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" ABSTRACT S Ny

A study was conducted at Miami-Dade Community
Colleges (MDCC) to investigate whether a combination of freshman and
sophomore grades and student scores on the College  Level Academic
Skills Test (CLAST) would be a better predictor of student academic.
success at the four-year level than CLAST scores alone. Since there .
were insufficient data to determine the predictive validity of CLAST,
‘an analogous situation was used to test the premise; i.e., the
college performance of students with high grade point averages

. (GPA's) from high school and low scores on the Comparative Guidance

. . and Placement (CGP) test was analyzed. The study sample was a group

; of 455 credit students who had been offered the Scholar's Grant award

-  based.on their standing -in-the-top-- 10%-of-their-high-school class. Of

S\ these studenis, 326 scored high enough on the CGP to registar for

.\ college-level course work, and 129 scored low enough on at least one

- \ of the sub-tests to be eligible for remedial course work. The ’

“. . performance of these two groups was compared on the basis of whether

" \they earned an associate degree, number of credits earned, and

a ry -

student GPA. There was no significant difference between the groups
 oh.the basis of credits-earned or degree attainment; however, a
- y-larger proportion of students not eligible for remedial course work

- .earned GPA'S of 3.0 or higher. Based on study findings, it was
~” concluded that achievement test results are not better predictors ef
. ~overall success than prévious .academic performance, and that use of-

. CLAST results alone will probably lead. to erroneous admission

decisionSx?(HB)
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Should One Variable (CLAST) be:Used
to Determine Entrance to Upper Division
at the State University System in Florida

o

achievement. Predictive validity may be established if either of_these

the bottom an \top scorers 1n that success rates are usually s1gn1f1cant1y

h1gher for. the op scoring group

‘1nd1ngs have been noted for the Comparat1ve Gu1dance and

P]acement Test (CG ) which is used at M1am1 Dade for p1ac1ng new students
into appropriate level coursework (anm1-Dade Research Reports 82-36, 83-12).
If, however, past ae\ emic performance has been High’butvtest taking ability
s Tow, it is.possie1g\to have a group of students for whom the predictive
validity of a test suc \\s the CGP is re]at1ve1y poor. Thjs situation is
.qgt'uncommOn given the h\§h1y.structured,nature of a standardized achieve-’“
u

ment feét which may meas re-skills not generally requiredvin the normal

c15§sroomhsettihg, such asxlhe ability to read rapidly.. When past academic
performahce:is not¥COnsidere“ in addition to achievement test performance,
college may result in the exc]ﬁ\ion_of‘many high achieving, potentially

- successfu] students._ﬁA1thoegh

o
//




high schoo1, but low CGP scores.

converse may also be true, i. -8 many students perform we11 on standard1zed

ach1evement tests but not in the c1assroom

In setting passing scores for the state mandated CLAST examination,
it could be argued that a combination of freshmen and sophomore G.P.A. plus
. _Q
CLAST scores be used as .the most equitable, as well ‘as soundest method trom

a measurement perspective. .To establish the validity of this nOtjon,‘students

. with high G.P. A ‘s and low CLAST scores should be eva1uated,for two or three

years at the upper d1v1s1on level. S1nce there is not yet sufficient ex-
perience with the CLAST to permit an analysis of th1s type, the idea was
tested by using an ana1ogous situatlon with students with high G.P.A.hs from

0

The purpose of this study was to compare the academic success of
high achieving high schoo1 students, some of whom performed poorly on a
standardized achievement test, some of whom performed weil. These students
had .shown pr1or academic success in high school by graduating in the top
ten percent of their c1ass In some cases, however, scores from the cGP
1nd1cated that remediation was necessary accord1ng to estab11shed course
placement criteria at M1am1-Dade. This study was not focus1ng on the pre-
dictive va11d1ty of the CGP itself s1nce only students with h1gh performance

in h1gh schoo1 were examined. By compar1ng the success of these students on

 the basis of a single examination, however, the study assessed the- re1at1ve

importance of a'performance measure ref1ect1ng several years of academ1c

ach1evement (i.e., high schoo] rank) versus a performance measure der1ved

: N
from a three Hhour exam1nat1on Success measures- for the study were defined

as graduat1on, cumulative grade po1nt average (G P.A. ), and cumu]at1ve cred1ts

earned after three academic years.




Method ; A

2

SRR In order to examine a cohort ofnstudents who had demonstrated
prev1ous academic success, the group of students selected for the study
consisted of those 1nd1v1dua1s who were awarded the Scho1ar s Grant scho1ar— .
sh1p beg1nn1ng in the Fa11 of 1980 Th1s award is ava11ab1e to h1gh schoo]
graduates’ who rank 1n the top ten percent of. the1r graduat1ng high schoo]
class. In a1most every case, this requ1rement 1nd1cated that -the student
had earned a h1gh schoo] G.P. A. of at least 3. 00 on a 4.00 scale. In the
Fall of 1980 503 students were offered the Scho1ar S Grant award. Of th1s
‘_-grodp, 459% students actually regvstered for and attempted to .earn college

credit at Miami-Dade. Prior qg;their‘enro11ing, however, an evaluation was

made to facilitate appropriate course placement.

-The Comparative Guidanee and:PTacemeht Battery.(CGP) was admin-
istered to each of the Scholar's Grant recipients .in the study to determined
their 1evel of skttxﬁ‘in reading, writing, and comoutation. of the‘455
Scholar's Grant stﬁdents.who_wrote the CGP, 326 scored high enough on each
‘subtest to enroll in re901ar co11ege-1eve1 tbursework; However, 129 of
these Scholar's Grant students earned a score Tow enough on at least one
of the subtests'to be e1igib1e for remedia1 coursework. Thus,tthe total
group of 455 Scho]ar s Grant rec1p1ents was divided 1nto two groups based on

& .. this cr1ter1on By separat1nq the students on the basis of the1r CGP

.performance, 1t was poss1b1e to compare subsequent academ1r success in

order to determ1ne if d1fferences between the groups were related to the

CGP results.. Specifica11y;*sé stddents were e1jgib1e for remedial-reading,

46 showed a need for remed1a1 wr1t1ng, and 83 scored be]ow the cut score 1n
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computation. Since the actual number'of‘students was 129, some students

'failed on more than one‘sectionvof the CGP.

. Three measures of success were chosen for the study in order to ;g/

e 1nd1cate either the 1eve1 of performance of the students or the amount of _ ;/?
academic work comp]eted Proportions fer’the§§w3 groups were exam1ned for ;/*
graduates w1th an assoc1ate degree. The degree indicated that‘the student/'
c0mp1eted at least two full years. of college- 1eve1 coursework at an acceptab]e
Tevel of performance G1ven the fact that many students at M1am1 Dade do not .
pursue the two-year degree the number o,bcumulat1ve cred1ts earned for each

; group was also exam1ned The th1rd performance measure eva]uated for the two'

[v]
groups was cumulat1ve grade point average at Miami-Dade. In’ th1s case, the

\_groups were compared at severa] G.P.A. levels based.on the cumu1at1ve cred1ts
earned. In.each-of-the analyses, a chl,squarestest“wasMperfqrmeqhﬁo_ﬁgﬁgrmlU%WM;;_
whether the variables examined (é.g., CGP.performance and graduatfon‘propor- N
tions) werebrelated. | :

A : ~ Results”

5

The results of this study indicate=that thevsubseguent academfc
success of high'achieving students enrolling at Miami-Dade is, for the most
part, unre1ated to their performance on a standard1zed ach1evement test T R,

. That is, academ1c nerformance appears to be more d1rect1y re1ated to per-

formance measures taken .over seVera1 years (1 e., high schoo1 rank or grade

_ po1nt average) than to the resu]ts of a s1ng1e three hour exam1nat1on such
E ' as the CGP. The data presented in Tab]es 1 through 5 111ustrate the re1a- -
| t1onsh1p between academic. success and the- e11g1b111ty for remed1a1 1eve1

coursework for students hav1ng shown prev1ous1y h1gh levels of academ1c f

performance.

-
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Table 1 shows_the~proportion of A.A. and A.S. Degree graduates
among the Schoiar s Grant recipients based on their performance on the CGP.
These data indicate that-a d1fference of. just over two percentage points
separated the two groups in favor of those students whos% performance on

the CGP suggested the need for remedial courses in one or more areas.

iHowever based on the chi square ana1y§is, there was no statistica11y ¥
'significant difference between those students eligible for remed1a1 courses
in one or more areas and those students who' ‘were not eligible for remedia1
coursework after three academic years
. T . J ) -
i Table 1
' Proportion of Graduates Amng
Scholar's Grant Recipients
e .. _CEligible for ... .. L
: - ) ‘Remedial Courses Not Eligible T
in one or more for Remedial .. ‘ :
areas Coursework Total
After Three Yesrs R Number Percent Number Percent: Number Percent -
. Awarded A.A: or A.S. Degree 72 55.8 175 537 . 247 54.3
fk - No Degree Awarded C 57 .48.2 151 46.3 - 208 45.7
Total . ‘ 129 © 100.0 326 100.0 455  100.0 -
X871, N=455) = .16, N.5. : |
. ./' - . “‘“w» ' °
,// The data presented in.Table 2- ref1ect The proportion ‘of Scho]ar s
/
Grant recipients earning 30 or more credits at Miami Dade after three years
’ba ed on their eiigibaiity for remedial courses. For both groups, just
over 80% of the students earned 30 credits -or more._,No significant difference
was found in the comparison of the two groups.
R B ’/. . »
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"”fwas not appropr1ate in Tab1ew5;~a_r e ;M,”Asu_m_w,“,i,_v

‘ Table 2 -
Proportnon of Scholar's Grant Recipients
. Based onh Cunulatwe Credits Earned

_E11g1b1e for

. Remedial Courses Not Eligible
: in one or more . for ‘Remedial
areas Coursework . - - Total
Credits Earned . : .
After Three Years _ Number Peycent  Nuwber Percent Number Percent
30 or More 104 806 - 265 8.3 369  8I.1
Fewer than 30 25 . 19.4 6. - 187 -8  18.9
Total 129 100.0 326 100.0 455 100.0

2 (1, N=455) = .02, N.S.

-

Tables- 3, ‘4, and 5 present data which 1nd1cate the proportion of

Scholar' s Grant rec1p1ents earning grade point averages w1th1n spec1f1c

-ranges. In the first two tables, the number of cred1ts earned is also pre-

: sented as a var‘ab1e Due.to the small number of students earn1ng a grade -

po1nt average 10wer than" 2. 0, contro111ng for the number of cred1ts earned

2

Tab]e 3 shows the proportion of Scho]ar s Grant students earnTng
a gra e point average of 3.00 or higher, and the proport1on 1ower than, 3 00
based on credits earned. At this grade po1nt 1eve1, s1gn1f1cant d1fferences
were found Between'the groups in that,a 1arger propqrt1on of‘students not

eligible for remedial courses earned grade point averages of 3.00 or higher

‘after three academic years* It shou1d be noted that even among those students

not e11g1b1e for remed1a1 courses.,. s1gn1f1cant differences- d1d ex1st

(Xﬂ(l -N= 326)~-—19 90"jg—<—~0‘) w1th over-80%- of the students complet1ng

30 credits or more earn1ng_a 3.00 G.P.A. or.h1gher comparedgﬁngust over
half (54.1%) of thqse_students completing fewer than 30%redit?. A similar
'%“i“"k- » ’

*S1nce a student must earn a 3.00 G.P.A. or: h1gher to maintain scho]arsh1p
- status,_ the d1fferences in CGP scores are both sagn1f1cant and mean1ngfu1




‘relationship was noted for those students eligible for remedial counses;
approximately two-thirds of those with 30 credits or more earned a 3.00
X i ) . s
“G.P.A. or higherccompared to just 28% of those students with fewer than 30 .
. 2 "
credits (X~ = (1, N 129) - 12. 24 p <.01).
':;,_ L , Table 5
B : Proportmn of Scholar's Grant Recipients T T
. A Earning a Grade Point Average of 3.00 or ngher ‘ : E -
- _ Based on Cumulative Credits Earped : ' ) '
Eligible for " Eligible for . ‘Nt Eligible for Mot Eligib)
Remedial Courses, Re-ledws] Courses, xmedu]x?]Course;, R::egta?1(:of:r:g;
. Earned ag Credits ra*‘"gg Eﬂg!‘t:han Earned 3) Credits Earmed Fewer Than - - Total
14 : 1 . -~
Grade Point Average or e re or Mare’ . i 39 Credits o
After Three Years Number . Percent Number -Percent Number Percent Number\ Percent’ .Number. Percent
3.00 or Higher =~ 69 66.3 7 28,0 215 . 8.1~ 33 s, 324 7.2
Lower than 3.00 - 35 33.7 18 p;7zp -~ 50 18.9. 28 45.9 RE 8.8 .0 &
Total -~ 104 100.0 : 25 100.0 265  100.0 " 61 100.0 455-  100.0

. X2(3, N=455) = 45.40, p < .01

/,. T . ) - : N

//////A compar1son of grade\po1nt averages of 2. 50 or h1gher for the

'Scho1ar s Grant rec1p1ents 1s presented in Tab]e 4." A1though the chi ™ | _ - -

square test revea1ed 51gn1ﬁ1cant differences between groups, it must be
pointed out that ‘che d1fferences 1nkthe proport10ns of students earn1ng a
G. P A. of 2.50 or h1gher’occurred between the groups earning 30 cred1ts or

more and those earning fewer tham 30ﬁcred1ts, regard]ess of CGP. performance.

In other words, no s1gn111cant difference was fOUnd between those students f“”f“Mu;
e11g1b1e for remedial courses who earned 30 cred1ts or. more and those ‘

students not e1191b1e for remed1a1 courses who atso earned 30 credits or

more (X2‘= (1 N= 369) 2.91,,N.S.). In fact, no s1gn1f1cant d1fference

; -
7

\\
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was found"éven"befwéen those students who earned fewer than 30 credits-in.
both groups' (X2 = (1, N=86) = 1.21, N.S.). |
“Table 4 L ’ . .- \ .

tarningla Grade Pont Average of 2,50

Properti "of Scholar's Grant Recipients
or }(ighex‘n&d om Cusulative Credits Earned

Eligible for Eliéible for Not Eligible for Not Eligible for
Remedial Courses,. Remedial Courses, Remedial Courses, Remedial Courses,
Earned 30 Credits Earned Fewer Than' Earned 30 Credits Earned Fewer Than

' oo or More 30 Credits . or More 30 Credits _ Total
_ Grade Pnint Average .
After Three Years Number Percent - Number Percent Number Percent - - Number Percent Number Percent
2.50 or Higher ' 98 94.2 15 7 60.0 - 259 97.7 44 721 46 9.4
Lower than 2.50 . 6 58 10  40.0 6 2.3 v 27.9. 39 8.6
Co S . R : . - . . T
" Total . ‘ 104 100.0° 25 100.0 265 100.0 - 61 100.0 455  100.0

X2(3, N=455) = 74.99 p < .0

In the last. table (Table 5), a compaf-ison is made between those
students e]igib]e for remedial- COQrses in one or more areas and those
“students not eligible for remed1a1 coursework w1th regard to those pro-
port1ons earning a G.P. A of 2 00 or h1gher. S1nce 1t was found that . only

one person in . the ent1re samp]e earned a G P. A 1ower th’an"Z.OO»wifth 30

: g
. credits-or more comp1eted it was not appropmate to. compare groups on : .
) I [ - S —— . ’
Table 5
Proportion of Scholar's Grant Recipients®
Farning a Grade Point Average of 2.00 or Higher~ ‘ -
. Eligible for .
Remedial Courses JfNot Ellglble
R _in one or - for- Remedial .
” ' [ i .. more areas Coursework Total .
Grade Point Average . - 3 )
After Three Years Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
2.00 or Higher | . 123 95.3 - 318 97.5. 441 - 96.9 . . ..
Lower than 2.00 e a7 8 25 14 31
129 100.0 326 100.0 455  100.0

~Total
SR, aeess) - 1.49, WS,

- \
1
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the basis of credits earned. In this'case, over 95% of each group had ' T
earned a 2.00 G.P.A. or higher. Thus, no significant differencehwas L

found between the two groups on this particular measure of success. It
. PR T

should be noted that a 2.00 G.P.A. is required for graduation from

Miami-Dade. - . -

Discussion e | : C -

. | o L , . _ ‘ ‘
The findings of this study c1ear1y support the hypothesis that:
performance measures based on several years of behaV1or tend to be more L

~. .

' valid than a s1ng1e measurement based on the outcome of a three hour stan—”

A

dardized ach1evement test The_rgsults_of_thls_rEEearch may- a1so perta’in

to the CLAST issue since access to. upper d1V1S10n studies in the State ,‘ﬁkc
Un1ver51ty System may hinge upon the outcome of a s1ng1e standard12ed
'exam1nat1on The f1nd1ngs wou]d seem to be: cons1stent W1th Comm1sS1oner
Turlington's astute (but seem1ng1y forgotten) observat1on that the CLAST

results shou1d be supp1emented by the use of other. criteria.* To the extent A

X

that- b1acE\students may be among the top ach1evers at M1am1 Dade, and g1ven

—

;'the tendency of\b1acks to perform 1ess we11 on standard1zed tests than nori-

- m1nor1ty members, 1t\1s reasonab]e to expect that on the ba51s of the CLAST

< /

—\

tional program as would have\been the case had the Scho1ar s Grant studentsi

. \ ST / . . _‘ i n‘
i been requ1red to "pass" the CGP at M1am1 Dade so as to be awaraed the T e
"scho]arsh1p. - R R e \\\\J,f“ ) L
’ ) ’ ,,/;/’ - ‘ .u-"'/'l ‘,. A 7. ©
[ R . / ) i 4
o~ *Don t let baS1c/sk111s test exc1ude poor, chance11or warns - The Miami
_ era]d//May 7 1981 -18D. . : R i v
L i N7
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.. of over'a'I] academ1c success. and these measures wou]d seem adequate for that ,

_ mpurpose By . tak1ng this approach, it was poss1b1e to’ show the wmhcatwns

,nAch1evement test resu1ts may he a good pred1ctor of the potent1a1 to earn  °*

satisfactorily.. . L : B

. H o T -
- ‘/.a e 1 '/
- - .
e ,
- ¢ o “
s . . ‘
o Adm1tted1y, this study exam1ned on1y se]ected indicators of success- -

,

G.P.A., cred1ts eavrned, and graduat1on pr‘opOr‘t1ons owever; the 1ntent1on’ .

of the stady was to exam1ne the per‘for'mance of se]ected studerits 1n telr‘ms3

of using 1nsuff1c1ent data in-the academ1c dec1s1on makmg pr‘ocess . BT

~ high gr‘ade point averages but . ar'e not better pred1ctor‘s of overall success ,

than pr‘ev1ous academ1c per'for'mance In other‘ wor'ds,1 us1ng only one pexformance
\

_./

measure (an ach1evemenL test batter‘y) w1'|1 most certainly Tead to er‘roneous v //

~ decisions for‘ many. students, i.e., many wﬂ] be denied adm1ss1o§1 %o the/State |
Un1vers1ty System based on CLAST r‘esu'lts who, 1f adm1%ted wou'Id perfor‘m ' *;‘:/,;:J':.:"ff

- | / ',I‘A - . . .- . ' . . . / e ‘;":; ,
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