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v . 7 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Sw .
' Purpose . o : . )

The primary purpose of Descpptrve Study of Medlcal School Apﬂhca nts, 1976-77 is

. to provide a comprehensive description—at he national level—of those who applied for

. admission to the 1976-77 freshmen classes of U.S. medical schools In order to relate
this 19768-77 applicant cohort (and those accepted from it) to certain socia! trends in .

medical education and in order to co‘ntrnue monitoring changes myZe size of applicant

pools and frrst-year classes, the study also compares the 1976-77 pool with the] prevroUs

year’'s and, for'certain varlablés traces trends over the past five yea/rs \

Association of American Medrca] colleges (AAMC) and are maintained jin the Medical
Student Information System (MSIS). Mostr of the data stored in this ‘data base. are
. solicited from medical school applicarlts via two data collection instruments: (1) ‘the
application form processed by the AAMC's Ame,rlcan Medical College Apblication
Service (AMCAS):and Y2) the questlonnarre applicants are requested to fill out when
applying to take the Medical College AdmrsSuon Test (MCAT). Approximately 89 percent
of all 1976 77 appllcants filed apphcatlons through AMCAS, and 98 percent took the
MCAT. ' -

In recent years, these mstruments have bsen revised periodically to |nclude additional
items. As a resul/f.tfhis and an accompanying increase in the completeness of the data
for certain items; the presentostqdy is able to incorporate, for t'f:lrst time in the series,
mformatlon on severalnew vaﬁables mcludlng size of hometown and niarital status.

Major Flndr!?gs ' e
From the study’s analysis of the 1976177 appllcant pool and from comparlsons wrth
previous pools, a list of significant findings are summarized below.

1. The phenomenal annual increases in the number of applicants to U.S. medical
schools ﬁserved durmg 1871 and 1972 began tapering off in 1973, with a slight
downward trend initiated with the 1975-76 pool. This trend continued for 1976-77—
the total of 42,155 apQIylng to the 1976-77, first-year'class representing'a modest
_degline of 148 from the| previous year. Application activity, however, continued to
increase, with the averag }1976 77 appllcantfuhng at8 83 medlcalschools—compared M
with 8,65 for applrcants m the previous year s pool.

PR

2. Since this slight drop was accompamed by an increase of 409 in Total acceptances
(from 15, 365 to 15,774).;the ‘chances of being admitted improved from-36.3 percentin
1975-76 to 37.4 percer}t in 1976-77. The number of first-year places available for
newly-entenng medical’ }st.udents increased' by 372—from 14, 910 in 1976-76 to
15,282 in 1976-77. Thelopening of two new medical schools accounted for 63 of these”
additional first-year placés: 31 at the Uniformed Services School of the Health Sciences

) 'and 32 at Wright State Urlverslty . ' .

3. Applicants seeking admission to medlcal school for the first time accounted for onIy
67 percent of the 1976#77 pool. Thé%g’}remammg 33 percent had appeared in either or
both of the two prevrous applrcant pools. First-time applrcants as in pastyears, were far -
more successful in gettmg admrtted {41 percent. of first-time ,applicants recelved

i acceptance..z‘as compared with 31 percent ofr eaters)
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Data Sourceg ) ‘
Data for the study (and for pgs“t studres in the annual series) were comp‘]ed by the = -

-
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47 Withirr this group of”ﬂrcf-ﬂme applicants, undergraduate college seniors making
their first attempt to daift admlssron—tradltwnally thought to comprise the bulk of the
applicant pool-——-accou\{ted for only 40 percent of the total 1976-77 applicant pool. The

acceptance rate for thee “in-phase” applicants was 47 percent—consrderably ‘higher - - <
than the 37 percent reported for the total pool. 7' -

., - B. The number of women applrcants arecord hlgh of 10 244 represented a 7 percent
. increase over the previoys year. Women accounted for 24.3 percent of the total pooland .
) . contlnued to htive a slightly hrgher acceptance ratethan men ’ g oo P

6. The ‘number of appllcants frOm minarities that are underrep'resented in medicine_,
e {i.e., black Amerlcaps Amencan Indians, Mexican Amencans and mginland Puerto
~ "Rlcans) increased by 9 percent—ffom 3,049 for 1975-76 to 3,323 for 1976-77."While o
these applicants contmued to experience an acceptance rate slightly above tiat for
"total pool, the 1976 77 acceptance raté for mmonty applicants (39.5 percent) v&as B
» slrghtlylower thanfor 1975- 76(4?9 percent). , . D R

» i 24

7 Data presented fdr the first time on size of hometown showed that 41 percent of
. applicants were from towns with p0pulat|ons of 50,000 or I&ss. Academic achievement

v and acceptance success were positively absociated with hemetown size.(zé vt LS !
¢ T

8. With regard to academic background, applicants at the bachelor’s degree level {85
. * perceng ofthe pool) were more successful in being. accepted to medtcal school (41
percent were accepted) than were appIncants at the master’s level (27 percent accepted)
and dogctoral levels (16 percent accepted). 'While over half (57 percent) of all appllcants
- had.undergraduate majors in either brotogy, chemrstry or zoology, acceptance success
wasnot strongly related to havrng majored ina sclence-related field. )
[ Y
e 9. Findings on the socroeconomlc backgrountt of appllcants mcluded a posftlve
' _ relationship between parentaI income level and academic achievement (and, as a result, o
. acceptance success). This was reflected. in. a higher median -parental irfcome for ’
‘ acceptees ($21 000) than applicants ($ 19, 700) Fifty-eight pel'eent of all applicants had .
. - fathers who were “either in the professions (mcludmg medlcme) or were owners,
¢ . " managers, and admlmstrators . o’ .

-

10. The most noteworthy fmdmg wrth regard to the career.aspiratians of 1976- 77
applicants was the continued increase in the proportion planning on general/primary .
care practice.as thejr “major career actlkty "{as opposed to specialty practice, resea
. « and/or teaching, administration, etc.). Only 27 percent of the 1973-7 4 applicant. pool,
* the proportion interested in.these “first-contact”.practices was 43 percent for 1976-77.

W:tlt regard to a pagicular SpeCtaLY 52 percént of respondents foresaw entering one of

the primary care fields=-i.e., famlly medicine, mternal medicine, ot pedlatrlcs

11. Qf the total 18976-7.7 applicant pool, 52 percent (of those reSpondmg) anticipated o
establishing/practices in areas wrth’populatrOns of 50 000 or less. Of special interest,
however, was the 15 percent planning to locate in very rural areas (populations of Iess

. than 2, 500) Additional analy5|s of these location preference§ revealed that apphcants
qenerally planned to practice in areas similar to their own hometowns -

a .
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- The primary purpose of this study is to proylde a
comprehensive descriptron— -at the national level—
of those seeking admission to the 197617 freshman
classes of U.S. medical schools. By comparing these’

applicanits with the previous year’s pool (:and in some- ,

cases with applicants t the past five applicant poois),
the study also attempts (a) to relate the 1976-77 pool
and those accepted from it to the broader context of

/.
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current social trer)ds in medical education @nd (b) to
" continue momtonng changes n the size of applicant
" pools and first-year classes. While observitions on a
.number of these trends are given mn the text of the
study, summary data on application activity and on
topics of specnal interest, such as women and minority

trend tables and gragh T B
» The information appearmg in the present study
(and in precedl-ﬁﬁj;'mnﬁal studies n the series) has as
its source data collection, mstraments that. penodi-
cally are. revised to include additional items. As a
result, ghe 1976-77 study includes, for th¢ first time in
the se\is, information on apphcants size of home-
town and marital status. An accompanymg increase
.in the completeness of the data in the last few years,
has also made it possnble to include, for 1976-77,
a'pphcant data by ‘citizgnship and a trend table for
minority apphcants (In past studies, these variables
were described jn terms of fitst-year enrollment fig-
~ures rather.than applicant data.) A distribution of the
applitant pdol (?'nd acceptance rates) by various col-
le&edegrEe levelsisalso dlscussed .
Section I1I of the report, ’which discusses the firkd-
ings for the 1976-77 applicant pool, is divided |lnto

L4 . .

apphcants, are presemed (when possnble) in five- -year ’

A

~

INTRODUCTION R o

\ .
~ .

~five major parts. Part A, on.application activity,

* presents summary data at the national level with .
regar:d to the size of the applicant pool, application
frequency acceptanCeTates, and the number of rgpeat
applicants. A schivol by school breakdown of applica-
tion activty for 1976-77 is also included, A descrip-

“tion of the demographic Characteristics of the pool
contprises Part B. While Part B contains subsections
devoted ‘specifically to minority and women appli-
Lcants, dlSCUSSlOnS of these two subpopulafigns appear
thmughout the study*fhe educational backgrounds
and -academic achievement of applicants are
presented n Part C, as 1s an analysis of the relation-
ship between certain demographic vasiables and aca- /
demic ability. Followang this ‘discussion of académic
background, Part D is'devoted, to a description of
socioceconomic¢ background characteristics and the,

lationship’ of these to academic achlevement and
gceptance suctess. Varous facets of the career aspi
ytms of appllcants to the 1976-77 freshman class
are analyzed in Part E.
For those variables discussed mn Section IFI that are

. of particular interest and for othgr variables, such as
those describing career plans, that receive summary..
tredtment in the body of the study, a*series of ten
computer-produced tabulations have been appended/é:
For the total pool and for each subcategory of a given
variable, these tabulations provide comparative data -
on the acadernic ability oﬁccepted versus nonac:
cepted applicapts. Due to the ‘complexity of these
tabulations, they are aceompamed by a brief
commentary.
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A Data Sources

Information os applicants and acceptees to the
197677 first- year class was retrieved from the Medi-
cal Student Information *System (MSIS), “which is

maintained by the Association Of American Medical |,

Colteges (AAMC). Data stored 1n the MSIS on indi-
vidiial apphants are gatheréd’ from two .major
~ sources; (1) the American Medical College Applica-
dion %ervrce (AJV(CAS) application form and (2) the
westionnaiteaccompanying the Medtcal Co[]ege Ad-
mtsston Test (MCAT). IR
* The AMCAS was utilized by 37,598, or 89:percent,
of the 42,155 apphcants 1n the 1976-77 pool. Since
AMCAS processes all the academic and background”
tnformatlon required of applicants, the individual
records for AMCAS partlctpants are more complete
than those fog the remaining 11 percent of the pool.
Items appearing in the study that were avarlableﬁonly
for AMCAS applicants are country of foretgn citizens
ship, htghest degree held or expected and unergrad-

. uate college mean grade polt ayerage (GPA). For

non-AMCAS applicants, the AAMC collects infor-
mation from the medical schoo}s regardimg accep-
tance status and certaln basic 1tems of information—
id; name, social securtty number, sex, age, legal

. .residence, MCAT scores, undergraduate callege, and

undergraduate major. »
Added to the above items'of mformatton.—for both

. AMCAS and=non”AMCAS applicants—were the

,data available frompthe questionnaire act:ompanymg
the MCAT. These include demographic and socioeco-

nomic backgroupd vanable§ as well as responses to ’
: que§,t|ons regarding the apphcants anttcrpated career

" ‘B-Method of A'nalysis, 4

\\*H\_ .

METHODOLOGY A

o

plans Approxrmately 98 percent of -the 1976—77 ap—
plicant pool filled out this questionnajre."

Data from the following secondary sources also. _

appear in the study: (1) income data are taken from
Monéy Income and Poverty Status of Families and
Pemons in the .Umted States: 1975and 1 974 Rewisions
(Advancéd Report), and (2) the number of black
freshmen enrolling in undergraduate colleges from
1969 to 1975-vere computed from "data in annual

- editions of The American Freshmah Natjonal

Norms. Full references are given n the bibliography,
Data for past applicant pools, which are used in
compartsons are from previous applicant studtes

~

( ~

Since the 1976-77'5tudy is, in the main, areplicition
of the study completed on 1975-76 applicants, it. was
posslble, in many cases, tq run prevtdusly Wrttten
computer programs against the 1976—7'1 ﬁieJ__ IViOdl‘

statistical packageg) were used to produce:the
tional data mentionéd in-the Inroduction.
In orde¥ to1dentify applicants who had also apphed

for. adrhission to medical school in ,previous years, a , ~

computer match of the 1976-77 file Was rum against
({ the files*for both the 1974-75 and 1975-76 applicant

oolst In past studies, the definition of repea‘? appli: .
* cant was limited, .to those who had appeared in the

.pregeding year’s pool onlyn Because “of the mﬁreased
competition for first-year places, howevér, applicants

are.often_advised to wait more than one year before_

reapplying m order to‘obtain maximum benefit from
additional coursework Te

vz

-fied versions ‘of these programg (along with’ stan‘ o f
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"C. Statistical Tests~ .

To determine the sngmﬁcance of differenges in medn

MCAT scores and GPAs between two groups of _

applicants (e.g., the mean MCAT Science scores of

" men and women a#pplcants), a £ statistic was utilized.

This measute estimates the probability that a differ-
ence of a particular magnitude might occur by chance
without reflécting real* or significant differences be-
tween the means. Only in cases where this probability
is fess than .05 is the difference interpreted to reflect
real _differences—i.e., the chance that the particular
dlffe}ence would occur when tlgere was no difference
between the two groups is less than 5 out,of 100. -

To ascertain the statistical ‘significince of differ-

ences in the acceptance rates that are reported in the

N .
- . ?

37 Percemt ™y,

e . . ‘
!
|

7
R ‘

minimum percentage-point difference that is Signifi-
cant at the .05 level. The natxonal acceptance rate of

37 percent, the percentage from,whlch differences are

measured, is mdlca;ed by tl\‘broken line mtersect;ng
the curves. -

Using Figure 1, it is possnble to discern, for exam-
ple, that.the 41 percent acceptance rate for .those
apphcants who had an undergraduate major in chemi-

_cal engineering was not signifi cantly higher than the
37 petcent rate for all applicants. Although the accep-
tance rate for thesé appl‘gx__: is 4 percentage,points
higher, the nununumpercentag‘e, -point differénce that,
1s significant for suchd small number (there were only
189 of these apphcants) is we%l over 6 points.

N=100 -
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IIl. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ‘ ‘
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S " A: - Application Activity

g . 1. Applicants and Applicatiohs
Beginning wnth the 1973~74 applicant pool, .the an- _
nual number of individuals seeking admission to U.S. ™
medical schools began to plateau. This isillusirated in
Figure 2, which, in gwmg an overview of agphcatlon
. activity for the past ten appllcan\t pools, lends per-

4

tinued to increase. For 1976-77, each apf:lican't filed
at an average of 8.83 medical schools,” making for a ,
record 372,282 total applications—6,242 more than !
for 1975-76, or'a 1.7 percent increase (derived from
Table 1).*
The total number of apphcants accepted mcreased

. by 409 (2.7 percent) from 1975-76 to 1976-77. (Thi§

rise in the number of dcceptances was due in part to

spective to the five year period that is the focus of the  the addition of two new medical schools-—Unlformed I
. present study. (Detailed- data are given in Table 1 fox, a.Services University of the Health Scnences and Wright
~ w these five most recent applicant pools.) As shown i T - oy CLs
. ~Figure 2, thé.phenomenal annual increases in tHe o « .
[ number of applicants to U.S. medical schools ob- B - o . .
served for 1971-72 and 1972-73 began tapenng off  .* In selecting their 1976-77 first-year classes, three additional
for 1973 For 1975-76 the annua] applicant pool schools participated in the Amenican Medical College Apphcation
Servncc (AMCAS), bringing the total number of AMCAS schools
showed a modest decrease (321 applicants), the first to 86. AMCAS processed 294,927 or 79.2 percent of alf apphica- .
‘ in nine years. 'This slight downward trend continued tonsfiled, which included apphications for+37,598 indiiduals (89.2 *
for 1976-77, the total of 42, l{S applicants represent- - Dercent of the applicant pool) These figures represent shght m
. d fi th £ 148 3 creases over 1975~76 wheh AMCAS processed 78.8 percent of the
. ing a écrease rO“:‘ . _e prewl.leus:year 9 @. applications, and the service was utihzed by 89. Mpercent of all
) percent drop). Application activity, however, has con- applicants - .
o ’ e
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' \those accepted applicants fifin

Y

State University School of Medlcme) Due to lack of

. growth in the size of the pool -and the continued

annual inctease ifi the number. of freshman placds
available, the acceptamce, efor applicants rose from
36.3 percent for 1975-76 1o 37.4 percent for 1976-77.

For 1976-77 the Early Decision Plan (EDP) was
utilized by 58 of the 116 medical schools.* Of the
than 2, 100 applicants applying through the

tance, thereby reducing the total nuinber of applica-
tions filed by approximately 6,500 (derived by assum-
ing these applicants would have filed an)\average of
,8.83 applications in the regular competition). Of those *
EDP applicants not receiving an early- acceptance

(approxlmately 1,300), 1,024 réemained in the appli- .

cant pool, with 463.(45 percent) gammg admission
through regular channels. - .- R
» The number of applications filed by‘ a single appli
.cant in the 1976-77 applicant pool ranged fromn 1
(whicH included those accepted through EDP) to 108:
However, the majority of apphcants-—-25 975, or 62
percent of the pool—filed applications at fewer than 9
medlcal schools. For both accepted and norlccepted
apphcants filing a given niumber of applications; Table
2 gives the mean scofe on the Science subtest of the
Medical College Admission Pest (MCAYT). Excluding
g only one application
(the MCAT mean score for this group is inflited by
the well-qualified applicants accepted through the
EDP program), MCAT Science scores for acceptees

- hd Lt

.

T ‘-
*Under this program, well-qualified applicants file at a smgle
schoel (usually by August 1, or a year bgpre the date for which
.they seek admission) and receive the school’s decision within two
ponths.” An® EDE applicant may not apply to-anmy other {[S.

.

medical schodl during the time his/her credentials are being .

cpnsidered for early decision and must attend that school if
admitted. If not admitted under the EDP, he/she may be reconsid-
ered by that school"as a regular applicant and may apply to other
schools 3 .., .

X

¢

¢

P, 839 or 38.9 percent received the early accep- -

M s - ' : ‘
CoCoL . ) '
4. D ' - .
‘ : Tablel = . N O
Suinmary of Informatron on Appllca.nons to U.S. Medical School 1972—73 Through .1976-77
\ "' ; * . ) Percent.
- - No of I Applicetions Applicants of Togal , ’
- F’ust-Yelr . ical No. of No. of ’ per . Accepted per Applicants‘
Class ools Applicants Applications )}nﬂividual Applicants Acceptance Accepted .
. . % oy
. 1972-713 . "“*,112 36, 135 _ 261,306 740 13,757 2.63 38.1 ,ﬁé%;\*/ g
.. . 1973-74 +114 40_506 --328,275 8.10 14,335 . 283 ‘354 > 2 ’
* r 1974-75 " 114 42,624° 362,376 8.51 15,066 283 35.3 ’
. 1975-76 . 114~ 42,303 366,040 - 8.65 _ 15365 215 - 36.3 ,
rd v 1976-77 . 116 42,155 372,282 8.83” 15,774 ; ¥ 2.67 ~7374

rise steadily from 599 for those filing 2 to 5 applica-
tions to 650 for those filing 31 to 75 applications. A
parallel but lower distribution of mean scores exists . A
for nonaccepted applicants. (The lack of any clear - -
" association between application frequency and mean ‘
grade-point averages {GPA] may be due to variations
in the grading standards among undergraduate
institutions.)
This* assoclatldn’ of lasge numbers of applidations
with higher test scores is reflécted in the fact that the
chances of receiving at least gne acceptance went ’
‘ steadily from 25 percent for those filing one applica-
‘tion. (the 34 percent given in Table 2 is adjusted to:
exclude EDP acceptees) to 52 percent for those 962
apphcants filing apphcatlons at26t030 schools
“Of the 15,774 applicants accepted to, the 1976-77 :
first-year class, 4,876, or 31 percent, were accepted by . .
" at least two médical schools, while 520 received offers_
from at least five schools. This latter group included
_two fitst-time épphcants who each received offers of
*acceptance at thirteenmedical schools. One had filed
_ 18 applications; the other, 27. This is the first appli-
cant study in ‘recent ,years \to report on miultiple
acceptances t - L

L T \
2. F.rst-nmeanﬁnepeat Apphcants ‘ ,
When. drscussmgythe total number %of individuals

.seekmg ‘admission to U.S. ‘medical schools for
1197677 and the relatively few first-year places avail- *
able to them, -it is, 1mportant to note that- these vt
statistics do not describe an applicant-pool composed
entirely of individuals making their first attempt to

, gain admission. Of the total applicant’ pool for - -,

- ® .

k)

-

- "
-~ ‘

t Fo a dis button of the 197677 applicant pool by number of
app tcéﬂlo dcceptances, see J. M. Cuca, “Applications vs.
Accqptau he*1976-77 Figst-Year Class of US. Medical
* Schools (JoumzlochdlcaIEducanon, 52 1010—1012 1977).
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1976-77, 11,164 (26.5 percent) had also sought ad-
mission to the 1975-76 freshman clags. This compares
with 10,922 repeat applicants for 1975-76 (25.8 per-
» cent of that pool). Using this definition of repeat
applxcant then, the annual increase in the number of
rep%gters continued for 1976=77. When the definition
‘of repeat applicant is modxﬁed to include those who
applied to either of the two previous first-year class&s,
repeaters totaled .13, 895, 91' 33.0 percent of the

-:“ - s

- } ' '
. Table 27, & < ’
Application’ Frequency, Acceptance Rates,: and fAblhty Levels of Applicants to the
’ 1976-77 Fxm-\/ Class .
¢ e . ! -
' - : ) . f‘ . - Ability of Applicants e
’ ) Accepted Appli- % Mean MCAT . <
.o cants per Science Scores’ Mean Total GPA~ -
-~ Frequency © _ Total Applicants - Frequency Group Not ' o Not ™.
-Groups® " " No. Percent " Wo! Percent - Accepted Acéepted Accepted Acgepted
. , H \ ,
1 7,613 - 181 2551 338 606 sa1 v 354 GAdn
2-5 - +» 10,809 25.6 3,113 © 294 599 - 534:“ n 349, ¢ 73.10 .
6-8 7,553 179, . 2,740 36.3 '61‘4 ‘548 - L3582 3.14 ‘
9-11 4,910« 11.6 © 2,008 408 : 619 553 3.50 3.13 '
12-15 4,283 - 10.2 1,896 43 * 62 566 - . 34 3.14
16-20 3,117 15 1,520 47.§ * 63 "'579 . 347 . .17
21-25 1,727 ¥ 4.1 851 49.3 640 582 - 348 . 3.16 . -
26-30 962 2.3~ 499 519 638 } & © 583 3.46 LRV o
31-715 1,106 2.6 538 48.6 650 597 347 . " 319
~76 or over 15 ‘o 7 3 200 51 570 3.62 -+3.08
~ ot . 42,155 100.0* 15778« 314 614 . 546 3.50 3.13
" . N h "' .
* By number of applications per applicant. -
o~ A - ) :‘
- i » . L] R -
) . N Table3d - S . 3
- Comparatxve Acceptance Data for First-Time and Repeat Applicants, .
. 1976-77 First-Year Class '
< e L 3 - A
’ L ~ - 3 Y -
’ Men . e * Women Total ° T
» . 0] O
. Category - > Percent *~ . - Percent - . Pefcent
3 ¢ - . Number,  Accepted =~ Number  Accepted Number  Accepted
First-Tim'cmAppli,cams . - B i . , *
Accapted . T8583 - 406 . 2,959 41.0 11,492 407 - ;-
f Total. 21036 . . = 7,224 - 28,260 _
' Repeat Applicants* . ' R . . . . ,
- Wccepted - 3,319 305 963 31.9 4,282 ¢30.8 : v
\ Total ., 10,875 — 3,020 _ 13,895 —
ﬁll Applicants . . B
) Accepted - - 11,8527 37.1 e 3922 383 15,774 374 | Y
s Total ’ 391 . — 10,244 - — . 42,155 —
- . &
. Repeat apphcants mclude those who alsoapp\d for either the 1974-75 orthe_l§75—76 first- ygarclass T )
|
- N

-~

* This modlﬁ defmuon ofrepcal applicant—i.e , those applying

to either of thé two previous first-year cl 1s employed
throyghout the present study This change in "the definition should - .

. be considered when comparing the 1976477 reptat nd first-tue
applicant data with thoie published in previous studw_s T

£
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° s pvefcstrm‘ate since it no doubt includes a few apph-

. éahtswhq waited more than two years before reapply-

ing,) '-f'heaccep\tance rate fqr these “first-time” appli-

- cants was 4] percent, compared with'31 percent fqr
mpeaterS’(Table 3). -

‘Among repeat apphcants, women had an accep-

tance ratc of-31'9 percent, which was. 1.4 percentage

"1976-77" applicants (16,767 of .42,155).- These “in
phase” apphcanté experienced an acceptance rate of
° 47 percent, compared with an acceptance rate of 31 *
percent for the remainder of the 1976=77 applicaht
pool. Compared with. 1975-76 the chances of gaining

. admisdion may have increased slightly for this in-

- . phase component of the pool (the acceptance rate for
- points higher fhan that for men 0.5 percent) For. 1975-76 was 45 percent). What appears to be a .
i ”ﬁrst tlme apph&ants, however, Jhe acceptance rates decline of apprgximately 1,000 in the absolute num-
/' for men ‘and women were closer--40.6 percent and ber of in-phaseapplicants from 1975-76 to 1976-77 is R
o 1.0 percent, rwpectrvely, a differgnce of less than- i due to the shedified definition of repeat applicant :
- ‘half a percentage pojnt. ~ employed for the present study—that is, those identi-
T ¢ As ghown in Table 4, approximately half the repeat fied as “in phase” last year included some applié'ants'
. appllcants in the 1976-pool Had elther received their who had waited more than a year before reapplying. I’ A
. bachelor’s degree, iri 1975 (4,791, or 34 percent) or (The exclusion of such applicants in this year’s in-
were 1976 graduating seniors who had “previously phase group could account for the slightly increased
applied to medical’ -school in their junior year (2, 140, acceptance success.) .
- v or 15 percent). In contrast; 32 percent had received .
their bachelor’s degree in 1973 or earlier. Acceptance 3, Available Places  * by : .
‘rates for repeat applicants rose steadily from 24 per- - The number of new-entrant places open for 1976717
. cent for this latter ggoup to 52 percent for the small first-year medical students (15,282)-was 372 more g
group of repeat applicants expecting to receive their _ than the 14,910 new-entrant places for the previous A
.bachelorsdegree in 1977 g later. . year (Table 5). This represented a 2.5 percent in- ‘
,{,. A similar relatlonshrp between graduatlon status crease—compared with a 3.4 percent incsease- for
T ‘and acceptance success was also evident for first-time l975—-76—and thus.continued the declining rate of
applicants. Those recerving their bachelor’s degree in growth. observed in previous apphcant studies.* The .
.y * 1973 or earljer .had an acceptance rate of only 28  ‘néw-entrant figure is slightly less than the.total num- _. __
percent, compared with one of 47 percent for 1976+  ber of acceptances offered, since it excludes 492 ac-
college graduates. ceptees who did not matricul;e (As shown in Table 5 X
-~ y The second major observation 1n Table 4 concems in the.column labeled “Acceptées not Matriculating,”
this latter group of first-time applicants. Traditionally oo~ .
. " thought to comprise the bulk of the applicant pool, ———— “ s e .
* college seniors seeking admiS,Si('m to medical school * In computing th’e mcrease for' 1975~76, the addntxonhl class at )
for the first time accounted for only .40 percent of ~ New York Medical Gollege 1s excluded (see footnote to Table 5).
v Y, . § . - . .- d : o2
- . Table'4 . ) . "
' *  Graduation Status and Acceptance of First-Time and. Repeat Applicants to the 1976—77 Flr‘s't Year’Class ~
et ' ) First- Ttme Apphcants(FI'A) % . Repeat Appltcants(RA)'
. . . Total Accepted .* Total L Acccpted,
Date Bachelor's ' - ) . * Percent R . Percent ¢
Degree Granted Status ‘ Y . of FTA . . of RA -
. or Expected When Applying No Peré:ént. No ., Tetal - No. Percent . “No. Total
" 1973 or before - Graduaté —6s96 233 1839 279 4ass T 323 1,004 244 :
1974 ¢ Graduate 873. 34 262 3000, * 2,409, 17.3 632 262
’ 1975 ) Graduate 2,806 99 . L@03 357 4,791 . 345 1,469 307
1976 P Senior | 16,767 593- 7856 469 2,140 - 154 1,052, 492 |
1977- or later Junior or less 1,218 43 532 437 . 67 .5 35 52.2
. Total 28,260 100.0~ 11,492 40,7 13,895 1000 | 4,28'2 . 308
o 4
o 'cheatApplicantéincludethoscwhoalsoappliedforeltherth'el974—-750rthel9]:5-76ftrst-ygarng. i !
» ’ “ )
\ .
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i Compansons of Accepted Appli

cants, NOnmamculants, and Enrolled Fnrst*Year Students, .
. 1992-13 Through 1976=71 '

AY
- , Total . Acccptees ot f Fl:St Year~ Enrollment I
No. of - Accepted Matnculatmg, . New Entrants Other‘ - -
, First-Year Medical Appli- T T T T Tl
Class . Schools _cants No. Pcrcent P N?‘, Percent . ,N_o. Pcrcent Enrolled*
1972-73 112 13,757 4(}5 29 ¢ 13382, 97.6 o328 ¢ 24 13,677
1973-14 * 114 14,335 459 32, 13,876 « 980 283 20 14,159
. 1974-75 s 114 15,066 487 32 14,579 977 - 341 23 14,9208
© 197576 114 * 15,365 455 3.0 14910 © <975 . 385" 25 15,295
1976-17 116 15,774 492 3l 15202 . 979 3% 21 15613
s - 4 "»
M ‘Flrst-yearstudems repeatmg the ycaror reentering after prevrously bemgcnrolled ) . C s

.} Data from AAMC fall enroliment-surveys. '

.§ Varies from previougly published figure since 1t includes an additional first. year class of 157admmed by New York Medlcal College in the

“_ spring of 1975.
. S L
. ' .

} the number of nonmatriculants has increased slightly

" over-the past five years.) Additional analysis of this

group for 1976-77 revealed that 2.9 percent of ac- -

- cepted men did not mat)*rlﬁéﬁlate, compared with 3.7
percent of women acceptees.As shown in‘Table 5, the

, * total number of: freshmen medical students actually

4' ~ of new entrankg ‘while 45 sehools registered no change

enrolled for 1976-77, included these 15,282 newly
entering students plus 331 previously enrolled stu-
. dents who were elther reentermg or repeating the first
. year. . ~ '7
Tabl 6 grv&s the -numbet of new-entrants for
1976-77 at each of the 116 U.S. medical schogls.
Compared_with the total. numtlg\of new entrants
~admitted, in 1975-76,-47 “sclioqQls” expérienced in«
creases for 1976-77, although the size-of these in-
" creases was not as striking as in prev1ous years. Only
fouf -schools showed gains of -20 or more: Texas-
Hpustoh 36; Alabama-Birniingham, 21; and North
‘Garolina and Mount Sinai, 20 each. Ten other schobls'
increased their’ new-entrant places b)' 10 -or mg
Twenty-two schools had slight declines in the number

over the previous year. Sixty-three of the‘new first-

* year pla were  provided .by, two new medkca
schools Uniformeg Séi‘wc&s School of th& Healt
Sciences (Bethesda, Méryland) and Wright State Un

- wersity (Dayton, Ohio). * .
Publicly ¢ontrolled medical schools, which. no

- number ‘68, enrolled the majority 3f new first-year
students (59 percent). On the other hand, the 48
private medical schools, Wwith their less stringent state

‘,,-“ rwdence requlrements, attracted more apphcatlons

L)

© LY te
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Of the 372, 282 appllcattons for )57-6—77 first-year
’ plac&s, 237,728, or 64 percent were received by pri- -
‘vate school N
. The elght states enrollmg more than 500 new first-
year students--the same statgs reported in the 1975-76

study—were, in descending order: New York (12 . -

medical schools), 1,620; Pennsylvania (seven medical
- schools), 1,075; Illincis (seven medical schools),
1,066; California (eight medlcal schools), 958; Texas
(six medical -schools), 847 Ohio- (five medical
sehools), 702; Michigan (three medical schools), 593;
" and Massachusetts (four medical schools), 544. For
the remaining states, the distribution of new entrants
" was as follows: 200 t0,.500 new entrants in fifteen
states and the District of Columbxa and less than"200
. in twenty states and the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico. Delaware, Maine;.and Wyoming have nomedi- .
cal schools A{aska, Idaho, and Montana have medi-
cal eduéation programs -through an interstate ar-
rangement with Washmgton known as the WAMI
Program .
. The 3,777 womén new entrants for 1976-77 repre—
sented 24.7 percent of the national total. This com-
pares with 23.6 pércent for 1975-76. For 1976-77,
. women accougted for at least 30 percent of the néw
engrants at 26 of the nation’s 116 medial schools,
" Those schools matnculatr,ng the highest proportion of
women.(40), percent or more) were: Medical College of ~
. Pennsylvania, 62.2 percent; State. University of New
'+ York&tony Brook, 52.1 percent; California-Davis,
" "44.0 percent; Nﬁssoun-Kansas City, 40.5 percent and
Brown Umversi’ty, 40.0 percent

"
o v .
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R I ’ Table 6 r . X
’ SN e ~ ‘Applicants and New Entrants by Medical School “ .
~: : and Sex, 197677 First-Year Class
W ) No. of New Entrants ' : .* 3
- , . . - to First-Year Class Total No. of Applicants
L , ime of School* (by State or Territory) Men Women Total Men Women Total
Alsbama -7 . . . S . . «
. . ﬁimingham , 135 31- o« 166 767 164 < U
; *South Alabama . 56 8 4 : 724, 135 859
O . Arizonsa = - - . ; ) . <
CPAdna | Ty 66 2 88 . 509 138 647
‘ Arkantas: A .
*Arkansas R (1) 21 122 497. 111 , 608
California - & . ¢ ‘ . kg
" *Californjp—Davis 56° 44 . +100 : ‘ 2,868 1,089 3,957
*CaliforAta—Irvine 56 14 70 W 2580 930 3,510
. *California—Los Angeles \ 1 34 145 - 3003 1,005 . 4,008
*Galifornia—San Diego .. 16 T 2 96 2,678 926 3,604
\ *California—Sar’ Francisco . © 102 56 158 3632 1,449 5,081
¢ ﬁ (includes special program \ ’
3 at Berkeley) . . .
' Loma Linda 135 31 166t 3309, 866 I 417
- Southern California 0, 30 137 (v 3,025 - 955 3,980
' Stanford . 57 29 5 8 \ 3,849 . 1,268 5117
‘ Colorado . B &
o *Colorado - . 87 38 125 ~ , 1,258 . 362 - 1,620
h Connecticut “ " . N f ’ . . ~ N
Lo *Conneaticut - 58 2 80 1051 - .45 1501 °
. ; *Yale T, ¢ - o228 -9 . L2248 - 8T, 3,095
- -} District of Columbia ,of% - ' . A .
. .George Washington . - % 116 34 150 . 6758, 2,132 | 838%
- Georgetown . . 165 40 205 . 7,040 2,134 9,174 -
. Howard . e T ©85 , 39 124 . ) 3,862 1,334 5,196
. Lo ’ Flor‘d" . ~ R . L. e . . A 1
4. -+ . - *Florida (Includes. Flonda’ 92 o 3, *125 .. 2,081 512 2,543
TR State<Florids A&M) . ' ) ' Y
Miami ' - . I8 - 25 . 133 . 1,131 1,369
*South Florida . 77 16 93 83 L031, .
m .o ) B *-\f.v N
.. *  Emory A . _— .8 23 1 3,96] . 4871
S / *Med. Coll. Georgia -~ = - S183 L, 27 180 - 1118 - 1493 _
' . leaif . " . [ . . . M .
* Hawaii  ’ o y 49 17 .66 - L122 ¢ 1,400
. Hiinols-. - _ ’ ‘ T e
f Chicago Medical’ | ' 87 28 115 . . 4735 6,041
. Chicago—Pritzkeér . 8 15 104 ) 5129 6,604
- *Ilinois P 55, 87 342 . 1,852 2,447
& Loyola (Stritch) “106 37 143 : T L4500 5,929
- Northwestern RSN VX 47 G 170 ' 5,747 748"
1 Rush . Coee 13 47 10 . 2,512 ., 3,384
*Southern Hlinois . . 49 23 . 127 . . 999 71,29
\ Indi ] v . - . . T )
*Indiana , D Y230 75 05~ . 1,402 1842
' lo"‘ ” . .0 N ) w."
" - *Towa : g 4 174 . ‘ 681 '\ 886
L* *Kansas . L " 149 51 200 , K 731 I 948
» . Kentl/lcky ‘ If'_“ LI . '.. ) 1{[ A . . [}
. + < . }
A i . ¢ )
ig; “ *® v ) ’ . .
%& . . 19 . A
5\ (of U o
3 t
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-N . N . Table ,6—Cypntinued
R ' v <t .
. Coe ot o » No. of New Entrants .
. \‘ . Y to First-Year Class .
2 ) Name of School® '(by State or 'I:erritory) Men Women Total
. v eKimueky -t 85 .23 108
- St *Louisville 100 35 135
- *Louisiana-State—New ‘Orleans 149 26 175
*Lotisiana "State—Shreveport 77! 19 96
o “Tulane - .° .12 27 . 148
e o Johns Hopkigs.. ) 97 23 W
*Maryland [« . 134 42 ,, 116
. .~ . *Uniform  Seryices Univ. 26 5 3
Y Massachusetts * - P
R _« Boston' ’ SR 82 52 %34
. «f  Harvard - 14 " 51 657
* ®Massachusetts 68 31 "'99 \
. Tufts » 98 48 146
- ' Michigamss. , -
) . *Michigan . I 66 237
*Michigan. State . - T 39 105
‘ : “$*Wayne State 201, 50 251
A % - ‘Minnesota N ) - ¢ !
R Mayo , ‘% 32, 9 41 -
. 'f . *Minnesota—Difluth I 36
» . & $-. *Minnesota—Minneapols - 1887, 51 239
\,‘-—") Mm”i - F . T ’ !
TR - - e T
. * - ®Mississippi” - . ' I'IS 35 150 y
- 2 - #Missouri-Columbia ’ 92 <18 g r
"‘Mtssouri—l(ansas City ’ 44 30 74§ .
- -St. Loms . 131 26 157
- Washington—St. Lows ~ o ., 93 17 120 F
1 , Neb”’“ ' ' . . - . o,
b Creighton ° .89 20 109 .
*Nebraska \// .. 120 33 13~
«~ Nevada . '
* . ®Nevada T - 38 10~ 48
New Hampehire
Dartmouth_ ! 49, 16 65
V- New Jersey
*New Jersey Med. 78 R, 110
- + *Kutgers . " 76 32 108
N New Mexico 2 Coa PR ‘
s *New Mexico 48 25 73
New York Lo - A .
s Albany - ) . 89 38 127
Albert Einstéin | 122 53« 175
Columbia . . 95 53 . 148
" Cornell S . f\ 7 30 o1
’ . Mount Sinai e . SN 7. 300 10 :
New. York Med. oo 128 - 50 N7l
New York Univ. B ' 124 47 - 1M
. Rochester c 68 29 97
*Sfate Univ. New York—Buffalo 93 42 135
n *State Univ. New York—Downstate 165 ° [ 54 219,
. *""#State- Univ. New York—Stony Brogk, .23 [ > 48
. ¥ o )
.- . e o P . oo N ~ .
. ~ ' v " ~
?‘L‘. ‘ N . . ’ ,}" -
% . P .
&) k - ’
. . . . %
ERIC . ) 20~
1 . » L ‘ . . . Y
WAL e v e .

Total No. of Ai)ﬁhcgms

Men Women * Total
1092 - 318 1410
194 297 1,491
.o m 195 972
Y667t 1S? 824
6109 1458 1,567
2583 920 3,503
LIS1 497 . 1,678
1,507 191 1,698
3300 e’ ¢ sea4
¢ 2,567 1,017 - 3,584
oo 1038 44 1,479
6727. 2,31 9,038
: 4
3437 1,075 4,512
2,159 736 2,895 ¢
2,397 626 3,023 »
’ -
1374 | +392 1,766
756 189 < 945
o L3650 318 1,743
"oa86 126 . 612
' 907 7 | 252 1,159
4 30 . 74
@' .. 5923 7 1438 7,361
; 4725 1353 6,078
' . T
6628 1641 ° 8269 |
- 879 . 240 - L1119 -
T 530 106, 636-
2260 83" - 3086
2006 , 795 . 2,801
e 24760 017, 3,493
_ 800 265 - 1,065
3264° 11,068 4,332
- 4638 1,649 6287
3405 ~ 1455. 4860,
5266 1934 - 7,2007,-
'3,038 1,193 4,231
3,282 1,238 4320 -
-3,483 1,333 4816 4
3166 1,211, 4,371
3,310 . 1,189 4,499
. 3666 1,418 5084 7
1926 850 2,776 -
} S v
' N
T . « ot ‘
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. : " Table 6—Cpntinued o : ‘R 4
v ok L ™
ST Wo. of New Entrants - S .
Lo . ‘ R to First-Year Class - - ', ' .. TotalNo. of Applicarts ® )
3 -7 - ¥ ‘e ER .
‘ - mee of School* (by State or Tcrrilo*rxz " Men Womep, Tofal . ‘F: ye:x . Women -Total 7
» i @ »
‘State Univ. Ncw York-—Upcute .83 Ty 120 - 3,187 1,180 4,367 .
) .” v Bowiin Gray W, 0% 16 10§ . 48B4 1,181 5,715 ;
£ "+ Duke - ' 82 32 114, 3899 953 4,052 - |
e *North ‘Carolina U114 46" 160 - 1,330 459 - 1,799 |
g North Dakots, & . |
. * *North Dakota 54 . M4 68 - 131 30, - **761 .
' » (x'b ¢ ‘ . . ‘ [ . ’
" . -7, . . Case Western Reserve . T92 -4 138 - . 5232 1,694 , - 6926 . »
*Cincinnati 129 °55 184 4275 1,234 ° X509 -
: *Med. CQll.rOhxo—Toledo G 91 24 us ) L1442 385 1,827 , -
4 . .*Ohio-State - 185 . 233 % . 1,647- _ 495 2,142 }
. e *Wright State p7) 3;0 w3200 . 2,226, 645 2811 .
.+ Oklahoma - Y , . -
- *Oklahoma . . 140 36 . 1,76 } ‘ 806 168 7 S
" Oregon” - . : g .o o L e
+  *Oregon 94 ‘21 115 595 '-194 789 s
Peansyivania ~, . . - : . oo
"Hahnemann . 144 38 182 PU4527 1,560 6,087
. Jefferson’ : .2 176 47 23 4,154 1,247 5,401
Med. Colis Pennsylvania 37 61 - 2,608 2,187 . © 4,795
Penrisylvania - B 14, 46 -160 3862 1,384 5,246
: " Pennsylvania Staids * - % 23 % -k 1,706 _ . 56777 2,273
i * Pittsburgh ‘ 404 31 135 2,627 192_- _ 3419 _
’ Temple . . e a0 179 o~ 40647/ 13712 ¥ 5436 :
36 . 24 gp 60TV 403 154 557 o
. ] M
(134 3. & 165 "/3 944 221 Li6s
- ) - hod “ s .
.r 58 T 6 L ‘\;‘sso 103 ” 633 \
. -
o ot -y . »
- 8 40 122 1,938 661 .2,599 C e
m 32 203t . ° 622 13% - 755 M
. 69 .¢ 14 83 \ © 4,760 Psss. 6,096 - .~
: . 130 38 68 810 * - 845 3,655 . e
-, : 161 41 202 R A ‘&:2880 526 2,314°
3 83 17 100 1,768 533 . 2,301
¢ / "93 .42 " 135 1,792, sit 2303
*Texas—-Southwestern - TI1m 29 202 . * 1,937 544 - 2481 '
FTexas Tech ~ 34 6 40 7, L,146., 271 -1,417 »
Utsh - : < : ‘
U RS “9 9 > 100 1143 243 , 1,386 . .
\;Mt - 3 , .
. *Vermont 62 21 - 8 . L7299 599 ' 2,38 -
Vlrdﬂ- : . = ST : , .
« - siEaster Virginia a1 23 e, ! 1,05s 303 . 1,358 B
: ‘Med. Coll. Virginia 124 42 166 ¥ ‘ TeT-2210 o682 % 2892 v *
Y * *Virgifla® . 106 27 v 133 b 2900 809 3700
S, Waﬁlnaton ' : , - M . . .
*Washington 134 41 s [ 1,300 403 470 .
- . WegtVirginia _ ‘ .o . -, .
t Virginia . » 75 14. ‘89,  wmn 323 <. 81 404 . .,
y : T : RN
n -~ g -« v ‘ ’ ‘ . ) » . . . . ]
‘ L. 74 Voe .,‘ 1 \
4 v ’ -t ¢
1z - ° ¥ ? ;
"““,u,\;,o . - » . R . .
Ll . R - . ' y,
. e ': . . ' ‘ '] );4_ )
. v ~ e . A
g . B . L4 . . .
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1 Loma Linda and Tennessee each admitted two entering classes.
§Fot 197677, Missoun-K.

. =, 7’W*
. b oy 'f": . a P R "
- 2 - - - * P n
: ” - L ~ .
e U - - -
~ { : s A <!
T > C 8 Table'G—Contint'zed ' ‘ ~ N
Ly ; . ' No.*of New Entrants * g
. ’ : to Ftrst-Ycar Class 4 Total No. of Appligants _
Nm of School® (by State or. Temritory) . - o“en Women . Total ~ * s Men Women Total *
xﬁ&ﬂl ’ . ' R ‘ ‘a , * ISR N . .
* . Med.4Coll. Wxsconsm “ ’ 104 R 136 2,55 725 3,281
*Wisconsin =,/ - 115 . 4., 159 A 1 & SR B 1,594
Puerto: Rito ST e .- )
*Puerto Rico . Lot *y 102 ~38 140- 391 165 >5%, 7,
ALL sCHboLs . ™ 50 LS8 3T 15282 281,821 90461 . 372,282
Subtotals by Control ' RN >, i J . " e
. _Private{N=48) 460V 633 6234 - 179,455  $8273° 237,728
Public (N=68) ~* P e 0% 2148 7 908 g 102,366.,532,188 134,554
. L T 4 ’ , - )
-® Asterisks identify schoolsthat arepubhclycontrolled - ‘4‘ v 4 . . ~. . a

City selected for &ear | of their 6-year program, 80 of 413 high school graduatcs apply-mg The ﬁgum m .

Table 6 are for Year 3 of the program (equivalent to the freshman year at other medicatschools) anic‘i include only those students “promoted

. from Year 2. For 1976~77, no new students transrerred mto the prograh at the Year 3 level.

[ . ¢

- 4 .
B. Demographic Characteristics .
. o_f Applican&' .. ~

-

-

1. State of Legal Residence

The chances of gaining admissich to the 197 ra

first-year class varied substantially dependmg on the
applicant’s state of legal residence. The proportion of °
" applicants accepted is given in Table 7.for residents of
each state and the Dlstnct Columbia #nd° the
Commonyealth of Puerto Rico. hese acceptance
| Tates, which are rank ordered. in the first coliimn,
“ ranged from 61 percent (79 of 129 applicants), for _
residents of South Dakota td 24 percent (15 of 63+
applicants) for residents pf New Hampshire. |, . -

and 63.8 percent for 1

\_’

(anm increase qf 119 or 18 percent) and Tennessee (an

-

,‘ increase of 155 or 22 percent).

2Age' ' R

*,The decline irthe propomon of the appllcant pool

below age 24 and the resultant increase in mean age | .
.. fof medical school applicants observed in the 1975-76
. study contmued for 1976-77. This trend~thay be ‘
a;t;buted in_part -to the growmg number of repeat

* applicants in the annual pools ‘The proportion of ~. e

, applicants below age 24677 percent for 1974-75
5—76—declmed 0 62.6 per-

cent.for 1976=77 (derived from Table 8). Thesgyoun-

ger students accounted for 75.0 percent of acceptees,

For 1976-77, as for past years, the two states - compared with 75.2 percent m 1975-76 and’ 79.6,

furnishing the largest number of appllcants were New

York (4,95 Phand Ciliforiiia (4,067). More than o%e of
ass'

Jevery five applicants to the 197677 first.year
(21 percent of the total pobl) was a*resident of one of
these two states,
contained 18 percent of the 1976 U.S. populatlon)
Ranking third through tentlr were the ‘followmg
states: Pennsylvama, 2782 Hlinois, * 2 134; Texas,*
2,032; Michigan, 1,884; Ohio, 1,840; New Jeérsey,
1,678; Florida, 1, 331; 4nd Massachusetts, 1, 120 (Ta-~

ble 7). Compared with the 1975-76 applicant poo} ) thosé 24 ambover, the chances of being accepted were

(California and New <York .

petcent in 1974-75.” . .
The mean age for 1976—77 applicants Was“24»2 .

(com_pared with 23.8 for 1974-75 and 24.1 for

1975-76). As in previous years, women applu:ants

*xcompared with men, had a slightly higher mean age-—/
) 24 3 and 24.1, respectively. For acceptees, thls differ- \

ence in mean ages wds slightly greater—23. 3 years for T
women’ and 22.9 for men. Thls is explained by’ the
acceptance Tates 1n Table 8: for applicants under age
24, acceptance success was greater for men; while for .

_ the pumber of residents from these states Showed littles 4 % ‘greater for, women. The mean age for Tepedt appli-

change-—except for tesidents of New York, who d&-
clined by 277, or 5.3 percent.
the greatest changes occurred or residents of Georgta

» . LR
* v
0

f the remaining states, _' -

B

ca . \

* For thts stiady an apptcam's age 15 calculated as of September of
the year heﬂhc\woul’d be matriculating m medical schdol

I3 f . =" i
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Rank by
Percent’
' . Accepted
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] e
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32
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App!iqgn&in@’iﬁ?ﬁcations by Acceptanée Categ
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- Tabi} 7 AR, . k) ‘,
ory, Place of Residence, and Séx, 1976-77 First-Year Class
- 2 . - . =
Applicants'\Reoeiving' One or More Acoeptances ~Applicants Not Accepted ) Total
B . - B L I
No. of Percent No. of ' No. of No. of . No.of ,°
" Men Womer® Total Accepted Men Women Total Applicants - Applications
216 262 © 40 m s 34 596 2,738 -
n . 15. s o1 ¥ 9 © 18 3 £y
113 145 364 197 ° - s6 2532 398 * 328
1o 132 > 342, 208, 6 2 386 L129... -
1930~ 1,297 - 319 2,015 W5 ~2,770 4,067 56,523
125 172 28 2 82 353 525 . 4038
151 . 198 27 31, 9- 408 606 7,436 é}?‘
-7 32, 416 34 1 45 77 e L8 @/
44 y7) 369 2 . 51 o123 195 ¢
361 446 3.5 "725 160 * 885 . 1,331 11,144
234 292 310 403 94- 497 . 189 4,146
60 80 39.2 102 p5) 124 204 1,479
- 24 28 389 39 5 “4 0 on, 639 .
-9 974 ~45.6 . 866 29 1,160 2,134 . 17,590 ‘
251 38 437 319 17 436 774 . 4215 :
R E) 181 499° 139 4 182 - 363 1754 .
1 27 570 . 133 38 m . 398 ¢ v 1,838y ¥
¢ 82 243 T us a2 61 303 546 £ 2,203 R
301 31T M 354 - 106 460 . 831 . ¥mse
36 e 85 " o33 17 . 50 T . - des
260 361 4.7 458° 20 618 S 103, 4%
269 = 91 49 508 21 729 1,120 14,007*
473 620 2.9 994" 27 1,264 1,884 12,763
“ e 281 . -352 384 441 124 565 . 917 - ‘8867
. 130 17r 46.1 . 153 47 200 - m S 111)
218" 286 ° Qs 303 R’ 387 . 673 4,133
.39 51, 486 o 40 4. .o . 10s.¥ %7 °
163 * 205 . 403 251, s 304 509 1,870
34 4“4, 9 ( 62 10 . 7 213 o 538
124 15 « 238 {38 nl0 "~ 48 63 %659
.39 534 318 854 4 290 L4 1.678.\ 20,64}
65 96 333 134 S8 192 288 1,538
- 13627 . _ Losas 0393 2,183 823 3,006 4951 ¥ 7 18873
203 /268 89« 325 <9%- @i 689 3,959
41 . 62 4597 Y 63 T B £ 135~ a3
528 703 - 82 - 895 242 1,137 1,840 14470 .
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Apphcants Receiving

3. .
On e or More Acceptances

% Apphcants Not Aceepted

Rahk by
Percent
Accepted

17\
No.’of "
Women' 1Total

No. of
Men
38 ]90
<24
TR
.50
4
19 1152 34
e : : 13

P v{
8 T,
25

746 252, der90g

108 3717 - 145

L3 13 i 44

186"

9.

.+ 280

78

152
114

. ;'95-" T

4.
369
183

o
. .
39
75,
69

0

.ol . D
1,852 ~»° 3922 |5774 -

139 -

»“'4' 518 _

# No. of
Men

Percent
Accepied

348
390

- 359 -~
.34
326,

) 160
208
66
w1 -
61.2
3
38.6
. .2‘-_91.'

M
47
464
. ~969
24
38
417
248

o

v 402
o362
7362
.« 435
55.7
14.9
329

e

74

120
310
24
320

A

20, 059

299.

1,365 -

100 -
L)

No. of * )

Womfa ¢ Total.

51
5T .

419

109

356 -
21
1,784
317
91

.

2271
. 50
‘567
1,248
258
4
550

‘32

. 1537

‘ 7.

o632 26 181

e

.

.

“No. of

 Applicgits

546
356
2,782
462
135

sy

457
129
847

2,032

353 .

85
919
505

240

A
-42.155

No. of

Applicatiens

-

" 2267

2,594

24,980 _

1,507
1,566

|e944*
427
2,599
- 13442
-2,231
586
5.481
" 4425

-

283

. 4944
, 425
4,252
259

614'1””%“"g

372.282
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. Tables ° .
. Acceptanee Rates of Applicants by Age and Sex, 1976-77 Flrst-Year Class "
. . . h )
L. All Applicants * xS Men Women v
’ . Y .. . No. wan ¢ ¥ *No. No. ;
- * Age* © Appli- of All- Nos Percent  Appli- :=~ " No. ~3‘£’:?croent Appli- . No. e Percent *
[ . cants < Applicants  Acceptegd Accepted cants * Awepted' .Accepted  cants  Accepted  Accepted
N “. T . : N . . ¢ )
' 20adhder  965.° 2.3 09 631 1 e als . 662 34 191 512
O N 1 . 604 1,214 * 441" 29446 . £,630 44 5995 * 2,584 431
. ., «24-27 11,133 ¢ 26.5 2,939" ° 264 8589 % 2,148 25.0 2,564 ‘11 309
AT SR 3376, . 80 803" 238 . 2505 Tss1- 220 87 25 289
< 32-37 982 a3 e 187 190> c L9176l 381 9% 23.6
\' +38 and overt 188 4 4 112‘\\99 L8 81 . 8. -1 146
o Unknown 0 L 1 20 B -0 00 . 10 L 100
¢ Total .- 42,155 100.0 15,774 374 31,911 11,852 . 311T. . 10244 3,922° -~ 383 .
Moan Age 242 . 20 ¢ w1 B9 oM B3
* Asof September 1976 : . . .
. TThe;ldwt male applicant was 53, and the ofdest male acc:ﬁréwasﬂ The oldest femald apphcant was 51, and the oldest.female accepted  *
was4 . . v . : .
- . . .7 .t "_ - - N P r's
. * Table 9 - o
Women Applwang to US. Medical Schools and Women New Entrants, -
P : . :' .1972-73 Through 1976-77 First-Year- Classa ome
- ~ £ C
o First-Year *, Total Women Applicants “Tot al New ~Women Ngw Entrants
Class Applicants /7 Number Percent Entrants® Number « Percent
.. ° & . : ) . . , v . .
L 1972-73 36,135 - - 5480 B 15.2 ) 13,352 - 2,251 169 A
. 1973-74 40,506 7202 . 128 13,876 " 2,726 19.6
. , o 1974-75 42 624 - 8,712 204 . 14,579 3,264 224 . - -
' 1975-761 42,303 * 9,875 26 14,910 3812 23.6 h
. ’1976-77 . 42, LSS - 10244 B 24.3 15,282 3,1 © 247
‘ . : T
* Excludes repe¢ating and recntenng first-year students. | . .

1’ Includes 213 applicants and 104 new entrants for,whom gﬂder mfomuuon was unavaxlable
-
4

v -
“« i v

. cants was 24.8 years compared with a mean age of
" 23.9for those applying for the first time.

2’ v e

nliny.

3. Women App’limts b .
- The 10, {44'w men applying to medical -school for
1976-77—once agam a record high—was 669 greater -
s than for. 1975-76 (Table 9). This seven percent in-

ional ifformation on w
elsewhere in this report.)

-thie previous year. Over the past five years the number -

of women applying to medical §chool has increased by

o 87 percent. While women-aécounted for only 17,

‘ . perceént of thé new first-year students in 1972-73, thpy
W v ¢liimed approximately- one of every four new first-

"+ yearplacesfor 1976-77.

As the number of women applicants has continued
. .to increase, the proportiop who are-accepted has  (Table11). .
- % > -
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4 Racial/Ethnic Gronps -

(7

“crease comp‘ar&s with a ten percent relative growth fof vl

dropped slightly, approaching the acccpiance ratio
> for men. For 1976-77, the differential in acceptance v
] _ rates between men and women was only 1.2 percent-
5 v - ’ age points—38.3 percent for women and 37:1 percent
for men (Table 10). This compares with a differential
of 2.3 percentage points.for the previgus year. (Addit-

en apphcants is mcluded .

" Although the overall applicant pool for 1976-77 was
slightly smaller than for 1975-76, the number of
applicants from those racial/ethnic groups other than
white/Caucasian increased by 377 (from 5,903 to
6,280),  representing a 6.4 percent increase. These
groups comprised 14.9 percent of the 1976-77 pool

o

.

-
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When the number of applicants chdosing each of

percent for rhe.ﬁ),.C“ut")an (35.2 percent for )womch and

) N ~ the racial/ethnic self-descriptions is subdividéd by _ 32.9 percent for men), and Other (26.9 percent for = °-
- P S gender (Table 11), the proportion of women in‘each women and 21.3 percent for men). Higher accepfance- »
) > group ranges from a high of 39.2 percent for black.  rates for mfen-occurred” among Amenc}m Indians T
S YL Ameéricans to a low of approximately 2} percent for (33. 7 percent for men and 22.2 percent for women), “ -
,» - Mexican Americans (20.7'percent) and Cubans(20.8 Mémcgn Americans (50.9. percent for men and 38:9 .
N * ., percent). Among white/Caucasian applicants, 230  percent for women), America Oriental§ (35.2 per- *
i percent Were women. Acceptanct rates for women,  cent for men and 34.2- gercent for women), and '
) . * were higher than those for men -in the following  Commonwealth Puerto Ricans (31. 5 percént for'men- .
& b
g o racial/ ethnic groups black American (40.2 percent . and 22.4 perceiit for women). - e
e for-women arid 37.0 for men), white/Caucasian (39.5 The 3, 323 applicants from minorities .underrepre- )
‘perceng, for women apd 38.4 percent for men), main- sented in medlcm_e (black American, Amencan\lrg-
LT land Puerto\hcan (‘k\t 2 pqrbmt for women,and 38.1 ~ dian, Mexican American, Puerto Rican—U.S. main- .
) .; . . . ;\i . (e b L ,; ~ .,y
. - 4 . .“‘ v : N : . =
. : R ’ » . S
~ - : K . Table 10 .-
! - . Compamtlve Acq;atance Data-for Men and Wo;nen Applicants, 1972—73 ‘Through 1976—77 .
pEN - . - - ¢ v + LR i\ Y
. ‘# N . . Average No/' t by - .
L., ' No. of * No of ipphcauons> . No Percent
First-Year Applicants ‘ . .Apphcauons < Per Person®) -.“ Accepted . ) Ac.ceptcd !
f\J Class . ~ Men men Men Wamen Men Women Men . Women Men Women ta
" o A . . , , e k :JJ' e S . -
< 1972-73 ¢ 30,655, 7 }.480 228,585 . 38721 - 15 - 171 1,398 .° 72359 § 312 . 430
) po 21973274 - 33,304 7,202 271630 56,645 _ _ 8.2 78 11,488 2,847 . 143 $9s
| T 1974 33,912 8712 3 288962 73414 85 84, 1,674 -3392. <344 I 389 ;
" ;v 1975-76% . 32,515 9,575 . 281,684 84,013 8.1 88 16197~ 3,639 357 38.0
. 1976-77 31,911 210248+ 281 821 . 90461, .88 (887 11852 3,92‘2 37.1 383 , .
’ - R ~£xc1ud'5213 apphcants’forwhom gmdcfmformauonWasxhavaﬂzb!e. s ’ . .
. & o TN N
\ - . LT e
S . : ’ . .
: w - Table 1n : ) - . .ot
i Self~DeSCnptlon and Sex of Applicants and Accepte&s to- us. Nﬁdlcal Schootsy—m—- -
. 1976-77 Fll’St Year Class ' e -
- - 4 B = L] N - = = ' , "
X ! . ° ‘ Applicants A'cccptCC§ -~ Percept All
' v Rk - Percent Ali . . Percent All  Appheants” *
Seif-Description Men — Women ~Total Applicants Men  Women Total Acceptees  Accepted .’
. ‘ . o, . .
- » * L 0 - . . -
White/Caucasian ¢ 2593 1,728 33,665 799 +* 9,983 3,055 13,000 827" 387 .
-~ Underrepresented minonties ' MR S, e e IR .
. Black Amerigan * 1535 - 988 2,523 "~ 60 569 0 397 < 9687 6.1 e o
» American ‘Indian . 92 % 128 3 T 8 397 2 % L3005 ..
Mexican Amencan 365 95' 40 11 186 31 223 4 t4 %S ‘
. Puerto Rican (mainland) 144 68 212 5 , }s,' S 30 Bs .6, 40.1 "~ .
. Subtoral 2,136 “1,i87 3323 19 7 ‘sd) 472 4313 ‘y& 39.5 o .
. ‘ Svkr U.S. minorities - . R 4 . i ki : .
#  Kmerican Onental . 88 - 333 1,219 29 ~ v 32— ;47/ 426 277 W& -
, ) Puerto Rican (Commonwealth)* 184 89 . 273 6 58 I T LY
- ) Cuban ° 194 51 245 . NBe 64 18 82, 5 335
. . Other .M 327 1,220 '2\9 191 88.  279%  h8 T 229 '
. No Respomse 1681 _ 529 2210 ;03 155 ' oss8 L, a5 st .
) . TOTAL o 31911 10244 42,155 '1000 n 2 3922 15774 1000 ~n. 374 o "
- * The total number of applicants giving the Commonwcalth of Puerto Rico as ther place of rcsldencc was 462 of w‘hzch 145 wcrc accepted,
*(se€*Table 7). Daja in Table 11 include onjy those choosmg *Puerto Rican (Co;mmonwealth)” ‘asa gelf- -descnptor on the AMCAS apphcanon
form or the MCAT guestionnaire. ; - . .
’ ) hd . . ’ ; “~ .' .n . . . . \) )
. v ° - B S
- ; AN . . .
5 - P Feos o 3 ) N . Y R
‘,'-, . 3 . N v r - - , ," : .
| “ . ' : - . 4]
: Q . . . - : . ' .
ERIC ;= - 26 S AT
:“; - , , ‘ JO , . :




" ~land) accountedfor 7.9 percesit of the total poel. This ,
“*  number representeda. grpwth of 274, or 9.0 percént,
.. over 1975-76 (Tsble 12). While -this increase ‘was
8 /‘share& by all but American Indians, the largest gain

b

tepreséhted minotity apg foF 1975-76 was due

to a decrease in the number of blacks ‘applying to

. medical school. Figure 3*and Table 13 reveal that
" this decrease and the increase'in the number of black
3 applicants in”the 1976-77- pool were paralleled by
»- similar fluctuations in the number of blacks enroiling
.. inollége freshrhen classes from 1970 through 1972
w0+ (147,176 for 1970, 102,952-for 1971, and 135,504 for

: 1972). > ' :

? -=.” Although the actual number of undercepresented
ks " minority applicants to medicalyschool increased by
274, the number &ccepted was only 5 more than for

the previous year. As shown in Table 12, the accep-

) tance?ate\fmmﬂ)’rﬁplkams, while remain-
ing slightly above.the 37.4 percent for all 1976-77
-applicants, was lower than’for 1975-76, declining
4rom 42.9 percent to 39.5 percent. A significant factor

& -
centributing to this fall in rate of acceptance may be
the growing problem of financial aid, which has been
relatively more serious for these students since they ~
age more fr tly from economically disadyan-
tagad_){icfgu’;l‘s: An applicant’s ability to finance
¢+ his medivaf education has at.some schools necessarily

’ become an important ideration in the selection

process.. Also contributing to the lower acceptance

success for minority applicants to the 1976-77 first-
year class may be the impact of reverse discrimination
suits. The of such litigation may be causing

.some schools té*€uttail their efforts in the recruitment -

and admission of minority students. (The US. Su:

" A235) occurred for black Americans. As observed in
./ last year'sstudy, the dec m%x‘g #he number of under-

- (given in Fi

o

.
v

» preme Court is'expected to rule‘on the case of Bakke

&N

. versus the State of California'in the spring of 1978.)

Returning to Figure 3, the number of blacks-enter-
ing college and the niimber of them interested in
careers in medicine have increased in recent years. As
shown by the Jines plotted for these and: the line for
black appliéﬁo medical school four yedrs.later

®3 for the fivé most recent applicant
pools), these—freshman college enrollment statistics
have a certain, validity as predictors of the general
.trend for future black applicant peols. Accordingly, -
the decrease'in blacks entering college from 1972 to
1974 and a slight decline in the number expressing an
interest in medicine would not forecast any substan-
tial increase in the number of blacks applying to
medical schoof’ for 1977 and 1978. It should be
stressed, howeyef, that a iumber of 6ther factors will -
influence this -trend—including dhe_availability of
financial did and the Supreme Court ruling mentioned
previously. ;|

5. Size of Hometown

In Table 14, data are presented for the first time on
“iz¢ of hometown of applicants and acceptees to U.S.

medical schools. (These figures summarize responses

to the question “Where did you spénd the major
. portion of your pre-college years?”’) Approximately

41 percent of réspondents in the 1976-77 applicant

pool indicated hometowns with populations of 50,000

or less (including farms). Of the 16,421 applicants in

. this grolip, 6,033 were accepted, which Was an accep-  »

tance rate of 37 percent—slightly below the.40 per--
cent acceptance rate for those from areas with popula-

tions greater than 50,000. As igdicated by the accep- -, -

tance rates in Table 14, the chances of gaining admis-

¢ -l : 1’& . ~
s ’ , , Table 12
RN D _ Minority* Applicants to U.S. Medigal' Schools, 1974-75 Through 1976-77 L =
Pe " " Minonty Abplicants Minority Acceptees \ K
T ’ Percent of
. - Percent ‘v, cPecent Minority
. First-Year , Total. . of All % TofAll  Applicants
, - Class "Applicants  Number  Applicants  Number Acceptees Accepted
K - . T o
; . 1974-75 42,624 3,174 74 1,406 9.3 443
j‘ - 1975-76 42,303 3,049 72 . 1,308 - 8.5 429 .

. : 1976-77 42,155 .,3,323 o 79 1,313 8.3 395 - i
L * Includes only minorities that ‘traditionally - have been uncierrepruemed in Medicine (black . :
T American, American Indian, Mexican American and mainland Puerto Rican).
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Percent of All

‘

*

'l‘otal Number of BlackDEntenng Undergraduate College from 1968 Through 1976, the" Estimated Number
lntertsted in Medxcme, and the Number Applymg to Medical School Four Years Later °

- No Black Apphcants to Medical
School Four Years Later

-~ . *w SQURCES: Data on undergraduate college freshmen were derived from perccntagﬁ appearing in the American Council on Educanon s .

Estimated No. of v 3
Academic No. Black Freshmen Interested . ° Blacks Interested . Medical Schoo] No Blacks
Year. ’ Freshmen; in Medicine in Medicine* Fint-Year, Class Applying
M » @ - &) “) %) ©)
- - . ; NN * .
196869 85430 - 3.7 . 3161 .., 1972-13 ¢ 268
1969-70 « 98,270 Y, 34 . L334 . 1973-74, 2,227
1970-71 147,176 39 . 5,740 N 1974-75 2,423
AT 102,952 44 . 4,530 . 1975716 " » 2,288
1972-13 135,504 55 7,453 1976-77 2,523 )
1973-74 128,619 59 7,588 -
197475 123,812 5.3 6,562 - a4
. 1975-76 158,445 5.1 8,081 . . .
197617 T v 149,678 438 7,185 , g V4

annual issues of The American Freshmang National Norms. The numbers of black applicants to medical school were faken from Medical
School Applzcants Supplementary Tablas, published anaually since 1972-73 aspart ofthe AAMC’s DSS Reportsenes.

* Assumﬁ that for the total number of black freshmen given in column 2, the percentage interested jn medicine 15 the same as that for all
freshmen given in columu 3.

- e

H ~

- .

3 ,165- ° . »
- . ‘155- Total Black . »/
i 15.5— College Freshmen '
: 135 .
a N C o 125+ * -
5 0 ' us4 ‘ .
- 2 : 105"'
A : : % 954 -,
. g 5 - Black College A
.o \ ! JFreshmen Wanting
é RN . t6 Be Doctors
5 . - .
: . 7
. Ea B o, 6 - -
~ .
% ‘ 54
e, 4- -
o 3. Blacks Applying to Medical School . , .
’ ) . Foy Later
5. 21 (1273) -(13-18) (14=75) (15-16)/ (76-17) ! R
= ¥ . 7 -» — T T — T T — .
: N 6869 ' 69-70 ‘70-71 . TI-T2 7273 374 7475 . T5.06  T6.77 - ’
* ” . o N \ “ >
/ - 7 . L e Freshman Class (Undergraduate College)ﬁ\,r : '
K ) * R . / ’ x ‘
.. L. " v . . . '
. . - : y Figure 3 - . ) "

e College from 1968 Through 1976,

Total Number of Blacks Entenng Undergradu
the Estimated Number Interested in Medicine, apd the Number Applying «to Medical School four Years Later
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-sion increased slightly with each interval increase of

Appliennts ‘

x

A

Table 14 ’
Stze of Hometown of Applicants and Acceptees to U.S. Medwal Schools,
3 1976-77 First-Year Class

-+ Accepleby .

> . “Percent of
- i . .« Percent of . P t of .. Applicants .
+ * Size of Hometown Num| All Applicants  Number Acceptees . Accepted -
‘ e N\ : ’
7" Onafam, . 628 40 . 399
. Small town (less than 2,500) I L4 . 72 0 357 ¢
Small city (2,500 to 50,000) - 11,67 2271 A 366
:  Moderate-sized city . * T
~ A50,000 to 500,000) 3,568. 226 38.4 —_
Large city (500,000 or more) | 2,854 . 18.1 - ¢ 382
. Suburb of a large city ' £2,936 - 186 . 432
! No Response , 383 24 1.7 -° .
Total . 42\ 55 15,774 100.0 374

population, from 35,7 percent for small town, to 38.2
percent for large city. The highest acceptance rate (43
percent) was experienced by that 16 percent of the

" -applicant pool having spent the major portiom of their

pre-college years int a suburb of a large city. This was
followed by an-acceptance rate of 40 for those appli-.
cants from farms. (For further informatian on size of
ométown, see ‘‘Academic Background of Apph-
Zants" and “Career Plans of Applicants.”)

6 MuritalStatus |
Of the 40,124 applicants in the 1976-77 pool respond-

; mg to. the MCAT questionnaire item™®n marital
. status, 15 percent were married; 2 percent were either

widowed, separated, or divorced; and 83 percent had
never been married. Of this group, apphcants from
underrepresented minorities wereé slightly more likely
to be married\ (21 pércent) .than - were
.whtte/Caucas:ans (15 percent). Additional "analysis
‘revealéd an inverse relationship between size of home-
town and the.relative number of applicants who were:
married. The proportion who were married decreased «
from 24 percent for those comm&from farms’to 13~
.percent for thoséfrom large cities (and 10 percent for

) those from suburbs of large cities). -

For the. total group, the rate of accéptance was
highest for students who were never married (41
percent) and ..lowest for .margied applicants (28

‘ percent). Itis interestmg to notp that’{tcceptance rates

for men and ‘women applicants who 'had never been

' mamed differed by only, .3 percentage points (40.6 .
. percent for men and 403 percentfor women), indicat-

1ng that the greater dlfferencem acceptance rates far’

M
Lo \aaE B

.
T
s o,

. approximately 3 percent of the pool. (The.;

mén and women at the'nanonal level (1.2 percentage
points) reflects a lugher acceptance success for
women than meh in the other marital status groups.
7. szenshlp
The number of foreign cmzens enrollmg in tli’ﬁrst-
- year classes of U.S. medical schools has remained
rather stable in recent years. As reported in past
_applicant studies, these have ranged from 200 to 250
annual- first-year students since 1970-71. Appearing
in Table 15, for the first time in the study series, are
medical school apphcant and aceeptee data for for-
eign citizens. Citizenship information by country was '
collected only for those 37,598 apphcants who partici-
pated in the American Medical College Application
Service (AMCAS)—89 percent of the total 1976-77
* applicant pool. Table 14 includes these data and the
estima'tes' for the total applicant pool that were €xfra;
« olated from them—the latter gjven in parentheses.
«thown, an estimated ‘1,414 foreign citizens sought
admission to U.S. medic¢al schools for 1976-77—
trapola-
tion of the AMCAS figures to the total pool is made
op the assumption that the relative distribution by
“geographic area_of citizenship” for non:AMCAS
applicants would not ‘differ from that for apphcants
utilizing AMCAS. )

The 1,262 AMCAS foreign applicants, which are
dlstnbuted m,;l‘ able 15 by major, world' geographlc
ar Ipded citizens of 109- countries. Of these
'countries_, the largest contributor was Nigeria with
141 applicants, followed by Hong Kong (136), Can-
ada (142},-Cuba q.nd the United Kingdom (60 each),
India (57), and the Republic of Chma (53). Approxl-
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'r:nately 51 ‘percent of all foreign applic,ants'were citi-

zens of one of these seven countries. Thirty-three of
the §09 countries contributed onIy one applicant

Applicants from the Amemas, comparsed with
those from the other world geographic areas, ac-

counted for the largest portion of applicants (34
. percent) and also, as a group, shad the best chancef"
gaining admission (an acceptance Yate of 25 percent).
Thie acceptance rate for the aggregatemf foreign
nationals was considerably below that for the total

y0l—20 percent and'37 percent, respectlvely

AN

y annual lncreases in the proportion of appli-
cants having majored in elther biology, chemistry, or
zoology—from .50 percent in 1972-73 to 57 percent
for 1976-77. Majors in psychology, premedlcme, and
biochemistry followed in popularity améng 1976-77
applicants, each .being repo:ted by more than a

.4

+

thousandjappli‘cants (Tale 16). Of those 1976-77

applicants indicating an undergraduate college major,

. almost three-fourths (74 percent) had pfajored in one °

of these six science fields. While thie above-mentioned:
growth is partially a reflection of the’general increase
.in prula?Ity of the sciences among all undergraduate
college students, the predominance of science-relatexd
backgrounds among medical school aspirants is also
evidence of the conviction among many that a science
major increases orie’s chances for being admitted.
As observedin preiliops applicant studies, however,
a heavy concentration,in the sciences during the
undergraduate college years is not necessanly asso-

“ciated with- admlss:on*to medital school Students,

- with a. wide variety of majors werqaccepted to the
- 1976-77 firstoyear class, As indicated in Table 16 by
the percent of appllcanfﬁ'accepted with a given ma_)or,
the chances of gaining admnssnon did not seem to be
strongly related to the .major field of undergraduate
study. While those majoring in biomedical engineer-

ing had the highest rate. of acceptance (57 percent), -

. appllcants with degrees in interdisciplinary firograms
~° and rehglon ranked second and third with acceptance
‘rates of 51 percent and 50 percent, -respectlvely Those
applicants fr’n othér professional fields continued to

»

~ > .
o . . 5 Table 15 E !
Number of Foreign Citizens Among Applicants and Acceptees to ’
. > * US. Medical: Schools by Geographic Origin,' 1976-77 First-Year Class ° .
. N , T Applicants Acceptees .
to- . Percent of
Percent of Percent of . AMCAS -
R . . - Foréign " Foreign . Applicants
- Geograpt.lif: Argat Number* .Applcantss Number*  Acceptees Accepted
Africa . S 217 (243) @ 172 40 (43) 115.6 18.4
' Americas - - . . r P .
. Canada 132 (148) * 105 23 (25) 9.0° 174. N . .
. : Caribbclan‘!' 192 (2015) 15.2 49 (83) 19.1 25.5 .o
] Central America  » 44 (49) 35 18 (20} 7.0 . 409
.- * South Amcnca R I OB 1507 ¢ 59 254 .
, ! Asia 388 (439 30.7 72«(78) 28.1 186 S .
. Eurdpe 136 (153) . 108 2831 109 7 206 .
-~ Middle East - 84 . (94) , 6.7 10 (11) 39 . <119
Oceania . 10 Ay 0.8 1) 0.4 100
. Y T'otal . 1,262(1 414) . 100.0 256(279) 100.0 20.3

o

* Numbers in the feﬁ column Are limited to the 89.2 percent of the 1976=77 apphcant ‘pool who-

-‘?:-—‘ utilized the American Medical College Application'Service (AMCAS). Niimbers in parcnthescs are. | %%
40T, ° estimates for the totalapplicant pool and are based on the assumption that non- AMCAS and AMCAS . }’
ek applicants are similarly distributed by geographic area . .
] . Includes Canbbmn cxcluswe of Pucrto Rico. ' . . .‘ - .
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percent), nursing (29 percent), pharmacy (20
percent), and medical tgchnology (20 percent).*
S e )

e

o Compﬁ'ed with the overalPacceptance sate of 37.4 percent, the
_ difference in acceptance rate for each of these tlelds was statistically
“ significant at the .05 level. ) /-
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. e ) Undergraduate College Majors of Applicants and Acceptes, . -
. -+ 1976-77 First-Year Class .- - v :
R T o . e Apphcants ’%'Aoccpfew . .
- T ¢ “ﬁﬁ' YW . " Percent ] " Percent of '
Y - L s . . . of All . Applicants .
.4 ‘*  Undergraduate Major . Np. Applicants P ‘No. {, Actepted “
- : . 7oy 1 L . ' R .
S <} Biolgy =~ - _. 15,909 317 " 5614 33
LA " Chemistry ., VL 4943 117 . 2172 439
NS Zoology 3,134 74 * 1,070 4L Lo
- . Psychotogy  _ ’ 2,354 5.6 - Com 28 . » <
o Premedicine . 2,353 - S6g © 80 . 365 )
Biochemistry 1,406 ~ 18 701 . 499 -
Microbiology 971, ‘72.3 . 317 326
Chemistry and Biology .° 737 . A} T N7 v X
Mathematics . - 611 14 - 239 391
Pharthacy . 501 12 ~ 799 “198
English ™. 448 11 .o 167 372 .
Natural Sciences . , 48 11 172 384 '
Physics L \ 390 9 161 42
Medical Technology - = - 375 .9 . 74 T 197 .
. History 358 ~ 8 . 156 436 t,
' R Science (Other Blolog:cal) . 315 Ri . .o123 390 °
. ' . Physiolody . 293 T .96 .328 :
. ’ Foreign Language , 1289 Wi 111 384
¥ Psychabiology . 284 g 1e - 408 . ..
' e Electrical Engineering 243 .6 82 37 .
. . PreProfessional | __ 243, 6, 1 - 45.7 .
: . Biomedical Engineering " 226 ° 5 128 56.6 !
. . Anthropology . 222 L5 82 T 369 - .
- ,  Economits ‘ ‘215 s 97, 45.1
Nursing 215 s 63 29.3
. Sociology 206 5 73 ¢354
. Political Science = veo200 5 69 345
f&‘. Chemical Engineering * 189 . 4 1’ 79 . 41.8
. Philosophy . 188 \ 4 73 .- 388 .
Interdisciplinary 175 &£ e 90 v 514, . -
Engineering (Unspeclﬁed) 167 4 ) < 54 23 .,
Education 143 3 42 294 -
ot . General Studies . 136 3 .48 353 ) i
' : No Major N 135 3 . 62 459
™ . Business ' 1 3 © 28 252
L @%ehg:qn ] ) lf)6 - 3 53 50.0 .
n : Other Known Majors 1,604 38 <606 31.8
oo . Not Specified * -, 1312 3.1 600 45.7
T e ) :
; . Total* . 42,155 100.0 15774 374 N g
have the least. chancc of being admntted education(29 2 Highest Deégree

Applicants applymg through AMCAS for places in
the 1976-77 first-year class werg asked to indicate
degrees granted or, expected. As stated prevxous’iy,
AMCKS’”apphcants accounted for 89 percent of all
1976-77 apphcants, and it is assumeq_ that thelFE® ™
r&sporrs&_s are represeritative of the entire applicant
pool. The highest ‘degrees held,by a’ppligagxts (ars

L4 s -« ¢
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cxpected——fEr most by the t:me they would I'ae enter- +  grees of emphasis are alkio put on such factors as the’

S "4 ing medical s¢hool) were dls‘tnbuted as folfows™(total “"'applrcant s career plans and place ot;resrdence
L ‘_ g 375 bat:helor»e, 841 percent; master’s, 11. ¢ \_  indicators of gverall’ academic ability; the two
) i rcent; octor’s, 3.0 percent; and no degree ex- .m dures d;scussed in this section each have their
v \pected. .7, percent. Farther subdivision of the  strengths and wea esses. An applicant’s GPA mea: _

.. bachelor’s-level group revealed that applicants with  sures his achievement over a number _/of years and is,

. "= . -BS’s accounted for 4872 percent of the poak, those  in this respect, (; more representative index than

S t' with B‘A s, 35.5percent. ¢« -9 . scores from a one-day testing. However, the fact that

S , Calculated by, the=applicant’s degree 1eve1 the  grading standards and the stringency of coursework,
RN . chances of getting admitted td medical school varied reatly among undergraduate institutions places
’ s significaptly.* Agceptance percentages “went from a hnﬁlorg on the GPA as an evaluativé measure. The
\ : . lowof ?6 percent for applicants at t?zio“ﬁq“ﬂlél MCAT, on the other hand, while possessr(rg the
..+ .. ¢ (withinthis group, Ph.D,s had an acteptance rate of . lrmltatlléns inherent-in such orié-time examinations,
. e . <31 percent) ‘and 27 percent for the master’s level to a 4 does oes provide a standardized mieasure at the national

: high of 41 percent for ‘applicants with bachelor’s level b‘y which to evaluate applicants.
' degrees Among apphcants with bachelor s degress, Thé 'overall undergraduate cd’ﬂege mean GPA for

S those with B.A.’s expenenced an acceptance fate of . appllt:ants to the 1976-77 first-year class was 3.27.
Lo "44 percent, compared with a 3% percentrate of accep-  This compared with a 3.24 for the previous year’s
tance for those with B.S’s. (The difference is srgnlﬁ- pool and, as shown in Figure 4, followed the upward
. cant at the .05 level)) This hlgher acceptance rate for  trend in mean ‘GPAs over, the past few years. Due to , )
.o appllcants with B.A.’s may be due, in part, to thelr the demandmg nature of courses in biology, chemis-
. - having a significantly .higher mean score on “the try, physncs and mathematics (BCPM), mean GPAs
- . MCAT Science subtest--588 for applicants with  for these courses (during the four years shown in
o . B.AUs and 574 for-thgse with B.S.’s. (The 14-point - ] By
P d,lfference is significant at the 0002 level) ! o t
i ¥ - ‘ : +eses Biology, Chemistry, Physics,
%, R B Academrc A‘blllty - L ’ * ' sand Mathematics
Related to the increased competitian in recent years ' ° - === All Other Couftes
for first-year places‘in U.S. ‘medical schools and the * —— Ak Courses
. - importance of ‘academic achievement as a selection i - /
e criterion, applicants ‘each year haye presented admis- g 400 -
sions committees with increasingly outstanding aca- ° - L N .
< demic credentials. (For undergraduate GPAs, this 3.50-\' AcCeptess =y oo
to ‘trend may reflect a certain amount of grade inflation.)
. .As discussed in the followmg section, this trend
e A .contmued for the 1976-77 combetition. In interpret- - g 3.404
- R ing these data, however, it is important to remember g
e L that they deal with “only two of the selectlon factzs <, 3.301
> " ’. thatare congidered by medical school admission co g’ -
' *"mittees—GPAs and MGAF scores. While these mea- - T 3004 ,
LR ‘sures of academlc achrqvement are generally consid- i '§~ B #
ered as important criteria,-applicants are also consid- C -
i "o ered along,other dlmensfons Psychological factors® we 3107 !
;;'5 S such as the emotional ‘stability, motivatiof; and matu- o ) -
T & tity of appl;caﬁts—ofren assessed through personal * -3 - T
. - interviews—receive careful consrderatlon .at many & o _
o ' ) "schools’~ 'Dependmg on, the’ 1nst1tut10n, varying 4e- - 735'4 74_’_75 , :15-'-76 | ‘76:77 .
o - v C )8 First-Year Class , ' '
N ‘ ‘The acceptance rates for bachelor's level, doctorat level, and ’ " . . ’
mastcts Tevel, when compared with the overall acceptance rate.of Figure 4
37.4,were each stahstlcally different at the .05 sigmificance level (see Meap Undergraduate Grade-Point Average (GPA)
> Figure1). . . . ° . . of Accepted and Total Apphcants,
Coa . \ . . . A~ 1973-74 Through 1976-77 ,
o . - . . - : e
3 I . . R
e 3 o . N
R . -, N . ' N .23
[ v' & . . . -

A‘?{"v"‘ i i -

e e s e

o

.. v ' “

o . . ' Y

. . N ‘ \. . -8 . . N . R
ORI e e ' . e . L e

[3 - [ » .

R




R . ‘:’-’
DY T . N .
N Pl L . e . N N v
. . . ' b ]
. - e . -
- . . v ‘
. A 4
. - . ¢
~ - - ‘

“n

Mean ‘Undergraduate, Grade-Point . Averages (GPA) of Accepted, Nonaccepted, \ T
and Total Applicants, 1973-74 Through 1976-77

v

Number  Percentage . T o . . T "
“7 Fist-Yar  BCPM* AOt Total with of Total  +Total o
~ Class GPA ©  GPA 'GPA, - GPAs . * Applicants. Applicants . -
T L ACCEPTED APPLICANTS - _ . . L e v
. 9 T Aas 338 12,503 <812 35 N
Ll 197475 344 46 345 13609 - 903 15,066 . .
Tl te1sre | 346 3.48 347 14,059 915 * - 15,365 C
i 1976-77 348 3.52 3,50 14,476 91.8 15,774 . L.
) R o, NONACCEPTER APPLI § L . REREE
T . - 1973-74 2.87 3.02 2.95 . 789 26,171 & <oxn
VR : 1974-75 2.98 RV , 305 23,193 842 27,558 . .
1975-76 3.02 319 = 310 23342 867 26,938, . . o
1976-17 3.0 3.23 313 22,763 86.3 26,381 '
; , ' . TOTAL APPLICANTS . - . . N ' L
1973-74 3.06 s N 33,165 819 40506 & - R
' " 1974-75 3.15 3.25 3.20 36,802 86.3 42,624 )
1975-76 318 ° 3.30 3.24 37,401 884 © 42,303
) *1976-77 + -3.22 33 - 3 37,239 | 883 42.155 .
. * Biology, chemistry, phy;'its, and mathematics co : : N X .
R 1 All othér courses. . i o , LT
- ‘ R §lncluda‘thosq who withdrew before any action was taken on their applications. _ .
. - o
\ ” e . P )

Figure 4) Wi;.;e i)eloﬁv ‘the means for all other (AO)
“courses, both among gpplicants. and acceptees. The
closeness of thé AO and BCPM lines plotted for ,

time, while General Information scores-have declined
. since 1973-74. For 1976-77, the-mean General Infor- . ¢
miation score for accepted applicants was the lowest -4

-4

i

-dceepted applicans, when compared with those for-

the total pool, indicate that as a group they present
academic records that reflect hot only a higher but a
»more uniform-achievement across subject areas. As
pointed out in the discussion of undergradyate ma-
jors, however, ‘the vast majority of both applicants
and acceptees in recent years have concentrated their
undergraduate studies in the sciences: The BCPM

. mean GPAs given in Figure 4 therefore reflett their
“major effortsgwhile the AO means- summarize
- achievement that, for many, is limited to basic courses

. .7 atthe freshman and sophomare level. (The data used
, * toconstruct Figure 4 are given in Table17) | .

Over the bast five years, trends for the MCAT

* subtests have reflected this increased empltasis in the
science-related fields. Figure 5 and the accompanying

. Table 18 present mean scores on each of the four
subfests of the MCAT for the five most recent medical
school applicant pools. Mean scores for te Verbal
Ability suﬁaqhave remained fairly stable during this

®

recorded during the last five years. Contrasted with

 these irends, scores have risen steadily for Quantita- *
_ tive Ability (since 1973-74) and Science. :

When the 1976-77 applicant pool is compared with
the 1975+76 pool} the greatest ‘changes in mean scages .
for' the four subtests of the MCAT occurred Tor

- Quantitative Ability (an increase of 8 points) and

Science (an increase of 6 points). For acceptees, gains
on these two subtests were 13 points and 3 points,
respectively. The difference in mean scores between

" accepted and nonaccepted applicants, as in past years,

was greatest for the Science subtest-—72 points. This

“compares with a,76.point differential for 1975-76

(Table 18). ... _
A comparison of the MCAT subtest scores of first-,

time and repeat applicants for 1976-77 (Table 19)

shOws that repeaters; as a group, had highey mean
scores on Verbal Ability and General Informatior™
while first-timers achieved higher'$ores on Quantita-
tive Ability and Science. Ampﬁé?gor!@éegpted appli-
cants, however, ‘ repeat applf(!an'té"'ﬁaé} the ‘higher

et
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N Table 18 ~  ° T ) )
) Mean MCAT Scorés of Accepted, Nonaccepted,. and Total Appltcants, -, .
oL & . 1972-73 Through 197677 - o ) .o -
. Mean MCAT Scores- . . 9 ", .
; 4 N S Number  Percentage W .
First.Year ~ Verbal  Quentitative General ‘. . Taiing. - of Total Total T4 ..
_Class Ability - Ability  Information { Science , MCAT  Applicants? Applicants - ‘. .,
~ 3 . . . \ .
. L. . 3 3 » ., - o, . ..
. - . ACCEPTED APPLIEANTS ~—— - : Y e NI
1972-73 562 614 555 575 13,633 »’: 99,,1 13,757 =z K\ \
197374 ST L 69 . 563 5% 13062 & RIS 14335 ‘ -
1974-75 63 el T s 603 (14943 o 992 15066 -1
J1975-76 575 620 » 550 615 15,192 98.9 15365 .. | .
1976-77° ¢ 13 . 633 T 549 618 15,584 98.8 -15774 c T,
, - _NONACCEPTED APPLICANTSt . % ’ , -
1972-73 . 512 5517 514 - sl | 21,080 942, " 2237% . ~
1973-74 SI8 iy 550 L5210 54 252177 ¢ .96.4 1m .
% - 1974-75 S1 ¢ R 555 T FH gy 532 2,921 91.7- 21558 B
.- H75-76 522 562, 513 539 - 26,337 97.8 * 26938 -
L 1976-77 521 566, " s1s . 546 25698 ‘974 26381 ° °
. i i : ‘y : LY ’ .
ce o ‘TOTAL APPLICANTS o ] ' :
e 1972-73 531 575 530 - 536, 4713 % 961", L36BS, o T ) .
1973-74 535 571 536 T8 39,279~ 970 40,506
- . 1974-75 - 534 575 532 558 41,864 98.2 42,624 . .
: o 1975-76" . s41 T 583 . 527 567, 41,529 98.2, 42,303 - .
3 1976-77 540 ;591 "528 573 41,282 919 . 42,155 . '
%“?"%:m - " *Includes those vghq;withdrew before any action was taken on their applications. o o
g ) . ool : . > e " .
- . e k) ; p
- s b - 'n . R ’ + .
-~ - * .
' ‘-\\ A - ’ . - [
means on ail four MCAT subt&sts This is partlally\ . shghtly higher total GPA for women-—3. 30 for :
due 16 the absence in, the repeater group of Jow _ womenand 3.26 for men. J . y

scoring. apphcants who were discouraged from reap- “N,lean MCAT * subtest  scores, combuted by
S plying (the fifst-time group no doubt includes sueh racial/ethnic’ ‘category for 1976-77 apphcants gener-
e

. * applicants) but may-also reflect the fact that accep-. ally. agree with reports on previou$ applicand pools. "
"> . tance decisions ake’ made on a much broader basis As' in past Years, white/Caucasians - and A
' ' than test scores alone, partlcularly when these scores Oriental/Asian-A¥gericans .’ hieved the hlghgs .

R areaboveamm:mal level. mean scores on-all}four giitests and presented they - by
”M Compara.tive MEAT subtest scores. for men. and *  highest mean GPAs (T abl\ 21) “When compared wr’th‘%‘"
L T« women- apphcants in the 1976-77 pool (Table 20) - 1975-76 MCAT scores, the most substantial i increases -

show that women continued to achieve slightly higher for 1976—7 7 occurred for Onental/As:an-Amgncans

. . scores on Verbal Ability (553 versus 536) and General The scores given in Table 21 for this group.repl:e,- N

‘ Infoﬁnatlon (531 versus 527 ough for both gen- sented increases of 10 points on Verbal Ability, 16 :
o " ders the Verbal “Ability m ns were one point lower points on Quantitative Ability, 12 poin?s on G:engral
" ,. than the previous year’s. Men continued to achieve =~ T C, ' S
& - . higher scores on Q}laﬂtlmtlve Ability (598 versus 569) * For all four MCAT subml:s ang for both AS.Q and ;l(‘;tz’a'll eGnP;.I;, . )
e andScicie (81 Vesuesio). The BOPM mean GEA -, U ok, Sl b % LS & Ve R

« " » for both genders‘ was3 5’22 However, the .41 AO 15.69), Quantitative Ability (¢ =,30.18), General Information (¢ =

- mean GPA for women apphcants was slightly higher*  441), Science (¢ = 2846), O GFA (¢ = 16.89), and Toral GPA (¢ L

. " than the AO mean for men (3.32), resulting in 2 =571 A N .
g . . - ,'r;: » R - .
i 1:4’;‘ R - / . , .- - : - .
P ‘f’: - : a ‘ Vs k et 4 ™ / ot l
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. Information, d 10 points on Scnence Except for the %/otable was_the outstandmg achlevement for appli-

3 10-point gain ig/Science,, which was overshadowed by cants iy suburbs, who, as shown in Table 22,
¢ . -  a24-pointincréase for mainland PuertoRicans, these . achieved ' considérably higher res on all four’
i were the ‘largedt_increases experienced among the  MCAT sybtests afi highest GPA.° . :
e - - racial/ethnic groups listed in Table 21. - " TFhe abové’dxsgus ons hgve dealt wrth mean GPAs
RS / Acadgiic achieveient of applicants. by sjize of and MCAT score: mdependently However, medical .
oL hometown,appeanngm'l‘ablezz showstha‘lTJ reach  school admissions committees, in jugging an appli- i
Soe ] of the MCAT subt&ts mean scora generallyd,mcrease , cant’s academic ability, are likely to consider both

P .. with increases in hometown populatlon Except fora®  measurés in combination. For the total 197677 appli- .

N . 'ﬁ slight decline for residents of moderate-sized cities, cant pool, Figure 6 presends “a dnstnbunon of both

’ _ mean Seience scores, for example, rise steadily from  applicants and acceptees by the vanous combmatlons

., 550.for “On a farm” to a high of 572 for large cities l'of GPAs and MCAT Science scores. In each cell, th;
(and up to 602 for suburbs of large cmes§ Partlcularly . numberof acceptees appéars as the numerator and the |

e e . M. - - . .
o . ’ . . .. . . L > .
3 . : A : ‘
?\ . S . c - . . . o . ) 3 . .
RO s oo St Table 19 - ..
. . T Comparatwe Accegtance Data and MCAT Scores for First-Time and . .
o - - -Repeat Apphcants 1976-77, Fxrst-Year Class . .
. . . . ) Number of :, » !
g ., % . - .Individuals R Mean MCAT Scores® - )
' . . with A . -
Q- “a Category ' Total .- MCAT . VA QA _ .Gen Sei :
: ' .o . . - - T 3
- . SR First-Time - Applicants . ‘ ) ‘ " S ] *-
S T Accépted v :’Il,492 11,314 a 574 639 . 551 . 622 -
. Nob Accepied . 16,768 16136 «  sl4-  Se4 512 s42 .
. o Total 28360 27450 | 539 595 528 515 .
\ L * ' Percent Accepted  <40.7% 412% . o ’ o -
. X Repeat Applicantst - ' ~ o ) T o N
' ot Accepted 4282 4270 569 617 544 607 . ‘
. I : Not Accepted = 9,613 9,562 7 532 . 569 2, 552 .. )
T, = Total 12,895 *+ 3,832 © o544, S84 529 569
ot . . Percent Accepted J03%  309% . N
. - . VA Verbal Ablhty, QA Quanmanve Ablh(y, Gen=General lnfor'mauon, and Sci= Scignce . .
-t t Repeat applicants include (hose who also apphed{or cither the 1974-75 or the I975—76 ﬁrs(-year
E ¢ ) o L ) e
A . . . - R . ) P ’7 . -
. 3 . . - . “ “" PR
.o . . N . - . -4 . o
s - . Lo " . Tnble 20 - A ’ - .,
- ! Mean Scores on the MCAT, Subtests for Men and Women ‘Apphcanls to.
. s , Flrsr"éear Classes, 1972—73 Thréugh 1976-77 i L
o o Lo ~Verbal&%“*: Quanmauve General, ™ No. of LR ’ -
K L, " Ability RS Ability , . “nformation ' Science Examinees '
T - ~ _—
. , First-year ) . . - . R N
. RN %55 . Men Women Men ~Womerr  Men, Women  Men Women Men . Wpmen_ v
. hd _ ) «- ’ . e - . . L N A . ,
o ., 19173 527 »s55 . 5807 s5% 528 537 53~ ~516 . . 29475, 5238
. . 197374 $30 559 . 576- 549 534 544 553 528 32,364 6,915 .
. ) 9775, 529 $52 . 579 ssT. . s31 539 563 53¢ " 33356 8,508 T
. . S 1975-76* 537_, 554 - 589 564 524 . 528 “S5S13 .5 , 32,0Q5 9,390
- ' 1976-77 536 553 , 598 569 527 . 31 - 581 9 31,304 : 9,978
LN - Yo, = 5 - . ¢ N
‘. f"’“”' * Excludes 218 applican(s for_.whom g'ender information was ungvailable. N / *
i R T > R
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. - numbomfﬁpplicant&as'the denomingtor. The accep-  for example, 90 percent were accepted. However, 10 v -
. tance percentage for applicants with that’ particular  of th,me 99 acadermcally outstanding applicants wer®
- GPA/MCAT Smence score comb1nat1on is given 1{ Jnot accepted, while 30 applicants were accepted from /\
- - parentheses As expected, tRe acceptance rate for “the group of 698 with B- and C+ averages and ~ -
" applicants with b%}ugh grades and high MCAT MCAT Science scores in the 300s. For these 40
"Scigape scores was sigiiificantly higher than the 37.4  students, other factors—such as those mentidned in
: percent for the entire pool. Of those 99 applicants  tle beginning of this section—obviously played an )
with 4.0 GPAs and MCAT Science scoggs in thg 700s,  important role in the selection committee’s decisions. -
AT .
R 3 ’ 4 v -
Table' 21 ' - :
MCAI Scores and’ Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by
w - Self-Descnptxon, 1976-79 First-Year Class* . ‘
K ’ o7 c . . C h
N . Applncant Pool e Mean MCAT Scorest * Grade
o . ' ' ’Po’lnt “
Self-Description , No Percent VA. QA Gen Sca Average . -
P P4 . : . .
Black/Afro-Amernican -} - 2,523 K 60 439 474 445 450 2,72 b ot
. American Indian 128 - 3. 503 533 499 513 2.95 - ,
. White/Caucasian 33685 799 552 603 538 587° 3.32 g
. - +Mexican-Amegcan or Chicano 460 , It 483 527 484 506 - 296
© 7 Onental/Astan-Amenican 1,219 2.9 330 635 510 585 3M
: . .Puerto Rican (Mainland) 212 5 475 508 478 489 2.94
"Puerto Rican (Commonwealth)§ o2 6 441 476 444 441 326 4 .
Cuban ) .. 245 6 492 538 499 529 316
. Hther ' v 1,220 N 29 503 567 503. 540 3.18
= No, Response 2,210 52 .533 571 525 554 3.27
Total - 42,155 100.0 540 591 528’ 573‘ 3‘27
* Number with MCAT’scores 41,282, number with known GPAs - 37,239 N :
. f VA =Verbal Ability, QA = Quanmauve Ability, Gen=General Informauon, 4nd Sci=Science. .-
- § The total number of applicants giving the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico as their place of residence was 462, of ' ~dge
. whom 145 were accepted (see Pable 7) Data tn Table 21.include only those choosing ° ‘Puerto Ritan
(Commonwealth)” as a self- -descriptor on the AMCAS application form or the MCAT questionnare.
| > | | ( ’. J
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. " - Table 22 s -
A T MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by . ,
-~ 70 Size of Hometown, 1976-77 Fa)rst-_Year Class* \ - ) \
. v * Applicant Pool Mean MCAT Scorest . Grade. il
. “ 3 4 i . Pomnt | . "
- Size of Hometown No Percent * YA QA Gen Sa Average Y
- R - . ¥ v
c On a farm 1,572 37 514 566 505 ;550 B3 < 75,
) > Snfall town (less than 2,500) 3,173 75 522+ 557 514 556 3.27 f ‘
Small aty (2,500 to 50,000) 11,676 277 537+ 588 525 571 3.29 > ‘
‘-, Moderate-sized city . - s * ¢
(50000 to 500, 000) , . 9,300 221 538 -586 524 568 3.27
Large city bOO(X)O or more) 7,479 177 . 543 592 531 572 , 322 . ~
Suburb of a large aty 6,793 16 1 562 621 546 602 ,334 L ) 3
. No Response A 2,162 em® 5,1 541 SM 538 553 . *3.00 i’&
. -7 Toul ’ 42,155 100.0 540 591 528 -573 327"
. hd i‘lumbcr with MCAT scores - 41,282; number with known GPAs - 37.239 - - . .
t VA =Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Abiiity, Gen=Gencral‘lnf:ormauon, and S¢y = Science
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m Numerator 1n each cell is the number of acccplces with the indicated grades and MCAT scores, denommator 1s the number of applncanh with these xharm.umuu figure in
parentheses is the percentage of Applicants accepted. e b I av -
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Figure 6 summarizes acceptance data for the total

42,155 gpplicants to the 1976-77 first-jear class.

- Appro'mmately one-third of these applicants were
reapplying after previously being rejected. Another 27-
percent, although applying for the first time, had
eithay received their baccalaureate prior to 1976 or.

_,Were undergraduate juniors or less. :As shown else-
“ where iti'this study (see Table 4), these two groups’o
apphcants, for a number of reasons, were less success-«
ful in gaining admittance to medlcal school.

" The remaining 40 percent, most of whom-+were in
the 21-23 age group, gradusted fram college in 1976
and plied %0 enter medical school in the fall of
‘that year. of these individuals had applled to
medical school: previously. A GPA/MCAT proﬂle
for these “in-phase” applicants is prsented in Figure

" 7. (The first data on in-phase applicants appeared in
the 1975-76 study.) As mentioned earlier, the chance

N 'of Appli9mts

*. . D, .Socioeconomi¢ Background o
Parenfal Income * v
The high posifive relauonshlp betyeen the parental

+income of an applicant and his academic-achieve-

ment,; which émerges from the daga for recent medical
school applicant pools, reflects not oply the limited”
access to quality education imposed by financial im- |
pediments but“also the negative effects (on academlc
achlevement) resulting from the part-time employ-

ment necessary for many cgllege students from less .

afﬂucnt backgrounds: Due to the lmportance of aca’
demié credentials in the admissions proc&ss, this in
turn produces a pardllel relationship between eco-
ndmic background, the decision to apply to medlcal
school, and the chances of getting accepted to'medical
school. -

of gaining admission was substantially higher for this Data-presented in Ta'blg 23 smmaﬁu responses to
¢ grewp than that reported for the entire pool. Wheréas  the item on the questionnaire accompanying the
only one in three of the latter group have been = MCAT which asks, Lgxaminees to estimate and indic-
.accepted in recent years, almost one in two of in-phase  ate their parents’ combmed gross annual income for
applicants (47 percent) were accepted to the.1976-77  the-previous year. Of those 42,155 in' the 1976-77
first-yéar class. When this comparison is limited to  applicant pool, 30,164, or 72 percent had taken the
applicants with GPA’s of 3. 00 orhore’and with  MCAT in 1975 and, “therefore, gave estimates, of
Science MCAT’s above 500, 50 pcrcent of all appli-  parents’ gross eammgs for 1974, Apphcants whg -
cants and 57 percent of in- phase candidates were the MCAT in other years—some in 11970 or earflex'
- accepted cLo- R - ..« are excluded from the wresent analysis.. Similarly,’
R } N . - )
- . T . - v 2 of
y - . * . - RO ' ’
’ Table 23 f© .
MCAT ‘Scores and Undergraduate,College Grades (GPA) gf Applicants
by Parental Income, 1976-77 First-Year Class‘ -
Applxcam Pool Mean MCAT Scorest . &
. _ Gradc
- - * . _ Point “Percent
‘Numbger  Percent VA QA  Gen S *Avmge Accepted
. SV Ta 1455 0 a8 494 " 542 489 516 3,19 28 *
$5,000-~ 9,999 - © 2816 o 514 562\ 506 , sS4 320 . 36.7
10,000 - 11,999 . , 2,491 83! 526 579 5177 -558 ‘@27 .+ 39.1
$12,000 - 14,999 - " 3,576 . 11.9 532 589 522- 567 332, v 397
$15,000 - 19,999 . 4761 158 548 .599 528 578 3.35 419
$20,000 ~ 24,999 ] ﬁ 4,748 157 547, 607 533 584 ;335 45 -
szbom-49999 L = gs27 « 216 556 614 541 590 134 . 469 -
$50,000 of more " ! 3,267 10.9 557 608 _ 40 + 15871 323 492
No Response 493 ~ ' L6 Y558 598 .40 . 575 8.7 -
Total§ . >e 7L 230164 100.0 ~ =0 595 - 827, o+ 5713 7 ¢

.33% RO,

¢ Includes only those a}aplicams to the 1976-77 ﬁrst -year ¢lass who took the MCAT/ml}?S—;approxnmatcly 72 percent of the entire pool of‘*

42,155. Incomes reported are for 1974, i
1 VA'=Yerbal Ability, QA =Quantitative Ability, Gen Information, arid Sci= Sc:cncc‘ .
§Thc edian pmnml income was $19,700 (roundett to the nea :hunﬂrgd)’ . . Tl
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- applicant pool and $2,300 mone‘,thah

income data for the 1975—76 pool, used in compari-

sons; are limited Nhe 73 percent of that pool who

took the MCAT in 1974, thereby.reporting incomes
for 1973..This has been done so that -control for
inflation (from-1973 to 1974) may be exercised when
making comparisons. All references below to the two
applicant pools’are to these respective subpopula-

tions. (Medians are calculated from frequency distri-

butions similar tothat’ gwen in Table 23.) e

** The median parental incorhe for applicants to the’ :

1976—77 first-yedr class'was"$19,700, compared with_

" amedian of $18,400 for the 1975-76 pool. The $1,300
difference amounted to a 7.1 percent increase over the
previous year, which is-idéntical to the rise in the
median _income for all U.S. families from 1973 to
1974.* (As explarned in the previous paragraph these
are the years for which parental incomes weré actu-
ally reported by applicants.)

The“ distribution by parental incomé of the 1975
examinees in the 1976-77 applicant pool is shown in

Table 23, along with the mean MCAT scores and |

GPAs of applicants in each parental income category.
Except for the $30,000 or more” category, a%bositive
A relationship is- apparent between parental income and
both the applicants, MCAT scores and GPAs. Mean
MCAT Science scores, for example, rise from 516 for
the lowest lncomern‘terval to 590 for applicants with
parental incomes of from $25,000 to $49,999. It is not

__surprising, therefore, that acceptance rates increased

with each increment of parental income, ranging from
32.8 percent for applicants with parental incomes of

. less than $5,000 to 4922 percent for those with paren-

tal incomes of $50, 000 or more.
Reflecting this greater acceptance success for stu-
dsﬂ‘ts from_&l;igher income backgrounds, the me ;gg

. pareiital income for acceptees ($21 ,000) was 31,

greater than the correspondlng median. for the total
¢ $18,700
median for nonaccepteeq, The- medlan arental in-
come reported for those’ accepted from ihe 1975-76
peol was $19,700. , "

- The,median rental income for women in the
1976—77 appli¢ant pool was slightly l'ovéer than that

¢

-* The medlan income forall U.S. famihies mcrcased from 312 051
for 1973 to $13,902 for 1974, These data appea.r .in Table 3 of lg’S
Bur&u of Census, Current Population Ropo Series P-60,

. 103, “Money Incdme and Pgverty Status of Familiesaod Persons in
the United States: 1975 antl 1974 Revisions (Advance Report)”
(U.S. Goverriment Printing Office, Washington, D.C , 1976).

~

for men—$19,300 and $19,800, respectively. This

$500 differénce in medians compares with a similar
one of only $200 for the previous year’s pool. Among
accqptqi students for 1976~77, the parental income

for women was $20 600 and for men, $21, 100 These=

slightly lower medians for women apphcants are
probably duein p\art to thg fact that underrepresented
minority “applicants acceint for a larger portion of
women than men. The élan computed for the total
of ‘ these minority applicants was $11,300 for
1976-77, compared with one of -$21,000 for
white/Caucasians.

Although the findings summarized in this section
indicate that the chances of getting into medical

" school are positively associated with the economic

backgrounds of applicants, it is important to note that
this association is not unique to medical school admis-
sions but is part of a process operating throughout the
education system. While the mediafi income for all
U.S. families was $12,900 for 1974, the comparable
figure for [families of third- and fourth-year ‘college
stpdents was $17,900 and for families of medical
school applicants, $19,700. A recent AAMC study on
this subject concludes that family income levels of
those accepted to medical school “are preordained
. more by the family income levels of those who reach

 the educational level of the third and fourth year of

college and those who apply to medical school than by
the selectlon criteria of the medical school.™§

2. Parents’ Occupations )

Table 24 presents a distribution of applicants to the
1976-77 first-year class by father’s occupation. Since
the varipus occupational categories presented here
may be deﬁned toa,certain extent, in terms of general
income ranges, data for thi$ variable are similar to
those for parental incomes. The majority of the appli-
cant pool (58.9 percent, .compared with 58.0 percent
for the previous year) had fathers who either were in
the professions (including physicians) or wege owners;
managers, and administrators (non-farm) m ng

these higher sotioeconomic backgrounds, applicants

. N

t A test for significance conducted on a crosstabulation ef 1976-77
applicants by gender and parental income (categorized as “above
$19,700” and “less than or equal to $19,700) ndicated that the
differerice in pdrental income between mefi and women apphcants
was significant at the 05 level but not at the .02 level.
A

§ R J Boerner, “Family Income of Medical School Apphcants
and Acceptees and@ege Students, Journal of Mcdtcal Educa-
tion, 52. 948-949, 1977.

-
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in thns\gr.oup prweﬂted the. highest gcademit creden-

% tials and experienced an acceptance rate of 40 percent

which was sxgmficantlx.hxgher than the 33 percent
acceptance rate for the remamder of the applicant
pool. -

The. dlstnbuuons of father’s occupation for men
and. women applicants in the. 1976-77 pool were
lughly similar, except for two occupation categories

(T able 25). Women were more apt to have fathers in-

“other professions” (26.6 percent of all women, com-
. pared with 21.2 percent of men) and were slightly less
likely than men tg have fathers who were owners,
‘managers, and administrators (21.7 ;Iercent of women
versus 25.5 percent of men)

Comparative distributions of father’s occupations
for racial/ethnic groups reflect the substantial differ-
_ence in median parental incomes observed in the
- previoug section. As shown in Table 25, approxi-
mately 31 percent of all applicants from undérrepre-
sented minorities—as compared with 63 percent of

.- white/Caucasian applicants— had fathers who were

professionals or owners, managers, and administra-

- tors. On the other hand, 34 percent of the fathers of :

minority applicants were in the craftsman and un-
_skilled laberer categories, as Opposed to only 12
percent of whites.’

Closely associated with occupation, the level of

. ¥gducation completed by ‘the fathers of 197677 appli-
cants further confirmed the trend over recent years of
higher socnoeconomic backgrounds for applicants-to,
medical school. While only 40 percent of apphcan‘%o
the 1972—73 first-year class had fathers who h d--~ _
completed college (and. only, 26.percent had graduate
or professional trainipg), among fathers of applicants -
to the 1976-77 medical school freshman class, 51.
percenj-had at least a baccalaureate, and 33 pc;rcent
had graduate or professional training. (Complete ‘data
on the academic ability and .acceptance success of °
1976-77 applicants by. father’s edugation are given in
Appendix Table A-5.) «

A relationship similar to that observed between ¢
academic achievement-and father’s occupatron isalso °
apparent for mother’s occupation-—that is, applicants
with mothers in the profsslons“ enerally have the -
hlgh&st MCAT scores and experiericed a high rate of
acceptance. The acceptance rate was 46 percent (155
of 337) for those few applicants whose mothers.were
physicians and 44 percent (2,197 of 4,993) if their  °
mothers were in other professions. These were fol-
lowed by an acceptance rate of 39 percent for appli-_
cants whose mothers were homemakers. ¢ (See Appen-

dix Table A-6 for comp]ete data en academlc ability

. W
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. JTable - .
MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of. Apphcants
- by Father’s- Occupation, 1976-77 Figst-Year Class" o ,

. . . Apphmnt Pool . Mean MCAT Scorst
s 3 Grade .
i? N ’ . . : Point Percent .,
Father’s Occupation Number Pcrcen( . VA QA Gen Sci Average * 7 Accepted
Physician > 4,972 11.8 T 553 595 537 S8l 3.23 436 »
Other Health Occupatnon 1,859 44 541 591 “ 531 575 3.28 39.2
Other Profession ¥ 9.456. ¢ 224 555 606 539 586 3.32 413
Owner, Manager, Administrator . ‘
‘(Non-Farm) 10,359 24.6 547 603 534 583 331 378
Clerical or Sales Worker 2,221 5.3 539 591 530 - 572 3.28 © 33.6.
- Craftsmam, Skilled Worker 3,954 9.4 525 575 \514 . 561 3. 24\\/ 320 -
Unskilled Workers, Laborers , : L
>+ Private Household Worker
(Non-Farm) ' 1,822 4.3 497 546 492 %25 311 351 ~
. Farmer, Farm Worker 1,191 28 . 504 560 . 498 541 -1 328 315
Homemaker , 9 0.2 511 850 506 ~ 523 3.06 - 154 - ,
Other e 4,849 11.5 525 575 557 3.24 343 )
“*No_Response 1381, 33 536 566 528 N\ 548 3.02 20.8.
'Tolal - i " 42, 155 100.0 '540 591° 528 573 3.27 374 )
‘Numberthh MCA’[scorcs ~41,282; number with kpown,GPAs - 37,239, v ' . " .. ?f:_
TVA-Verba‘l Ability, QA = QuantltatlveAblhty. Gen =General Information, and Sci=Science. - . y T
’ . ! N . LRI
! * ‘ . ”
. - L J ..
. ! . . ’ 33
) L + -
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‘ _ “Table 25 “ _ R
%,\.Compannve D:stnbuuons of Father’s Occupation” for Men and' Womén Applicants o

and for Wlnte/Caucasran and Underrepresented Minority Applicants

iE. Career Plans of Applicants

The data appearing in this section, and in the accom-
panying discussion, describe the.types of careers envi-,
stoned by “those¢ seeking admission to the 1976—77
medical school freshman class. It should be st

- that thes€ data reflect tentanve ns—rather than
actiial career choices, although -they do provide an ™
index—when compared witlf similar data for previous .
applicant pools—of general trends among applicants
'rcgardmg their interest'in the major medical career

-
~ - L d

~

34 ’ . .

The distribution of 1976-77 apphcants by general
car
T Mhe question regarding the type of activ-
ity “to which you plan to devote the majority of your
medical career.” Although differences between thls
distribution and that for the previous. yéar were mi-"
" nor, the slight i increase in the proportion expressmg a
Lo oo
B o

J. M. Cuea, Career' Choices of the 1976 Graduates of U.S.
Medical Schools (Washington, D.C.:-Association of American
Medical Colleges, 1977)

>

/

acttvrty plans, given'in Table 26, summarizes

i y to the 1976-77 First-Year Class SN
. ’ : - J . Under-
» 2 - All . - Whité/ represented - -
Father’s Occupation - Applicants Men Women Caucasian Minorities® .o
“ Physicisn * *ons- 21 7% 109 27 " ‘58 a. - S
» ' Othér Health Qccupation ") 47 3.6 »is -4.5 42
~ ' Other Profession 24. 2027 T 264 23.6 14.7
e Owner, Manager, Administrator 24.6 25.5° P 26.6 10.3 *
ST MonFamy. - : . =
. Clerical or 'Sales Worker 5.3 5,6 43, 54 4.5 -
#* ~Craftsman; Skilled Worker + 94 92 99 9.2 4y - —
, * Unskilled Workers, Laborers 43 41 49 2.9 189 - ‘
' .Private Houschold Worker \ )
+  (Non-Farm) ., . I . d
, Farmer, Farm Worker 2.8 2.8 X 28.° 3.9
Homemaker™ * 2 C2 2 2° 4 . .
Y Other 11.5 11.5 LS 107 18.6 .
No Response - Yz >t 32 35 14 3.8
- Total 1 ' 100.0 1000 . 1000 - 1000 100.0
’ - . . (N=42,155) . (N=31 911) (N=10244) (N=3j, 665 (N=3323) - =
* Includes black Amcrican_s, American Indians, Mexican Amcpcans. and mainland Puerto Ricans. ! . -
, P - - . R
> n Lo \ ‘
and acceptance success by mothers occupanon) 2N oimons.. For those accepted these career plans, ex-
However, women applicants were less likely than men * pressed by the majority of applicants a year before -
to have .mothers who were homemakers-—44 percent  they even filed an .application, are subject to change
of women and 49 percent of men. The difference in  during the medical school years. However, they go )
the proportion of applicants’ ngmg their mother’s  have some vahdxtyaspredtctors of the typé of practice
pccupattonas homemaker was even more pronounced the individual will eventually choose. A study re- -
for * racial/ethnic  groups—52 percent ‘for cently completed by the AAMC* found, for example, o
—* white/Caucasians and- 0nly 33 percent for applitants  that; among 1976 graduates from medical school, 70. ~
from underrepresented minorities. . percent of those who, as applicants, had stated plans -
. - . . for primary care practlce (rather than a referral prac- -
. tice) entered ﬁrst-ycar residenciés-in d primary care .
. - field at graduatton
: R 1. General Career Activity Plans + - |
- - s

ﬁ ,..m .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
P
. s

greference for general/primary care pmc}tce'—from
41 1° percent for '1975-76 ta 42.7 percent for
1976-77—cqntmued the trend for. recent applicant
pools. (The proportion of applicants qnterested in this
. type car¢er was only 27 percent for 1973-74 but rose
to 38 percent for the 1974-75 ﬁaool) On the other
- hand, the proportion of applicants pteferring straight
§pbcmlty practices continued to fall—from 24.9 per-
cent for 1975-76 10237 percent for 1976-77.

As with the previous year's applicants, those who

Weére undecided about this aspect of their career
achleved the highest mean scores on each of the.

MCAT subtests*and the hlghmt -mean GPA. Among
.applicants expressing a preference, those prefemng

. research and/or teaching achieved the highest mean .

* MCAT scores on the Quantltatwe Ability and Science

subtests, while those planning to €éombine these activi- i

» ties with épecialtx practice presented thé highest
scores on Verbal Ability"and General Ipformation
and the highést .meah GPA. (TAddmonal da% on
apphcants by general careem,ctmty plans are given in
. Appendix Table A-7.) -

’

»

* This category was’ ‘changed from “General Practice” to

“General/Primary Care Practice” beginning with the 197 MCAT

questionnaire. The latter term hasédbeen employed throughout this
study to avoid confusion with the now obsolete concept of *‘general
practmoner . {4 may, be assumed that apphmnts indicating this
option a$ their “ma)or career activity™ are anttc:patmg careers in
“first-contact™ specialties such as family pratice, general mtemal
medicine, and general pediatrics.

-
*
.
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2 Specmlization Plans .

The specialty preferences of apphcants to the 1976—77\

first-year class (Table 27) continued to show a growth

dn the relative number 1nterested in family practice,
the 30 percent for 1976-77 comparing with 28 percent

for 1975—76' Following in popularity were surgery or .

sur bspecialty (13 percent) ‘pediatrics (7 -

perce nd 1ntemal medicine (6 percent). When t.

preferences for the primary care specialties are com-. .

bined (i.e., famlly practice, internal medicine, and . «

pediatrics), they accounted for 44 pertent of all appli-

cants. Eliminating “No Responses” and *“Undecid- )

# eds,” these three specialties were preferred by 52 ° .
- percent of applicants. If “do not plan to specialize” is
interpreted to mean careers as ﬁrst-contact physxctans
and is therefore included with the primary caresspe-
claltm, 48 percent of all applicants and 57 percent of
those havmg decided were planmng primary care

" careers. : .
Of those indicating a specnalty, applicants attracted

%basnc‘ncdt science, as a group, scored highest on .
“the Quanﬁtatwe Ability and Science sabtests of the,
MCAT and pretr;ted the highest mean GPA. Appll—
cants plannmg eers in psychiatry had the highest
scores on Verbal Ability and' General Informatign.
Those prefemng obstetrics/gynecology had the least
outstanding academic credentials. (For additional

; data dn specialization plans and related academic
ability, see Appendix Table A§ ) "

Separate dlstnbutlons of speclalty plans fopmen

L

e}
. A4 . < ": .
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i ’ . Table 26~ ; -
MCAT Scores’and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Applicants by - .
. \ General Career Activity Plans, 1976277 .First-Year Class® ‘
. . . Applicant Pool . * Mean MCAT Scorest ) Grade - . N
General Carcer s - - e Point , +,
Actinty Plans-© [ ' No,’ Percent VA QA* Gen Sci g Average L
. . - Y , , - ‘.'?,-1
General/Primary Care’ Practice 17,997 kYN A 535 7 582 525 568 324 . : .f
- Specialty, Practice 9,980 = 237 . 5% sg 521 560, her . »
Research and/or Teaching 1,442 34 ' 543 6l 535 593 329 L
. Combination of Specialty . ! .
Practice, Rmarch. and/or v - e ~
Teéaching ° s . 6,510 -, 154 - © 553 610 531 589 3.3 .
. Other . 936 .. 22 539 585 527~ 563 AL -
< Undecided : 4181 99 . s62 6is se2 597 338, .
o " No Response : 1103 - 26 544 574 538 553 v 307 ,
- Total . . 4,05 00.0 540 « 591 - 528 573 %Y LT e
: .. * Number with MCAT scores ~41, 282 number with known GPAs - 37,239, .
. fVA = Verbal Ability, QA Quanntauve Abthty. Gen =General lnformatlon and Scl-SCle N
[N i . . ’ ‘ ° \,/
. v . " ‘\. ’ . ) .
oy : * M L . .
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Table 27 - o LT .
MCAT Scorel and Undergmduate College Grades (GPA),of Applicants by - 3 \
. s Speculmnon Plans, 1976-%7 First-Year Class ’ ’ e N 7 .
' M Mean MCAT Scorest  + Grage -
. : . T . Point '
Specialization Plans ) No. Percent VA QA Gen.  Sci . Average
L e %Bmc Medical Science - 902 21 4 52 610 540 598 329 )
o R e VY Family Practice 12,734 30.2 538 582 526 '569 325 -
' : Internal Medicine T 2,65 63 548 596 534 583 325 . ,
~ Obstetriec/Gynecoldﬁy oo ~1,235 * 2.9 511 "548 503 523 316 o . |
T 3,139 4. 523 580 516 553 3.26 ' :
Psyc!mtry - ' 1228 7 .29 568 588, 553 568 322 > T
i _Public Health, Community ) el « T L
LY Medicine 1,686 . 40 54§ 576 535 560. 318 ~
. %‘%Snr;ery or Surgical Speciglty 3,660 134 523 589 514 567 329. - R ;
o Other Known Specialty 1,614 38 555 607 5S40 587 © 327 ,

e : " Plan to Specialize, Area’ t . * . . N

e Unknown  * 3,178 1.5 552 614 536 589 338 - :

) Do Not Plan to Specialize 1,698 40 . 531 s86 520 567 - 325 N .

Undecided .- 5,293 12.6 . 560° 617 . 541 598 338 . - . .

e & . No Response — 1,135 C21 539 573 534 549 304 -

g . Total * | - 42,155 . 100.0 . 540" 391 528 573 ) 3.27 .
.. * Number with MCAT scores - 41,282 number with known GPAs - 37,239, ~ ' - - (
L * . 1 VA=Verbal Ability, QA = Quantitative Ability, Gen=General Information, and Sci =Science. » . ’

. e - - .

- dnd women applicants (not reported in tabular form)  devofed fullxtrme to teachmg and/or research had the . N

. * revealed that 4 larger proportion of women applitants hlghét mean scoies on all four MCAT subfests and

;- preferred - obstetrics/gynecology (6.5 percent of the highest mean GPA. A preference for thedical .

women versus' 1.7 percen} of men) and pediatrics - administration, on the other, hand, was least asso- )
N -4~ . (11.6 percent of women ‘versus 6.1 percent of men).  ciated withihigh academic ablh\ty although the small - .

\ Women were also more apt to indicate an interest in  number “of apphcams in_this group precludes any % \d

) pubhc health/community medicing (6.1 percent ver-  gefinite oonclusrons (Additional information on - -/

- Us 3.3 percent). On the other hand, the 31.6 percent  ~1976~77 apphcants by expected character 6f medical .,

. of all men preang family practice compared with bractlce is given in Appendix Table A-9.) . )

L 25.7 percent of all women. Mé were also more likely Compansons by gender revesled that women were ‘ o

& _ tostate a preference for surgical specialties than were  more apt to be planning hospital-based group prac-

WO en;apphcants—lSl percent and .8.0 percent, . tices (29 percent 'of women applicants versus 19 ) -

trvely z .0 ~ percent of men) and careers¥in public health (11 '

; . o percent versus 5 per%cgnt) The reiatlvely y.regular hours - ~
Co .3 Expected Character of Medical Practice. . in these types of Career3~may be 2 plﬁs factor for =
The distribution of 1976-77 applicants by the basic women anticrpanng famrhal obhga'trons o . o * .
m«a - character or structure of their anticipated mediéal : -

?'«”*‘ ", pracnces, given in Table 28, was essentially the same 4. Expected Locaqpn of Medicnl .
o as for the previous year's pool. Hospjital-based group -* In{ight of the problem of geogﬁggpldlsmbunon ‘

. gracnce, continuing to be the most popular, was ‘the  of physician manpower in the United States, major ~.

S ; preference of 21 percent of applicants, while indus- «efforts have been madesin recent years to encourage .

t,nal medicine and medical administration, together,  physicians to establish practices in medically ‘under- .

o were th?references of less than one percent of the  served areas, the majority of which are rural. When . -

L pool (99.applicants). _ . . - applicants to the 1976-77 first-year class were askedi” -

o Amdng appllcants‘statmg a preference with regard. to indicate the type of geographrc area in Which the;,:g -
‘a0 to ty_g aspect of their career, those foreseeing a carser planned tw practlce medicine, 52 percgyl of those .
. ) ., 6. s ] v; N N _- -
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Table 29 shows that the relationship between the
“population size of the practice location preferred and

: rapondmg fomaw locaung-m areas with p0pulat|ons
* of 50,000 or less (Table 29). Of special interest,.

however, was the 15 percent of respondents desiring. -the applicant’s academic ability is generally a poéitwc JCaN
:to te in very ryral areas—i.e., areas with popula~ one. MCAT Science scores, for example, ranged gfom "
. ggns of l&s tharf2,500. - . . 566 for apphcants planning small-town prag_t;éa to .
. B . Y . ) . v . . . . .
S [ . v : - [4 .
Pl N - ) > M . )
RS e T .' " ae . ' bl A
= * Table 28, hild B
MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) ef Applicants by ‘ -,
v Expected Character of Medical Practice; 1976-77 First-Year Class* ~ -
~ L)
~ & . Applicant Pool . .  “ Mean MCAT Scorest Grade. N ‘
Lo Expected Charaeter of \ ’ e Point | .
v L ' *  Medical Practice No. . Percent .VA QA Gen Sci Average - {
2 A .
- . v . L .
Individual 7,799 185, @ su sw 55 s6d 3.4
*  Partnership - 7,564 17.9 1530 583 , 519 567 b ¥7)
+ Private Group " 4,346 103 551 596. 533 _579 329 .
»* Hospital Based Group - 9,038 21.4 $35 589 523 568 \3 26 .
. . Full-Time Teaching . . .
*  ‘and/or Research’ d *1,590 38 T 554 618 541 600 T 330 .
Pubh?iﬁilulthj 2,774 6.6 - 539 S72 528 552 3.20 : ‘
Industrial’ 2 0.1 536 599 $37 s60 -~ 305
Medical Administration 7 0.2 S19 546 512 520 3.05 "
Other Medical Practice a54 1.8 . 555 594 544 515 @ 34 :
. Undecided, 7,046 6.7~ 556 610 - 540 592 314" / ot
No Response ' FooLues 27 539 569 534 547 303 .
~ Tol : laz1ss 1000 540 591 s528 573 b ¥7)
"~ @ A ”
* Number with MCAT scores ~ 41,282; number thh known GPAs 37, 239. ’ \
VA= Verbal Ability, QA-Qunnmatwe Ability, Gen=General Information, and Sci= Science.
’ -
. ’ ] N ) . \
Ca . y ’ ! It
W . /\wx . .. ' B .
> . - N [ . .
. - Al
. . * ¢ Table 29 .7 .
PN . MCAT Scores and Undergraduate College Grades (GPA) of Apphcants by -
. . Expected Location of Medical Practicé, 1976-77 First-Year Class® . -0
. ’ €
- g 1 . ¢ "4 PR . .
- - . Applicant Pool Mean MCAT Scorest Grade
' Expected Location.of ¢ Lot ,,MI i Pont
Lt Medical Practice No.* Percent YA QA Gen S Average
ST Small town (lesé’ zhu\ 2500).. 5793 133 ' $33. 576 S24% 566 325 -
o & Small city (2,500 10°50,0000 ¥ 13997 , 32 535 588 °523 571 3.30 - ’
be 0 \Modcrate-snzed‘d?? g -t . .
' (50,000 to S(X)O(D) o . 10,682 253 542/ 591 521 'Si4- 3.30 ‘
Large cily (500,000 or more] ~~ ~ 6,061 S 144 5537599 539 - 5719 " 324 . .
Suburb of a large city- RS ) R 43 548 621 530, 592° 334 .
- t. No Response§ 3810 \ 544 579, 540 566 3.07 oot
\ Total . L . 42,155 1(1)‘0 ~540 97 528 5713 1] i s
3 r > '
' hd Number with MCAT scores -41, 282 number with knownGPAs- 37 239’ o ,
tVA= VerbalAblhty, QA = QuanmaﬁveAbxlny, Gen=General Informa d Sci = Science.

«, Proportion of no mponscs is high smce some apphcanu }ook the tes@nor to that year.

§ The question on “expected location of medical practwe"was added to the MCAT qusuonnalre in 1974. The L s
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579 for thosé preferring to locate in_large cities.

Partmlly due to the role of academic abnhty in the

. selection-process, the chances of acceptarice were 34

e : - _ percent for the,former group and 44 pércent for the

2 -7 latter (sce Appendix Table A-10). . =~ .- \

. -The Pesitive relationship between applicants’ antlc-

. 1pated practwe locations and their academlc perfor-
mam;e is sumlar to, though less pronounced than, that -

v
s
. 1

< “'/

Table ,30 *
. . Expectcd Location of Medical Practice Distributed by Size of Ho‘\etown o -
* of <Apphcants to the 1976-77 First-Year Class®

. . ,
. '

¢, 4

g PP

o e
\*; iipies -

obsérved in the earlier discussion of size of hometown.

As illystrated in Table 30, ,this sumlarlty stems, in

part, from the fact that applicants generally foresee

retummg to pl;actlce in areas similar*to their own

hometowns. For those accepted, the stability of this

location preference mdy depend on thg location of the

i . medical school and the resndency program and the

stablllty of the initial spectalty mtertst =

“

A Percentage Distribution by
Expected Location of Megical Practice

Small

N . ,_ Number Small © Moderate- Large Suburb of
Size of Hometéwq Responding Town, City sized City City Large Gity Total
* %
. ‘On a"fart 1,509 387 4.1 13.0 3.2 10 100.0
- Small town (lss than 2,500) 3,056 415 r 371 14.2 53 . 1.7 ,100.0
Small cuy (2,500 to 50,000) 1,171 147 . 582 496 ,, 57 1.8 100.0,
Moderate-slzzd city o po e
(50,000 tb 500,000) ’ 8912 ! IO.[’ =286 49.4 9.4 23 © 100.0
I.arge city (500,000 or more)’ 1,114, 19" 18.8 25.9 43.2 L Y 100.0.
> Suburb of 2 large city 6,426 -+ 123, 213.. 4.6 19.7 ~16.1. 100.0
. Total 38I88 : |51 : 365 219 ¢ 15.8 - 47 100.0
- * Excludes 3,967 appl:cams wnh no rsponsc " to etther question on expecfed locanon of medidal prpcllce or size of
. . e +hométown. M .
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“The previous sectron presented a comprehenswe de-
- scription of the composmon if the total pool of 42,155
.- applicants.to the 1976-77 freshman medical school_
fclass Comparisons. vth ‘previaus applxcant pools
, revealed a number of significant trends with regard to”
who applied.to medical school and what thelr chances
? of being admitted were in 1976. From thée'data act-
" ally presented and discussed and from the results that
-were reported -on additional analyses, a number of
. mgmficant findings emerge. These major findings are .
summarized below for each of the major subdnvnslons
of Sectlon III

-
<

¢ . . N
A. Application Activity

L ﬁle size of th¥ applicant pool for 197671
(42,155) was 1%8 less than the previous year’s pool (a
relative decli,rie of .3 percent), thereby continuing the

" slight downward trend initiated with the 1975-76

. pool, :

2.” The number of apphcants accepted increased by

. 409 (from 15,365 for 197576 to¢15,774 for 1976-77)
for a relative growth of 2.7 percent ‘This irkrease and
Yhe modest decline in the size of the applicant pool
resulted in a slightly better acceptance rate for
1976=77. app,llcants——374 percent, comparéd with
36.3 percent for,the previous year.

3. The number of applications™ filed continued to
increase, however, going from 8.65 per appllcant n
1975-76 to 8.83 for 1976-77. The total number of
" applications filed for 1976-77 was 372,282, "
4. The Early Decision Plan (EDP) was utilized by
over 2, 100 applicants, with 8&percent receiving an
. early acceptance Most of those not accepted through
EDP went on to apply through regular channels and
) expenenced anacceptance rate of 45 percent. '
5. Repeat applicants (those appearing in either or
both of the two prevjous.applicant pools) accounted
for 33 percent of the 1976-77 applicant pool and, as in
past years, were less successful in gaining admission.
" The acgeptance Jsate forerepeaters was 31 percent,
compared ‘with 41 percent for first-time apphcants
6. Undergraduate college seniors applying to medi-,,
cal school for the first time accounted ‘for only 40
_ percetft of the total pool. However, acceptance suc- -
cess for thése “m-phase” applicants was 47 percem i

»*

© IV.'SUMMARY - T :

. ° N

contrast to a 31 percent acceptance rate for all other

applicants.. ]

7. The number of ﬁrst-year ~pl>§}es available for
newly-entering. medical students inceased by 372— .
- from 14,910 i m 1975—76 to 15,282 in 1976-77. The
opening of twd new ‘medical schools accounted for 63
of these additional first-year placés: 31 at the Uni-
formed Services Sghool of the Health Scrences and 32
at Wright StatetUmverslty .. ‘
B. ‘Demvgraphic Characteristics

of Applicqnts

1. The dech,ne in the proportion of applicants below
age 24 and 4 resulting slight-increase in mean age for
- ,the total pool, observed in the 1975-76 study, contin-
ued for 1976-77. (%ges of applicants are as of the time
they would be entering medical school. )The mean age’
for appligants increased from 24.1 to 24.2 years. For *
acceptees, the mfiean age for both years was 23. Q.
2. The number of ‘women applymg to medical
school, a recqrd high of 10,244, was 669 greater than
" for, the prewous year. This annual mcr&se of 7
percent compared with one of 10 percent for 1975-76.
omw, nen, who had accounted for 22.6' percent of the
{975%76 pool, represented 24.3 percens of all 1976-77
apphcarﬁs and made similar gains among accepted

/

¥

L]

applicants—from- 23.6 percent to 24.7 perceny. y
acceptance rate for women continyed to be slightly,

higher, than that for men—38.3 percdut and 37.1
percent, respectively. .

3. The number of applicants from underrepresented
minorities (i.e., black Americans, Amencan Indians,

* Méxican Americans; and mainland Puerto Rlcans)
which had declined slightly for 1975~76,-increased for

_ 1976-77 0" 3,323, The slight drop for the previous
. year corresponded with a greaterpfluctuation in_ the .
pumber of black frgshmen enrolling in the nation’s
colleges four-years earlier—the potential pool’ of black
applicants. The 1,313 minority apphcants accepted to.
the 1976-77 first-year class reflected an acceptance
“rate of 39 Spercent (compared with 37.4 percgnt for
the total pool)—slightly lower than the 42.9 percent.
acceptance rate expefienced by these apphcants the
previous year. -

4. Data on the srze of hpmetow7/ of applxcants,
mcludea for the, first time in the pphcant study ~

.
‘s

'»a#‘



series, show that 4 percent of those responding were ~ 1976-77. (A's explainéd in the discussion of parents’
from hometowns of 50,000 or less populatrons Ac-* income, these median incomes are for 1973 and:1974,
wb - ceptance success was found to govary ‘with hometown  respectively.) This paratleled the 7.1 percent inerease .
population: approximately 35.7 percent of those from  in median.ineome for all U.S. families. The median for
small towns (populatron of less than 2,50Q) were . women applicants ($19,300) was slightly lower than
.accepted, compared with 38.2<percent of those from  that for men ($19,800). However, for racial/ethnic
cmes with populations of 500,000 or more and 43. 2" groups, the difference was more substantral—Sll 300
. percent for those from suburbs of such cmes “ for underrepresented mmonty applicants and $21 ;000

in first-year classes has remained rather stable over  positive relationship existed between parents’ mcomek
* the past few years. Applicant data by citizenship  academic achievement, and aeceptance success.

. (appearing for the first time) show that approximately 2. Findings on parental occupations reflected those
1,300 foreign citizens sought admission to U.S. medi-  for parental ! £ incomes. Sixty-three percent of
cal school freshman classes. These accounted for  white/Caucasians, as opposed to 31 percent of under:
approximately 3 percent of the total pool and, as a  represented, minority applicants, had fathers who
group, experienced an acceptance rate of 20 percent.  were professionals (including physicians) or owners,
_The three countries supplying more than a hundred » managers and alfministratérs.
apphcants were Nigeria (141), Hong Kong §136),and 3. Thd proportion indicating “*homemaker” a8 their
Canada (132). .. mother s occupation (48 percent for the total pool)

) 1ghtly lower for(women applicants (44 pércent).

C.  Academic Background men. (49 percent). The~ proportion of ,

of Applicants - white7Caucasians, with mothers as homemakers was

1. "The majority of applicants for 1976-77 had or -,

expected to recéive bachelor’s degree (85 percent) and

over half (57 percent) had majored in either brology, v _ .

" chemistry, or zoology Of those at the bachelor’s’ 1. The most noteworthy finding with regard | 10 the

- J - degr*}evel 4T percent were successful in gettmé career asplratrons.of 1976-77 applicants was the con-
admitted, compared with acceptance rates of 27 tinued "increase in the proportion planning on .

. cent for applicants at the-master’s level and 16 peroent general/pnmar? care practice as their “majorcareer

" for those at the doctoral level. As with previous pools,  activity” (as opposed to specialty practice,_ research

acceptance success was not strongly related to %ujer-' and/or teaching, administratjon, etc.). Only 27 per-
graduate major. ’ = cent for the 1973-7% apphcant pool, the proportion
2. Regardmg the academic ability of applicants (as  planning oh general practlce careers increased from
measured By MCAT scores and’undergraduate ‘4l percent in 1975-76 to 43 percent for 1976-77.
GPAs), the annual increases observed in the past 2. With regard to actual specialty, 52 percent (of
continued, for 1976-77. When the pool was subdi-  those r&spondents having decided) foresaw eftering

E.  Career Plans of Applicants .*.

vided * . by _racjal/ethmc self-descripti - one of the “primary care” fields—i.e., family medr;
e, white/Caucasians "and Oriental- Americans continued .cme internal medicine, or pediatrics.
to present the most outstanding academic records. 3. Fifty-two percent of those respondmg antrcrpated
. . Analysis by size of hometown revealed thatacademic  establishing practices 1n areas with pepultlons of
..ability (and acceptance rates) were posrtwely related 50,000 or less. Of special interest, however, was the 15
to hOmetown population. ] « percent planning to locate in very rural areas (popul-
Lo .o ’ ations of less than 2,500). Additional analysis. of these
'TD' Socioecopomic. Background =~ - oo ) " Jocation preference® revealed thal applicants ‘gener-
AT - of Applicants . sally planned to practrce in"ateas simjlar ta therr own
R ‘ . hometowns. : ‘e
; 1. Theincrease over “the previous year in the medran . - -
parental income of applicants.to medical school was T . . .
7.1 pércent—from $18,400 for 1975-76 to $19,700 for < s
. , . - @ .
. s =

5. The number of foreign citizens actually enrolled for white/Caucagians.. For the total pool, a high -

~

/

s



‘ B;BLIOGRLAPhY‘.' "

American Council op Educatlon Natjonal Norms for Entering College Fras’hmen Washington, D C.:

American ’Councll on Ed}eatlon 1968 through 1972 n . . ¢
L4 ] - 3 ; . N \
American Councnl on 'Educatlon and the’ Uanel‘Slty of Callfomla T?le AmenLan Freshman: National

Nonns. Los Apgeles, CA: Amcncan ‘Council 6n Education and the Unlvet"'slty of California 1973
~ through 1977. :

': d s v LA )

¢

y Boerner, R.J. “Family IncomgMedlcal School Appllcants and Acceptees androf College Students ”

2 - Journal of Medical Educdtion, 52:948-949, 1977. .
. .2 . ‘ ’ ’
" Cuca, J M “Apphcatlons v§. Agceptances to the 1976-77 First- Year Cla(s of U. S Medlcal Schools
) & JoumanfMedlcalEducatlon, 52:1Q40-1012, 1977 e :
. Cuca, Y. M. Career Chdices of the 1976 Gmdwms of U S Medical Schools Washmgton, D.C.
. Assoclatlon of American Medlcal Colleges, 1977 . : o &
. Dube, W. F. “Medlcal Student Enrollment 1972 Through 1976—77 ” Joumal of. Medlcﬂ Education, ‘
T 52:164-166,1977. : . oL 4 -
Dube, W. §,, and Johnson; D G “Study of U.S. Medlcal School Appllcants, 1972-73.” Journal of
Medical Education, 49:849-869, 1974.
) 7
o Dube W. F,, and Johnson, D. G. “Study of U.S. Medical School Appllcant,s, 1973—74 » Journal of
< . MedicalEducatlon, 50 1015—1032 1975. . - . ) . AN
- ube,-W. F. and Johnson, D G: "Study of U.S. Medlcal School Appllcants, 1974-75." Journal of .
%:f}ledwalb"ducatmn 51:877-896 T97%. . . ‘
e - ' !
J’Gordon, T. L. aDmnpnve Study of Medlcal School. Appl:cants, 1975—76 , Washington, D.C.:
£ Assécnatlon of Medical Colleges; 1977 s ' ” *
4 ‘ v P g, o . (2 o & P

AN G’ordd - T.-L. “Appllc;glts for1976-77 Fxrst-Year Medlcal School Class," Joumal of Medlcal
g‘.¢ Educatiomsz:@()—n 977 3 ‘é,"' 44’; . . "a' . . S
.&"" Gordon,T L., and'jolfhso,n, B. G “qugq;:tls Med)cal School Applxcants, 1975-76.” Joumal of

MedlcalEducaaon",QZJOTr-Be 1977 e ‘ ,

2 tion Ry ‘
. us. Bureau of the C%us, gurrent I@ulatlon Reports, Series P-60,No. 103, “Money Income and
Poverty Status of Familj esan Per'sons in the United States: l975«and 1974 Revisions,” (Advance

Report). Washlngton, QGoyemment Pnntlng Ofﬁce, 1976
Q\. v ) - . * . . ., -



E 'GLOSSARY * ~ . ~ e
;i'. i * - T . ,\‘{N' s . " £ ' t e ! - .
[ICT @ : o7 4
& ) ACCEPTEE ) S W ' "
. "An applicant accepted for admission at{one or more medical schools®The term is limited to this sense
00 and ‘does-not indicate that the applrcant actually matriculated. Acceptees actually enrolling are
e referrcdtoas“new entrants ” } .
) . APPLICANT o : \ o .
’ The formal definition ‘of “apphcant » as given in the 1972-73 applicant study and elsewhere is as
ST follows:. A . ' J “ . .

A ,mcdlcal igiclxool apphcant isa person who has camed his application procedure far enough to be

igible for consideration by the Committee'on Admission according to the rules of the schiool to which

‘ * heis applylng . L= / a
K_A person is not an applicant snmply.by reason of requestmg application fi Jn;mS, ‘no matter how

. this request 1s phrased

f4

2. A person is not an applicant if he is automatlcaﬂy excluded from consrderatnon because of hns

- -~ residence or other pubhcly specified restriction. & s » o~
. 3. A person is not an applicant if he filed his application after the final closing date for receipt of
i . applications and, therefore, receives no consideration as a candidate.
- N . 3 , S ) ..

' f 4. A person is an applicant if, according to the rules of the sehool ‘he has completed the procedure ,
! " which makes him eligible for consideration but withdraws his candldacy before hefs actually

- considered. . »
“IN PHASE” APPLICANT - '
’ * An gpplicant who i§ inr his/her senior year of undergraduate college and i 1s applynpg for admlsslon to
' medlcal school for the ﬁrst time. ¢ ' . o
NEW ENTRANT ) . . ‘
' An acceptee : who actually matriculates for the first time in the first-yeas class at a U.S. medical school.';
X Excludes studénts repeatirtg the ﬁrst-ymr - . 8 L ‘
. REPEATER e - : »
« For the present study, a repeater.is an ap cant sceklng admtssron to medlcal school in 19’76«-77 who
also applied for admission t6 elther the 19 4—75 or the 1975-76 ﬁrstoyear class ~ -

-




POUEY

- ﬁ .
. 4
. e
f
Vo
N - .
L] .
oN ’
1
L - -
. v
« » M L
; <
-
- .
.
r "
'Ys . .. -
I
¥ B
. M
A4
.
)
-
~, 1
. I3 .
P L
\ v
A ]
\v
o _ <
’ P
s -
v
©

Ym\twm.wx .% Lﬂl?«hﬂ .,r\ﬁ; n» ! .

ﬁ DA ;n.?vu .l
TR .bm.w. m ?
ﬁh,

)

7

1 Xy (3
e Av .& .:a
ol L mel .@kav»}%ﬂ‘.?:, 5

_-_ M: r R ATE A

a

Sept vart

- APPENDIX TABLES®

L

.-

o




~

. - Lo - L
Commentary for Kp}ndix Tables. °

Acccptance rates and academic abilityrof applicants to the 1976—,77 ﬁrst-yéar class are givén in the
followmg ten appendix tables by selected demographic and background charactens{lcs and by career
lan variables: Information for these tables was derived from the AMCAS application form, the
MCAT cxammauon and'questionnaise, and medical school appllcauon reports. N .
Given.in each of these tables are (a) MCAT dafa (m col€? 2=7); (b) GPA data (cols. 8-12); and (c)
acceptance rates for the total number of applicants, mcludmg those for whom MCAT or GPAs were
\mavallable (cols. 13-14). These data appear | fpr each variable category listed in column 1.
* In Appendix Table A-2, for example, the op row of data for “Black/Afro-Amencan” applxcants‘

‘shows that 952 of those with MQAT scores wére accepted (col. 2), tRat-this repr&ented 38.6 percent of

all Black/Afro-American appli¢ants with MCAT scores "(col.3), and that the mean MCAT Verbal
Ability (VA) subtest, score for accepted applicants giving this self-descriptor was 477 (eol. 4). Mean
scores for the MCAT Quantitative Ability (QA), General Informatnon (Gen), and Science (Sci)

. subtests are givemrin columns 5, 6, and 7, respectively. - -

Similar data ate give®in the middle row for non-accepted Bla&/Afro Americans and jn the bottom

- row for the total number of Black/Afro-Aimerican applicants. Note that for the “Total” row of each

category appearing in ¢olumn 1, all percentage columns {cols. 3, 9, and 14) contain the actual “column

pércentage.” For example, the 2,464 Black/Afro-Americans accounted for 5.9 percent {col. 3) of the .

total of 41,282-applicants with MCAT scores. *’*s-,”,-.
In the top row of data for Black/Afro-Americans, dolumy 8 shows that 894 of thase with known

- GPAs were acf:epted This represented 398 percent of all thog Black/Afro-Americans with known

GPAs (col. 9). For these acceptees, columi\{0 shows a GPA §$2.81 for Biology, Chemistry, Physics,
.and Mathematics courses (BCPM) The mean'GPA for “all&ﬁr” (AO) courses, given in column 11,
was 3.12, while the GPA for all courses was 2 (shown i m,}:o mn_ 12 under the “’I‘ptal” heéading). In
the bottom or “Total” row, column 9 shows that 6.0 pegdent of those applicants with known GPAs
describgd themselves as Black/Afro-Americans.

%
- Col 13 shows that 966 of all Black/Afro-Amencan appllcants——mcludmg those without

"« MCAT scores or GPAs—weré accepted. As shown in colums 14, this accounted for 8. 2 percent of all

* &

Black/Afro-Americans applying to the 1976-77 first-year class. _The, middle row reports 1,557

applicants or 61.7 percent as not accepted, and the .bottom row shows that the total of 2 ,523
Black/Afro-Americas applicants represented '5.9 percent of the 42,155 mdlhduals compnsmg the

entire apphcant pool.*
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