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~ Summary

| v ~Tkhis'ffe‘port' reviews the development and current status of undergradu-

- ate' admissions outside the regular entrance requirements of the Univer-

‘sity of California and the California State Univarsity and offers recom-
: mendatxons for strengthemng this specxal-actlon. admission process,

Part One on pages 1-2 explams the origins and importance of special-
action admissions in California’s public universities.

Part Two on pagés 3512 describes special-actidn admission at the Uni-
-. versity of California, while Part Three on pages 13-22 describes the
. process at the California State University.

Part Four on pages 23-24 offer the Commlssxon s conclusions and these
three recommendatlons

1. vaen the 1mplementation of major changes in admission cri-
teria at the University of California and the California State Uni-
versity and the rapidly changing ethnic composition of California’s
- school-age populatxon, the Commxssxon recommends that the Re-
gents and the Trustees publish annuaily an analysis of the number
“of applicants and new enrollments by sex, ethnic¢ ‘group, and resi-
dent status in each major admission category -- regular, specxal
(disadvantaged and general) cc: nditional, and all others.

2. Gwen the substantial differences in retention and graduation
rates of students admitted under regular criteria versus under

" special action as well as their disproportional representation on
university campuses, the Commission recommends that the Re-
gents and the Trustees publish biennial analyses of retention and
graduation rates of students admitted on these bases as related to
sex, ethnicity, pre-collegiate preparation, urban-rural location of
school of origin, and participation in support programs and services
on camypus. Consideration of the cost effectiveness of these support
-efforts for enhancing special-action students’ success at the univer-
sities should be included. ‘

3. In order to facilitate the ‘assessment of the validity of regular and
special-action admission criteria and to ensure comparability of
information among campuses, the Commission recommends that
the Regents and the Trustees establish a uniform research design
across-all-of-their general campuses for the biennial report:s stipu-
lated in Recommendatxon 2

The Commission adopted thxs report 6n September i3, 1986, on recom-
mendation of its Policy Development Committee. Additional copies may
be obtained from the Publications Office of the Commission. Further
information about the report may be obtained from Jsanne Suhr Ludwig
of the Commission staff at (916) 324-4991 or from Suzanne Ness, the
public information officer of the Commission, at (916) 322-0145.
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Introduction

h Omgms of specxal actlon adnussmn

‘ Through the 1960 Master Plan for H1gher Educa-
_”’tlon Cahforma ‘established a tripartite system of
"pubhc postsecondary education which provides “that

- all resident applicants to’ Callfornla institutions of

~public higher education, who are determined to be.

qualified by lz® or by admission standards estab-
lished by the respective governing boards, should be
admitted to either (1) the public community colleges,
(2) the California State University, or (3) the Uni-
.vers1ty of Cahforma" (C’alzfornza Education Code,
' Sectmn 66011) ‘

As of 1960 the Un1ver51ty of Cahfornla used at least
four different criteria by which students could
quallfy for admmsmn and the State University used

~ five criteria. The Master Plan Survey Team recom-

mended:a more ‘uniform standard for admission in
*-each. segment based on units of college preparatory
courses and standardized college entrance exami-
nation results. It also urged that “in order to raise
‘materially ‘standards for admission to the lower di-
_vision, the state colleges select first-time freshmen
from the top one-third (334 percent) and the Univer-
. sity from the top one-eighth (124 percent) of all grad-
uates of California public high schools” (1960, p. 4),
with respon51b1l1ty and authority to establish the
criteria that define this top one-third and one-eighth
vested with the governing boards of the state col-
leges and the University respectively. At the same
time, the Survey Team affirmed the Education Code
requirement that the then junior colleges admit
“any high school graduate and any other person over
~ eighteen years of age capable of profiting from the
instruction otfered” (p. 70).

- The Survey Team acknowledged some uncertainty
abovut'the validity of these recommended admission
criteria as well as the need for some flexibility in ad-
mission criteria to provide opportunities for students
with the potential to benefit from college but who
would be technically ineligible for admission. Thus,
the Master Plan included the first concrete guide-

“lines for admlssmns out51de the regular require-
ments: :

It is recommended that . . . for both the state

colleges and the University, freshman admis- -
_ sion through special procedures outside the

basic requirements of recommending units of

- high school work and/or aptitude tests (such as

specials and exceptions to the rules) be limited
to 2 percent of all freshman admissions in each
system for a given year (p.4).

“ It also included a similar prov1sion for exceptional
admission of "early transfer” students (applicants

with less than 56 college- -level units who were in-
eligible from high school).

It is recommended that . . . each state college
and campus of the University, through special
procedures developed by each, be permitted to
accept for earlier transfer not more than 2 per-
cent of all students who make application for
advanced standing in any year (p. 5).

Importance of special-action admission

The establishment of special-action admission pro-
vided the University and State University some
flexibility in admitting students that they believed
could benefit from enrolling but who could not quali-
fy under regular standards. The pool of students ad-
mitted by special action has also served as a research
base for analyzing the validity of alternative admis-
sion criteria. Both segments implemented this rec-

ommendation of the Master Plan, but over the inter- N

vening 25 years they have expanded special-action
admission in order to respond to the changing needs
and priorities of society.

During these 25 years, studies of the eligibility of
California’s high school graduates for California’s
public universities have estimated the proportions of
these graduates actually eligible for admission un-
der the regular criteria of each segment in com-
parison to the Master Plan guidelines for regular ad- .
mission (McConnell, Holy, and Semans, 1955; Mas-
ter Plan Technical Committee on Selection and Re-
tention of Students, 1961; Coordinating Council for



; ,Hi'gh‘e;”'Eduéation, 1967, California Postsecondary
*. Education Comm1551on 1976, 1985). Recently, both
_j'l-‘.fthe Umversxty and the State University have
estabhshed more strmgent regular freshman admis-
- fffsxon standards, and both segments and the Commis-
<. sion plan a 1986 Eligibility Study to ‘assess their
“‘impact. - But in order to understand the effects of
_'these changes on educatxonal opportumtxes for all of
~. California’s young ‘people, it is also essential to have

‘a clear understandmg of special-action admission
- pollcxes and thexr influence on enrollments.

E This report provxdes a hxstorlcal perspectxve on the
“" development of these adm1551on policies and prac-
:~-tices at the Umversxty and the State University and
“’their influence on postsecondary enrollment oppor-
~ tunities and success by examining changes in admis-

;sxon, enrollment and differential persistence pat-

terns over the last ten years. It also presents infor--
mation on the use of the special-action admission
pools for testing the validity of alternative admission

requirements.

The purpose of this examination is to assess the fol-

lowing three major public policy issues related to the
" role of special-action admission in providing educa-

tional opportunities.

1.. Changing relations between regular admission
criteria and special-action admission policies;

2. Success of special-action admission and student
support services in providing a viable route to
and through the State’s public universities; and

3. Use of the special-action admission pool to ana-
lyze the validity of admission criteria.
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“'UniverSity of Californid

‘Hxstory of speclal-actmn
admlssxon pohcy at the Umversxty

B f'bFollowmg the 1961 study of high school graduates’

‘e11g1b111ty for freshman admission by the Master
. Plan Technical Commlttee on Selectlon and Reten-
** tion of Students, the University of California adjust-

“ed its adm1sswn requirements for Fall 1962 by elim-
inating. three alternative means of- determ1n1ng
e11g1b111ty,and extending - ‘the provision that *
grade less than C in required subjects” apply to
- ninth grade courses. ‘At the same time, the Univer- -
~ sity. 1mplemented a spec1al action admission pro-
" gram with specific consideration for students who

o demonstrated special talents in athletics or the arts,

" “‘or who came h1ghly recommended

- Prior to thls t1me spec1a1-act10n admission to the .'
University was- extended prxmarlly on the basis of
- “academic promlse” and no limit existed for the ap-

~plication of this policy.. After the Master Plan rec-.

ommendatlon on spec1al actlon, however the Re-
‘gents established this general category of speclal-ac-
tion admission that adhered to the Master Plan
guideline of no more than 2 percent of freshman
admissions and no more than 2 percent of the ad-
vanced standlng (transfer) appllcatlons in any given
year. According to a 1978 review of this policy by
the University:

Its underlying purpose was to provide for spe-
cial treatment of students who, although not
technically eligible for admission under the
published admission requirements, gave evi-
dence of outstanding accomplishment and abil- -
ity (Regents’ Agenda Item 302, January 1978,
page 3)

Each campus set its own criteria for admlssmn by
spec1al action, but-the University published some
guldehnes for con51derat10n of marginal cases. For
* the general special-action pool, applicants with mar-
ginal scholarship or course deficiencies were likely
‘candidates, as were those with outstanding ability
in special areas such as. art, athletics, leadership,
music, or mathematics, and those who demonstrated
_strong motivation, or were adults or veterans.

10

Changes in regular and special-action
admission criteria durzng the 1960s

"Asa result of the 1966 study by the Coord1nat1ng

Council for Higher Education of high school grad-
uates’ eligibility for- admission, the University in-

- creased freshman admission standards by. 1 requir-
“ing apphcants to submit scores from the Scholastlc
Aptitude Test and three Achievement Tests of the

College Entrance Examination Board, (2) reducing
by half the number of required courses ‘which a

_student could repeat in order to meet the scholarshlp
~ average of "B” or better, and (3) assigning to any re-

peated course a grade no higher than *C,” regardlesc

‘of the actual grade received.

In March 1968, the Regents adopted the followxng
expansion of its spec1al -action admlSSIOD pohcy, ef
fective for the Fall 1968 term:

" That the University policy on admissionis be .
amended to permit the admission of up to an -
additional 2 percent of freshman adm1s51ons an
and an-additional 2 percent of applicants in ad-
vanced standing with fewer than 56 semester

- . units in exception to the published admission

_requirements; these students to be drawn from
the disadvantaged segments of society, but lim-
ited to the number who can be accommeodated
in programs which include financial aid, tu-
toring, special counseling, and such other assis- - '
tance as may be appropriate (op. cit., page 4).

As with the criteria for the "general” category of spe-
cial-action admission, each campus was allowed tc
define the criteria by which students qualified for
this "disadvantaged” category. According to the
University's 1978 summary of special-action admis-
sion policies, Educational Opportunity Program

" (EOP) eligibility was used to determine “disadvan-

taged” status. EOPeligibility included such elements
as (1) applicant’s financial need and parental in-
come, (2) parents’ educational background, (3) grad-

‘uation from a high school that had not been a

traditional feeder school to the University, (4) bilin-
gual background, (5) single-parent family, and (6)
other unique personal factors.



Cha’iges "‘during"the':19703 -ond '‘80s

xpans )
it the adnussxon of anadditional 2 percent of fresh-
an’ admlssmn in exceptlon to the pubhshed admis-
‘lon requ1rements these students to be drawn from
he dlsadvantaged segments’ of soc1ety” to be effec-
ive in Fall 1979. “Also as of Fall 1979, the WUniver-
1ty changed 1ts ehg1b111ty 1ndex (a weighted combi-
tlon of" h1gh school grade- point average in re-
vired college preparatory subjects and results of the
: Scholastlc Aptltude Test) by reducing the minimum
" grade-poxnt average from3.0t02.78.

AsE of Fall 1981 the Un1ver51ty 1ncreased its subject

. 'g1nn1ng thls fall it will add a- third year of college
preparatory mathematlcs But no- changes in
.speclal-actlon adm1551on pollcles are scheduled by
v the University; the last policy change considered by
“the Regents hav1ng been in November 1984, when
" they reviewed the October 1984 Report of the Board

“man . Admzsston by Speczal Actions and approved the
President's’ recommendatlon that the 1978 speclal
_dmlssmn pollcy be cont1nued

"-‘C_urrently, the total speclal-actlon percentage of 6

'_'”for “gerieral” special-action admits -- adults, veter-
_'ans, athletes, those with special talents, those with
“minor scholastlc or subject area deficiencies, and
. those who come highly recommended or demonstrate
other nontr: 3.dztlonal aptitudes for collegiate success
-~ and'4 percent for economically, socially, or educa-
; 'tlonally "dlsadvantaged” special-action admits. The
4 percent of advanced standing (transfer) applicants
‘-allowed admlssmn by special action includes 2 per-
cent general and 2 percent disadvantaged. The Uni-
ver51ty considers these percentages “flexible goals
' . rather than fixed quotas” or limits (op. cit., page 1).

January '1978 the Regents approved the further :
f speclal-actlon admission policy 'to per- -

irea requlrements from 12 to 15 courses, 1nclud1nga :
:fourth’. year of college preparatory English; and, be-

f. Admzsszons and Relations with Schools on Fresh-

,percent of freshman admissions includes 2 percent

" - Impact of special-action
“admission on University enrollment

" Freshman admission

BN While speclaléactlon admission policies have been in
': ; flux since the 1960s, the present analysis of enroll-
S ment 1mpact of these pollcles focuses on the last five

to ten years. Display 1 on the opposite page presents -
a historical summary of special action admits as a

- proportion of all admitted first-time freshmen from
-Fall 1975 to Fall 1984. As can be seen, in the four
- years prior to the 1979 policy change, the proportion

of “disadvantaged” special-action admits consistent-
ly exceeded 2 percent by a percentage point or more.
Until 1978, the proportion of “general” speéial-
action admits remained below its 2 percent guide-
line, but following the 1979 policy change, this
“general” category reached an zll-time high of 3.2
percent in 1980, while the proportion of *dis-
advantaged” admits reached its lowest rate of 3.0
percent. Subsequently, the proportion of “disadvan-
taged” admits grew to 4.2 in 1983 and then declined
slightly to'3.9 in 1984, while the proportion of “gen-

‘eral” special-action admits declined to 2.4 percent.

While the University experienced only small change
in the proportional representation of special-action
admits among University freshmen between 1975
and 1984, sizable fluctuations occurred in the num-
bers of special-action admits in the “general” and
“disadvantaged” category. Between 1975 and 1980,

‘the number of disadvantaged special-action admits

actually declined from 856 to 777, while the number
in the general category more than doubled -- from
395 to 837. In the last five years, during a period of
considerable growth in the size of the admission pool,
disadvantaged special-action admits grew from 777
to 1,279 while general special-action admits declined
from 837 to 768. Currently, although the proportion

- of special-action admits still exceeds the 6 percent

guideline by 0.3 of a'percentage point, the reduction
in the proportion of “general” special admits has
brought freshman special-action admission policies
and practices into reasonably close alignment.

Advanced standing admissions

In 1979, the University did not increase the propor-
tion of advanced-standing special-action admits a-
bove 4 percent because the campuses’ experiences
suggested that “they were already admitting by spe-
cial action all those advanced standing students who
had a reasonable chance of academic sucress”
(University of California, 1978, p. 2). Display 2 on
page 6 gives a historical summary of special-action
admission at the advanced-standing level. Only
once in the last ten years has the proportion of

V disadvantaged special-action advanced-standing
. admits exceeded the 2 percent guideline. However,
~ beginning in 1978, the proportion of general-special-

R
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DISPLAY 1 Special-Action Admits as a Proportion of All Freshmen Admitted to the

- University of California. Fall Terms, 1975 to 1984

Percent

') — -
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1 L General

0 .

1978 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 19€4

Special Admits
Total Disadvantaged General

Fall Term All Freshmen Number % Number ) % Number
1975 23,604 1,251 5.3 856 3.7 395 1.6
1976 22,542 1,330 5.9 971 4.3 359 ‘ 1.6
1977 23,132 1,226 5.3 843 3.6 383 1.7
1978 24,589 1,397 5.7 810 3.3 587 2.4
1_979 26,641 1,610 6.0 815 3.1 795 3.0
1980 26,241 _ 1,614 6.2 777 3.0 837 3.2
1981 27,557 1,704 6.2 969 3.5 735 2.7
1982 28,064 1,777 6.3 998 3.6 779 2.8
1983 29,792 2,061 69 1,259 4.2 802 2.7
1984 32,582 2,047 63 1,279 3.9 768 2.4

Source: Admissions and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.
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'DISPLAY 2 Special-Action Adfnits as a Proportion of All Advanced-Standing Students
o Admitted to ¢he University of California, Fall Terms, 1975 to 1.‘_)84

Percent
6
5 L
Total Special Action
Nl (i
i il
3L Disadvantaged JALU L VRS
|1l
(I
, L Ll
] J General
~ Ll J—J-/.
1 L
0

1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 - 1981 1982 1983 1984

Special Admits

Total Disadvantaged : General

All Advanced

FallTerm  Standing Students Total % Number % Number %
1975 22,324 826 3.7 419 1.9 407 1.8
1976 .19,921 757 3.8 458 2.3 299 1.5
1977 21,206 721 3.4 397 1.9 324 1.5
1978 21,019 749 36 200 14 459 2.2
1979 - 20,880 706 3.4 258 1.2 448 2.2
1980 19,493 764 3.9 296 11 538 2.8
1981 17,305 799 46 23 16 526 3.0
1982 17,857 756 42 240 1.3 516 2.9
1083 17,857 881 49 332 1.8 549 3.1

1984 17,365 800 1.6 286 1.6 514 3.0

" Source: Admissions and Outreach Services. Office of the President, University of California.
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" “action advanced-standing admits has consistently
‘exceeded 2 percent, and in the last five years it has
been at or neir 3 percent. The reasons for this
departure from the guidelines are not clear.

- In keeping with the Regents’ policy that the special-
©  action percentages are flexible goals, the proportions
of special-action admits varied considerably among
‘University campuses. The proportions of first-time
freshmen admitted by special action in Fall 1984
varied from 4.6 percent at Santa Cruz and 4.7 at Los
Angeles “0.7.3 at both Davis and Irvine and 8.4 at
Riverside. - Among advanced-standing admits, spe-
cial-action admits varied from 2.2 percent at Los
Angeles and 2.5 percent at Berkeley to 6.3 at River-
side, 6.7 at Santa Barbara, and 7.5 at Davis. These

campus differences have implications for campus
needs for student support services, to be discussed in
a subsequent section of this chapter.

Factors affecting enrollment

Many factors affect institutional enrollments -- the
number of students who apply, those who are accept-
ed, those who enroll, and those who persist to gradu-
a_tion.‘,‘_ While many of these factors are beyond the
control of institutions, they have used special-action
admission as one mechanism to affect the nature of
their enrollments. A review of the application-
through-graduation process illustrates this phenom-
enon.

Acceptances and Enrollment: Display 3 below pro-
vides an overview of the University’s acceptance and
enrollment rates for first-time freshmen in fall terms"
for the last five years. During this period, it has ac-
cepted for enrollment, either through regular or spe-
cial action, about 78 percent of its freshman fall ap-
plicants and has actually enrolled about 70 percent
of these accepted students for a yield of akout 55 per-
cent of the applicants. Thus while the University re-
jects about one-quarter of those who #.pply, another
one-quarter who have been accepted chosse another
postsecondary option. :

Students do not apply as special-ac.iun applicants -
but as part of the general applicant pool, and no in-
formation is currently available about the size of the

pool of applicants considered throughout the Univer- .-

sity for admission by special action.. The percentage
of those admitted through special action who choose
to enroll is somewhat higher than average -- 83 per-
cent, or 13 percentage points higher than the general

enrollment rate, as shown in Display 4 on page 8. As -

a result, although special-action admits constituted

6.3 percent of the freshmen admitted in Fall 1984,

they constituted 8.1 percent of the freshmen who en-
rolled that fall.

Persistence Through the Freshman and Sophomore .

Years: According to University-wide information on -
persistence by type of admission category to registra-

DISPLAY 3  Admitted and Enrolled First-Time Freshmen as Proportions of Total Freshman
Applicants, University of California, Fall Terms, 1980 to 1984
. _ Admitted Freshmen Enrolled Freshmen
Year Applicants Number % of Applicants Number % of Admits % of Applicants

1980 + 30,886 23,519 76.1 17,079 72.6 55.3
1981 30,756 24,072 78.3 16,979 70.5 55.2
1982 32,995 25,612 77.6 17,579 68.6 53.3
E 1983 v33‘7_'591 27,280 81.2 18,737 68.7 55.8
198;1 o 27,748 77.0 19,932 71.8 55.3

136,016

‘Note: Numbers' include California residents only.

. Sou.rce:"Adm‘is‘sidns and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.
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DISPLAY 4 First-Time Enrolled Freshmen as a Proportion of Admitted Freshmen by
: - Admission Status, University of California, Fall Terms 1981 to 1984
, ~ Enrolled Freshmen
Admitted Freshmen Regular Special Action

Year Regular Special Action Number % Number %
1681 25,853 1,704 17,036 65.9 1,406 82.5
1982 26,287 1,777 17,406 66.2 1,506 84.7
1983 27,731 2,061 18,404 61.8 1,674 31.2
1984 30,535 2,047 19,419 63.6 1,713 83.7

Source: Admissions and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.

tion for the spring quarter of the freshman year, the

first-year retention of special-action admits is slight-
‘ly lower than that of regular admits -- in 1981, 91.6
" percent for disadvantaged special action and 90.5 for
- general special action, compared to 92.8 percent for
) regular admits. Between 1977 and 1981, persistence
rates rose for all types of admits, with disadvantaged
‘ specxal-actwn ‘admits showmg the greatest improve-
ment (DISplay 5, page 9).

Data from campuses on persistence are generally

- not comparable because of differences in their infor-
~ mation systems, their definitions of persistence, and
their dismissal policies, but as individual campus
- data in Display 6 on page 10 illustrates, substantial
-differences exist in the persistence rates of regular
_and special-action admits beyond the first year and
- .these dlﬁ"erences mcrease over time. By the seventh
quarter (fall registration for the third year), the
- persistence rates of special-action admits are 20 to
. 50 percentage points below those of regular admits.

While it is not possible to compute a precise persis-
" tence-to-degree rate, it is obvious that the represen-
“tation of special-action admits in each student co-
“hort is far from stable. The above evidence shows

" that this representatxon tends to decline over time as
“aresult of d1ﬁ'erent1al persistence rates, resulting in '
~the percentage of specxal-actwn admits among Uni-
versity graduates belng far below the 6 percent
“initially admitted and the 8 percent enrolled as
- freshmen.

Effects on Programs and Services

By the very nature of the basis for their admission,
special-action admits are acknowledged as underpre-
pared for regular University-level work. However,
the University does not require special-action ad-
mits to undertake any particular course work or use
any particular.support service to improve their level

.of skills or their adjustment to the University.

The University does require all freshmen to demon-

~ strate writing proficiency at entrance or take Eng-

lish Subject A. Not surprisingly, special-action ad-
mits are more likely than regular admits to be re-
quired to take Subject A. In Fall 1984, 82 percent of
the specially admitted freshmen from California
high schools took Subject A, as compared to 55 per-
cent of the regularly admitted freshmen.

While eligibility for EOP qualifies an applicant for
disadvantaged special-action admission, participa-

~ tion in EOP is voluntary. Some of the general special

action students may also qualify for EOP. However,
EOP special support services intended to assist stu-
dents adjust to and succeed at the University are not
routinely available toall special-action admits.

The extent to which the University assists special-
action students to learn about and make use of gen-

- eral student support services undoubtedly varies by

campus. As noted earlier, the proportion of special-
action admits among new students varies by cam-
pus. If these students place disproportionate de-
mands on support services, as the Subject A example

. 15 RN |




DISPLAY 5  Persistence of Successive First-Time Freshmen to the Spring Quarter of Their
Freshman Year, University of California, Fall Terms, 1977 to 1981
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93 |- Regular Admits
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Source; Admissions and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.

suggests, the student services on campuses with

relatively higher proportions of these students may
not receive adequate budgetary support to meet this
demand for their student services.

Ethnic representation
The proportibns of Black and Hispanic high school

graduates eligible for regular admission to the Uni-
versity is far below their representation in the high

school graduatmg class: ‘According to the 1983 High

School Eligibility Study, the proportion of Black
graduates eligible to attend the University of Cali-
fornia under regular admission criteria is one-fourth
that: of all graduates while that of Hispanic gradu-
ates is one-third. Thus, speclal-actlon admission
contnbutes substantially to the ethnic diversity of
~ the Un 1ver51ty S undergraduate student populatxon

16

Display 7 on page 11 presents the proportion of

freshman admits in each major ethnic group .

admitted through special action for the last five
years. In comparison to the 6 percent guideline for
freshman applicants to be accepted through special
action, over the past five years on the average, three- - -
eighths of the Black admits were accepted through -

special action, as were one-quarter of the American
Indian admits, one-fifth of the Hispanic admits, and -
one-tenth of the Filipino admits. '

Given the greater propensity of special-action ad-
mits to actually enroll, it is not surprising that the
proportions of special-action freshmen in each of -

these ethnic groups actually enrolled is even higher- "

than those admitted -- 44 percent of the Black fresh- -
men, 32 percent of the American Indian freshmen, .
and 24 percent of the Hispanic freshmen, as shown
in Display 8 on page 11. B




DiSPLAY 6'.. Three Views of Freshman
;'a'.Perszstence at Un.we 'szty of California Campuses
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With this perspective, the extremely low representa-
tion of Black and Hispanic students among those
earning bachelor’s degrees at the University is hard-
ly surprising. Nearly one-half of all Black freshmen -
and one-quarter of all Hispanic freshmen enter
through special action. Moreover, as noted above,
persistence rates for special-action students are sub-
stantially below those of regularly admitted stu-
dents and the disparity increases over time. Display
9 on page 12 illustrates the ethnic composition of five
related groups -- (1) California’s public high school
graduates of 1983; (2) graduates eligible for regular
admission as first-time freshmen to the University of
California in Fall 1983; (3) those admitted through
regular admission as first-time freshmen in Fall
1983; (4) those admitted by special action that fall;
and (5) those receiving a bachelor’s degree from the
University in 1982-1983. Unfortunately, from the
information currently available, it is not possible to
determine how much of the variance in graduation
rates is explained by the type of admission status or
to what extent student supplemental service affect
the persistence of students from ethnic subgroups
underrepresented in the University.

Research on alternative admission criteria

One use of the special-action admission pool is to
provide a research base for analyzing the validity of
alternative admission criteria. In establishing the
current special-action policies in 1978, the Regents
affirmed this function:

That the special action admissions program be
used systematically to test alternative methods
of selecting students for admission (op. cit., p.
1).

The 1984 Report of the Board of Admissions and
Relations with Schools on Freshman Admission by
Special Action summarized the Board's conclusions
regarding the use of alternative admission require-
ments, based on a review of existing literature and
research undertaken within the University. Be-
cause the Commission staff did not receive the origi-
nal research reports, evaluation of the validity of al-
ternative admission criteria cannot be discussed.




DISPLAY 7 Proportzon of First-Time Freshmen in Each Ethnic Category Admitted to the
University of California Through Special Action Admissions, Fall Terms 1980 to

1984
American
Year Indian Black Hispanic Filipino Asian White
1980 - 20.2 36.7 18.7 9.3 4.7 3.2
1981 21.4 40.8 21.9 13.0 5.4 2.5
1982 26.0 36'7 20.1 10.8 6.8 2.6
1983 33.0 38.1 21.2 11.3 6.3 2.9
1984 22.1 35.2 19.2 11.7 2.6

49 -

Source: . Admissions and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.

DISPLAY 8 Proportion of First-Time Freshmen in Each Ethnic Category Enrolled at the
University of Calzfornza Through Special Action, Fall Terms 1982 to 1984

American
Year Indian Black Hispanic Filipino Asian White
1982 34.1 445 - 251 14.0 7.3 3.9
1983 35.4 4.6 952 125 6.9 3.7
1984 27.2 417 23.1 3.5 5.2 3.8

Source: Admissions and Outreach Services, Office of the President, University of California.
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DISPLAY 9  Ethnic Composition of University-Related Student Groups
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The California State University

Hlstory of speclal-actxon
admxssxon pohcy at 'the State Umversxty

T1tle 5 of the,Calzforma Administrative Code speci-
fies the regulation governing admission to the Cali-
. fornia State University. The Trustees of the State
- University adopt policy, which 1sthen codified in the
Administrative Code, to guide campus: admission
'procedures In the early 1960s, the then California
State Colleges modified their adm1sslon require-
_ments by develop1ng and 1mplement1ng an “eligibili-

oty 1ndex” as the basis for. regular. adm1ssmn (This

index is a we1ghted combrnatlon of a student’s high
school grade point’ average for .grades 10 to 12,
exclusive. of physx»:.al educatlon and m111tary science
courses, and score on either the Amerlcan College
: Test or the Scholastlc Apt1tude Test ).

The State Colleges also adopted the 1960 Master

Plan gmdelmes on exceptlonal or spec1al-actron ad-.

- mission that’ prov1de for 2 'percent-of freshman
adm1ss1ons and 2 percent of undergraduate transfer
adm1ss1ons to be in exception to the regular admis-
sion reqmrements The regular admission policy
remained virtually unchanged until 1984, but spe-
cial-action admission policy was changed in 1968
and aga1n in1977. :

Like the University of Calrforma, the California
. State Un1ver51ty in 1968 doubled its percentages of
. special-action admits at the freshman and advanced
~standing levelsin response to the. States priority for
improving affirmative action opportunities. The ad-
ditional 2 percent of these admits at each level were
to be "dlsadvantaged applicants.” The State Univer-

- sity. defined these appllcants in the Admmtstratwe ‘

. Codeas follows:

As used in: th1s Section, the term "drsadvan-
,taged appl1cant"'means an appl1cant who
. comes from a low-income family, who has the
. - potential- to" perform sat1sfactor11y on the col-
-+ lege level, but who has been and appears to be
. ~»unable to real1ze that potent1al without special
o ;assmtance because' of econom1c, cultural, or
¢ & educational background or environment. (Ar-
: 9_'t1cle 6, Sect1on 40901 (a) (b)) |

;‘

o

In 1977, the State University adopted new regu-
lations that combined the freshman and transfer
admission pools into a single pool of all first-time un-

_ dergraduates as the computational base for special-
action admissions. The current provisions for gener- -

al exceptions, defined by Article 6, Section 40900 of .'

_ the Administrative Code, state:

An applicant who is not otherwise eligible for
admission as either a first-time freshman . . .

- or as a transfer student with fewer than 56
units . . . may be admitted to a campus pro-
vided that the number of applicants enrolled
in The California State University pursuant to
this Section for any college year shall not

~exceed 4 percent of all undergraduate students -
who enrolled for the first time in The Cali-
fornia State University during the previous
college year exclusive of those who enrolled -
after being admitted under the provisions of
this article.

The provisions for exceptlons for “disadvantaged -
applicants” under Art1cle6 Section 40901 state:

An appl1cant who is not otherwise eligible for

~ admission as either a first-time freshman...or
as a transfer student with fewer than 56 units

. may be admitted to a campus provided that

he or she is a disadvantaged applicant for
whom special compensatory assistance is avail-
able, and provided further that the number of
applicants enrolled in the California State Uni-
versity pursuant to this Section for any college
year shall not exceed 4 percent of all under-
graduate students enrolled for the first time in
The California State University during the pra-
vious college year exclusive of those who en-

-rolled after being admitted under the provi-
sions of this article . ‘

This was the last change in special-action admission
policies implemented by the State University, and it

" continues to be the current regulatlons governing

spec1al-actlon admrss1on

In Fall 1984, the State University established course -

requ1rements for the first t1me for freshman admis-

20
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, "sion -- four years of college preparatory English and

" two years of college preparatory mathematics. The
.~ State University granted a waiver for two of the
" required courses in 1984 and for one course in 1985
.--to applicants who were otherwise eligible for regular
,'admlssmn Appllcants eligible on the eligibility
} _mdex but who did not complete at least four of the
“required courses in 1984 or at least five of the
* required courses in 1985 were ellglble for admlssmn
: only by speclal actlon

As of 1988, the State University wrll increase course
“requirements ‘to' a comprehensive pattern of 15
.- courses. . The State University also created a new
sion” for students who, while otherwise eligible,
- were missing one of the requlre six courses in 1986
“and 1987 and in 1988 for students who passed at
" least 10-but less than 15 of the required courses.
- This m1n1mum number of- requ1red courses will in-
‘crease. to 12 in 1989, 14 in 1990 and 1991, and 15 in
11992, Otherw15e ehgxble applicants with less than
~ _the’ minimum required number of courses will be
- eligible for spec1al-actlon admission. Whlle these
.- changes would appear to create additional demand
- for special-action admission slots, the State Univer-
sity is not currently planning any change in the size
~ of its special-action admission percentages.

“.’Impact ot‘ speclal-actlon admission
‘on State Umversn:y enrollment

_ Because of maJor dxﬁ'ererces between the segments
_in the policies governing their special-action admis-
: ~'sion programs, their referent student population,
.and the- mformatron they maintain and report on
_"appllcatlons ‘admissions, and enrollments, com-
‘-ﬂpletely parallel analyses of the effects of spec1al-ac-
tion admission at the University and State Univer-
sity are.not fea51ble
- ‘from the Caleorma State Un1ver51ty provides a
“sound. basm for exammmg the effects of its policies
“onits enrollment valldatlng some of the hypotheses
*:drawn from the Unwer51tys data, posing possible
.answers to questlons raised: by these data, and
: posltlng several new questlons

3 t1ve

g The Caleornla State Umver51ty has three major cat- .
zgegorles of admlsslon -- regular, speclal and alterna-

category of admission known as "conditional admis- _

‘Yet the information available

¢ Regular admits are those applicants who are eli-
gible for the State University under its regular
admission standards as described above.

* Special admits -- the focus of this report -- are
those applicants who are granted admission under
the Administrative Code provisions quoted above.

e Alternative admits -- about 3.5 percent of the new
undergraduates -- include adult students, employ-
ees, those in pilot programs, and those eligible on

. the basis of the California High School Proficiency
Examination. These latter students are excluded
from this analysis.

Undergraduate admission

The State University uses all new undergraduates

‘admitted the previous year, less that year's special-

action admits, as the referent student population in
applying its 8 percent guideline for special-action
admissions. Display 10 on the opposite page pre-
sents an overview of special-action admission among
new undergraduates for the last ten years. For half
of that period -- 1975 to 1980 -- the proportion of
admission by special action exceeded the 8 percent
guideline. In 1981, the State University experienced
a 5 percent decline in its number of new under-
graduates and a concomitant 20 percent decline in
those admitted through special action -- with the
result that special-action admits comprised only 6.7
percent of the total that year. In the following two
years, despite a continuing decline in new under-
graduates, the number and proportion of those stu-
dents admitted through special action increased, and
in 1984 they comprised 8.5 percent of all new under-
graduates. :

The majority of undergraduates admitted through
special action over the past ten years have been
disadvantaged -- on the average, about 55 percent.

However, the 1981 decline in special-action under-
graduates was most pronounced for disadvantaged"
special-action admits and the recovery in their en-
rollments since has been slower than for ‘general
spec1al-act1on unde rgraduates

The State University allocates slots for new special-
action undergraduates among campuses according to
previous use and campus requests. The distribution

- of these slots between first-time freshmen and trans-

e
LAY

fers depends upon campus resources and an-assess-
ment of each student’s ability to succeed in college.

21



DISPLAY 10 - Special-Action Admits as a Proportion of All New Undergraduates at the
California State University, Academic Years, 1975-76 to 1983-84
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- 1975-76  1976-77 1977-78 1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84

Special Admits

) Total New Total Disadvantaged General
Academic Year . Undergraduates _ Number . % Number % Number %
1975-76 99,668 8,156 9.2 4,426 5.0 3,730 4.2
1976-77- 97,780 7,839 8.6 4,332 4.8 3507 3.8
1977-78 98,438 7773 8.6 4243 47 3530 3.9
1978-79 96,424 8219 9.1 4,480 4.9 3,739 4.1
. 1979.80 97,563 7,727 - 8.8 4529 5.1 3198 3.6
©1980-81 96,491 7,397 8.2 4532 5.0 2,865 3.2
‘198182 91,620 5954 6.7 3433 39 2521 2.8
198283 89,631 6,320 7.4 3,569 4.2 9,751 3.2
'.",1‘9',_8;3.:-'84‘;" 89,571 6539 7.8 3,503 4.2 3036 3.6

7,048 8.5 3736 45 3312 4.0

1984-85

| Source:

88,606

B Cahfo rhiﬂ State ,‘Uni"/‘ersit.y. Of’ﬁce of the ChAt_mcl:ellor. 1984



DI?PLAY 11 Admitted and Enrolled First-Time Freshmen as Proportions of Total Freshman Applicants,

Fall Terms, 1979 to 1983

Admitted Freshmen

Enrolled Freshmen

Applicants

Year Number % of Applicants Nurber % of Admits % of Applicants
1980 62,698 39,077 - .62 27,100 69 43
1981 63,123 37,561, . 60 25,882 69 41
1982 66,644 39,889 60 26,004 65 39
1983 67,351 40,273 60 25,443 63 38
1984 69,315 41,214 59 25,182 61 36

Source:

California State University, Office of the Chancellor, 1983, 1984,

'iW'xde differences exist among campuses in the pro-

. portlons of new undergraduates admitted by special

‘action, varying from 5.0 percent at Long Beach, 5.1
‘at Sacramento, and 6.1 at Fullerton to 15.4 at Do-
minguez Hills, 18.2 at Los Angeles, and 23.3 at 3a-
kersfield.: Some of the smaller campuses ‘have some

of the largest representations of these students _

- among their new enrollees.” The implications of this
- distribution for needed student services and their
“support, to be discussed in a subsequent section, are
‘likely to be more extreme for the State University
: for the Umversrty

F actors affectmg en.rollmen.ts

Acceptanee and Enrollment .The Cahforma State
‘University experiences the same factors that affect"

. the 'enrolhnents' of any '_major university. Not all
~students who apply are accepted; not all students

During these five years, the applicant pool grew 11
percent and the proportion of freshman applicants
accepted for admission was relatively stable while
the proportion of applicants and admits who actually
enroll declined. Admission requirements were uni-
form until 1983. Unfortunately, enrollment rates by
type of admission status at the State University are
not currently available to Commission staff in order
to determine if changes in the enrollment behavior
of regular or special-action admits, or both, caused
these declines. o

One-Year and Five-Year Persistence: Persistence is
another factor which affects the enrollments in the
State University. The State University has con-

"ducted a series of systemwide studies on continua-

who are accepted enroll stplay 11 below indicates .

.that these forces are'even more pronounced at the
‘State’ Unxversxty than those at the University.

“‘During the five-year period from 1980 to 1984, the

‘State Unxver51ty accepted for enrollment ‘about 60

"?'percent of its freshman fall applicants and actually

_:enrolled about 65 percent of them for a yield of about
40 percent Thus whlle about 40 percent of its ap- -

f‘plxcants are. not accepted e1ther because. their

:—'applxcatlons were . 1ncomplete or they failed to -

Q;"quahfy for ‘admission, .another .25 percent of these

'f_,'apphcants choose a dxﬁ'erent postsecondary optlon

tion and graduation rates of its students. For the
purposes of this report, persistence rates are defined
as the proportions of those students who are either
still enrolled or have received a degree during the
period examined. :

Display 12 on page 17 presents one-year persistence
rates for five successive groups of first-time fresh-
men by admission status. During this period, per-

" sistence rates increased for both regular and special-
. action'admits, but the rate for special-action admits
.continued to be approximately 10 percentage points

below that of regular admits.

~Examining persistence rates for a single cohort of
~ students over a five-year period provides a more
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DISPLAY 12 One-Year Persistence Rates for First-Time Freshmen at the California State University by
Admission Status, Fall Terms 1978 to 1982 '

- PERCENT
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90 |-
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50 ! ' | 1 | .
1978 1979 1980 1981 1982

All First-Time

Year Freshmen Regular Admits Special Admits
1978 72.3 74.0 64.6
1979 73.9 75.8 64.6
1980 74.8 76.7 65.8
1981 . T76.1 77.4 68.6

1982 76.2 76.7 68.8

e Soﬁrce: California State Univérsity. Office of the Chancellor, 1985
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DISPLAY 13 Persistence Rates for Successive Fall Terms for Fall 1978 First-Time Freshmen
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1979 74.0 64.6
1980 62.0 45.6
1981 57.3 37.0
1982 51.8 30.8
1983 48.3 24.8

Source: California State University. Office of the Chancellor, 1985




- results.

o ‘forts

complete view of their effect on enrollments. Dis-
play 13 on page 18 presents these rates for those stu-
dents who entered as first-time freshmen in the fall
of 1978. This information confirms on a segmental
basis for the State University what the individual
University of California campus data of Display 6
indicated. Persistence rates of special-action and
regular admits differ substantially and this
difference increases over time. By the' fifth year,
special-action admits are about one-half as likely as
regularly admitted freshmen to be still enrolled or to
have graduated.

Effects on programs and services

Special-action admits enter the State University
- with lower levels of academic achievement than reg-
ulnr_ admits, but, as at the University of California,
no requirement exists that these students complete
certain activities designed to improve their level of
academic skills or adjustment.

The State University requii'es all first-time fresh-
‘men to demonstrate proficiency in English and
. mathemat'.cs on diagnostic placement tests unless
~ exempted on the basis of standardized admission test
Students who are not proficient in these
areas are directed to programs to correct their defi-
ciencies. ‘As part of its Academic Performance Re-
ports, the State University publishes pass rates for
regular and special-action freshmen on these diag-
nostic placement tests. In English, 63 percent of the
'1984-85 regularly admitted first-time freshmen
from California high schools demonstrated profici-
ency either by passing the English Placement Test
or by exemption, in contrast to 19 percent of the

special-action freshmen. In mathematics, 75 per-

cent of the regular admits either passed the Entry
Level Mathematlcs Examination or were exempt,
compared to 31 percent p_f the special admits. Ob-
viously, special-action admits create a proportional-
ly greater demand for remedial English and mathe-
matics courses than do regular admits.

Begxnmng in 1985-86, the State University, using

. supplemental fundlng, 1nst1tuted the Intensive
- Learning’ Experience Programs for which special-

- action admits are one of the targeted student groups.

_ The evaluatlon of this program next year should pro-

L v1de valuable information on the need for and effec-

g t1veness of such supplementary student learnmg ef-

The characteristics of disadvantaged special-action
admits coincide with the characteristics that qualify.
students for Educational Opportunity Program (EOP)
services. However, participation in EOP is voluntary.
Currently, no data are available on the degree to
which special-action students use supplementary ed-
ucational programs or their relative demand for
regular student services designed to assist them -
adjust to and succeed at the State University. Their
over-representation among those required to enroll
in remedial English and mathematics suggests that
they would also place disproportionate demand on
student support services, Small campuses are much
more likely than large campuses to have large pro-
portions of special-action admits among their new

~ undergraduates, yet these campuses may have less

flexibility in the use of their financial resources to -
meet the demands these students put on courses and
support services at the campus.

Ethnic representation

Spr  1l-action admission plays an important role in
inc asing the ethnic diversity of California State
L - tity campuses. While the proportions of high
sch w1 ;-aduates eligible for regular admission to -

the Stave University from ethnic subgroups current- -
ly underrepresented in higher education is higher

- than these proportions for the University of Califor-
nia, they are still below these students’ representa-
tion in their high school graduating class. Black and
Hispanic high school graduates are one-third and
one-half as likely as the average graduate to qualify
for regular admissions to the State University.

Display 14 on page 20 presents information on the
“proportion of each ethnic subgroup admitted as first-
time freshmen by special action to the State Uni-
versity for a series of recent years. As can be seen,

these proportions fluctuated from year to year, but

on the average, 60 percent of the Black first-time .
freshmen enrolling at the State University were ad-
mitted through special action as were one-third of
the Hispanic freshmen, one-fifth of the American
Indian freshmen, 16 percent of Filipino freshmen; 14
percent of Asian freshmen; and 6 percent of the
" white freshmen. The only subgroup to show a consis-
tent direction of change over these years was Asian
special-action admits -- growing from 12 to 16
percent of all Asian first-time freshmen. '

The California State University’s information sheds :
some light on the questions of differences in persis- .



DISPLAY 14 Percentage of First-Time Freshmen in Each Ethnic Category Admitted Through
" Special Action to the California State University, Fall Term 1979 and Fall Term

1983
Year American Black Hispanic Filipino Asian White
Indian
1979 17% 65% 39% 22% 12% - 5%
1983 - 24 61 33 12 14 6
1984 19 69 38 18 15 8
1985 25 67

Souree:

38 14 16 6

California State University, Office of' the Chancellor, 1984, 1986.

_tence rates among different ethnic subgroups
“ related to type of admission status. Display 15 vn
4;‘"page 21 presents the five-year persistence rates for
1978 first-time freshmen in each ethnic category by
admlssxon status Clearly, some varxabxhty in per-
'_',,sxstence ‘rates among ethmc groups exists irrespec-
" tive of admission status with Black, American In-
Adxan, ‘and: Hxspamc freshmen' having lower-than-
average persistence rates and white, Filipino, and
. Asian freshmen having higher-than-average rates.
f»"However, the differences .n persistence between
;f.'_regular and special-action admits fu:- any group are
"~ substantially greater than the differences among
i:'lthe groups ' .

“he combmed effect of dxﬁ'erentxal persistence rates
_»»’and substaicial proportions of Black, American
. Indian, and Hispanic freshmen entering through

special-action admission is a narrowing of the ethnic
diversity of degree earners at the State Univer-
sity.Display 16 on page 22 illustrates the variability
in the composition of the student cohort as it moves
from high school graduation to college graduation.

Research on alternative admission criteria

According to State University officials, analyses of
admission and enrollment information. has been
used as a basis for adjusting alternative admission
criteria. But the basic research reports describing
these analyses have not been received by the Com-
mission staff. Thus, questions regarding the useful-
ness of these data for assessing the validity of alter-
native admission criteria remain unanswered.
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DISPLAY 15 Five-Year Persistence Rates of Fall 1978 First-Time Freshmen by Ethnic Group and
Admission Status, California State University
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DISPLAY 16  Ethnic Composition of State University-Related Student Groups
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Conclusions and Recommendations

~ SINCE its inception, special-action admission has
served a number of educational policy objectives. As
or1g1nally proposed by the Master Plan Survey

. Team, admission in exception to the regular criteria
* -..gave California’s public four-year colleges and uni-

versities the flexibility of an alternative access route
' for students who had the potential of benefiting from
enrolling but who were technically not qualified for
‘admission. . Students admitted by special action
‘have also provided ¢ a research base for analyzmg the
. effectiveness of alternatlve admlssmn criteria.

| Inthe late 19605 and againin the 19705, Cal1forn1a s
two public universities increased the size of their

" special-action- pools to expand educational oppor-
" tunities for economlcally, socially, and educatlonally

' ‘d1sadvantaged students. Such students were seenas -
contributing to-the: healthy diversity of the insti- -

* tutions,’ and their enrollment assisted the universi-

ties in meeting ! their student affirmative act10n en-
At least in- pohcy, both uni- .
_versmes recogmzed the needs. of these students for

; rollment objectives.

 special support services -- financial aid, tutoring,
and special counselmg in order to adjust to and
succeed on campus

" As 1mplemented these p011c1es have achleved most
“of their objectives. Special-action admission pro-
vides access to California’s public universities for
athletes and artists, for adults and veterans, and for
students from disadvantaged backgrounds and un-
derrepresented ethnic subgroups who are otherwise
ineligible for admission. But educat1onal opportuni-

ty should go beyond 1n1t1al access and include mea-

sures of student success, such as persistence to de-
gree. Achxevements in'this area have been less im-
pressive:- The fOIIOng paragraphs discuss three
educatmnal Pollcy issues in 11ght ofthese facts.

1. Changing relations between regular’
L and specxal-actxon admxssmn cntena

"Implementatlon °f Changes in specxal-actlon adm1s-
sion pohcles at the University of California. between

. 1962 ‘and 1978 coincided w1th changes in 1ts regular

admission requirements. Since then, however, the :
University has implemented three changes in the

-regular admission requirements, but it has not

changed the proportion of students admitted through
in speclal-actlon

In implementing the Master Plan’s recommenda- -
~ tions early in the 1960s, the California State Uni- "
versity developed its eligibility index as the basis for

regular admission, and it established a special-ac-
tion admission proportion of 2 percent of freshman

and 2 percent of advanced standing admits. The

State University made no changes in its regular ad-

- mission requirements until 1984, but it made two

changes in special-action policy in the interim -- add-

ing 4 percent for disadvantaged special-action ad-
‘missions in 1968, and combining freshmen and ad-. -

vanced standing transfers into a smgle computation-

al base in 1977

In Fall 1984, the State Un1ver51ty changed its regu- "

lar admission requirements by adding course re- . .
‘ quirements -- four years of English and two years of =

mathematics. These course requirements will ex- = =

. pand to a comprehensive pattern of 15 courses in fall "

' .1988. High school graduates in the top one-third of -
their class as determined by the State University's .
eligibility index who have fewer than a minimum re- -

quired number of courses are now ineligible for regu-
lar admission but may be considered for admission -

by special action. However, the State University -
currently has no plans to change its special-action
admission percentages in conjunction with either of -

these changes.. As the 1988 requirements take ef-

fect, those formerly eligible applicants with major - 3

course deficiencies are likely to increase the demand :

for existing special-action admission slots. Thus spe- .-
cial-action admission has assumed a new purpose or -
objective, at least at the State University -- pro- .

viding an alternative route to university education ',
for those whose academic preparation is defic1ent in" . *
certa1n specxfied subject areas, '

_RECOMMENDATION 1: Gwen the 1mplement-
~ atien of major changes in admlssmn criteria at.’"
" .the University of California and the California .
_State Umversxty and the- rap1dly changmg




ethnlc composmon of Callforma s school-age

populauon. the. Commission recommends that

the Regents and the’ Trustees publish annually

an analysns of the number of applicants and

new enro}Lments by sex, ethnic group, and resi-

dent status in each major admission category --

{ rregular. special (disadvintaged and general),
“conditionzl, and all others.

2 Success of specml-actlon admission
- .- and student support services -
- in providing a viable route to
and through the un1ver51t1es

The 1nformat10n that is avallable on admission and
enrcllment trends overall and by ethnic group dem-
‘onstrates the contrxbutlon that special-action ad-
“mission ‘makes to improving the representation of
students from- dlsadvantaged groups in California’s
pubhc unxversmes But available 1nformauon on
' differential per51stence rates raises serious concerns
- about:the true meamng of these educatxonal op-
portumtles A

By their very defimtmn, ‘dis'advantaged special-
actlon admits are recognized as less well prepared to
- meet un1ver51ty expectatlon of performance, and
thus ‘they ‘are likely to need- substantxal support

serv1ces in several areas if they are to adjust to and -

succeed at the un1versxty -Persistence rates for spe-

c1al-act1on admits that are as low as one-half the

v rate of regular admits call into question the adequa-
~ cy of the current support services to compensate for
m1t1al underpreparatxon

If these students are to have a reasonable chance of
succeedmg at the university, they neéed assistance in
1mprov1ng the1r academic skills, managing their fi-
" nances, and ad_yustmg soc1ally to the campus. Yet
v1rtually no. mformatxon is ava1lable about the ex-
. tent to which support services are routinely pr0v1ded

these students, ‘to what extent these students use

such services, and what eﬁ'ect if any, these services
have in 1mprovmg student per51stence

; students admxtted under regular crxtena versus

RECOMMENDATION 2. G1ven the substantlal )
~: differences in retention. and graduatxon rates of

under special action as well as their dispropor-
tional representation on university campuses,
the Commission recommends that the Regents
and the Trustees publish biennial analyses of
retention and graduation rates of students ad-
mitted on these bases as related to sex, ethnici-
ty, pre-collegiate preparation, urban-rural loca-
tion of school of origin, and participation in sup-
port programs and services on campus. Consi-
deration of the cost effectiveness of these sup-
port efforts for enhancing special-action stu-
dents’ success at the un1verslt1es should be in-
cluded.

3. Use of the special-action
admission pool to analyze
the validity -of admission criteria

One use of special-action admission is to provide a
research basis for analyzing the validity of existing
admission requirements and of alternative criteria.
Neither the University nor the State Un1verS1ty has
made full use of this resource. :

The 1nab111ty to make full use of this research

_ possibility steme in part from the variability among

campuses in defining spetial-action admits and the
in maintaining information. Yet the waste of insti-
tutional and human resources implied by the low
persistence rates of special-action admits under-
scores the urgency of a thoughtful, effective, and, if
necessary, uniform, method of studying the criteria
for selecting special-action admits and the impact of
these criteria on persistence. Such a study could also
contribute valuable understanding of persistence
behavior in general and be useful for self-evaluation
of institutional programs and services.

RECOMMENDATION 3: In order to facilitate

the assessment of the validity of regular and

special-action admission criteria and to ensure

.comparability of information among campuses,

the Commission recommends that the Regents

-and the Trustees establish a uniform research’

design across all of their general campuses for
the biennial reports stlpulated in Recommenda-
tion 2.

31



References

California Administrative Code, Title 5. California
“State -University, Sections 40700-40901. Sacra-
'mentpz 'St'ate of California, 1985. o

Celi‘fo;x""nié Postsecondary Education Commission.
. 1976 High School Eligibility Study. Commission Re-
port 76-13 Sacramento: The Comm1ssmn Decem-

.. ber 1976

Elzgzbtlzty of Calzfornzas 1983 High School

| Graduates ‘for Admission to the State’s Public Uni-

- versities.” Report 85- 23. Sacramento: The Commis-

: smn 1985

The Caleorma State University, Statistical Ab-
~stracts. Long Beach Oﬁ'ice of the Chancellor, 1982,

- 1984,

- "Basis for Admission of New Undergraduates,

1983-84 College Year.” Memorandum AS 84-18.

Long Beach: 'Office of the Chancellor, Division of
Analyt1c Stud1es, 1984.

-.‘ “Basxs for Admxssxon of New Undergraduates,

Fall 1983,” Memorandum AS 84-06. Long Beach:
Office of the Chancellor, Division of Analytlc
' Stud1es, 1984.

- ‘Ba51s for Admission of New Undergraduates,
Fall 1984,” Memorandum AS 85-06. Long Beach:
- Office of the Chancellor, Division of Analytic
. _Studxes, 1985.

- Those Who Stay <- Phase V, Student Continuance

in The '_Calzfornza State University. Technical Memo-
randum Number Eleven. Long Beach: Office of the
-Chancellor, Division of Analytical Studies, 1985.

-, - “First-time Freshmen'from California High

‘Schools, by Ethnic Group and Admission Status.”

-~ ~Memorandum from William J. Mason, Director,
:.'_'}'Analytlc Studles Cahforma State University to

" ‘William E. Vandament, Provost, Academic Affairs,

o Cahfotma State Umver51ty, Apul 29 1986.

RS ,'.

Coordinating Council for Higher Education. Flow of |
Students Into, Among, and Through the Public Insti-

tutions of Higher Education in California: February .

Report, 1967. Council Report 67-12. Sacramento:
The Council, May, 1967.

Master Plan Survey Team. A Master Plan for High- .
er Education in California, 1960-1975: Prepared for

the Liaison Committee of the State Board of Educa--
tion and The Regents of the University of California. = -
Sacramento: California State Department of Edu- -
cation, 1960. '

: Mastei‘ Plan Technical Committee on Selection and

Retention of Students, 1961.

McConnell, T. R.; Thomas, C.; and Semans, H. H. A
Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Educa- -
tion. Prepared for the Liaison Committee of the Re-

‘gents of the University and the California State
- Board of Education. Sacramento: California State
" Department of Education, 1955.

University of California. Undergraduate Admission
by Special Action. Regents’ Agenda Item 302, Janu-
aryll,1978.

--. Fall 1982 Special Action Report. Regents’ Agen-
da Item 302, May 17, 1984 ”

--. Policy on Undergraduate Admissions by Special

" Action. Regents’ Agenda Item 303, November 15,
1984

--. Report of the Board of Admissions and Relations
with Schools on Freshman Admission by Special Ac-
tions, October 1984. Part of Regents’ Agenda Item

302, May 17, 1984.

--. Fall 1983 Special Action and Fall 1984 Admis- -
sions Report, Regents' Agenda Item 304, June 20, -

1985.



CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE ‘California 'Postsecondary' Education Commis-

- sion is a. citizen board established in 1974 by the
Legxslature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
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To this end. the Commission conducts indepindent
reviews of matters affecting the 2,600 institutions of
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