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Abstract

We study the role of information and access in capacity-constrained selection problems with
fairness concerns. We develop a theoretical statistical discrimination framework, where each
applicant has multiple features and is potentially strategic. The model formalizes the trade-off
between the (potentially positive) informational role of a feature and its (negative) exclusionary
nature when members of different social groups have unequal access to this feature.

Our framework finds a natural application to recent policy debates on dropping standardized
testing in college admissions. Our primary takeaway is that the decision to drop a feature
(such as test scores) cannot be made without the joint context of the information provided by
other features and how the requirement affects the applicant pool composition. Dropping a
feature may exacerbate disparities by decreasing the amount of information available for each
applicant, especially those from non-traditional backgrounds. However, in the presence of access
barriers to a feature, the interaction between the informational environment and the effect of
access barriers on the applicant pool size becomes highly complex. In this case, we provide a
threshold characterization regarding when removing a feature improves both academic merit and

diversity. Finally, using calibrated simulations in both the strategic and non-strategic settings,
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we demonstrate the presence of practical instances where the decision to eliminate standardized

testing improves or worsens all metrics.

1 Introduction

Recent debates on the use of standardized testing in college admissions have increasingly gar-
nered national attention, initially during the COVID-19 pandemic as test centers shut down and
schools were forced to reconsider their admissions practices (Anderson, 2020). Independently of
the COVID-19 pandemic, in an attempt to increase equity and diversity in admissions, the Univer-
sity of California (UC) settled a lawsuit by eliminating all consideration of SAT and ACT scores
for admissions and scholarships through 2025, following an earlier decision to suspend testing re-
quirements and ultimately design its own test (Nieto del Rio, 2021). Most recently, in response
to the United States Supreme Court ruling to end race-based affirmative action, more colleges are
expected to drop those requirements permanently, “responding to critics who say the tests favor
students from wealthier families” and at the same time, protecting schools from lawsuits (Saul,
2023).

These discussions primarily center on highly selective institutions and their efforts to shape

the student body through the admissions process.

These schools promise great opportunities to
their students, but — due to perceived capacity constraints — limit their acceptances to students
that they deem to have high potential in academics, athletics, creative endeavors, or leadership and
service (Espenshade and Radford, 2013). They typically attempt to identify these students through
a combination of standardized tests, high school grades, letters of recommendation, personal essays,
and extracurricular activities (Espenshade and Radford, 2013; Zwick, 2002).

The question is whether each of these components, and the application as a whole, allows the
schools to assess individuals from different backgrounds effectively and ‘fairly,” including students
from different racial, ethnic, and socioeconomic groups. Implicitly, the debate concerns how to
design an admission policy to aid fair and efficient decision-making, in terms of both deciding which
information to collect from applicants and how to use this information. Our exposition focuses on
the context of college admissions; however, our model and the questions we ask are more broadly
applicable to other settings of information design and fair decision-making in capacity-constrained
settings, such as labor markets, award committees, and social welfare programs.? In each of these
cases, the decisions are being made on limited information but have far-reaching consequences for
employment or education opportunities. Thus, it is important to analyze these policies and their

potential disparate impact across different groups of applicants.

Background. A high-profile debate has surrounded the use of standardized testing for admis-

Most schools are not selective, accepting most applicants. The admissions considerations of these schools differ
substantially from those of more selective institutions (Selingo, 2020).

20ur model and insights apply in election problems where there is a trade-off in the value of additional information
and the fraction of applicants who can provide it. For example, in means-testing welfare programs, requiring long
forms might help in better targeting benefits but might also discourage eligible recipients from applying (Hernanzi
et al., 2004).



sions, in which social scientists and education experts have highlighted specific fairness concerns.
Test critics argue that tests exhibit racial gaps (Reardon, 2011) and reinforce inequality in higher
education (Reeves and Halikias, 2017). Espenshade and Radford (2013) find that only 8% of
lower-income compared to 78% of high-income students use a test preparation service. The testing
process is expensive and time-consuming; Hyman (2016) finds that “for every ten poor students
who score college-ready on the ACT or SAT, there are an additional five poor students who would
score college-ready but who take neither exam” and so cannot apply to colleges that require it.3
Supporters of testing argue that it is “a systematic means of collecting information,” thereby
contributing to decision-making when used appropriately (Phelps, 2005). Some supporters claim
that tests actually help schools evaluate under-represented minorities; in the absence of standard-
ized testing, “a capable student from a little-known school in the South Bronx may be more chal-
lenging to evaluate,” further benefiting students from privileged — and historically familiar — back-
grounds (Bellafante, 2020). A report released by University of California explicitly uses the language
of precision and predictive power of test scores compared to other features: “The predictive power
of the standardized test scores is higher for those student groups who are under-represented |. .. ]
Thus, consideration of test scores allows campuses to select those students from under-represented
groups who are more likely to earn higher grades and to graduate on time [...] One implication
is that consideration of test scores allows greater precision when selecting from [under-represented
minority] populations” (University of California Standardized Testing Task Force, 2020). MIT in
2022 reinstated the SAT, highlighting that their “research shows standardized tests help us bet-
ter assess the academic preparedness of all applicants, and also help us identify socioeconomically
disadvantaged students who lack access to advanced coursework or other enrichment opportunities
that would otherwise demonstrate their readiness” (Schmill, 2022). Other application components
such as recommendation letters (Dutt et al., 2016) and application essays (Alvero et al., 2021) may
also be unreliable.* A school that does not consider test scores must rely more heavily on these

components.

Research questions. The competing claims from critics and supporters largely center around
two issues: access and information. We develop a model to capture these arguments in favor
of and against dropping test scores and formalize the underlying trade-off. The model considers
a Bayesian school that wishes to admit students based on their skill level, which we refer to as
“academic merit,” and also values the “diversity” of the admitted class. Not every student applies
to a school that requires testing — they may face group-dependent barriers or costs to applying.

The school admits applicants to meet a capacity constraint and tries to maximize the average

3After eliminating GRE requirements, UC Berkeley saw an 82% increase in the number of under-represented
minority applicants to master’s programs in the 2020-2021 cycle: “while overall graduate applications have increased
19 percent when compared to [the 2019-2020 cycle], the number of under-represented minority (URM) doctoral
applicants increased by 42 percent and URM applicants to academic master’s programs increased by 82 percent”
(Aycock, 2021).

4For example, letter writers use different language to describe women and other under-represented groups, giving
weaker recommendations (Dutt et al., 2016), and application essays have a stronger correlation to reported household
income than do SAT scores (Alvero et al., 2021) (although they are not necessarily differentially scored).



academic merit of the accepted cohort. However, it has imperfect knowledge of the students skills
and instead must rely on noisy and potentially biased signals, one of which is the test score. The
school decides whether to require the test score; the decision affects both who applies and how the
school evaluates applicants.

We then provide a framework for evaluating potential trade-offs in these decisions. In particular,
alongside the academic merit objective, we analyze two fairness notions: diversity and individual
fairness. The former captures group-level disparities. The latter quantifies disparities in individual
opportunities, by measuring the difference in the admissions probability between two individuals

of equal skill but different demographic groups. We focus on the trade-off between two effects:

Differential informativeness. Colleges often have better information — through, e.g., familiar
letter writers and transcripts — on students from privileged backgrounds, and so can better
estimate their true academic merit. Standardized testing reduces this measurement gap, and

so in particular helps colleges identify well-qualified, non-traditional students.

Applicant pool composition due to disparate access and strategic behavior Some students
— especially those from disadvantaged backgrounds — either do not take standardized tests
or do not report their scores,” due to cost and other exogenous access barriers. Without
a test score, students cannot apply to a school with a test requirement, even if they are
well-qualified. Dropping the requirement thus expands the applicant pool but also alters its

composition at different rates across groups.

We further study when applicant composition is a result of strategic decisions made by stu-
dents, who can choose whether to pay testing and application costs, making the decision as

a function of their other features.

Contributions and overview. Given these effects, we study: Under what settings of informa-
tiveness and disparate access should standardized testing be dropped from admissions, if a college
values both diversity and academic merit? Furthermore, what is the effect on these metrics when
students can overcome disparate application costs, i.e., when students are strategic? To the best of
our knowledge, our paper is the first theoretical study examining the impact of eliminating testing
requirements in college admissions.

Modeling-wise, we introduce a Bayesian model that extends the classic statistical discrimination
theory by Phelps (1972) to include multiple application components, access assymetries to some
feature and potentially strategic student behavior and multiple schools (see Section 1.1 for a more
detailed comparison). Our multi-feature model allows us to study the design of the information
structure used in a selection process, and provide a testable framework for reasoning about how
the new feature would interact with the current set of features, including when applicants can

make strategic decisions. More broadly, we thus believe that our work provides a useful conceptual

5 A University of California report on testing states that under-represented students might be discouraged from
applying based on their score, even if their score would be competitive (University of California Standardized Testing
Task Force, 2020).



framework of independent interest, for studying emerging problems in fair decision-making and
public policy.

From a technical insights perspective, we formalize a trade-off between informativeness and
access, two basic arguments in favor of and against the inclusion of a given feature, and show how
the set of features required influences the admitted class’s academic merit and diversity, through
these competing effects. Our main technical insight shows that differences in the total variance of
features lead to information disparities across groups: even though the school manages to correct
for the existing mean bias in the features of different groups, it is generally impossible to correct
for variance — this variance effect is thus central when considering the set of features to use. We
characterize the settings where dropping test scores introduces a trade-off between diversity and
academic merit and where it simultaneously improves or worsens all objectives.

We further extend the model to consider the effect of students’ strategic test-taking behavior
and two schools simultaneously admitting students. Students can choose to pay (potentially het-
erogeneous) costs to take the test and apply to a school that requires it. At equilibrium, students
self-select to apply to a test-based school if their perceived probability of admission outweights
their relative cost-to-valuation ratio. We find that such strategic behavior disproportionately af-
fects applicant pool composition but not always at the expense of the group facing higher test
costs. Additionally, in the case with two schools, where only the top school requires the test, we
uncover an interesting discontinuity in the students’ self-selecting behavior, which in turn leads to
a potential mismatch between academic merit and the ranking of the school.

Finally, we use our model to perform calibrated simulations based on real applicant data from
the University of Texas at Austin. Our results establish that there exist practical settings both in
which dropping testing concurrently worsens or improves all metrics, and that such effects especially
depend on the strategic behavior of potential applicants. Thus, our primary takeaway for practice
is that the decision to drop testing cannot be made without jointly considering the interaction
between the information provided by other features relative to test scores and how dropping the
test requirement affects the applicant pool composition. This interaction between information and

access is complex.

Organization. Section 1.1 discusses the related literature. Section 2 introduces our baseline
model. Section 3 provides intuition on the effect of informativeness and test access in our model.
In Section 4, we formalize a trade-off between informativeness and access when students may face
access barriers to taking the test. In Section 5, we extend the model to include students’ strategic
test-taking behavior and two schools. Finally, in Section 6, we present calibrated simulations based
on UT Austin data.

1.1 Related Work

Our work broadly relates to the study of discrimination and admissions in the economics and fair

machine learning and operations communities.

Economics of discrimination. In economics, there are two lines of related work: discrimination



theories (Becker, 1957), especially statistical discrimination (Arrow, 1971; Phelps, 1972) as well as
theoretical models of affirmative action in student admissions (e.g., Abdulkadiroglu (2005); Avery
et al. (2006); Chade et al. (2014); Chan and Eyster (2003); Epple et al. (2006); Fershtman and
Pavan (2020); Fu (2006); Kamada and Kojima (2019)). There is also an important line of empirical
work investigating the implications of affirmative action (e.g., Arcidiacono et al. (2011); Backes
(2012); Bagde et al. (2016); Bleemer (2020)) and race-neutral alternatives such as top percent
plans and holistic reviews (e.g., Bleemer (2018, 2023); Ellison and Pathak (2021); Kapor (2020);
Long (2004)).

From a conceptual viewpoint, our work is most closely related to the statistical discrimination
theory of Phelps (1972), which — surprisingly — is rarely adopted in the admissions literature (except
Emelianov et al. (2020); Kannan et al. (2019)).% Emelianov et al. (2020) use Phelps’ model to study
how differential variance of a single feature affects the admissions decisions of a school that greedily
admits students with the highest test scores, without factoring in the differential variance.

Both our work and Emelianov et al. (2020) adopt the seminal theory of statistical discrimination
(Phelps, 1972). However, our work moves beyond Emelianov et al. (2020) and Phelps (1972), as well
as the standard matching-based approach of other theoretical models (e.g., Abdulkadiroglu (2005);
Chade et al. (2014); Karni et al. (2021)), in several ways. To the best of our knowledge, our paper
is the first to extend Phelps’ model to multiple features with non-identical distributions and access
asymmetries to some feature. We further combine such statistical discrimination with a model of
strategic student behavior. These modeling contributions allow us to study the complex interactions
between the test and several other factors, including the remaining application components, access
barriers and test costs (that induce student strategic behavior). Furthermore, our multi-feature
model allows the decision-maker to potentially remove a feature, thus enabling us to reason about
policy changes such as dropping standardized testing in a tractable manner. On the other hand,
Emelianov et al. (2020) include an effort component in their model, which we do not consider.
In their framework, candidates have the ability to increase the mean of their single feature at a
quadratic cost. Their finding that affirmative action can enhance both diversity and academic merit

arises from the balancing of average efforts across groups in certain equilibria.

Fairness in machine learning and operations. Recent machine learning work applies fairness
notions to admissions and related allocation problems, studying implicit bias (Emelianov et al.,
2020; Faenza et al., 2020; Kleinberg and Raghavan, 2018), downstream effects (Kannan et al., 2019),
grade signaling (Immorlica et al., 2019), greenling (Borgs et al., 2019), school choice (Allman et al.,
2022), bus scheduling (Banerjee and Smilowitz, 2019), and classification algorithms (Hu et al.,
2019; Liu et al., 2020). More broadly, our work contributes to the emerging literature on fairness
in operational contexts (e.g., Baek and Farias (2021); Bertsimas et al. (2011); Cohen et al. (2022);
Kallus and Zhou (2021); Manshadi et al. (2021); Monachou and Ashlagi (2019); Sinclair et al.
(2022)), especially with respect to equity in education (Smilowitz and Keppler, 2020).

5More broadly, in a single-feature setting, several works analyze admissions or hiring decisions when evaluation of
one group is noisier than another (Emelianov et al., 2020; Fershtman and Pavan, 2020; Temnyalov, 2018).



A line of literature specializes on different types of barriers for students, including implicit bias
(Faenza et al., 2020) and when only one group can take the test multiple times (Niu et al., 2022).
These barriers affect the treatment of applicants, but do not prevent students from even applying,
as is our focus in our baseline model. In relation to our strategic setting, note that Faenza et al.
(2020) do not consider strategic students. Niu et al. (2022) allow students to decide whether to
take the test twice or not but their model does not include costs and students have only binary
skill levels.

Finally, an extended abstract of a preliminary version of our results appears in Garg et al.
(2021). A follow-up paper (Liu and Garg, 2021) extends our model to provide (im)possibility
results under test-optional policies (see also Dessein et al. (2023)). Castera et al. (2022) also build
upon our work to study disparities due to differential correlation in a two-college setting (although
they depart from the standard notion of statistical discrimination that we use here, in the sense
that each college uses the same ranking distribution for both groups). Recently, using data from
the Education Longitudinal Study of 2002, Borghesan (2022) finds that banning the SAT leads
to a small increase in the population of low-income students but has a negligible effect on under-

represented minority students.

2 Model

We develop a model where the school can design their admissions procedure and, in particular,
choose the information that it requires the applicants to submit.

We consider a continuum of students and a single school. A unit mass’ of students is applying
to college. Each student belongs to a group g € {A, B}, and the mass of students in group B is 7.
Each student has a latent (unobserved) skill level g, Normally distributed according to N (u,o?)
identically for each group, as well as a set of observed features @ = (61, ...,0k). Each 0 is a noisy
function of ¢, i.e., Oy = q+e, k =1,...,n, with Gaussian noise €, ~ N (pgs;, U;k). The distribution
of noise ¢, is feature- and group-dependent, but each ¢ is drawn independently across features and
students. Features represent application components like recommendation letters, grades, and test
scores.

Students differ in their access to the features. When a student does not have access to feature
K, then they cannot apply to a school that requires it. In our primary model, only a fraction v,
of group g € {4, B} has access to the full set of features FuLL = {1,..., K}, i.e., 8 = (01,...,0K);
the remainder only has access to the subset SUB = {1,..., K —1}. Whether a student has access to
all features is independent of their skill ¢ and conditionally independent of the feature values given
group membership. In Section 5 we consider a setting where students are strategic about whether
to take the test.

"For exposition clarity, we describe the characteristics of individual students. Such statements should be inter-
preted as illustrative of the corresponding continuum system.



Admissions policy

We now turn to the question of interest: the design of the admissions policy. The school admits a
mass C' < 1 of students to fill its capacity. The school’s admissions procedure consists of a feature
requirement policy, skill estimation, and then selection given estimates.

The feature requirement policy choice is whether to require the full set of features or the subset.
If the school requires the full set, then students without full access cannot apply. If it only requires
the subset, then it observes only that subset for each student.

Then, given a student’s features 6, the school estimates a perceived skill ¢ of their true skill q.
The school is Bayesian, knows the distribution of ¢ and the (group-dependent) distributions of €,
and is group-aware: it can use the student’s group membership in constructing its estimate.® The

resulting Bayesian estimate is the ‘best’ one can do, given the available information:

q(0,9) = Elq | 8,g].

After estimating the skill level of each applicant, the school selects the mass C of students with
the highest skill estimates g. This selection process induces a threshold ¢g such that applicants
with perceived skill above the threshold are admitted. (In Section E we also study selection policies

utilizing affirmative action, where the school uses potentially group-dependent thresholds.?)

Holding the estimation and selection policies fixed (except in Appendix E), the admissions policy
is determined by the feature requirement decision. Let Pg denote the admissions policy requiring

feature set S.

Academic merit and fairness metrics

We evaluate a policy P using three metrics on the admitted class. Let Y € {0,1} denote the
admission decision for a given student; Y = 1 means that the student is admitted.

Academic merit E[g | Y = 1, P|, the expected skill level of accepted students. We also use
group-specific measures, E[g | Y =1, ¢, P].

Diversity level 7(P), the fraction of students admitted that are of group B. Policy P satisfies
group fairness if and only if the admission fraction matches the population, i.e., 7(P) = .

Individual fairness gap I(q; P), the difference in admissions probability between two students

of identical true skill ¢, one belonging to group A and the other to group B:
g P)2P(Y =1|qA,P)—P(Y =1|q,B,P).

Policy P satisfies individual fairness if and only if the gap is 0 for all skill levels q.

81gnoring group attributes is an oft-proposed but often problematic policy proposal to combat bias in machine
learning tasks (Corbett-Davies and Goel, 2018). We evaluate group-unaware estimation in Online Appendix A.1.

9We show, however, that these policies are insufficient for navigating the information-access trade-off induced
by the information requirements. In the primary text, we focus on policies without affirmative action and, unless
otherwise noted, the threshold on skill estimates is the same across all groups.



We characterize these three metrics as they depend on the policy P and the model parameters,

as well as how they trade off with one another.

College admissions and relationship to practice

While our model and results are more general, our exposition primarily considers undergradu-
ate college admissions in the United States and the debate to drop standardized testing as our
main running example. We focus on how policies differentially affect privileged (group A) versus
disadvantaged (group B) students.

We refer to the potentially inaccessible last feature 0 as the test score of a student in a common
standardized exam like the SAT or ACT, and assume that more privileged students have access
to testing; as Hyman (2016) notes, many well-qualified disadvantaged students do not have access
to standardized tests and so cannot apply to schools that require them. On the other hand, as
the University of California Standardized Testing Task Force (2020), Bellafante (2020), and Schmill
(2022) posit, without testing it may be especially difficult to evaluate students from non-traditional
backgrounds, as colleges instead rely on transcripts and recommendations from familiar (privileged)
high schools. This aspect could be captured—as we do for our simulations—by considering the
first K — 1 features as substantially more informative for group A (o4 < opg), with a smaller
informativeness discrepancy for the test score.

The model’s focus differs from feature bias as traditionally understood, if a feature systemati-
cally under-values one group; e.g., weaker letters of recommendation for under-represented students.
In our model, the school fully corrects for such bias (cancelling out jigy); in practice, schools inter-
pret signals in context, for example benchmarking how many AP courses are offered by a student’s
school. In contrast, differential informativeness (a function of og;) and disparate access (vy4) are
harder to correct at admissions time. The former represents an information-theoretic limit to iden-
tifying the most qualified students, and the latter prevents some students from even applying. As
we show, these effects cannot even be completely mitigated using affirmative action,'® which is
particularly insufficient in identifying qualified disadvantaged students.

Without loss of generality, we suppose that the features are less informative for group B than

they are for group A. Specifically, under policy Pg let unequal precisions between groups mean

In Section E, we study our policies under the following definition of affirmative action: a constraint on the
fraction of students from each group. This approach is common in the literature (Fang and Moro, 2011) and a proxy
of the practices adopted by universities. However, due to the recent lawsuit against Harvard (Hartocollis, 2019) and
the Supreme Court decision in 2023 (Saul, 2023), the legal framework around such affirmative action is restrictive.
Explicit, predetermined racial quotas are generally illegal, as is (newly) broad consideration of race separate from
individuals’ contexts; conversely, University of Texas admits students using a high school-based quota system (The
University of Texas, 2019). We note that the class of policies with affirmative action traces out a Pareto curve between
the academic merit and diversity desiderata. A fully Bayesian school — using group information when forming skill
estimates but then accepting students with the highest skill estimates, regardless of group — would maximize academic
merit. To instead maximize some weighted combination of academic merit and diversity, an optimal school (with no
legal constraints) would be fully Bayesian within each group, ranking students within each group according to their
expected true skill and then accepting the top students from each group to achieve some desired balance between
academic merit and diversity objectives. Different weights would correspond to different fractions of students from
each group, tracing out a Pareto curve.
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Figure 1: The distribution of skill estimates ¢ at an aggregate level for each group, as it depends
on the informativeness of the features. When the application components are more precise for one
group (group A, in green), the variance in the skill estimates of their group is higher — there is more
signal for individuals to demonstrate that their skill is different than the mean. Then, more group
A have high skill estimates above threshold ¢g, and thus more are admitted. This effect occurs
even though the true skill g distribution is identical across groups. If dropping the test causes such
differential informativeness, then doing so may worsen both fairness and academic merit (estimated
skill of admitted students). Figure 2 illustrates how the differential informativeness interacts with
disparate access, due to which dropping test scores may improve all objectives.

> kes UZ,% > D kes agz, and equal precision mean ), UZ}? =Y kes ng. In settings with barriers,
we assume that group A also has more access to the test, i.e., 74 > vg.'' Finally, the school is
selective and has capacity C' < 1/2. These assumptions are for exposition; our model’s tractability
allows us to solve analogously for the omitted cases.

Section 5 extends our model to one in which students make a strategic decision to take the test
as a function of their admissions probability (where the test cost differs across groups); Section 5.2
analyzes a two-school setting with strategic students, in which one school requires the test and the

other does not.

3 Intuition: The role of differential informativeness

We begin our analysis in Section 3.1 by deriving how a Bayesian-optimal school estimates the
students’ skill level. Then, we preview our main results, illustrating how the relationship between
skill estimates and true skills of the applicant pool depends on the informativeness of features and

the access barriers, with implications for how admissions differ by group.

We further assume that, even in the presence of barriers, the market is over-demanded in the sense that the
school can not admit all applicants, i.e., C < (1 — m)ya + myB.
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3.1 School’s optimal Bayesian estimation procedure

Our Bayesian school—with knowledge of the model’s feature noise means and variances—observes
each student’s features and group membership and estimates their expected skill level, using prop-
erties of Normal distributions. Repeating this process for all applicants induces the following

distribution of skill level estimates for each group.

Lemma 1 (Estimated skill). Consider a school that uses feature set S C {1,...,K} for each
applicant. Then, the perceived skill of an applicant in group g € {A, B} with feature values 8 =

(Or)res is: ,
1o+ 3 es Ok — 1gk) oy,
— : (1)

=
024D ks Tyn

Further, the skill level estimates for students in group g are Normally distributed:

> hes Tgr ]) ' @)

2 —2
02+ D ks Tyn

q(0,9) =

6197PSNN<M,U2

As Equation (1) shows,'? when the school estimates the skill level §(8, g) of an individual and
knows the skill and feature noise distributions, it perfectly cancels out the mean bias terms ji4, such
that they do not affect estimation.!® The school also re-weights each feature 6, proportionately to
the relative informativeness of this feature for group g: the less informative a feature is for a group
(smaller precision U;kZ), the less it contributes to estimates. Thus, due to differences in 0';13 across
groups, two students from different social groups with the same features 8 are evaluated differently.
However, even in this idealized scenario, the school cannot fully correct for the variance terms USkQ
two students with same skill ¢ but in different groups have different skill estimates in expectation.

These individual estimation effects accumulate at the group level (Equation (2)) and drive our
results on disparities. The school knows that q ~ N(u,0?) is identically distributed across social
groups. However, as illustrated in Figure 1, the distribution of its skill estimates ¢ | g, Ps for each
group can differ across groups. For each group, the skill estimates are regularized toward the mean
skill level p. The regularization strength depends on the total precision ), ¢ ag_,f: the larger the
total precision for a group is (or the more informative its features are), the higher the variance in
the estimated skills for that group is. In Figure 1, group A has larger total precision and for any
value ¢ > p, there is a larger mass of students from group A than B with estimated skill higher

than ¢g. Thus a school with capacity C < % admits more students from group A.

3.2 Intuition for the impact of admissions policy

Before proceeding to our main results, we first illustrate our primary insight regarding the trade-off

between informativeness and the applicant pool size. In Figure 2, each sub-figure shows, for one

2Note that Equation (1) is a direct generalization of Phelps (1972) from a single to K features.
13University of California Standardized Testing Task Force (2020): “test scores are considered in the context of
comprehensive review, which in effect re-scales the scores to help mitigate between-group differences.”
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Figure 2: Skill vs estimate joint distribution for each group. Above and to the right of each joint
distribution we plot the corresponding marginal distributions — for example, the plot on the right of
each joint distribution corresponds to the true skill distribution, which is equal across groups. The
dashed diagonal lines correspond to perfect estimation. Figure 2a represents a world without access
barriers and when the features are approximately equally informative across groups. Figure 2b
illustrates the consequences of requiring a test when group B (in pink) has access barriers: fewer
can apply and so can be admitted. Figure 2c illustrates potential consequences of dropping the
test: the school may be unable to distinguish among group B applicants, leading to worse estimates
(rotated away from diagonal) and fewer admitted from that group. Full model parameters, as for
all figures, can be found in Online Appendix A.3.

scenario, the joint distribution between true skill ¢ and the corresponding skill estimates ¢ for each
group — along with the respective marginal distributions. Since both groups have identical true skill
distributions, the joint distributions would ideally be identical for the two groups (and perfectly
aligned along the diagonal) and group B would comprise a proportion 7 of the admitted class.
Consider the case where the potentially dropped feature (the “test score”) is equally informa-
tive for both groups, whereas the remaining features are more informative for group A. Figure 2a
illustrates the scenario when there are no access barriers to the test. Due to the differential informa-
tiveness induced by the other features, (slightly) more group A students are admitted: the college
can better estimate their true skill, as illustrated by the group A joint distribution being closer
to the diagonal. Figure 2b illustrates the consequences of requiring test scores in the presence of
unequal access levels (y4 = 1 and v = %) Among those who apply, the college can estimate true
skill as well as it could in Figure 2a. However, fewer group B students can apply, as indicated by
the smaller marginal count histogram, and so fewer are admitted. Figure 2c¢ illustrates a scenario
where the school removes the test score. Estimates for both groups are worse, as reflected in the
joint distributions being further from the perfect estimation diagonal. However, skill estimates for
group B students are especially degraded as their other features may be less informative, and so
they make up a smaller proportion of the admitted class. Whether the effect in Figure 2b or 2¢

dominates depends on the parameter context.
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4 Analysis of the baseline model

In this section, we apply the insights from Section 3 on feature informativeness and skill estimation
to our college admissions setting.

In Section 4.1, we focus solely on the effect of differences in informativeness, assuming no access
barriers. We find that disparities arise with respect to all of our metrics of interest: academic merit,
diversity, and individual fairness.

In Section 4.2, we compare two admissions policies: with and without a certain feature (e.g.,
test scores). When students have full and equal access to testing, we demonstrate how removing
information might further decrease both fairness and academic merit under reasonable conditions.
However, when students have different levels of access to the test, there is a trade-off between the
barriers imposed by the test and the potentially valuable information the test may contain. We
characterize the school’s optimal policy to include or exclude the test, depending on the relative
sizes of these two effects.

(Beyond the study of the above baseline setting, in Section 5 and Section 5.2, we extend our
model to contain strategic students and multiple schools. Finally, in Section E, we study the effect

of affirmative action alongside the aforementioned policies.)

4.1 Informational effects of fixed testing policies

In general, our fairness notions are not achievable — even though we assume that both groups have
the same true skill distributions. In the proposition below, we formalize the heterogeneous effects
of differential informativeness on our three fairness metrics of interest. Note that for differential
access barriers, this result would immediately follow from the definitions: high-skilled group B
students who otherwise would be admitted can no longer apply.

Recall from Section 2 that ¢g denotes the admission threshold of the school under policy Ps.
Let also ® denote the CDF of the standard Normal distribution A/(0, 1).

Proposition 1 (Metrics with a fixed policy). Suppose that a selective school uses admissions policy
Ps. Group fairness and individual fairness fail except for equal precision, even without the presence

of barriers. Given unequal precisions:

(i) Diversity level: Group B students are under-represented, i.e., T(Pg) < .

Furthermore, larger informativeness gap leads to decreased diversity: fix group B precision,

Y kes ng; then as group A precision increases, the diversity level T(Ps) decreases.

(71) Individual fairness: High-skilled group B students are hard to target, i.e., I(q; Ps) > 0, if and
only if
o %(q5 — n)

2 o’
\/Ekes 9Bk \/Zkes T Ak

q>qs+
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Increasing the informativeness gap increases the individual fairness gap for high-skilled stu-
dents: fix group B precision, ) g agz; then as group A precision increases, 1(q; Ps) in-
creases for ¢ > p+o® (1 - C).

(iii) Academic merit: The policy achieves worse academic merit for admitted students from group

B.

At a high level, this result suggests that, although the school’s Bayesian-optimal decision-making
process can eliminate bias from skill estimates in terms of mean differences (see Section 3), the
informativeness gap—as quantified via the difference in the total precision across groups—induces
disparities in the admission outcomes even of ex-ante identical groups of students. As Figure 3
illustrates, and as we prove in Online Appendix C.3, with overall equal precision (the vertical line)
both groups are admitted according to their population fractions (here, 1 — 7 = m = 0.5); however,
all fairness metrics degrade as the gap in informativeness between the two groups increases. Access
barriers (even if limited to one group) would have a similarly negative effect, albeit for a different
reason: high-skilled students who otherwise would be admitted cannot even apply as they have not
taken the test, cf. Hyman (2016).

The errors in estimation due to unequal precision affect not only the diversity of the class but
also the academic merit of each admitted group. As parts (i) and (iii) establish, under unequal
precisions and no other disparities, students from group A admitted to selective colleges are not
only admitted at a higher rate, but — in contrast to existing theoretical results (cf., Faenza et al.
(2020)) — are also of higher true skill (on average) compared to the admitted students from group
B. This discrepancy is due to the fact that the school fails to identify the high-skilled students
from group B: part (ii) for individual fairness shows that high-skilled students in group B are less
likely to be admitted than they would if they were in group A.

We note that although the individual fairness gap is positive for all sufficiently high-skilled
students, the magnitude of this gap varies. In fact, for students at the end of the right tail of the
true skill distribution, the individual fairness gap starts to decrease, since — despite the noise —

their estimates are high enough for admission. We prove this relationship in the following lemma.

Lemma 2. Consider policy Pg, and assume unequal precision. The individual fairness gap I(q; Ps)

is decreasing in q for q > q., where

—2 —2
A q5)* In (Zkes UAk) —In (Zkes UBk)
Qe =45 + — t+ —2 2 :
Zkes UAkaes O g D okes Tak — 2kes OBk

Furthermore, limy_,o I(q; Ps) = 0.

These results on how a single policy performs as the model parameters change further hint at the
difficulty in deciding whether to drop standardized testing. Doing so increases estimation variance
(perhaps differentially, as Bellafante (2020) and University of California Standardized Testing Task
Force (2020) posit), worsening all metrics, but also reduces access barriers, improving all metrics.

These effects interact to induce the overall effect. Our next section formalizes this interaction.
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Figure 3: How the admitted students’ academic merit, fraction of each group, and individual
fairness gap change with group B test score variance and test access, respectively. Figures (a)-(c)
fix test access 74 = yp = 1 and vary the test score variance. Figures (d)-(f) fix the test variance to
be equal for both groups and vary test access yg. With equal precision and no barriers, groups are
treated equitably. As the feature variance or barriers increase for group B, both academic merit
of admitted B students and fairness metrics worsen. We considered m = 1 — m = 0.5; the full
parameter set can be found in Online Appendix A.3.

4.2 Dropping test scores with and without barriers

In this subsection, we ask: under what conditions would dropping a feature benefit the school and the
applicants?. We study this question by comparing the test-free policy Psyg to the test-based policy

Piy in two different scenarios: Theorem 1 and Theorem 2 consider settings with and without
barriers, respectively.

Theorem 1 (Dropping tests with barriers). Consider policies Peyy, and Psyg and assume un-

equal precisions under Ppyy,. In the presence of barriers, dropping test scores has the following
implications:

(i) Diversity level: Holding other parameters fized, there exists a threshold 7 such that the di-
versity level improves under Py if and only if the fraction of group B students with access

B <7.

(it) Academic merit: For each group g, holding other parameters fized, there exists a threshold 74

such that academic merit of group g increases under Psyy if and only if v4 < 7.

Perhaps surprisingly, Theorem 1 establishes that the academic merit of the admitted class may

improve after dropping the test score. Similarly, diversity may deteriorate after dropping test
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scores. More specifically, Theorem 1 offers a threshold characterization, where the thresholds 7,
and 4 are functions of both the access levels of the two groups as well as the variance parameters,
with and without the test. We provide the full characterization of these two quantities in Online
Appendix C.5. We also include additional illustrations of the effects of dropping the test, with
changes in the variance and access parameters.

At a high level, Theorem 1 implies that the decision to drop the test requirement is not just
a matter of increasing access for the disadvantaged group. Rather, it depends on the complex
interaction between the informational environment and the access levels of both groups. First,
dropping test scores increases the applicant pool size but also affects its composition at different
rates for each group. Second, the information loss incurred by dropping the test may not necessarily
benefit students in group B. In particular, it is possible that the informational disadvantage faced
by group B students may be exacerbated by the absence of test score information even if test scores
are more noisy for group B than group A; especially when the testing barriers are relatively small,
the negative informational effect may not be counterbalanced sufficiently by the increase in the
group’s pool size.

In addition to the equivocal impact that dropping test scores can have on the diversity of the
admitted class and the academic merit of each group, the decision to drop the test introduces some
additional trade-offs. For example, as part (ii) in Theorem 1 implies and Figure 9 illustrates, it

14 aven if the overall academic

may be possible that one group’s admitted academic merit decreases,

merit increases. Depending on the exact model parameters, this might be an inevitable consequence

of dropping the test score, raising interesting and important fairness trade-offs for policy-makers.
Our next result studies the role of information loss in more depth, focusing on just the effect of

the variance parameters in a setting without access barriers.

Theorem 2 (Dropping tests without barriers). Consider policies Ppyy, and Psyg, and assume

unequal precisions under Peypy.

(i) Diversity level: Diversity level improves after dropping feature K, 7(Psyg) > 7(Prus), if and

only i
y Zf -2 -2 -2 —2
Zk‘ESUB O Ak (‘7 + ZkEFULL JAk) OAK (3)
_2 .

) — )
ZkGSUB OB (U 2 + ZkEFULL UBk) OBK

(it) Individual fairness: For each group g, there exist thresholds qq such that the admission prob-
ability for students of skill g in group g decreases under Psyy if and only if ¢ > q4. Further,
there exists a threshold ¢ > max{qa,qp} such that the individual fairness gap increases for

all ¢ > q, but may decrease otherwise.

(17i) Academic merit: Academic merit decreases for both groups g € {A, B}, i.e.,

E[q ‘ Y = 179>PFULL] > E[q ‘ Y = 1797PSUB]-

A5 part (ii) in Proposition 5 shows, affirmative action has the same disproportionate effect across groups.
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In the absence of barriers, the effect on the diversity level and individual fairness gap of dropping
a feature depends on relative informativeness. However, it always worsens academic merit for both
groups: without test scores, the school has access to fewer information signals and so skill estimates
become noisier.

The exact effect on diversity depends on both the total precision of the remaining K — 1 features
and how much the test precisions O‘E?K, O‘E?K differ. More specifically, Equation (3) is equivalent

to the following condition

Z -2 Z -2
kesup T Ak keruiL 7 Ak

_ —2 — —2
g 2+Zkesus Ak < g 2+Zk€P‘ULL 9 Ak 4
—2 —2 ’ ( )
Zk’ESUB 9Bk Zkzeuum_ 9Bk

—2 —2 —2 —2
072+ kesus OBk 072+ keru OBk

which intuitively encodes how informativeness for each group changes after dropping the test. If
Equation (3) holds, then the diversity level improves as dropping the test narrows the relative
informativeness gap between the two groups. However, if Equation (3) does not hold (as University
of California Standardized Testing Task Force (2020) attests), removing test scores exacerbates
the informational disadvantage of students in group B. In that case, dropping the test decreases
diversity.

Similarly, dropping the test may worsen individual fairness. As part (ii) shows, the admission
probability of students with sufficiently high true skill, for either group, decreases after removing
the test. Furthermore, for sufficiently high-skilled students, the individual fairness gap increases
after dropping test scores. This implication is separate from of the effect on overall diversity;
although the school may manage to improve diversity by dropping the test, the targeting of high-
skilled students in both groups becomes less effective, leaving high-skilled students in group B
disproportionately affected.

Even without access barriers, the result establishes the importance of understanding features
other than the test score — not just their biases (yg, canceled out given full knowledge) but also
their informativeness. More generally, our theoretical results illustrate that, even in a simple model,
the debate over dropping standardized testing cannot be held without the particulars of the context:
whether one cares about overall academic merit of the admitted class or our fairness criteria, the
effects depend on the relationships between access barriers, the information content of the test, and
the information content of other application components.

Comparing the policies in simulation. Figure 4 compares, for one parameter setting, our
policies: with and without testing, and with and without affirmative action (where a fixed fraction
7 of the admitted class is group B; see Section E). In Figure 4a, the Pareto curves trace the trade-off
between diversity and academic merit, for each testing policy. In this scenario, constraining each
group’s admitted class to be proportional to its group size (affirmative action at level 7 =7 = %)
does not substantially affect academic merit, while improving both group and individual fairness
substantially. Furthermore, dropping tests has an ambiguous effect: it worsens diversity levels

and academic merit, as well as the individual fairness gap in the case without affirmative action.
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Figure 4: Performance of various policies — including group-unaware estimation policies, in setting
where features are more informative for group A, and with testing barriers for group B. Affirmative
action (discussed in Appendix E) in general improves both group diversity and individual fairness,
while dropping the test score has an ambiguous impact. Group-unaware policies generally perform
the worst on all metrics. The full parameter set can be found in Online Appendix A.3.

However, it (slightly) improves the individual fairness gap with affirmative action.

Figure 4 also includes group-unaware estimation policies, that ignore the social group that a stu-
dent belongs to; in this case, estimating student skill levels requires calculating the posterior from a
mixture of Normal distributions. Ignoring group attributes is an oft-proposed but often problematic
policy proposal to combat bias (Corbett-Davies and Goel, 2018). Perhaps unsurprisingly, group-
unaware estimation policies perform most poorly. It worsens both the average academic merit of
the admitted class and the diversity level, compared to the policy with group-aware estimation. It
also leads to large individual fairness gaps, especially for high-skilled students. More details can be

found in Online Appendix A.1.

5 Extension: Strategic students

Above, we considered a scenario in which all students from a group g share a common probability
74 of taking the test, independently of their true skill level. In this section, we incorporate student
incentives: students who are more likely to be admitted if they take the test may be more willing
to pay the cost to overcome barriers to taking the test or reporting their scores. To capture this
effect, we introduce a model in which students face a (group dependent) cost to taking the test,
that they weigh against their admissions probability conditional on taking the test. We then study
how dropping the test affects diversity, merit, and individual fairness in this setting. Section 5.1
introduces and analyzes this model in a setting with a single school, and Section 5.2 extends this

model to a setting with two schools, one of which requires the test. We compare effects with and
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without strategic students in Section 6, with data calibrated to real-world admissions data.

5.1 Single school

Before proceeding with the extended model, note that, in order to avoid confusion, in this section
we will explicitly refer to Gsus = G(Osus,g) and Grorr = G(Opuie, g) as skill estimates using those
respective feature sets, instead of using the generic notation ¢ for the skill estimate.

Model and equilibria. We extend the model in Section 2 as follows. Each student in group g
incurs a constant cost ¢, to take the test. Admission to the school is of utility v. Students are
strategic in the sense that they decide whether to apply to the school; o € {0, 1} denotes the action
of the student, where @ = 0 corresponds to not applying to the school and o = 1 corresponds
to applying to the school. If the school uses a test-free policy, then all students apply (o = 1)
without taking the test. If a school requires the test, then o = 1 corresponds to taking the test and
applying (and thus paying the cost), and o = 0 to not taking the test. To rule out trivial equilibria
where no students take the test due to high testing costs, we assume that the cost-to-valuation ratio
cg/v < 1.

We assume that each student does not know their own true skill ¢, but does know their other
features. Conditional on the other K — 1 features Oy, the student wishes to maximize their
expected utility. This expected utility depends on the valuation v from getting admitted to the
school with policy Pyrr,, the probability of being admitted, and the testing cost ¢;. A student who
does not apply to the school or is not admitted receives an outside option which we normalize to

utility 0. Thus, for a school with policy Py, the student solves

a(HSUB79§ PFULL) = arg afen{%ﬁ} « (U POK (Y =1 ‘ Osun, 9, PFULL) - Cg) . (5)
If a school does not require the test (Psyp), then the student always applies, i.e., a(@sugs, g; Psus) = 1
for all Ogys € RE~1, g € {A, B}.

The school’s admissions process is identical to before. The school maximizes the academic
merit of the admitted class (without affirmative action), an objective that is strictly increasing
in the skill estimate ¢g. Therefore, it suffices to consider threshold-based selection policies Y €
{0,1} that determine the lowest skill estimate ¢§ that guarantees admission conditional on the
student’s features Og, group g, and test policy Ps, i.e., selection policies of the form Y (6g, g; Ps) =
1{q(0s,9) > ¢5}. Thus, the optimal admission threshold is the point at which the mass of students

admitted is equal to the school capacity:
{5 = min {z €R: Y myEoglo*(Bsun, g; Ps) | 4(0s,9) > 2,9, Ps] < O} : (6)
g

For a school with policy Psyg, Equation (6) reduces to the baseline setting studied in the
previous section (see Proposition 1). For policy PryL, however, students become strategic, and

thus we require a notion of equilibrium that impacts the school’s threshold policy. This equilib-
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rium is formally defined as follows: Given test policy Pryr, and capacity C';, we say that a pair
(a*,Y*) constitutes an equilibrium if: (i) for all gy € RE~! and g € {A, B}, a*(Osus, 9; ProrL) =
arg maxae(o1} @ (VP(Y* = 1] Osup, g; Prow) — ¢g); and (ii) for all Qpyy, € R5 and g € {A, B},
Y*(Opurs, 9; Prorr) = 1{q(Opur,9) > Gy}, where @iy, is the corresponding solution to Equa-
tion (6).

The above definition of equilibria depends on the full vector of K — 1 feature values Ogyz. How-
ever, as formalized in Lemma C.11 in Online Appendix C.6, we can equivalently focus solely on the
set of student actions that are dependent on ¢syp instead of the entire vector of K — 1 feature values
Osus. We thus work directly with the reduced-form equilibrium (a(Gsus, g; Pros)s Y (Geure; Prowe))-
The next lemma establishes the existence and uniqueness of equilibria under test policy Pyyr.. Ad-
ditionally, it demonstrates that students adhere to a threshold-based strategy at this equilibrium:
only students with higher skill estimates ¢y opt to take the test.

Lemma 3. Suppose that the school uses a test-based policy Ppy. There exists a unique equilibrium
(a*,Y™), with the following property: there is a threshold ggUB such that students in group g take
the test (a = 1) if and only if Gsus > ¢4, where

-2
g ok —1 Cq U!]K 2 1
q; _QFULL_(I) < _7> ( _ _2> oo+ — ) (7)
SuB v o2 + ZkGFULL ng I o2 + ZkESUB ng

and Gy 08 the solution to Equation (6) so that Y™ (Gruis; Pron) = H{Gruie > Qoo -

Students do not know their own true skill ¢ but instead use their current skill estimate Ggyp to
assess the probability of attaining a test score high enough for admission to the school. If their
perceived probability of admission is sufficiently high to outweigh the cost of the test, they decide
to take the test and apply to the school. Several observations should be noted. First, in contrast
to the non-strategic setup with access barriers of Theorem 1 where all students had the same a
priori probability of being eligible to apply to the school, the decision to apply now correlates with
the true skill level of each individual student, via the other features (see Figure 5). These selection
effects change the composition of the applicant pool. Second, applying to the school does not
guarantee admission. Conditional on o = 1, the higher the true skill (and thus the skill estimate
Gsus) of an applicant, the greater their probability of admission becomes. Nevertheless, a fraction of
students will incur the test cost ¢4, apply to the school, but ultimately be rejected. Third, similar
to Theorem 1, a subset of non-applying students with skill estimates gsyp < . would be admitted
if taking the test were costless. The difference from Theorem 1 lies in the presence of self-selection
bias among strategic students: in Lemma 3, students with gsyp < [ choose to not apply due to
high test costs, whereas in Theorem 1, a fraction of students are exogenously excluded from access
to the test, independently of their gsys.

A special case that illustrates the effect of test costs and information on student behavior
is when test costs are equal (c4 = cp), precisions are equal for the first K — 1 features, and

group A has more informative test scores than group B (0%, < 0%)). Under these conditions,
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Figure 5: When students are strategic, high skilled students are more likely to take the test and
apply. We consider a case where Group A has higher precision and lower test costs: Parameters
are figr = 0 for all g, k, 0311 = 01242 = 0]231 =1 and 0%2 = 2, where k = 2 denotes the test feature.
Costs are ¢4 = 0.5 and ¢ = 3. Full parameter set can be found in Online Appendix B.2.

at the time of application, both groups share the same observable characteristics, cq/v and Gsys.
However, the uncertainty about their test scores impacts their behavior differently. A test with
high precision means that the school places high importance on the test information (see Equation
1), which is currently unknown to the students at the time of making the testing decision. Thus,
the admissions decision will rest on the (unknown) test score. How does this increased importance
affect the student’s testing decision? The cost-to-valuation ratio appears to function as a risk-
adjusting device in conjunction with the test informativeness. Fix ¢y, ; as implied by Corollary 3
in Online Appendix C.6, if ¢5/v < 0.5, then g;“U 5 < ng 5 indicating that more students from group
A are willing to accept a higher risk of rejection and apply at a greater rate than group B. The
opposite holds true when ¢, /v > 0.5. In both cases, note that the value of ¢,/v has no direct effect
on the actual admissions probabilities but nevertheless influences the candidates’ pool through the
students’ self-selection bias.

Moving from individual student behavior to admissions outcomes, we now analyze the interplay

between test cost and informativeness at the unique equilibrium under Ppypr.

Effect of test cost and informativeness on admissions. In the non-strategic setting of
Proposition 1, we found that the sign of the informativeness gap, measured by the difference
> okes UZ]% — Y kes agi, determined the diversity level and academic merit in a straightforward
manner: if group B has lower total precision than group A, then it is under-represented and
has lower academic merit among the admitted class. The same holds even in the presence of
barriers as long as v4 > «vp. However, when the test is costly, Proposition 2 below shows that the
relationship between informativeness and fairness becomes more complex, depending on the costs
and informativeness of the features with and without the test score. (Recall that ®o(x,y; p) denotes

the CDF of the standard bivariate Normal distribution with correlation p.)

Proposition 2. Consider the equilibrium under policy Pryyy-
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(i) Diversity level: Group B students are under-represented, i.e., T(PpyiL) < m, if and only if

o catbar ) _ p, (oatbap Guyn. daba
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~ (8)
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where the full definitions of G4, ag £ ag(Grus)s by = by(Ghuw) can be found in Online Ap-
pendiz C.6.

(i) Academic merit: Policy Ppuyy achieves worse academic merit for group B if and only if

Maa,ba,04,74) > AMap,bp,0p,7B), where

A

Gabg b byo b
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Observe that admissions decisions (and thus diversity and academic merit) now depend not only
on the overall feature informativeness, but separately on the informativeness of the test score and
other K —1 features and the cost-to-valuation ratio ¢4 /v. There are several mechanisms that might
lead to high diversity—that is, group B representation over their population fraction m—even if
we assume unequal precisions under policy Py and higher test costs for group B than group
A. For example, one possible mechanism is that, due to the strategic behavior of students, the
applicant pool composition is significantly skewed towards group B. The intuition stems again from
Lemma 3. Differences in the cost-to-valuation ratio and test informativeness across groups (even in
favor of group A) might lead students with equal skill estimates ¢sys but from different groups to
take different actions depending on the value of [/ thus making group B apply at a greater rate
than group A in some instances. Another mechanism is that, even if students from both groups
self-select to apply at similar rates, the test score could be significantly more informative for group
B than A, thus a highly selective school is able to distinguish the high-skilled group B students
(among the already high-skilled applicant pool) more efficiently than group A students.

Figure 6 explores the interactions between test informativeness and test costs on academic
merit, diversity, and individual fairness. Figures 6a and 6b show that high test costs for Group
B can negatively affect both the academic merit and diversity levels, respectively, of the admitted
student body. In particular, when test costs are high for group B, academic merit and diversity
are worse when the test feature variance is 0%2 = 1 than when 0%2 = 4. In other words, when the
test cost is high, the exclusionary nature of the test is particularly harmful when the test is more
informative (lower conditional variance). This result follows from the fact that fewer students risk

taking the test when it is more informative (i.e., more self-select out of taking it).

22



=16 2os
¥ op=1 L 05 o3=1 o 02=1.0
gL op=4 B os o2=4 004 o2=4.0
= s 0 0]
L= O co03
£ —>“0.3 5
g 1.3 = t 0.2
o ¢ 02 [
g 12 N T 01
o Equal cost [a] Equal cost %
3: 1.1 0.0 2 0.0

0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5 = 15 10 05 00 05 10 15

Cost for Group B Cost for Group B True Skill g
(a) Academic merit (b) Diversity level (¢) Individual fairness gap

Figure 6: Strategic students setting. How the admitted students’ academic merit, diversity level,
and individual fairness gap depend on test informativeness 0% for Group B. Figures 6a and 6b fix
cost c4 = 0.5 and vary cg. Academic merit and diversity are particularly harmed when the test
is costly and informative for Group B. Figure 6¢ considers a fixed cost cg = 3 and shows that
individual fairness is worse when the test is more informative for Group B. Full parameter set can
be found in Appendix B.2.

5.2 Two schools

We consider a setting with two schools Jy, Jo with respective capacities C, Cs such that the market
is over-demanded, i.e., C; + Cy < 1. Let P denote the test policy of school i € {1,2}. Here we
assume that school J; uses a test-based policy PL,, while school Jo uses a test-free policy P2,.
For brevity, define P = (P}, P2;). Students in both groups have higher valuation for J; than
Js, i.e., v1 > v9. They may decide to apply to zero, one or both schools. Analogous to above, to
eliminate trivial equilibria we assume ¢,/(v1 — v2) < 1. As in Section 5.1, if a school uses policy
Pruw, only students who take the test are eligible.

We extend the definition of (reduced-form) equilibria to this setting with two schools. First,
we consider the schools’ selection policies. Let Y;(gs, g; P) denote the selection policy of school J;
and define Y = (Y7, Y3); analogously to the case of one school, each Y; remains well-defined. At
an equilibrium («,Y), given the student preferences, the more preferred school J; picks students
first and optimizes the academic merit of the admitted class. Similarly, J» optimizes academic
merit by selecting among the students who either did not apply to J; at all or applied but did not
get admitted. Online Appendix C.7 contains the characterization of the optimization functions for

both schools and Lemma C.12 formalizes that each Y; preserves its threshold-based form.

Next, we consider the students’ action . Note that, a student always has an incentive to apply
to the test-free school Js. Thus, the student must decide whether they also want to apply to J; by
solving the following optimization problem:

O‘(d(osusag)a%P) = arg IE%%Xl}OK (Ul P(Y1=1] BSUB7gaPF1ULL) - Cg) + V2 IP)(Yl =0NYy=1 | 95U379>Ps2u3)-

If the student applies to both schools and is also admitted to both, they go to school Ji.
This optimization problem induces more complex application behavior than in the single school

case, which we discuss in Theorem 3 and Figure 7.

23



Theorem 3. Consider the setting with two schools defined above. Then, there exists a unique

equilibrium (a*,Y*) with the following properties:

(1) School J;’s selection policy Y;* takes a threshold form: Y;*(Gs;P) = 1{Gs > ¢}, where G’ is

school J;’s admission threshold.

(ii) Students in group g take the test and apply to school Jyi, if and only if one of the following

conditions holds:

1) either g3 > Gsup > qj where

9— g _ ! ( Cg> Gg—l% 2 1 (9)
4G =%~ - - =2 Oyt = —32
: U1 o2+ > kerurr O gk I o2+ > kesus O gk

2) or Gsvs > max{qj, G5}, where

-2
. 1 Cg UgK 2 1
¢ =q¢qG-o <1— > — 3 Ogr T — —- (10)
h V] — V2 o2+ o Tk g o2+ hesun gk

Furthermore, qi < q;. for both groups g € {A, B}.

(i) Assume that @3 > qj. Then, school Jy is more diverse than Jo if and only if

b b Ak jod b ~%

5pd ap + Opp 5y ap +opp ’q1~ M;_ oBbB S & 9o — M -
\/1+630% 1+63b3 B 1+ 63b% oy | ke Ton
072+Zk€SUB U;k

where ag = ag(v1), by = by(q7), and &4 are defined as in Proposition 2.

(iv) There exist instances of the model parameters such that school Ji achieves lower academic

merit for group g than Js. See Online Appendix C.7 for a characterization.

The above theorem establishes several interesting properties at the equilibrium. Even this
two-school setting induces complex student strategic behavior. Figure 7 illustrates the student
test-taking behavior, described in Part (ii) above. In particular, student test-taking behavior is
not necessarily a single threshold in their skill estimates Gsyp using the first K — 1 features. Some
students with lower skill estimates gsys (who, after observing the first K — 1 features, know they
will not be admitted to the test-free school J3) take the test for a chance of admission to school J;.

This discontinuity in the students’ application behavior potentially leads to a mismatch between
the skill of the applicants and the ranking of the school. Even though — by Part (i) — schools continue
to use admission cutoffs that are increasing in their ranking, students’ nonmonotonic behavior
breaks the positive assortativeness property that matching models typically exhibit (Chade et al.,

2017). This explains the existence of instances where school .J; achieves lower academic merit than
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Figure 7: Students in group g enrolled at schools J; and Jy. The left and right panel of the figure
correspond to ¢5 < Q“Z and ¢; > g“}’l, respectively. In both cases, all students apply to Jo but only
the students with skill estimates above the cutoff ¢5 get admitted to J. Among those students
only the mass of students in the purple-shaded area will accept Ja’s offer, since a fraction of the
students admitted to Ja also applied and got admitted to J; (yellow area). However, as the left
panel illustrates for g5 < gz, not all students who apply to J2 necessarily apply to J; as well; indeed,
the admitted students with ¢5 < gsup < QZ have applied only to Js. Furthermore, observe that
the students who successfully apply to J; (represented by the yellow-shaded area) are not always
characterized by higher skill estimates than the admitted students at Jy. Finally, note that in both
panels, all students with glg < @5 applied to Ji, however only the yellow-shaded mass of students
got admitted.

the less-preferred school J (Part (iv)). Note that this phenomenon would not arise if both schools

used the same testing policy since all students would apply to either none or both schools.
Finally, as Part (iii) shows, adopting different test policies across schools may lead to different

levels of diversity across schools, although the theorem statement does not rule out the possibility

that both schools suffer from low diversity. The intuition is similar to Proposition 2.

6 Calibrated simulations with UT Awustin data

We calibrate our model to empirical data from the University of Texas at Austin to assess the
effects of dropping test requirements under our model. Our results establish that (a) there are
reasonable parameter ranges both in which dropping the test can be beneficial and harmful for the
desiderata, and (b) when tests are required, outcomes can depend on whether the model allows
students to self-select to take the test.

Data. Our data is from the Texas Higher Education Opportunity Project (THEOP), a semipublic
dataset of applications and transcripts for universities in Texas (Tienda and Sullivan, 2011). We
focus on data from the University of Texas at Austin, for students who applied in 1992-1997.15 For
each applicant, we observe their high school class rank (rounded to nearest decile), standardized

test score (SAT, or ACT score translated to equivalent SAT score); we also observe characteristics

15This period represents all applications from before the time Texas adopted the Top Ten Percent rule, in which all
students at the top of their Texas public high school class were accepted regardless of other application components.
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of their high school (including relative economic privilege rounded to nearest quartile, which is a
measure of the socioeconomic status of the students the high school serves). We further observe
admissions decisions and, for accepted students, whether they enrolled. Finally, for those who
enrolled, we observe rich transcript data: their GPA and number of credit hours for each enrolled

semester, that we use to calculate overall GPA in their first year and afterwards.

Calibration and simulation setup. We consider our applicant population as those who in reality
enrolled to UT Austin (i.e., those for whom we observe college transcript data), and simulate a
setting in which these applicants are further applying to a selective program, e.g., honors programs,
scholarships, or college transfers. For each such individual, we use their cumulative college GPA —
not counting their first year — to represent their true skill. Then, as features, we use (in various
simulations) their high school class rank, standardized test score and/or college first-year GPA. To
form the two groups, we take the upper (group A) and lower (group B) halves of the high schools’
economic privilege' index.

We calibrate our model parameters to the empirical data. We calibrate the true skill mean p and
variance o2 to the empirical mean and variance of the cumulative college GPA, excluding the first
year. We then calibrate the conditional feature distributions for each group, which in our model
are distributed as 0 ~ N(q+ fgr, O';k); i.e., for each group g and feature k pair, we need estimates
of pgr and O'gk, the conditional mean and variance of the feature given the student’s true skill.
We estimate these values by running an ordinary least squares regression 0 ~ ¢, where g is the
observed college GPA. Let the fitted regression model be 8, = B+ f1q, so that ¢ = (ék —30)/31- To
normalize the features so that a one unit increase in the feature corresponds to a one unit increase
in skill level (so that the feature has mean q + pg1), we center and scale each observed feature to
obtain 0], = (0, — BO) / 1, and likewise for the predicted features 6, to obtain é;g Now, we calibrate
the model to the distribution of §;. We set pg, to be the sample mean of ), which is 0, since
¢). is centered. Then, ng is the sample variance of the residuals éfﬁ — 0}.. The calibrated variance

parameters agk are in Table 1.

Group ‘ HS class rank ‘ College GPA, 1st year ‘ Test score
A (high economic privilege) 1.84 0.77 2.60
B (low economic privilege) 3.27 0.86 2.14

Table 1: Calibrated feature variance ng for each group g and feature 0. This calibration suggests
that class rank is relatively more predictive of cumulative college GPA for the high economic
privilege group while the test score is more predictive for the low economic privilege group —
consistent with University of California Standardized Testing Task Force (2020) and Schmill (2022).
Most predictive for each is the first-year college GPA.

6Column by the data provider, defined as “Publicly available data from the Texas Education Agency (TEA) is
used to stratify regular, Texas public high schools according to the socioeconomic status of the students they serve.
The 25% of high schools with the lowest percent of students ever economically disadvantaged are designated as
Upper quartile. The 25% of high schools having the highest percent of students ever economically disadvantaged are
designated as Lower quartile. Because the statewide share of economically disadvantaged students rose over time,
quartile cut points are calculated separately for each year.” We then binarize the quartiles.
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Academic merit Diversity Level

Informational Case | Student behavior | With test Without test | With test Without test
Low Strategic 3.72 3.54 46.4% 37.1%
Non-strategic 3.64 3.54 26.6% 37.1%
High Strategic 3.88 3.81 49.5% 48.2%
Non-strategic 3.79 3.81 28.4% 48.2%

Table 2: How academic merit and diversity level of admitted students change with and without
requiring a test score, for two informational cases (how informative the non-test feature is) and
for the strategic and non-strategic settings. Academic merit (GPA) ranges from 1.0-4.0. Diversity
level is shown as a percentage of admitted students. This table assumes a 40% test access for
group B; for outcomes for the full range of group B test access, see Figures 8 and 10. Values are
averaged across 100 simulation runs and all differences are statistically significant; see Table 3 for
95% confidence intervals across simulation runs.

Using these calibrated mean and variance parameters, we then simulate our model, with the
students’ applications and the school’s Bayesian updating as described earlier. We simulate the
admission outcomes in both the setting with strategic students and the setting with non-strategic
students. In both settings, we fix group A to have full access to the test (y4 = 1 and ¢4 = 0
in the non-strategic and strategic settings, respectively) and vary the level of access for group B
students. We fix an equal proportion of students from each group in the candidate pool (7 = 0.5).
We simulate a setting with 10,000 applicants and a capacity of 1,000. For each parameter set, we
run 100 simulations and report the mean and 95% confidence intervals across simulation runs.

We simulate two informational cases, which correspond to the school having access to different

features when making its decision.

Low informativeness: Class rank and (potentially) Test score. Simulates, for example, honors

program decision being made for incoming first-year students.

High informativeness: First-year GPA and (potentially) Test score. Simulates, for example,

honors program decision being made after the first year.

To make the non-strategic and strategic settings comparable, we define the notion of test access
level for group B as the proportion of group B students taking the test. In the non-strategic
setting, this is vp by definition. In the strategic setting, each cost level cp induces a test access
level which can be found through simulation. We note that while the overall number of group B
students taking the test is the same for a fixed test access level, in the strategic setting this group
of students are disproportionately high-skilled (see Lemma 3 and Figure 5).

Simulation results. Table 2 summarizes the admission outcomes with and without the test, for

a fixed level of group B students having access (40%), while all group A students have access.!”

1"Using the College Board (2022) California SAT Suite of Assessments Annual Report, we calculate that a student
from the bottom two quintiles of family income are 38% as likely to take the test as a student from the top two
quintiles. Thus we focus on an access levels of 100% and 40% for groups A and B, respectively.
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Figure 8: Calibrated simulations when full set of features is {First year GPA, test score} — high
informativeness case (see Table 1 for informativeness of features). Figures (8a) and (8b) vary test
the access level for group B. Figure (8c) shows the individual fairness gap at a fixed group B test
access level of 40%. Figures show average value across 100 simulation runs and 95% confidence
intervals.

For outcomes for the full range of group B test access, see Figures 8 and 10, for the high and low
informational environment, respectively.

In this setting, exactly half of the students are in group B (m = 0.5). For any diversity level
below 50% (i.e., students in group B make up less than half of the admitted student body), we
consider group B to be under-represented.

Overall, the results show that the effects of dropping the test requirement depend crucially on
both the informational environment and whether students are strategic. At a test access level of
40% for group B, dropping the test worsens both academic merit and diversity level when students
are strategic, in both informational cases. However, when students are non-strategic, dropping the
test improves both metrics when the remaining feature has high informativeness, whereas dropping
the test has mixed results when the other feature has low informativeness.

Comparing effect of test access in strategic and non-strategic settings. The results show that in
both informational settings, academic merit, diversity, and individual fairness all worsen when fewer
group B students have access to the test. However, for a given level of test access, the outcomes for
all three metrics are better when students are strategic, compared to when they are non-strategic.
In the strategic setting, the students with higher skill levels are more likely to take the test (see
Lemma 3 and Figure 5), as opposed to the non-strategic setting where all students in group B have
the same probability vp of taking the test. Thus, as we see in Figures 8 and 10, even when the test
access levels are as low as 30 percent, the admission outcomes of academic merit, diversity, and
individual fairness are comparable to when group B has full test access. This observation, of course,
relies on the students appropriately assessing their likelihood of admission upon taking the test,
which we assume in our model. We also note that academic merit in particular is not monotonic
in the test access level (Figure 8 and Figure 10). As the access level for group B approaches 0, the
average skill level for admitted students increases for group B but decreases for group A, leading
to non-monotonicity in the overall academic merit. See Figure 11b for an illustration of average

skill level of admitted students, by group.
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Effect of the informational environment. When the college has access to a high quality signal
on all students — first-year GPA — dropping test scores increases both academic merit and diversity
when costs are high enough; it allows more students to apply, without incurring a substantial
informational loss. In contrast, in the low informativeness case, without test scores the school must
rely on students’ high school ranks, which are especially uninformative for group B, thus leading
to worse admissions outcomes.

These findings underscore our theoretical results: the consequences of dropping test scores
depend crucially on the information content of other signals, the level of strategic behavior by
applicants, and the levels of access to the test. Decisions to require the test should not (and

cannot) be made in a context-independent manner.

Discussion. There are several ways in which our simulation setup differs from reality, for example:
(1) We use college GPA as a measure of student true skill; in reality, GPA is a function of many
other aspects as well, such as college major and barriers faced during college (Engle and Tinto,
2008). (2) Because of our choice to use college GPA as a true skill measure, we cannot simulate our
model for all students who apply to UT Austin, as data is censored — we do not observe their college
GPA unless they enrolled. Thus, we must simulate an admissions to an honor program as opposed
to simulate college admissions.!® (3) To closely simulate our model, we fit Normal distributions
to the data, while the respective distributions may not be Normally distributed (e.g., many of the
features are truncated). (4) We do not have estimates of the barriers or costs to testing, and in
fact almost all applicants in the data (over 99.9%) have test scores due to school policies at the
time; thus, we have to artificially simulate some students as not having access. For these reasons,

our simulations should not be interpreted as making statements about the UT Austin context.

7 Conclusion

We formalize the trade-off between information access and barriers in a testable framework, an
important aspect of the decision for colleges to keep or drop standardized testing. As we show, there
are reasonable parameter settings in which dropping testing improves or worsens both academic
merit and diversity goals.

Overall, our work contributes conceptually and modeling-wise to the growing literature of fair-
ness in decision-making systems. Our multi-feature version of the seminal model by Phelps (1972)
naturally fits the study of fundamental questions related to fairness in operations, and can serve
as a useful technical and conceptual framework to study emerging problems in fair algorithmic
decision-making and public policy in education and beyond. More generally, we find that the
design of input features to machine learning tasks is an important challenge.

Practically, the work suggests that schools must further invest in better signals and in expanding
their applicant pools. In settings where test scores are found to be highly effective for skill estimation

but also impose large barriers, our work further suggests the value of another option for increasing

!8This is a common barrier to measuring the predictive power of standardized testing in admissions (Weissman,
2020).
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fairness in admission: decreasing the access barriers. For example, several states have implemented
policies to make the SAT and/or ACT mandatory for all public school students, while also reducing
both financial and logistical barriers by paying the financial costs of test registration and offering
the tests at more convenient times (Hyman, 2016). We also remark that we study affirmative action
policies in Section E, which can improve diversity and individual fairness, but are insufficient in
addressing disparities due to differential informativeness and access barriers.

Note that our theoretical results hold in a highly stylized setting where the school is Bayesian-
optimal and knows the parameters of the model. While such a scenario is, in practice, unattainable,
this work can be viewed as an information-theoretic limit to how well schools can identify the most
qualified students. Even if a school had full knowledge of each group’s feature distributions (i.e.,
were able to perfectly evaluate students’ skills in context), the school could not completely mitigate
inequalities in admissions.

We further remark that many of our results likely extend to more general models. For example,
we assume that the true skill and all features are normally distributed, which allows us to study the
effect of variance in a transparent and tractable way. This assumption is not limiting: our results can
be extended to a more general class of distributions such that group A’s skill estimates are a mean-
preserving spread (Blackwell, 1953) of group B’s skill estimates, though analytic characterizations
of the thresholds as we derive may not be possible. Similarly, our approach assumes that features are
independent, and that the noise terms are additive and uncorrelated across features (i.e., that the
difference between the test score and student skill is independent of the difference between another
feature and skill). We note that this assumption could also be relaxed, though the Bayesian updates
may not have closed-form solutions. More details together with a generalization of Proposition 5
can be found in Online Appendix D.

Finally, we note that other types of barriers in college admissions should be considered in
the design of admissions policies. Factors such as differential access to test preparation services
(Park and Becks, 2015) and family support'® (Espenshade and Radford, 2013; McDonough, 1997)
may also constitute significant barriers for certain groups of students. Furthermore, many of these
factors introduce compounding effects that contribute to students’ future success, beyond the single

barrier to testing that we consider in our model.
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A Supplementary derivations and figures for the non-strategic

setting

A.1 Group-unaware estimation

In the main text, we primarily consider a “group-aware” estimation procedure, in which the school
uses students’ group membership in its estimation procedure (and thus is able to plug in group-
specific noise biases and variances). We now briefly discuss “unaware” estimation when it cannot
do so. Ignoring group attributes is an oft-proposed but often problematic policy proposal to combat
bias in machine learning tasks (Corbett-Davies and Goel, 2018), and so we evaluate its consequences.

Ignoring group membership complicates the skill estimation challenge. When the feature dis-
tributions differ across groups but the school cannot observe the group of a student, the resulting
estimated skill distribution is a mixture of Normal distributions. The mixture weights depend on
the noise means and variances of each group ¢. In contrast to the group-aware case, where the
school manages to correct for the feature noise biases (but not variance), the biases now play an
important rule in each feature’s implications.

We derive this distribution below. However, we primarily study the effects through simulation

in Figure 4.

Unaware estimation derivation. Conditional on the true skill level ¢, the features are still

distributed according to a group-specific Normal distribution:
Okla, g ~ N(q+ pgr0s)  Vh=1...K

But under group-unaware estimation, the school does not know or cannot use g, so the posterior
is now a mixture of Normal distributions. Specifically, let f(q | @) denote the pdf of the posterior
distribution, ¢ | €; similarly, we use the notation f(0) and f(q | 8,g). Thus,

fal®) = > [f(al6,9)P(g]6)

g€{A,B}
M
ge{%:B}f 10,9 [ 7(6) }
) . " s [f(819)P(9)
_QG{ZA;B} (0,9)f(ql0,9), (8.9) [ £(0) ]

Then, the posterior ¢| 6 is distributed as a mixture of Normal distributions, where each Normal

is as in the group-aware case:

g0~ > w(®g)N(i0,9),5%0,9))

9€{A,B}
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For the weights, we find that
Jo Ty f (Ox]g, 9) AF (q) - P(g)

s fOlg)P(g) |
wl.9) =gy T 70)

o || (g0t 0) i

and for K features,
2521 {(H‘Fﬂgkfek) (e
2 (0724"»2?:1 ng )

J, oo - 2(1 = 1)K (o) \Jo 2 + TSI 037
Thus, we have
w(®,g) 2! (0}?391)?(9) _ S Tt (leg( q)) dF(q)P(g)
B(g) exp{ (- 2 (Gl q(f]g;f [Ewgew—wgk-ek)) }>}
) Mgy \/072 K o2

). We explicitly show the algebra for K = 1 and K = 2 features,

Derivation for equation (
and the pattern continues for K features

For one feature:

2 f(61lg)P(g)
wibhg) = =gy =

[ f(61]9,9) dF (q) P(g)

f(01)
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For two features 61,05:
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A.2 Supplemental simulation figures for the non-strategic setting
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Figure 9: Difference between test-based and test-free policies with respect to various objective
functions. The more negative (red) the difference, the more that dropping the test improves that
metric compared to test-based policies. Simulation is with budgets case, using parameters as given
in Online Appendix A.3. The plot reads as follows: in Figure 9a, a difference of 0.6 means that the
average academic merit with a test-based policy is 0.6 higher than that with a test-free policy.

Figure 9 supplements the results in Theorem 1 and Proposition 4, regarding the thresholds at which
academic merit and diversity improve after dropping the test. In particular, they illustrate that
for high enough test score variance or high enough barriers, dropping the test score improves the

objectives.

A.3 Simulation parameters

Figure 2. C= 0.2,71' = 05, q,eA(), 0A1 ~ N(O, 1), 930 ~ N(—4, 5), 931 ~ N(—4, 1),’7A = 1,’}/3 =3
Figure 3. Same as Figure 2, except with 0, ~ N(—4,0%,), where 0%, € (0,5). For subfigures
(3a) - (3c) we fix test access v4 = yp = 1. For subfigures (3d) - (3f) fix the test score variance of
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Academic merit

Diversity Level

Informational Case | Student behavior | With test Without test | With test Without test

Low Strategic 3.719 3.535 46.4% 37.1%

4.0009 +.0009 + .03% + .05%

Non-strategic 3.643 3.535 26.6% 37.1%

4.0008 4 .0009 + .03% + .05%

High Strategic 3.884 3.807 49.5% 48.2%

+ .0007 4+ .0008 + 0.05% + 0.04%

Non-strategic 3.788 3.807 28.4% 48.2%

+ .0007 + .0008 + 0.03% + 0.04%

Table 3: How academic merit and diversity level of admitted students change with and without
requiring a test score, for two informational cases (how informative the non-test feature is) and
for the strategic and non-strategic settings. Diversity level is shown as a percentage of admitted
students. Shown with 95% confidence intervals. This table assumes a 40% test access for group B;

for outcomes for the full range of group B test access, see Figures 8 and 10.

group B to be equal to that of group A, so that 0'%1 = ‘7,241 =1 and we vary vp.

Figure 4. Same as Figure 2.

Figure 9. Same as Figure 2, except with test score precision varying together for both groups

0%, = 0%, € (0,3), and group B test access varying, vg € (0,1).

B Additional simulations for the strategic setting

B.1 Calibrated simulations with UT Austin data
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Figure 10: Calibrated simulations when full set of features is {High school class rank, test score}.
Low informativeness case. See Table 1 for informativeness of features.

B.2 Simulations with synthetic data

We run simulations for a setting with two features, where the non-test feature is equally informative

for both groups, but the test score is more informative for group A than group B. Students have

utility v = 5 for the school, group A students have test cost c4 = 0.5 and we vary the test cost cp

of group B. The school has capacity C' = 0.10.
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Under these parameters, Figure 5 shows the probability of a student in group B taking the
test and applying, conditional on their true skill level. Figure 11 shows the application probability,
academic merit, and diversity for the admission outcomes at different test costs for group B. Figure
6 compares the outcomes at different levels of cost and test informativeness. Figure 12 compares

the admission outcomes if a school requires the test versus when it does not.

— Group A % 4 — Group A L 05
0.8 Group B ° Group B -
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Figure 11: Strategic students setting. How the probability of applying and the admitted students’
academic merit change when Group A has cost ¢4 = 0.5 and the cost for Group B varies. As the
cost for Group B increases, fewer Group B students apply and more Group A students apply (since
the threshold decreases). Academic merit of admitted Group B students increases while that of
Group A decreases. We consider a setting where the variances of non-test features are equal for

both groups, but Group B has higher variance for test; the full parameter set can be found in
Online Appendix B.2.

Dropping the test score. Figure 12 shows the change in the diversity level and average skill
level of the admitted students, after dropping the test. In this scenario, since the variance of the

non-test feature 0’1240 = 01230 = 1 are equal for both groups, a test-free policy will have a diversity
level of 7 = 0.5.
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Figure 12: Change in diversity and average skill when the school drops the test requirement. When
the test cost is large enough for Group B, dropping the test requirement increases the average
academic merit and the diversity of the admitted student body. The full parameter set can be
found in Online Appendix B.2.
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C Proofs of statements

In this appendix, we provide and prove the full statement of each result appearing in the main text.

C.1 Auxiliary lemmas

Let @ denote the CDF of A’(0,1) and HR(z) = 124 the Hazard Rate of X ~ N (0,1).
Lemma C.1. Let X | M ~ N(M,0?) and M ~ N (po,03). Then, X ~ N (o, 0% + o).

Lemma C.2. Let X | M ~ N(M,0?) and M ~ N (uo,03). Then,

2 o? 1
MI|X~N X , .
| ( 2407 +a2+a§“0 a_2+00_2>

Lemma C.3. Let X ~ N(u,0?). Then, for any a € R, E[X | X > a] = p+ o7

=2k
=3

Epg ok where

Lemma C.4. The hazard rate HR(z) = %, x € R has the following properties:

. . . dHR(x
(i) Its derivative equals dx( ) = HR(z)(HR(z) — z);
(i) It holds that HR(z) > x for all z > 0;
Lemma C.5. Let a > 0. The function h(z) = ZHR(%) is increasing in x > 0.

Proof. Proof. Let y = a/x. We study the monotonicity of h(y) = HR(y)/y. The derivative of h(y)
equals
s dHR
dh(y) %y — HR(y)

dy y?

For any y > 0, it holds that %g/y) < 0 if and only if %y(y)y — HR(y) < 0. Using Part (i) in
Lemma C.4, we get that

dHR(y)
dy

y —HR(y) = HR(y) (HR(y)y —y* — 1),

which is negative for y > 0 if and only if HR(y)y — 32> — 1 < 0 for all y > 0.

By Theorem 2.3 in (Baricz, 2008), we know that HR(y) < &+~ y; . Thus, using this inequality,
we can bound the quantity HR(y)y — y? — 1 as follows:

2 2
Y y-+4 Y
HR(y)y -y —1< 5 +y~—— =y’ = 1=S(-y+ V' +4) - 1,

dh(y)

which is negative for any y € R. Therefore, < 0 for all y > 0. Finally, since h( ) is decreasing

a

iny >0and y =%, a >0, is decreasing in x > 0, it follows that h(z) = h (gc) is increasing in
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C.2 Group-aware estimation

Gaussian social learning with feature set S C {1,..., K}. Given that ¢ ~ N(u,0?), €kg ™~
N (tgis O'gk) and the noise is drawn independently, each feature k € S is also normally distributed
conditional on ¢, i.e., 0x | ¢,9 ~ N(q+ ,ugk,ozk). Then, we inductively find that ¢ | 6,9 ~
N (4(6,9),5%(0,g)) , where

—92 -2
- po =+ Zkes(ek - Mgk)a ko~ 1
i(0.9) = - 5, 57(0,9) = —; =1 (12)
02+ D hes Tyn 0%+ X kes Oyn

Perceived skill conditional on true skill. Equation (12) gives us the skill estimate ¢ of a
student conditional on features 6. Another useful distribution is G | ¢, g, Ps, which is also Gaussian.
Indeed, observe that ¢(8,g) in Equation (12) is a linear combination of independent (conditional

on ¢) Gaussian variables 0, = q + €44, k € S. Thus,

-2 -2 -2
_ HO" 44D ks Tgi 2 kes Tgk
qlag,9,Ps~N Ty =, z 5 (13)
o kes 9gk (0_2 + D kes O'g_kz)
Lemma C.6. For group-aware estimation policies, the following properties hold:
(i) E[G | 4, A, Ps] > E[7 | ¢, B, Ps] if and only if (¢ — 1) (Xres oai — Lres o5i) > 0.
(it) Varlq|q, A, Ps] > Varlq| g, B, Ps| if and only if
—4 —2 -2 —2 —2
(a — ZUAkZUBk) (ZO‘Ak — ZJBk> > 0.
kesS keS keS keS
Proof. Proof. The proof follows immediately from simple algebra thus it is ommitted. O

Distribution of skill estimates per group. We find the distribution ¢ | g, Pg, that we denote

by Fjlg,ps-

Lemma C.7 (Lemma 1). Consider a school that uses feature set S C {1,..., K} for each applicant.
For g € {A, B}, the skill level estimates for students in group g are Normally distributed:

-2
2 okes Ogk
- =2 |-
072+ 3 hes Oyn

-2 —2
KOG Y herunn, O .

— FErit gk gives us the
o +Zkeruu, ogk

m%&~NQw2

Proof. Proof. An application of Lemma C.1 for X = ¢ and M =
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result. Analytically, the parameters of this distribution can be computed as follows:

-2 -2
- - HO + 1) hes Ogi
Elg [ g, Ps] =Eq[E[q | ¢, 9, Ps]] = — ==
o+ ZkES ng
Var(q | g, Ps] =E[¢* | g, Ps] — 1* = Bq[E[@° | ¢, 9, Ps]] — p?

_9 _92\ 2
0%+ 43 ks O ) e

) —2
024D ks Tyn

2 )
1o+ 4 es Ty ]

:Eq Var[éj | Q7gaPS] + <

=E, [Var[G | ¢, 9, Ps]] + Var =5

07+ Y kes O gk
_ > keSOt g ( > keSOt )2
(072 + D kes Ug_k2)2 072+ > kes Jg_k2

9 > kes Ug_k2

—92 -2
o+ ZkES ng

Corollary 1. Varlg | A, Ps] > Varlq | B, Ps] if and only if ¥ 1cs 0ar > S res Tpr-

Corollary 2 (Second-order stochastic dominance). If Y, ¢ oar > Y okes ost, then (G | B, Ps) =ssp
(q| A, Ps) and G | A, Ps is a mean-preserving spread of ¢ | B, Ps.

Distribution of true skill conditional on skill estimate. To answer questions about the
academic merit of the admitted student body, we need to be able to compute the expected value
of ¢ conditional on acceptance and the social group g of a student, i.e., E[g | Y = 1, g, Ps]. Thus,

we first the conditional distribution ¢ | G, g, Ps in the following lemma.

Lemma C.8. Suppose that the school uses policy Ps. Then, the true skill level q of students in
group g € {A, B} conditional on the estimated skill level § is Normally distributed as follows

N 1
q|4,9,Ps ~N (q, _2) - (14)

=
024D ks Ty

—2 —2
uoTAHG D hes O -
RS gk and X = q.

072+Zk65 kO gk

Proof. Proof. We apply Lemma C.2 by using the transformation M =
More specifically, let

—92 _9 2
g g
X | M~ N (M, ZkES gk ) ) .M ~ N ,u,02 < Zkzes gk _2>

_ -2 _
(0724 X hes ogr )? 02+ kes Tyn
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Then, by Lemma C.2, we get that

—2\2 —2
2 (Zkesogk) Zk’esogk

o2+ o2 26‘7 + K o2+ o 2)2
E[M | 4, g, Ps] = ( >kes 7g2k2) ( Zkei o)
2 (Zkes ng ) zkES ng
(240 es 00 | (02 s o)
 Yhes Ogpd+ o’

) )
DokesOgp T O

-2 -1 72 L
g o
Var[M | 4, g, Ps| = (( Ekes gk )2> g ( Zkes p )

—92 —2 -2 -2
0%+ X kes Oyn 072+ D kes Tyn

(Zkes Ogk >
) —2 3
(U + 2 kes Ogh )

—2 - _ —2\2
Dkes Tgy, GHho > (Cres Tk )
—2 — 9 —

Zkes ng o2 (0724_2]665 ng2

Therefore, M | ¢, g, Ps ~ N < )3) . Finally, using the linear transfor-

mation
_ _9 _
M(O‘ 2+Zk€509k> — po 2
q= 5 )
> kes Ogk
we get thatq|§,g,PgNN(dv¢ﬂJr21M>- O
g

C.3 Baseline policy in the absence of barriers

Let g5 denote the optimal decision threshold used by the school under policy Ps. Using the

distribution Fj it follows that threshold ¢g is the solution to the equation

|g7PS7
(1 —m)Fga,p(qs) + TFgp,ps(ds) =1 - C. (15)

By Lemma 1, the Gaussian mizture of Fy 4 py, Fgp ps with weights 1 — 7, m has mean p and
variance
2

(1—m)o? + 7o

-2 -2
2 kes T Ak 2 kes 9Bk
_ =2 - -2

072+ 2 kes O ak 0%+ 2 kes OB

Recall that for a Gaussian random variable X ~ N (ug,03), it holds that XU;O“O ~ N(0,1). Thus,

Equation (15) can be equivalently written as

2

-2
ZkeS O Ak
2

+ mTo
_2 —
072+ kes Tak

> kes Tbi D_I/Z —1-C. (16)

-9 —2
072+ kes O

@ | (35— n ((1 )0

We also introduce some additional definitions. Given any fixed value of ), ¢ agi, the informa-

tiveness gap A is defined as A =7, ¢ 022 — > kes agz. Given all parameters, except ) ;g 0'2,3
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fixed, let Iy ps(q;A) denote the CDF Fj  p, parameterized by A > 0 and ¢5(A) and 7(Ps; A)
denote the corresponding admission threshold and diversity level, respectively, for any A > 0 under
the baseline policy Pg.

We now provide the proof to Proposition 1. Note that the result below considers a general

feature set S where the assumption on unequal precisions holds.

Proposition 1 (Metrics with a fixed policy). Suppose that a selective school uses admissions policy
Pg. Group fairness and individual fairness fail except for equal precision, even without the presence

of barriers. Given unequal precisions:
(i) Diversity level: Group B students are under-represented, i.e., T(Pg) < .
Furthermore, larger informativeness gap leads to decreased diversity: fix group B precision,

Y kes Jgi; then as group A precision increases, the diversity level 7(Ps) decreases.

(#1) Individual fairness: High-skilled group B students are hard to target, i.e., I(q; Ps) > 0, if and

i
e o 2(q5 — 1)

—2 —2
\/Zk;es 9Bk \/Zkes T Ak

Increasing the informativeness gap increases the individual fairness gap for high-skilled stu-

q>qs+

dents: fiz group B precision, Zkes oéz; then as group A precision increases, 1(q; Ps) in-
creases for ¢ > p+o®1(1 - C).

(i1i) Academic merit: The policy achieves worse academic merit for admitted students from group
B.

Proof. Proof of Part (i). We break the proof into two steps.

Step 1: We show that group fairness fails except for equal precision. Given unequal precisions, we
further show that T(Ps) <. If ), ¢ 0213 = hes Jgi, then the two distributions Fy4 py, FjB,pg
are identical so it trivially holds that Fj4 ps(G5) = Fya,ps(d5) = 1 — C. Consequently, group
fairness is achieved.

Next, assume that >, g 047 > > pes Opr- Then, by Lemma 1 and Corollary 2, (¢ | B, Ps) =ssp
(@] A,Ps) and ¢ | A, Ps is a mean-preserving spread of ¢ | B, Ps. Thus, the CDFs Fy 4 p; and
Fy,ps cross once at ¢ = p. Furthermore, Fj4 po(G) < Fyp,ps(q), for ¢ > p and Fya pg(q) >
FyB,ps (@), for ¢ < p.

Since C' < 0.5 = Fya,ps(1t) = FgB,ps (1), then ¢ > p. Therefore, Fya py(35) < Fyp,ps(75),
which due to Equation (15) implies that 1 — Fj 5 p(¢5) < C thus

(1 — FyB,ps(G5))

T(Ps) = C <.

Step 2: We show that the marginal effect of A on 7(Ps) is negative. Consider 0 < A < A’. Since
FjB,ps(q; A) depends only on 7, ¢ O'gi, it remains unchanged under both A, A’.

46



Recall that the admission threshold is the solution to Equation (16). Solving for ¢5(A) gives us

B 1/2
D okes UBI% ] )

_ -2
072+ 1es i
17)

—2
> kes O + A
2+Zk€SU +A

2

+ o

@5(A)=p+27'(1-0) ((1 —m)o’

which is an increasing function of A. Thus, ¢§(A’) > g5(A).
Therefore, given that the capacity remains constant at C, the diversity level decreases as A

increases since
(1 — Fyp ps(G5(A"); A"))  w(1 — Fyp ps(G5(A"); A))  7(1 — Fygp ps(G5(A);A))

AN — > _ ’ .
T(Ps,A ) = C = C < C = T(Ps,A).

O]

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). We prove each claim in different steps.
Step 1: We show that I(q; Ps) > 0 if and only if

o (45 — n)
—2 -2
\/Zkes 9Bk \/Zkes T Ak

Recall that for a Gaussian variable X ~ N(ug,03), it holds that XU;O"O ~ N(0,1). Thus, given
policy Pg, the probability of admission for a student in group g equals

q>qs+

-2 - -2
>+ > kes Ik <~* po =2 + 4D kes Ogk )

P[Y:1|qgPS}:l_F(ﬂquS(dg’):l_q) ds —
) ) 59, _2 2
\/Zkesagk: +ZkeSU
(18)
where L )
s HO 2+ QY hes Typ 2 kes Ogh
E[g|q,9,Ps] = —— < , Var[g | ¢, 9, Ps] = S 5
+Zkesogk ( 24 3 ks 0o 2)

Consequently, due to the monotonicity of ®, it holds that I(gq; Ps) > 0 if and only if

-2 —2 2 —2 2 —2 2 2
0"+ > kes Oak (q* _ ho +qZkGSUAk> <7 + 2 kes Tk <q* _ ho +qZkGSUBk>

= - - =35
\/ D kes Tar 0%+ ) hes T ak /S kes Oph 0%+ 3 kes OBk
ok

-2 5 -2 —2 -2 ~x —2 Sx -2 -2 -2
G50 "+ 052 kes Tai — 1T "~ 42 kes Tai _ 957+ 45D kes Tpi — MO — 4D res Tk

2 —2
\ > kes T ak \ > _kes OBk
-2 -2 —2/~
Z"Bk‘ ZUAk o~ (s — p) + (g - Gs) Z"Bk ZU

kes keS kesS kes

(19)
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Due to our assumption on unequal precisions, the last inequality further translates to

(@ - q>\/2 aBi\/Z 032 < o~ (T - 1),

kes kes

where the RHS is always positive due to school selectivity which implies that ¢g > p. Thus, we
conclude that I(g; Ps) > 0 if and only if

o *(q5 — 1)

2 —2
\/Zkes 9Bk \/Zkes 7 Ak

q>qs+

Step 2: We show that individual fairness fails except for equal precisions. As an immediate corol-
lary of the previous analysis in Step 1, observe that individual fairness fails unless the LHS in

Equation (19) equals 0 for all ¢; equivalently, individual fairness fails except for equal precision,

. 2 2
Le., \/Zkes OBk \/Ekes O 45 =0

Step 3: Finally, we show that for ¢ > p+ oc®1(1 — C), I(g; Ps) increases as the informativeness
gap increases. We begin with group B. By Equation (13), it follows that

» 02+ 1esTnh [ 1o+ s O
P[Y =1|gq, B, Ps,A] :1*Fq\B,PS(QS(A)§A):1*‘I’ ( hes Bk QS(A)* b Sk .

_ —2
\/ dokes Opt 072+ Dkes Tk

By Equation (17), it further follows that ¢&(A) is increasing in A. Consequently, the above prob-
ability is decreasing in A since @ is an increasing function and all terms except for ¢§(A) do not
depend on A. Therefore, we conclude that the admission probability of group B students decreases
for any ¢ as A increases.

Next, for group A, note that students with ¢ > p 4+ oc®~!(1 — C) are exactly those students in
group A who — given perfectly observable skills ¢ — would be admitted to the class; due to imperfect
information, a group A student of true skill ¢ > p+ oc®~!(1 — C) has a non-zero probability to get
rejected. Next, observe that as A increases, the total precision ), ‘7213 of group A must increase.
Consequently, the variance Var[q | ¢, A, Ps] decreases thus the estimates ¢ | ¢, A, Ps of all group A
students (including those with true skill ¢ > pu + o®~1(1 — C)) become more precise. Combining
this observation with the facts that the capacity C remains constant and the admission probability
of group B students decreases, it follows that the probability that the top-skilled group A students
with ¢ > pu + o®~1(1 — C) are rejected (either in favor of lower-skilled students in A or students
in B) decreases as A increases. Equivalently, their admission probability P[Y = 1 | ¢, A, Pg, A]
increases as A grows.

Putting everything together, we conclude that, given ¢ > p + oc® (1 — C), the individual

fairness gap I(q; Ps) increases as the informativeness gap A increases. O

Proof. Proof of Part (iii). We break the proof into the following steps.
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Step 1: We compute the expected value E[q | Y =1, g, Ps] and show that E[G | Y =1, A, Ps] > E|[q |
Y =1, B, Ps]. Applying Lemma C.3, we get that

- o o(t
ElglY =19 Ps]=Elq|q=ds,9,Ps] =E[q | g] + v/ Varlg | g, Psly g) )
tg
_ (20)
—uto Yokes Tgh P(ty)
o2+ > kes U;kz 1—®(ty)’
_ @5—E[dlg,Ps] ‘s - ~
where t, = Nerlilo Pl Due to school selectivity, we have g > p. By Lemma C.5, the function

h(x ’ (%>

)=:c1_q)(quu> :xHR<q§;’u>

is increasing in « > 0 for gg > p. Thus, by Corollary 1, we get that that

Step 2: We compute the expected value Elq | § > G, g, Ps]. Specifically,

Elq|Y =1,9,Ps| =E[q | G > Gk, 9, Ps| = Eg[Eqlq | 4,9, Ps] | ¢ > Gk, 9,Ps] =E[q | ¢ > Gk, 9, Ps],
(21)

where the last equality follows from Lemma C.8.

Step 3: We show that Elq | Y = 1,A,Ps] > E[¢ | Y = 1,B,Ps]. Given our assumptions on
unequal precisions and school selectivity, the proof follows immediately from Steps 1 and 2. lL.e., if
S ke Tar > Sokes0pr and C < 0.5, then E[g | Y = 1,4, Ps] > E[g | Y = 1, B, Ps]. O

Explaining why the individual fairness gap decreases for high-skilled students. Although
the individual fairness gap is positive for sufficiently high-skilled students, the magnitude of this
gap varies. For students at the end of the right tail of the true skill distribution, the individual

fairness gap starts to decrease. This property can be graphically observed in Figure 4b.

Lemma 2. Consider policy Ps, and assume unequal precision. The individual fairness gap I1(q; Ps)

is decreasing in q for q > q., where

2 2
w2t \/ qs)* 4 n (Pies JAkg —ln (ZkeS;-Bk)'
> kes JAkEkGS I Bk > kes Tak — 2kes OBk

Furthermore, limy_,o I(q; Ps) = 0.
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Proof. Proof. By Equation (13), the individual fairness gap equals
I(g;Ps)= [ 1@ o+ Zkesagi <tj§ _ po % + QZkeSUZ£> l1-9 o+ Zkesalgi ((ig _ po? + 92 kes J]Ei)
\/ Dwes UZE 0%+ hes 02;3 /D okes ggi 072+ kes 0131%
Taking the derivative of I(q; Ps) with respect to g, we find that
_ —2 - -2
dI(g;Ps) (072 + X hes Ok [ PO 2+ A hes Ta o
g =0 L — S o Z T Ak
\ 2kes Tk keS ™ Ak keS
-2 -2
Y + 2 kes OBk (@E—H +qZkGSUBk:> S o3t
—2
\ Zkes i + hes b kes
Thus, to prove that M < 0, it suffices to show that
=) -2 -2 -2
m(o|” + 2 kes Oak <q~§_ po +qzkeSUAk> ZU—Q
_9 —2 Ak
\/ 2kes Tan 0%+ Dkes Tak kes
-2 -2 —2 -2
1 O+ D kesOBi [ MO+ 4D kes Opi -2
\V 2kes o5 070+ Les Thi kes

The above condition is equivalent to

- (@ — o2 + (@5 — @) Spes UAk e (ZU ) - (G5 — o2 + (G5 — ) Dres 051%)2 . (Z 0B12€>

-2 2
ZkGS O Ak keS ZkES OBk kES

(ZaAk ZO’Bk> <O'_ —qs ZUA,€ZUB,€ q—qg) ) + ZUZiZ ggiln (EkGSUAl;> < 0.

kes kes kes  kes kes  kes 2_kes OBk

Given our assumption on unequal precision, i.e., Y, ¢ ogi < Y kes azz, we further get that this

condition is satisfied for

_ - —2
A o (p—q5)? In (Ppes UAk;) In (3pes UBk;)
q>Qge={(g + ) ) + .
> _kes O ak2kes OBk 2 kes UAk; — 2kes UBk;

Therefore, the individual fairness gap I(g; Ps) is decreasing in ¢ for ¢ > ¢. as desired.
Furthermore, by the definition of I(g; Pg) and the fact that limy_,o ®(¢") = 1, we immediately
get that limg o I(g; Pg) = 0. O
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C.4 Dropping a feature in the absence of barriers

We are interested in comparing group-aware policies FPyyy, and Psyg. By our previous result in

Lemma 1, we get that

> o2 S e o2
G| g, Psyg ~ N <M702 kesus 9 gk ). @19 P~ N 1, o2 kerurL 9 gk .

) ) —2
oo+ ZkESUB ng o+ ZkGFULL ng

Lemma C.9. The variance of G | g, Psys is lower than that of G | g, Prow but their means are both

equal to .
Proof. Proof. The proof follows trivially from the fact that the function h(z) = ~=5 5 is increasing
in z > 0 and
K K—1
-2 -2 -2 _ -2
Z Tgk _Zagk > Zagk - Z Tgk
kEFULL k=1 k=1 kesuB

for any g. O

Let g%,z be the decision threshold of a school considering only features k¥ = 1 to K — 1. By

Equation (15), ¢, is the solution to the following equation

(1 - F)Fq‘A,R’s‘UB (Q;UB) + ﬂ-FCﬂA,PSUB (qN:UB) = 1 - C?

whereas ¢p,;,, is the solution to

(1 - ﬂ-)FqlAyPFULL (q;ULL) + 7rFq~|A,PFULL (qv;ULL) =1-C

Lemma C.10. The admission threshold decreases after dropping feature k = K, i.e., Giyp < QpuLr-

Proof. Proof. The proof follows from the definitions of ¢y, Giy., and Lemma C.9. O

Theorem 2 (Dropping tests without barriers). Consider policies Ppyy, and Psyg, and assume

unequal precisions under Ppypr.

(1) Diversity level: Diversity level improves after dropping feature K, 7(Psyg) > 7(Prurs), if and

only i
y Zf -2 -2 -2 —2
Zk‘ESUB O Ak (‘7 + ZkEFULL JAk) < OAK (3)
_2 .

-2 _ -2
ZkGSUB OB (U 2 + ZkEFULL UBk) OBK

(it) Individual fairness: For each group g, there exist thresholds qq4 such that the admission prob-
ability for students of skill g in group g decreases under Psyy if and only if ¢ > q4. Further,
there exists a threshold ¢ > max{qa,qp} such that the individual fairness gap increases for

all ¢ > q, but may decrease otherwise.

(i7i) Academic merit: Academic merit decreases for both groups g € {A, B}, i.e.,
E[q | Y = 1agv PFULL] > E[q | Y = 1ag) PSUB]-
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Proof. Proof of Part (i). Diversity improves if and only if

T(PSUB) =1- Fq|A713SUB (qN:UB) >1- Fq|A,PprLL ((ja) = T(PFULL)-

By the definition of diversity level and Lemma 1, this is equivalent to the following condition

~% ~%
dsup — M q — M
SUB >1-® FULL
-2
ZkGSUB UBk ZkEFULL 9Bk
g > g —) )
Zkewn UBk+U ZkEFULL UBk+U

Replacing Gi;1, Gays With their definitions as in Equation (16), the above inequality becomes

1-¢

—2 -2
ZkESUB T Ak - Zkemut T Ak 5
_ 072+Z e — 0724’2 U o4
il ) 1(1 _ C) (1 _ 7T) kewizAk trl<o|® 1(1 _ C) (1 _ 7_() k‘ElLLI_AQAkJ 47
Zkesw 9Bk - ZkEFULL 9Bk ,
U72+Zk65w 9Bk 072+ZkEP‘ULL 9Bk

which — due to the monotonicity of ® — holds if and only if

-2

ZkaUB UAk ZkGFULL T Ak
—2 —2 —2 —2
o +zk65UB Ak g +Zk€FULL 9 Ak

—2 —2

2 kesus OBl 2 keruie OBk
—92 —2 ) —2
g +ZkESUB 9Bk g +Zk€FL‘LL 9Bk

Using the substitution ), ... o gk =D kesup O gk + 04K, the last relation equivalently simplifies
to Equation (3). O

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). We prove each claim at a separate step.
Step 1: We show that, for group B, P(Y =1|q,B, Peuw,) < P(Y =1 q, B, Psys) if and only if

S 1( ) M
A oc® (1 — _ o724 cru T Ak
I o7+ D opp |(I-m Tt g
= FULL
\/ZkEFULL UBk; \/ZkesUB UBk kEFULL —£<kCRULL Bk

—2 —2
o +Zk€FULL 9Bk

—2
Zkesm T Ak

o2 o2
. \/0_2+ S oph | (- m) Tt |

Zk suB 9Bk
kesuB ) < =2
g +ZkESUB 9Bk

52



Similarly, for group A, it holds that P(Y =1 | q, A, Peur) > P(Y =1 | q, A, Psys) if and only if

—2
ZkEFULL 9Bk

0_@71 1-— C _ -2 —2
q<qa®pt ( ) \/a2+ Z o |(l—m)+m UZ Zkejf?k
\/zkeFULL UAk \/ZkGSUB UAk keruLL keru. 7 Ak

—2 —2
o +Zk61“uuj 9Bk

—2
ZkESUB 9Bk

) —2
— \/0-2_|_ Z 0.22 (1—7T)+7TU +Zk€smi;78k ’

Zk suB T Ak
kesuB ) = —2
g +Zk6SUB O Ak

Assume g = B; the proof for group A is analogous. Replacing ¢§ from Equation (16) in Equa-
tion (18), we find that for policy Ps, the admissions probability (conditional on true skill ¢ and
group ¢g) equals

(1 — m)—Skes 7ai Tkes Tpi

2 -1 2 T o 24+ 15 O 5h + o2+ 1es O 5n
P(Y=1|q,B,Ps)=1-® (N_Q)\/E—FU@ 1-0) 0—2_’_20;]6 €SBk €5 9Bk
>kes gk
kes kes T e

Thus, the admission probability increases after dropping test scores, if and only if

-2
ZkEI'L,u. UAk

) —2
-2 -2 —1 _ —2 o keru O
—q) E oL — Z ogr | +o® (1-C) [o72+ Z ogr |(1—m)—==her Ak 4 7
& - . Zk@nm, Bk
E€FULL kesuB kEFULL S —
g +Ek‘€l“ULL 9Bk

—2
ZkESl'B TAk

) =2

—1 _92 —2 o +Zkes\m T Ak
—o® (1—0) (o2 + E OBk (1—W)W+7>O

s EsU
kesus — ke TRk
g +Zk€snn 9Bk

This is equivalent to ¢ < gg, i.e.,

(22)

—2
Zk€FULL Ak

cd1(1-C o

q < p+ ( ) o2 4+ ZUBIc (1_77)ALLZM+7r
\/Z 75 \/Z op kEFULL M
kEFULL Bk kESUB Bk _2+Zk€FULL UBk

—2
ZkesanAk 5
_ 0724 csn Ta
— Jo72 + E aBl2c (1—7‘(‘) kewrizAk +7 |,
kesuB ZkESUB 9Bk
072+Zk€si,Ba’§2

Step 2: We show that there exists a threshold ¢ > max{qa,qp} such that the individual fairness
gap increases for all ¢ > §. Otherwise, it may decrease. Let

o2 o2
. S 1— 71') U—ikis Al;_2 + ngikis BZ—Q
A _9 - kes %Ak kes OBk
q= argmln E ng +0d~ C) =2+ E Ok S <0,vg,S

kes kesS S = =
072+ kes Tgn

Next, consider only ¢ > max{q, g, ¢p}. Since ® is monotone and convex in (—o0,0] and ¢ > ¢,

and by Step 1 for any group g, it also holds that P(Y = 1| ¢, g, Pror) > P(Y =1 ¢, 9, Psyg) for

93



all ¢ > ¢4, a sufficient condition for I(q; Pruri) > I(g; Psus), to hold is

—2 —2 —2 -2 —2 —2 —2 -2
0"+ > kesu Tak <~* MO H D hesun UAk) 0T+ ) keru T ak <~* MO H 4D kerue UAk:)
SUB -2 -2 FULL 5 5
-2 g + g —2 o + o
Y kesus O Ak > kesus T Ak > keroir O Ak > keruis O Ak

—2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 —2
o+ ZkGQUB 9Bk <~* po " +q ZkGSUB UBk) _ o+ zkEFULL 9Bk <~* po " +gq ZkGFULL UBk:)

- ) —2 -2 -2
o+ o o7% + o
ZkGSUB JBk kesus Y Bk > kEFULL O'Bk ZkEFULL Bk

FULL

<

SUB

Let
o2+ 032 o2+ q> 02 o2+ o2 o2 4+q> o2
A : kesuB Y Ak ~x M q kesuB Y Ak keruLL ~ Ak ~x w q kEFULL © Ak
g = arg gleln% — Gsup — o2+ Z o2 - = Qrurr, — o2 1 Z )
Zkes[m O Ak kesus © Ak Zkewm O Ak keruLL ¢ Ak

-2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 -2 —2
o+ ZkGSUB 9Bk <~* po " +4q ZkESUB UBk) _ o+ ZkGFULL 9Bk <~* po " +4q ZkGFULL UBk)

qsug — 5 QryrLr, — 5
—2 L —2
o~ + S o+ 1
Zk‘GbUB UBk ZkESUB Bk ZkGFULL UBk Zlca ULL © Bk

Define § £ max{q, ¢, qa,¢s}. Then, by the previous conditions, we have I(g; Prurs) > I(q; Psus)
for all ¢ > ¢, thus the individual fairness gap decreases. Furthermore, § > max{qa, ¢p} as required.
Finally, if g4 < gp, then for all g4 < g < g, P(Y =1 |q, A, Pro1) > P(Y =1 | A, g, Psys) but
P(Y =1|q,B, Poy) <P(Y = 1] B, g, Psys) (by Step 1). Thus, I(g; Pryw) > 1(q; Psug)- O

Proof. Proof of Part (iii). Since Var|q | g, Psus] < Var[q | g, Pruwn] and, by Corollary C.10, ¢, <

GruwL, the expected estimated skill of each admitted group decreases, that is

E[q | q= ~SUB797PSUB] < E[ ‘ > FULL’g7PFULL]‘

Equation (21) further implies that E[q | Y = 1,9, Psus] < E[q | Y = 1,9, PruL]- O

C.5 Admissions with barriers to testing
In a setting with barriers to testing and policy PryL, let Wy, the decision threshold of the school

with policy Pryi. Then, observe that Wy, < Gryy, Where

(1 - W)FYA(l - FqlAnyULL (w;ULL)) + TPYB(l - FlﬂB,Pl-‘ULL (w;ULL)) = C (23)

We now study the trade-off between barriers and informativeness. For brevity, we use m4 = 1—m,

TR = T.

Theorem 4 (Theorem 1). Consider policies Py and Psyg and assume unequal precisions under
PFULL'

(i) For each group g there exists a constant Ay(Ey, pdys) such that the academic merit of group g

increases if and only if

By(va: 7B prurr) < Ag(&y, plus), (24)
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where

-1
-2 —2
ph = L oa _kes O Bi >kes O ak
=BT o =2 5 =2 J
PS 02+ D kes Ok \O °+ 2kes Tak
) ) -1
f . ZkGSUB Jgk EkEFULL ng
9= 5 = | 2 g
0724 > kesun Tgp \O ~ T > keruLs 9 gk
g’ Vg' 9
g A(I)—l 1— c 7r97gps+1
ﬁg(’yg,’yg/,ps) - Tyl Vg
TgYg + Tg' Vg L+ 2

Ag(fga ngB) = HR™! <£gHR <<I>_1(1 - 0) \/ g + 7Tg’ngla)) .

As barriers to group g increase (v4 decreases), then By(va, VB, plvs) decreases. Thus, given
any group g and vy € (0,1], ¢ # g, there exists threshold 74 € (0,1], such that academic
merit of group g improves by dropping feature K if and only if v4 < 7.

(ii) Diversity strictly improves after dropping test scores if and only if n(1,1, p& ) > n(va, 78, pB,..),
where

By a (1—m)7yB 1 < c > (1 —m)yap§ + 5
) y sS——F|1-®(? 1-
n(¥4;7B, P ) c (1 —7)va + 5 (1—m)ya+myB

Given any v4 € (0,1], there exists a threshold 5 € (0,1], such that diversity strictly improves
after dropping test scorers if and only if yp < 7.

Proof. Proof of Part (i). We break the proof into the following parts.

Step 1: We show that the academic merit of group g increases if and only if Equation (24) holds.
We adopt an argument similar to the proof of Proposition 6. We prove the statement for g = A.
The argument for group B is similar.

First, similarly to Equation (16), we derive that

> A > B
keruiL T Ak keruiL 9Bk

C ) o (1 _ W)/YA 0-72+Zk€FULL UZZ + s 072+ZkEFL‘LL U;i
(I —=m)ya+ 7B (1 =7m)ya+ 775

Weyry, = H+ ot <1 -
(25)

Second, requiring that Elg | Y = 1, A, Poy] < E[g | Y = 1, A, Pyyg) and adapting Lemma C.3
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to our setting with barriers gives us

—2 —2
(I—7)va X keruLL TAk >k eruLL Bk

— + =
@71 1 . C "B 072+EkEF17LL UA)% 072+ZkEF|TLL ”Bi
(I-m)ya+7yB 148074

T™YB

—2

ZkGFULL O Ak
o243 oar Hi
k€EFULL © Ak

S erun Tar
keruLL ~ Ak

5 —2
o +Zkemn,r. T Ak

- D kesu oar > resu o2
Z — P 1(1 _ C) \/(1 _ 7T) 72+k§uz Ak — 4 72+k§113 Bk —
kesus 9 Ak HR g kesus T Ak g kesus OBk

<
- —2 -2 —2
g + ZkGSUB UAk‘ Ekewn Ak
— —2
o 2+Zk€su; UAk

Replacing with the definitions of A4, pA,,,, we finally obtain that

(I-m)ya A
C + PruLL
o1 - i <A 4.
( (I—m)va+ 7T’YB> 1+ 4(1;2;% < Ba(8a; Psun)

Equivalently, using the definition of 3,4, we finally get that academic merit in group A improves

after dropping feature K if and only if B4 (74, VB, pin.) < Aa(€a, pits)-

Step 2: We show that, for each group g € {A, B}, Bq(7g, ngangLL) is increasing in vg. Given some
group g, fix all parameters except 7,. Then, the function i (1 - (1*”)7%
g since ®~! is increasing in its argument and 1 — m is an increasing function of both
YA;VB-

Now consider the expression in the second term of 5:

) is increasing in

ﬂ'g/’yg/ p% + 1

Tg7g

1+

Tl V!
TgYg

We show that this function is increasing in +y,, for both ¢ = A and g = B. More specifically, for
group g = A, the derivative of Equation (26) with respect to v4 equals

-1

(A=m)y A
9 T™B 4+ PrurL _ (1 - 77)7(73(1 - pFAULL) (1 - 77)%4 + ﬂ-/YBpléULL
07 14 Lo 2((1 = m)ya + mB)? (1= m)ya+ ™5

and is positive since pf,, < 1. A similar argument applies for group g = B since pB,, > 1.
Step 3: We show that for any given group g and vy € (0,1], ¢ # q, there exists threshold 7, € (0, 1]
such that academic merit of group g improves if and only if v4 < 4. Fix group A; the proof is
analogous for group B. It suffices to show that (a) 44 is the unique solution to 84 (Y4, VB, pi.) =
Ax(€a, pius) and (b) 74 € (0,1].

Conditional on the existence of 74, uniqueness in (a) follows immediately from the monotonicity

of 54 shown in Step 2. Existence in turn can be shown as follows. In the absence of barriers Part (iii)
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in Theorem 2 guarantees that the academic merit of group g decreases after dropping test scores,
thus Ba(1,vB, pi) > Aa(éa,pd,,). Furthermore, observe that for 4 = 0, academic merit
trivially improves from 84(0,7g, pA,..) = 0 to a positive value A4 (€4, pd,) > 0 after dropping
test scores. Thus, by the continuity of B4 (74, VB, piy..), such a 54 exists. For Part (b), continuity
of B4 further implies that there must exist an interval [0, €), €) > 0, such that B4(va, VB, p5,.) <
Aa(€a, piy) for all v4 € [0,¢€). Consequently, 74 > € > 0. O

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). Plugging Equation (25) into the definition of diversity with and without
test scores, respectively, it immediately follows that diversity improves if and only if n(1,1, pZ,) >
(74, VB Phows)-
Step 1: Fiz all parameters (including va € (0,1]) except for vp € (0,1]. We show that diversity
strictly increases as barriers decrease (yp increases), i.e., N(va, Vg, PBu) > 1(va, VB pELL) for
g > VB

By Equation (25), the admission threshold increases as yp increases. Indeed, %, is the so-
lution to (1 —m)va(1 — Fgja,p, (Gus)) + ™B(1 — F§B,py, (GEs)) = 1 — C. Thus, as yp increases,

the solution ¢j,; must decrease since each Fj is increasing in its argument.

q|g,Psus

Then, since the admission threshold 3, increases but the capacity C, barriers y4 (thus the
mass of students in group A who are eligible to apply), and the perceived skill distributions for
both groups remain constant, it follows that a lower mass of students are admitted from group A.
As a result, the remaining capacity is filled with more students from group B, which in turn implies

that diversity increases.

Step 2: We show that, given all other parameters fized including ya, there exists a threshold ¥p(va)
such that diversity increases after dropping the test if and only if yg < 7. It suffices to show that
(a) 7 is the unique solution to n(1,1,pZ ) = n(va, 7, pE.,..) and (b) ¥ € (0,1]. The proof follows
as in Step 3 in Part (i). O
C.6 Strategic students: Single school

Lemma C.11. Fix test policy Ppyry. Let o(Gsus, g5 Prown) : Rx{A, B} — {0, 1} denote the function

that describes the action of students in group g with skill estimate Gsug, i-e.,

a(‘jSUByg§ PFULL) £ arg Ien{%)i} « (U P(Y =1 ‘ Gsuss 95 PFULL) - Cg) . (27)
o )

At equilibrium, for any Oy € RE=1 and g € {A, B}, it holds that
a(q(Osus, 9), 9; PrurL) = arg max a (vP(Y =1 Osus, g, Pruw) — Cg)

ae{0,1}

Proof. Proof. Recall that ¢, denotes the admission threshold of the school with policy Py, at
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a given equilibrium. To solve Equation (5), the student computes the following probability:

P(Y =1 60sus, 9, Prore) = P(G(Oruir, 9) > Grory | Osus, 9)
(@(BSUB7Q)(U2 + 2 kesus Ug_kQ) + 0k — M_‘]K)Ug_l%
Ok

—92 -2
o+ ZkEFULL O gk

> (j;ULL | 05UB79>

= Pox (91{ > pgk + Gro, + U;K(@;ULL — 4(Bsus, g))(U_Q + Z O—g_kz) | Osus, 9)

kesuB

= Poy <9K 2 fgK + T— U;K(Q;ULL - Q(OSUBag))(O’72 + Z Ug_k;?) | Q(OSUB79)79>

kesuB

= ]P)(Y = 1 ’ Q(GSUB79)7Q7PFULL)7

where in the second line we used Equation (12) for @ = gy, Osup to rewrite §(Opyrr,g) in terms

Of qSUB(HSUB) and 9K7 i.e.,

— -2
po >+ ZkGFULL(ek - :U’gk)o'gk'

_ -2
o2+ ZkGFULL O gk
q(Osus, g)(072 + EkESUB Ug_kz) + (0x — 'ugK)Ug_I%

—92 -2
oo+ ZkEFULL ng

q(aFULL7 g) =
(28)

This equality immediately implies that for any a € {0,1}:
OZ(U P(Y =1 | Osus, 9, PFULL) - Cg) = OC(U P(Y =1 | Cj(GSUB7g)>ga PFULL) - Cg)-
Consequently,

arg arer}{%ﬁ} a(P(Y =1|0sus,9, Prowr) — Cg) = arg arer}{%ﬁ} a(PY =1]q¢(Osve,9), 9, Pror) — Cg)
= a(q(Osus, 9), 9; Prup),

which concludes the proof of the lemma. O

Lemma 3. Suppose that the school uses a test-based policy Ppyr. There exists a unique equilibrium
(a*,Y™), with the following property: there is a threshold ggUB such that students in group g take
the test (a = 1) if and only if Gsus > ¢4, where

-2
g 5% -1 Cg UQK 2 1
q = Qpy, — P ( - 7) ( — _2> Op + — 3 (7)
SuB v o2 + ZkEFULL ng I o2 + ZkESUB ng

and o, s the solution to Equation (6) so that Y*(Gruis; Prow) = 1{Gruie = Qo -

Proof. Proof. Without loss of generality, we fix group g throughout the proof as the arguments are

analogous for both groups of students.
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Step 1: We derive the distribution of Gruvy | Gsuss 9, Pru- The student uses this distribution to
solve Equation (27).

Fix test-free skill estimate ggyg. By Lemma C.8, we have that

- N 1
q ’ gsus, 9 ~N <QSUB7 ) .

—92 —2
o+ Zk’GSUB ng

Furthermore, conditional on her true skill ¢, the student’s test score Ak is drawn from a distribution

Ok | q,9 ~ N(q+ pyk, O‘ZK). Applying Lemma C.1, we get that

1
9K|QSUB,9NN<QSUB+NgKaU§K+ _2> .
o2+ ZkESUB Ok

By applying Lemma C.1 with Equation (28) and the above distribution, the student then finds
that her projected skill estimate GryLs | Gsus, 9, Pruws, after they take the test and submit the score

Ak to the school, will follow a Normal distribution:

) 2
- - - TgK 1
Grue | Gsuss 95 Proee ~ N | Gsus, < ! _2> <U§K + ) - (29)

—92 —92 —2
oo+ ZkEFULL ng oo+ Zk‘ESUB ng

Step 2: Neither o*(Gsus, 9; Prowe) = 1, V Gsus, or a*(Gsus, 9; Prowe) = 0, V Gsus, constitute
an equilibrium. For the sake of contradiction, assume that a*(Gsus, g; Pror.) = 1, V Gsus, IS an
equilibrium. Then, all students take the test and apply to the school as in the main setup without
barriers.

The student has probability P(Y = 1 | Gsus, 9, Pruie) = P(Grure < Gpowr | Gsuss 9, Prue) to be
accepted by the school. Keeping Gy, fixed, by Equation (29), there exists a small enough ¢ such
that for all gsus < ¢, vP(Y = 1| Gsus, 9, Pruin) — ¢g < 0. Thus, students with gy < q have
incentive not to apply, implying that a*(Gsus, g; Prur.) = 0 for a positive mass of students, which
contradicts our assumption.

A similar argument also shows that o*(Gsus, g; Pru) = 0 cannot be an equilibrium, since

students with gsyg > ¢ for some threshold g will have the incentive to deviate and take the test.

Step 8: If a*(Gsus, g; PruwL) 18 an equilibrium, then it must be non-decreasing in Gsyg. We
prove this claim by contradiction. Suppose that there exist ¢y, Ghyg, With Ghup < Geyg, such that
1 = o (Gsup, 95 Pruin) > a*(Guss 95 Prow) = 0.

We show that this cannot hold true. Indeed, since the mean of Equation (29) is increasing in

Gsus and the variance does not depend on ggyg, it follows that

P(Y =1 | quB?.gvPFULL) < P(Y =1 | ‘ngmgaPFULL)a

therefore 0 < vP(Y =1 | @lyp, 9, Proin)—¢g < OP(Y =1 ¢y, g, Pruin) —¢g, where the first inequal-
ity follows from the fact that a*(q4ys, g; Pror) = 1. Consequently, the student with g4, also has
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the incentive to apply, i.e., a*(¢%,4, 9; Pror) = 1 which is a contradiction. Thus, o*(Gsus, 9; Pruws)

must be non-decreasing in gsyg.

Step 4: If an equilibrium exists, it takes the threshold form o*(Gsus, 9; Pruw.) = 1{qsus > ggUB}.
An immediate corollary of Steps 2 and 3 is that if an equilibrium o*(gsus, g; PrurL) exists, it must
take a threshold form, i.e., there must exist a threshold ggUB such that o*(gsus, 9; Prorr) = 1{Gsus >
ggUB}. In other words, [ corresponds to the unique skill level that characterizes students who

are indifferent between taking and not taking the test.

Step 5: An equilibrium (a*,Y™) exists and is unique. As explained in the main text, the selection
policy Y* of the school remains the same as in the baseline setting without test costs: among the
students who apply, the school sets a threshold ¢, to accept the top mass C of applicants thus
Y*(Gho; Prows) = H{Geoie > Ghyy} where @iy, is the unique solution to (6). Regarding o*, we
will prove the slightly more general statement: given any threshold g, ., there exists a unique
equilibrium with o*(gsus, 9; Prors) = 1{Gsus > ggUB} where ¢J _ is the solution to

- . c
IPJ(qFULL > GruLL ‘ q’ GSUng) = ;g (30)

ZsuB’

Indeed, given the admission cutoff ¢, and using Equation (29), the student computes her

admission probability:

- - (EULL —q?
P > g 9 P, =1—- —SUB .
(QFULL = Qeuwn ’ Tsupr 9> FULL) (Var((jFULL | Q9 .9, PFULL)>

2suB’

Given that the CDF @ is a continuous, strictly increasing function in gsyp and cq/v < 1, it follows
that Equation (30) has a unique solution ¢4, Then, a*(Gsus, 95 Prorr) = 1{qsus > ggUB} is an
equilibrium: all students with Ggyg > q9,,, receive weakly positive expected utility if they apply,
whereas all students with gsug < ggUB get strictly negative expected utility therefore they choose not
to apply. By the uniqueness of the solution q? ., to Equation (30), it follows that no other equilibrium
of a threshold form can exist. Due to Step 4, this further implies that o*(Gsus, 9; Prow.) = 1{qsvs >
ggUB} must be unique. Extending the arguments to students of any g concludes the proof of the

first part of the lemma. O

Corollary 3. Fix (ry,,. The threshold ¢J s decreasing (respectively, increasing) in the test
Precision Ug}% and increasing (respectively, decreasing) in the total precision ) ;s 0;13 of the
other K — 1 features if cg/v < 0.5 (respectively, if cq/v > 0.5).

Proof. Proof. Let x := 0';13, Y= D hesus a;,f. It suffices to show that the corresponding partial

derivatives of

f(x,y) = QgUB = Grurr, — ! (1 - *) o—
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are negative and positive, respectively, if and only if ¢;/v < 0.5. Indeed,

d 1 (1-2) (2072 + 2z +y)

20724 2)% /== + %(0*2 +x+y)

if and only if ®~1(1 — ¢4/v) > 0 that is ¢, /v < 0.5. Similarly,

a B (1- %)
dif(x’y) = - > < 07
Y 24/ 72+$+ Y02+ +y)
if and only if ¢;/v < 0.5. O

Proposition 3 (Proposition 2). Consider the equilibrium under policy Pryyy-

(i) Diversity level: Group B students are under-represented, i.e., T(PryLL) < m, if and only if

P catbar | p, ( catban Gro—H. __ Gaba
V1+636% V13T oA T /14630 - OB
~ bl
& [ estber | _ D apt+bpp  Gu—k. __ Gpbp oA
V1+630% V1+e3by’ 0B 7 \[1463b%

where

-2
~ ZkGFULL U

Og =0
g _92 —27
o T+ ZkEFULL gk

_92 1
P ﬁ TR o
- - - =
FULL 2+Zk€1LLLU gK T2 pcsin To; gk 07243 hesun Tgn
)
EkesUH gk \/ ZkaUB gk

—2 o2
o +Zk€sUB +Zk€FI JLL gk

Qg £ ag(q;ULL) =

-2/ -2
ZkGSUB ng (U 2+ ZkGFULL ng )

bg £b (q;ULL) = D) ;) 5
o+ Zk‘ESUB Jgk + Zk‘EFULL Jgk

(ii) Academic merit: Policy Ppyu. achieves worse academic merit for group B if and only if

Maa,ba,04,74) > Nap,bp,op,7B), where

b byG b
Aag, by, 6¢,74) = ﬁ dg + Oyt O | Gropy/1+ 202 + gag(ag + bg1t)
79 Tg\/l +O‘2b2 \/1 + G202 m
+ (I)(aA + bg,u + nggQFULL)M

g

Proof. Proof of Part (i). Fix group g. We break the proof into steps.
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Step 1: We derive the distribution of Gsus | GruL, 9- By Lemma C.8, we have that

N B 1
qquULL,g~N<q >,

) o )
o+ ZkEFULL ng

while by Equation (13),

2 2 2
1o+ 4 kesun Ik > kesus Ogk

—92 -2 7 2
o ZkESUB Tgk (‘772 + ZkGSUB 0-;13)

dsus ‘ q,gNN

Applying Lemma C.1 gives us

) ~ -2 -2 —2
1o+ Gruis D pesun Ogk > kesus Ogk 14 > kesus Ok
) .

) —2 ) 2 —2\2 ) -2
o+ ZkESUB Ogk (072 + Zk‘ESUB Ogk g Zk:EFULL Ogk

dsus ’ GruLL, g ~ N <

Step 2: We show that

g + bgpt 5 P ag +bgpt  Gryu, — 1 Tgby
- Ug 2 ) ~ s
W1+ 53193 1+ 53()3 99 1+ 5353
where G4,a4,b, are defined as above.

Given that the school’s admission threshold is g, , only students with ¢ > ¢;,,, get admitted.

If no costs existed, the fraction of students who would get admitted under fixed threshold gy,

/ b (q —/ ) di,
qVF)“(I'LL O-g

by Lemma 1. However, in the presence of costs, by Lemma 3, among all students who in our

Tg = 0q®P

would be

continuum model could have ey, > Gpyyy, only students with gsyg > ¢?  apply. Conditional on

—=SUB

having the same §pyr, Step 1 implies that the fraction of applying students equals

-2, ~ —2

@ - B2 Gruie D gesun gk
~ —2 —2
—SUB o +Zk€SUB gk

—92 —2 —92 —2
0724 hesun gk 0723 keruie gk

Consequently, putting everything together, we get that

-2 ~ -2
1o~ “+qruL ZkESUB ng

J— /OO b gSUB U_2+Zk€SUB J;kz d) (qFULL B /’L) dq~
g = = —_— .
‘j;ULL \/ ZkESUB ng2 (1 + ZkGSUB U;kz ) 0'9

—_92 —2 —_92 —2
0T+ hesun gk 0723 kero gk
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By Equation (10,010.1) in (Owen, 1980), we have that

v T —p a+by uwu—p pb
P(a+bx ()dx: P , ;= .
/_oo ertne (=, e (\/1+p2b2 p \/1—|—p2b2>

Furthermore, by Equation (10,010.1) in (Owen, 1980),

& T —p a+bu
O (a + bx)p <> der=p® | ——— | .
/—oo P AV 1 + p2b2
Substituting the definition of [/ from Lemma 3, plugging the definitions of oy, 8, and 7, into

Equation (32) and using the two Owen’s formulae above completes the current step.

Step 3: An immediate corollary is that group B is under-represented if and only if Tp < T4,
which by Step 2 is equivalent to Equation (31). O

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). The academic merit of admitted students from group g equals

E[q ’ Y =149, PFULL] = E[(jFULL ‘ GruLL = q~:ULLa Gsus > QZUng7PFULL]

2, ~ -2
1o T2+ Y hegus 99k

g _
i /OO (j(I) QSUB 072+ZKESUH O—g_k2 ¢ <(j B N) dq«
Tg GruLL \ ZkESUB U;}f <1 + ZkESUH Ug_k2 ) &g

) —2 —2 —2
g +Zk€suu 99k g ZkGP‘ULL 99k

By Equation (10,011.1) in (Owen, 1980), we get that

T — p°b a+bu bp(a + bu)
/xq)(a+ba:)¢( P >d$:m¢<m)¢<x 1+p2b2+m>
— ®(a+bp+ bpx)p(x) + 1 / ®(a + bx)p <$_pu) dz.

Observe that the last integral simplifies because

N q— 5 T
D(ag + byd)o (‘I& “) dg= 270 = £

g OgTg Oy

o0

I

Tg

ot 3
druLL

For the first and second term, we find that

G4bg ag + bgp o /11 5202 + byg(ag + bypt)

i}
/ =919 ~9p2
S0z 1+Ugbg 1—i—agbg

+ (I)(ag + bgp + bg&gq;ULL)¢(q~;ULL)'
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Putting everything together, we get that

Ggh b by5 b
Elg|Y = 1,9, Proul :~£+ 99 10) ag + Oglt P 1+0262 M

P = = ruis =
g Tg,/l—i—agbg ,/1—1—031)3 1—1—036527

=\ 9Gr
+ ®(ag + bgp + bo—gqFULL>w
g
=\(ag, by, 04, 7).
Requiring that E[q | Y =1, A, Poyw] > Elg | Y = 1, B, Peyyy) concludes the proof. O

C.7 Two schools

Schools’ selection policies. Recall that Y;(Gs;P) denotes the selection policy of school J;. At
equilibrium, given the student preference for Ji over Jo, the more preferred school, Ji, picks students

first. In particular, school J; optimizes the academic merit of its admitted class as follows:

maXZﬂ'g Eg,0., [7(Orvirs 9) - @ (G(Osus; 9), 9; P) - Y1(§(Orure, 9); P) | 97PF1ULL]

(33)
s.t. Zﬂ—gEOFILL (OSUByg)vg;P) Yl( (OFULL7 )7 ) ‘97 FULL} < Cl

Similarly, Jo optimizes academic merit by selecting among the students who either did not apply

to Ji at all or applied but did not get admitted, i.e.,

mYaX E Tg EOSUB [Q(QSUB,Q) : YQ(Q(OSUB79)§P) ‘ a*(Q(HSUByg)79§P) 'Yl(Q(eFULL,9)§P) = 0797P32UB]
2
g

5.t Zﬂg Eo, [7(Osus, 9) - Y2(4(Osus, 9); P) | @*(@(Osus, 9), 9: P) - Y1(4(Orure, 9); P) = O7g7P82UB] < Cs.
g

(34)
In Lemma C.12 below we formalize that each Y; preserves its threshold-based form.

Lemma C.12. At an equilibrium (a*,Y*), each school J;’s selection policy Y;*(qs; P), i € {1,2},
takes a threshold form, i.e., there exists a threshold G} such that Y;*(Gs; P) = 1{Gs > G} where ¢7,
¢, are the solutions to Equation (33), Equation (34), respectively.

Proof. Proof. Since v1 > vy and school Jy uses P2, all students who apply to J; also apply to Jo
but not vice versa. All students have incentive to apply to Js.

We begin with school J;. Note that every student with a*(Gsys,g9) = 1 admitted to J; will
accept the offer since v; > vo. Therefore J; can pick any student as long as the student has applied
to J1. Let G1 denote the CDF of all students with skill estimate Gpyr, who apply to school Jp at
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equilibrium. Then,

Gi (QFULL) = <qFULL > Zﬂg EOWLL (BSUB79)>Q§ P) ’ q~(0FULL)g) < (jFULL]'

We show that J; admits the top mass C] = min{Cy, f_oooo Zg 70" (Gsus, 9; P) dgsus} with the
highest skill estimates Geyre. L.e., Y7 (Grur) = 1{GruLL > G}, where §; satisfies

1-Gi(q) =Cr.

First note that any other threshold-based policy is infeasible or suboptimal. This is because Y7
either admits all applicants (in the case where C] < C) or the capacity constraint in Equation (33)
binds. Next, consider any feasible selection policy Y7 and observe that under any Y; the academic

merit objective in Equation (33) can be written as

o] 1
/ GronLY1 (qNFULL; P) dG1 (dFULL) = / Gl_l (S)Yl(Gl_l(S)5 P) ds,
0

— 00

which is trivially convex in Y] and supermodular. By the threshold form of Y*, Y;* weakly majorizes
any other feasible selection policy Y7. Thus, by the Fan-Lorentz inequality (Fan and Lorentz, 1954),
it follows that

o) 1
/ GruLLY1 (gFULL; P) dGy (qFULL) = / Gfl(s)Yl (GI1(3)§ P) ds

/ G 1(5); P) ds
—/ QFULLY1 (qFULL7 )dGl((jFULL)a

thus Y* is optimal. O

Theorem 5 (Theorem 3). Consider the setting with two schools defined above. Then, there exists

a unique equilibrium (a*,Y™) with the following properties:

(i) School J;’s selection policy Y;* takes a threshold form: Y;*(¢s; P) = 1{Gs > ¢} where ¢}, G5,
are the solutions to (33), (34), respectively.

(ii) Students in group g take the test and apply to school Jy, if and only if one of the following

conditions holds:

1) either @5 > Gsus > glg where

—2
~x -1 g IgK 2 1
¢ =q — @ ( —) ( — _2) O+ — _2, (35)
: v o2 + ZkGFULL gk I o2 + ZkESUB gk
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2) or Gsys > max{qj, G5}, where

-2
- -1 g IgK 2 1
¢ =q— <1— > < — _2> o —. (36)
4 U1 — 2 o2+ ZkEFULL gk I o2+ Zk‘GSUB gk

Furthermore, q] < g for both groups g € {A, B}.

(i1i) Assume that §3 > gi. Then, school Ji is more diverse than Jo if and only if

b b ~k ~ b Ak
55D ap +bpu - ap + BM7Q1~ M;_ oBOB > P d2 M_2
145203 146203 9B 1+ 5302 oy | ks Tgk
0—72+Zk€SUHO—g_k

where ag = ag(v1), bg = by(Gy), and 64 are defined as in Proposition 2.

(iv) There exist instances of the model parameters such that school Ji achieves lower academic
merit for group g than Ja. In particular, assume that g5 > Q‘Z. Then, J1 achieves lower

academic merit for group g than Js if and only if

)‘(ag((jf)? bg7 5-g> Tg) < /{(ag(df)v b97 &gv Tg)a

where

1), by 74b ay (@) +b s bedelag(d@) +b
k(ag(qy), by, G4, Tg) L 9”9 & o(@7) gl o q{\/@_ 90g(ag(dr) i)

Tg\/1 + G202 \/ 1+ 52b2

. o @
— @ (ag(qy) + byt + byGyqy)

g T4Ty
Proof. Proof of Part (i). The result was already proved in Lemma C.12. O

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). At equilibrium, all students apply to the test-free school Js. By Part (i),

only students with gsyp > ¢5 get accepted. Thus, we we have two separate cases:

— Students who get rejected by Jo: Students in group g with gsyp < g5 decide to take the test
(and apply to Jp) if and only if

01 P(Grure, > @7 | Gsus, 95 PFlULL) —¢g 20,

thus the problem reduces to the single-school setting. By Lemma 3, the above condition
translates to ¢35 > gsup > ¢j, where Equation (35) follows analogously to Equation (7) for

v ="1.

— Students who get accepted to Jo: Students in group g with ¢sys > ¢5 decide to take the test
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if and only if

U1 ]P)((jFULL > (H | dsus, 9, PFIULL) + v2 ]P((jFULL < QT | Gsus» 95 PFIULL) —Cyg > Vg
V] — Vg

<:>IFJ(Q4FULL 2 QT ‘ QSUBmg: PF]-ULL) Z c
g9

Sqsus > QZ')
where ¢} in Equation (36) follows similarly to Equation (7) by replacing v with v; — va.

The property that ¢/ < ¢f, g € {A, B}, follows directly from comparing Equation (36) to
Equation (35) and using that v; — ve > v;.
Finally, note that the equilibrium described by Parts (i) and (ii) is unique. This follows using

arguments similar to Lemma C.11. O

Proof. Proof of Part (iii). Part (ii), together with the assumption that ¢5 > ¢j, implies that
students in g apply to Jy if and only if Gy > g;] . Thus, we can apply Step 2 in Part (i) of
Proposition 2 and find that diversity at school J; equals

g+ bgpt ~ g + gt Qo — 1, gby
——| — 042 , = ;— .
\/ 1+ 5202 \/ 1+ 5202 % \/ 1+ 5202
Next we find the diversity level T?B at Jo. The total mass of students from group B who get
)
2 eson Tgh _2>, whereas the total mass of

—2
o +ZkESL‘B 99k

students who get admitted to J is ClT}B. Therefore, T% can be written as

Th = ogP

accepted to either school is (Cy + C)® <((j§ —p)/o

-2
zkESL’B gk

(C + Co)® <((1§ —p)/o M) —Ci7gy

Co

3=

Requiring that T}B > 7123 gives us the condition in the statement and thus concludes the proof. [

Proof. Proof of Part (). As in Part (iii), if g5 > ¢}, then students in g apply to J; if and only if
gsup > q; - However, only a fraction of them (equal to C7) will get admitted. In the right panel of
Figure 7, this mass of admitted students is depicted in yellow. From Proposition 2, it follows that

the academic merit of group g in the admitted class at Jy is
Aag, by, 0, 7).

The academic merit of the admitted class in Js equals the expected skill of the students with
dsus > G5 who do not get admitted to .J; (this is depicted in purple in Figure 7). Mathematically,
we can find the merit of the admitted class to Jo as the difference between the expected skill of all

the students with ¢syg > G5 who have Gy, < ¢i. Similarly to the proof of Part (ii) in Proposition 2,
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we find that

—2, ~ -2
~x Ho +qZkESUB ng

1 qI ~ q2 B 0_2+Z SUBo'72 q— ~
E[Q‘Y2—17Y1—0797PSUB]—/ q® hESh gk (b(qNM)dq,

-2
Tg J—c0 \V ZkGSUB Ik

—2 —2
07243 hesun 99k

which, using Equation (10,011.1) in (Owen, 1980), simplifies to x(ag, by, 04, 74) as given in the

statement of the theorem. O

D General distributions

D.1 Extended model

We extend the model from Section 2 to non-Normal distributions. In the current setting, each
candidate is characterized by a (latent) true skill ¢ drawn from a distribution F° with support
Q = [¢,q] and mean 1.2 We assume that F is common for both social groups.

For each candidate, the school has access to K observable features 6 = (Gk)le. Throughout
this section, we thus assume that the school uses policy Pyy., and omit it from the notation.

Conditional on the true skill level ¢ and group g, feature 6y is independently drawn from
a distribution F;ig. Let ©p = [04,0k] be the support of each feature 6;. We assume that the
distributions F°, {th g}kK:1 are common knowledge. Without loss of generality and for the sake of
simplicity, we further assume that F°, {ch’C g}ff:l are continuous (although being measurable would
suffice).

At an aggregate level per group g, the information structure (ka:1®k» FO, {F(f g}lle) induces a
skill estimate distribution, Fg, for candidates in group g, i.e., ¢ | g ~ Fg, where §(0,9) = Elq | 6, g]
as in the main model. We also let F' = (1 — n)Fy + 7Fp.

D.2 Preliminaries

Definition 1 (Blackwell (1953)). {Il,,q € Q} is sufficient for {II},q € Q} if there exists a
transformation T (x,dy) such that for all ¢ € Q, T (-) = [y T(x, )1y (dx).

Lemma D.1 (Eckwert and Zilcha (2004); Zhang (2009)). The following statements are equivalent:
o {Ily,q € Q} is sufficient for {Il;,q € Q};
e The distribution of posteriors <Hg> second-order stochastically dominates (Il;).

Lemma D.2 (Gentzkow and Kamenica (2016)). If the distribution of posteriors (Il;) is a mean-
preserving spread of (H;), then the posterior mean distribution under (Il;) is a mean-preserving

spread of the posterior mean distribution under <H;).

20Formally, we assume that there exists a probability space (Q, F,P) on which ¢ is defined.
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Lemma D.3. Let X, Y be two random variable with equal means E[X] = E[Y], support [q,q], and

CDFs F and G, respectively. Then, the following are equivalent:

(i) Y =ssp X;

(i) X is a mean-preserving spread of Y;
(i13) ffu(y) dG(y) > fju(:v) dF(x) for every weakly increasing concave function u : [q,q] — R.
Lemm;l D.4. Let X a;zd Y be two random variables with support [q,q] and CDFs F and G, such

that Y is a mean preserving of X. Then, F crosses G exactly once at a point q4 € [q,q|. For
q € [¢,4+), F(qa) > G(q) whereas for q € (¢+,4], F(q) < G(q)-

D.3 Generalizing Proposition 1

Proposition 4. Suppose that (¢ | A) <ssp (q | B) with crossing point q;. Consider a school that
uses admissions policy Ppyy,. Then, (G | A) <ssp (G | B) is equivalent to each of the following

conditions.

(i) Diversity: Group B is under-represented if and only if C <1 — F(qy);

(i) Academic merit: For any capacity C, the policy achieves worse academic merit for admitted

students from group B.
Furthermore, suppose that {kalefA, q € Q} is sufficient for {kalefB, q € Q}. Equivalently,
(77i) Individual fairness: there exists a threshold § such that I(q; Ps) > 0 if and only if ¢ > q.

Proof. Proof. We prove each part separately.
Proof of part (i). Let ¢* denote the optimal acceptance threshold as given by the following equation:

(1—=m)Fa(§") +7Fp(§") =1-C = F(§)=1-C.

Therefore, for C <1 — F (q+), it holds that ¢* > ¢4, and vice versa. Thus, part (i) follows directly

from Lemma D 4.

Proof of part (ii). Part (ii) follows from the equivalence between (i) and (iii) in Lemma D.3 where

we consider u(x) to be the linear function u(z) = =.

Proof of part (iii). By Lemma D.1, sufficiency equivalently guarantees that the posterior distribu-
tion {x,’leFq’f 4,4 € Q} second-order stochastically dominates {xleFéf 5:q € Q}. By Lemma D 4,

this immediately translates to the following property:
PY =1|q,A]=Plg>q" |q,A]>P[Y =1]¢,B]=Plg > " | ¢, B]

if and only g > ¢*, where ¢* is the optimal acceptance threshold corresponding to some capacity
C. O
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Note that an analog of the above proposition can also be obtained for any subset of features

S.

E Affirmative action

Schools have often an additional lever in their choice for admissions policy: whether or not to use
affirmative action. In this section, we study the outcomes when schools can decide whether to
require standardized testing and whether to use affirmative action. The term affirmative action
describes admissions policies that partially base their decisions on applicants’ membership in social
groups with legally protected characteristics (e.g., race, ethnicity or gender), to support both equal
opportunity and educational experiences diversity brings (Alon, 2015). These policies may thus
use different admissions thresholds for different groups.

As a stylized model of affirmative action, we extend the main setup of Section 2 by introducing
a constraint on the diversity level 7(P) achieved by a policy P, i.e., consider admissions policies of
the form PZ, where 7 € (7(Ps), 7] is the target diversity level set by the school. Thus, the school
still optimizes for academic merit but under the additional constraint that a fraction 7 of admitted
students belong to group B. To do so, the common admission decision threshold is now replaced by
two group-dependent thresholds, (jj;, g and cj*B7 5.21 Note that 7(P§) = 7; under affirmative action,
diversity improves by definition, and group fairness holds when the target diversity level is set to
7 = w22 Affirmative action can be utilized on top of test-free or test-based policies. Whereas
the testing policy determines the amount of information available in the estimation process, the
affirmative action changes the selection process given information.

We find that although affirmative action increases diversity, it does not change the information
that schools have on students, and as a result the school still cannot identify high-skilled students
in group B as well as it can identify group A students. We show that with unequal precision,
affirmative action improves the individual fairness gap but does not eliminate it, as disparities in
the identification of the highest-skilled students remain. It further increases the gap in academic
merit across social groups. Affirmative action alone cannot address the fundamental issue caused
by variance in the features. As a result, we consider this decision as orthogonal.

Proposition 5 (Affirmative action with a fixed testing policy). Fiz the target diversity level
T(Ps) < 7 < 7w and assume unequal precisions. Let also yp < v4 < 1 such that v4 > @,
YB = % Then,

(1) Individual fairness: In comparison to Pg, the individual fairness gap improves, i.e., I(q; P§) <

I(q; Ps) for all q. However, group A students still have higher probability of admission than

2(1—-7)C
1

and v > 22¢ ensure that, even in the presence of barriers,

2In Proposition 5, the assumptions that v4 > -
the admission to the school is over-demanded (in the sense that the school cannot admit all applicants) and selective
(meaning that the admission thresholds satisfy Gy ¢ > ).

22Proposition 5 focuses only on diversity levels 7 € (7(Ps),n]. The lower bound is reasonable since 7(Ps) is the
diversity level achieved by a school optimizing solely for academic merit (Theorem 1). The upper bound achieves
group fairness. Note that higher levels 7 > 7 could have also been considered with similar results; however, higher

values of 7 may be infeasible for certain values of C' and (1 — m) therefore are omitted.
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same-skilled group B students, i.e., I(q; P§) > 0, if and only if

Zkes"Ak““’ s — 2kes Uéi‘*“’% i s
V 2Zkes Tak V 2Zkes I ’ ,uo_z
+ .
—2 —2 —2 —2
\/Zkes Tak — \/Ekes 9Bk \/Zkes 9 Ak \/Zkes 9Bk

q>

Finally, there exist parameters such that I(q; P3) < 0 < I(q; Ps) for some q.

(11) Academic merit: Policy P§ always achieves worse academic merit for admitted group B
students than for group A students. Furthermore, in comparison to Psg, the academic merit

of admitted students decreases for group B, while it increases for group A.

Proof. Proof of Part (i). With affirmative action, the common threshold ¢¢ in Equation (15) is
replaced by two group-dependent thresholds, ¢ ¢ and g% g:

(1 =m)va(l = Fgaps(as)) = (1 = 7)C, myp(l = Fyp,py(dp,5)) = 7C. (37)

Note further that the distribution Fj, p; = Fyg, P79 € {A, B}, remains unchanged under both
admissions policies P§ and Pg, as both share the same group-aware estimation policy and feature
set S.

First, observe that Equation (37) gives us

1—71 T
7% o = F 1 1——C), §hq=F} 1-—C). 38
da,s A, Ps < (1—m)7a > 4B,s 4B, Ps ( ™B > (38)
Since 7 > 7(Ps) and vp < y4 < 1, it follows that dp,s < 45 < @4 g- Due to our assumptions that
A > % and vg > %, we also get that 11 < ¢ ¢ < 5 < ¢ g-

For the first statement of part (i), observe that, due to T4 s > q5 and gp g < g5 for all 7(Ps) <
r<m PG> qg| 0, A PE <Plg> | ¢, A Psl,and Plg > @ ¢ | ¢, B, PZ] > Pld > @ | ¢, B, Ps),
since the distribution of ¢ | ¢, P remains the same under both P € {Ps, P{}. Consequently,
I(q; P§) < I(q; Ps).

For the proof of the second statement in Part (i), we apply the argument used in Proposition 1,
Part (ii). Thus, we get that I(¢; PZ) > 0 if and only if

S —2 S -2 —2 —2 ~x —2 S —2 -2 —2
da,s0 "+ 4qus YokesTak —HO 2= qY hesTar dp,s0 “tdps Y okesOph — MO 2 —q) 1cs Opk
b
/ ) /
Zkes 0 Ak Ekes UBk

which is equivalent to

2kes UAk+U QA 5= ZkESUBk+U qB s
\/ZkESUAk \/Zkes UBk i ;LO'iZ

\/Zkes T~ \/Zkes 5 \/Zkes T Al \/Ekes i

q>
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Finally, we prove the third statement in Part (ii). Consider an instance 2 where

Z Ugi\/z O'Zi >0 2, (39)

kesS kesS

and under PZ, the condition in Part (ii) in Proposition 1, holds with equality for some ¢, i.e.,

(Ta,s — q) ZUBk ZJAk_U (Ta,s — 1)

keS kesS

Therefore, P[§ > ¢4 g | ¢, Al = Pl¢ > @hg | ¢, B]. Since ¢ ¢ < ¢} g, it further holds that
P(§ > dp g | 4 B] > Plg > @) 5 | 4, B]. Thus, I(g; P§) < 0.

However, for ¢ = ¢, we also have that

(G5 — 4 \/ZUBk\/ZUAk <o (G5 — p)-

keS kesS

To see why, observe that given the condition in Equation (39), the function

9@ =G-a D> opn > oar—0 G- n

kesS kesS

is increasing in ¢ since

= [2_95, 2 oot >0.
kesS kesS

Consequently, for g5 < ¢} g, 9(qs) < 9(52,5) = 0. Part (ii) in Proposition 1 further guarantees

that I(¢; Ps) > 0 for instance €. Finally, we have constructed a problem instance {2 such that

I(q; Ps) > 0 > I(q; PZ) for some §. Thus, such an instance exists. O

Proof. Proof of Part (ii). We use an argument similar to part (iii) in Proposition 1 (note that this
part holds for any common threshold greater than ; and not only ¢%). Similarly to Equation (21),
we derive that for both g € {A, B}, Elg | § > q?js,g,Pg] =E[g|q> q;ys,g,Pg]. By the same part
(ili) in Proposition 1, replacing ¢§ with threshold ¢4 s > p implies that Elg|q> Th s As PZ] >
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E[G| G > ¢ g B, PZ]. Next, we have that

Elg|Y =1,B,P5] =E[¢| ¢ = dps, B, P5]
1

o
= ~ qdFy B, ps(q)
1—- FQ\B,PS (Q*B,S) /‘ffrs,s s
b ([ a4 [ @@
= g qarg g pslq) + qal g B,pg (4
1= Fyp.prs(dps) \Ja AL Tis s

_ Fypps (T s) — Fyp,ps (T3,5)
B 1 — Fyp,ps(05.5)
1- FiﬂBvPs ((ﬁx,s)
1 = Fgi,ps (d5,5)

ElG|Gas > d>dps, B Py Kl

E[qN | q~ Z ~27S7B7PTK]'

a,

The fact that E[g | ¢hg¢ > ¢ > Gpg. B, P§l < E[g | § > ¢4, B, P§], together with the
inequalities above, finally imply that Elg | Y = 1,B,P§] = E[¢ | ¢ > dp 5 B, P§] < E[g | ¢ >
62753A5P§] = ]E[q ‘ Y = 1,A7P§]

Regarding the second statement of part (ii), recall that the distributions Fj and Fjg pg are

|g7PS
identical. Since ¢ ¢ < §5 < ¢} g, it follows that the conditional expectations satisfy

E[q|Y217A7P§]:E[Q~‘QZ ~T4,S7A7P§] >E[Q~‘qz ~§'7A7PS]:]E[QIY21)A7PS]7

Elg|Y =1,B, P3| =E[g[§>dps: B, P§] <E[q|q>ds, B, Ps| = E[g | Y =1, B, Ps].

Thus, the academic merit of admitted students increases for group A while it decreases for group
B. O

We now study how test-free and test-based policies with affirmative actions compare in a setting
with unequal barriers to test access. Recall that Theorem 1 shows (without affirmative action) that,
conditional on the information environment, if there are substantial barriers to test access, removing
the test requirement improves academic merit. The following theorem establishes the same result
for a school using affirmative action. Let the function HR denote the hazard rate of the Normal

distribution ®, HR(z) = $ 42

Proposition 6 (Dropping tests under affirmative action with barriers). Fix group g € {A, B}, vari-
ances ng, and target diversity level 7. Let T4 21— 7 and 78 = 7. Dropping the test score require-
ment improves the academic merit of admitted students from group g, i.e., Elg|Y = 1,9, PL,..] <
Elg | Y =1,9, P, if and only if vg < A9, where

7,C

5y = DT . (40)

> kesus gk

o 24T kesun ";)3

HR(®-1(1 — ¢
\J ZkEFULLGg_k2 ( ( g ))

— —2
24+ keruLL gk
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Fizing all other parameters, the threshold 4, increases as test variance oy for group g increases.

Proof. Proof. Let wy ., be the group-dependent threshold in a policy with barriers and affirmative

action. Define

- w;FULL —H o= q;,SUB — M
9= = lg = =
o ZkGFULL ngf o ZkGSUB Jgk2
U_2+Zk€FtJLL J;If U_2+Zk€SUB J;kz
For such a policy with admission thresholds @} v, 9 € {A, B}, Lemma C.3 implies that the

expected skill level of admitted students in group g equals

-2
ZkGFULL ng: . ¢(tg)
_ —2 :
o2+ ZkeFULL Ogk 1- (I)(tg)

E[q | Y = 1797P1:ULL] =put+o

Similarly, for a policy using affirmative action but no tests, and admission thresholds gy g5, we get
that

-2
> kesus gk ' d’(tlg)
- -2 .
o2 + ZkGSUB ng 1- (I)(tlg)
To compute the threshold 44, we require that Elg | Y = 1,9, P§;;] = El¢ | Y = 1,9, Pl..]-

Based on the above equations, this condition is equivalent to

E[Q|Y:1a97PsTUB]:/'L+O'

~x -2 ~ %
HR dgsup — M . ZkEFULL O gk HR Wy pyL, — M

—2 -2 -2 —2
ZkESUB gk o + ZkEFULL ng O'\/ ZkGFULL gk

—92 —2 —2 —2
07243 hesun gk 072+ keruw gk

—2

ZkGSUB ng:
-2 —2
o+ Zk‘ESUB Jgk

Letting 75 = 7, T4 = 1 — 7 and using Equation (38) to compute the thresholds Wy purry dgsups W
get that

—2 —2
2Zk€SUB Ok — HR <‘I>_1 (1 . 7'g0>> _ QEkGFULL Ok - HR <CI)_1 <1 . Tg§Y >>
072+ kesun T gk Tg 0+ D keruin 9 gk Tgg

Thus, solving for 44, we finally get Equation (40). Note that the expected skill level of admitted

students in the test-based policy is given — due to Lemma C.3 — by

2
p+o ZkEFULL Ik HR ((I)_l (1 _ TgC >)
- =) : :
o2+ ZkEFULL O gk Tgg

By Lemma C.4, it follows that HR is increasing. However, ®~! (1 — i) is decreasing in 7.

TgYg

Therefore, the academic merit of g must be decreasing in 4,. Thus, dropping the test increases

academic merit for g if and only if v, < 4,.

2keru oor
crut gk decreases. Thus, the

Finally, we prove the second claim. As o4k increases, |/ —f =2 —5
g +Zk€FI'LL Uglc
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quantity

ZkGSUB 0;13
\/ o247 SUB oo T74C
ZkGFULL 99k g
072+Zk€FULL a;lf
increases. By Lemma C.4, the hazard rare (HR) is increasing so its inverse HR ! is also increasing.
Since the CDF @ is increasing, their composition ®(HR~!(-)) must be also increasing, which in turn

implies that the denominator in Equation (40) is decreasing in o4x. Consequently, 4, increases as

04K Increases. J

Observe that the threshold 4, now depends only the characteristics of group g and 7, in contrast
to Theorem 1, where the threshold depends on characteristics of both groups. The result further
holds regardless of the economic inequality y4 — vp between the two groups; under affirmative
action with a fixed diversity level, the school conducts the selection process for the two groups
separately. Finally, as expected, if the test has a higher variance for a certain group, then it is more

beneficial for that group to drop the test.
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