appears that admission cutoffs will have to be adjusted to the
enrollment which present facilities can accommodate, with further refine-
ments when relevant eligibility data become available. Our most useful
information on minority enrollments appears to come from a study conducted
by Klein and Doby on students already enrolled at UCLA. This study showed
that higher standards reduce the proportion of minority enrollments but
that the magnitude of the reduction is almost completely independent of
whether admissions are based on GPA alone or on the BOARS combination of
GPA and SAT. What this means is that the question of how the top 12.5
percent should be defined can be settled independently of concern for af-
firmative action.

It was also hoped that the Task Force on Admissions, with its emphasis
on affirmative action, would propose useful ways of improving the pre-
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paration of minority students. The recommendations that the University
intensify collaborative efforts with certain high schools is thus most
welcome. An independent, ad hoc committee of the Academic Senate, under
the Chairmanship of Alexei Maradudin, has already made encouraging steps
in this direction.

Although especially conspicuous in the case of minority students, the
problem is a much more generai one. Students are coming to the Univer-
sity unprepared. Increased emphasis on objective performance measures
would send a clear message to high school students: the University wants
its potential applicants to take those courses offering the best prepa-
ration for intellectual achievement; the University is concerned that
students earn high grades in such courses; but since grading standards
vary so greatly between different courses and schools, grades alone can
not provide an adequate assessment of preparation. When admission to
the University is at least partially contingent upon mastery of basic
intellec tual skills, those desiring to come to the University will take
the more rigorous courses. The best preparation for the standardized
tests is to take those programs of study most clearly college prepara-
tory in nature.

It is Obvious that the crisis in standards is not due solely to grade
inflation in the high schools. Professors at the University adapt to
the declining standards, which means lessened demands upon their stu-
dents. This gets back to the high schools. It is a vicious circle
that must be broken at each of its parts. The University of California
has been a model for public universities throughout the countny. It

should now take the leadership in turning around the decline in intel-
lectual standards.
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Minority Report of the President's Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions
Parker Lee

Student Body President 1975-1976, Davis Campus

This minority report is being written to promote the concept of alterna-
tive predictors of academic success and alternative admissions procedures.
I feel the Task Force did not fully address the charges of President Saxon
concerning these crucial areas. Specifically, I am promoting the 90-10
Admissions Model, which received extensive discussion and considerable
support during the ten month life of the President's Task Force on Admis-
sions. This Model is described as Proposal II in Appendix B.

The 90-10 Admissions Model is responsive to the concerns of students, fa-
culty, legislators, parents, and the public for experimentation and flex-
ibility in U.C.'s admissions policies. This model provides a means of
recognizing other predictors of academic success and potential. Further,
it demonstrates more equity toward the individual student. Experimenta-
tion of this nature is drastically needed in light of the period of rapid
change that California's educational system has experienced in the last
decade.

As noted in the report, objective criteria may_ not be the best predictor
of academic potential for students admitted in the margin near the cutoff
point, where there are very snall 'differences in GPA. The 10 percent cat-
egory would.be used to identify high potential, low risk students that may
be considered technically ineligible under the objective criteria of the
90 percent category. Thus, the 90-10 Model would encourage the admission
of students to the U.C. system with special talents and abilities.

The criteria used in the 10 percent category would be more flexible than
the objective category, using criteria that are not numerically quanti-
fiable. The 90-10 Model would allow campuses to select those students by
a more humane process and to use those methods and predictors that they
feel have the best chances of success. Thus, another advantage of the
proposed model is that it would give the campuses more flexibility by al-
lowing them to design and test alternative admissions criteria for the 10
percent group. For example, the Incentive Model by Winston Doby, UCLA,
could be administered within the 90-10 Model. A systemwide study group
would be set up to monitor the various campus experiments and to conduct
reviews as to their effectiveness.

One argument against the suujective category is that it could become arbi-
trary and therefore inappropriate for a public institution. However, sys-
temwide guidelines could be implemented to monitor and maintain the inte-
grity of the subjective category, using such criteria as exceptional
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achievement in one area, perseverance and achievement in spite of handi-
caps, or outstanding extracurricular or community service activities.

Another argument against the 90-10 Model is that it is unprecedented;
however, some campuses employ subjective criteria in the redirection
process and many private institutions use a subjective procedure for

admissions.

In order for the University of California system to maintain a progres-
sive and leading role in education we must have a means of recognizing
individual differences in aptitude and achievement. I believe that the
merits of the 90-10 Admissions Model far outweigh its possible problems
and answer the concerns of many communities interested in seeking con-
structive experimentation within the admissions procedure. Now is the
time to test various admissions methods to develop a process more re-
sponsive to the needs of California's present population. It is my hope

that the Board of Regents will concur with this report and will instruct
the President's Office to develop and implement such a program.
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CHAPTER II: PRIMARY TASK FORCE CONCERNS

In its deliberations the task force had three primary concerns: (1)

anticipating the need to reduce the slze of the eligibility pool;

(2) incorporating considerations of access and opportunity for disad-
vantaged students, whenever possible, in the admissions process; and

(3) fostering increased preparation among incoming students. Each

of these concerns is described below.

The Size of the Eligibility Pool

The University's eligibility pool is defined as those graduating high
school seniors who would be eligible for admission if they chose to
apply. Under the Master Plan, the University's eligibility pool should
comprise 12-1/2 percent of the California public high school graduates.

Periodically, eligibility studies have been conducted to assess the

size of the pool. Both the 1961 and 1966 studies showed that the UC
eligibility pool at those times had grown somewhat beyond the 12-1/2
percent level (14.8 percent and 14.6 percent respectively), and accord-
ingly, the University took steps to reduce the pool to its mandated
size. Another eligibility study was conducted by the California Post-
secondary Education Commission (CPEC) in 1976. This study was being

conducted as the task force began its deliberations. Even before the

results were known, the task force anticipated the need to reduce the
pool, but it was not until December 1976 that the current eligibility
rate of 14.8 percent was determined.

Before the results of the eligibility study were known, speculation on
the size of the current UC eligibility pool varied considerably with
some estimates exceeding 20 percent. In order to make a somewhat edu-
cated guess of the outcome of the eligibility study, the task force
staff drew a small subsample of the earliest Eligibility Study tran-
scripts. This very rough subsample indicated that the eligibility pool
was about 17 percent (plus or minus 5).

In contemplating the alternatives for reducing the pool, it was recog-
nized that significantly different measures might be required if the
pool were 25 percent than if it were 15 percent. The task force's own
data, however, indicated that the requirement of a fourth year of English
would have a dramatic effect on the size of the pool. Table 1 below,

for example, shows that only 7.3 percent of the high school seniors have
earned a GPA of 3.0 or higher and taken four years of high school English.
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TABLE 1

Percentage of Eligible Students x GPA

Under Current Standards and Under

Current Standards Plus a Fourth Year of English

Current Standards
Current Standards Plus a
Fourth Year of English

3.80 - 4.00 5.8% 3.1%

3.60 - 3.79 2.8 1.3

3.40 - 3.59 2.7 1.1

3.20 - 3.39 2.5 1.1

3.00 - 3.19 1.0 .7

Total Eligibility
Pool 14.8% 7.3%

Of course, more students may take a fourth year of English in the future
if it is required for University admission, but over two-thirds of the .

otherwise eligible students would have to take four years of English
before the pool would exceed the 12-1/2 percent level. After much dis-
cussion, the task force agreed that adding a fourth year of English to
the A-F requirement and making no further changes, would return the
eligibility pool at least to its mandated size. Eliminating-the current
SAT requirement for students in the 3.00-3.09 GPA range, as is recom-
mended by the task force, will make only a minor difference in the pool
size, but it will serve to compensate partially for the overreduction
of the pool by the English requirement.

A phase-in period for the recommended modifications will be required in
order to avoid penalizing students who are progressing through their
secondary schools according to University produced charts on required
courses and GPA. This phase-in period should be accompanied by careful
publicity, given the slowness with which new information replaces old in
California's educational guidance system. Fall 1980 seems like a reason-
able date for the proposed modifications to go into effect.
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Access and Opportunity Considerations

From the outset, the task force explicitly sought means to provide con-
tinuing access for educationally and financially disadvantaged minority
students in the University's undergraduate admissions process. The task

force held the strong belief that it is appropriate and necessary for the
University of California to be 'responsive through its regular admissions
process to the educational needs of capable students from California's

substantial minority population.

As part of its concern for access and opportunity, the task force was
aware that major upward changes in admissions standards would have a dis-

Proportionately large effect on the minority enrollment. Recognizing this
problem, the task force sought to recommend a fair, understandable admis-
sions policy which, while raising admissions standards, would have minimal
negative effects for minority enrollments and would encourage all students
to pursue a more rigorous course of study in secondary school.

To assist the task force in accomplishing this goal, the members drew
from their own experience with minority recruitment programs and from
several outside sources. Included among the latter were the admissions-
related recommendations contained in the Chicano Task Force Report and
the Report to the President from the Student Affirmative Action Task
Groups (SAA Task Groups), as well as information gleaned from informal
talks with affirmative action and Educational Opportunity Program (EOP)
recruiters.

Access considerations had ramifications in several areas of the task

force discussions. Generally speaking, admission requirements such as
grade point average and specified courses were preferred by affirmative
action/EOP personnel. These people believed, and the task force agreed,
that the University's admissions criteria should embody standards a stu-
dent can attain through hard individual effort. To the extent that years
of effort can be perceived as irrelevant in the face of seemingly arbitrary
test requirements, a University education will be seen by disadvantaged
persons as something largely beyond reach. A second concern was the need

for an admissions process that is simple to understand. University out-

reach personnel pointed out that a complicated admissions process places
a disproportionate burden on minority students, most-of whom are in urban

and rural communities where counselor/student ratios are low and misin-
formation about postsecondary education is common. A third concern was the
desirability of carefully monitored admissions experiments with alternate

admissions criteria. Another concern was regular vs. special admissions.
Affirmative action/EOP personnel maintained that special action should not
be the major route of admission for minority students, since the number of
special admit slots is limited and since minority students could be stigma-
tized and labeled as "special". A final concern of the task force was to
strengthen and continue recruitment and outreach activities.
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The task force believed that its recommendations were responsive to
most of these concerns. The recommended use of GPA and a strengthened
course pattern are realistic standards that minority students can attain
through diligent effort. The modified admissions standards will be
simple to understand. The special admissions provision is recommended,
not as a substitute for admitting minority students through the regular
admissions process, but as a means of increasing access beyond the regular
admissions process. The recommendation for the University to intensify
collaborative efforts with the high schools is intended to support and
strengthen recruitment and outreach programs for minority students.

Emphasis on Increased Preparation

The task force also believed that, where possible, changes in the admis-
sions requirements should constitute a constructive effort to improve
the academic preparation of incoming students. This approach would bene-
fit all incoming students in two ways. It would help them obtain the
academic skills necessary for University work, and it would assure both
faculty and students that classroom instruction would not have to be
slowed down in order to accommodate students with insufficient skills.

The concern for increasing academic preparation had been previously
expressed in the Student Affirmative Action Task Force Report where it
was recommended that: "BOARS should explore, in conjunction with the
Department of Education, various means of strengthening the English and
mathematics preparation of incoming students. Such means might include
increasing course requirements and the formalization of ongoing communi-
cation on subject matter between UC faculty members and high school teach-
ers." The task force felt that the time has come to implement this idea.

Several elements of the task force recommendations were designed, in
part, to address the concern for increasing the level of academic prep-
aration among entering students. Specifically the proposed modifications
to add a fourth year of English, to impose a reading proficiency require-
ment, and to use achievement tests for diagnostic purposes all address
this point. In addition, the task force urged the University to involve
communities more deeply in the educational process by sending freshman
performance data to school boards as well as high school principals. It

is hoped that additional community involvement will help high schools
strengthen their academic programs.

2 4



1 7

._ .

CHAPTER III: TRADITIONAL ADMISSIONS CRITERIA

This chapter summarizes the task force discussions on the following
aspects of freshmen admissions: the required course pattern, GPA, stan-
dardized tests, reading competency, and the special action admissions
program. The following discussion attempts to provide some background
on why the proposed modifications were recommended by the task force.

The Required Course Pattern (A-F Requirements)

Under current admissions requirements (reproduced in Appendix C), the
University requires incoming students to have completed a certain pattern
of high school academic courses, known as the A-F requirements. These
courses are intended to assure that incoming students have the academic
skills necessary for University work.

Although many students have taken more than the minimum number of A-F
courses in high school, the task force was concerned over the apparent
decline in academic skills among incoming freshmen, as evidenced, for
example, by the growing number of students who must enroll in Subject A
courses.

In order to foster a higher lei& of verbal skills, the task force recom-
mended that the required number of English courses be raised from three
to four years. This would mean that the typical high school student
would take an English class every term. It was hoped that such a require-
ment, by specifying more training in verbal skills, would help students
succeed more easily in their University work.

One argument against increasing the English requirement was that any
increase in the number of required high school courses would reduce a
student's flexibility for taking electives. In rebuttal, if, on the
average, students take four substantive courses each term, they will take
sixteen units during the ninth through twelfth grades. Even if twelve
units were required under the A-F pattern (instead of the current ten
unit requirement), a student would be able to take one elective each term.

A second question centered on the value of such a requirement. If a stu-
dent did.not develop sufficient skills after three years work in English,
could one assume that a fourth year would make a difference? And since
most of the incoming UC freshmen in 1974-75 had already taken more than
the minimum of three years of English,1 would a fourth year help? The

Responses to a voluntary question on the 1974-75 College Entrance
Examination Board (CEEB) Student Descriptive Questionnaire show.the
mean number of years of study among UC enrollees for the following
subjects: English - 3.89; Math - 3.50; Foreign Language - 2.82;
Biological Science - 1.44; Physical Science - 1.59; and Social
Studies - 3.23.
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task force's response to this question was that the nature of the required
English courses is as important as the number of courses that the students
take. The Academic Senate's Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools
has recently issued new guidelines for courses acceptable under the English
requirement (see Appendix -D), and these new guidelines should help students
gain better verbal skills from the required English courses. In addition
the task force specifically recommended that a full year of course work in
composition should be taken during the junior and senior years. Taken
together, the qualitative changes and the additional required year should
help upgrade verbal skills.

Before adopting this recoMmendatibh;--the task force wanted to make certain
that sufficient opportunities to take the additional year of English were
available to all students. To verify this-pointi-the-staff-conducted-an--
informal survey of high schools in rural and urban areas, both in the
northern and the southern parts of the state. Though there were differ-
ences, every kind of high school offered more than the miiiimum number of
A-F courses. High schools may have to develop an additional course or two
in English composition, but the phase-in period is designed to permit this.
On balance, students should be able to find the courses they need to take
an additional year of English. One possible problem is that an adequate
number of different courses does not mean there will be an adequate number
of places in those courses for all the students who might want to enroll.
The task force felt, however, that the phase-in period should permit high
schools to increase enrollment opportunities in English courses, if that
shquld prove necessary.

In addition to increasing the English requirement, the task force also
considered recommending an additional year of mc.thematics, but decided
against it. The argument in favor of such a requirement was that students
who had taken only the required years of high school math -found their Uni-
versity and career options severely limited. This argument, however, did
not convince the task force that there was sufficient need to justify an
additional requirement. The task force did want to urge high school coun-
selors and affirmative action recruiters, however, to encourage all poten-
tial University students to take more than the minimum number of mathematics
courses in high school.

After initially discussing the idea of a strengthened English requirement,
the task force considered two possible modifications of the requirement.
One was a proposal that students who attain a certain score on the CEEB
English Composition Achievement Test be excused from the fourth year of
English. Although the principle of substituting a performance criterion
for "seat time" was easy to embrace, the details were difficult to work out
to the satisfaction of the task force and the modification was not adopted.
Another proposed modification was to accept the third year of a foreign
language in lieu of the fourth year of English. The rationale was that
foreign language courses often contain more grammatical instruction than
English courses and would thus contribute to the development of a student's
grammatical skills. This idea was intriguing to several task force members,
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but seemed to complicate requirements unduly. The group did not choose
to modify its original proposal for a fourth required year of English
with one year specifically devoted to composition.

Grade Point Average (GPA)

An applicant's performance in high school, as measured by grade point
average (GPA), remains the best single predictor of success in college.
Consequently the task force incorporated GPA as a major element in each
admissions proposal it considered. The task force was aware, however,
that great care was needed in setting a specific GPA cutoff point.

It could be argued that since high school grade inflation has caused the
eligibility pool to increase, the GPA cutoff should be correspondingly
raised in order to discount grades by the amount they have inflated. If

yesterday's 3.0 is the equivalent of today's 3.4, why not just raise the
cutoff point to 3.4? The answer to this question is that there would be
major dangers in this course of action.

First, the value of GPA as a predictor of academic success is based on a
broad rather than a narrow range of GPA scores. While, in general, stu-
dents with a GPA of 3.5 do better than those with a 2.5, there is less
certainty that a student with a 3.5 will perform better than a student
with a 3.4. With higher cutoff points, the range of acceptable GPA's
becomes more compressed, and its value as a predictor of academic success
is correspondingly lessened. Partially for this reason, the task force
was reluctant to accept the possibility of significantly raising the GPA
cutoff point.

A second reason for questioning a substantially. higher GPA requirement is
that it would only increase the pressure for further grade inflation, with
all its attendant problems. With a higher requirement, a grade of "B"
could be seen as a bad mark, and students could feel that they have very
little leeway in their performance. Many potentially good University
students may be altogether discouraged from college work, especially when
there is no continual reinforcement from outside the high school to aspire
to the University. Other grade conscious students might focus on grades
at the expense of course content, seeking out easy courses which can re-
sult in higher grades but do not teach the academic skills necessary for
University work. The timing of a new, substantially higher GPA cutoff
would also be unfortunate since there are preliminary indications that
grade inflation may have peaked.

2
Alexander W. Astin, Predicting Academic Performance in College
(New York: Free Press, 1971).
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After weighing these concerns the task force concluded that the GPA
cutoff point be set at 3.0.

Standardized Tests

Perhaps more than any other contemplated admissions element, standardized
tests, such as the Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) and the American College
Testing program (ACT), have stirred controversy. Both proponents and
opponents of the use of these tests present forceful arguments, several
of which are presented below.

Proponents base most of their arguments on considerations of quality.
They state that tests can help identify applicants who will succeed at
the University and that GPA used in conjunction with performance tests
becomes a better predictor of subsequent college performance than GPA
alone. They argue that test scores are simple to understand, while the
computation of a student's A-F GPA is a complicated process, often poorly
understood by students and parents. They reason that, since the test is
standardized, it serves as a control for differential high school grading
practices and as a tool to facilitate student self appraisal. They also
point out that a performance test will help assure both students and teach-
ers that all incoming students possess a minimum level of academic skills.

Opponents of the test base their arguments mostly on considerations of
access and point out that the test is disproportionately hard on disadvan-
taged students. First, they see the tests--and much of the academic work
which the tests measure--as an extension of the dominant Caucasian, middle-
class culture. In such a climate disadvantaged students are penalized
almost unavoidably, as is suggested by the correlation between test scores
and family income. 'Second, they note the lower distribution of test scores
for disadvantaged students; this means that a disproportionate number of
disadvantaged students is clustered near most of the contemplated test
score cutoff points. Near these cutoff points a 50 point variation, which
is the result of a few test items, can be crucial to admission. Third,
opponents claim that the tests are a cause of great discouragement for
minorities as well as many other students. Minorities often feel doomed
from the outset by the test and consequently either do not take the test
or do not concentrate on the test when they are taking it. Minorities
feel the test, unlike GPA or an additional course requirement, is something
arbitrary and beyond their control, and they are discouraged that a one-day
test can negate the accomplishments of four years of classroom work.
Fourth, opponents claim that disadvantaged students are sometimes the
victims of poor high school instruction, especially in minority schools.
Students in these schools may work hard for several years, learning every-
thing that is taught and receiving good grades. If their teachers have
not been able to teach as much as their counter-parts in middle class
schools, should the students be penalized?
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In addition to considering these arguments pro and con, the task force
noted that since most students take the test in the fall of the senior
year, the results are not available in time for students to improve

their skills and retake the test. This pattern stands in contrast to
the possibility of using standardized achievement tests as a diagnostic
tool, perhaps in the junior year, or even earlier, when thene is still
time to make up deficiencies.

After discussing all these arguments and considerations, the task force
considered five possible ways in which tests could be used, if at all:
(1) as an alternate path for admission (i.e. the Admission by Examina-
tion Alone provision); (2) as part of an admissions index (e.g. the
BOARS proposal); (3) as a "floor" requirement specifying a minimum score
that all regularly admitted freshmen would have to meet or exceed; (4)
as a diagnostic tool for counseling and placement but not as an admis-

sions parameter; and (5) not at all. Each of the possibilities is dis-

cussed below.

The Admissions by Examination Alone provision already exists as an option,

but not a requirement, for all applicants. Under this option, an appli-
cant may be regularly admitted, independent of high school GPA or course
deficiencies, if he or she submits scores of at least 1100 on the combined
SAT and at least 1650 on three achievement tests, with no less than 500
on each test. This option has existed for many years, but it is not

widely used. (Last year, for example, only seven percent of the otherwise
ineligible freshmen were admitted by this method.) This option is essen-
tially an alternate path to admission, and the test can be regarded as an
alternate predictor of academic success. The task force was in favor of
the flexibility provided by this option and concluded that the test scores
required under this provision are sufficiently high to indicate adequate
preparation for University work. Recommendation #3 advocates the continu-

ance of this provision.

As a second possible use of standardized tests, scores could be combined
with GPA, perhaps in an index such as the BOARS proposal. (The BOARS
proposal is specifically discussed in Chapter V.) Such an index would
determine an applicant's admissibility on a sliding test score scale: in

general this would mean that the higher the test score, the greater an
applicant's chance for admission. The use of such an index would thus
stress the importance of standardized tests in admissions decisions, and
all the arguments, both pro and con, surrounding the test would apply.
The majority of the task force did not endorse this use of tests, but
there was a minority view favoring this proposal.

A third alternative was to use the test as a floor requirement. One spe-

cific proposal considered by the task force was to require each applicant
to achieve a minimum score (perhaps somewhere in the range of 400-440) on
the verbal part of the SAT. The advantage of this approach is that a
fixed scale rather than a sliding scale would be used: it would make no

2 9



22

difference in determining admissibility whether an applicant achieved
the minimum score or exceeded the minimum by 300 points, The rationale
for such a use of the test was twofold. First, it would assure that
all entering freshmen possessed the verbal skills necessary for Univer-
sity work. Second, it would help to focus a high school student's aca-
demic preparation by setting a measurable standard; high schools would
be given a teaching goal and students would be given a learning goal.
The majority of the task force did not accept this proposed use of the
SAT.

The fourth possibility was to use standardized tests for diagnostic,
counseling, and placement purposes. Under this proposal applicants
would still be required to submit test scores but these scores would not
be used for admissions decisions; instead, they would be used to identify
skill deficiencies and to facilitate academic counseling. The most appro-
priate test for this purpose is not an'aptitude test but an achievement
test. Achievement test scores could help match up students with the
proper University courses, especially where courses are structured sequen-
tially. Moreover, achievement tests may give students valuable feedback
on the level of their skill. Currently, campus facilities such as the
Davis Learning Assistance Center, and the San Diego OASIS Program (Office
of Academic Support and Instructional Services) provide opportunities for
students to upgrade their skills; achievement tests could help students
take better advantage of these facilities.' The task force agreed on
this use of achievement tests and recommended that students be required
to submit English and math achievement test scores for such diagnostic
and Counseling purposes.

A fifth possibility, of course, is not to require any tests at all. Under
current standards the SAT is not used in the majority of admissions deci-
sions and many people have argued that it therefore should not be required.
The task force agreed that if the test is not being used, it should not be
required. Section (e) of the first recommendation therefore advocates the
discontinuance of the current admissions requirement to present CEEB scores.

Reading Competency

Although reading competency, per se, is not a traditional admissions cri-
terion, it was regarded by the task force as an important consideration in
the light of the difficulties among entering students with basic learning
skills. Reading ability, perhaps even more than writing ability, is cru-
cial to success in college, for all students must have a high level of
reading comprehension. In addition a specific reading requirement should
help students improve their ability to write.

3
Similar facilities on other campuses incbde the Berkeley Student Learn-
ing Center, the Riverside Learning Studies Skills Center, the Los Angeles
Learning Skills Center, the Irvine Learning Skills Center, the Santa
Barbara Reading Studies Center and the Santa Cruz Tutorial Center.
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In recommending a twelfth-grade reading competency requirement, the task
force recognized that it is advocating a concept which needs to be refined
into a set of operational procedures. Ccnceptually, a twelfth-grade read-
ing requirement will be easy for the public to understand, but current
hign school and University procedures may not be adequate to assess or to
certify a student's level of reading competency. Nevertheless, the task
force felt that the concept was meritorious and that it could be opera-
tionalized after appropriate consultation with high school and University
personnel during the phase-in period.

Admission by Special Action

The special admissions program permits the University to accept a small
proportion of freshmen and transfer students who do not meet all the formal
admissions requirements. For freshmen, this proportion is 4 percent of the
total number of freshmen admitted; for advanced-standing transfer students,
the proportion is 4 percent of total applicants.

This program was developed in the 1960's to achieve two objectives. The
first was to ensure the humaneness of the admissions process. An applicant,
for example, may fall just below the required cutoff points but may have
demonstrated considerable potential in other ways. Using the special action
provision a campus may accept this kind of student. The second objective of
this program was to increase minority enrollments at the University.

Recent statistics on the special action freshmen admitted in the fall quarter
1975 illustrate the success of this program:

- -68 percent came from disadvantaged backgrounds

- -76 percent of those admitted enrolled at the University

- -83 percent of those who enrolled in the fall quarter 1975
completed the spring quarter 1976

--the mean cumulative GPA for special action admits completing
the spring quarter was 2.34, compared to 2.89 for regular
admits.

Similar statistics are available for advanced-standing special admits:

--51 percent came from disadvantaged backgrounds

- -80 percent of those admitted enrolled at the University

- -76 percent of those enrolled in the fall quarter 1975
completed the spring quarter 1976

Si
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--the mean cumulative GPA for special action admits completing
the spring quarter was 2.47 compared to 2.89 for regular
admits.

In light of the successes of this program, the task force recommended that
it be continued in the present form.
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CHAPTER IV: ALTERNATE PREDICTORS OF ACADEHIC SUCCESS

The fourth charge to the task force was to consider the use of alternate
predictors of academic success. Accordingly, the task force began search-
ing for alternate predictors and considering ways in which alternate pre-
dictors could be used. This was a difficult task because identifying al-
ternate predictors is highly problematical. Several possibilities were
considered, and each was evaluated in terms of its ability to assist the
University in its admissions process. The task force, however, could not
agree on a strategy for using alternate predictors. GPA remains the pri-
mary predictor and the provision for Admission by Examination Alone re-
mains the only alternate predictor recommended by the task force.

From the outset, the task force was aware that the use of alternate cri-
teria would be complicated by the fact that the eligibility pool is lim-
ited to 12-1/2 percent. Whether or not alternate predictors are used,
the University cannot admit more than the upper 12-1/2 percent of gradu-
ating high school seniors. Thus, opening an experimental avenue of ad-
mission for a new group of applicants would mean that an equal number of
students must be eliminated from the pool.

Keeping this constraint in mind, the task force decided that if alter-
nate predictors were to be used, they should be supplementary to rather
than substitutes for a primary predictor, such as GPA. The task force

saw no need to measure every applicant against alternate criteria. In-

stead alternate predictors were considered as a means of differentiating
among applicants near the margin where small differences in GPA, which
may be crucial to admission, are not necessarily meaningful in predicting
success. Under one proposal, a GPA range (for example 3.00-3.09) would
be defined instead of a rigid cutoff point (e.g. 3.05). Since the GPA

range was to extend below the rigid GPA cutoff point, it would not oe
possible to accept all students who fell in the marginal GPA range. All

applicants within this range would be evaluated on the basis of addi-
tional information (i.e. alternate predictors) to determine which ones
would be most able to benefit from a University education.

Students could be selected from the marginal GPA range by two different

approaches. Either specific cutoff points for specific alternate pre-
dictors could be used, or campuses could select students by a subjective
evaluation of an applicant's entire record. If the subjective judgment
process were used, a control figure could be set to limit the number of

students admitted from the marginal GPA range. The first approach (i.e.,
specifically defined cutoff points) would preserve the objectivity of
the admissions standards and would maintain the uniformity of criteria
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on all University campuses. The second approach (i.e. the control num-
ber approach), would provide a greater flexibility. After much aiscus-

sion, the task force could not agree to employ either approach.

Although the task force did not recommend the use of alternate predic-
tors (except for Admission by Examination Alone), the following criteria
were consdered as possible alternate predictors: class rank, number of

academic units taken in high school, outstanding individual achievement
in other areas, and subjective evaluations. Each of these is discussed

below.

Class Rank

Class rank was used as an alternate admissions criterion several decades
ago. At that time, students who ranked in the top 10 percent of their
high school graduating classes were regularly admissible to the Univer-
sity. The advantage of using class rank is that it could compensate for
grading differences among high schools. For example, a 2.9 GPA from a
school with a systematically tough grading policy could be the equivalent
of a 3.1 GPA from a high school with easy grading practices. Near the

GPA cutoff point, this kind of grading difference could be crucial to
admission. There were, however, drawbacks to the use of class rank.
Schools vary greatly in the proportion of students who aspire to college

and thus take academic programs; in fact, the highest GPA's in some
schools are achieved by non-academic students who take a preponderance

of vocational courses. Such non-academic students could be filtered out

by using *A-F GPA, as opposed to overall GPA, but this process would have

complications of its own: if a high school only had ten college bound
students, the class rank provision would hardly be meaningful.

Number of Academic Units

A second specific proposal for an alternate predictor was the number of

academic units a student had taken in high school. This proposal grew

out of an interesting phenomenon that was noted in the admissions office

at UCLA: the number of academic courses a student had taken in high school

was a somewhat better predictor of academic success than the student's

GPA. This phenomenon suggests that in choosing between two students, one
of which had a slightly higher GPA but took few academic courses than the

other, the. University would do better to prefer the student with a lower

GPA but more academic preparation. The task force was intrigued with this
idea, and an "Incentive Admissions Model" was developed on the basis of

this insight. (The Incentive Model, along with a suggestion to rew4rd
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students for taking rigorous academic courses in high school, is included
in Appendix E.) Under the Incentive Model a student would receive extra
credit toward admission for having taken more than the minimum number uf
required academic courses. This could be accomplished, for example,
through an index which combines GPA, test scores, and the number of aca-
demic units taken above the minimum. The cutoff points for this index
could be set on the basis of GPA and test scores. Thus some students, who
on the basis of GPA and test scores alone would fall just below the cutoff
point, could supplement their index score by taking additional academic
courses. In some cases, students could qualify for admissions by means
of the increased index score.

Conceptually, the Incentive Model contains several attractive features,
especially for minority students. It attempts to maintain high standards
and to provide students with an opportunity to earn "additional credit"
toward meeting those standards. Moreover, this "additional credit" is
designed to foster an upgrading of academic skills and to prepare the
student to do better academic work at the University.

In trying to apply the Incentive Model to all students, however, the task
force concluded that minority students would be relatively disadvantaged
by the Incentive Model. Opportunities among disadvantaged students for
additional academic courses are sometimes limited by work or family con-

siderations. Minorities may also be less able to attend summer school,
and the number of academic course offerings are sometimes limited in high
schools with a significant proportion of minority students.

Outstanding Achievement

A-third possible alternate predictor of academic success was outstand-
ing individual achievement, e.g., having published a poem, having patent-
ed an invention, having won a special prize or achieved some other major,
independent accomplishment.

Admittedly, this provision would probably be applicable to a very small
number of people each year because most University applicants with out-
standing achievements are already eligible on the basis of existing cri-

teria. It is possible, however, that a person with an outstanding
achievement may have concentrated on their achievement to the detriment
of high school grades and that such a person may feel more challenged at

the University.
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Subjective Judgment

Another alternate method of selecting students would be subjective judg-

ment. Whereas the University's current admissions requirements do not
include subjective judgment, several campuses use a subjective evalua-

tion process in redirecting students. For at least 50 percent of appli-

cations to be retained, a committee evaluates each applicant, and a
subjective decision is made on the basis of all the information in the

application. Involvement in student government or-extracurricular acti-

vities could reveal.leadership potential. Special achievement or accom-

plishment, perhaps in the arts or science or even some nonacademic area,
could pinpoint students with strong motivation and abiiity. Well-de-

fined career goals, supported by demonstrated involvement in associated
activites, could also be used. Special circumstances could be consider-

ed. Outstanding letters of recommendation could be weighed. In gen-

eral; any evidence of an applicant's outstanding qualities could be con-
sidered under a provision for subjective evaluation.

Experience has shown that this subjective evaluation process takes a
little more time than the evaluation of applications solely by objec-
tive criteria but that the process is accepted as valid. (It should

also be noted that all campuses use subjective criteria to some extent
along with objective criteria, in the graduate and Professional school

admissions process.) In addition, many private schools employ subjec-

tive criteria in their admissions processes. As this practice is used

by the highest quality private schools, there is no apparent stigma of

low quality associated with the use of subjective criteria.

In discussing the use of subjective judgment, the task force considered

several arguments both in favor of and opposed to this practice. The

following arguments were made in support of subjective criteria: First,

the current use of subjective judgment in the redirection process, and
in the graduate admissions process, demonstrates that it- can be done suc-

cessfully. Second, subjective judgment could be useful in choosing among
students who are near the GPA cutoff point since a wide variety of con-

siderations could be taken into account. Third, the flexibility for mak-
ing subjective judgments could provide an opportunity to conduct various
admissions experiments to help identify valid, alternate predictors of
academic success. Fourth, a provision for the use of subjective judgment
could give the regular admissions process a greater flexibility which

would make it easier tn achieve diversity in the entering freshman class.

Several arguments were raised against permitting subjective judgment in
the regular admissions process. First, the use of subjective judgment
would mean that students could not know in advance whether or not they
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would be admitted to the University. Second, the same student might be
admitted at one University campus and rejected at another. Thira, re-
search has demonstrated that, in general, objective selection criteria
are more successful than subjective ones in predicting a definea outcome.
Fourth, it is unclear what new groups of students would be admitted un-
der the subjective criteria.

After discussing the advantages and disadvantages of subjective judgment,
the task force could not agree.on a way to use subjective judgment - or
any other alternate predictors in the regular admissions process. One

of the alternate proposals (the 90-10 model described in Appendix B)
would have permitted the use of these alternate predictors for 10 per-
cent of the freshman class. The final proposal adopted by the task force
does not provide for the use of alternate predictors.
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CHAPTER V: ALTERNATE STRUCTURES OF ADMISSIONS CRITERIA

The previous sections of this report have discussed various criteria that
could be used in the admissions process. These criteria could be com-

bined in a number of different ways. Four different structures were con-

sidered by the task force and are discussed below: (1) the BOARS Propo-

sal; (2) alternate admissions paths; (3) a combined approach, and (4) the
recommended proposal.

The BOARS Proposal

One alternative to the current admissions process was suggested by the
Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools (BOARS) in December 1975.

The BOARS Proposal (reproduced in Appendix F) combined high school GPA

and SAT test scores into an index as follows:

Index score = (SAT verbal) + (SAT math) + 500 (GPA).

The proposal also recommended admission for "any (high school) graduate

who meets the other requirements and who scores among the top 5 percent
of high school senior-iwith respect either to GPA or to combined SATs,

regardless of his score on the second measure (GPA or SAT)".

Even before the task force was convened, the BOARS Proposal had stimu-
lated wide discussion. Some potential implications of the BOARS Propo-
sal were discussed in a paper oy Stephen P. Klein and Winston C. Doby

entitled "An Examination of Certain Qualitative Characteristics and the

Academic Performance and Progress of UCLA Students Who Would Have Been

'Accepted' vs. 'Rejected' By Various Admissions Policies". This paper,

in turn, stimulated a response by Allen Parducci, chairman of the BOARS

Committee, "Some Practical Implications of the Klein-Doby Study". The

task force took into consideration the arguments presented in each of

these papers.

Throughout the task force deliberations, the BOARS Proposal served as

a useful benchmark against which to measure other admissions models. The

task force repeatedly referred to a preliminary subsample of data to com-
pare the students.selected under the BOARS Proposal with the.students

selected under other proposals. As might be expected, there was often

a great deal of overlap. Thus, discussions often concentrated on the
relatively small proportion of applicants who would be admitted under

one model but not under another. For example, the BOARS Proposal would
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admit applicants with good test scores but a GPA slightly under the pre-
sent cutoff point; it would exclude applicants with less than average test
scores who also had a GPA just slightly above the cutoff point. Minority
spokespersons objected to the BOARS formula because they felt minorities
would suffer disproportionately under the proposal. In general, the task
force perferred to avoid the disadvantages of using standardized tests as
part of an admissions formula.

Alternat Admissions Paths

Another approach could utilize several different paths for admission. Un-

der this approach several different criteria could be used simultaneously
(e.g. a GPA requirement, a test score requirement, a class rank criteria),
and any applicant who met any one of the criteria would qualify for admis-
sion. The advantage of this kind of structure is that it could provide a
greater flexibility in the admissions procedure by recognizing several
different measures of competence. Applicants who fell just below the cut-
off point on one criterion might be able to qualify on the basis of a sec-
ond, separate criterion. The disadvantage is that alternate admissions
paths would be difficult to explain and administer, and students could
become confused over the University's admissions standards, especially if,
counseling opportunities were inadequate. It would also be difficult to
set the various cutoff points to predict accurately an accumulative eli-
gibility pool of 12-1/2 percent.

A Combined Approach

A combined approach, such as the 90-10 Model described in Appenaix B, was
another alternative. Under the 90-10 Model, 90 percent of the regular ad-
mits would be selected on the basis of their high school GPA's alone; a
GPA cutoff point of perhaps 3.1 could be defined for this purpose. The

remaining 10 percent of the regular admits would be selected by alternate
criteria from students with high school GPA's in the range of 3.00-3.09.
Though this approach received substantial support from the task force, it
was not ultimately adopted.

The Recommended Proposal

In terms of structure, the recommended proposal is similar to current ad-
missions standards. Each of four distinct, oojective requirements must be
met: 1) completion of the revised A-F course pattern, 2) presentation of

3 9
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achievement test scores--even though the scores themselves will not influ-
ence the determination of adrissibility, 3) certification of reading com-
petence at the twelfth grade level or higher, and 4) attainment of an A-F
GPA which equals or exceeds 3.0. This structure may be the easiest cf the
alternatives to explain to students, counselors, and parents, ana its sim-
plicity is a distinct advantage. High school students will be able to
determine for themselves in advance whether they are admissible, and they
will be able to design their high school programs in order to meet the re-
quirements.

4 0
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CHAPTER VI: THE INCREASED ACCOMMODATION OF TRANSFER STUDENTS (IATS)

EXPERIMENT

Current admissions requiltiments for transfer students were set in 1961.
On the basis of statistical evidence, these requirements made a distinc-

tion between applicants who were eligible vs. ineligible for admission to

the University as freshmen. A stuuent eligible as a freshman could
transfer to the University any time after having established an overall

grade point average of 2.0 or better in another college or university.
A student ineligible as a freshman was required to earn a grade point

average of 2.4 or better in at least 84 quarter units (56 semester units)

of college work.

For several years, however, community colleges, as well as other segments

of higher education in California, have been urging the free flow of stu-

dents from lower to upper division without unwarranted restrictions. One

contention is that the 2.4 grade-point average required of applicants
scholastically ineligible from high school (as opposed to 2.0 for those
eligible from high school) is an artificial barrier imposed upon students
who have proven_their ability to undertake college work successfully. An-

other contention is that after a student has completed two full years of

academic study the high school record is irrelevant, and the applicant

should not be required to make up high school subject deficiencies.

In order to test these contentions, an experiment in advanced standing en-

trance requirements was proposed originally to the Board of Admissions and

Relations with Schools (BOARS) in December 1970 and subsequently approved

in 1972 by the Assembly of the Academic Senate and The Regents:

1. That for a period of 4 years beginning Fall 1973 advanced stand-

ing stcdents be admitted to the University of California on the

basis of work completed in their collegiate institutions without

reference to high school record.

2. That for this period the basis of admission for advanced standing

students who were inadmissible in freshman standing would be a

2.0 grade-point average based on a minimum of 56 transferable

units.

3. That the appropriate Senate regulations concerning admissions be

suspended during the 4-year, experi ental period and that the re-

sults of the experiment be reported to the Assembly.

In order to assess this experiment, two experimental groups and two con-

trol groups were defined as follows:
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Experimental Groups:

Group J Stuaents ineligible as freshmen who transferred to
the University after 56 semester units of college
work with a GPA of 2.00-2.39.

Group K -- Students ineligible as freshmen who completed 56 se-
mester units of college work with a GPA of 2.40-4.00
but who had more than two units of high school sub-
ject deficiency.

Control Groups

Group M Stuaents eligible from high school
with a GPA of 2.UU-2.39.

Group N -- Students eligible from high school
with a GPA of 2.40-4.00.

who transferred

who transferred

Data were collected, by group, on 4,753 transfer students who entered the
University during the 1973-74 academic year. Table 2 below presents a
persistence typology for those students. In that typology, students are
classified in one of four categories:

Graduates (students who graduated sometime between the Spring 1974
and the Spring 1976 quarters);

Persisters (students who enrolled continuously since entrance in
1973-1974 through the Spring 1976 quarter but did not graduate
after that quarter);

Stop outs (students who were not enrolled for one or more quarters
since entering but who were enrolled for the Spring 1976 quarter
and did not graduate after that quarter);

Others (students who were neither graduates, nor persisters, nor stop
outs; many of these students may in fact ue drop-outs, but
others may return and eventually graduate).

4 2
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TABLE 2

Persistence Typology X Group

Graduates Persisters Stop outs Others TOTAL

Group J 28% 7% 5% 61% 101% (N = 1225)

Group K 37 5 4 54 100 (N = 906)

Group M 41 5 3 51 100 (N = 175)

Group N 54 4 2 40 100 (N . 2447)

TOTAL 44% 5% 3% 48% 100% = 4753)

Table 3 presents the mean cumulative grade point averages, by group, for

the transfer students enrolled in the Spring 1974 and the Spring 1976 quar-

ter.

TABLE 3

Mean Cumulative GPA's X Group

Mean Cumulative
GPA - Spring 1974

Mean Cumulative
GPA - Spring 1976

Group J 2.33 2.48

Group K 2.77 2.83

Group M 2.78 2.81

Group N 3.04 2.96

TOTAL 2.83 2.79
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Several additional tables on the IATS experiment are presented in Appen-
dix G.

On the basis of the data collected, the task force concluded that the per-
formance of Group K was roughly comparable to at least one of the control
groups but that the performance of Group J was noticeably poorer. There-
fore, the task force recommends that transfer students ineligible as
freshmen should be required to earn a GPA of 2.4 or higher in at least 56
transferable semester units of college work, but that they should not be
required to make up deficiencies in A-F subjects.
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APPENOIX A
Letter of Appointment

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANGI LE5 ar.E11%1DE SAN mcco sAV FRANCISCO

Office of the President

VICE CHANCELLOR EUGENE COTA-ROBLES
PROFESSOR WILLIAM FRETTER
VICE PRESIDENT ROBERT JOHNSON
STUDENT BODY PRESIDENT PARKER LEE
PROFESSOR ALLEN PARDUCCI
VICE PRESIDENT DONALD SWAIN
PROVOST JOSEPH WATSON
STUDENT BODY PRESIDENT CARLA WILKERSON

Dear Colleagues:

A-1

BERKELEY, CALironsLk94720

April S, 1976

Important concerns about undergraduate admissions practices have recently
emerged. Therefore, it would be desirable, I believe, to constitute a Task
Force on Admissions Practices and I am asking that each of you serve as a
member of the Task Force, under the chairmanship of Vice President Swain, to
consider these concerns. By their very nature, admissions issues involve the
vital interests of the faculty, students, and administration. I have
accordingly asked representatives of all these grOuPs to participate.

Specifically, I am asking the Task Force to review the following matters:

1. .What steps, if any, should be taken to anticipate the results of
the California'Postsecondary Education Commission (CPEC) study of
the University's eligibility pool which may show that our eligibility
pool has grown somewhat larger than 12 1/2 percent of high school
graduates? What timing do you recommend for implementing any
'admissions changes that may be required as a result of the CPEC study?

2. What recommendations should be made,-in connection with a review of
admissions practices and policies, to recognize the urgent need for
student affirmative action as pointed out in the Chicano Task Force
Report and the Student Affirmative Actionlask Force Report?

3. What are the academic, administrative, affirmative action, and
procedural implications of the recommendation which proposes that
performance test scores be coupled with high school GPA as the basis
for admitting undergraduates?
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Vice Chancellor Eugcne Cota-Robles et a .
April S, 1976
Page Two

4. Wbat alternate predictors of academic success, if any, should the
University consider in its undergraduate admissions procedures
(instead of test scores and GPA)? Nhat alternate admissions
procedures, if any, should be considered?

S. What is your assessment of the University's experiment in reduced
minimal admissions requirements for transfer students? (Data
summarizing three years of experience will be made available to the
Task Force.)

Because of the wide interest in the mission of this Task Force, I ask that
you agree at your first meeting on a procedure to assure thorough discussion
of these important matters and a timetable which will provide for submission
of a written report to me no later than October 1, 1976. Upon receiving your
report, I plan to circulate it for consideration by the Academic Senate, the
Student Body Presidents' Council, the Chancellors, and other appropriate
administrators.

To assist the Task Force, I am asking Lyle Gainsley, Director of Admissions,
and University Registrar, Kati Haycock, Staff Coordinator for Vice President Johnson,
and Winston Doby, Executive Director of Academic Services at the Los Angeles
campus, to serve as staff consultants to the Task Force. Vice President Swain
is prepared to make additional staff available as may be necessary for the
successful completion of the work of the Task Force.

Thank you for your willingness to accept this important assignment. No
response to this letter is necessary unless you are unable to participate.
Vice President Swain will be in touch with you soon to set up your first meeting.

Sincerely,

David S. Saxon
President

cc: Chancellors
Vice President McCorkle, Jr.

Assistant President Everett
Professor Wilson
University Registrar Gainsley
Executive Director Doby
Staff Coordinator Haycock
Co-Chairs, Student Body Presidents' Council
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APPENDIX B

OTHER ADMISSIONS PROPOSALS

Three alternate proposals were considered by the task force in addition
to the recommended proposal. Each received some support by the task
force, and each is briefly described below.

I. 90-10 Proposal with Verbal SAT Floor

Regular admits would be selected as part of either the 90 percent
or the 10 percent group, as defined below.

90 Percent Group. Any applicant who meets all the following
requirements is automatically admissible:

1. A-F GPA > 3.1

2. A fourth year of English, in addition to current A-F
requirements

3. Verbal SAT score > 50th percentile

At least 90 percent of the entering freshman class at each
campus must be admitted under this provision.

10 Percent Group. Applicants who meet all the following
requirements qualify for further consideration; they are
neither automatically rejected nor automatically admissible:

1. 3.0 < A-F GPA < 3.1

2. A fourth year of English, in addition to current A-F
requirements

3. Verbal SAT score > 33rd percentile

Each campus will develop and implement, within systemwide
guidelines, a set of criteria to select at most 10 percent of
the entering freshman class from this group of students who
have qualified for-further consideration. The campuses will
report yearly to the Academic Vice President on: (1) the
number of students admitted under each of the campus defined
criteria, and (2) the progress of students admitted under this
provision in previous years.
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All students admitted under both the 90 percent and the 10 percent
categories would be regular admits; all would have satisfied A-F, GPA,
and SAT floor requirements. The special admissions provision would be
retained for students who did not meet all the floor requirements.

This proposal would have provided flexibility in selecting students at
the margin and an opportunity to conduct statistical experiments on the
value of specific alternate criteria. This proposal received minimal
support from the task force.

II. 90-10 Proposal with No Verbal SAT Floor

This proposal was identical to Proposal I except that the verbal
SAT floor requirement would be dropped. Thus, the advantages of
Proposal I would still apply, and objections to the use of the SAT
would be overcome. This proposal received substantial support from
the task force.

III. Fourth Year of English as Only Modification

This proposal is a simple modification of current admissions
practices. The only change would be the addition of a fourth year
of English which would serve to reduce the eligibility pool to the
12-1/2 percent level. This proposal received substantial support
from the task force.

The Recommended Model

The recommended model also purposes a fourth year of English and makes
three additional modifications to current requirements: (1) it adds a
reading competency requirement; (2) it drops all use of the. SAT; and (3)
it includes the presentation of math and English achievement test scores.
This proposal received the strongest support from the task force.
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APPENDIX C

University of California Admission Requirements

ADMISSiON AS A FRESHMAN CURRENT REQUIREMENTS

The.: University defines a -freshman applicanr as a student
sylv., has graduated from high school but who has not enrolled
soce then in a regular session in any collegiate-level institu-
tion. If this definition does not apply to you, you must meet the
requirements for admission as an advanced standing student.

Freshman Admission Requirements To be eligible for ad-
mission to the University as a freshman you must meet the Sub-
ject Requirement, the Scholarship Requirement, and the Exam-
ination Requirement, which are described below.

If you.are not a resident of California you must abo meet
certain additional requirements that are discussed in the fol-
lowing pages. As a nonresident applicant you must show ex
ceptional academic promise in order to qualify for admission.

Subject Requirement You must complete certain high school
subjects with at least a grade of C in each semester of each
course. (CounseLas often refer to this as the 'a to 1- require.
meat.) If you are a graduate of a California high school, these
courses must appear on a list that your high school principal
has certified meet the course descriptions below and that I.e
has placed on file with the Director of Admissions. If you are a
graduate of an outof-state high school, the Office of Admiuiors
will determine if your courses are equivalent.

a. History 1 year
One year of United States history, or one-half year a
United States history and one-half year of civics or Amer-..
kap government.

b. English 3 years
Three years of Englishcomposition, literature, oral ex-
pression. Not more than one will be accepted from the
ninth grade.

C. Mathematics 2 years
Two years of mathematicselementary algebra, geometry,
iistermediate and advanced algebra, trigonometry, calculus,
elementary functions, matrix algebra, probability, statistics,
or courses combining these subjects. Nonacademic courses
such as arithmetic and business mathematics may not bel
used.

d. Laboratory Scknee 1 year
A year course in one laboratory science, taken in the tenth,
eleventh, or twelfth grade.

e. Foreign Language 2 years
Two years of one foreign language. Any foreign language
with a written literantre may be used.

f. Advanced Course 1 or 2 years
This requirement must be satisfied by one of the following:

Mathematics
A total of one year of advanced mathematicsinterme
diate algehra, trigonometry, or other comparable mathe-
matics courses.

Foreign Language
Either an additional year in the same language used for
e above or two years of a second foreign language.

Science
A year course in any laboratory science completed sub-
sequent to the laboratory science used for ''cl" above.

Ills does s.ot include attendance at a ounnwer seartoo insowdiately
lowing high school graduation.
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Elective Courses
The ten to eleven units in the subjects listed above are the
only units used in computing the grade point average for
tho scholarship requirement below. However, a total of
fifteen high school credits* is required for admission to the
University. The elective units provide an excellent oppor-
tunity for you to strengthen your preparation for Univer-
sity curricula. Additional courses in mathematics are es-
sential in the preparation for majors in engineering, mathe-
matics, the sciences and many other fields of study. A
fourth year of English, including composition skills, is
highly recommended for all students.

Scholarship .Requirement Not only must you earn at least a
C in each of the courses required for admissinn, you must also
earn an overall average of B in those on the I it which you take
after the ninth grade. If you are a nonresident applicant, your
grade-point average in the required subje.'s must be 3.4 or
higher. (A 3.0 average is equal to a B average .)

In determining the required B average, the University Will
use a semester grade of A in one course th ' glance a semester
grade of C in another. Oracles you received in courses taken in
the ninth grade or earlier are not used i 3etennining your
scholarship average. The grades that appeur on your official
high school transcript, including those earned in accelerated
and advanced courses, are the grades the University will use in
evaluating your record. Oracles are counted on a semester basis
unless a school gives only year grades.

You may repeat up to a total of two semester courses,in which
you received a grade of D or lower, in order to meet the subject
and scholarship requirements. The grades you earn in repeated
courses, however, will not be counted higher than C in deter-
mining your scholarship average. If the conrses you repeat
were taken before the ninth grade, they will be treated as if you
were taking them for the first time.

EzemMation Requirementi All freshman applicants must sub-
mit scores from the College Entrance Examitrition Board tests
listed below. If you are applying for adrMssion to the fail quar-
ter, you should take the tests no later th.ir January of your
senior year. The following tests are requiied:

L Scholastic Aptitude Test (The verbal and mathematics
scores you submit from this test must be from the same
sitting.)

2. Three Achievement Tests, which must include (a) English
Composition, (b) one from among the social studies or one
from among the foreign languages, and (c) one from rnathe ,

mad= or one from among the sciences.
If you are a California applicant and your scholarship average

in the required high school subjects is from 3.0 to 3.09 inclusive,
you must earn a total score of 2,500 or higher in these tests. If
your scholarship average is 3.1 or higher. you must take the

A year course in high school is equivalent to one credit.
f nth requirement does nor apply to apohcaota who have enmpleted at

least 12 quarter or smarter =es of transferable college credit subsequent
to high school graduation.
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CEEB tests, but your scores will not be used to determine your
eligibility.

Admission by Examination Alone If you do not meet the
scholarship and subject requirements for admission, you can
qualify for admission as a freshman by examination alone.
To do so, you must take the same CEEB tests discussed
above but must earn higher scores. The required total r zore
on the Scholastic Aptitude Test is 1,100, and yoli must earn 'at
least 500 on each Achievement Test If you are a California
applicant, your total score on the 'three Achievement Tests
must be 1,850 or higher. If you are a nonresident applicant, lour
total score on the three Achievement Tests must be 1 730 or
higher. High school graduation is also required for sruJents
who qualify for admission by culmination.

ADMISSION IN ADVANCED STANDING

University defines an 'advanced standing applica It" as
a high school graduate who has been a registered student in
another college or university or in college-level extension classes
other than a. summer session immediately following high school
reduation. An advanced standing applicant may not disregard
his college record and apply for admission as a freshman

Advanced Standing Admission Requirements As you will
see below, the requirements for admission in advanced stand-
kig vary according to your high school record. If you are a
nonresident applicant, you must also meet the additional re-
quirements described at the end of this section. If you have
completed less than twelve quarter or semester units of 'sans-
ferable college credit since high school graduation, you must
also satisfy the examination requirement for freshmen.

Tbe transcript you submit from the last college you attended
must show, as a minimum, that you were in good standirg and
that you had-earned a grade-point average' of 2.0 or better.

If yuur grade-point average fell below 2.0 at any one college
you attended, you may have to meet additional requirements
in order to qualify for admission.

Y. pedals:Ant wreasse determined by dirddlog the total nun ber of
acaytable units you hag attempted Into the isomber of grade points you
e amed co those units. Yon MST repeat maser dot Yost montrieted nfh
grade lower than C op to amximuns of 16 quieter nuts without penalty.

The scholarship standard is orprened by intim of pad. points and
g rade-point averale eased In 03%111411 accepted by Ma Usharity fa ad-
vanced standing coedit. Cade poises are messed as follows: for each unit of
A. 4 points; C. 3 pointst.C. points: I% 1 point; 1 and F. no points

8
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As an advanced standing applicant you must also meet one
of the following conditions: f

1. If you were eligible for admission to the University as a
freshman, you may be admitted in advanced standing any
time after you have established an overall grade-point
average of 2.0 cr better in another college or university.

2. If you were not eligible for admission as a freshman Only
because you had not studied one or more of the required
high school subjects, you may he admitted after you have:
a. Established an overall grade-point average of 2.0 or

better in another college m university,
b. Completed; with a grade of C or better, aPpropriate col-

lege coUrses in the high sihool subjects that you lacked,

c. Completed twelve or more quarter or semester units of
transferable college credit since high school graduation
or have successfully passed the CEEB tests required of
freshman applicants.

Note: If you choose not to make up subject deficiencies, you
may become eligible by the provision whith follows.

3. If you were ineligible for admission to die University as a
freshman because of low scholarship or a combination of
low scholanhip and a lack of required subjects you may be
admitted after you have earned a grade-point average of
2.0 or better in at least 84 quarter unit. (58 semester units)
of college credit in courses accepted by the University for
transfer.

Nonresident Applicant A nonresident applicant who met the
adosinions requirements for freshman admission must have
a grade-point average of 2.8 or higher in his college courses
that are accepted by the University for transfer credit.

If a nonresident applicant was lacking any of the required
subjects in high school, be must complete college courses in
those subjects with a grade of C or higher. A nonresident ap-
plicant who graduated from high school with less than a 3.4
grade-point average in the subjects required for freshman ad,
mission mast have completed at least 84 quarter units (58
semester units) of transferable work with a grade-point average
of 2.8 or higher. Upon successful completion of that work two
units of the required high school subjects may be waived.

Except Leta samodnatbas which WU he tauter traits ends.
The advanced standing requirements for admistios listed hem ant CriOri

mental and will he if effect for applicants applying to tams itatia the Fall
Quarter 1973 throca the Spring Quarter 1977.
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History of Admissions Requirements

UNDERGRADUATE ADMISSIONS

Historical Development

1. Administrative Structure

Since its establishment in 1868, the University has employed a variety of

undergraduate admissions criteria. In the act establishing the University,
The Regents were directed to set the "moral and intellectual qualifications

for admission." Because of extensive faculty participation in the admissions

program, the right of decision on admissions policy vas formally transferred

to the Academic Senate in 1885, subject to final approval by The Regents.

The Board of Admissions and Relations with Schools, charged by the Academic

Senate to regulate the examination and classification of all applicauts
for admission to undergraduate status, vas created in 1920 to absorb the
admissions activities of four committees of the Senate.

Prior to 1931, the executive officers dealing vith admissions vere che

University EXaminer (admission to advanced standing) and the Registrar
(admission to freshman standing. In'1931 all administrative fUnctions re-
lating to undergraduate admissions vere-centralized in the Office of the

Director of AdMissions. In 1956, the administrative responsibility for both
Admissions and Relations with Schools vas further centralized in one executive
officx, the Director of Admissions and Relations vith Scheols. In 1959,

these administrative responsibilities were assigned to the Office of the

President, Educational Relations, with a Universitywide Director of Admissions
and a Universitywide Director of Relations vith Schools providing University-

-vide policies and procedures to Admissions Officers and Officers of
Relations with Schools on the nine campuses.

2. Admission to EXeshman Standing

A summary of admissions practices folloved by the faculty is outlined below:

1869-81 Oral EXaminations.

1881-84 Written examinations, vith algebra and geametry required for Agriculture and
Mechanic Arts, and classical language added for Letters.

1884-1917 On the basis of official accrediting of high schools by the University, the

recommendation of the high school principal was accepted in lieu of exami-

nations in any required subject. EXaminations were required of the applicant

in subjects not recommended. Admission by examination was continueo.

1917-18 All students recommended by the military forces for enrollment in the Student

Army Training Corps vere admitted.

.1919-31 Admission granted to the applicant on the recommendation of the schuol principal,

as distinguished from the recommendation that the courses ta).cen by the applicant

exempt him from all or part of his entrance examinations.

5 2



C-4

-2-

1931-33 The subject pattern below vns established and admission-granted on the achieve-
ment of eight units of A or B grades in the ten required units. The senior
high schools objected to the scholarship requirement, 8 units of A or B grades,
on the grounds that they did not wish to be responsible for grades given in
the 9th grade of junior high achools; therefore, in 1933, the "B" average in
those courses of the required pattern completed in the 10th, llth, and 12th
grade vas substituted for the 8 units of A or B grades.

(a) United States history or United Stites history and Civics 1 unit

(b) English uo

(c) Mathematics (elementary algebra and plane geometrY)

't:

(d) Chemistry, or phYsics, or biology, or zoology or botany,
or physiology, or physical science (if a third-year or
fourth-year subject vith laboratory) 1 unit

(e) Foreign language ..(in one language) 2 inits

(f) Advanced mathematics; or chemistry, or physics, if not
offered under (d), or additional foreign language in
the language offered under.(e) if another language,'
2 units will be required) 1 (or 2) units

1933-60 When concern was expressed in 1931 by high school teamhers and prinuipals
about the degree to which the required subjects mould limit or control the
secondary school program, the problem vas largely solved by asking the
high school principal to be .1.:tsponsible for the cOntmni oourses rid
certification of the costent tO the University. . Hence, the principal has the
duty of indicating which courses in his/her,high school should be used to
meet the subject and scholarship reqUirementi for admission.

A. nuMber of "variant" methods of admission were established in 1934 to provide
for the applicant vho did'not plan his high school courses for admirsion to
the ,University, but who did'demOnStrate i high level of scholastic rbility.
These alternatives included 1) placing in the highest 10% of high zdhool
class, 2) earning 12 A or B grades in lest three years of high school
3) six A or B grades in last tvo.years of high school, 4) exceptions to

the rules.

In 1958, 15% of California high school graduates vere found-to be qualified
for admission to freshman standing in the University of California. One

result of the Master Plan for Higher Education in California, enacted in 1960,
vas that all variant methods of qualifying for Admission, micept the College
Entrance EXaMination Board plan, Imre discontinued to conform to the master
plan requirement that the University select its undergxaduate resident students
from the top oneeighth (12 1/2%) of California public secondary school .

graduates.

The subject and scholarship pattern for admission as a freshman remains
essentially the same today, except for slight alterations which were designed
to reflect certain realities through the years of changing curricula both
in the high schools and in public higher education. Some of these changes

are in.the-required subjects themselves:

Cc) Mathematics requirement vas expanded to include any tvo units of
college preparatory mathematics, no longer restricting the courses to
elementary algebra and plane geometry.
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Laboratory Science requirement was expanded to alloy for a one-year
course taken in the 10th grade, no longer restricting the use to the
llth or 12th grades.
Advanced Course: The Science option vas changed from a choice of either
Chemistry or Physics to any laboratorY science course completed sub-
sequent to the laboratory science used for (d).

1968 In 1968, the University began to require applicants for admission to freshman
standing to present scores in the College Entrance Examination Board's
Scholastic Aptitude Teit and three Achievement Tests in addition to the
subject and scholarship requirements. The primary reason for this requirement
was that the tests could be used to bring an inflated eligibility ratio
(14.58% in a 1965 eligibility study) into line with the 12 1/2% eligibility
ratio prescribed by the Matter Plan.

Admission by the College Entrance Exanination Board's examination alone has
long beemand continues to be an alternate method of admission to freshman
standing.

3. Admission to Advanced Standing

The rules of the Academic Senate direct the Board of Admissions and:Relations
with Schools to "maintain the standard of_preparation required of students
who enter the University directly from California secondary schoolt. Advanced
Standing credit is granted for work of quality comparable to that r-quired
of students in this University".

The University receives transfers from many colleges, in addition to those wbo
transfer from the community colleges, and each campus receives transfers
from other campuses.:

1926-33 When the Board of Admissions discovered that students from affiliated junior
colleges were being admitted with records which would have resulted in
dismissal from the University, it asked the junior colleges not to recommend
any student with more than a 14 unit grade point deficiency. In 192ti, transfer
students ineligible from high school were required to present 60 units with ...

satisfactory:grades (not poor or barely passing); by 1933 theSe same students
vere held for 60 Units with a satisfactory average.= 15 units with a
distinctly high average and all high school deficiencies removed.

1940-55 In the'late 1940's and early 1950's a great deal of innovation and experi-
mentation with admission requirements occurred. During this period, transfer
students scholastically ineligible fram high school were required to make y)
all high school subject deficiencies and to present;

60 semester units with a 1.0 (C) average or
40 semester units with a 1.2 average or
30 semester units with a 1.3 average or
15 semester units with a 1.5 average

In addition, the junior standing plan was introduced as an experiment. Under
this plan high school subject deficiencies did not have to be made up if the
transfer student, presented 60 semester units with a grade point average of
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1.0 (C) and had completed all requirements for junior standing in a eollege
or school of the University.

Studies of the performance in the University of students admitted under the
"eliding scale" categories shoved that applicants vith a scholarship average
below 1.3 performed less yell than those between 1.3 and 1.5 and the latter
group had less than a 50% change of success.

1956 By 1956 after discussion vith junior college representatives, vto at that
time were anxious that their transfer students compare favorably with the
native student, the 40 unit vi'h 1.2 grade-point average rule vas dropped as
vas the 15 unit vith 1.5 rule. At.the same time, the grade-point average
required for transfers vith 30 units, 60 units, or junior standing vai raised
to 1.4 (now 2.4) and those stu,ents vith 30 to 59 units vere,itrybrieflY.
required to submit test scores.

1961 In 1961, the Board of Admissiols and Relations vith Schools passed the rule
.requiring 56 units vith a 2.4 ;rade-point average and permitting the vaiver
of tvo units of high school 1Lbject deficiencies. At the same time, it
dropped the junior standing pinn.

1972 In the decade of the 1960's and into the early 1970's, society's increasing
awareness of the need for improved access to public higher education for
a broader representation of society, and especially for disadvantagei
minorities, contributed to the approval in 1972 by the Academic Senee and
The Begents of an experiment for the admission of transfer students. The
four-year experiment alloys students to transfer to the University
without reference to their hien school records if they present 56 transferable
units vith a 2.0 (C) average.
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Recently Revised English Requirement

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTEMWIDE ADMINISTRATION

BERKELEY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANCELES NivrasmE sAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

Vf:t

To the Principal:

Pr4
SANTA BARBARA SANTA CRUZ
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BERKELEY, CALIFORNIA 94720

December 23, 1976

Last June, I wrote to you about the certification of courses to be
used in satisfaction of the University's admission requirements. My
letter stated that, "Such courses as drama, journalism, and speech will
no longer be acceptable for admission purposes if completed after
June 1977." This change was approved by the Board of Admissions and
Relations yith Schools (BOARS).

In recent weeks, the University has received numerous comments and
sUggestions about this modification. Taking note of the many comments,
BOARS has acted to clarify its description of the English requirement,
which now reads as follows:

(b) English - - - 3 units, These must con§.ist of six semesters
of English. comptosition and literature,
university preparatory in nature. All
English ccurfies mertified to meet this
requirement must lave sUbstantial,
recurrent practime in writing expository
prose compmitioms of some length.

Note: Courses in drama, lfournalism, and $peech will no longer
be acceptable for admission purppees if completed after
June 1977 unless they faso have substantial, recurrent
practice in writing exposiioty prose compositions of
some length.

Minimum Performance Objectives

Tbe minimum performance objectives after three years of
high school English should be:

1. The ability to write a composition of at
least 500 words demonstrating:

the selection of a main idea and
the development of that idea
through argument and example:

b. control of diction (appropriate
word choice) and clear sentence
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construction (the avoidance of
vagueness and ambiguity);

c. command of mechanics (standard
spelling and punctuation).

2. Literature. The ability to analyze a
literary passage, to determine theme and
methods of characterization.

Please note that courses in drama, journalism, and speech will
continue to be acceptable provided, however, that they contain "substantial,
recurrent practice in writing expository prose compositions of some length."
As in the past, the responsibility for certifying the courses to be used in
assessing eligibility for admission to the University rests with the high
school principal.

I regret any misunderstanding caused by my June letter and any inconveniences
it may have created for you or your staff. I will be most grateful for your
continued assistance and your advice about the University's admission program.

cc: President Saxon
Academic Vice President Swain
Professor William Fretter
Professor Allen Parducci

Sincerely,

Lyle C. Gainsley
Director of Admissions and
University Registrar
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA SYSTENINVIDE ADMINISTRATION

BEIMELEY DAVIS IRVINE LOS ANGELES RIVERSIDE SAN DIEGO SAN FRANCISCO

To the Principal:

BERKELEY, CALIFORNL% 94720

June 18, 1976

The current list of courses offered by your school in partial
satisfaction of the requirements for admission to the University of
California is attached. Please review your list carefully and indicate
agy additions, deletions, or corrections on this list that reflect your
plmining for the 1976-77 school year.

I wish to emphasize the importance Of this list to the University's
admissions program. After the determination of amopriate preparatory
courses, this office distributes copies of approved course lists to the
admissions offices on the several campuses of the University. This
ensures that applicants from your school who aPply to any campus will
be considered uniformly.

May I request that you give special attention to the list of courses
to te submitted from your school. AsEtyou. pratbly know, there is increasing
concern about the preparation of students moving on to higher education.
According:WI we ,are continually called_Upon to reassure our faculty thst
proper attention is devoted to the acceptance of the recommended pattern of
courses from each California high school. You will note a revision in the
acceptable courses to be used to satiary the Engliah requirement. Such
courses as Drama, Speedh, and Jaurnalism will no longer be acceptablefor
admission purppies if completed after Sune, 1977. AdditionallY, you. win
note that minket& performance Objectives have been prcmided for the English
and foreign language requirements.

Since the new fall cycle will shortly be upon us, we ask for a prompt
return of your list so that application processingwill not be unnecessarily
delved. A statement of established guidelines for determining subject
matter acceptability is enclosed for your informaticm and guidance.

Your continued assistance in the preparation of these lists is most
sincerelY appreciated.

Enclosures (2)

Sincerely,

Ikvle . Gainsley
Direntor of Admissions and
University Registrar
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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The Certification of mIgh School Ccurses
to Meet Entrance Requirements of

the University of California

Office of
Director of Absissions

and
University Registrar

2he University of California requires tte assistance of the California hish school
administrators in preparing course lists to be used by the Admissions Officers on
the several campuses to determine the eligibility of-applicants for admission. Each

principal is, therefore, asked to certify within the areas defined below courses
that will assist with the selection of students to be admitted to the University.

High school counselors will also find that these lists can facilitate program
planning for the University-hound student.

The content of these lists is very important to the student, the high school and
the University. The inclusion of unsuitable courses nay result in the admission
to the University of students who are not qualified and whose performance may
adversely affect the record of the high school. ConversaU, failure to include
all suitable courses can result in the exmlusion of students well qualified to

handle universitripark.

The subject areas and the required pattern of courses are specified by the Academic

Senate of the University. This course pattern is considered necessary if the student

is to be adequately prepared for university work. Normally, the rigorous grading in
these courses establishes a good basis for prediction of success tithe University.

As adopted by the faculty, the required subject areas for admission purposes consist

of:

(a) History - United States history and civics

(b) English - English composition and literature

(c) Mathematics - college preparatory mathematics

(d) Laboratory Science - a year'course including laboratory offered in
the tenth, eleventh, or twelfth grade in a physical or life science

(e) Foreign Language - courses in grammar, vocabulary, reading, compocition,
and aural and oral skills

(r) Advanced Course - three options: (1) advanced mathematics beyond that
presented for (c) above; (2) foreign language in addition to that offered
in satisfaction of (e) above; or (3) a year course in a laboratory
science completed sdbsequent to the science offered under (d)

The present high school curricula contain appropriate formal courses in these
areas not readily identified except by the high school. For this reason, up-to-date

lists are essential. Therefore we ask each California high school principal for a
certified list each year. Ordinarily this requires only the updating or revali-

dating of the list for the previous year.
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In certifying courses to meet the admission requirements, the principal ihould
bear in mind that if more than the required minimum of certified courses appears
on an applicant's transcript, those with the best grades will be used to determine
eligibility.

Care should be taken to enter each course on the list in exactly the way it will
appear an the student's transcript of record. Eiperience indicates that most of
the difficulties encountered by our admissions staff in the evaluation of high
school transcripts arise because the courses have not been entered on the student's
record exactly as they have been submitted on the list to the University. The
fact that the high school record is of major importance in determining admissi-
bility requires that the transcript be accurate.

The course numbering system sometimes causes uncertainties. Some schools, for
example, use Roman numerals to indicate year courses, while others use them for
each semester course. Such usage should be clear. Schools should also indicate
clearly whether a course, such as one in advanced mathematics, is a ane-semester
course ar a year course. Succeeding semesters in a subject should be identified
so there will be no difficulty in distinguishing a second semester from a repeti-
tion of the first semester.

The multiplication of courses in high school curieula makes it necessary to
distinguish between special courses and adva,nced courses.

For the purposes of admission, a special course is defined as a
course that, as compared with standard or conventional courses,
comers more material, requires greater ability ca. application on
the part of the students. It also has more prerequisites in supporting
disciplines, or presents a different treatment or approach, ar a
combination of these, but has no prerequisite in the sUbject of the
course and requires at the outset no greater knowledge of the dis-
cipline than does the conventional course. (These courses are usually
designated as "accelerated", "honors, "special", ar by the initials of
some study committee that devised a new approach to, or new treatment
of,-the subject.)

An advanced course is defined as one that has as prerequisite a
year course in the same discipline and, gpart from brief revisy,
presents material beyond %that covered in the prerequisite course.
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The follaiing comments on each requiremnt are for guidance in certifying courses:

(a) History I unit. This requirement must be satisfied by
one unit of United States history or
intuit of United States history and
unit of civics or American government.

Nate: Social science other than U.S. history and civics or American
government is not acceptable.

(b) English 3 units. These must consist of six semesters of
Emlish ccmpositiou and literature,
university preparatory in nature.

Note: Such courses as Drama, Speech, and Journalism will no longer be
acceptable for admission purposes if completed after 'Alm, 1977.

English courses must have substantial, recurrent practice in writing
expository prose canpositions of some lemrth.

The minimum performance Objectives after three years of high school
English should be:

1. The ability to write a composition of at
least 500 words demonstrating:

a. the selection of amain idea and the
development of that idea through argu-
ment and example;

b. control of diction (appropriate word
choice) and clear sentence construction
(the avoidance of vagueness and ambiguity)

a. cannaml of mechanics (standArd spelling
and punctuation).

2. Literaturr. The ability to analyze a literary
'mange, letermine theme and methods of
chk%-acterization.

(c) Mathematics 2 =its. These must consist of subjects such as
algebra, geometry, trigonometry, calculus,
elementary functions, and mathematical
anaysis.

,Courset ccmtaining any significant mnount of material in such areas
as arithmetic and shop, consumer, or business mathematics are not

acceptable.

61



D-7

-4-

(d) Laboratory Science - - - I unit. This must consist of a year course in
a labdratory science such as chemistry,
or physics, ar biology; or zoology, ar
botany, or physiology, or physical
science. Both semesters must be in the
same sdbjett field.

Applied or vocationally slanted courses are not acceptable, nor are courses
that permit the student to confine his attention to a narrow segment of same
discipline, e.g., electronics.

(e) Foreign Language - - - - 2 units. These must be in one language. Any
language in which there is a sdbstantial
literature is acceptable.

The minimum performance objectives after two years of s. foreign language in
high school should be:

. Sustain a brief conversation on simple everyday
topics demonstrating:

a. good use of the whole sound systan (good
pronunciation).

good use of the basic structural patterns
in present and past tenses.

2. Summarize orally and in writing, the main points
of a relatively simple reading passage not in-
volving specialized vocabularY.

Important: At this level, emphasis ahould not be on the ability to describe
grammatical features of the foreign language.

(f) Advanced Course 1 dr 2 units.

This requirement may be met by one of the following options:

Mathematics 1 unit
Advanced college preparatory mathematics beyond that
presented to meet the (c) requirement.

1 unit
A year course in laboratory science taken sdbsequent
to the scienIte offered under (d)
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Foreign Language 1 or 2 units
Third or fourth year of the foreign language used
for the (e) requirement 1 unit

Second foreign foreign language - - - 2 units

Frequently an applicant hansom than one unit of the above courses
available for the (f) requirement. In such a case, the course most
advantageous to the applicant mill be used for the (f) requirement.
The remaining courses vill be scanned to determine if any advantage
.in grades mill accrue bythe sUbstitution of any of these for any of
the courses used for the (c), (d), and (e) requirements.

The Director of Adadssions mill =mine the list submitted and communicate vith
the high school administrator regarding any course about vhich there may be a
question. it 1,111 be helpftl if descriptions or lists of major topics covered
in unusual courses are attached.

June 1976 570 University gall
13-666.4R 63 Berkeley, California 94720
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APPENDIX E

Suggestions to Strengthen the Academic
Preparation of High School Students:

THE INCENTIVE MODEL

DRAFT

An Incentive Model
For

Freshmen Admission to the University of California

By:

Winston C. Doby
University of California, Los Angeles

This staff paper was prepared for the University of California
Task Force on Undergraduate Admissions Practices to which the author
is a Staff Consultant. Special thanks to Ms. Cyndy Lengnick who
assisted greatly in its preparation.
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INTRODUCTION

During the June 22, 1976 discussion by the President's Task Force on
Undergraduate Admissions Practices on the topic of alternate admissions
criteria, three categories of admissible students were identified.
These included (1) students who would be eligible on the basis of ob-
jective criteria (defining the overwhelming majority of students in the
12.5 percent eligibility pool); (2) students who could be eligible on
the basis of a combination of objective and subjective criteria (this
category was proposed to define the remainder of the eligibility pool);
And (3) students who could be admitted by special action.

A variety of objective criteria was suggested as appropriate variables
for designing admissions models. One alternative proposed utilized
high school grades, scholastic aptitude test scores and number of college
preparatory units completed to determine admission to the University of
California for first time freshmen. As requested, this staff paper ex-
pands the rationale and procedure for this model.

Consistent-with the committee's discussion, this paper is based on the
assumption that freshman admissions standards will have to be raised to
reduce the eligibility pool to the required 12.5 percent of Califbrnia's
graduating seniors. Therefore, the real question becomes how should
admissions requirements be changed to accomplish this end? As noted,
alternative models for determining eligibility are also being explored
as possible complements to this procedure.

RATIONALE

Admissions Principles

The following principles are offered as guidelines for judging the accep-
tability for a set of admissions criteria. These precepts have been
developed from the judgment of personnel involved in the freshmen admis-
sions process over a number of years and are suggested for committee
deliberation.

Criteria for determining eligibility to the 9niversity of California
should be:

1. Valid and Reliable

Criteria should be intuitively acceptable and should have a
relatively high correlation with success at the University--
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however it is defined. This validity should not change
significantly from year to year.

2. Fair

To the extent possible, criteria should be independent of
demographic variables, such as sex, ethnicity; geographic
location of applicant's home or school, family income, etc.
In addition, criteria should be sensitive to academic diver-
sity of high schools, taking such factors as college prep
courses and opportunity to demonstrate aptitude for college
success, into account.

3. Reasonably Easy to Administer

Given the quantity of applications to be processed, stu-
dents should generally be evaluated on the basis of objec-
tive criteria. The data used for these evaluations should
be quantifiable and should not be subject to interpretation,
thereby making assessment possible by machine or trained
admissions evaluators.

4. Encourage and Promote Improved Preparation of Incoming
Freshmen

The criteria should be relevant to academic expectations at
the University and should encourage students to acquire the
necessary knowledge, skills, and abilities to do University
work. The emphasis should be to encourage the acquisition
of requisite competencies rather than satisfying an arbitrary
gradepoint standard. This principle is based primarily on
the premise that faculty expectations are geared well above
minimum standards for entrance and students should be en-
couraged to measure up to these expectations. Part of the
concern leading to the recent BOARS proposal to revise ad-
missions requirements was the thesis that academic abilities
of entering freshmen are declining.

5. As Simple as Possible and Easily Understood

Entrance requirements should be clear, unequivocal, and easy
to interpret. In preparing for University entrance students
begin taking courses as early as the 7th grade. This plan-
ning process, involving students, parents and teachers, con-
tinues through the senior year. At each step in the process,
a student should be able to determine his/her standing re-
lative to University eligibility.

These five principles are presented as a means of judging proposed ad-
missions models.
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Why Grades, Test Scores and Units?

In this section a brief assessment of high school grades, SAT scores,
and high school units is provided, as measured by the five suggested
principles.

Present undergraduate admissions requirements are based on two assump-
tions:

1. The best predictor of success in the University is high school
scholarship; and

. The study of specified subject patterns in high school gives
a student good preparation for University courses and reason-
able freedom in choosing an area for specialized study.

While there are many research studies which support the first assumption,
little evidence has, been found to.support the second. It is, however,
intuitively obvious, for clearly, certain disciplines (physical sciences
in particular) depend heavily on high school prerequisites and all dis-
ciplines demand a certain level of verbal and quantitative skill. These
skills are usually acquired through taking appropriate courses.

Based on these assumptions, objective admissions criteria should reflect
a measure of performance in high school subjects and should require com-
pletion of a minimum core set of University preparatory courses.

Which Measure of High School Scholarship?

High school grades, rank in class or scores on achievement tests are
all viable measures of performance in htgh school subjects, and can be
used either independently or in some coffibination. Relative to the ad-
missions principles (validity, fairness, ease of administration, prep-
aration, simplicity) the three variables do not appear to be equally
satisfactory.

Validity

Most validity studies have found high school grades or rank in
class to have higher predictive validities than aptitude or
achievement test scores. The evidence further suggests that
the former two criteria are equally predictive since they are
essentially derived from the same measures. Research studies
also indicate that some combination (grades and test scores,
or rank and test scores, but not grades and rank) is better
than either variable used independently.
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Fairness

The issue of fairness brings into focus the problem of unequal
standards both within and between high schools. Any of the three
variables (grades, rank, test scores) used alone would appear to
be unsatisfactory. Use of rank in class as the sole measure of
high school performance would tend to discriminate against the
student from high quality, competitive schools, i.e., students
ranking below the 87.5 percentile in competitive schools may
actually be better in absolute terms than students ranking above
this standard in less competitive environments. Use of test
scores alone would tend to discriminate against low quality
schools whose demonstrated ability is hampered by unequal oppor-
tunity to acquire skills in taking tests.

Recent arguments against the use of tests in admissions decisions
have been based on the issue of test biastMembers of minority
groups in particular, have voiced the concern that tests would
deny admission to qualified minority applicants because these
students, as a group, tend to perform less well on standardized
tests than do majority applicants. These concerns initiated
research focusing on predictive validity and content bias. The

most recent studies have generally concluded that standardized
tests are equally valid for minority and majority students with
regard to prediction. Any content bias inherent in the test re-
inforced the predictive validity in that the same bias exists
in the environment for which the test is designed to project
performance. For example, the charge that the test is biased
since it requires a strong command of the English language is
a misuse of terms. Command of the English language is one of
the factors the test is designed to measure since it is a
requisite for success in a university envi_ronment.

Bias stemming from including test requirements in admissions
evaluation can result from inappropriate use of test scores.
A disproportionate number of minorities could be denied admis-
sion to the University if a use bias is inherent in the adopted
admissions model, but this does not necessarily indicate un-
fairness in the test itself.

Use bias is also a potential factor relative to grades. Use

of grades alone would tend to discriminate against students
in competitive schools with high standards as well as students
in low quality schools. The first case is obvious. Explana-

tion for the second is_ that teachers in low quality schools
are reluctant to give out A and B grades to students in college
preparatory courses for fear that their standard "does not
measure up with the better schools."

In conlcusion, evidence suggests that none of the three varia-
bles when used alone totally satisfy the standard of fairness.
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Administration

From the University's administrative perspective, any of these three
variables could be used as the measure of high school scholarship.
There could, however, be a problem for the high schools to provide
rank in class at the end of the 6th semester. In addition, rank
in class is relative to a student's standing in his senior class and
would have to be converted to percentile scores to neutralize the
effect of size of the class on the meaning of the ranking. These
calculations could become cumbersome. Providing grades or test
scores would not entail these difficulties.

Preparation

Past experience suggests that use of high school grades to assess
admissibility does not tend to promote improved preparation beyond
the minimum standard. In fact, the opposite appears true. Under
the current system, students naturally opt to-take "nontransferra-
ble" courses to protect their grade point average once the minimum
A-F subject requirement is satisfied. In addition, students are
likely to take an easier requisite course to obtain a high grade
(speech rather than English compositior even though it may -lot
equip them as we)l 4ror University study.

Using rank in class, as opposed to grades, would not materially
change the situation since this measure is derived from high school
grades! Use of test scores would provide an external standard which
should have some impact on preparation, although the extent of this
impact is unknown. Using test scores alone, however, is not advo-
cated because of the problem with equity which has already been
discussed.

In summary, it is clear that neither grades nor rank in class
appears to promote improved preparation as we have defined it.
Using test scores would seem to partially satisfy this principle,
but at the expense of violating other guidelines.

Simplicity

Use of grades, rank in class or test scores as admissions criteria
satisfy the principle of simplicity.

Discussion Summary

The foregoing discussion argues that none of the three variables
(grades, rank-in-class, and test scores) is fully satisfactory to
be used alone as the measure of high school performance when judged
v the five principles of validity, fairness, ease in administradon,
improved preparation and simplicity. The critical variables are
validity, fairness and improving preparation. Therefore, it would
appear that some combinatiop of these variables, together with high

6 9
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school units is necessary. (At this juncture, we will abandon dis-
cussion of using the high school rank because it is our expectation
that,-thk_variabie is being developed in a separate paper as an
alternate means of attaining eligibility; and it correlates very
highly with high school grade point average.) Precisely how grades
and test scores should be used is proposed following a brief dis-
cussion of high school units.

What About College Preparatory Units?

The A-F subject pattern which is presently being used was established
in 1931. This core set of required courses has undergone minor changes
since that time and represents a minimum course requirement. Students
lay, and the better student does, elect to take more academic courses.
The rationale used to establish this pattern was it provides the student
an opportunity to develop essential competencies in verbal and quanti-
tative skills; provides a breadth of preparation for subsequent work;
and does not totally constrain the high school progra-.

In the absence of clearly developed and validated competencies which
should be required of entering freshmen, requiring students to take
courses which teach these skills remains the best substitute. The cur-
rent practice of allowing high school principals to certify which courses
satisfy subject requirements should be carefully evaluated, however.

With respect to the principles which should govern developing an appro-
priate admissions evaluation, using a specified pattern of courses appear
to satisfy the standards of fairness and simplicity. Evidence on the
validity of using courses taken in lieu of objective measures to deter-.
mine competency is not available. The converse is clear; i.e., students
who have not had an opportunity to study certain concepts will be lack-
ing in specified skill areas. Unless the University is willing to
drastically alter undergraduate curricula, it appears essential that
we either define minimum competency standards or cvntinue to reply on
high school courses as prerequisities for our courses.

The use of course units as an admissions criteria could directly address
the principle of improving the preparation of entering students. Pre-
sent admission policy does not effectively encourage students to take
courses beyond the minimum core course requirement.* In their effort
to protect the grade point average, and probably for other personal
reasons as well, most students taro' ,rly toward completing the mini-
mum A-F course requirement. Once th.c; Animum is satisfied, they elect

*Mos 4. students are not aware of the University's practice of only using
the best grades which satisfy the A-F requirement in calculating the
high school grade point average. This practice does not reward stu-
dents for taking more advanced courses.

7 0
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to take "non-transferrable filler" courses to meet the high school
graduation requirement.

In certain areas, particularly mathematics and perhaps English, the
present requirements do not appear to adequately prepare students for
University level cou,...se work. BOARS has resisted proposals to alter
the A-F requirvieient to :Ivoid placing unnecessary restrictions on the
high school curricuum. The argument is that all students do not need
the increased level of preparation in specified subjects and that re-
quiring all students to do so is unfair.

In summary, it is intuitively obvious that course units alone, irrespec-
tive cif graded indications of level of performance, would not be satis-
factory admissio-c 'riteria. Cnmbining a unit variable with grades and
test scores, howe , could have a positive effect on the validity and
fairness principles wnile sipificantly influencing preparation of stu-
dents to do UP4 ity level work. A model for implementing this process
is presented iv next section.

INCENTIVE MODEL

The previous section supports the utilization of high school grades, test
scores, and units to determine freshman eligibility. A proposal for how
they should be used is offered in this section.

Under the proposed model eligibility is determined by an index (I) defined
as an incentive model of high school graue point avdrage in college prep-
aratory courses (HSGPA), Schola...tic Aptitude Test score (SAT Total) and
number of College Preparatory units completed in high school (UNITS):

I = 500 (HSGPA) + (SAT TOTAL) + 100 (UNITS Above 8)*

The minimum index score (I) would be set to identify the top 12.5 percent
of the State's graduatinq seniors.

The proposed factors of 500, 1, and 100 would givc dSOPA the highest
weight; units would receive approximately 1/2 the weighting of SAT. A
maximum GPA (4.0) will yield 2000 points, Wine a MdxiMUM test score of
1600 and maximum units (16) would yield 1600 and 800 pnints respectively.
The logic employed in arriving at these weights is contained in Appendix
I.

*The committec generally agreed that some core unit requirement was
necessary but did not establish a specific number. We propose 8 units
(3 English; 2 math; 1 history; 1 lab science; 1 advanced course) as the
minimum core requirement.

7 1
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Figure 1 provi6es a geometric illustration of the model. The plane
cutting t4le solid :-.orresponds to the index score required to define the
top 12.5 peocnt. Examplzs are given for students who would be .z!-ticyibIe
if the index score were 2800.

Student GPA SAT Units Index

1 3.0 1000 3 2800
2 3.0 1300 0 2800
3 3.2 1000 2 2800
4 3.2 800 4 2800
5 3.0 3*

Student 1 with a B average and 1000 on the SAT would have to complete 3
units above the minimum to be eliyible. Similarly student 4 who has a
3.2 GPA but only scores 800 on the SAT would need to complete 4 addition-
al units to be eligible, with a 3.0 GPA.

How DOE: 'ne Model Rate When Judged Acninst the Principles Initially
Established?

Validity

This model proiAO ar opportunity for improving validity over that
which is obtairMwhen grades and eSt scores are used alone. Allow-
ing students to "choose" to take more college prep units as a means
of attaining eligibility is an indirect measure of the student's
motivation. Students will then be taking more advanced courses to
apply toward the units variable which justifies the additional
weight accrued to these courses. Finally, since most ttudents take
the SAT in the Fall of the senior year, taking appropriate units
during this year should produce an improved test score if the test
were reported at the end of the senior year.

Fairness

The model neutralizes the unfair character of grades and test
scores as outlfned earlier. While no model will completely elim-
inate inequ'ties resulting from qualitative differences between
schools, home environm7.,nts, etc., this model provides the student
an additional means of attaining access. The student in the low
quality schc.ol with a solid GPA and only fair test scores can
still attain-el.gibility as can the student in the highly com-
petitive school with more modest grades.

*A strxient takiny the maximum units and earning a 3.0 GPA would be
eligibile regardless of his test score.

7 2
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Administration

Use of the incentive model would place no greater burden on admis-

sions evaluators than presently exist. In fact, it would simplifY

the process in that all college prep courses would count toward

admission. Calculation of the index would be straight-forward
and could be done by machine, if desirable.

Promotes Improved Preparation

The inclusion of units as a variable in the admissions model would

have the greatest impact on improved preparation. Historically,

our best students also are the students who take the most units

and the Oorst students generally take fewer units. This informa-

tion establishes a relationship which, although not necessarily

causal, is intuitively acceptable.

This argument has been presented by advocates for increasing the

A-F requirements in mathematics and English. Certain campuses

(particularly San Diego and Los Angeles) have applied this reason-
ing in selecting Special Action students for admissions by giving

preference to students with scholarship deficiencies over students
with subject omissions. In summary, we feel the assumption of
improved preparation bears more testing but has sufficient face
validity to warrant inclusion.

Simplicity

The incentive model is straight forward and can be easily explained

to students, counselors, teachers and parents. Therl are a number

of ways in which the units could be used to "adjust" GPA and/or
test scores which would result in approximately the same results,

but which would require a table for interpretation. (For example,

a formula could be devised whereby a student's GPA could be ad-

justed upward by a given amount for each additional college prep
course taken.) Using the incentive model specifies the weights
given to each variable in the model although the weights are not
obvious due to scaling differences for the variables.

Summany.

The University is faced with a serious dilemma in admissions: on the one

hand it is very likely that admissions standards will have to be raised

to bring our eligibility pool in line with the master plan; on the other

hand, we have adopted an aggressive student affirmative action posture

with the goal of eliminating under-representation of certain ethnic

minorities by 1980.

7 3
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One charge to the Task Force on admissions practices was to examine what
alternate predictors of academic success the University should consider
in its undergraduate admissions process (instead of test scoras and CPA)
and what alternate procedures might be considered fc utilizing current
criteria. The latter part of this charge is prespmed to include how the
existing criteria (GPA, Tests, and Units) might be used differently.

This paper offers a rationale and one alternate procedure for utilizing
these variables to determine freshman eligibility which satisfies all the
principles offered as guidelines for judging the-acceptability for a set
of admissions criteria. In particular, the model provides a means for
raising admissions standards, yet includes equitable incentives for stu-
dents to reach that standard. High school counselors will be able to
advise students who are in doubt about their eligibility to better
prepare themselves for college by taking.additional college prep courses
raising their grade point average and/or scoring well on the SAT. The
student has a choice.

7 4
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APPENDIX I

This appendix provides the logic employed in developing the weights to
be applied to the HSGPA, SAT and UNITS variables in the incentive model.
The formula proposed was:

I = 500 (HSGPA) + I (SAT) + 100 (UNITS above 8)*

Beginning with the weights proposed in the BOARS model (500 for GPA and
1 f-- SAT), and with limited emperical evidence, we sought to answer the
gut. jon: What should a year course in college preparatory work be wcrth
in terms of grade points or test score points?

1. GRADE POINTS

Relative grade point increase as a result of additional units should be
of su ficient worth to motivate the students to take the additional
courses. When students take advanced courses (third year math, science,
English, etc.) it is conceivable that their grades would not improve.
In fact, using the logic of the students, the Chances are greater that
the grade point average will decline. Assume, for example, a student
whose current grade point average is 3.0 (over 8 units) took a third year
of mathamatics and received B and C grades for the two semesters. His
grade point average would drop to 2.93, but he is probably much better
prepared for University work. The value of taking the extra unit should
exceed the loss in grade point'S (.07) if students are to be encouraged to
improve their preparation in this manner. As a second example, if the
student received two C's in the course, his grade point average would
drop from 3.0 to 2.88. However, he should not be penalized with respect
to admissibility. Using these two cases, we reasoned that an extra year
course should be worth not less than .07 grade points and not more than
.12 grade points if it is tO accomplish the desired objective and yet
maintain high academic standards for the University. As a first cut, we
propose taking a score between these two possibilities (.10) as the
initial value. Thus, eveny course a student tak,-- ,lbove 8 would be
equivalent to .1C "1 the grade point average. student took the
maximum (8 courses) ..bove the required core, at passe .. them all with C's
or better, he would gain the equivalent of .80 in the grade point average.
Thus, if the student began with a B average in 3 units, and if he received
all C's in the additional advanced courses, his actual grade point average
would drop to 2.5; however, he would gain a relative overall .30 grade
points for his efforts in completing 8 additional year courses of college
preparatory work.

* The UNITS variable applies to all units completed above a minimum core
of 8. Hence, a student completing 12 units would have a unit value of
4.
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2. TEST SCORE POINTS

Assuming that college preparatory units are related to the skills, ,

knowledge, and reasoning abilities tested by the SAT, it is logical to
project that taking more college preparatory units (particularly the
more advanced courses) and passing them, would improve a student's score
on the SAT. At present, most students take the SAT test at the end of
their junior year to have the results available for evaluation during the
fall of the senior year. A determination needs to be made as to how much
the test score would be likely to improve if a student took one extra
relevant year course prior to taking the test.

Combining the grade point average and test score equivalents provides
the weighting of 100 which is applied to the UNITS variable; 50 for grade
point average gain (500 x .10) and 50 for SAT.

To summarize, the method employed in developing the proposed weights for
HSGPA, SAT and UNITS is not based completely on empirical evidence. Most
research studies support the HSGPA as the best single predictor of
college success. Consequently, it should be given the greatest weight.
Combining grades with test scores improves prediction, though only
marginally, since these measures are not independent and, in general, SAT
scores correlate slightly less well with college grades. Including a
units variable in the formula should provide a third, and somewhat
independent Predictor, since units is principally a non-intellective
variable. In addition, the inclusion of units provides a stimulus for
improving student preparation to do University level work.

The model proposed would give approximately 45 percent weight to HSGPA,
36 percent to SAT, and 18 percent to UNITS. As a comparison, the BOARS
proposal assigned approximately 55 percent to grades and 45 percent to
test scores. This proposal retains the spirit of the BOARS proposal
while adding a dimension which we hope will improve it's effectiveness.
In particular, this model is designed to improve the equity of admissions
evaluation for students from divergent high schools in that a student can
demonstrate his ability to do University level work in three dimensions,
one of which also measures his desire and perseverence.

WCD/vm
8/4/76
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LOS ANGELES: ACADEMIC SEEVICES

ACADZMIC ADVANCENT FOCI:I:AM
ADMISSIONS
FINANCIAL AID
REGIS-MAD .

RELATIONSwag SCOOOLS

Letter from Assistant Vice Chancellor

Doby to Vice President Swain,

February 25, 1977

Donald Swain
Academic Vice President
Systemwide Administration
713 University Hall
Berkeley Campus

Dear Don:

February 25; 1977

1 RECEWED ay
I SYSIL'AW:C.E.

F r:V.71". 7,::-7 "'

re/3o" I

/

The purpose of this memorandum is to amplify my comment': 4 -.4ts

to you and later, to Allen Parducci, regarding what I per-
be a need to further address.the.preparation issue in.otr.
requirements. My comments are not necessarily intended as a mino-ity
report to the formal task force recommendations, so please feel f*:ee
to.use them as you deem appropriate.

Allen and I agree on the basic issue that.admission requirements
should be designed to encourage Letter preparation in high school. I
offered this as a guideline for'the evaluation of any admission stan-
dards in the "incentive model". Allen reiterated this concern in,his
memo of December 1, 1976. Allen and I further agree that an incetive,
OF preference, should be given to encourage students to take more
rigorous programs of study,.the crucial issue is how this can be accom-
plished.

The mechanism I proposed to accomplish this aim is to distinguish .

between "academically enriched" (AE) and "regular" Courses which satisfy
'the A-F subject requirements and to provide differential credit for
performance In these two classifications of courses. Thus, grades
earned in AE courses would be evaluated on a different scale from grades
earned in regular courses. One example.of an appropriate scale might
be as follows:

A 5

4

3

2

1

REGULAR

4

3
2
1

0

Implementing this differential would clearly provide some neUtrali-
zation of the current concern that bright students avoid the rigorous
courses to protect their grade point average.

vv:vErtstrY III* CALI p4 tL e:rt..a.1 fnr
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I have been'advised that the AE distinction already exists in
most schools. However, this distinction would have to be designated
on the student's transcripts in order for the admissions evaluators
to assign appropriate grade point scales. ,

An alternate, yet =ire aMbitious recommendation, is to give
differential credit tO grades earned in."elementary" as opposed to
advanced courses. A variation of this procedure has been used at the
Air Force Academy. Couxse credit would be designated as,elementary,.
or advanced within the following scale:

ELEMENTARY ADVANCED

A 4 5
4

2 3
1 2
0 1

The most sophisticated approach would be to provide an incentive
for both the AE-regular diStinction and the elementary-advanced dicho-
tomy. It would then be possible to develop a set of scales which might
be used in the following ZXZ. matrix:

Elementary

Advanced

ACADEMICALLY ENRICED REGULAR

A 5 4
B 4 ,3

C 3 2
D 2 1
F 1 0.

A 6 5
B 5 4
C 3 3
D 2 2
F 1 0
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Performance in an elementary' RE course would have the same scdie
, a regular advanced course; anU performance in advanced AE courses
ould have a mixed scale which gives more credit for A and B perfor-
:Ance, but the same credit for."C and below" performance.

This combined approach apears more complicated in theory than
would be the case in practice. The.key would be the extent to which
students know that differential credit is applied and the extent to
which students know and understand specific course classifications
within a given school.

All these redommendations are intended to take the high schocl
.:Jurse quality and difficulty into account as a means of encouraging
sLudents to become.better prepared for university work. An important
Tonsideration in implementing any recommendation of this type, is wheiher
i.: should be a part of the admissions policy of the University, c.17

whether it should be incorporated in the "admissions working rules". In
addressing this issue, we must .focus on the intent: To encourage
students to become better prepareC to do University work by taking
more rigorous Courses. If a differential is to have a positive affect
on this objective, the students must knew that credit in AE courses is
granted on a different scale than creaIE-in regular courses. There-
fcre, if we choose the "working rules" option, we must insure that
school personnel, counselors, students and their parents, are adequately
informed. One caveatto this approach, is that relatively few students
(and counselors) know of our current working rule of calculating only
the highest grades in A-F courses, giving an advantage to students who
take more than the minim.= number of A-F subject requirements.

I hope -these comments are helpful and if you think it appropriate,
I would be happy to do more thinking on the practical considerations of
implementing one or all three of these recommendations. I would be.happy
to discuss these recommendations further.

Sincerely.

4/"."%3_rca .03
Winston C. Dopy
Assistant Vice Chancellor
Academic Services ,

cc: Task Force Members
Chancellor Charles E Young
Vice Chancellor Char.,is Z. Wilson
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APPENDIX F

------ THE BOARS PROPOSAL

Revised Admission Requirements Proposed by BOARS Subcommittee

The following proposals are designed to improve the academic qualifica-
tions of students admitted to freshman status at the University. They
constitute our response to the problems created by declining academic
abilities and a selection system that dips far below the top 12-1/2
percent prescribed by the Master Plan. Escalation of high school grades
have in effect lowered admission standards for the University. Our
proposal is to add a standardized measure of academic performance to
supplement the present reliance on grades.

The most important feature of our proposal is the establishment of a
minimum entrance score computed by a linear combination of the gradepoint
average (GPA) earned in selected courses in high school (the same courses
on which the present 3.0 minimum is based) and the two scores from the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT):

(SAT Verbal) + (SAT Math) + 500 (GPA)

The exact total required for admission by this formula would be set so as
to meIntain the present eligibility pool for the University (e.g., at the
2500 shown in the accompanying figure) or to achieve some other proportion
of admissible high school graduates.

We also recommend admission of any graduate who meets the other require-
ments and who scores among the top 5 percent of high school seniors with
respect either to GPA or to combined SATs, regardless of his score on the
second measure (GPA or SAT).

All other requirements would remain the same: graduation from high
school, A through F courses, and those achievement tests required for
Subject A or for other purposes designated by BOARS. Nonresidents must
meet the above requirements and attain a cutoff score set at the mean of
the scores obtained by the 12-1/2 percent of high school graduates.

The linear combination of SATs and GPA is essentially the selection
device used by the California State University and Colleges since 1965,
except that we propose a somewhat lower weighting of GPA. Although the
State College formula was based on an empirical study, the lower weight- ,

ing is supported by the subsequent escalation of high school grades, by
our-own more recent research on the predictive power of these measures
for specific classes at the University, and by the general trend of the
published literature which suggests that the best prediction of college
grades is obtained by weighting GPA only slightly more heavily than SATs
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(with standard deviations of approximately 148 and .36 for combined SATs
and GPA, respectively, the State College weighting of 800 gives GPA
twice as much weight; 400 would be approximately equal weighting).

The accompanying figure illustrates the nypothetical effects of imple-
menting this proposal. The elipse is drawn to include the scores for
virtually all students admissible by either the present or the proposed
requirements. The present cutoff is determined solely by GPA, except
for students with GPAs between 3.0 and 3.1; this is illustrated by the
vertical dashed line. The proposed cutoff (at 2500 on our 'ormula)
admits all students scoring above the slanted solid line. As shown, it
admi's some of those students who are now excluded (upper-left, horizon-
tally-shaded area) but screens out an equivalent number who are now
eligible (lower-right, vertically-shaded area): students with high SATs
but low high school GPA would take the dlace of others with moderate
grades but low SATs. The total pool of eligible high school graduates
would thus remain the same. Since admission requirements dee': with
eligibility rather than with actual enrollment, there might be a change
in total enrollment. For example, if the proportion of newly eligible
students electing to enroll were greater than the proportion that would
have enrolled from the group excluded by the proposed cutoff, the total
enrollment would increase.

Implementation of this proposal would very likely reduce the number of
minority students regularly admissible. Such students would still be
eligible for the Cilifornia University and College system where they
would find programs designed for students with lower verbal and mathemat-
ical performance. It is trt clear that use of the SATs would reduce the
total number of minority students graduating from the University or
otherwise profiting from the regular academic program. The Si.ate Colleges
have apparently not been the target of protests over their use of the
SATs, and current pllns are to continue using the same selection formula.
If there were a desire to admit larger proportions of minority students,
this could be done through special admissions. The present requirements,
by setting low stdndards for everyone, a much larger number of non-
minority students who are inadequately prepared for the University.
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APPENDIX G

DATA FROM THE IATS EXPERIMENT

Description of Experimental Groups

Table 1

Source School x Experimental Group (Percent)

Group CC CSUC- Other Total

67% 11% 21% 99%

79 10 11 100

38 14 49 1 01

61 14 25 100

TOTAL 65% 13% 22% 100%

Table 2

Sex x Group (Percent)

Group Men Women Total

TOTAL

71% 29% 100%

60 40 100

63 37 100

48 52 100

57% 43% 100%
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INCRMSED-ACCOMMODATION FOR TRANSFER STUDENTS

Entered in Academic Year 1973 - 1974

SYSTEMWIDETOTALS

Comparison of Number Completing* and Graduating**

and Grade-Point Average***

for Students Whn Persisted Through the Quarter Indicated

# % OF MEAN 0 Z OF MEAN # TR % oF #

ENTERED TOTAL ENTE1tIN0 COMPL TOTAL CUR CUM CPA COIL GRAD
GROUP 73 -4 74 ENTERED CPA S74 COMPL CPA ) 2,00 02.00 574

1225 267 2,23 963 24% 2,33 703 73% 9

k 906 19% 24 772 19% 2.77 630 82% 5

J + K 2131 45% 2.51 . 1737 '43% 2.53 1333 71% 14

M 175 47

N 2447

2.23 145 4% 2.78 126 87% 3

3.24 . 2169 537 3,04 1954 90% :ft.)

M + N 2622
, 55%

CAYY.Y.m.y.yM*/*Yo. yYYMY.
3.16 2314 57% 3.03 2090 91% 33

TOTAL 4753 100% 2,88 4051 100% 2.83 3413 84% 47

Report 1

fall 1974 Winter 1975
..S2E.k2 1175# % OF MEAN 1 WITH % OF 0 (F X OF MEAN # WITH X OF I 6 WITH % OF PCOMPL TOTAL CUM arM CPA COMPL GRAD COMPL TOTAL .CUM CUM CPA COMPL GRAD COrL TOTAL CUM CUM CPA CONFL GRADGROUP F 74 COMPt CPA ) 2,00 02.00 F 74 W 75 COMPL CPA > 2.00 02.00 W 75 S 7) COMPL GPA ;: ',00 Wi>2.00 S 75

J 747 22% 2.42 ,597 80% 13 618 22% 2,43 516 83% 27 540 21% 2,44 460 85% :13

K 632 19Z 2,69 534 84% 11 547 19% 2.91 470 86% 12 489 19% 2.85 432 8S% 180

J + K 1379 41% 2.54 1131 82% 24 1165 41% 2.61 986 85% 39 1029 40% 2,63 892 877. :93 T

122

Y MG 55% 3,06 1699 92% 40 1599 55% 3.07 1414 922 77 1464 57% 3.09 1357 93 ,
727

4% 2,77 110 90% 9 102 4% 2.81 93 91% o 92 4% 2,82 84 91% 30

M + N 1:,2 59% 3.04 1809 92% 49 1701 59% 3.06 1565 92%. 77 1556 60% 3,08 1441 93% 757

TOT: 100% 2,85 2940 88% 73 2866 100% 2.89 2551 897 116 2585 100% 2.91 2333 90% 1050

Fall 1975 Winter 1976 Sring 1976
#- 7 OF 7.AN e % OF # lOP MEAN # WITH 'Z'OF 0 % 0 MEAN 0 WITH Z OF d
COMM, TOTAL LUM COM CPA COM GRAD COMPL TOTAL CUM CUM GPA Am GRAD COIL TOTAL CUM CUM GPA COMA GRADcoo F 75 Ci::MPL. 'PA ) 2.00 02.00 E 75 W 76 COMPL CPA > 2.00 02.00 W 76 S 76 COIL CPA ) 2,00 02,00 s75

J 301 271 2,45 256 85% 43 223 29% 2.48 194 877. 26 159 30% 2.48 138 87% 76

K i24 20% 2.74 193 86% 31 160 21% 2.78 141 e8: 2i 103 20: 2.83 96 93% .56

J + K 525 48% 2.57 449 86% 74 383 43% 2.60 335

M 43 4% 2,68 38 88% 4 31

53b 44X 2,95 500 947 119 362

mininw,0.yyyYylnAYYAYANy

+ N Y19 .52%

87% 47 262 .50% 2,51 234 89 132

4% 2.72 28 90% 5 22 /;7 2.81 20 91% 13

47% 2,98 343 951 93 242 467, 96 226 93% 150

538

*AY ,yyy* 93% 123 393 51% 2,95 371 98 264 50,1. 2,95 246 937.

Y.Y.Y.Ilyyryyyy.YIY.Y.Y.Y.Y.IYAMAYPEIYINNYAllaYA

153

TOTAL 1104 100% 2.77: 97 91 197 776 100%. 2,79 76 .17. 143 526_100% 2.79 480 91% 275

e4tr6er Pnmpleting inclIdes r, ,le;

**e number of rersising stud,r. !11.,).!!.0duaza in summer school '74 & '75 is included iu the mfa,ber of students who registered and graduated In

sone !;thool. See Rept N.

oomen oNiativ'o gpa and utz5v.r tnnulative gpa 2.00 excludes Santa Cruz students who are gra,led piss-fai1 and those students whose record
shows no yado points f,or thl qL4ter t,dicated.
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INCREASED ACCOMMODATION FOR TRANSFER STUDENTS

Entered in Acack.mic Year 1973 - 1974

Systewide Totals

Comparison of Number Completing by Sourcc, School*

for Students Who Persisted through the Quarter Indicated

ENTERE0 1973-1974
FROM FROM'

COMUNITY % OF FROM Z OF OTHER

GROUP COLLCGES TOTAL CSUC TOTAL COLLEGES

826 27%

K 717 23

J 1 543 50

M 66 2

N 1 497 48

14 + N 1 563 50

TOTA:. 3 106 100%

140 23%

88 .15

228 38

. 1 FROM
OF COMUNITY % OF

TOTAL COLLEGES TOTAL

259 24%

101 10

360 34

644 24%

615 23

1 259 47

REPORT 3

SPRING 197

FROM Z OF

CSUC TOTAL

. FROM
OTHER.. 2 OF.

COLLEGES TOTA.

24 4

344 58

368 62

85 8

606 58

691 66

53 2

1 355 51

1 40e 53

596 100% 1 051 .100% 2 667

I

100%

MING 1975

106 21%

70 14

176 35

21 4

307 6/,

328 65

504 100%

FROM
COMUNITY Z 91. FROM Z OF

CROUP COLLEGES TOTAL CSUC TOTAL

FROM
OTHER Z CF

COLLEGES TOTAL

J 385 217.

K 467 23

_A+ K ...:7" 44

192

2

54

56

51 17%

32 11

83 28

13 4

201 68

214 72

1 S20 1007 297 100%

( SeRT.Ni; 1976

FROM
COMMUNITY 2 OF F7,414 % OF

GROUP COLLEGES TOTI. :SJC TOTAL

104 222

50 11

.154 33

43 9

271 58

314 67

468 100%

FROM
OTHER

COLLEGES

11U 312 20 352

K 89 23 4 7

J + K 207 54 24 42

OF
TOTAL

21 26%

. 10 12

31 38

m 8 2 2 4

N 172 44 1 31 54

M 4, N 180 46 33. 58

TOTAL . 388 1002 57 100%

12 15

39 47

51 62

82 100%

215 247 .

87 10

302 34

*The school charged with the responsibility for eligibility. If no school

so charged, the source school is the sdlool last attended.

9 0

71 8

507 58

578 66

880 100%
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INCREASED ACCNIOUATION.FOR 110S0 STUDENTS

Entered in Academie Year 1913-1974

System/1de Total,

Comparison of Number Completing

by 9.1jor

for student, 1+.1 brained Through thi Quarter Indicated

imre.! F73-574 .1.1=..
46 23 159 22 "18 33 12 1174 31 11 900 27

3 4 26 4 13 5 4 3 13 7 841 25

54 29 184 26 91 33 16 13 44 :4 742 53

7 4 26 4 23 10 8 7 5 3 106 3

115 67 504 11 123 52 95 83 31 73 469 44

71 530 14 146 62 101 81 136 76 575 47

4., ;00 714 100 231 100 100 130 100 317 100

6 3

114 11

120 74

163 100

60 10

11 5

11

20

110

130

35

55

65

201 100

Fall quarter 1974

61

Win er Duarte 1975

23 20 91 19

5 16 3

33 24 107 22

6 4 18 4

100, 11 371 74

44 26

9 5

53 31

16 10

101 59

117 69

170. 100

S 6 17 13 564 24

2 2 9 1 39; 2.

1 8 26 20 156 50

6 7 2 2 73 3

71 85 101 18 095 47

11 92 104 80 172 50

04 100 130 100 328 100

26 20

5 4

31 24

41 27

9 6

50 33

15 3 .13

94 72 333 16 90

100 76 348 /9 103

131 100 439 100 153

4 5

2 3

6 8

8 6 8

59

67

100

61 84

67 92

17 100

15 12

8

27 l',',

3 3

93 78

96 81

119 100

455 23

509 26

964 49

59 3

928 48

987 51

951 100

25

4

29

6

89

95

124

65 16

11 7

76 19

14 3

311 76

314 31

401 100

15. 2 37 20 21 33 0

2 6 7 4 5 .1 4

11 63 1:`; 31 35 '1 4

5 si '6 5 2 5

36 134 74 41 57 21 58

41 71 11.0 71 ii 62 23 96

55 1ao 08) too 100 24 100

10 24

2 5

12 21

1 3

212

421

25

210

291

116

30

29

59

3

38

41

100

,,

12 2 29 24

5 4

13 72 34 11

5 13 4 3

22 55 84 69

21 68 51 72

-
Winter Quarter 1916

21 34 0 8 26 153 30

3 5

24 39

4 6

74 55

38 61

62 100

1. 5 2 6

1 5 10 32

1 5 0

148 30

101 60

11 3

185 37

202 40

503 140

Spring garter 15i4 '

9 9 177 14 FiTT,I,

2 2 10 7 1721

11 11 32 L "1.435 511

6 6 3 2 09 3

81 83 16 77 792 461

87 891.19 19 381 491

98 100 51 100 816 100;

Ving' Quarter 1515

40 28 3 4 14 13 393 23

8 6 2 3 / 6 451 26

48 74 .5 7 21 19 850 ao

9 6 5 7 3 3 55 2

86 60 59 86 85 18 814 41

95 66 64 93 88 31 589 51

143 100 61 100 109 100 101

Spring Quarter 1976

10 40

1 4

11 44

5' 20

9 36

' 36

25 100

20 14

3 4

23 28

1 4

50 68

59 72

82 100

IllaissoMPA91/8011101010114.01111fro+

11 38

1 2

11 40

4 9

24 31

28 60

41 100

0 1 21 104 31!

0 1 97 31

0 8 31 201 61;

0 0 10 '1

14 107 11 69 121 36'

14 100 18 69 171 33'

100 26 18G 31/ HO

92



Increased Accotodation for Transfer Students

Entered in Academic Year (19731974)

Systemwide Totals

Comparison of Ethnicity and Crade-Point Avera3 e6

for Students Oho Persisted through the quarter Indicated

q0A
qUARTEI 13: SPRIO 1974 WARM 16: SPRISO 1975 NTER 19: spg:N; 197/'

-1

wlth ;pa within range
with gpa within range vlth spa vithin range

0-1.9 2,0-2.49 2,5-2.99 3.0-4.0 Total 0.1.9 2.02,4 5.299 10
Total 0-1,9 2.0-2,49 2.5-2,99 3.0-4,0 Total

6rA., : :malt

.........----...--
965. 162 331 147 125 540

S;1 Amal.:sn 1: 1 16 10 3 26

7$ 24 10 16 8 49
..i.:x.J 34 13 11 12

2
23

14:1r. zericna a 1. 3 1 1 5
t%Lle;1:31

,.
.3 7 25 4 2 28

,....ter Sct4lite 6
3 3 6

487 126 151 135 75 274
A:1 oc,wra 3: 11 14 4 3 19

itz:7 K '...nok 27. 14: 154 213 261 489

N.to..0 A:urian :1 1 8 7
5 19

...,.. " 12 15 5 24
,::..,..:.0.3

3!, 13 / 7 7 25
Lyon kertcan 6 2 -- 1 3 1
:r mu: lh 7 3 6 5 12
k,,1% r Nte 7 2 1 2 2 4,

:: !ro 436 73 84 121 158 298
All urhere 47 7 15 12 13 32 '

115 19 29 43 .. . 55. 92

: .'..,: Auritin 7 ..
1

.
1 2

1 1 1. 2N=D
.1 1 1 1 3

1411 American -- 1

2 1 .. 1 .- 1

1 .. .. 1 3

94 17 20 29 33 61

.5:1 0thers 3 :. I 0 1 1 2

rwmf

207 121 524 1705 144

1 4 7 16 26

11 4 5
.

10
1%1:474 54 8 12 11 23 4:

21 1 6 4 1 15

1(14 14 41 47 73

'..0:4111tt 10 ,
. 4 4

. 8

:301 139 141 356 ',0 1042
4:%tfi 27 4 3 9 , 11 18

Iota: ,01 btO 733 10:1 114n 2515

7.0?or: 7

CO

6

3

3

39

4

57

2

7

0

1

35

1

8

5

1

'..............------....------........
227 167 66 '; 155 21 70 50 13

15 a 3 8 5
3

21 15 6 17 6 a
9 9 2 3 .., 1 2

3 1 1 1 .. 1 ..

19 4 2 11 .. 8 3 %me

3 1 ...

99 97 40 75 10 2r3 11
11 2 2 4 2

104 144 184 103 1fj
3/0 34

a 6 5 3 .., 3

9 9 4 4 ... 2

7 6 5 4 ... 3

0 1 2 2 ..

2 4 5 1 -
1 1 2 1 --

57 86 120 56 11
21

11 10 10 3 "- '7 z

20 31 33 27 4
10 5

1

104

m
2

5

1

2

74

2

751

PO

PO

IS 22

1

19

1

1511 375 810 747

4 6 16 9

3 5 ..
2

8 20 18 11

6 4 4 7

9 31 16 :IN

4 a ..

97 251 617 144

3 6 7 4

717 1n3 124

t'PleAtt CVM41:Alve 7;4 teXII1 Santo Crur ow/lentil who are traded pael.fe.1 ad re:phi, 010 ehov no ludo potato for the quarter lodleocod,

93

,

lin R..1

3

6
40

.1/

1

3

5

VW

3

1

3

2


