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Educational Context

Three types of schools:

 Public municipal 

 Private-subsidized

 Private-paid

heterogeneous quality of education, where

the most disadvantaged groups attend the free 
public municipal schools



Centralized Admission to Higher 

Education:

Based solely on:

 Test scores in national tests

 High school GPA

 No additional selection criteria



Change in the National Admission Tests:

 From 1968-2003 (PAA Battery): 
 SATI type tests (“aptitude tests”), complemented by

 SAT II type tests (achievement)

 From 2004 to the present (PSU Battery)
 SAT II type tests only

 Language *

 Mathematics *

 Science

 History and Social Sciences

 No additional selection criteria 



Why change the tests?

 To serve a dual purpose:

 Assessment of the educational reform

 Select applicants to higher education

 Expected benefits:

 Improvement of the educational system

 Fairness smaller performance gaps

 Same arguments as proffered by R. Atkinson to support 
changes to the SAT.



Did the benefits materialize in Chile?

 No evidence of educational improvement for 

public municipal schools (according to national 

and international assessments of educational 

progress)

 Gap increase between test-takers from public 

municipal schools vs. private paid schools

.
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Test developers and policy makers argued 

that…

 “Gaps grew because of changes in the SES 
profile of test-takers across time…”

.



Test-Takers by Type of School



Purpose of the study:

 Assess whether the change of admission tests 
was beneficial to students from the poorer 
sectors of society

 Specific questions:

Are achievement tests better-suited to assess 
disadvantaged groups?
 Low SES

 Low quality of education

Data base: all applicants that took the tests from 2002-2009;

subsample of upper tercile of HSGPA

Data analysis: multiple regression



Are achievement tests better suited to 

assess test-takers from low SES:

 Y=β0+ β1X1+ β2X2 +β3X1X2+є

 Y = Test score in the Math Test;

 X1 = SES;

 X2 = Type of Test (1=Achievement; 

0=Aptitude); 

 X1X2 = Interaction of SES by Test Type



If achievement tests actually 

benefit low SES test-takers, the 

sign of the SES by Test Type 

coefficient should be negative…



Achievement tests do not benefit low SES 

Test-Takers

 Full sample

SES .45*

Test Type -.06*

SES by Test Type  .07*

R-square: .242

 Upper tercile of HSGPA

SES .55*

Test Type -.06*

SES by Test Type   .09*

R-square: .353



Are achievement tests better suited for 

test-takers from municipal schools? 

 Y=β0+ β1X1+ β2X2 +β3 X1X2 +β4X3+β5X2X3+ β6X4 + 
β7X2X4 +є

 Y = Math Test Score;

 X1= SES;

 X2 = Type of Test (1=Achievement; 0=Aptitude); 

 X1X2=Interaction of SES by Test Type

 X3=Type of School (Municipal=0; Private-paid=1)

 X2X3 =Interaction of Type of School by Test Type

 X4= Type of Program (Vocational=0; General Track=1)

 X2X4 =Interaction of Type of School by Test Type



If achievement tests actually 

benefit low SES test-takers, the 

sign of the coefficients for “Test 

Type by Type of School” “Test 

Type by Type of Program” 

should be negative…



Achievement tests do not benefit  test-

takers from the municipal schools
 Full sample

SES .34*

Test Type -.07*

SES by Test Type       .01*

Type of School            .16*

Test Type by .02*

Type of School        

Type of Program         .03*

Test Type by 

Type of Program         .09*

R-square: .273

 Upper tercile of HSGPA

SES .36*

Test Type -.06*

SES by Test Type       .00

Type of School            .17*

Test Type by .02*

Type of School        

Type of Program         .14*

Test Type by 

Type of Program         .11*

R-square: .353



Are extensive contents better for 

disadvantaged test takers? 
 Y=β0+ β1X1+ β2X2 +β3X3 +β4X4+β5X2X4 +β6X3X4+є

 Y = Math Test Score;

 X1= SES;

 X2=Type of Program (Vocational=0; General Track=1)

 X3=Type of School (Municipal=0; Private-paid=1)

 X4 = Amount of Contents (0=reduced contents; 1=full 
content)

 X2X4=Interaction of Amount of Contents and Type of 
Program 

 X3X4 = Interaction of Amount of Contents and Type of 
School



If achievement tests actually 

benefit low SES test-takers, the 

sign of the coefficients for 

“Amount of Contents by Type 

of School” and “Amount of 

Contents by Type of Program” 

should be negative…



Extensive contents did not benefit the 

educationally disadvantaged
 Full sample

SES .34*

Type of School           .15*

Type of Program        .09*

Amt. of Contents        -.04*

Amt. of Contents        

By Type of School      .07*

Amt. of Contents by        

Type of Program         .04*

R-square: .29

 Upper tercile of HSGPA

SES .36*

Type of School           .17*

Type of Program        .22*

Amt. of Contents        -.03*

Amt. of Contents        

By Type of School      .05*

Amt. of Contents by        

Type of Program         .03*

R-square: .43



When small effects are impressive…





Conclusions:

 No evidence that the move from aptitude to 

achievement tests translated into increased 

opportunities for the disadvantaged groups

 Evidence points in the direction of a 

detrimental effect upon the disadvantaged 

groups



What’s next?

 International audit to promote

 Transparency 

 Accountability

 High standards 



To be continued…



TACK!
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Comparison of percentiles PAA/PSU 

Tests: lower half of the distribution

PAA Score PSU score

Percentil 10 329 356 + 17

Percentil 20 359 410 + 41

Percentil 30 392 440 + 48

Percentil 40 429 467 + 38

Percentil 50 475 499 +24

Percentil 60 524 525 +1



Comparison of percentiles PAA/PSU 

Tests: upper half of the distribution:

Puntaje PAA Puntaje PSU

Percentil 70 576 554 - 22

Percentil 80 634 588 - 46

Percentil 90 705 633 - 72

Percentil 95 751 667 - 84

Percentil 97 776 710 - 66

Percentil 98 786 739 - 47

Percentil 99 805 775 - 30



Promises, promises…


