, DOCUMENT RESUNB
" 2D 181 818, ; . TH 006 395

AUTHOR » Kelsey, John W.; Dobson, William R.

TITLE . v Cn Selecting Graduate Psychology Students: A
. ’ Tentative Proposal.

PUB DATE 01 ’ - .
. BOTE 25pe

EDRS PRICE . _ MF-$0,83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage:

DESCRIPTORS sAdmission Criteria; *Competitive Selection;
v . Evaluation Criteria; Graduate Students; *Graduate
Study; Higher Education; Methods; Predictor -
Variables; Problems; *Psychology; Talent
Identification , ' -

ABSTRACT ) ’
) A Teview of current procedures for selecting students
for graduate programs in psychology reveals a number of problems due
‘to’ predictor, criterion, and methodological variables. The idea is
. advancéd that with the multiplicity of procedures used, glus'the
nusber of students applying to graduate programs in psychology, the
effort on the.part of individual selection committees to
differentiate students on a number of relevant variables is both time
consusing and not sufficiently powerful to be able to' make meaningful
statements atout each applicant's relative potential. A tenative
proposal to-establish a centralized registry of psychology graduate )
students is- pade. A centralized registry might be more efficient and - .
economical and alsc would establish a research data pool which could
provide a more reliable means for identifying and matriculating
graduate students who will make significant contributions to
psychclogy. (Author/EVH) - - i .

/

LR EERRRRA AR RIRRERINRRIRRR AR R R AR AR AR AR AR R RE AR KRR AR RE R R R R RN KRR &
* Documents acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished *
* paterials not available from other sources. BRIC makes every ettorg\t

_% to obtain the best copy available. Nevertheless, iteams of marginal™#
* reproducibility are often encountered and this affects the quality =
* of the micrcfiché and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS). EDRS is not *0
* responsdble for the quality of the original document. Reproductions *

*

*

supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made from the original. *
L P T R, e P P e e P PR L L e 2

-

L ‘ .



https://BC-S1.67

US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
\ EDUCATION A wELFARE \
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF,
. EouUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT WAS " BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF vIEw OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF © °
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY

.

En141u1a'

-

On Selecting Graduate Psychology Student:

A Tentative Proposal

John W. Kelsey and William R. Dobson .

Utah State University

~
.

MOOG6 395 -



https://Ot�A�t�INTO�M�Al.TH

. P
' T T On Selecting
‘ : \ " ; :
\ . " - ' : .
\ \ 1~
‘ \ , N
y v \ ; \ k 9
\ 1
=\
\-.
\ ) i
N “ . K N . “L\‘ ; Ll '
\ I 1
| 4;
Abstkact -

,
. W

i ) . e
A review codperniné‘the select1on of |students for .gtadujte programs

in psycho]ogx notes a number of| problems in the present rocedures due ’

predictor, cj1terlon and method ologi al variables. Thelidea is advanced

that wyth the| mu1t1p11C1ty f p ocedures used, p]us the N ber of students \
L

\
applymng to g aduate schools. in osychoﬂogy, the effort on the part of ' \

/

individual selkction commlttees o differentiate stqdents on a number of S\

tly powerful
ke meaningful statements about each applicgnt's relative

relevant-&aria les is-both time" donsuming and not suffici
to be able to

potential. -A. t ntative proposal 0 establish a céntra11ze registry of‘
’psycho]ogy grad ate students is mdde which hopefully would e more eff1c1ent

~ and economical..but also “would establish a research data pool which could N b
well proQide a more ;e]iable means| for identifying and matrifulating’

graduate student who.wilﬁ make significant contributions to\psychology
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~ The liter tﬁre to date has been suggest1ve of numerous var1ables or com-"

-binations

_reliable i

R

+ On Selecting ‘
2

On Selecting Graduate Psyehoiogy Stydents:

A Tentative Proposat g
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selection process concerning candidates for graduate degrees in

os&chol gy isvonly the beginning of an enormous expenditure of time and

money ofi the pe???of the 3pp1icqnxsjse1ection committees, end,for those

candidates whe matricuiate; the graduate faculty. It would seem impera-

" tivé'to gelect those students who have an optimal chance of succeeding

within a program, and of mak1ng subsequent contributions to the field.

f var1ab1es which may be useful for predicting future success;

but which ave. consistently proven inadequate and/or 1ess than ootima11y / )
se1ect1ng ;he "best" candidates. Consequently, se]ectlon : [
conmittees ach year choose the required number of app]icants,-hopingb' ,_j ;
thet they halye offered admittance to the most qua]i?ied candidates by ' ';

the best available method, but rever really being certain thai.they have |

4 .
/done so. Hisltorically, certain predictors are used for a period of time,

but ard supplanted when new predictors are purported to be more effeé‘vve %

Comparatively |little concern is g1ven to the criterion variables, or meth-

odology used to determine the e&fficacy of any one selection method.
Successfull selection is related to a number of factors which(revolye '
around the issu‘ of validity and methodology. Therefore, predictor and
criterion variadles must be related in such a way that useful information
is obtained w1th relative ease if results are to be duplicated for candi-

dates in succeeding years. In general, studles of selection procedures

often attempt to demonstrate the efficacy of single predictor variables

4 .
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(i.e. GPA, GRE, MAT, bersogali;y test scores, etc.)_by inter-comparison

with other single variab]e~re£earch. Also, criterion variables wich are
/7 . v oty ,

easy to collect (i.e. practiéum instructor ratings, or first year gradu-
ate grade§) are often used. Longitudinal criterion variable research in

the area of graduate selection is exceedingly rare, or is conducted by

ex post facto designs. A final factor which also mu;t/be considered is
the consequences of research methodologies which have constricted samples.
_and which fhereforé bias the findings and conclusions that the research
.purports to show. - ' /‘

This értic1e will first review and critfaue previbUS'variab]es and
methodologies used in the studxmof the selection process in-graduate
psychology, and to suggest ways to increage the pred%€€;;; validity of |
further ﬁgsearch in this area. Finally, a tentatiQé proposal will be
offered, ;hich if imp]ementéd woutd hopefully supply a system whereby
the selection process would be considerably less time consuming for all
concerned, and which would alsq begjn:a.data pool for further research
and development. The ultimate goal projected for the proposed procedure
would be to increase the probébility-of.selecting those candidates who.

have the greatest.chance oﬁ/making\significan( contributions to both

the service and research cbmponents\tf psychology.

- ", Predictor Variables

Numerous predictbr varjab1es have been' used to select applicants

X \ ’
believed most capable for matriculation into graduate psychology programs.
Variables upon which selection has typically been based have included some

form of undergraduate grades, standardized tests, letters of recommendation,

J
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bi;graphidal information, essays, and interviews. As will be mentioned in
a later section, new tests have been suggested, along with an assessment
of various skills a poteﬁfial.professional psycho1og&st migh{ need to
possess. For the‘most part no single variable approaches a degree of
predictioﬁ where the variable alone could be usefully applied. Where some
of theﬁﬁewly.suggested factors are significantly'related fo success, gen-
erally they are cumbersome or time consuming than one.cou1d rea]istika]ly
- expect éither applicant or selection committei to use. For the most gart

selection committees continue to use the aforementioned variables singly -

Jjor «in various and often unique combinations. o '

Grades and Standardized Tests as Predictors

—_—

The most wide1y.ﬁsed.factors in Fﬁtzselection of psychology graduate
students are somé combination of undergraduate'grade point average (GPA},
and standardi;éd te;t scores. The under1yiﬁg assumption for their usage
seems to be that selection committees need both a measure of past achigve- _
ment and of current scholastic aptitude or ability to differentiate can-
didates. These seem to be logical criteria.

The most popular method of using undergraduate grades as a’predictor’
utilizes total underg(aduate GPA (Hutst, i974; Dawes, 1971; Merenda & A
Reilly, 19]1; Gertler, 1970; Hoyt, 1966), or a combination of undergraduate
GPA and undergraduate psychology GPA (Ewen, 1969) .- Siegel, Klein, and
Ritigstein (1968), in a poll of'8é school psychology programs, found total
undergraduate GPA and undergraduate.p§ychoiogy GPA ranked 1 and 2 in terms
of use by selection committees. Some studids have used other combinaékons;’
however, such as GPAlfor the last two years of undetgraduate stuéy (Mehra-.

bian, 1969; Allen, 1967; and Robertson & Nielsen, 1961), as well as GPA in - 7
s . .

6
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various specific course areas other than psychology (Rawls RawIs & Har-
" rison, 1969). In most cases, depending on the crtterxon var1ab1e used
correlations have been low and randomly SIgn1f1can; (r's of -0.2~to .34).
Standardized tests, besically the Graduate Ree9fd Examination (GRE)
or Miller Analogies. Test (MAT), constitute anoth majbf means of predict-.
'ihg graduate success. Siege1, Klein, and Ritigstein (1968) found ehat
73% of the schools polled used GRE scoreeg/uhile only 45% used the MAT. '
GRE scores have been correlated in v9r1eus comb%nations of-usihg, aseehe -
predictor, Total, Verbal, Quantitefdue, and/or meae of Verba]L'Quantita:
tive, and Advanced (psychology)/;cores (Mehrabian, 1969} Rawls, Rawls &
Harrison; 1969; and Borg, 1963). Reported corre]ations with' the crfterion_
variable have ranged from .08 Lo .64. . Lannholm (1968) noted that gener-
- ally the Advanced Test ;;’;sycho]ogy has been somedhat the best pred1ctor
and Willingham (]573) in a review of 43 studies in nine dlfferent dlsCl-,
p]lnes lndgcated that the GRE Advanced Tests were the mosg valid predictors
of success. At least for the Advanced (pgyehology) Test this was explained
by Ewe: (1969) in terﬁs of the test being an uﬁobtru;iue measure of the mo-:
tivetion of the applicant, since a good score can generally.be_obieined
‘by studying the jargdn of the discipline. Thus, it is assumed that<a mo-
tivated student will spend time pridr to.the e;amination,possibly reédipg _

one of the available dictionaries of psychology .
Although used less frequently at present, ‘the MAT was w1dely required (
by selection comm1ttees during the 1950's. The MAT has fared poorly,
however, in that.studies have generally reported uon-significant cbrrefa: .
tions with the criterion.variab1es chosen Tﬁawis, Raw{;.& Herrison, i969;

Robertson & Hall, 1964; and Watters & Patterson, 1953). A unique use of
. - . 7 . L

L..‘ '
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'}he MAT was noted by Ewen (1969) in which Advanced~(psychq]ogy)'Test GRE
scores miqﬁs MAT scores wege found éB'EE”;;gnificantly correlated (r = .49)
with graduate percentage of A grades, bht no theoretical eip]anation of the
phenomenon was presented. - -

Letters of Recommendation, B}obraphica] Information, and Essays as Predic-

tors

Anofhef byoad category 6f predictors encompasses wﬁaq may be termed a
description ofzfﬂa candidate. Letters of recomnendat{on are widely used by"
selection committees, rankingfthird in use (Siegel, Kl¢in & Ritigstein,
1969), but were found to be non-significantly correlated, in any.combinal

tfon, to. any sucpesé crif®ria (Rawls, Raw]s; & Harrison, 1969). One might,
theré?ére. conjecture that mbsi'committeesvonly feqﬁire letters of recommen-
dation on the off-chance that a bad letter (assuming that people only askl
for letters ffom those they percgive would give them a gobd letter) would
' ,drasticglly aid the committee in eliminating some candidates from consider-
- ation. And one Ean only assume that recent legal mandates reggféing rights
of in@ividua]s'to'r?view their school récords and 1etter§ of recommendation
wrfitén about them will result‘in-eveny?ess credence Seing giQen to let- ‘
ters of reference as a useable ﬁredi?tor; -}
| Biographical data (a seemingly impor;ant varfab]e conéid;ring the role
it plays in psychological qjagnosis) and essays have been examined by
Rawls, Rawls, and Harrison (1969) in research on forty separate predictor
variabfes. They conc]uded that a significant predictor of Ph.D. attainment
was the agé of the applicant (older), whether or not applicant had already
6btained a Master's degree (favoring a yes answer), and if applicant was

married (favoring a yes answer). The essay “"Why I want to go to graduate
' ' .

. . 8




- .~ On Selecting

L 7 . .
\ schoo] in psychology" had no pred1ct1ve va11d1ty, although -the argument
can be ra1sed that it be used only when spelling or language usaﬁe are
part1cu1ar1y bad. Of course this assumes that meticulousnes$ in checking -
one's spelling and grammat1ca1 usage inpersonal essays is a des1rable‘
trait in prospective graduate students.

The Interview as a Predictor

Siegel, Klein, and Ritigstein (1968) reported that 51% of school
Q\{chology programs utilize an 1nterv1ew in the selection procedures
Munday (1968) found that 90% of some 42 businesse$ polled rated the inter-
‘view as_the most effective technique. Ulrich and Trumbo (1965), however,
in a comprehensive review of the selection interview for the preceeding
20 years, concluded earlier that the interview is generally unreliable.
They did report that f.'. .greatest gains in validity over other predic:

., tors involved interviews described as systematic, designed, structured, or
guided" and "limited in purpose" (p. 100). Two areas which the§‘identdfied
as relevant and with gredtest validity for the selection interviéw were
measures of the applicant's motivation and personal relations ("WiTl appli-
cant fit into the social -context of the job?"). Personal relattons seems
to have'a drawback in.that a selection eommittee could have legu] probléms
if this were the only basis for rejecting a candidate. Ulrich and Trumbo
also concluded that anci]]ary data can best be collected outside the inter-
view witp a considerable saving of time. " Further, Springbett (19@8) found
that an iqterviewer i§ u;ually-brepared to make a decision after only 4
minutes, although the average interviewer makes his decision on only cer-
tain cues, and that the same cues could be rated in some other fashion. A

recent study‘by Broadhurst (1974), investigating the reliability of the
9
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interview for se1ectin§ student$ for post-graduate work in c]inicallpsych-
,{ ology, found no.significant relationship between interviewer ratings and °
.selection committee ratings using ancif1ary information.
. Aithough the reIiabiifty of the interview is inlduéstion except for
possible assessment of the app11cant mot1vat1on and personal realtions,
two methods have been apptied to obtain ratings of the'interviewee. Asher
(1970) has determined that question-by-question ratings which disregard
; previoug answers are more reliable than global ratings. This ﬁetﬁod, how-
rever, would be exceedingly cumbersoﬁe to apply to large numbers of %nter-
viewees, as one could expect the time frame of the 1nterv1ew to expand
great]y as the interviewer ponders what score to give a previous answer.
D1rectly-re]evant tothequest1qn of select1on of psychologists .in pro-
-fessional service settings is.thé development of the Psycholoéy Intern
Rating Scale {Plutchik, Klein & Contes, 1960), which evaluates,-in a sys--‘
tematic manner, the relevant factors suggested by Ulrich and Trumbo (1965).
Although promis?ng, the presented reliability data is, at best, open to.
interpretation. Some of the ;:ctors which they found cquld be signifi-
icantly ascertained in a short interview igcluded: "Tendency to complain”,
"Ability to work with staff", "Sensitivity to others", "Intellectual grasp

of psychology", and seven other factors. Ten non-significant discrimina-

-

Itors were found, including rated items guch a§ "Mood", "Creativity",

"Openness", "Personal appearance", "Anxiety", etc.

Personality, Skills and Abilities as Predictors . .

Traditiona?ly, graduate s;udents in psychology have been selected, as '
have students in chér disciplines, by using past academic performance fac-

tors as a logical indicator of future academic success. More recently,

' 10 '
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with the increased awareness that many graduate students in psychology -

* become service oriented rather thangesearch oriented, the posgioility of

determining what characteristics need to'bepossessed by a'brofessional S &
psychologist has been résearched. For example,‘Coombs,‘Avilo,‘and-Purkey
(1971) and Carkhuff (1969) have suggested that the more effective: counse-
lors possess personal traits or skills reldted to empathy, genuiness;'
openness, respect, and other personality factors necessary for client

growth, and that procedures for 'selection of potential counselors should

. take into account the potential value of ut1112199 these factors

Hurst and Shatk1n,(1974), and Anthony and Wain (197)) have used the
éounse]1ng Simulation Inventory devised by Carkhuff with some success for
selection of potential counselors and "helpers." Another potentially use-
ful instrument; which oan be mailed to prospective counselons and whioh
measures empathy through a Trainability Index, was devised by Antnony,
Gormally, and Miller (1974). The usefulness of a measure of "openness"
on the part of a counselon has been demonstrated in two studies by Allen
(1972; 1967) using the Rorschach Index of Repressive Style, the Group
Supervisor Report Scale, the Truax Scales to measure "openness," and
the Supervisor Rating of General Competence to measure "gffogtiveness."
The major drawback of the above, as in other prbmi* predictors, isl the
need to look at a number of.instruments at the same tine, thus magnifying
the;timé frame of the selection process. Addiiionally, Allen found that
GRE/MAT scores and GPA (freshman or senior) predictors wené not signifi-
cantly related to "openness." Other studies have suggested as possible
Sredictors the Test of Social Inte]]igencen(Osipow and Walsh, 1973), the

concept of cognitive-flexibility predicted from TAT and Rorschach scores

11
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(Whitely, Sprinthaf] ‘Masher & Donagly, 1967}, and the Persona] 0r1entat1on
Inventory (Melchers, 1972). Although low correlat1ons have been observed
significqﬁt relatioggrtps us1ng an alpha = f10:have_peen found;between
some scales of the California Psychological Inrentery (Seciability,
‘Achlevement via Independence, Achievement via Conformlty, and Psycholog1ca1
M1ndedness) and pratt1cum jnstructor rat1ngs of counse]1ng success (Puran-
“ajoti, 1972) However the high a]pha of .10 does ca]] thesa particu]ar y

find1ngs tnto quest1on

Criterion,?ariables

s
o

"The above predictor variables tan on1y be useful in terms o$ttme way
in wh1:e success is deflned through the cr1ter10n varlable Since success
is often complex to define, 1t would seem 1mportant to evaluate pred1ctor
variables against pertinent criteria such 3s effect1veness and attainment
within the profession of psychology. A]so, criteriahwhich evaluate success -
ovér long periods would ioéica]ly be better measures. Although seme at-
tehpts have been madew?o.collect longitudinal data, most research in ‘this
area has tended to use short-term criteria.

Short-term criteria typically fall into the categories of either
grades or practicum evaluations. Graduate grade point average is most
frequently used (Ewen, 1969; Borg, 1963; Hyman, t957), but since. graduate
grades are generally restricted to 1etter grades of A or B, this criterion
is extremely homogeneous across'sabject; (Angoff, 1969; Schegrin;’1969);
Practicuff evaluation (Melchers, 1972, Nh1te1y, et al., 1967) and faculty
ratings (Robertson & Hall, 1964 and Watters & Patterson 1953) are also

* used, but these have the ¢rawback that they evaluate the suh;ect at a fwxed




=
. therefore do not ta[:e into consideration later learning ‘and experience

. chh would significantly mfluence the trainee's ultimite: effect\ivene.ss '

' . subject's success in Qore general terms.
‘ conp'letes the necessary requirements of an a ademic program Research pro-

success which is; by dgjini'tion. part of the graduate degree Hoyt's study -

“related to the selection ,.o,f potential counselors, Sagedahl, Lesar, and

X e : - ‘ » N
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Point\d'r'time, often c]ose to the begmning of graduate training, and

and success.

’

Although more difficult to collect, Y)ngitudinal criteria assess the
egr‘ee attainment (Altman, 1971;

Merenda & Rei'ny. 1974) evaluates whether o not a candidate successfully
ductivity (Mehrabian, 1969; Hoyt, 1966) relatione aspect of professional
(1966) found no signiﬁcant correlation between quality or quantity of an

individua'l S researcl‘and, his/her undergraduate GPA. . » SO
}‘ Mthough faculf‘y ratings or pracﬁcum evaluations may be logically

Markwardt (1'969). ir:‘ ncnfng 69 school district saperintendents. found that
work experience variables and perceived conpatibﬂjty with the staff ranked
higher in hiring pf'actices thari prac}fcum supervisors‘ recommendations

z4th). practicum grades (1dtn‘). or grades in counseling courses (14th). It 7
should be noted that thq?fo;-rated variable concerned\' ith nfring later in
one's career is directly relatézd to the personal re'lat\'ons predictor sug-

gested by Ulrich-and Trumbo (1965). -

Hethoaological Variables

"

In general, research of this nature is difficult to conduct even if
the. proper predictor and criterion variables have been selected. Restric-

tion of results applicability often occurs because of the nature of the

‘e
- L]

0., * . 13 . 2 J*‘.
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" available subje'cts. and the signi'[ficance of the calculated Correlétions:

Most studies have used subjects pooled from candidates already actepted .

" 4 T 1nto a graduate program Thus the possib’le range of the predictor var-
jabTes are typ¥ca‘|1y compressed due to the homogeneous nature of selected -
candidates. In one study where all appHcants were allowed to enter a
graduate pmgram (Merenda & Reﬂ'ly. 1971) it was found that undergradyate
GPA, GPA in ,undergraduate psychology, GR_E Verbal, Quantitative, and @d-
vanced (psychology) sc‘ores,.gnd‘a rating of .the und;rgraduafe institution
were highes.t for graduate degree attainers. However, Ehi s study used_;"as .
degree attainer those students who also left the program and subsequently . . -
_finished at another school. While he]pful 'in‘proving the efficacy of using

' :" SPAs and GREs in the selection process, the study did fail to identify any
variables which would preqict degree success in the specific program

g studied. : ’ x

" Simple correlation studies generaﬂy suffer from-the fact that Tow but

3 - significant va'lues of a‘Pearson r oMy account for a smaH portion of the |

variance between .predictor and criterion even if the question of validity

can be ignored. Proposals have been made (Dawes. 1971 Tully, 1962 . ‘ K

Hoffman, 1960) to. use prediction models which take 1nto accpunt the use of v,

S multiple bredfctfon techniques. Dawes (1971), using a para;norfahic repre- '

‘sentation of the :dm{ssions co'mittee‘at one uni ersjty, found that a sim- »

ple fnathemetic'ﬂ equa,tion, could n:ode'l admissions committee behavior.so that -

551 of the applicants could be e"l.i.infnated without 'a single er‘ror of omis-

sion of -an &tually eecepted‘candidate, Althouoh the ¢ri terfa’ used in-

cluded GRE scores, undergraddate GPA and a quality ratf.ng of the

undergraduate [nsti tution atte_nded by the applicant, Dawes suggested that

14 . :
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more aﬁplicab]e factors might: be substituted. As was pointed out in pre- .

'ceeding sections though, some promising measures of potential success are

very time consuming for both the applicant and evaluator. It may be best

-to assume, until further research indicates othemise, that the more tra-

dihonal variables for prediction,should be used.
Symmary. of the Present Selection System

_The above fe;éiew of prec_lictor, criterion, and methodological variables
usgd in research of tandidate selection into graduate psychology prograrﬁs
has noted that ghe significance of current data is often tenuous. Predic-
tor v§riab1es must be proven relevant{hﬂe also being realistic in terms
of thelapﬁlicant's. ability to supply the required information. Anyone who
has applied fo graduate programs within the last five years is probably
aware- that no tyo schools request the exact sa§ne information and that the
co;pﬁosit_e requirements for transcripts, standardized .t:ts, personality

tests, legters of recommendation, writing samples, interviews, etc. is

,6ften taxing “and expensive. erterion variables also need to be defined

in a 're’levani manner. “Graduate gr:ades are not useful because they a&
J

' generally homqgeneous,'and single ¢lass ratings such as in a practic

course do not take into account the fact thdt ultimate skills are also
related to subsequent practice, experience, and ’learn‘lng. A poor evalua~

tion today in a’ practicum c'lass is relevant only when compared with fur-

‘ther evaluations obtained two, three, or five years later, Relevance for

criterion variables are di rect'ly related to 'Iongitudinal success defini-

" tions. Finany. methodo'logical prob]ems of past research include studies

which utilized incorrectly constituted samples (although rea'listical!y it
15 '
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would be tremendously difficult #o |Initiate a system' at most institutions
. i

matriculate), and also, research

wl;ich has atterﬂpte& b predic.t succaps froqn single \}ariables. L

th tnen‘ dnes the,system work siy well, as attested by the fact that
schoo‘ls produce possibly more psychologists than we need (Albee 1976)?
Msthough o recent data can be found {pn the national attrition rate from

graduate programs. there probably are &t many long-term 'losses. This

could be due in part to seléetion fac rs which are at work prior to onk's

-

applidtion to graduate schopl. The s u:i‘ent whose academit record is poor,
w .

-';iho’ may'not be able to 'obtain": three st ,ng"j1ette‘rs of reconmendatiqn. who

s not motivated for the line of work n\a professional psycho1ogi.sl. or

who monetarily cannot afford to stay o

tiof the job market any longer, s
probably does. nnt apply in‘any signi%igant number. The pool of aspirijpg‘; ;,%‘
applicants who are left tend to vie -for candidacy in more than a few pro-
gr‘atns‘.%nd are eventually accepted by some and rejected by others.

Strongly mot’i'vated candidates who do not “receive acceptance to the schoois

of their choice have the option of working for awnﬂe'then re-applytng to

the same 1nst1tution. or alternately to seek admission to and accept train-

ing in a ‘less se!ective institution. The point is that at the doctoral
leve'l almost any candidate cou]d be selected, given the present system,
with few selection errors. A)though not as refined in terms of pre-selec-
tion factors, ‘the same is also probably true of Master's fleﬁree programs.

Occasionally some 1napproprtate students do matriculate, but the demends

of course worl'z. research, economics, and 1ife being what tt is, programs

do have some mechanisms for terminating incompetent S$tudents.

-



https://Although,.no

\ : ‘ On Selecting
g . I s

Meretofore there has been little concérn for what may propreriy be
termed the‘ Type 11 errors of the selection system, f.e. the exclusion of -
those students who could make a significant contrib.ution to psychology but
-never matriculate into graduate school. One could expect' that given the
large number of applicants into the typical greduate prograrn. any applica-
tion which presents reason for rejection is easily ‘diiscarded as' a time
saving measure for .the' selection committee. Some examples of 'rejectibn
criteria may include a questionable or confus ng letter of recommendation,
GRE or GPA below the present year'sv cutoff po%nt, or a late aeplicatj'on.

- Viewing the system gldbally, another important factor for many apﬁ]fcants~.
is their own choice of schools to which they seek admission and the 1im-
Aited information available to them to aid them in ;\aking the m;st appro-
priate choices., Although there seems no easy way to absolutely determine
the potential number of good students lost at se’iec“tionhti'me. this

question should be of vital concern to applicants and training institutions

- alike. R .

A Tentative Proposai-

.. ‘.

If the present system in fact operates- reasonably well, it would also
reasonable to sit back and let the natural fﬂtering of applicants
.'p_roce d on eourse.‘ Unfortunately (or fortunately, depending on one's view)
a number of dis‘quieting or disturbin‘g aspects in allowing the
present procedures to go unquestibned One of the first of.these is simply
the time and energy expended by thos7 applying for graduate study, those
recommending their acceptance, the members of se'lection comittees, and

all others involved in the total process. There ought to be a more

5 o . 17
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efficient way. A second concern immediately presents itself also; namely,
how mang.r‘i.ndividuals who may rea'l_lyrhave extremely high potential for
signtt:tcant contributions to the field are dropped by the'ways‘ide finrecog- ,
nized because predictor and criterion variables are sti'n\not' identified
or adequately defined. This leads to yet a third and possibly the most
. important concern--the .need to initiate 'Iong-range coordinative research'
to systematica‘ny explore, identify, define and refine the var1ab1es
involved, and thys increase our ability to more accurate'ly predict the
‘ kinds of scienti fic behaviors and personal skills associated_ with pro-
ductive professiona"ls. The authors obviously endorse the above research
notion. The fol'lomn?proposal. admittedly brief and in skeletal form,

¢ 4
is therefore presentqd -

First a relook it Row the presén,t system seems to typically op@rate. s
"‘:. , Assuming that a pot '{tiaL applicant has reached the decision to formally
e ¥ apply for admis'sio:so'graduate school, he/st:e would probablj peruse
. ~available univerist} cata1ogues read descriptions of graduate programs,
e | assess relative costs, etc. Then 5 to 15 universities would be selected.
‘ the applicant’would:request the necessary instructions an app]icatwon ‘ A
forms and proceed to supply ‘all the required 1nformatid 1nc1uding tran-
: §cripts of Previous credits, the usual \letters of recommendation, etc.
. . . This information 'Is duLy received and processed by each of the universi-
‘ ‘ties, forwarded to thedir respective psychology departments, who then in
turn ppoint a selection comnittee to review and begin to screen the many
* applicants. .This process of eliminatin‘g candidates continues.. each step

being more painfut than the last. until the final se'lections are made,

- ‘
S \

- ‘ - N\
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the applicants are noty iggl\, the chosen few happily accept, and the
selection_committees then collapse until the next February - May reruns
Assuming, félso. that a given Siepartment recieves only 125 to 150 ap\--
plic7tions for 6-10 possible opem’nés (the situation is apparently
even worse ~at, many institutions), each sé]ection‘ ‘committee is }aced with
the awesbme resbonsibﬂity of making somewhat a,r'bitrary and terribly dif-
s fi::ﬁlt decisions..which have crucfal impact on the. applicants concernéd;
' and selection committee member.s become more and more frustrated because -
Athé decisions have to be made on inadequate or*’insuffic‘ient data with un-
known f;redictabflity. . . ‘ L p .

As one possible alternative to t}e present p}foceziure, let us now
. reconsider the potential applicant under a dif?ereﬁt system. " The applicant
proceeds pretty much as before, selecting the universities of his/her

ch'o'ice. fills out an application formand collects the:other necessary .

information. But at this point the appligént is: requfred to mail o.n]y one

packetﬁ, to a central registry, whose init{al task wou'lci be to classify,
r?cord and do ‘the initial screening--the typica.l process\hat would ordin-
.”‘ arily be taking place at per‘haps 10 universities 'for a given applicant.
On the application for:m. the applicant would indicate either the sbecific
, uni‘ver,sit{es to which hé/shg would like the application sent, (including
any required fee), or the applicant may simply request that his/her ap-
plication be;placed in the céntral registry's file. (In all cas;zs, of’
course, applicants cpu]d also apply direct'lly to the universities of their
choice, altbough this might 'hopefuny become less essential if the pro-
‘posed centraliz:tion proved more efficier;t and acceptable). The ce’ntral

registry's staff céuld then proceed further to roughly rank-order at_n‘d\"'
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otherwise categorize appiications. using the.best available criteri'a.
By this time the universities may have considered all of -the appli- -
cations sent directly to them, as well as those forwarded by the registry, ;ut
may stili not be satisfied mth the ‘selection availabie to them--or foy
other reaspns a given institution may still have additional openings. " The
institution could then request from the registry, for a nominal fee, the
applications from the top 10 rated individuals from any combination of .
categories (e.g. women, minorities. etc.) who had not as yet been accepted
“into * other, graduate program. In this manner each institution would .
have_thg potential to fi17.a11 training slots from the widest possible |
pop‘u'lation base, and all applicants would enjoy increased potential for
consideration and acceptance. C
In esserice, the proposed procedure would provide a central -clearing
house‘and data bank which,'wouid certainly appear to be less time consuming -
for all ,concern,ed. wouid cut down the attrition rate-for high potential
appli“‘qan‘ts ‘and perha'ﬁs\;;‘nxost importantly, would develop skil]ed staff and
researc'h\ers who could begin to assemble a’data pool for needed Tongitudinal
studies of the selection process, as well as for other appropriate research.
' There no doubt would be some complications and even disadvantages to sucha
procedure, e.‘gf some universities might simply prefer' to handle the'ir_“awn
,applications directly; s but one can a’lso see some. unique advantages as well, .
which wouid seem to make the proposa‘l worthvhiie. ’
l l} wou'ld be. presumptuous of the authors at this point to try to specify .
in any great detail how such - 2 central registry might be established and ) |
° organized, but it wouid ‘be seen as bﬁing under the aegis of the APA, possibiy

in conjunction with a particu'l r university, agency or private corpo?ation.

» * v {
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On balance the concept appears sound -and would bé-séen as warranting serious

\

discussion in some broad APA forum. Responses to this proposed concept

would also be welcomed. ’ )

vy " .
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