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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report details the results of analyses of the responses of applicants to 12 different
colleges and universities to a set of biodata scales, a situational judgment measure, augb follow
measures collected at the end of their first year of collégaddition,archival datdfirst year
college grades and admissions data wefiected from the institutions. Whikelarge number of
applicants provided usable data (N=7,885) on the biodata and SJT, a much smaller number
(N=2,023)at enrolled at the instttons to which they applied, and only 844 responded to a

follow-up survey and provided consent to obtain archival data from their institutions.

Relationships between the 13 biodata scales (measuring the original dimensions plus
Awards and Jobs scalesvééoped from the Common Application Blank) , the SJT and ten
different student outcomes are reported. We also report regression analyses of these outcomes
on HSGPA, SAT/ACT, and the noncognitive measures. The degree to which responses of
various demograpt groups differed and the degree to which there are differences between
applicant responses and those of incumbent students were reported. The latter are taken as one
indication that students are likely to inflate responses when the biodata and SXddcernake
actual admission decisions. Finally, we report results on the analyses of several experimental

variables.

Reflecting similar conclusions in the Discussion and Summary section of our report, we

feel that the following are the most importantammhes of our various data analyses.

1. Biodata and SJT measures do have adequate internal consistency reliability and they
exhibit reasonable discriminant validity; that is, intercorrelations indicate that the

measures are not redundant.




. Firstyear college5PA is predicted significantly by several biodata scales, most notably
Knowledge, Ethics, and Perseverance, but HSGPA and SAT/ACT scores are much more
predictve of college GPA than are biodata and SJT. The latter do not add in a
statistically significahsense to the prediction of college GPA beyond the two traditional
measures of academic potential though the magnitude of incremental variance associated
with biodata and SJT measures is similar to that of previous research on these measures.

. Self rating of performance (BARS), Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), and
student selreports of Deviance were especially well predicted by the biodata measures
and SJT while HSGPA and SAT/ACT were relatively uncorrelated with these outcomes.

. Satisfactionabsenteeism and turnover intentions were less well predicted by all
measures. The biodata scale Ethics was best related to these outcomes.

. The two experimental outcome measures (Drug Use and Problem Drinking) were not
related to most predictors with theception of the Ethics measuf@rug Use and
Problem Drinking wereelated quite highly tbwo additional outcomes:l&ss
absenteeism and deviance.

. Genderdifferenceson the predictor measures were genenalti womenscoring higher
in most instances. Erptions included the SAT/ACT and the Health, Ethics,

Adaptability, and Continuous Learning measures on which males slightly outperformed

females.

. Ethnic group differences generally favored Whites over Blacks, but there was a very

small number of Black pacipants. WhiteHispanic differences were small, some
favoring Whites and others favoring Hispanics. Whites outperformed Hispanics by the

largest amount (d=.65) on the SAT/ACT. The results for Agdnite comparisons were




al so mi xed, b UuAT/AGY sdoraswers slightlyéarger ¢68) tBan those

of Whites.

Differences between applicants and incumbent students revealed that applicants may
have been inflating their responses to the biodata and SJT. Differences on Knowledge
(d=.75) and Continous Learning (d=.56) measures were larg#ifferences on most

other scales ranged from .30 to .50 standard deviation units.

9. Time spent studying was related positivelygradeghough the correlation (r=.18) was

low. There was a small and marginallgrgficant negative relationshipetweerthe
number of hours spent workimgnd grades

10. Standard reasures ofeveral dimensions die Big Fivepersonality constructs
(especially Conscientiousness) were related to grades and various other outcomes, but in
al these analyses, the biodata and SJT explained additional variance.

11.Investigation of the role significant events (shocks) might play in student decisions to
remain involved in academic pursuits revealed that a number of these events (singly and
in combnation) were related to student absenteeism, intent to leave school and
deliberations about leaving school. These analyses underscore the fact that occasionally

unforeseen circumstances dictate whether a student can remain in school.

122Anal yses of relationships between admissji o
primarily from smaller liberal arts institutions revealed that these ratings were related to a
number of important student outcomes as well as the objectively scorethbioda
Correlations with what these schools called the Admissions Rating, a rating of

extracurricular activities and a Performance rating were especially large across several

biodata scales. Whether they are large enough to replace these ratings witdatee bio



measures would be a matter of judgment on the part of admissions officers ang possibl

function of the resources available to employ large numbers of admissions officers to rate

student portfolios.




INTRODUCTION

Over the past several years we é@@angaged in a variety of efforts to develop noncognitive
measures (i.e., biodata and situational judgment) of student potential. The outcomes of the initial
effortin 200203 were described in reports to the College Board and an academic publication
(Friede, Gillespie, Kim, Oswald, Ramsay, & Schmitt, 2008wald, Schmitt, Kim, Gillespie, &
Ramsay2004). A second effort was conducted to expand our item pool and to examine more
closely the extent of subgup differences in responses (Drzawkowski, Fri¢mes, Kim,

Oswald, Schmitt, & Shivpuri, 2004 In the fall of 2004, a major muliinstitutional and
longitudinal effort was launched. Data were collected from ten instisifrom over 2800
participants for the first four years of their college cazels was true for the earlier efforts,
analyses of those data were summarized in both reports to College Board and in scientific
publications (SchmittDswald, Kim, Imus, Drzawkowski, Friede, & Shivpi07; Schmitt,
Oswald, Friede, Imus, & Merrit2008; Schmitt,Billington, Keeney Oswald, Pleskac, Sinha, &

Zorzie,in press). In the case of all these reportsrepertedthat the biodata and situational

judgment measures were correlated modestly, and incrementally so above HSGPA and

SAT/ACT scores, wh college GPA. They were correlated much better with self reports of
performance and class attendance as well as measures of organizational citizenship behavior,
withdrawal intentions, and deviance. In the case of these latter measures, SAT/ACT was not a
very effective predictor. In all cases, subgroup differences (both racial/ethnic and gender) were
small or nonexistenmeaning that larger proportions of minority subgroups would be admitted if
these measures were used in combination tnattitional indces of student potentiglich as

HSGPA and SAT/ACT as opposed to relying oohfHSGPA and SAT/ACT.




In all of these previous studies, the participants were completing the instruments for
research purposes after they had been admitted tathegrsities A relevant and important
guestion as to whether responses and/or their validity would change when the instruments are
used in a higfstakes realorld admissions situation remains unanswered. In the fall of 2007,
College Board with the helpf 12 universities started another data collection. In this effort, we
used the instruments in a situation as close to an actual admissions context as is possible given
the constraints placed on the research team by institutional review buénes. appicants
applied to any of the participating institutions, they were invited to contact a College Board
website to complete research instruments designed to assess their background, interests and
judgment. It was explained that the data collection was fearel purposes only and that it
would not impact their admissions to the university to which they appli@dever, at the time
this request was made, none had been admitted to the university to which application had been
made.Thirteen thousand seven hued sixtyone cmtacted the web page an@&5 provided
sufficient responses for the computation of scale scores. Of theSa@02ally enrolled at the
universities to which they appliedhese students were then contacted to seek permission to

secure echival admissions and performance data ftbeir home institutions and to request that

they answer questions about some additional outcome variables.

The current report summarizes work on tag project to date including analyses of
predictor and fistyear outcome datar 844 students who replied to our request for folaw
data and for permission to access their university reclirdise next chapter, we provide a
description of the data collection procedure, the measures collected from degbgodand the
participating universities, and the sample characteristics. In the following chapter, we present

the results of the data collection and address a series of questions. First, we provide basic




descriptive data on the experimental meas(ires biodata and 3J and the various outcome
measures we collected. Second, we provide the means and standard deviatiorespbtitents

to the original survey that included biodata &I instruments, the students who actually
enrolled, and the stients who responded to our follayp survey.These data are provided to
assess any self selection related to responses to our variwusgrgs. Third, we provide

bivariate relationships between the various predictors (i.e., HSGPA, ACT/SAT scores, any
available quantitative index of applicant profiles by university admisstaf§ biodata and SJT)

and the outcomes we measured (i.e., first year college GPAassdf performance, class
attendance, drug and alcohol probleorganizational citizenshibpehaviorssatisfaction, intent

to turnoverand deviance behaviors). In the fourth section, we provide the results of regression
analyses of the major outcomes on the predictors. Fifth, we provide data on differences between
gender and racial subgroupSixth, we compare the scores of applicants in this study with the
scores of those from our previous work to ascertain if there was an inflation of scores on the
current data collection that may have resulted from the $tigikes context of the data coliea.

Seventh, we describe relationships between several experimental measures (time spent on

various activities, shocks, and Big Five personality measures) and the various predictors and

outcomes.In the final chapter, we provide a discussion of thaltesnd our view of the

implications of those results for undergraduate admissions decisions.

METHOD

Sample Description

Of the 13,761 students who made an attempt at accessing our survey in fall of 2007, a

total of 7,885 individuals provided sufi@nt data to be included in analyses. These students were




applicants at 12 institution&arlham Collegef-urman UniversityJohnson & Wales University

at ProvidenceKenyon Collegel afayette CollegelMeredith CollegeMichigan State University,

Ohio State UniversityPurdue Universitylniversity of North Carolina at Chapel Hill,

University of Soutkrn CaliforniaandUniversity ofWashington. Of the 2,023 students who

enrolled at these institutions and responded to the fallewurvey in 2009, 84g@rovided

sufficient data for analyses. Demographic data (including gender, ethnicity, age, school, expecte(
major, and parental education) for the applicants, enrolled students, and first year respondents i
provided in Tablel. Overall, the three groupseademographically similaHowever, he

proportions of female students and Caucasian students are relatively higher among the enrollees
and first year respondents than among the applic@inése were correspondingly fewer African
American and Asian respdents among the first year respondents than among the applicants.
There were only minadifferencesn the education level of the parents of the three groups of

respondents.

Procedure

Students who applied to any of the twelve participating schoolsOii, 2@ere invited to

access a College Board website in order to complete a survey consisting of questions pertaining

to their background, interests and judgment. For the fellpwgurvey in 2009, we provided to

thetwelveschools a list of the applicants (N = 7,885) who had completed a sufficient portion of
the 2007 survey. Each school then provided us with a list of the subset of these applicants who
had enroll ed at the instit utessesn Emadsiwerasgntoui t h
to enrollees in three waves, requesting that they grant us permission to obtain their admissions
and performance data, and that they fill out the-bvabed follow up survey. The incentive

offered was a 20 dollar amazon.com gé#ttificate. For those who participated in the follow up




Tablel. Demographic Statistics of Applicants, Enrollees, and First Year Respondents

7,885 A

plicants

2,023 Enrollees

844 First-Year
Respondents

N

%

N

%

N

%

Male

3125

39.2

786

38.9

287

34.0

Female

4758

59.7

1236

61.1

557

66.0

Race/
Ethnicity

White

4854

62.2

1448

72.3

615

73.3

Black

450

5.8

76

3.8

25

3.0

Asian

1441

18.5

263

13.1

110

13.0

Hispanic

500

6.4

101

5

43

5.1

Native Hawaiian/
Pacific Islander

42

12

American Indian/
Alaskan Native

18

Multi-racial

Other

17 or less

18

19

20

21

22

23 and above

Institution

Furman U

Meredith C

Purdue U

Earlham C

Ohio State U

Michigan State U

Kenyon C

U of Souttern CA

U of North
CarolinaChapel
Hill

Lafayette C

U. of Washington

Johnson & Wales
U-Providence

Expected

Undecided




Business

Engineering

Fine
Arts/humanities

Social Science

Nature/physical
science

Other

Education
Level-
Father

Grade school or les

Some high school

High school
diploma or
equivalent

Business or trade
school

Some college

Associate or twe
year degree

Bachelors or four
year degree

Some graduate or
professional school

Graduate or
professional degree

Education
Level-
Mother

Grade school or les

Some high school

High school
diploma or
equivalent

Business or trade
school

Some college

Associate or twe
year degree

Bachelors or four
year degree

Some graduate or
professional school

Graduate or
professional degree
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survey and gave their permission, we requested and obtained their high school grade point
average, ACT/ SAT scores, and first year col

admissions offices.

Sample.

In the following sections, weedcribe the three groups of measures: Predictor Variables,
Outcome Variables, and Experimental Variab¥g. also collected basic demographic
information including race/ethnic group status, gender, major, and parental education. All

measures are containedAppendices A and B.

PredictorMeasures.As described in previous reports (see Drzakowski, Friede, Imus, Kim,
Oswald, Schmitt, & Shivpuri, 2005)e collectechiodatameasures whickeflect information
about an indivi dual 0.Simbaaicfdingation is coatainedwathinl i f e

college applications, but is often provided by students in an-epéad way and is used by

admi ssions officers in an intuitive or i mpl

activity lists and reumés)ln contrast, biodata provides a systematic and quantitative assessment
of the same information. Thggvesadmissions officers a more efficient and consistent method
of incorporaing this information ino their admissions decisions. Each of bhedata scales

consisted of approximately 10 multiple choice items that were objectively scored.

The biodata measure was designed to predict the 12 outcome dimensions of college
student success (see TabBl®r descriptions of the 12 dimensionSimilar to tests used in job
selection processgthe biodataneasureontains standard multipeh oi ce questi ong

previous experience$heoriginal biodata instrument consisted of 112 standard multptace
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questions covering 11 dimensions\longwith these items, 14 new items were added to the

biodata. These new items were generated to reflect content from the Common Application that
was not already covered by our existing items. The 14 new items addressed awards received in

high school and jobihat were held by students during high school or in summer breaks.

The SJT measure issétuational judgment tesised as a predictor of the 12 dimensions
of college student success (see TahleEach SJT item presents a scenario that a typical college

student might face. Response options represent possible behavioral responses to the scenario

Amost | i kelyo response ahdr thleaptilonkehwnod
item is scored from2 to +2, with higher scores indicating situational judgment that is in line

with scoring keys developed with the help of a set of students deemed to be experts (i.e., junior
and senior college gients who have successfully persevered through at least two years of
college). A more detailed description of item scoring can be found Mehged Reporfsee

Friede, Gillespie, Kim, Oswald, Ramsay, & Schmitt, 2003, for more details).

In this data co#ction, we administered a-3@m version of the SJT (see Drzakowski et
al., 2004 for a description of the selection of the 36 items from th&d®3ank). These items
reflect the 12 dimensions of student performance found in Palllach dimension isflected

in three items, but only a single composite score is calculated. Earlier work on this measure did

not provide evidence for the discriminant or convergent validity of the individual sets of items

designed to measure each of the 12 dimensions.

! Based on the results of previous testing, the Interpersonal scale was excluded from the revised BIODATA. This
dimension was dropped due to poor item and scale statistics in addition to low crigdaied validity.

presented. For each scenario, the participant selects the response option that represents his or §ler
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During the informed consent process, participants signed optional data release forms.

For the participants who signed these forimgh-school grade point averagiata andSAT
and/or ACT scorewere obtained from college or university registrars. SAT and A&@iposite

scores were standardized on national norms within test, combined, and used as a single index o

the participantsdéd ability and/ or preparati ofn

participants who did not sign the release forms.

We also ased that admissions personnel at the participating institutions provide any
ratings they made of student profiles as part of the admissions process. We did receive ratings
from several of the smaller schools in our sample. Since the rating dimensioasiramndcales
differed across schools, we describe them more fully in the section of our report that describes

the results of the experimental variables below.

Demographic information was also collected in the72@@vey, including items on age,

gendermajor,disability status, parental educati@amd ethnicity.

Outcome Measure€onceptually, the measures in this section were considered outcomes or

evidence of student performance and behavior. Ordinarily, admissions offices would use the

predictors @scribed in the previous section to predict one or more of the variables described as

outcomes in this section.

BehaviorallyAnchored Rating Scales (BARf9re usedttne asur e st udent s
reported performance on 12 dimensions of college student sbeeakowski, et. al., 2005;
Oswald et al., 2004). The BARS provides descriptions of each dimension of success and
example behaviors that reflect different levels of performance on that dimension. Respondents

rate their performance on goint scale raging from 1 (very low) to 5 (very high).



Organzational Citizenship Behaviok©CBs) refer to nomequired behaviors that

promote the welfare of the university (Organ, 1988k Mieasuref this constructonsised of

10 five-point frequencybased scalesi t h response options rangi njg

I nfrequently/ Nevero to AVery Frequently/ Al ay
way to make new students feel welcome at scjho
criticize i tdinctuden govefnmentot othericlygba thaetry to make your school

a better place. 0

Deviancerefers toa measure dbehaviors that are detrimental to the university or to

society in general. This measure consisted3afeins, all with fivepoint frequacy-based

response options ranging from AVery I nfreqgujen
Example items included AMade a derogatory efth
someone copy from your homewvdorik |Idre gcah d ayt coofggfi e

downl oaded computer software. 0

Studentswereaskedo i ndi cate Athe extent to whic y
classes in the past 6 months. 0 There were i
5 ti mesd® etdo moWMie than 30 ti mes. 0 abPBeateetstorci parjt s
two items. One item asked them to provide information on controllable absences (e.g., missed
class to socialize with friends or becattsey foundthe class boring). The second question asked
them to report uncontr@bleabsences (e.g., being sick, an emergengi)analyses reported in

this paper are on the controlled absence measure only.

Studentsod6 intenti ons tsedusingthpe seleportitemsort r a nfs f

a 5point Likerttype scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agrkee)intent to



turnoveritems were adapted from the intent to turnover sassribedy Eaton and Bean

(1995) and Griffeth and Hoif1988).

Studentacademic satisfactiowas measured with five items with a fieption response
scale ranging from fistrongly disagreeo to
happy with what | | ear n i nfiedmiththe eductorlgetata n d

t his school . o

Four items measuregbcial satisfactionn college with the same response scale. Sample

items include Al 6m satisfied with the

with my social lifeathi s school . 0

In addition to the outcomes aboWiest-yearcollege GPAwvas collected from the
participating universities. College GPA was corrected by university based on SAT scores to

account for differences in the admitted sample at each school.

Expeimental VariablesWe included several additional relatively short measures that relate to
coll ege studentsdé experiences on an exper.

involving these variables as well.

A shockscale consistdof 21 items, each representing a shiogleventthat could
adverselyaffect an average college student b e ha v i or a Thd lispvweas dgererateta n ¢
by the College Board team from team members
life, from an interview with a university counselor, and from a focus group conducted with
undergraduate studentdzor each shock, the studemisreasked to indicateimply whether the

shock has happened to thamtheir first year of college.




TheBig 5 personall traitswere assessed using the scales available from the
International Personality Iltem Pool (Goldberg, 1999). Thédelfl scales were used to measure
emotional stability, agreeableness, openness to experience, extraversion, and conscientiousness
Eachi t em represented a phrase descriptive of Ja
Participants rated the extent to which they believed each phrase reflected their personalities on &
5-point Likerttype scale ranging from 1 (very inaccurate) toé&ryvaccurate).

Problem Drinking and Drug Use Scale®re developed to assess the extent to which
students participated in problematic behaviors related to the consumption of alcohol and other

drugs. Response scales for items on each of these scalesaflifieeincluded in Appendix B

The drug use scale consists of three items assessing cigarette, marijuana, and other drug use.

Five items were developed to assess the amount of time students use on a variety of
activities. Respondents indicated how imticne theyspent on academics, extracurricular
activities, caring for family, relaxing/socializing, and working outside of schoa 5item scale
ranging from ALess t han The prablem dridbking scaleftdvisisteé tjh a
of four itens assessing drinking frequency, the amount typically drank, and the frequency of
driving after drinking. The drug use scale consisted of three items that assessed cigarette,

marijuana, and other drug use.

A Turnover Deliberationscale designed to measure early thoughts about withdrawing
from school mirrored the items in the Turnojve
considering transferring to another school 0],

continung n school 6 and Al dm thinking about qui gt

sport cl ubs, soci al organi zations, i ntramurjal



Table2

Descriptions of 12 Dimensions of College Student Success

Knowledge and mastery of general principl@énowledge)

Gaining knowledge and mastering facts, ideas and theories and how they interrelate, and
relevant contexts in which knowledge is developed and applied. Grades or GPA can indic
but not guarantee, success on this dimension.

Continuouslearning, intellectual interest and curiosity (Continuous Learning)

Being intellectually curious and interested in continuous learning. Actively seeking new ide
and new skills, both in core areas of study as well as in peripheral or novel areas.

Artistic and cultural appreciation (Artistic Appreciation)

Appreciating art and culture, either at an expert level or simply at the level of one who is
interested.

Appreciation for diversity (Multicultural Appreciation)

Showing openness, tolerance, and intareatdiversity of individuals and groups (e.g., by
culture, ethnicity, religion, or gender). Actively participating in, contributing to, and influen
a heterogeneous environment.

Leadership (Leadership)

Demonstrating skills in a group, such as moth@gbthers, coordinating groups and tasks,
serving as a representative for the group, or otherwise performing a managing role in a gr

Interpersonal skills (Interpersonal)

Communicating and dealing well with others, whether in informal settigtions or more
formal schoolrelated situations. Being aware of the social dynamics of a situation and
responding appropriately.

Social responsibility and citizenship (Social Responsibility)

Being responsible to society and the community, and denatingt good citizenship. Being
actively involved in the events in one's surrounding community, which can be at the
neighborhood, town/city, state, national, or college/university level. Activities may include
volunteer work for the community, attendinigyacouncil meetings, and voting.

Physical and psychological health (Health)

Possessing the physical and psychological health required to engage actively in a scholas
environment. This would include participating in healthy behaviors, such as eatpeglyp,
exercising regularly, and maintaining healthy personal and academic relations with others
well as avoiding unhealthy behaviors, such as alcohol/drug abuse, unprotected sex, and




ineffective or counterproductive coping behaviors.
Career orientation (Career Orientation)

Having a clear sense of career one aspires to enter into, which may happen before entry i
college, or at any time while in college. Establishing, prioritizing, and following a set of ge
and specific careeelated goals

Adaptability and life skills (Adaptability)

Adapting to a changing environment (at school or home), dealing well with gradual or sud
and expected or unexpected changes. Bei
dealing with noveproblems and challenges in life.

Perseverance (Perseverance)

Committing oneself to goals and priorities set, regardless of the difficulties that stand in th
Goals range from lonterm goals (e.g., graduating from college) to siemin goals (e.g.,
showing up for class every day even when

Ethics and integrity (Ethics)

Having a weldeveloped set of values, and behaving in ways consistent with those values.
everyday life, this probably means being honest, not cteebdn exams or in committed
relationships), and having respect for others.

RESULTS

The results of our analyses of participant responses are organized in several sections. In

the first section we provide basic descriptive data for the study variables. This is followed by a

section in which we report the same descriptive data for vasigtsof respondents and those for
whom we were not able to collect all dat a t
effects. In the next section, we report regressions of the outcome variables on our various
predictor measures. We therdagss the degree to which there are gender and race differences in
measured variable$he nexsection addregsthe degree to which our respondents might have
inflated their responses relative to respondents in earlier studies who were not respaading to
high-stakes situation. Finally, we present several analyses addressing questions related to

experimental variables.




Means, Standard Deviationisitercorrelations of Variableand PredictorOutcome

Correlations

Studenté r e s p o n s e sscaleand the &JThver® ahalyrzed to determine the
reliability and intercorrelations among the variables as well as their correlations with outcome
variables. These relationships as well as the variable means and standard deviations are presenfed
in Table3. Observed correlations are presented below the diagonal in this table; reliabilities
(when available) are presented on the diagonal; and correlations corrected for the unreliability of
the measures are presented above the diagonal. Due to missorgesspn parts of the survey,

the sample sizes associated with the correlations vary considerably from 425 to 725 individuals.

The thirteen biodata scales display reasonable discriminant validity. Consistent with
previous findings based on applicantdvichigan State University in 2006, as well as earlier
studies with research participants who were not college applicants, observed correlations
between the scales ranged from low to moderald (o .64); intercorrelations corrected for
unreliability of loth measures involved ranged fremd5 to .79. Observed correlations between
the biodata and the SJT ranged from .06 to .41, and from .08 to .58 when correlations were
corrected for unreliability. The biodata and SJT measures were not highly corratatadtv
school GPA and the SAT/ACT composite, which are traditionally used as predictors of college
studentsd6 academic success. This means that

outcome data, they are likely to be incrementally valid iptecs.

Correlations with outcome variables indicate that a numbirecbiodatascales are

statistically significant correlates of first year college GPA though these relationships are

generally modest (i.e., .08 to .22). HSGPA and SAT/ACT are the best predictors of college




Table 3. Intercorrelations Between Study Variables

Mean SD Knowledge Cl?ga?rr:ijr?; ° Artistic Multicultural Leadership | Responsibility | Health | Career | Adaptability Perseverance | Ethics | Awards
Knowledge 3.50| 0.48 0.73 0.65 0.25 0.29 0.41 0.22 0.35 0.40 0.55 0.79 0.65 0.41
Continuous Learning 343 | 0.61 0.51 0.82 0.52 0.67 0.43 0.29 0.19 0.42 0.41 0.51 0.31 0.30
Avrtistic 3.26 | 0.76 0.20 0.43 0.85 0.76 0.35 0.39 0.03 0.13 0.17 0.26 0.25 0.31
Multicultural 3.30| 0.70 0.23 0.56 0.64 0.84 0.45 0.49 0.03 0.21 0.25 0.36 0.21 0.28
Leadership 3.31| 0.77 0.33 0.37 0.30 0.39 0.87 0.59 0.23 0.43 0.43 0.57 0.18 0.47
Responsibility 3.70| 0.74 0.17 0.24 0.32 0.41 0.49 0.81 0.18 0.30 0.25 0.38 0.21 0.32
Health 3.28| 0.51 0.25 0.15 0.02 0.03 0.18 0.14 0.71 0.16 0.73 0.42 0.25 0.18
Career 3.40| 0.63 0.30 0.34 0.11 0.17 0.35 0.24 0.12 0.79 0.42 0.47 0.16 0.28
Adaptability 349| 043 0.39 0.31 0.13 0.19 0.33 0.19 0.51 0.31 0.68 0.74 0.37 0.30
Perseverance 3.90| 047 0.60 0.41 0.21 0.29 0.47 0.31 0.31 0.37 0.54 0.78 0.49 0.36
Ethics 4.09| 0.42 0.46 0.23 0.19 0.15 0.14 0.15 0.17 0.11 0.25 0.35 0.66 0.10
Awards 2.44 | 0.68 0.30 0.23 0.25 0.22 0.37 0.25 0.13 0.21 0.21 0.27 0.07 0.72
Jobs 2.67| 1.06 -0.01 0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.21 0.15 0.05 0.20 0.18 0.10 -0.04 0.00
SJT 0.40 | 0.14 0.36 0.21 0.19 0.25 0.24 0.32 0.17 0.24 0.17 0.34 0.41 0.11
High School GPA 3.86| 0.42 0.21 0.02 0.05 0.06 0.15 0.10 -0.01 -0.05 0.03 0.12 0.12 0.34
SAT/ACT Composite -0.01| 0.98 0.22 0.13 0.14 0.05 0.10 0.03 -0.02 -0.12 -0.04 0.02 0.17 0.14
BARS 3.74 | 0.46 0.36 0.37 0.34 0.33 0.40 0.29 0.27 0.30 0.32 0.46 0.26 0.24
ES\YW College 3.49| 0.62 0.22 0.11 0.15 0.13 0.13 008 002 -0.13 0.00 015| 017 0.20

21
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Absenteeism 274 1.09 -0.08 0.07 -0.04 0.04 -0.02 -0.08 -0.08 0.01 0.04 -0.08 -0.15 -0.04
OoCB 438 | 0.94 0.16 0.21 0.14 0.28 0.40 0.34 0.12 0.26 0.23 0.36 0.10 0.15
Deviance 156 | 0.51 -0.23 -0.06 -0.13 -0.09 0.04 -0.07 0.02 -0.01 -0.04 -0.11 -0.34 -0.08
Academic Satisfaction 420 | 0.56 0.15 0.12 0.04 0.07 0.03 0.09 0.13 0.07 0.13 0.14 0.18 0.05
Social Satisfaction 3.89| 0.87 0.04 0.06 0.02 0.12 0.15 0.20 0.17 0.08 0.18 0.16 0.06 0.05
Drug Use 1.31| 0.70 -0.08 0.03 0.07 0.11 -0.03 -0.03 -0.02 -0.07 0.03 -0.06 -0.19 -0.06
Problem Drinking 7.65| 3.45 -0.13 -0.11 -0.06 0.00 0.06 0.01 0.09 -0.10 0.9 -0.05 -0.2 -0.13
Turnover Intentions 1.24| 0.58 -0.11 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 -0.02 -0.06 -0.03 -0.01 -0.04 -0.11 -0.13 -0.02




Table 3 continued
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High First Year
School | SAT/ACT College Academic Social Drug Problem Turnover
Jobs SJT GPA Composite | BARS GPA Absenteeism | OCB | Deviance | Satisfaction | Satisfaction Use Drinking Intentions
Knowledge -0.01 0.49 0.24 0.26 0.49 0.26 -0.10| o0.21 -0.31 0.19 0.05 -0.13 -0.19 -0.14
Continuous Learning 0.03 0.27 0.02 0.14 0.47 0.12 0.08 0.25 -0.08 0.14 0.07 0.05 -0.12 -0.05
Avrtistic -0.03 0.24 0.05 0.15 0.44 0.17 -0.04| 0.17 -0.16 0.05 0.02 0.10 -0.03 -0.06
Multicultural 0.02 0.32 0.07 0.06 0.43 0.14 0.04| 0.33 -0.11 0.08 0.14 0.16 0.03 -0.05
Leadership 0.24 0.30 0.16 0.11 0.50 0.13 -0.02 | 0.47 0.05 0.03 0.17 -0.04 0.08 -0.02
Responsibility 0.17 0.41 0.11 0.03 0.38 0.09 -0.08 | 0.42 -0.09 0.11 0.24 -0.05 0.03 -0.07
Health 0.06 0.23 -0.01 -0.03 0.38 0.02 -0.09| 0.16 0.03 0.17 0.21 -0.04 0.13 -0.04
Career 0.24 0.31 -0.06 -0.13 0.39 -0.15 0.01| 0.32 -0.01 0.09 0.09 -0.10 -0.12 -0.01
Adaptability 0.23 0.24 0.04 -0.04 0.46 -0.01 0.04| 031 -0.05 0.17 0.23 0.05 0.12 -0.05
Perseverance 0.12 0.45 0.14 0.02 0.61 0.16 -0.09 0.44 -0.14 0.17 0.19 -0.08 -0.07 -0.13
Ethics -0.05 0.58 0.15 0.21 0.38 0.21 -0.19| 0.13 -0.48 0.24 0.08 -0.30 -0.31 -0.18
Awards 0.01 0.15 0.40 0.17 0.34 0.24 -0.05| 0.19 -0.11 0.06 0.06 -0.09 -0.18 -0.03
Jobs 0.92 0.08 -0.14 -0.14 0.12 -0.14 0.08| 0.20 0.13 -0.01 0.11 0.21 0.29 -0.06
SJT 0.06 0.73 0.06 0.11 0.33 0.05 -0.16 | 0.20 -0.25 0.09 0.11 -0.03 -0.08 -0.19
High School GPA -0.14 0.05 1.00 0.40 0.11 0.39 -0.07 | 0.07 -0.16 0.07 0.04 -0.13 -0.15 -0.07
SAT/ACT Composite -0.13 0.10 0.40 1.00 0.10 0.52 0.06 | -0.09 -0.08 0.08 0.00 0.01 -0.03 -0.06
BARS 0.10 0.24 0.09 0.08 0.72 0.28 -0.24| 0.59 -0.35 0.38 0.42 -0.24 -0.29 -0.23
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ELS;Year College -0.14| 005| 039 052| 024 1.00 0.23| 0.04 -0.21 0.17 -0.03| -0.08 -0.13 -0.07
Absenteeism 0.08| -013| -0.07 0.06| -0.21 0.23 1.00| -0.02 0.31 -0.18 -0.03 0.31 0.26 0.13
oCB 0.18| 016 0.06 -0.08| 046 0.04 -0.02| 083 0.05 0.32 059| -0.08 0.09 -0.20
Deviance 011| -019| -0.14 -0.07| -0.26 -0.18 027| 004 0.77 0.17 0.01 0.45 053 0.14
Academic Satisfaction| -0.01| 0.07 0.07 0.07| 030 0.16 -0.17| 0.26 0.13 0.83 035| -0.07 -0.02 -0.35
Social Satisfaction 0.10| 0.09 0.04 0.00| 034 -0.03 0.03| 051 0.00 0.30 0.88| -0.04 0.14 0.25
Drug Use 0.16| -0.02| -0.10 001| -0.16 -0.07 0.24| -0.06 0.31 -0.05 -0.03 0.61 0.71 0.07
Problem Drinking 024 | -08| -012 0@ | -0z 20.11 02| 006 0.38 0.2 0.09 0.44 0.67 0.00
-0.01
Turnover Intentions -0.05 -0.15 -0.07 -0.05 -0.17 -0.07 0.12| -0.17 0.11 -0.29 -0.22 0.05 0.82
Notes. SJT = Situational Judgment Test. OCB = Organigational

the diagonal. Correlations below the diagonal are observed valomslafions in bold are significant at the p = .05 level or above.
Correlations above the diagonal have been corrected for the reliability of both variables. No corrections were apghestfardii
GPA, SAT/ACT composite, first year college GPA, oraliseism variables.



GPA. Inconsistent with previous studjge SJT was not a significant correlate of firear

college GPA. The biodatnd SJT were most highly correlated with student self ratings of
performance (BARS) and with organizational citizenship behaviors (OCBs). These latter
outcomes were not highly correlated with HSGPA and SAT/ACT. There were also some
significant correlate of the absenteeism measure, satisfaction measures, and turnover intention
as well as negative student outcomes such as deviance, drug use, and problem \dfewiitig.
comment more on these predietartcome relationships in the context of regressiaiyaes

reported below.

Comparisons of Biodata and SJT Scores Across Different Groups of Respondents

In this section, the means and standard deviations on the biodata and SJT scales are
compared across three gropfst, the group of applicants who apgd to all the twelve schools
(but did not enroll in any school); second, the group of students who enrolled in the twelve

schools and third, the group of studenho responded to the 2009 follewp outcome survey.

The purpose of comparing these groups iassess if there are any meaningful differences

between students in the three groups on the biodata and SJT scales. If there are relatively large
differences, it would suggest that there is restriction of range in the sample available for analysis
of predictoroutcome relationships and that the validity coefficients are being computed on a

select group of students (a restricted sample) that differs from the general population of students

who apply to undergraduate schools.

Group 1in Table 4 below is thgroup of 5862 students who responded to our measures
as applicants but did not subsequently enroll in the instituimoasr sampléo which they

applied.Group 2is a group of 1179 applicants who enrolled in one of the twelve participating
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schools butlid not respond to the followp surveyGroup 3is a group of 844 students who
responded to the initial survey, enrolled in @f¢he participating schools, and who responded
to our followup survey.

Comparison of the standardized mean differenceand)ests of significance of the
differences between means indicated that there were only two instances in which the d value wa:
above .20 and the mean difference was statistically significant. In these two cases, the students
who enrolled in the twelvechools had relatively lower scores on the artistic appreciation scale
(Mean = 3.18; SD=.78) compared to the applicant group (Mean=3.35; SD=.80) who did not
enroll in any one of the twelve schools and those students who responded to ouufollow
outcome swey (Mean=3.30; SD=.70) had lower scores on the multicultural appreciation scale
compared to those who applied but did not enroll (Mean= 3.44; SD=.67) in any one of the twelve
schools in our sample. The results indicate, floathe most partthe samplef applicants,
enrollees and respondents did not meaningfully differ on the predictor tools (i.e., biodata and SJ
scales).

In Table 5, we present the ethnicity and age of the three groups of student respondents

and in Table 6 we present parental edocadf the three groups. Sixty, 57.6, and 66 percent of

the applicant, enrollee, and follewp respondents were female respectively. These comparisons
reveal that the final followup sample and the enrollee sample included more Caucasian and

fewer Africanand Asian American students than the original applicant sample.




Table4

Means, Standard Deviatioresyd Sample Sizes ofpplicants Enrollees andRespondentto the FirstYear Followup Survey

Group 1

Group 2

Group 3

Comparing

Comparing

Comparing

Applicants

Enrollees

Respondent

Group Group 2 Group 2Group 3 Group 2Group 3

Scales

Mean

N

Mean

N

Mean

N

d value

d value

d value

Knowledge
Continuous
Learning
Artistic
Multicultural
Leadership
Responsibility
Health

Career
Adaptability
Perseverance
Ethics
Awards

Jobs

SJT

3.51 (.48)

3.56 (.61)
3.35 (.80)
3.44 (.67)
3.41 (.79)
3.75 (.71)
3.31 (.55)
3.49 (.63)
3.51 (.46)
3.94 (.47)
4.10 (.44)
2.39 (.76)
2.621.07)
41 (.15)

4871

4248
4220
5681
4257
4871
4881
4917
4230
4212
4844
3506
3512
3037

3.52 (.47)

3.45 (.61)
3.18 (.78)
3.31 (.66)
3.34 (.82)
3.65 (.72)
3.36 (.53)
3.49 (.59)
3.52 (.44)
3.95 (.48)
4.15 (.41)
2.37 (.74)
2.691.09)
41 (.15)

994

881
877
1143
884
993
996
1004
881
867
988
729
733
630

3.50 (.48)

3.43 (.61)
3.26 (.76)
3.30 (.70)
3.31 (.77)
3.70 (.74)
3.28 (.51)
3.40 (.63)
3.49 (.43)
3.90 (.47)
4.09 (.42)
2.44 (.68)
2.67 (1.06)
0.40 (.14)

725

665
663
821
666
722
725
729
663
665
723
571
573
507

-.02

A7
22
.20
.09
15
-.10
.00
-.03
-.01
-.10
.02
-.06
-.03

.02

.20
A2
21
A3
.07
.06
15
.04
.09
.04
-.07
-.05
.04

.04

.03
-.10
.01
.04
-.07
.16
15
.07
A1
15
-.09
.01
.07

Note: The standard deviations are in parentheses next to the means for each scale. A negative d value suggests thgtdbp secon

thecomparison has a higher mean.




Table 5.

Differences between the Three Group of Students on Ethnicity and Age

Age Applicants Enrollees Respondents
Mean Age (Standard Deviation) 17.40 (1.14) 17.37 (.78) 17.32 (.78)
Ethnicity % Applicants % Enrollees % Respondents

Mexican American 3.2 2.3 3.0
Puerto Rican 0.7 5 4

Other Hispanic 2.9 2.1 1.8
American Indian or Alaskan Native 0.2 5 A

Asian 20.3 13.1 13.1
Black/African American 6.4 4.4 3.0
White/Caucasian/Not Hispanic 58.7 71.5 73.3
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0.5 .6 .6
Multi-Racial 4.3 3.3 3.3
Other 2.7 1.6 1.4
Total Number of Students 5,862 1,179 844




Table6

Di fferences between the Three Group of Students on
Father's Level of Education Mother's Level of Education
Level of Education Applicants Enrollees Respondents Applicants Enrollees Respondents
Grade school 15 1.2 1.2 1.6 9 .8
Some high school 3.7 2.6 3.2 2.1 1.7 15
High school diploma or equivalent 11.3 13.9 12.7 11.9 13.1 13.6
Business or trade school 2.0 2.8 2.4 1.8 2.6 1.3
Some college 9.6 10.7 9.7 12.1 11.9 11.5
Associate or tweyear degree 4.0 4.8 4.7 8.1 10.7 9.8
Bachelor's or fouyear degree 28.6 32.2 30.1 32.7 34.2 35.2
Some graduatschool 4.0 3.6 3.5 5.0 4.2 3.8
Graduate or professional degree 35.2 28.1 32.6 24.8 20.6 22.5
Total N 5,862 1,179 844 5,862 1,179 844

Note: The numbers indicate percentages

Parent 6




Regressions of Outcomes on Predictors

A series of hierarchical regressions were conducted in order to examine the incremental
predictive validity of the biodata and SJT measures over the traditional cognitive predictors of
college student succegsbat is HSGPA and SAT/ACT scores. High school GPA and SAT/ACT
scores were entered in the first step and the biodata and SJT scores were entered in the second
step. This regression was repeated for each of ten outcomes: the Behaviorally Anchored Rating
Scale (BARS)Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB), Deviance, Turnover Intentions,
Academic Satisfaction, Social Satisfaction, Fi¥siar College GPA, Controllable Absenteeism,
Problem Drinking Behaviors, and Drug Use. The results of the regression analysgisgnclu
standardized beta coefficients and percentage of variance expBiheade(provided in Table 7.
Table 7 also contains the zesoder correlations (validity coefficients) between the various
outcomes and the predictors. These correlations arelglditierent from the same correlations
presented in Tabl@since correlations in Table 7 are based on the sample available in the

regression analyses which reqdidata on all cases for all variables.

The overall squared multiple correlations of tegressions for all of the aforementioned

outcomeswerestatistically significant. The change if Resulting from the inclusion of the

biodata and SJWasalso significant for each outcome with the exceptiofiret yearcollege

GPA. The regression usitige BARS as the outcome yielded the strongésifRll the

outcomes. The ovettadquared multiple correlation waslatively large, though the Perseverance
scale was the only statistically significant predicRecause of relatively low sample sizes due
to missing data, the modest predictor intercorreladod the number of predictors, individual
predictors in these regressions were not often statistically signifienat.order correlations for

a number of these variables were statistically signifideor the OCBs, the SAT/ACT emerged
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as a significant predictor though in an unexpected (negative) direction. The Multicultural
Appreciation Responsibility, and Perseverance scales positively predicted OCBs and contributed
to a significant and stromayerall R. Deviancevasnegatively predicted by the Knowledge and
Ethics scales as well as the Sablexpected. Leadership was positively related to Deviance in the
regression analysis but its correlation with Deviance was low (see both Tables 3 and 7)
Similarly, Turnover Intentionsverenegatively predicted by the Ethics scale but positively
predicted by the Leadership scateost likely a suppressor effect resulting from the colinearity
among predictors (see the correlation of Leadershipranabverintentions) Academic
Satisfactionwvaspositively predicted by Ethics and negatively predicted by Leadefabgmn

the reversal of the sign of the regression coeffid@nLeadershipelative to the correlation
suggests a suppression effeethile the Gtizenship and Health scalegerethe significant

predictors of Social Satisfaction. Figtar college GPAvaspredicted well by HSGPA and
SAT/ACT scores butvasnegatively predicted by the Career scale. This waserilyeoutcome

for which the stepwisesgressiorcontaining the biodata and SJT did not significantly add to the

R? from the first step. Absenteeiswrasnegatively predicted by Ethics and Knowledge but

positively predicted by Adaptability. Problem Drinkingsnegatively predicted by HSGPA as
well as the Camr and Ethics scales, while it wassitively predicted by the Jobs scale. Drug
Usewaspositively predicted by the Artistic and Jobs scalesnagnegatively predicted by the

Career and Ethics scales.




Table?.

Incremental Validity of Biodata and Situational Judgment Measures: Hierarchical Regression
Results

Deviance Turnover Intentions

Step 1 r b r b
HSGPA : . . . -.08 -.06 -.09 -.07
ACT/SAT : . . -.08 -.06 -.09 -.06
DR : : .01 .01

Step 2

Knowledge
Continuous Learning
Artistic

Multicultural

Leadership

Responsibility

Health

Career
Adaptability
Perseverance
Ethics
Awards

Jobs

SJT

DR




OverallR?

Adj. R?
N




Table7 c o n tnéreimental Validity of Biodata and Situational Judgment Measures:
Hierarchical Regression Results

Step 1
HSGPA
ACT/SAT

DR?

Step 2
Knowledge
Learning
Artistic
Multicultural

Leadership

Citizenship

Health

Career
Adaptability
Perseverance
Ethics

Awards

Academic
Satisfaction

Social
Satisfaction

First-Year
College GPA

Absenteeism

b




OverallR?

Adj. R?

N




Table7cont 6d.

Incremental Validity of Biodata and Situational Judgment Measures: Hierarchical Regression
Results

Problem
Drinking

Step 1
HSGPA
ACT/SAT

DR?

Step 2
Knowledge
Learning
Artistic
Multicultural
Leadership
Citizenship
Health

Career

Adaptability

Perseverance




Ethics
Awards
Jobs
SJT

DR?

*I ndicates a significant bet a,




SubgroupDifferences between Ethnic and Gender Subgroups

Means, standard deviations, and standardized mean difference (d) values were calculated
to compare the performance of gender and racial subgroups on the predictor measures. Followi
Cohends (19 8 83gluexabover.Z2werte coasered aneaningfie first set of
comparisons was between males and females (see Table 8). Females outperformed males by
almost one half of a standard deviation on the SJT-(d5}. Females also outperformed males
on the biodata Artistic, Multicultural, Responsibilityareer, Perseverance, and Awards scales.

Males outperformed females on the biodata Health scale (d = .35).

The second set of comparisons was between White and Black students (see Table 9).
Black-White differences are based on analyses of a small samplaadf students (N=11 to 20)
hence these differencearenot necessarilyepresentative of the larger group of Black
applicantdo colleges/universitieBlack students outperformed White students on the SJT by
almost one half of a standard deviation (d45). White students outperformed Black students
on all of the biodata scales except for Multicultural, Career, and Awards. There was also no
meaningfuldifference between White and Black students on high school GPA. White students
outperformed Black students on the SAT/ACT composite, but the difference (.74) was actually

slightly lower than the typical WhitBlack difference on cognitive ability measu(&@<00).

The third set of comparisons was between White and Hispanic students (see Table 10).
Hispanic students slightly outperformed Whites on the biodata Knowledge and Perseverance
scales. White students outperformed Hispanic students on the biodasaalelend the

SAT/ACT compositeThe Hispanic sample sizes are relatively small.

The fourth set of comparisons was between White and Asian students (see Table 11).

Whites outperformed Asians on the SJT, the biodata Knowledge, Health, Adaptability,
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Perseerance, and Jobs scales. Asians outperformed Whites on the biodata Multicultural and
Responsibility scales. There was no meaningful difference between Whites and Asians on high

school GPA or SAT/ACT.

In summary, Bhough there were meaningful subgrougdatiénces on many of the
predictor variables, there were no systematic differences that indicate that the battery of

measures may discriminate against a particular subgroup. In all cases, there were measures on

which minority students outperformed majorstyidentsFor all comparisons involving ethnic

minority groups, it was the case that the SAT/ACT score differences were larger than difference
on the biodata or SJQne caveat to interpretingabedata is the relatively small number of

Black and Hispami students in the sample. It may be that the scores of students from those
groups who did participate are not completely representative of the scores of the populations of

interest.




Table 8
Subgroup differences between males and females

Measure N M SD N M SD d (M-
(Male) (Male) (Male) (Female) (Female) (Female) F)

SJT 172 0.36 0.15 335 0.42 0.14 -0.45
Knowledge 248 3.50 0.52 477 3.50 0.45 0.00
Continuous

Learning 230 3.51 0.64 435 3.39 0.59 0.19
Artistic 230 3.05 0.81 433 3.36 0.72 -0.42
Multicultural 281 3.13 0.69 540 3.39 0.69 -0.37
Leadership 231 3.22 0.81 435 3.35 0.74 -0.17
Responsibility 246 3.51 0.77 476 3.80 0.70 -0.40
Health 248 3.39 0.52 477 3.22 0.49 0.35
Career 250 3.31 0.63 479 3.44 0.62 -0.21
Adaptability 230 3.54 0.46 433 3.46 0.41 0.19
Perseverance 230 3.82 0.52 435 3.93 0.44 -0.23
Ethics 246 4.05 0.45 477 411 0.40 -0.14
Awards 189 2.32 0.74 382 2.50 0.64 -0.27
Jobs 188 2.57 1.09 385 2.71 1.04 -0.14
HSGPA 223 3.79 0.44 436 3.81 0.40 -0.04
SAT/ACT 226 0.11 1.01 447 -0.08 0.96 0.19

Table 9

Subgroup differences between Whites and Blacks

Measure N M SD N M SD
(White)  (White) (White) (Black) (Black) (Black)

SJT 382 0.41 0.14 11 0.47 0.15
Knowledge 535 3.52 0.47 20 3.24 0.49
Continuous

Learning 497 3.42 0.61 20 3.29 0.63
Avrtistic 496 3.24 0.75 20 2.90 0.79
Multicultural 602 3.24 0.69 24 3.32 0.85
Leadership 498 3.32 0.74 20 2.98 0.96
Responsibility 533 3.67 0.74 19 3.52 0.68
Health 535 3.31 0.51 20 3.15 0.60
Career 538 3.39 0.62 20 3.36 0.60
Adaptability 496 3.51 0.43 20 3.35 0.44
Perseverance 497 3.91 0.47 20 3.77 0.64
Ethics 533 4.09 0.41 20 4.00 0.47
Awards 426 2.43 0.65 16 2.42 0.68
Jobs 428 2.74 1.03 16 2.16 1.02
HSGPA 502 3.86 0.42 19 3.85 0.52
SAT/ACT 511 0.03 0.95 20 -0.67 0.98




Table 10

Subgroup differences between Whites and Hispanics

Measure N M SD N M SD
(White) (White) (White) (Hispanic) (Hispanic) (Hispanic)

SJT 382 0.41 0.14 22 0.41 0.13
Knowledge 535 3.52 0.47 35 3.65 0.42
Continuous

Learning 497 3.42 0.61 30 3.54 0.62
Artistic 496 3.24 0.75 30 3.18 0.88
Multicultural 602 3.24 0.69 41 3.36 0.65
Leadership 498 3.32 0.74 30 3.27 0.65
Responsibility 533 3.67 0.74 35 3.73 0.78
Health 535 3.31 0.51 35 3.24 0.46
Career 538 3.39 0.62 35 3.43 0.74
Adaptability 496 3.51 0.43 30 3.45 0.43
Perseverance 497 3.91 0.47 30 4.05 0.47
Ethics 533 4.09 0.41 35 4.15 0.40
Awards 426 2.43 0.65 27 2.46 0.53
Jobs 428 2.74 1.03 27 2.50 1.12
HSGPA 502 3.86 0.42 31 3.89 0.47
SAT/ACT 511 0.03 0.95 32 -0.59 0.93

Table 11
Subgroup differences between Whites and Asians
Measure N M SD N M SD

(White) (White) (White) (Asian) (Asian) (Asian) A)
SJT 382 0.41 0.14 67 0.36 0.16 0.29
Knowledge 535 3.52 0.47 92 3.42 047 0.21
Continuous
Learning 497 3.42 0.61 84 3.49 0.57 -0.12
Artistic 496 3.24 0.75 84 3.34 0.77 -0.13
Multicultural 602 3.24 0.69 104 3.49 0.67 -0.36
Leadership 498 3.32 0.74 84 3.25 0.84 0.10
Responsibility 533 3.67 0.74 92 3.84 0.68 -0.24
Health 535 3.31 0.51 92 3.14 0.50 0.34
Career 538 3.39 0.62 93 3.39 0.61 0.00
Adaptability 496 3.51 0.43 84 3.38 0.37 0.30
Perseverance 497 3.91 0.47 84 3.79 045 0.26
Ethics 533 4.09 0.41 92 4.02 0.48 0.17
Awards 426 2.43 0.65 73 2.45 0.87 -0.03
Jobs 428 2.74 1.03 73 2.25 1.14 0.48
HSGPA 502 3.86 0.42 65 3.84 0.32 0.07
SAT/ACT 511 0.03 0.95 69 0.10 1.07 -0.08




Mean Differences of Applicants and Resedtutly Participants

The alternative predictor scores of the applicants in the present data collection were
compared to the scores of incumbent students obtained in an earlier data collection in 2004.
Whereas the applicants completed the measures befgresd¢ie admitted to their respective
colleges and universities, the incumbent students complete the measures at the end of their first

semester. The difference in scores may provide some indication as to whether students in an

application context are morikely to inflate their scores. The average scores on the biodata and

situational judgment test are presented for both samples in Table 12. In order to evaluate the
magnitude of the differences avdlue was calculated for each pair of scores (i.e., across
samples). As reported in Tall@, the dvalues on the original eleven biodatales ranged from

.06 (Health) to .74 (Knowledge) and thevalue for the situational judgment test was .45. In the
majority of cases, applicants received higher scores. An exception is the jobs biodata scale on
which applicants scoreglightly lower. The overall conclusion from these analyses is that
students may inflate their responses to the biodata, especially the Knowledge and Continuous
Learning itemswhen responding in a higgtakes situation. This inflation did not seem to impact

their validity, however (see Tables 3 and 7).




Tablel12.

Comparison of Applicants to Incumbent Students in Previous Data

Collection

Knowledge

Continuous

Learning
Artistic
Multicultural
Leadership
Responsibility
Health

Career

Adaptability

Perseverance

Ethics

Awards Scale

Jobs Scale

SJT

Average
score of

applicants
3.50 (.48)

3.43 (.61)

3.26 (.76)
3.30 (.70)
3.31(.77)
3.70 (.74)
3.28 (.51)
3.40 (.63)
3.49 (.43)
3.90 (.47)
4.09 (.42)
2.44 (.68)
2.67 (1.06)

40 (.14)

N

725

665

663

821

666

722

725

729

663

665

723

571

573

507

Average
score of

incumbents
3.15 (.47)

3.09 (.61)

2.91 (.82)
2.98 (.66)
3.07 (.81)
3.32 (.76)
3.25 (.51)
3.32 (.65)
3.38 (.45)
3.73 (.49)
3.86 (.54)
2.42(.70)
2.80 (.58)

33(.17)

N

2711

2711

2711

2711

2714

2714

2714

2714

2714

2714

2714

2713

2709

2676

Difference

(d-value)

e

.56

.03

-.15
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Note Standard deviations are in parentheses next to the means. SJT = Situation
Judgment Test.




Results of Analyses Involving Experimental Variables

As indicated above, we also collectdmta on a number of experimental variables. We
reported on the drug use and alcohol variables in the regression analyses above. In this section,
we detail our examination of the shocks variable consisting of a nuwwhbeents, thaivould
likely have a signitant impact on student performance and behavior in cafiéiyey occurred
The manner in which students reported spending their time in calfeb#s correlates are

examined

Student s6 Sh oGollegeMithdrawak @rrelationa wede computed between
twenty-one potentially shocking events and the withdrawal outcomes of absenteeism, turnover
deliberations, and turnover intentions, as presented in Table 13. It is important to note that these
outcomeswere interrelated: absenteeism was significantly albeit weakly related to the latter two
outcomes which were highly correlat&lagnosis of clinical depression was significantly

related to all three withdrawal measures. Also notable is that studentseshanable to enter

their desired major, who lost their financial aid, whose friend left for another school, or who

were recruited by another institution were more likely to report thinking about or intending to

quit their current institution. Students wheported injury, illness, and substance addiction also

reported attending class less often.

To examine whether the experience of shocks provided incremental prediction of
withdrawal outcomes above and beyond that provided by measures of achievement and
personality, a hierarchical regression was performed. In the first step, SAT/ACT was entered as 4§
predictor. In the second step, the Big Five personality variables were entered. In the third and
final step, each i ndi vi dunteted FThe eesults ofchis aralysgs,e r i

presented in Table 14, indicate that SAT/ACT scores are rather poor predictors of student
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withdrawal. Students who were disagreeable, extraverted, or low on conscientiousness were
more likely to report higher absencésaportantly, after controlling for both personality and

SAT/ACT in the first two steps, the number of shocks significantly predicted all three

withdrawal outcomes (absenteeism, turnover deliberations, and turnover intentions). This finding

is qualified, lowever, by the relatively small percent of variance in these outcomes that was

explained by shocks (around 1%).




Table 13.

Relationship of Experienced Shocks to Student Withdrawal

Deliberations
Turnover

Absenteeism
Turnover

Withdrawal
Absenteeism
Turnover Deliberations
Turnover Intent
Shocks

Theft

Assault

Pregnant
Recruited

Bad Grade
Roommate conflict
Lost financial aid

lliness

Death or illness of family

Depressed

Friend left school
Substance Addiction
Faculty conflict
Money

Family member lost job




Lost job

Increased tuition
Injury

Engagedr married
Job offer

Unable to enter major

Note " p<.05.” p<.0l.

4Unable to compute correlation because of zero frequency

N = 806829




Table 14.

Incremental Validity of Experienceéthocks: Hierarchical Regression Resu

Turnover Turnover

Absenteeism Deliberations Intentions

Step and measure R b gR2 gqR2

Step 1 004 001 003

ACT/SAT
composite

Step 2
Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousness
Emotional Stability
Openness
Step3
Number of Shocks
R2
AdjustedR?
N

Note ~ p<.05.” p<.01.




Time Spent on Various Activities and Student Outcofiadde 15 contains the zeovder
correlations between First Ye@ollege Grade Point Average and hours allocated towards
various activities per week (i.e., academic activities, extracurricular activities, care provision,
relaxation, and working). Two of the five time allocation variables were significantly related to
First Year College Grade Point Average: Hours Spent on Academic Activited.83,p <.01)

and Hours Spent Working € -.076,p<.05). First Year College Grade Point Average was then
regressed on the five time allocation variables, resulting in a sigmifaverall modelR?= .040.
SE:=stimate = .609,F(5, 669) = 5.615p < .01). As shown in Tabl&6, Hours Spent on Academic
Activities was a significant predictor &first Year College Grade Point Averagpe = .184,p

<.01); howeverHours Spent Workingvas no longer significantly related karst Year College
Grade Point Averag* = -.069,p> .05). These results indicate that the more hours students
reported that they spent studying, the better their grades; hours spent working were slightly

negativey related to college grades.

Personality and Student Outcom&able17 contains results from multiple regression analyses

where each of several positive collegéated outcomes (First Year College Grade Point

Average, the selfated Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales composite, Organizational
Citizenship Behavior, Academigatisfaction, and Social Satisfaction) was regressed on

SAT/ACT and High School Grade Point Average (step 1), the Big Five (step 2) and the Biodata
and SJT scales (step Ihese regressions were done to investigate whether biodata and
situational judgmeinmeasures added significantly to the prediction of various outcomes above
standard personality measures of the Big Five and traditional measures of student potential (i.e.,
HSGPA and SAT/AQ). Significant global models were obtained for each of the fosate

outcome variables: First Year College Grade Point Averdge (406,SEstivate = .477,F(21,
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294) = 9.574p <.01), the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales< .501,SEstmate = .330,
F(21, 295) = 14.122 <.01), Organizational Citizenship Baviors R?= .408,SE:stimaTe =
.766,F(21, 294) = 9.667p <.01), Academic Satisfactiol¢=.170,SEstmate = .537,F(21,
295) = 2.880p <.01), and Social SatisfactioR{= .290,SE:-stimate = .764,F(21, 295) = 5.732,

p <.01).

For First Year Colleg&rade Point Average, significant predictors at step 3 included
SAT/ACT (b* =.421,p < .01), High School Grade Point Averagdp € .195,p < .01),
Conscientiousnes{ = .201,p < .01), Opennesdt =-.122,p < .05), and CareeOrientation
(b* = -.150,p< .01). For the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, significant predictors at step
3 included Agreeableneds*(= .155,p<.01), Conscientiousness*(= .204,p <.01), Emotional
Stability (b* = .123,p < .01), Continuous Learnindpt = .156,p< .05), andPerseverancét =
.158,p < .05). For Organizational Citizenship Behavior, significant predictors at step 3 included
Extraversionlf* = .263,p <.01), Agreeablenesb’= .232,p <.01), Opennesdf = -.118,p <
.05), Continuous Learnindgpf = .151,p <.05), Responsibility i§* = .140,p < .05), and

Perseverancét = .169,p < .05). For Academic Satisfaction, significant predictors at step 3

included Emotional Stabilityp¢ = .175,p < .01) and Ethicsl§* = .220,p< .01). Finally, for

Social Satisfactin, significant predictors at step 3 included Extraverssn=(.409,p <.01),
Emotional Stability 6* = .199,p <.01), Leadershipbf = -.186,p < .01), andResponsibility b*
=.131,p < .05). The Biodataand SJT scales, entered at step 3, demonstrated significant
incremental validity for four of the five positive outcomes, including: First Year College Grade
Point Averaged R .056,(p k14, 294) = 1.974p < .05), the Behaviorally Anchored Rating

ScaledgpRF .138,p K14, 295) = 5.831p <.01), Organizational Citizenship Behaviop R3
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.106,p 14, 294) = 3.758) <.01), and Academic SatisfactiogpR¥ .070,p K14, 295) = 1.781,

p <.05).

Table18 contains results from multiple regression analyses evbach of several

negative collegeelated outcomes (Deviance, Turnover Intentions, Absenteeism, Drug Use, and
Problem Drinking) was regressed on SAT/ACT and High School Grade Point Average (step 1),
the Big Five (step 2) and the Biodata and SJT scakys 8t Significant global models were
obtained for each of the five negative outcome variables: Devi&ice.250,SE:stivaTe =

A423,F(21, 295) = 4.686p <.01), Turnover IntentiondR = .140,SE:stivaTe = .657,F(21, 294)

= 2.288,p< .01), AbsenteeismR2= .181,SE:stimate = .984,F(21, 294) = 3.090p <.01), Drug

Use R2=.127,SE:stivaTe = .687,F(21, 295) = 2.043) < .01), and Problem DrinkingR2=

-182;SEESTIMATE = 2022,F(21, 295) = 312% <01)

For Deviancesignificant predictors at step 3 included Extraversiwin=.161,p < .01),

Agreeablenesdt = -.162,p < .01), Conscientiousnesbi = -.235,p <.001), SITH* = -.127,

p< .05), and Ethicsif* = -.163,p < .01). For Turnover Intentions, significant pretbrs at step 3
included Agreeablenesb*(= .170,p < .01), SJT b* = -.147,p < .05), Leadershipb* = .164,p

< .05), Perseverancédt = -.179,p < .05), and Ethicslf* = -.161,p < .05). For Absenteeism,
significant predictors at step 3 includédnscientiousnes®{ =-.133,p <.05), Knowledge Ib*
=-.163,p < .05), Responsibilityl§* =-.146,p = .039), and Adaptabilitybf = .309,p <.01). For
Drug Use, significant predictors at step 3 included Ethits=(-.170,p <.01) and High School
Job(b* =.199,p <.01). Finally, for Problem Drinking, significant predictors at step 3 included
Extraversionlf* = .248,p <.01), Careerl{* =-.128,p < .05), Ethics p* =-.129,p < .05, and

High School Jobl* =.132,p <.05). The Biodataand SJT scales, entered at step 3,

demonstrated significant incremental validity for each of the five negative outcomes, including:
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Deviance R+ . 014,295y 2.547 <.01), Turnover Intentionsgp R+ . 113, o
294) = 3.013p <.05), Absenteism (pR3 .132,qp k14, 294) = 3.392) < .01), Drug Use ¢ R

.098,p K14, 295) = 2.355) < .01), and Problem Drinkinggg R .073,p 14, 295) = 1.86% <

05).

Overall, these regressions indicate that Big Five personality measures do correlate
significantly with various outcomes, but that biodatad SJTdo add to the explanation of all

student outcomes considered in this report.

Applicant Ratings Used by Various InstitutioBsita were obtained on college admissions

ratings across five dimensions from each of six institutions: Admission Package Rating (Furman,
Meredith, Earlnam, Kenyon, and Lafayette), Essay Rating (Furman;CiNgel Hill),

Extracurricular Rating (Furman, UNChapel Hill), Program Rating (UNChapel Hill), and
Performance Rating (UNChapel Hill). Preliminary analyses suggested that, for a given rating
dimension, the various institutions appeared to be using different rating scales. Therefore, prior
to runningcorrelation or regression analyses, each of the rating dimensions were standardized to
z-scores (mean = .00, SD = 1.00) within each of the institutions. The resultant sample size for

each rating dimension across the institutions is shown in T&ble




Table 15

Correlation between Hours Allocated toward Various Activities and GPA (N = 675)

1 2 3 4 5

. FY College GPA -
. Hours Academic .183 -
. Hours Extracurricular .008 .074
. Hours Care -.025 .001 : -
. HoursRelax .027 -066 -.044 -031 --
6. Hours Work -.076 -.022 .048 .051 -.053 --

Note Estimates in bold significant at tpe< .05 level. FY College GPA = First Year College

GPA, Hours Academic = Hours Spent on Academic Activities per Week, Hours Extracurric
Hours Spent on Extracurricular Activities per Week, Hours Care = Hours Spent Providing (
per Week, Hours Relax =ddirs Spent Relaxing per Week, Hours Work = Hours Spent Work

per Week.
Tablel6

First Year College GPA Regressed on Hours Allocated toward Various Activities
(N=675)

b* t p

Hours Academic .184 4.829 .000
Hours Extracurricular .000 -.012 .990
Hours Care -.020 -.533 .594
Hours Relax .035 .922 357
Hours Work -.069 -1.805 .072

Note Hours Academic = Hours Spent on Academic Activities per Week, Hours
Extracurricular = Hours Spent on Extracurricular Activities per Week, Hours=Car
Hours Spent Providing Care per Week, Hours Relax = Hours Spent Relaxing pe
Week, Hours Work = Hours Spent Working per Week.




remental Validity of Biodata and SJT Measures: Hierarchical Regression ReBuokgive Outcomes

FY College
GPA

Academic
Satisfaction

Social

BARS Satisfaction

OoCB

b* PR PR b* PR b* PR b* PR

SAT/ACT

High School
GPA

SAT/ACT

High School
GPA

Extraversion
Agreeableness
Conscientiousnes

Emotional
Stability

Openness

SAT/ACT

High School
GPA

Extraversion

Agreeableness

314 . : .009

451

.216

.024
.071
.160

-.065
-.075




Conscientiousnes .201

Emotional
Stability -.036

Openness -.122

SJT -.086
Knowledge .092

Cont Leaming .031
Artistic -.034
Multicuttural 133
Leadership -.017
Responsibility .020
Health -.050
Career -.150
Adaptability -.115
Perseverance .064
Ethics .013
Awards .048
Jobs -.051

ModelR2

AdjustedR?

N

Nppte Estimates in boldresignificant at thep < .05level. Cont Learning = Continuous Learning, FY College GPA = Fi
Ypar College GPA, BARS = Behaviorally Anchored Rating Sc@l€8 = Organizational Citizenship Behavior, SJT =
Sjuational Judgment Test.




Tablel18

Incremental Validity of Biodata and SJT Measures: Hierarchical Regression ReNelgsitive
Outcomes

Turnover Problem

Deviance Intentions Absenteeisir Drug Use Drinking

b* @R] b* ©@R| b* ®@R] b* ©@R| Db* @R]

Stepl .009 .011 .004 .007 .014
SAT/ACT

High School
GPA

Step 2
SAT/ACT -.053

High School
GPA -.040

Extraversion .243
Agreeableness -.234
Conscientious -.222

Emotional
Stability -.074

Openness -.034
Step 3
SAT/ACT .024

High School
GPA -.033

Extraversion 161
Agreeableness -.162
Conscientious -.235

Emotional
Stability -.081

Openness .008




SJT
Knowledge
Cont Leaming
Artistic
Multicuftural
Leadership
Responsibility
Health
Career
Adaptability
Perseverance
Ethics
Awards
Jobs
ModelR? .250 .140 181 127 .182
Adjustedr? 197 .079 122 .065 124
N 317 316 316 317 317

Note Estimates in bol@resignificant at thep < .05 level.Cont Learning = Continuous Learning, SJT
Situational Judgment Test.
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Table 20 contains zerarder correlations between the various rating dimensions and each
of the Big Five, the Biodata and SJT scales, High School and First Year College Grade Point
Average, and SAT/ACT. For the Admission Package Rating, significant donslavere
observed for Awards € .454,p < .01), First Year College Grade Point Average=(.598,p
<.01), SAT/ACT ¢ = .519,p<.01), and High School Grade Point Average (669,p <.01). For
the Essay Rating, significant correlations were observed for Agreeablereds0Q,p < .05),

First Year College Grade Point Average=(.186,p <.05), and SAT/ACT ( = .226,p < .01).

For the Extracurricular Rating, significant correlatioveye observed for Extraversion< .224,

p =.009), Knowledger(= .252,p<=.01), Leadershipr(= .348,p <.01), Responsibilityr( =
.327,p<.01), Health (= .246,p< .01), Adaptability ¢ = .255,p < .01), Perseverance € .404,

p <.01), Ethics (= .286,p < .01), Jobs ( = .212,p< .05), and First Year College Grade Point
Average ( = .183,p < .05). For the Program Rating, significant correlations were observed for
First Year College Grade Point Average=(.303,p< .01), SAT/ACT ( = .461,p<.01), and

High School Grade Point Average=.382,p <.01). Finally, for the Performance Rating,
significant correlations were observed for Knowledge (350,p < .01), Multicultural ¢ = -
.207,p<.05), Award { = .372,p< .01), First Year College Grade Point Average (417,p <
.01), SAT/ACT ¢ =.356,p<.01), and High School Grade Point Average (352,p < .01). We
also intended to perform regression analysescl ®f the college admission rating dimensions

on the biodata scales to assess the extent to which student background characteristics predict the

various rating dimensionsut sample sizes precluded these analy®estall, the correlations

indicate that there are relatively large correlations between Bmuata scales and the

Admissions Package Rating, the Extracurricular Rating, and the Performance Rating.




Table 19.

Number of Students For Whom Ratings Data Was Provided, By
Institution

APR ESS EXT PRO PERF

Furman University 31 31
Meredith College
Earlham College
Kenyon College
UNC, Chapel Hill
Lafayette College
Total

Note APR = Admission Package Rating, ESS = Essay RdiNg,=
Extracurricular Rating, PRO = Program Rating, PERF = Performan
Rating.




Table20

Correlations between Standardized Ratings and the Big Five, Biodata, :
SJT

APR ESS EXT PRO PERF

Extraversion .056 125 224 .040 -.186
Agreeableness .022 170 -.006 -.102 -.192
Conscientiousness 222 .051 127 .095 117
Emotional Stability .070 .058 -.060 .031 -.088
Openness 156 .149 .079 .166 -.104
SJT -.094 .088 213 -.229 -.086
Knowledge .261 135 252 -.028 .350
ContLearning .002 142 .109 -.076 .068
Avrtistic 154 126 .062 .091 .050
Multicultural -.194 .070 -.055 .011 -.207
Leadership .097 119 .348 .085 .061
Responsibility .040 .036 327 -.074 -.159
Health .046 -.007 246 -.036 .010
Career -.065 .027 173 -.080 -.099

Adaptability 217 134 .255 .032 .000

Perseverance 121 131 404 .008 .002
Ethics .085 .070 .286 .073 .208
Award 454 107 193 -.070 372
Jobs -177 128 212 -.166 -.106
College GPA .598 .186 .183 .303 A17
SAT/ACT 519 226 A17 461 .356
High School GPA .669 .043 11 .382 .352

Note.Estimates in bold significant at the p < .05 ledeftanges from 35 to
137. APR = Admissions Package Rating, ESS = Essay Rating, EXT =




Extracurricular Rating, PRO = Program RatiRgERF = Performance
Rating, Cont Learning = Continuous Learning, SJT = Situational Judgm
Test.

DISCUSSIONAND SUMMARY

This report details the results of analyses of the responses of applicants to 12 different

colleges and universities. Some of these analyses and our conclusions were limited by the

sample sizes available. While a quite large number of applicants pragdbte data (N=7,885)
on the biodata and SJT, a much smaller number (N=2,023) enrolled at the institutions to which
they applied, and only 844 responded to a follgwsurvey and provided consent to obtain

archival data from their institutions.

Relationdips between the3lbiodata scaleneasuring the original dimensions plus
Awards and Jobs scales developed from the Common Application Btaal3JT and ten
differentstudent outcomes are report®de also report regression analyses of these outcomes on
HSGPA, SAT/ACT, and the noncognitive measuvis. also report the degree to which
responses of various demographic groups differ and the degree to which there are differences

between applicant responses and those of incumbent students as one indedastoidéimts are

likely to inflate responses when the biodata and SJT are used to make actual admission decisiongs.

Finally, we report results on the analyses of several experimental variables.

We feel that the following are the most important outcomesipf/arious data analyses.

1. Biodata and SJT measures do have adequate internal consistency reliability and they
exhibit reasonable discriminavalidity; that is, intercorrelations indicate that the
measures are not redundant.

. Firstyear college GPA isrpdicted significantly by several biodata scales, most notably

Knowledge, Ethics, and Perseverance, but HSGPA and SAT/ACT scores are much more
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predictable of college GPA than are biodata and SJT. The latter do not add in a
statistically significant sende the prediction of college GP#eyond the two traditional
measures of academic potential though the magnitude of incremental variance associated
with biodata and SJT measures is similar to that of previous research on these measures.
. Self ratings of pgormance (BARS), organizational citizenship behavior (QGBY

student selreports of Deviance were especially well predicted by the biodata measures
and SJT while HSGPA and SAT/ACT were relatively uncorrelated with these outcomes.

. Satisfaction, absentisen and turnover intentions were less well predicted by all

measures. The biodata scale Ethics was best related to these outcomes

. The two experimental outcome measures (Drug Use and Problem Drinking) were not
related to most predictors with the exceptibthe Ethics measure. These two outcomes

were related quite highly to class absenteeism and deviance, two other outcomes.

. Gendercomparisons on the predictor measures were generally smdéarddwomen

in most instances. Exceptions included the SAT/ACT and the Health, Ethics,
Adaptability, and Continuous Learning measures on which males slightly outperformed
females.

. Ethnic group differences generally favored Whites over Blacks, but there was a ve

small number of Black participants. Whitkspanicdifferences were small, some

favoring Whites and others favoring Hispanics. Whites outperformed Hispanics by the
largest amount (d=.65) on the SAT/ACThe results for AsiaWWhite comparisons were
alsomi xed, but Asian studentsodo SAfthawtdses co

of Whites.
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8. Differences between applicants and incumbent students revealed that applicants may

have been inflating their responses to the biodata and SJT. Differen€aswledge
(d=.75) and Continuous Learning (d=.56) were largifferences on most other scales
ranged from .30 to .50 standard deviation units.

9. Time spent studying was related to grades positively though the correlation (r=.18) was
low. There was a sriaand marginally significant negative relationship with the number
of hours spent working.

10. Several standard measures of the Big Five (especially Conscientiousness) were related tg
grades and various other outcomes, but in all these analyses, the aratiStAr
explained additional variance.

11.Investigation of the role significant events (shocks) might play in student decisions to
remain involved in academic pursuits revealed that a number of these events (singly and
in combination) were related to studabsenteeisnintent to leave school and
deliberations about leaving school. These analyses underscore the fact that occasionally

unforeseen circumstances dictate whether a student can remain in school.

12. Analyses of relationships between admissions aoffised r at i ngs of st udjen
primarily from smaller liberal arts institutions revealed that these ratings were related to a
number of important student outcomes as well as the objectively scored biodata.

Correlations with what these schools callesl Admissions Rating, a rating of
extracurricular activities and a Performance rating were especially large across several

biodata scales. Whether they are large enough to replace these ratings with the biodata

measures would be a matter of judgment orptiré of admissions officers and possible a
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function of the resources available to employ large numbers of admissions officers to rate

student portfolios.

Perhaps the biggest limitation of this study was the failure to get a larger number of
participantsWe did not get the expected number of applicants to respond initially and then only
25% of those respondents enrolled in the participating institutions precluding the collection of
follow-up responses and archival data. Finally, we received only a 40®thsesgte to three

repeated attempts to get follayp data.

We were also disappointed in the validity of the SJT in predicting several outcomes. This
is inconsistent with previous research reporting validities across several studies. This may have
beendue to the fact that data were collected on the web in unsupervised conditions. The SJT is

longer than the biodata and requires close attention to the items which may have discouraged

some respondents. In earlier research, the biodata and SJT weretadsinispapeand

pencil format in supervised conditions.
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