NSF: Influencing Appropriations

Carpenter’s letter (13 Nov.) takes issue
with Greenberg’s critique (25 Sept., p.
1291) of the Daddario subcommittee’s
influence on appropriations to the Na-
tional Science Foundation. Carpenter
argues regarding “the power of the ap-
propriations subcommittees vis-a-vis the
authorizing committees” that the latter
“do exercise great influence, particu-
larly when they also handle annual
authorization bills.” Specifically, he sug-
gests that “an objective analysis would
show substantial effects of the National
Science Foundation authorization hear-
ings on appropriations this past session”
and that these annual hearings ‘“will
have a key role in the . . . future federal
patronage of science.” This argument
deserves several comments.

First, it is undoubtedly true that
authorizing committees exercise some
influence over the actions of appropria-
tions committees, but this relationship
is one of the least studied and least
understood aspects of congressional be-
havior. Moreover, the differences be-
tween Senate and House are substantial:
Senators are permitted to be, and are,
members of both appropriations and
authorization committees; members of
the House Appropriations Committee,
like members of Ways and Means, and
Rules, may not be members of other
House authorization committees, reflect-
ing the greater division of labor in the
House than in the Senate, and the
widely acknowledged power and pres-
tige attached to these “exclusive” House
committees. Second, it would be very
difficult to demonstrate the particular
effects of the single factor of the NSF
fiscal 1971 authorization hearings on
the complex legislative outcome of the
NSF fiscal 1971 appropriation com-
pared, for example, to the effect of a
more politically sophisticated NSF di-
rector in McElroy than in his predeces-
sors. Third, Greenberg’s article and
Carpenter’s letter suggest the need for
careful analysis of the political be-
havior of the scientific community in
seeking desirable outcomes from Con-
gress, the relative attention they pay to
appropriation and authorization com-
mittees, and the effect of this distribu-
tion of attention on outcomes.

Finally, it is a bit disingenuous to
suggest that “Senator Lister Hill chaired
the Labor and Public Welfare Commit-
tee and thus influenced the course of
the National Institutes of Health,” and
fail to point out that there are no an-
nual authorization hearings for NIH,
that Hill concurrently chaired the Sen-
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ate Appropriations Subcommittee which
appropriated funds to NIH, that the
action was in the appropriations sub-
committee far more than in the legis-
lative committee, and that Hill’s alliance
with Representative John Fogarty, his
counterpart as chairman of the House
Appropriations Subcommittee, was the
significant feature of the NIH success
story.

RICHARD A. RETTIG
Graduate School of Business and
Public Administration, Cornell
University, Ithaca, New York 14850

College Grades—Success in Life

A reply is in order to the comments
made (30 Oct.) by Feiring and Korn
and Sicé to my letter of 3 July regard-
ing the relationship of college grades
to postgraduate success, not only be-
cause their letters serve to perpetuate
the myth of no relationship, but also
because the issue is one that is im-
portant to any instructor who grades
students.

Feiring and Korn refer to a review
by Hoyt (I). Although Hoyt did con-
clude that the two variables were un-
correlated, a careful reading of his
paper suggests that he could have come
to quite a different conclusion. Of the
approximately 47 studies he reviewed,
25 reported a statistically significant
positive relationship between grades and
later success. The remainder showed
insignificant correlations and no study
showed a significant negative correla-
tion. Hoyt was quite properly critical
of many of the studies on technical
grounds, but seemed to throw them
all into the same bag when he made
his summary conclusions. When the
studies are grouped into the scientifical-
ly “more adequate” and “less ade-
quate,” the score for the more ade-
quate studies is 20 significant positive
and 4 insignificant correlations, where-
as that for the less adequate studies
is 5 significant positive and 18 in-
significant. Other psychologists might
use different standards than mine in
judging the adequacy of the studies,
but their conclusion would probably
be the same: the better the study, the
greater the likelihood of finding a sig-
nificant positive relationship between
grades and later success. Hoyt also
classified the studies according to areas
of postcollege success: business, edu-
cation, medicine, and so forth. His final
category, ‘“‘eminence,” included six
“more adequate” and only one “less

adequate” study, and all six of the
better studies showed significant posi-
tive relationships between grades and
later success. The results of this latter
group were similar to the findings of
Oden (2), whose omnibus criteria for
success showed rather clearcut distinc-
tions in grades between the more suc-
cessful and the less successful of Ter-
man’s subjects.

The point raised by Feiring and
Korn as to the sociopsychological cor-
relates of grade-getting seems irrelevant
to the main issue. Our awareness that
socioeconomic background, personality
factors, avoidance of self-destructive
behavior, and the like are all related
to grade point average and other suc-
cess variables should not in any way
prevent us from giving particular help
to those students who need it in order
to succeed. Telling students that there
is no relationship between grades and
postcollege success does not secem to
me to serve their best interests.

Having said this, a qualification is
in order. The correlation between
grades and postcollege success is never
very high, seldom over .30. (As such,
it runs about as high as the relationship
between scores on the better measures
of personality and measures of trait-
appropriate behavior in, say, social
settings.) The. more that postcollege
success criteria resemble those used by
college instructors, and the more reli-
ably they can be measured, the higher
the correlation with grades. Eminence
fits the specifications, as Hoyt’s review
shows, and so does creativity in sci-
ence, for Taylor and Ellison (3) found
that scientists whose grades put them
in the top tenth of their college class
had a greater chance of being recog-
nized as creative. A second point is
that relationships between grade point
average and later success are more
pronounced at the extremes, which
helps explain why eminence stands up
so well as a criterion.

As to the points raised by Sicé, I
think we all realize that once deci-
sions are made to admit to medical
school or any other graduate school
only those students who are in the top
third, quarter, or decile of graduating
classes, the restriction in range makes
the computation of correlations between
undergraduate and graduate success a
futile business.

Although the evidence supports the
conclusion that in general terms college
performance tends to predict later suc-
cess, I believe that we can and should
do much to improve present evaluation,
integrate it more fully into instruc-
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