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can address these merit-related issues, we argue that more
vigorous exploration of ways to construct and to report test scores
1s also justified.

B. Creating a Broader and More Inclusive Definition of Merit

No one disputes that the LSAT has predictive validity with
respect to the academic success in the first year of some, though
not all, students. The LSAT tests a narrow range of cognitive
skills and neglects others, which may be equally important to the
problem solving abilities necessary for the practice of law. Some
of these, including emotional intelligence, and tacit and practical
intelligence, have been investigated by cognitive psychologists
but have not been incorporated in the design of the LSAT. This
research on alternative forms of intelligence should be
mvestigated for alternative questions or testing methodologies
that are less hegemonic and narrow in evaluating the merit of an
applicant. Research on the intellectual skills that make
professionals successful also draws on expertise and
methodologies from other disciplines and raises questions about
the predictive validity of the test with respect to the actual
practice of law or the other fields of employment law school
graduates might enter. A range of lawyer competencies 1is
currently being investigated by Berkeley Professors Marge
Shultz and Sheldon Zedeck.!19

Finally, the writing component of the LSAT is undervalued
by both applicants and faculty and admissions professionals. The
LSAC, a true service provider to law schools, is responding to
concerns about the quality of writing by students in law school.
Writing skills may soon be subjected to the quantification in
much the same way the other sections of the LSAT. But the
writing sample could be used to explore more than familiarity
with the rules of grammar. The answers most students currently

quarter of society. See Anthony W. Marx, Amherst College 183rd Commencement
Address (May 23, 2004), available at http:.//www.amherst.edu/commencement/2004/
address.html. For a discussion of the issues of economic inequalities in higher
education, see generally REALITY CHECK: LEFT BEHIND-—UNEQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN
HIGHER EDUCATION (2004), available at http://www.tcf.org/Publications/Education/
leftbehindrc.pdf, and WILLIAM G. BOWEN, THE QUEST FOR EQUITY: “CLASS” (SOCIO-
ECONOMIC STATUS) IN AMERICAN HIGHER EDUCATION (2004), available at
http:/fwww.mellon.org/questforequity.pdf.

115 See Hall, supra note 9, at 24 (listing certain “effectiveness factors” that
Shultz and Zedeck have identified as indicative of effective lawyering).
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give to these questions are mechanical, reflecting the strategies
urged on applicants by the test preparation companies and a
cost/benefit analysis that counsels them to restrict the time
devoted to this exercise. The problems are always interesting
and the answers sometimes show great insight or creativity.
Encouraging applicants to commit their reasoning process to a
written record could give faculty and admissions professionals a
real tool for detecting the talents and potential of an applicant. If
this opportunity to reason through a short problem was not
simply incidental to a test designed to produce a numerical score,
and if the writing sample is not itself converted into a perfectly
calibrated score assigned by the testing company, the writing
sample could be part of a truly evaluative decision-making
process.

Law schools cannot continue to express a commitment to
diversity and affirmative action while over-relying on and
overusing the LSAT scores as a predictive measure. We advocate
a redefinition of merit that could be used to consider the
qualifications of all students. We acknowledge that LSAT scores
correlate with students’ race and class background. Persons of
color as well as those with lower socio-economic backgrounds do
not do as well on the test.120 It is indisputable that using a
decision process that privileges the LSAT, even in combination
with the GPA, substantially reduces the proportion of applicants
of color who are admitted to law school.l?2! QOne expert
determined that if only LSAT and GPA scores had been utilized
in admissions decisions in 1990-91, a mere ten percent of the
students of color admitted that year would have been accepted.122

120 See Guinier, supra note 29, at 511 (describing the relationship between
family income and scores on standardized tests: as income goes up, scores go up at
well); Kidder, supra note 92, at 194 (illustrating the lower graduation and bar-
passage rates for certain ethnic groups); Roithmayr, supra note 48, at 192
(discussing the racial scoring gap on the LSAT).

121 See Grutter v. Bollinger, 539 U.S. 306, 318 (2003) (referring to the testimony
of Erica Munzel, Director of Admissions, who “asserted that she must consider the
race of applicants because a critical mass of underrepresented minority students
could not be enrolled if admissions decisions were based primarily on undergraduate
GPAs and LSAT scores”). To maintain their status, elite law schools like Michigan
continue to rely on the use of high LSAT scores as an admissions tool to reach some
students and supplement the GPA and LSAT with other indicators to identify other
qualified applicants, including not only non-whites and other under-represented
candidates, but also alumni/ae connections and others. See id. at 338 (providing
examples of the “many possible bases for diversity admissions™).

122 Wightman, Threat to Diversity, supra note 30, at 21.
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The elimination of discrimination in order to achieve a truly
inclusive and diverse student body (and profession) is thwarted
by over reliance on the LSAT. The conflation of merit with a
numerical score on an examination contributes to racial
stereotyping. The LSAC and other decision makers have taken
some constructive steps to emphasize to decision makers in the
law schools and in the legal community that the LSAT simply
cannot be the single most important variable in the admissions
process and that its use beyond statistical prediction of the first-
year grades 1s inappropriate. More can be done.

Considerations of efficiency should not drive the admissions
process. It is critical that law schools identify and increase the
use of other evaluative techniques and tools for use in making
admissions decisions. At present, though, the best solution is the
use of a “whole file” review. Redefining merit in a way that
expands criteria of selection in this way is much more time-
consuming and expensive, but it represents a fairer and more
equitable way to allocate resources like legal education.
Whatever the criteria of selection are, they should predict not
only an applicant’s potential success in law school, but also the
likelihood that the student will be a hardworking and productive
lawyer and that he or she will be able to employ the knowledge
he or she gained in law school in important ways in whatever
profession he or she decides to pursue. Ultimately this will
promote adherence to standards and lawyering values important
to the legal education and the profession. Admissions decisions
should also take into consideration the needs of clients, both
those that are presently served and those who are now under-
served in part because of present admission practices.

There have already been some significant efforts to redefine
merit in the admissions work of some law schools. Some
initiatives have been supported by grants from the Diversity
Research Fund of the LSAC, a fund that no longer exists.123

123 In 2000, the Board of the LSAC adopted its LSAC Resolution on Diversity in
Legal Education and Proper Use of the LSAT, which says in pertinent part:

Due to this concern regarding undue emphasis on the LSAT, the Law

School Admission Council commits the expenditure of up to $10 million

over the next five years to:

e Study, and encourage change where warranted, the culture and
attitudes of legal educators, lawyers, judges, law students,
prospective law students, prelaw advisors, journalists, and the
public regarding the use of the LSAT;
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There is no reason why organizations like the ABA and the AALS
cannot adopt more flexible rules that would encourage
experimentation with admissions standards and more research
on this subject. The LSAC, an organization of law schools which
profits from the administration of tests, should continue to fund
empirical research and experimental trials of alternative
admissions procedures. In the past, the LSAC itself developed a
set of alternative admissions policy initiatives that used the
LSAT in a more limited fashion. The LSAC engaged a number of
law schools in a project to use and assess these new approaches
to admissions decision making. Such initiatives are not likely to
be widely adopted without the backing of faculty and there is
very little information available to educate faculty about these
initiatives. Such efforts should be more widely publicized at
AALS meetings and other academic conferences and in other fora
open to faculty and administrators.

Faculty must be better informed about the admissions
process, the controversy over testing, its impact on diversity, and
the questions of fairness and justice raised by the narrow
definition of merit. This 1s a critically important project,
notwithstanding the ruling of the Supreme Court in Grutter.

C. Abandoning the LSAT as a Criterion for Admission to Law
School

If a competitive ethos continues to prevail in law schools
with the LSAT exam scores as the measure of success; if the
perception of standardized tests as a measure of innate
intelligence cannot be altered; if those who administer
admissions programs continue to rely on the test even when
there 1s no correlation between the test results and the
performance of their student body; if faculty and admissions
professionals cannot or will not assess candidate scores in a fair
and accurate way, then it may be in the best interest of legal
education to abandon the LSAT. This option is presently not
available because of ABA accreditation standards, except in the

¢  Promote appropriate use of the LSAT among all test-score users
and test takers; and
¢ Develop and implement new approaches to law school admissions
that further the diversity goals of legal education.
Law ScH. ADMISSION COUNCIL, LSAC RESOLUTION ON DIVERSITY IN LEGAL
EDUCATION AND PROPER USE OF THE LSAT (2000) {on file with Phoebe Haddon).
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rare instance when the ABA formally acquiesces. We raise it as
a possibility in a time when the power and infallibility of
standardized tests can be questioned. The recent report of errors
in grading and challenges to the use of the SAT by collegesi?4
have created a moment of opportunity to interrogate our blind
commitment to standardized tests. Innovations in the
admissions process by liberal arts colleges suggest ways in which
indicia of achievement other than GPA and LSAT score can be
used in evaluating applicants for admission. All efforts for
decision makers to seek and employ alternatives to the test for
evaluating and choosing excellent candidates should be
encouraged.

The project is really simple. We need an admissions process
and admissions standards that will allow us to admit those who
want a legal education and who have the potential not just to
succeed in law school but to do good work with a law degree.
Success may be a job at a large law firm, but it might also be
providing legal services to those who need it most. Symposia like
the one sponsored by St. Johns University School of Law and
published in this Symposium issue of the St. John’s Law Review
and meetings like the Dreamkeeping Conference convened by
LSAC to educate minority faculty about the abuses of the LSAT
are important. The SALT Statement on the LSAT and the
revision of the ABA Standards for Approval of Law Schools are a
good beginning but they are not enough. If we are to create and
maintain momentum in challenging the misuse and abuse of the
LSAT and the narrow definition of merit, and if we are to affirm
the values of inclusion and diversity, we need more opportunities
to meet, to talk, and to collaborate.

124 See Karen W. Arenson, Testing Errors Prompt Calls for Quersight, N.Y. TIMES,
Mar, 18, 2006, at Al.
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APPENDIX

SOCIETY OF AMERICAN LAW TEACHERS
SALT ON THE LSAT

DECEMBER, 2003

Although law schools have access to a host of relevant
information about candidates for admission, an applicant’s Law
School Admission Test (LSAT) score has become the most
determinative factor in the admission process. In response to the
volume of applications facing admission officers; to the
competition created by the misleading but widely-read magazine
“rankings”; and to the vociferous complaints of anti-affirmative
action forces, the objective-sounding, labor-saving standardized
test is riding a tidal wave of popularity.

The LSAT is now widely used as a predictor of success
throughout law school and on the bar exam, purposes neither
contemplated nor advocated by the test-makers themselves. Most
disturbingly, over-reliance on the LSAT serves as a significant
barrier to achieving excellence and diversity in our law schools
and in the legal profession. As the largest membership
organization of law professors in the nation, SALT urges law
schools, the Law School Admission Council (LSAC), the
Association of American Law Schools (AALS), the American Bar
Association (ABA), and others committed to our profession and
the public we serve to abandon the improper use of this test.
Together, we must identify and promote more accurate ways of
defining and measuring merit. This Statement, and the proposals
for reform discussed herein, are designed to further this
endeavor.

[A more detailed, thoroughly-documented version of this
Statement will appear in a forthcoming issue of the St. John’s
Law Review.]

I
TODAY’S LSAT: SADDLING ITS MODEST GOALS WITH
CRYSTAL-BALL EXPECTATIONS

Notwithstanding the protestations of the LSAC and its
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psychometricians, who merely sought to design a test that
accurately measures limited skills, test scores continue to be
accepted today as a gross measure of intelligence and/or of the
test taker’s general knowledge and academic competence.

The LSAT 1is a standardized, three-hour, multiple-choice
examination which is intended to measure aptitude, not
achievement — a much-contested intention itself. The test
purports to measure reading comprehension and analytical and
related reasoning skills. The resulting test score is said to predict
whether an applicant will successfully complete the first year of
law school. Yet even this limited claim is contested. One study
finds that the test explains only 16% of the variance in grades
among students enrolled at ABA accredited law schools (while
the LSAT combined with UGPA explains 25% of the variance).
Even more problematic is the variation in the correlation
between LSAT scores and first-year grades from school to school.
Further, race and gender continue to be negatively correlated
with such test scores.

Despite the test-makers’ modest goals and warnings from the
LSAC against over-reliance on LSAT scores, many deans,
faculties and law school admission officers continue to treat the
test as a nearly-definitive measure of aptitude and merit.
Notwithstanding the claims in glossy law school catalogues that
admissions is a “personalized”, “holistic” process, studies
demonstrate that 70-80% of all admissions are determined
strictly on the numbers.

The LSAC has emphasized that modest differences in test scores
do not matter. Even as much as ten points under the current
scoring system is Inconsequential in predicting the relative
success of students in law school. Yet, despite these cautionary
words and the availability of “banded scores,” law schools
continue to use the LSAT as a blunt instrument to determine the
fate of applicants whose scores may be within two or three points
of each other and to set absolute lines of demarcation for
admission. In addition, over-reliance on the LSAT as a valid
predictor of first-year grades ignores a large body of scholarship
suggesting that law students of color and non-traditional
students confront an unfamiliar and often hostile learning
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environment which may compromise their ability to do well
during the first year despite subsequent success in the second
and third years and in the profession.

Analytical and reasoning skills and reading comprehension are
not the only important (and testable) features of a well-
structured first-year curriculum. Over-reliance on the LSAT
reflects an unjustifiably narrow emphasis that undervalues other
important lawyering skills and core values of the profession.
Although the LSAT was never designed to predict overall
performance in law school or professional competence in the
practice of law, even employers have been known to ask
candidates for their LSAT scores in job interviews with firms in
the private sector, government agencies, courts and even in legal
education.

Far too much emphasis has been placed on how an applicant will
do on a first-year essay exam when making the fundamental
determination as to whether he or she will make a good lawyer.
To the extent that law schools and prospective employers over-
rely on the LSAT, they fail to give appropriate consideration to
other attributes and skills that are important to success in law
school and, ultimately, in the delivery of legal services. The LSAT
does not measure motivation, perseverance, character,
interpersonal skills, problem-solving skills, oral communication,
empathy for clients, commitment to public service, or the
likelihood that the applicant will work with underserved
communities. Law schools, by neglecting these important
qualities, do a disservice to the legal profession and its clients,
and they limit the legal profession’s ability to provide meaningful
access to legal services to all segments of society.

If law schools are utilizing the LSAT to assist them in selecting
those applicants who will be the most successful as law students
and, ultimately, as practitioners and public servants, their
reliance is misplaced.

II
INSTITUTIONAL PRESSURES TO MISUSE THE LSAT

Admission professionals at law schools across our nation are
under tremendous pressure to secure the admission of students
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with high test scores. This pressure is the result of three forces:
A) popular magazine “rankings” and their appeal, in our status
driven culture, to all of us in the academic food chain —
applicants, enrolled students, faculty members, administrators,
alumni/ae, employers, and benefactors; B) the cost-saving aspects
of a number-based admission process, which reduces much of the
need for human intervention; and C) diversity opponents and
others who argue that less reliance on test scores and greater
attention to other qualifications will compromise America’s
traditional “meritocracy.”

A) U.S. News & World Report Rankings

Ostensibly, U.S. News & World Report ranks law schools for the
benefit of consumers, namely potential law students and their
parents. While this ranking has been condemned by the AALS
and the ABA for its methodological errors as well as for its
incompleteness, rankings are closely followed by faculty members
and administrators, as well as by prospective applicants. In this
race to improve or at least maintain their rankings, schools fear a
fall down the pecking order and hail a rise as proof of significant
institutional improvement. Deans regularly refer to improved
rankings and high median LSAT scores in fundraising campaigns
and in developing alumni/ae relations.

U.S. News relies heavily on the mean LSAT of the enrolled law
school class, and a difference of one point may separate a “first
tier” from a “second tier” school. Consequently, many admission
officers, under increasing pressure from deans and professors to
better market their school in the popular press, pay inordinate
attention to LSAT scores. The process has become a numbers
game, with admission officers calculating how many students
with certain scores have to be admitted before they can begin to
admit candidates with lower scores but with greater over-all
merit,

Some law schools, concerned about the effect of the rankings on
their ability to compete for students, have adopted quick-fix
methods to raise LSAT scores in order to maintain or improve
their rankings in U.S. News. Former AALS president Dale
Whitman has warned about the incentives for unethical
behavior: “The desire for high rankings seems increasingly to
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induce us to behave in ways that we would not otherwise choose
and to distort our educational judgments and priorities.” The
questionable behaviors he reports include everything from the
commonplace distortion of the selection process in order to
maintain an LSAT median that preserves or improves a school’s
ranking to soliciting the transfer of minority students enrolled in
neighboring institutions in their second year when their LSAT
scores will not affect the ranking of the school.

The belief that LSAT scores measure the quality of the incoming
class and the need to maintain a high median LSAT for ranking
purposes has also affected the distribution of financial aid.
Schools now “buy” high LSAT scores without regard to need.
Given the prohibitive cost of legal education, the enormous debt
burden facing so many students, and the limited availability of
loan forgiveness programs for students who pursue public
interest employment, the practice of using LSAT scores in
awarding financial aid is disturbing.

The LSAT was not designed to measure the relative worth of law
schools. Educational quality can be measured by numerous
indicators, including, dare we say, the quality of classroom
teaching, as well as the quality and variety of clinical offerings,
faculty scholarship, faculty standing in the legal community, the
richness and diversity of the student body, the quality of services
provided to students, the level of student satisfaction, the success
of its graduates, and much more. Unfortunately, the LSAT has
been accorded a significance and carries a weight far beyond its
original, intended purpose.

B) Cost-Saving

By and large, law schools have progressed from a system where
faculty committees set admission standards, reviewed all the
files, and made the hard decisions; to hiring admission
professionals to help faculty with the process; and now, to
turning over the task almost exclusively to the admission office.
Admission professionals bring valuable training and expertise to
the process, yet the sheer volume of their work can be
overwhelming, and, most significantly, they are under increasing
pressure from deans and faculty members to raise median LSAT
scores. Inevitably, over-reliance on the LSAT has become
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widespread, and individual assessments have become
increasingly cursory. With the “presumptive deny” and
“presumptive admit” systems, it has been reported that
admission officers at nearly one-half of our nation’s law schools
read less than 30% of the files; at 75% of the schools, they read
less than one-half of the files; and at only 10% of the schools do
they read more than 70% of the files.

Over-reliance on the LSAT offers an inexpensive, simplified way
to make admission decisions. The process is streamlined, efficient
and predictable, but it fosters a misguided sense of certainty
about the performance of admittees and unfairly results in the
rejection of deserving students. Nor is it likely to identify and
select the most capable future lawyers best suited to serve all
segments of society. Not surprisingly, it also serves to perpetuate
an overwhelmingly white legal profession. Because faculty
members at so many law schools have abdicated their role of
thoroughly reviewing applicant files, they remain largely
unaware of the dominant role that the LSAT plays at the expense
of other criteria. In short, we have turned a human enterprise
into a numbers game which compromises other genuine efforts to
achieve an excellent and diverse bar.

The LSAT has become an enormously popular labor-saving
device which, conveniently but undeservingly, has been accorded
the career-defining attributes of a crystal ball. The pursuit of
excellence requires that we avoid seductive shortcuts in the
admission process, always keeping in mind the goals of our
Institutions and the central role which our profession plays in a
nation committed to principles of justice and equality. Former
ABA president William Paul has urged us to abandon our over-
reliance on the LSAT and put more of our budget into the
admission process in order to better assess personal qualities
such as character, leadership, and proclivity toward serving the
underserved. This approach, he acknowledged, would require, at
the least, more careful file review, and perhaps even personal
interviews — interviews that would reveal those marvelous
applicants with focus and direction and clarity of purpose, the
ones who have asked the deeper questions and are less likely to
become dissatisfied later.
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C) Today’s Anti-Diversity Forces and the Racialized Legacy of
Standardized Testing

Although the LSAC maintains that its test “is fair to all takers
regardless of racial, ethnic, gender, regional, or national
background,” test results vary significantly along race, gender
and class lines. While there are many theories but no definitive
explanation for these differences in performance, an
understanding of the history of standardized testing may provide
some valuable insights.

From the very beginning, standardized tests were used to “prove”
the superiority of Northern European whites, the inferiority of
African Americans, Jews and Southern European immigrants,
and as evidence of the need for restrictions on immigration.
Indeed, Carl Brigham, who devised the first standardized test for
use in college entrance exams and who subsequently headed the
Educational Testing Service, had once been a major proponent of
immigration restrictions and eugenics. The pioneers of ability
testing developed their tests as part of a call for “standards” in
the professions, often a euphemism for racial, ethnic, and
income-status exclusions.

The elite law schools began using aptitude tests in the early
twentieth century. Their use spread, and in the late 1940s an
organization was formed to develop a test for law school
admissions. The first LSAT-type test in 1947 was based upon the
original IQ test and data collected by the Army to test recruits in
World War 1. Such data had also been used to prove that Eastern
European immigrants and African Americans were less
intelligent than Northern and Western Europeans. Thus, the
original LSAT had historical roots in efforts to substantiate
racial inequality and nativism.

Despite this history, contemporary discourse insists on
correlating test scores with intelligence and merit. Today, the
Educational Testing Service (ETS) and the LSAC are working
hard to eradicate any risk that the LSAT itself operates to
unfairly disadvantage minority groups, yet the racialized history
of standardized testing fuels current debates about the
significance of racial, class, and gender differentials in
performance. The belief that test scores are a measure of
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cognitive ability leads inevitably to discussions of racial
inferiority/superiority and the privileges that should belong
exclusively to those who are superior. Despite attempts by the
LSAC to clarify the purpose and the meaning of test scores,
public discourse and even some judicial decisions continue to
conflate test scores, intelligence, and merit.

Conservative legal scholars and others opposed to affirmative
action all make the same argument: merit is best measured by
UGPA and LSAT scores, and, thus, racial and ethnic minorities
are, as a group, less meritorious — that 1s, less qualified — than
whites. Given the prevalence of racially-based attitudes in
American society generally, and our culture’s abiding faith in the
ability of science to devise some standard by which human
capabilities can be measured, standardized tests have enormous
appeal. Tests are potent symbols, especially when the aggregate
difference in performance between whites and certain minority
groups 1s invoked by those who wish to “prove” that the quality of
higher education has been impaired by the admission of
“unqualified” minorities. In this argument, we hear the echo of
the past, the notion that Western culture is at risk unless those
who do not belong, those who are inferior, are kept at bay.

Recently, the Supreme Court, in Grutter v. Bollinger, recognized
that law schools can legitimately seek to devise a race-conscious
admission process designed to create a challenging and diverse
learning environment and, ultimately, to graduate better
qualified legal professionals. Over-reliance on the LSAT impedes
the attainment of these objectives.

III
PROPOSALS FOR REFORM

We at SALT recognize that there are risks inherent in any
process that involves subjective judgment. Unrestrained and
standardless procedures invite abuse and bias. In offering
recommendations for reform, we strive for an admission process
which 1dentifies the finest candidates for a law school education
and service to the public.

A) Reform the Way Test Scores Are Reported
SALT urges the LSAC to continue to publicly caution against

HeinOnline -- 80 St. John's L. Rev. 102 2006



2006} MISUSE AND ABUSE OF THE LSAT 103

over-reliance on LSAT scores for law school admission.
Unfortunately, one potentially effective attempt at reform, the
use of “banded scores” in addition to a single numerical score for
each candidate, has been largely ignored by law schools, as well
as by the magazine rankings. Currently, the LSAC is
experimenting with offering school-specific LSDAS reports in
place of individual test scores. SALT recommends that the LSAC
not report individual scores at all but, rather, report simply that
a test taker’s performance was below average, average or above
average. As noted above, slight numerical differences have no
statistical significance whatsoever. We also recommend the
adoption of a reporting system that would alert schools to the
potential of applicants whose performance on the LSAT exceeds
(or falls short of) what might have been predicted on the basis of
soclo-economic factors.

B) Create a More Realistic and Useful Definition of “Merit”

The LSAT does not and was not intended to predict future
success in professional practice. Current research into lawyer
competencies suggests that other skills can and should be tested.
In addition, recent research on various forms of intelligence
should continue to be investigated in order to devise more
sophisticated, more encompassing, and less hegemonic means of
testing.

The goal of admitting the most qualified entering class of law
students cannot be achieved as long as the LSAT remains the
dominant factor in admissions. As the LSAC reminds us, the
LSAT “simply cannot be the single most important variable” in
the admission process, and its use beyond statistical prediction of
first-year grades is indefensible. True “merit” embraces far more
qualities than can be measured on a three-hour standardized
test. SALT believes that law schools must identify and utilize
other, more meaningful criteria in making admission decisions.
We recommend “whole file” review, paying close attention to the
many relevant criteria noted above, and the renewed engagement
of faculty members in that process. Admission officers should
also take into account the needs of those individuals and
communities underserved by the legal profession, a problem
attributable, in part, to long-standing, LSAT-driven admission
practices.
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Simply stated, law schools cannot continue to verbalize a
commitment to excellence, equality and diversity in the legal
profession while continuing to utilize the LSAT as the primary
gate-keeper. Significant efforts are being made to re-define merit
in the admission process, and SALT encourages increased
support for this work by the LSAC and other funding
organizations, as well as by faculty members and administrators,
the practicing bar, and all other stakeholders.

C) If All Else Fails, Abandon the LSAT as a Criterion for
Admission to Law School

If law schools continue to compete for distinction through popular
magazine rankings, where high LSAT scores determine success;
if there remains an unwillingness to challenge the perception
that standardized tests measure innate intelligence; if those who
administer admission programs continue to rely on the LSAT
even when there is no correlation between test scores and either
the performance of their students or the professional
contributions of their graduates; if budgetary constraints are
such that a careful, “whole file” review system is regarded as
prohibitively expensive and time-consuming, then it may be in
the best interests of legal education to entirely abandon the Law
School Admission Test.
*k k k% %

This Statement on the law school admission process and the over-
reliance on the Law School Admission Test has been a
collaborative effort under the sponsorship of the Society of
American Law Teachers. Committee chairs Jane Dolkart and
Deborah Waire Post were assisted by committee members Nancy
Cook, Phoebe Haddon, Chris Lijima, William Kidder and Tayyab
Mahmud; by previous committee chairs Peter Margulies and
Theresa Glennon; and by SALT co-presidents Paula C. Johnson
and Michael Rooke-Ley. Founded in 1972, the Society of
American Law Teachers has grown to become the largest
membership organization of law professors in the nation. SALT
has sustained an activist agenda to make the legal profession
more inclusive, enhance the quality of legal education, and extend
the power of law to underserved individuals and communities.
SALT’s programs, projects and activities are infused with the
values of diversity, equality, justice and academic excellence.
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