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The Law ~ Admiaion Test has ~ed sub5t8\-
tial attentic.\ dming dw CUIM\t debal!'over Affim\ative
AatIX1. Q\ b ~ exb~ , ~ jud&e' hIS ~
nearly equa~ LSAT sanlto -merir in~ I-*P-
pkJi\ts for admjssjm to law mm. ~ tiw; ~
...~... ~ p-u-t 8dv~- ol~ live k-
ti(X\ have ded8I.I the LSAT ~ w~ u a
ptedk1Or of .-.1-" p6-~.~. nw wtft lies ~
wheft 1n hetw~.

Neither dW; uw ~ Admisb\ t:'~ ~ tw
~ testinl ~:iDi"-. EI'S a ACT~ ~
l5AC his ~ to prMlQ h - b b p.r ~
years, have e98' ~ ~ UAT ~ be ~.. m
pfimlry fa(tc.' in the .dln~ec8IoI\ pfOC88. .
l.SAT is . ~ of ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ums
demWcllelCYlN to. ~', IbWry ~ per_VIM) ~ in
the first year of law sdnJl. The~ pDt is ht pm:-
~ who j)Ez-:u.~ ~ m ~ LSAt have ~
til.-1kiIls better thu\ tI-.e who pa'-m weD. uMI
will :PC:VaMI better wi.- tJw. sIQ1Is .. ~ by
J.. ~~s. 11w ~ ~ &Ie evaJuafed e¥8'Y
yea.- by conelatinl [SAT ~ wit1\ 6r8t.." law
~ grade lor rwarly aD ~Js th.t .. tI\e tSAT in
the adlniS8iG\ pnx.&.

Undelgradua. pade .~ ~ aJso eYahaa~ ~
nua11y by l3AC Ifta' ttcy have bea\ ...tdiICd-

U) po1k:ia ~ by ~ eci\D8OI$ o.a ~C: years. Gradt averasa ck> ~ cooae . well.
L-'AT ~ in m- ~ bUt in ~ ~ a.te a
canb~ of LSAr u'Id underIradua8 ~ a~
pmdU(8 a higher aJn8Jaum diD fjt}tIi h ~T M
UGPA 1kJne.

1M rsulm of theIe ~&~ ~ YaIidity 8tud8 haft
cw~ pnxi1X*i . 8bltaDyslll 681. tioft ~~~ tbe8e ~~ at-.ia..,.. i-=- ,,-~-

h fiJSt ,-r of law ~ but Iwr M," r ~
cl<Mec U)~ IDIIi1I b' . h facItw$ that ~ ~
8n ~..~, j)elft..u--~

Whi1!! h LSAT is. _cia perD\'.. acq.*.Iakma 8\ a
parti(ul.ar day ~ ~amItances u ~-.bIe -
~ ~ d.- « ~ T-"-~ - tak8'I dw... .. pO-
D\arY ~ iI w pi'Idk't« ~ ~'" ~~
in IN 6rst year 01 law sd\oo1. ~.;;-.;' an ~ in h
iMSt.likealtuda\rs per~",u~m. the LSAT.isu8 ~
pRdJa a futUre eYeIv., . fiDt-year Jaw ~ arm..
we &Ie ctMq wid\ ~ties. The lSAT is v.I k> ad-
d.Ie5I tWO. ~~ ~ty issues: (1) ~~ ~
that . 8Iuda\t will be .:.d Dy ~~ in law
sd\OOi; and (2) the ya~';;~ that ~ ... wiD do
beaer thin ~ in h fiISt year of law Idm..

The first of the8e i8sues is by Iv dw ~ ~tM ~
uwi the ~ difficult m ~ ~k attriIb\ hIS
been ~ladveJy modest in ~t law sd\OOls for the last 2S
yean and for ~ even longer. Without a sufficient
number of ~IS W'M Actually fail in law ~L it is
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im~ible to devise a Sbti$tk::a1ly 5OW1d - culOff .. on IhP

1.SA T (c. any ~ variaba. ) to allow I 5d1OOl U) Sly, "be--
k)w d\i$ ~ ywr ~ of 51KCa5 lie ~~
low d18t Mtt"m' ~ nor yoo mould tab thf nsk:.
w. ~ wId1e de ~experieJ n from ~ Ii w
~ k)~ 8pp8IS to be aimiJar, 8\1 -cutoff" that
~ be deri.ed ~ adequaW dab would djH.r from
8ChooI ~ $dK)ol8nd ~ single -national cuto/l* score
w-aidM8ppOpIUt.. 1M ~C does not a ttad\ a pfOb.
.,.." 0( ~t~ ~ to I5AT Km8 for any Id\OO1.
~ -.va dwtjudp ~ ~ ~ disaeticxa of ~ fACulty
aldmDUStta ~ wOO \m d'It; ~ ~ provida \IX""
fuI data in its 8I8UIIl ~ Study Rep«t 10 ~t
in IIririn& at bt ~t.

~ Ieanl pldMbWry ~ is e..-r CO WUJUlfe, for
exampk, ~ a law 8d'IOOl W'i~ ~ Students aU hav-
ing ~ gr8de average, and 100 students with
ISAT sa. ot1~.1Iwi lOOstudents widt LSAT scores of
150. fw1beI: ~~ the Idm haa a con-elation cadfi-
cieI\t for its tSAT /UCPA ind~x of OS (roug}\ly the
Inedian b an law Idwds). How many of tht students
wid\. ISO Ls.AT wiD he in h top halE 01 Ih. dass ..t t1oNt
end of th. 6Ist,.,~ ~ ~~1\S say 39. Thus. with
~ variaI¥8 SH&htiy pater th8n one stan&rd
dIYiaIx.\, d1e !SAT pnJ9ida IXids 013 tv 2 that . stu-
da\t~ a 160 wiD a up in the top ~ of ludi. da8.
~ fcjJt1winS d1art ~ Iww dds cia» would per-
fmm at quania.
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'n. d\Irt shows ht « the oW students widt . m
1.SAT wM wwld ~ up in h top half of ~ class, 16 of
~ would be ~ the 50 in h top quarter. Ub..
wile. 16 wid\ the 160 lSAT score would end up in the

1xJItIMnqU8rtRr.
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ThiS example offers an opportW\ity to ~stand the
impa~ of the cor~latlon coeffidenl The fO'UOwing d\art
shows how these 200 stud8\ts would be dis~ted with
con.-tations of 0.4 and O.6.1<eep in mind d\at a axIeIation
of 1.0 would mutt in d\e 100 StUdentS with 160 LSATs all
~m\ing better than any student with a 150 LSAT. On
the flip side. . COrRlation of 0.0 w~d plOO~ abIol\1tely
~dOln results tha t wauld Ie, ult in 25 students wid\ cad1
SCOre in ead\ quartile.

p, Pe'~ " ~ Who Obcei- Higher FYA's
0..,11 KlVitII Lower LSAT Sce,.

Nigher lSA T StOIW

ExP8d-' - ... i8 ~ --
of.. ft'-eVe., CI8II What foUows are ~ aduaJ J8u1ts of ttIe teal c~ses ex-

amined by dw .-.aId\ scientists.

..~ ..~.. ., ~ Me allt8iDed Hither FYA',
~ ... Uwct' WT Sc~
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A more realistic hypothetical is a law ~ wft1\ 200
8tuc18\ts, 40 ead\ haVit\g 140, 145, 150, 15$, 81\4160
tSAT ~. Api!\, the UGrA js mt a v~ ~:fhe
~tiOI\ coeffidenf is .5. Here . how ~ ~
would perform.

Thjs school will find four students with I.$AT ~ of
140 who perform better than at least 22 of t1\e sh1dentS
with LSAT scores Qll60.

To test d\e numbers produced by ~ statistical model
~ a. the d\ans. above, lSAC ~ scientists ~-
amined 288 randomly selected 8ets of Individual stu4a\1s
at the same law ~ who had 145, 150, 155, and 160
LSAT srores- The chart below shows how the statistkal
mod~1 predicted they would do in r~lation to ach other.
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~ ""'~DorI. and aCtUallti\lltS do not match
~~ ~* I\UmbeIs are c1«* enouch to make the
~~UAT. a good pndictor, but nowhere near
a ~ p'8dic:tor.

Thea ~ is to devise better ways to ux statistica I
~ as a ~ of d\e admission process without
"-vinI it totally dominate ~t process. As ~ considft

- dw ~: m ~ pobabiJite set out above, we mU5t
in ~~ ~t what qualities .individ\aals

bIq. - )aw ~ classroom d1at we should value m
~ ~ pIOtes6. We might bebeve some of those
quaJitiM am N18t8d ~y to academic potential, but
manyC)M.rule personal qualities that wiD enhance the
le~.ironmentinour law schools, as well as the
~~Gf h J.w &Chool itself. We may MVU have
~~.etatistical base to snow they either relate to
at\ _io¥id_~s Kademic peclu.-u,ance or tM quality of
J,jfe.Within h iDslituti~, but that"s why the admission
~ ~ IeaYin U\ academic judgment and not the
p~\cId of a computei' program.


