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'who ‘are most arfd least likely to succeed.in the nursing program. . .

‘Success in nursing 'was defined in terms Qf‘%he student's academic )

<of the sélection procadure.

‘tion Group,~an

. Other than academic were known aS'Non-academic Withdrawals. o %

< . - v
) ABSTRACT -
: ) Ll) o o : ' N .I. . ' ‘. . . i !
' \ ‘ BN ) s
' The purpose of this reseapch project was to determine .
.;'whether the Psychological Corporation Fntrance anmination for ('f"' g

‘°~Schools pf Nur51ng is a valid instrument for predicting success

oy

in a nurSing education diploma program. The study attemptbd to

es%ablish the extent ‘to which - the PCEE battery as a whole, and

’

v

~each Qf'its‘suSFEStsb‘d scriminates Yetween nursing applicants 2

performance in the nursing program and registratlon examinations. v

\

The research involved a study of 296 nursing: students who-

-,

" were accepted intgga hospital school of nursing diploma program ' n,é'

<€ur1ng the. years 1967-70, inclusive. These students wrote the

" FCEE after admisSion into the_school, it was not 1ncluded as part

Two main groups wexe originally identified from the totall

C. LA
'_'sample. The s}ccessful candidates were designated as the Valida- ‘

the unsuccessful candidates as the Withdraqal

- .

‘droup. The Withdrawal Group was subsequently divided into- two . LI

subgroups;‘ Those who w1thdrew ‘because of academic failure were'
called Academic Withdrawals.“Those who-withdrew for_reasons
A comparison of these three groups indicated a marked

similarity between the, Validation and Non-academic Withdrawal

3
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. —
groups variance.

—.Groups on all thirteeq\subtests of the PCEF while the Academic
. Withdrawals showed significantly lower scores on the Ability

measures, but very little difference on the Personality measures.

‘

Based on this similarity, it was hypothesited that the Non-academic

Withdrawal Group could be'considered as notentially SUccessful‘stur.

1 + i

dents. The Non-academic Withdrawals were consequently included

"in the Validation Group, forming a CompOSite Validation Grbup of

262 subjects. Comparisons were then made between the COmpOslte tr

Validation Group and Academic Withdrawal Group ‘on the thirteen

3PCLE subtests. - . “' »v" f‘

“

o . .
*. The data from both groups- were subjected to analySis of -

. )
variance. and discriminant analysis. "The analy81s indicated that
the Composite Validation Group could be discriminated fnom the

Academic Withdrawal Group'on six d: the seven Ability measures,'

and one of theqsix Personality measures. These seven statisticailx-

,signifidant variables were?considered to be the measures'that would

discriminate between potentially successful and academically un—

' successful‘usandidateSe The most’ important discriminants were the

-

Scholastic Aptitude Total (SAT), Verbal Ability, Science, and .

E ~Numerical Ability, accounting for about 96 percent of the between

s . o

-
o

The effictency of' the discrimination was examined for two

deciSion Situations. .The first decision situation minimizéd the ;-

JA :
total number of errors in classification without regard to. the type

" the initial selection procedUres were classified as. suncessful.

' fThis would mean that all students in the Academic Withdrawal Group

y &
.. . v« .

.j:.v

, e
)

~.of error,being made.‘ In this situation all the applicants-paSSing R



-
o

Would be admitted to“the SChool‘of nursing. No applicant would be .

reJected and errors of class1ficat10n would be made in 11, 6 per-

cent of-themcases considered ln-the totaluappllcant_group, The

Qﬂecond 'd,e‘cision.situation“wasﬁiesigned_'to mi,nimli_e.the fa'lse'accept'- .
' ancé of eppllcants; In this‘sitUationie'cutoff Qiscriminaht'score |
' nas sefected to ensure the reje:tlon of 67 oercent of the Acedemic.~‘
' Nlthdrawal Group. Under th1s rule 33. é percent of the applicant _“"

\

group was incorrectly classifled. O

. 3

The results of thls research project indicate. that the'

'_ R PCL does possess limited usefulness as .an aoollcant screenlng ®
. . . .
instrument. The Fersonallty measures are of little value in the
A% -~
selectlon process. The scores on the Academic Abillty measures

PR of- the test hOWever, are of value in 1ndiCat1ng which anpllcants

. Eare most 11kely to succeed in the nur51ng program.: In general
bl | students with low Xblllty scores are ‘not good admlss1on risks, - ’
' while appllcants who score high on the.Abllity measures‘are more
likely to be successful 1n the nursing program and on registration

-:examlnatlons.



"completlon_of this 1nvest1gatlon.

w

 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS . . - & =~ ° .

e

Tho wrlter w1shes to acknowledge with deopest gratitude :

w

L]

the as31stance of those who contrlbuted to the development and

A

X
) . An‘exoression'of sincere appreciation and thanks is ’

extended to Dr. WLlllam H. Spain, project superv1s0r, for his

:1nveluable guldance and adv1ce. Wlthout his capable su ervlsion, '

constant encouregement; énd‘unfelling patience, this,project_

would not have been completed. ‘The writer is.greatly indeb 'd_d"

to him. - | ' | | .
* 4 special thank -you is'also extentied to Dr.:R. Crocker -

© and Dr. T, Boak; whojgaVe of their time to Servé_as reeders and

members of thefprojept conmittee.; The Writer‘expresses eppre-‘~ . ”?"‘\.
ciation for thelr helpful suggestions and constructlve crltlclsm.

t

Gratltude 1s also expressed to Dr. J Strawbridge ror

essistance glven 1n the 1n1t1al stages of this investlgatlon.=

[~ ‘ -

Flnally, at a personal level the writer w1shes to acknow-

ledge tho deth::z/owes Bruce and Gall her husband and daughter.' L L

The ex1stence

.

ment, support and falth for they continued to believe it would

his research report reflects theiq encourage— f

daterlallze when the writer doubted 1t Their contrlbution can

never adequately be reflected in a. few words.

.
3 : =
' .



B Lot . _'].' N ’ .
Saoe .7 7 DABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

ABSTRACT D..c’ocu..'.."ltoJ\;c;;l;u.lt;..l.:lll'tllﬂ...‘l‘.--'.lh.o‘.:lI.lool.'. iii ‘

ACKNOWLEDG-JP[ENTS .'I..‘...'l.l':.....”.".l.......}..OCO‘OOO‘IOOOOI.'O

r

‘ LIST OF TABLS.l...’l.’ﬁ‘...;";l.....:.;IO?..‘...l....‘l.....!...‘

CHAPTER

! D 4

, l..\ . INTRODUCTION AI\D STATL‘MENT OF PROBIEM ..........'......-

- &

-'PURPOSE OF TﬂE STUDY ..I......“'...........l....l...

o BACKGRO ND OF PROBLEM AND SIGNIFICA.NC' A
oF:THE TUDY U.b!l.d.o..OOOOQOOOOOCG.."'!...Q....l...
The ,,xtent of Attrltlon from Schools
Of NurSing .......;OOOCDIOIQQIDI..Q.......ll...‘o..

Reducing Attrltion by Imprbving Student

Selectlon l'...l..l...l.l....l.....'l’.........'...

Student Selectlon Crlteria 'ooouu-ooooo-coouoo.cof‘.\:d a

., . - Use of the PCEE as a Seloction | o o

DeVlce o.nooco-noo.-oou'.oco.nooo.o-ocac.u.o-o-to oo

-

RESEARCH QUESTIONS .....’.l.l:.......Q..O.I........O

oy

DEFINITION OFTERMS ..l............I......'....‘.I...

Success 1n Nurslng ...'......l‘.......'.....‘...'..

Regigtration Examinatlons esessen e .lt.l.aloll".lt._

'N'dI‘S‘ring Edudatlon Dlploma Program '.-'o-u.-.ucciv-o

Val\dation Group oullccio.noncocl-.o.ol-..a.....o'o.

"v Wlthdrawal Group ‘....O......I'.'.‘ll..".........l

'\ _, - LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY o-..ooooo-.nu-ooo,-.-ouooooo

)

ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORP ......ll...'\0.('.........”

) o \.
, N
2' ‘ N RJVIE‘V OF THE“ LITERATURE - .'... L] ‘.I.... .":‘9..' \‘< ..I... L N

PREDICE\‘ION STUDIES IN NURSING ........'.'....'.'..........

The Relationship of Interest and ‘Personality .
- - and Brediction, of Success in Nursing seeeessvec’eses

vii

‘vi

X

T oN oW

\]

.
16



CHAPTER N B . L . .- Page
.. Studics of Attrition. in Schools .
s ’ ' ‘1‘ Of NurSlng l...l......l......ﬁl.....'l.'-..l.l..lyﬂﬁ 22
. . v ' “The Relatlonshlp of Academlc Ablllty . . .

' : _~and Predlctlon of Succe{ss in Nur51ng R R L=

LR PREDICTIVE VALIDITY STU?Lis OF

,‘“:P N A‘. TH‘- FCE“ ..."'....I.'..'l..r‘."'.....".‘.....';.lr'rl. 31

N : A S S -
- _ “ 50‘ pROCEDUR"ES ..‘Q.‘O..:l.......l.oao.on.-.‘.00
o R7A .

SA’LIPLING ..Oo'.n..Ju ...-.-..-.....‘.:“..’-.....'.-;..-----. 33 .

The Validation Group ............-...................‘ .34: -
' ‘The Withdrawal. Group R B

‘ O ‘ - ’ ’ ' INSTRUMENTATION ./:........'...“'...‘.I...-.........’..'.....' 35' '
"Q\ L : v ) L ‘Abllity Measures a-\.'.--aoo-con.o-.-.n:--.o.uoaooncna 35

' Personalitj' Measures .......'.......‘.......;......... 35

1

.\_ ' Rellability of the PCEL '.'l..ll.....l.....l.l...ll. 36
" Valldlty Or the PC/_E%E ...0..............'.....l'.'.l.. 3’7

"A}y‘ - ’ \STATISTICALPROCEDURE$ D..--o--ull.o--clooounco'on-o‘na-o(“L"z.
.“‘ C ' / i A ‘ | | ".
L}; . ANAL)YSISOF DJ’{TA o-o-iocoo--'-ouoncoo-o-olo.-o--loo.....“ '45

RESEARCH QUESTION ONE ro‘OUn--.-c-o-o--.uc.;.c-nu--..c;u. 45
'// . '

‘.4; . .
< , r <) C ,

',’ g RESEQRCH QUESTION Two,o‘.oounooo.o.o.oo.;-o_alaooolvloo;.o l-+6
] A . . . P

)7+ RESEARCH QUESTION THREE 4 uiveeesesrsncconsmeneisionses 47

B o RESEARCH QUESTION FOUR .........}.........Ci..;....... 51

*

omparison of Composite Valldation Group , L
with Academic Withdrawal Group cesecesssseceshssenes D5

. D&crlmlnant Analysis -. ® 84 6 a0 0% es e . ® 9080 &0 b oo ... ’ 56, ‘
.‘4" o 3 Classification “fflclency ..........................; 59 .
) ,\ e ’ PCEE predlctio{l SCale [ ] ... .‘.. ® 9 O F " O G O S0 0e PV SO NES s O '. 61

-

~SUMMRY '.....l.,......l...'.....@..”ﬂli'. .!.‘.........‘..I ' 66

L

5.  SUMMARY, CONCLUSTONS, AND TMFLICATIONS «.eueleeveerenese 69

CONCLUSIONS oo.o....;on...‘o-.o.oan..-...00....‘.0.‘...0 70

. _— Lo .
"- Resf’at‘ch Qu'estlon One c...ac-..o..o---..oo.o-ooooooo ?O

- oviid



> " . . = . R . R K T, . 3 C —
d X . 3 . . T . . )
W i i . . . A . ) + Y, A ) . :.h: 0 ] v e . " L
. < R 1 ) L i . A . p i R L C o .
. R . . . . L o -, y oo Ry
. ¢ . o % ! - B . te B ‘e .
. . G . . . - . . v , . . . .
¢ . o o @ . Y T S .
. . - b . . 2 . Vo D -0 . v . . '
i e . . o . e 3 - . . N : . je—
. P a B e . & - f .2 . N . . .. N T
0, d Lo o . % i o i e * v .. B
’ i E “ . ‘e X . . - ' = - R
. « . g . . R ey R J = ' . M a_— f [
i . . - il E o W . G - i Y . . S :..:_ F o
. ‘L @ ‘ Ve . - . o 1t = . . B " . .
. - . I . p ,
- - B . L M. - | . Lo o= x . OF Ol .. S = Oy page “ie
) y . . . .. . L . . : y ) g v e . 0] .
. .. . . ' . s »
. L . L3 . ) ¢ s R : - -
. . L : ‘ - N . SE . \ : S ’ o .
. N B - e e . . E 3 . .
' - ., B .
. ‘ -, ResearCh Question TWO 2000 O N BEIPOO G OPOINOSOOLOIE0OOS BDRENS 70 .
i : . . s, . f ' o i ] [ .o
v + . v’ F - - . Al AN . .
.. 5 \ 3 . - " . A ] v
LR - Research Question Three .eoeeiccecvcedosccessosesess. 70 .
.. . r - .. . . . *
. . . . L ! A ), ) .
- . . ] - G g
. . - ) . . ) R g 30
. . = - Research Qiuestion Pour .iicesssesvs sssnawaisivenaive Pl -, -
. e 3= I i 3 ¥ ., [y .
.. B } " . .
i S . . IWLICATIONS 262 95 T EV LI B EOOOEDOEONE T S POV POORIDRO OSSN 71* L
. PN Coo . » . " 65 . . . \ ) 5 -
. . - . . b N B o
¢ . T \' .u ‘ - R]-!C m!ﬁ N = N g . - Ly . . . - . ] :l .o
. N v . ‘.’JO .-'ANDATIOS .-o.tu'ntnnooooo--io‘.oo-aoo.ooon.oo'.-ci_27 o - .
2 - B * .. i : - x 3 g - o™ - B , .
. '- i VS 3 - . o N 5 5 N v . b '. g 8 i " W' 52 8 :
. . ) . ) SELEGTED REFERENCES ©800000000000600000 0000000000000 00000 ?9 . .t
e A . . G RN : . . L A ¥ 2o Lo . .
B . e ¥ . 4 b e it 1 i .
.o . R PP ) ¥ n . . . L e s ! g
| e - AL Y A .
. 5 . . - . l'“ ‘l'- " L] S .'
. L ’ N g =0 » .
. L .t g . . ol | “x te b o .
. L LY Y . 5o N . R @ o . ° N v
i M TR : . ' . ., C oL . . . o ..:"" . e ot
N . 0 0 . . AL A - . m N e
g h 3 .o . f 0 oo . w " Lo . N
f o D . N . ., . . P Yy " X - o,
oy A l 3 (. . - 5 ., S A -, . -]
by he . ly . N . T *
v . . . T . ) . Lk B T .
. [4 . N . ' . - 7 .
2 : . . . X L. e . . Y . o : T
. - F Tt . .- ' g H ) W
. . o} e B . & P = L. g ci .
. i P ‘ . , r - . ) . . o R . .- . . =0 .
% « R o 3 L. . b . . ’ e .o .
. . . s - K b . . . .2 . e . J . oo
. g " . - X = alk 5
= . . D ol : o B E , : - EE " 3 i Lo s L, .
! . o “ et ’ o k - . Lo - . ay
) . . P] . 3 N . 2 i, . r : R A .
- O 4 - . .
- . p o L oA . , LN . . . . N ' .
‘ - PN . . EEEEES e W . J : ' N
y Ca * . . . Y B . o 3 b i . . . 7 ’
) . " 3= ; & _— d . . - .-
Y 0 = . .
g o o i ‘.o . . . I tt . - . o : ot
- .o A R L, . . . a R . i W & . . . K .
- “ ¢, o - - S v’ = s . R . . e e .
- " ' T °d . O} 1 . == B N . . . o - to e
- v N « E a . . . H : . - M T . N
N ‘ . . " s . I . - [ o .
L g . o - . . ) . 4 ‘ Cate
N BEC = L v . . . - . te b . . v a st s s . . * .
T ™ R . S ' i - .o . ) ' .. . k- .
iy 3 ° 5 v Lo : . £ 0 L . » o i * . ‘ . ‘-' . -
. . . . N ., . » “ - . - : . - .
- . e T ) . ¥ : : g . e - A . = . 4 ‘.
. . . ‘a - 1 « . T b : - ’ L - ) . « A ° i T .
) .. A g U N e i . " = - - . h 5 yrma 3 L
. . s L, - g 0° . . K] ! .. L G
) n o . : . L = L, : . R iy, =0
) o Ak R B - L P . : ™ . . B - . ‘
! S - . o v . - . g
. . N . . “ . . ' B . K ogd
- . : . . . . . s P o R g B L ‘¢
co. L) o . . ) . e . e Y e R , . N
. -t . = G . N . ‘. Lo 3 . . o/~ S p o s .
- ’ ’ . : . . . . - ..': . A . o . .
. . . a ¥ . . p e . . '.“ N . . . .
o . . 5 . ; R . . . h . .
oIk o i % . 0 g - . d “ . : o t N N P
- . ' ) - ‘ ' R : P . U r S LN . IO T,
- . L ' . LU . ' . e , & . B . ‘
. . - R .‘ ‘I . N .' " . R . M . .‘D . -~
1 N ' = A 2 v ,Al ° S . B T ot C f 0 o i .o o
0 . PR P . i
0o . Ay . R A . e E . ) ) .
N - = . . . . e q e .
- B 5 ) D ; , . N R B L e
5 - i . RN ) . . ) - ) . . . A
[ ) ShEr. R o0 c N . ot ' ,
. D ' 3 M v v N ' -
, . . . ) . ; N . i R N A u
5 s . ' A o . X . IR X " . i ‘ -« -l . R
1 ’ N . § . 15 J [N ’ N J - . - . : . ) - | : ) )
0% 3 . LT Z, w9 . .. : . e, s . .
. . . N . P o [3 P — . - A L . 1 o
i . R ) < e ' . N PO o5 LY . o a.& »
5 P . A 5 . . - R s \ . B 3 L4
. . S . PR - : R N . Vo o
3 . - - v . N . o . . . sy , ) - 4
L ’ B o L2 U . . . . . . ., s o e ~ :
" . . DR PR N : N . o N o B . "o H
5 . . . s B oL A - .
e “ . LT .o X ot .« g N | . S , . : o
. ’ A B, .Y, ;e . - . - . d N . -
. . A . 4 S [N . -, e '. ol v, . t, f "
- » - = N . . « . - ¢
. . : i . ; . " .. 0 . .
» N ’ . 5 . : ‘ ‘ - ' ix ! . N " o i . ‘. -
. G CI B ; . PR , ] . ‘BN | g
. ¢ o oo « . ' . .o ‘ . L o . . - . ' .
. PO G . * S E ‘s . &, - "- . . - .
. .
* . 5 L . L, ) L ' .. N 2 ' .
B K ‘ L s K s . . . . ) ' S . il el
bl . N o . ' ‘ P . - . - ’ = : -
R ¢ . ' . . , " .
R b - H o . . . A . . . (N
' K yu N Ve . Lo . . B ' . 1 o
) R . . g - . R . - . - - . E N N o . . . .
. Lol RN » . ¥ oo y . . ! . N )
S N . s .. . - . .o



. 1z,

13, -

' Number of ‘Students if each Gla;ssiflcatlom_. -
Category for the Years’ 1967 1970 ceeiaiensracnads

. Comparison of Composite Valldation Group

A,

S  LIST OF TABLES,

o

: "Rellahlllty Coe.ﬁflcients of Abllity

Subtests ......'/.l...l'.......‘..l...........l.."

' .L?x ectancy ’l‘able for Pred:ucting Success or

Fa lure in Nursn.ng .Schlool from the SAT SCOresS .o

Comparison of Validation and W1thdrawal .
Gkoups aon the PCEE Abillty Measures ooac.oooooloo‘

Y

-Comparison of Valldation and Withdrawal . :
Groups on the PCEE Personality Measures csseesens

Subdlvisions of .the Withdrawal GroUpP seevuresas .t

- . Comparison o'I‘ Academic and Non-academlc

Withdrawal Groups on the Ablllty and Fer—'

'.“sonallty Measures o‘f the PCEE cecssiesveversieanss

Comparlson of Varlancee of ‘the Academic '.
Withdrawal Group~and Non-academic With-

drawal Group ..ll..h...'.......‘l........lll...!"

. 'Comparison of Validation Group, . Non-academlc
Withdrawal Group, and Academi¢ Withdrawal.
Group on Ability and Personality Measures

of the PCLJ .....l..ll‘.....l....l.ll....l'l e e'ace

and Academic Withdrawal Group on- Abi],ity ST
and Personality Measures of the PCEE ... csteaanan

Discrimlnant Weights and Proportions of ;

-'BetW?en Groups Varla_nce seosesnse OI'OQQOO -o-”toooo_o '
Means ,and Variances ofyDisi:riminant- 5COres Jinens

' Proportion of Total Group Classi fications
‘for Dec1sion Situatn.on TWO eeevecanensedontcnanns

PCEE Prediction ‘Scale and Attial Achievement
Of the Total Sqmple lsouooo . -‘o-o.o sseess e .oo‘oo.c -‘n.o

o
o,

.

Pé'ge\.'f
- ) .

33

L9

20 .

53

58

60.
62

63..



. . - Background .

i R . 3 =
s . R . =
: - g g
p . .
. . . . . A’ v
R . 0
. . "
. S
. -
o - N . : v .
Tt .
. - v ..' - .t
. B . _ . Y P U
- * - - i
L. . o« y e .
N T . > .k X
o , Sl § .. e
. ‘. "
B 4 .l . " .
- £,
- . .
. Table
. . ] ¥k, [
. . , iy R . .
‘. , n
S q . .
. o - g
. e 2d v
‘u . - 15. - o,
o . - .
- * R . E ° o R
. - 1 a
o k
. - N &
.
=, 1Ee

. ' . N ! b Membership ‘o--.-oooaoooono-o.-oo-oooocotoo...-..l

.
s . A *, *
N i e ¥ . ..
L3 . . '
. g B oo
U R B : ]
N . 5 ° . b - ” o
. ’ R :
3 . N e .
. - . ! .
- - L]
. " . +
- v e . :
P . L . . . .. .
LA e . .,
. . . E ., .
- ’ A [} *
. .
1 [
Lo : P s
o ¥ . o R -
L, - . Y
. . [ . .
(8 h ) - @ !
. v Ay . . -
. . L3 -,
1y . [ Bl= g

3 . . Oy ,. M
vt . . s
* . .
0 .. 'l ‘ . :' . “'.A
- o : P h. v
i NS Figure
M . . B o o
. .
v
-
1 . 4 1
. .
. v AR -
M " O ' - .
. B v -
e . .y . 1
* . - -
. .
s~ & f
. . .
o r'} . ) o . A v,
2G . € . . .
e LY PR . S
-’ .oe s ‘
. o8 . Z Ve s R
i ~
- ., . ' e ]
. - . . 4
. ST e mm B
L ' ’ el o
. B "
03 N ., \ . Lot
N i 1 . . . P
- R P el . , .
. ,'. 4 .
Bk :
. ot ' =
P ‘ -
. . M ‘ . .
. 7 " -
- A “ o ' - %
.’ oy o‘ ‘- J
o g I
v 8 . .
LT 3] -
. L N '
D . s
- . T N L]
. .
1 - : . : i
B .
. . 5
.
! .o g ' N
N - . 0 L » *
[ y . .
N y i i P ’
5 . - 53 o, ' *
. . . «
. -
. . . MR N
, . E o
i 4 M
. . . . . .
$ . N ] AT
. 2. 5 . . w . 3
B . L oo N .
o
P A
s X . a . G Wi
- . .. .
B ¢ N .
. Lo .
. .en . B
o I s . .o B
- t * . *
N § - i .\
. . . 1. . "
N N , &
o -, - ..
2. . P . e

" '
1 . Lo . . e '
sh ) ' . ¥
N ' . .
N , . .-
. ) . ‘o
. : . N . B
- . - .
E .o . .
. -
. - .
. B »
A d .
.. 83 CEE
. .Y Lot *
‘. - il )

v
:
.
-
s
-
-
MY
v

N
P
Lo
.
.
Iy
' o
.
.t
2
'
S
.
&
‘ ¢
'
- .
-
t
.
S
.
.
P

.".I,l.l.l."l.I..lll...l..

8 .
. .
.
0
K
‘e
Chs
w
-~
L4

.» Comnmunity - Background and Group

1

3
.
0
B
e
[ ]
. -
B
‘.
L
.

PCEE Predlctlon Scale and Community

[ .
e
..
.
v .
o™
f
.
1
., B
s .
o
1
e
-1l
. “~
i
.
'
-
- uny
»
k
L
b
7
3
ROTINS
)
o
L -
.
-
o .
Lo

Relative Distributlons of the Composite.”

’

N ‘ validation and “’ithdrawal GI’OUPS o---..ooooo-....

BN

a

v e

*

No

.' "
.
o

N

.
.
‘e
¥.
Y




.ok

.._:"

the United States Surgeon Gencral's Consultant Group on Nursing.

- T . . ’ 5“{ o N “ ’ ’\
o e B o L N
e .. .0 7+ 7 Chapter'l '
‘ ) ..-.’ :’“ B 3 T . " X . ) - ' : s ' "‘ ’ ;,‘ - ’ -8 ' ot ‘ '
a Iﬁ?ﬁoeucwxon AND‘STATEMﬁNT oF yRoBLEM" g

"

\‘..'

One of the most important problcms that face the’ nurs-

K: ing profession today is the necessity to attract .and to .,.,."--“

o encourage able applicants to pursue nursing as a career.-u
.Problems of recruitment, selection and retention of nurs1ng
students cdntinue to be ‘paramdéunt, . ‘ -

LI
. . ) ) . I R N

. L '
3 "The shortage of nurses at all levels of preparation is’ a
critical national problem.'f2 This statement was made in 1963 by. -
L B

) %e of the problems contributing to this shortage 1s the attrition

jof student nurses from schools oﬁ,nur51ng.} The spiraling need for

nun51ng.serv1cc§, combined with the relatively small capacity of -
s D

schools of nurs ing, have made nurse ‘educators responsible for the

‘oelection and education o£ student nurses acutely -aware of the

o

' vital—need for carerul assessment and screening of nur51ng apoli-

LB

'-cants, With,a view ‘to limiting selectlon -to those who appear to

‘ haVe the ability to successfully complete the program.-

“u (-
. » .
. . i . ,‘-,. . :

..‘ . - '. L. . "'..‘:.» S . RPN
" Lraye G, Abdellah, Woverview of Nursing Research, 1955~

_-1968, Part 3", Nursing Research 1221239, May-June, 1970..

-
<

0 ‘" 2Report -0f the Surgeon General's Consultant Group on

.Nursing, Toward Quality in Nursing: Needs and Goals,' Public Health -

“ Services Publication No, - 992 (Washington. Government Printing

‘o

":-Office,,l963), P 4?.'

.8
(3]

. 3"Calv1n'W. Taylor and others, Sele®tion and .Recruitment .
" of Nurses and Nursing Students: A Review of 'Research Studies

and - Fractices (Salt Lake City University of Utah Press, l966)(~»
p. Z§6o -

-
t
~

- ey

un

H \‘.(‘ .
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PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

vy .

The baSlC purpose of this’ resean\/_project was to detiznine

whether the Psychological Corporatron [htrance.oxamination for

¢

Schools of Nur51ng (hereafter known as the PCFE) is a .valid 1n-:

-strument’ for predicting student success 1n the three year nur51ng

education diploma program offered at the General Hospital School

of NurSing, St. John' S, Newfoundland The study. was ained at

c
L]

"\ .
determining the degree to which the battery as a whole and each

subtest in the rCnu are valid w1th respect to predicting success,.,

* K

both in the school of nur51ng program and registrgtionxexamlnations.
9
@ .
It was hoped to draw conclus1ons from this study regarding the

P
*

test's value and usefulness .as’ a pre-entrance selection tool which

o

could be used by the school of nursing to 1ncrease the probabillty

- of selecting nur81ng students who. have the ability to successgully

' complete the program of studies and pass registration examinations.

{- : * . L
w4 . . ) ) . W
BACKGROUND OF THE PROBLEM AND .
. SIGNIFICANCE OF THFE STUDY

-

~

- ) Health care in Canada today is Qbrapidly grow1ng service.

~

PrOV1der$ of this care are being challenged to make available

¢

health serv1ces of broadening scope and increasing diver51ty.

- ThlS 1s an age-when, perhaps for the first time, health care con-

‘sumers are'beginning ‘to reorganize priorities in order to 1nclude ,P,

b As consumer v1ews of the role of health

L]

the "right to health n

' . : b ’ . . TN

HJohn D. Hutcheson, Laretta . Garland, JﬁgyJames £,
Prather, "Toward Reduc1ng‘Attr1tion in Baccalaureate Degree Nurs-
ing Programs: An. Exploratory Study" Nursing Research, 22: 530
Novembep—December, 1970.'. . . » o




. S ; e s
care providcr enlarge the result is an ever-incfeasing nood

1or health toam personnc] to staff hospi?als, nursjng homes, .

pJBlic health agcnc1es and cummunnty clinlcs. ,Thc larges

'l

blnglo group of pract:tlonors in the health toam JB nurses,

) .wjthuut enough nurres the'qualltftﬂfhoalth care runderod sufrcrs.

.".

Durlng this cnntury Canada has exporﬁunced a phcnomena]
"fincrédsc in thg-number of studcnts~and graduates within the nurs-

"Lng profo siun. In 1901, thcre were 65 schooles of nursing WJth a

r
total of 280 nurocs, 1nc1ud1ng rtudcnts and graduateuf) in 1971

‘there were '193 bas¢c programs, 28,883 student nurses and 151,374 -

regintofud nurses.ﬁ- Howbvor, this period has also . secn Canada's

pd?ﬁ]étioﬁ inqroaée from iO'mill[@n to aﬁﬁroximétely ée ﬁjljlqn,
gnd'a]ungﬂﬁitﬁ this has bé;;,an ovora]l‘growth:in pealth care.
‘Consequéntly, there is still aniinaﬁiiity to meet the rapid}y
.iﬂbreasing ncods.ang’QCMands‘for nursiﬁqfsorvicc. This im_"“\
'baianch between suppl&_and démand cféates a situation whiéh:

necessitates the improVement of screening procedures to insure -

off1c1ent utmllzatl n of nunolng oducatlon facilities -and To-
. ,sourceh on the par .of those regponsib]e for studont selection

~and education,.

1

13

The Extent %of ‘At/tritiorn from Schools of Nursing

Canadian

75-




A

" the- shortage of‘pernonnﬁ)é

© showed Canada's attrition rate to be gomewhat . lower, with appro

Practices (Salt lake City: University of Utah Press, 1966),

v

s

the problems in the ficld 0f nuraing which contributes most Lo

“Aceording to Micller, the withdraw

5

~

Cof one- thrd 01 the- students admi tted to schouls of ﬁh;slng pri

to 1 Pddlhltlkui cgﬂub1luui with a 14 percent fatlure rate on the

S X T X
flrut-tr!al writlng<nf rugiﬁtrntYun'uxamlnatjunn, indicatcs -tha

.

ql

or -

t

valuable and ‘scarce cducational resources are bonn@ invv sted Ln

students with low potentlal for siecess Jn the nuv.ln professi

The problem of a high attrition rate in schools of nur

IS

appears to be universal., A paper prv,ontud nL~thv~1060 Interna

t}una] Couneil of Nurses. st tated Lhut "nnv oul of ovury throoes

- . . , A ., . () =
entrants Lo nursing nchunln withdraw or are dismlgred.™ In 19

Lhe National league uf Nurbnng bngan a study duwllng WLth nurno
?\ R

carcer patterns.  Tn a report: of this study the s atnmﬂnt ‘wan”

made -that of the students studioﬂ'thwrﬂ was a 50 porcent attrit
. . " - S L

‘ 10 . . : ' C Tl
grams. The report of -the Ruyal. Commisrsion on Health Services
. ", . . R B .

t

mately 33 percent attrition from degr{e programs and 20 percent

3

.\’ .

7Ca1vxn W. Taylor and uthpr Selection aﬁd ﬁoomuifment

0!‘1.8

oing’

,6'?

ion

rate from degree programs and a 50 percent rate from diploma pro-

xi-  f

)

d

of Nursis and Nursing Students: A Rov;vw of Rescarch otudigb an

8 . . ' )
“I.J. Fueller,’ "The l're-entrance P'rediction of Survival

in a School of Nursing and Success on the licersing hxamlination

Pissertation Abstracts, 29:3335, 1965, - -

. -

QR. Bergmen, "Selection Through Ruscarch", Focus on_the

h6.T

t
’

fHutufv’(Switzorland: S Kargor; 1970), p. 103.. - - ’

u%&lrba}a Tato, "Rato of Graduation in Schoolr of Pur51
International Nursing Rcv1ew, 15: )39~)h6 1964.

ng"
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attrltlon from dlploma programs. “The reportgd w1thdrawal rate

for Newfoundland waﬁmg_,different than the nat10na1 average at

he tho.of the Royal Com 1ssion.ll Ingthe sample under jin-
, e, {

9.5 pcrcent‘of the students admitted
o e 3

vestigation in this:study

to the diploma program did not complcte the three years.

’ o ‘ v

Roducihg Attrition by Improving Studeﬂt Selection
“‘ ¥ . - .
* ALY cducational institutions are faced with the serious

/

"and continuing problem of attrition. This problem is less severe

"in schools offering multiple courses of study. Tf students do

not achic¢ve satisfactorily in a chosen course of study they_ have

the option of moving into an alternate course without excessive

loss of time, cffort, finances and sclf-esteem, ‘Howevef, the

problem assumes nmuch more critical proportions in schools offer-

-1ng only a s1ngle course of étudy. In this situation if a student

falls to achieve satlsfactorlly there is only ‘one alternatlve‘-
w1thdrawal. A prime example of such schools is the hospltal,'or ‘
diﬁloma program, school of ﬁursing. .In the diploma school the
sequential, progression approach is used whercby students.progéess'
as a class‘throqgh théfedhcatibnal program in a £unentia1.ménnér.
Thi.s approach_haé definite adﬁaﬂtaéesgin that itléllowslfaéuity
mgmbers to interact wi?h students on a contiﬁuing basis, ahd glsqﬁ

throughout the student's entire proéram.' However, the sequential

PR . é

o

o .

11Mdssallbm, op. cit.,, p. 28.

- I - Lo 1
permits an ongoing fecdback system with clinical resource personnel

<

Y



1

’

.progressioﬁ approach also has a ma jor disadvantage in that if a

-

-student leaves the program the:resultanht wvacancy canﬁot be re-

2

fiL.led.l Cohs@ﬁﬁgitly, student selection is a crucial responsi-.

‘bility cvnfronting'administrators of nursing'eduﬁation,diploma..
programsnb_Students yhﬁ fafl‘tu co@pletg lheif profesggénglf
“studies reprosent,‘dn,the one ﬁaﬁd; time and effort spent in
pursuit of an unachieved goai~that might otherwise have begn.

directed toward a vocation which could give succéss and satis- °

.0
!

Taction,'and on the ofher hand, opportunipies that céuld have

. ' " \J - . -
been available to other appl@cénts who might have successfully
. o = Lo \ . . .
completed the program. . i -

[}

r

‘This problem of attrition is undoubtedly gne of the main

‘ contributing faotours to the‘shoftage of nurses presently being
5. . , , . . ‘ =E

engrienced; therefore it is vital that schools of nursing

1 attempt to minimize attrition,
. )

-

Sfu@ent Selection Crifer;a T o

A3

ine pussiblé~way,to reduce attrition would bé.to‘improve

- \

’the'appliéént screening prodess in'order to identify those candi~ *

dates with the most .potential for'sudceésﬁul‘completion,and'also

* “identify and eliminate applicants who would not be-likely to

_:suc7essfqlly complete the program.

+

1250nn D, Hu%cheson, laretta M., Garland, and James k. -
Prather, "Toward Reducing Atirition in Baccalaurecate Degree
Nursing Programs: Ah Exploratory Study", Nursing Research,
22:530, November-December, 1970. . . :




_\'. Unf&l the present time the d\lterla used by the Adm1ss1ons‘

Commlttee oT the Gener§1 Hosp1tal School of Nurs1ng in selectlng

students were: (1) academlc achievement in hlgh school (spec1f1-" Lb .
L - / ‘A .

: cally Grade .X and Grade XI) and, when appllcable, grades attained

A

- at unlver51ty, (2) an éutoblographlca] sketch, (3) three 1etters

. of'reference, (q) a medical txaminatlon repori,: " and (5) a person-

' al 1nterV1ew, when -feasible. The Commlttee con51dered all 1nforma—

° . \ .

tlon obtalned from these sources, but appllcants had been accepted

prlmarlly on the basis of academlc achlevcment and .an acceptable‘

medical certlflcate; L e
A . - .
The . PCTE had not been usecd 1n determlnlng the selectlon

ef students, but for the siX years prlor to thls study students -
» —, . - . ".l ) .
~+ . accepted intO'the chool were reguired to wrlte the test follOW1ng
Lo e .‘U - \ ' 0
‘acceptanCe;_ However,-it would seem that a. p031t1ve and necessary

aspect of the selectlon prOCess could be the use of proper]y vali-- ;"

dated test bat&erles constructed to predlct success or fallure-
- . ~
in the nursing programs A good selectlon testA used in conjunctlon '

'With the other~sele€tion tools, could be extremely valuable in

1dent1fy1ng 1ndlces of nur51ng potentlal that would allow ratlonal

screenlng judgements. Foremost among these Judgements is whether

,there is a hlgh probablllty that the appllcant will successfully

l
complete the program.

2

Use of “the PCYE as a Selection Device

Zducators have long recognized. the value of standardized

tests for measuring students!' educational development. and academic

potential;fand today most colleges and universities use,such‘



~

tests es part of their admissions'procedure. Pver the last four

decades schools of. nur51ng in the United States’ have incorporated

&.

N QS~— into their selection programs screenlng procedures which use geher-

. .

. . s,
educational aptitudes. Although not yet as widespread as in the
. ) . . . ” A

Unitéd States, .screening procedures which include standardized

. Y .
tests are being used-more and more extensively by admissions

13

committees of Canadian hospital schools of nursing.

bbny reasons have generally-been adyenced in support of

the use of tests as selectlon dev1ces. Such reasons include

b 17

the following*

‘.

-

1. The admission of students who later w1thdr&w repre—

sents-a. financial 1dss to the studemt the school and the

Y

Frovince.

_ 2. The morale of‘some students in the'olass -if not .

the entlre class, may be adversely affected by the admlsslon

- i3

al and specialized standardized tests indicatiVelof»vocational and

~N

/r,and subsequent w1thdrawal of students who . encounter con51derable ;

difficulty w;th the ppogram.

'3, The quality of instruction may be seriously

affected. . ' w S

« Y
. —

R Some‘highly qualified candidates, who may have

- ®
applled late, may be re jected because less gualified candl-‘

dates have been accepted and the permltted quota reached

13“lszabeth Anne Wlllett and others, "Selectlon and
Success of Nursing Candidates: A’ ertlcal Survey" (unpubllshed
study, St. Michael's School of‘ﬁurslng, Toronto, 1970), .pp. 1 2.

ot



5. The‘experiencc of failfng and being forced to with-
. 2 - 4. _
draw may have a traumatic effect upon the studont. lack of
SucCcoess may serlously affeét the puychologjcal growth and develop—

ment of those Ivuo quallfled candldaﬁeu who are fTorced to w1th-

-,
R Y I 1L - : .o . .
Cdraw, S

6. The results of sclection tests are of considerable
.assistance in‘the guidance of the student. The strengths and‘
weaknesses revealed by the test scores may well indicate those

parts of the m;ggrgm that should be emphasized for the full
.ga development of -special abilities énd for the odérCOming of
‘deficiencies.

Y

7.. Thé selection test can help the admissiéns-éommittee,_

not only in ite sclection fuhctiyﬁ but aJsQ_in its guidance

e

-function. There aré_a variety of educational programs that
vnreparo for nurglng, and it is 1mportant that the prospectlve

utudhnt be guideéd, 1nto the program in.which she is most 1Lkely

«

to ‘succeedy canbmake her maximum contrlbutlon, and can gaxn

the greatuot personal satlsfcw't:l.on.l5

.

All of tho for9501ng cmphas1bo the need for the school

of nursing to have, as part of its selection procedure, a test,
’ - R | . .
or tesfs, that can aéequatcly discriminate between those most

B

amdhleasf likely to suc#eea in the nursing program. Since .such

4.

Ahpiq, . S ‘ ' ' .
. 5Nat10nal League for Nur51ng, "The NLN Pre—Nursing and
Guldance hxamination", The Use of Tests in Schools of Nursing, -

1:1-2, 1965, o ~ ‘ ' L

o~
0
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tests are used in arriving at decisions which may have great %n-

fluence on the’ ultimate welfare of individuals, on educational

Y

standards and,practices, and on development and’ utilization of

1
B

human ‘resources, it is essential .to know what reliance can safely
| R N '

’ .

.be placed on a gimen instrument. If the PCEE is to be considered

for use as such a selection tool'atvthe General Hospital School

between the Academic Withdrawal Group and the Non- = - "
§ academic Withdrawal Group?

»
"

. . . . : . N
: . . ; . R L - o ) : N .
! [N . .' B ) R ! - N ) L. -
N o - 10,
“ - .y . .
. : l. ’ -

of Nursihg, then it is important to assess whether or not thi;vfj\\' ’
test has shown any predictive valué\in this particular nursing \
program Sver the period of t1me At has been used. Such an,assess-
- ment would indicate its vélue as a selection instrunent'that
could be nsed to assist the school's'Adhissions.Committee'to ’
select applicants who can successfully complete the program, and
reduce to:a minimum the selection-of students who “have a low
potentiai-fornsuccess. B
RESEARCH QUESTIONS
This study attempted to answer the following ques-
» ’ ) ’.- : ’ ' .
tions: . : . . . '
& - . , - - .
\ 1, Which of the PCEE academic ability measures,”~
if any, differentiates between successful’ cadidates
. (validation Group) and those who withdrew from the
program (WithdraWal Group)°
2. Wiich of "the PCEE personality measures
any, differentiates between the Validation Group
: and the Withdrawal Group°
2. MWhich of the PCHL subtests differentiates



e N .

) | ; - on

4. Can the PCEE be used to determine an approprlate
ba51s for classification of applicants in relation to :
(a) dividing the applicant group for classification pur-
poses, and (b) determinjng cutoff points for classifica- -

s tion,” partlcularly with respect to minlmlzing the false -
acceptance of candidates° : '

y
<

DEFINITION OF T:RMS

.

Success in Nursing : . . B Tt

Fof thc curpose;of'this'cthdy success in nuésing wcs‘
.deflned as successful academic performance duricg the three .
year nursing education perlod and the pa551ng of reglstratlon
examlnationSz In this study’ the Validation Groupdincludeu~
nine students whc failed one subject on firgt-trial Qriting
of regictratioc cxamicatﬁons, bﬁt were cucceséfu;-on sécgﬁd

]

writing. .

. Registration Lxaminations

Registration ‘examinations are federal examinations

: - ' L s : K

designed to .measure minimum competency for thé safe practice
: . . . ot t

af professional nursing.

’

‘ Nursing éducation‘Dicloma Frogram

o Inlthis_study-a diplomalcrogrcm refccs tc.a three year

} nufsing'education program in a hospital school of nursing. During

.thebfirst two years the studeﬁts.cre inyclved in academic and nurs-
ing acagep;c courses witﬁ concufrent clinicél bractice. The thirg

‘ yeaf.focuées mainly on comprchénsivé.clicicai-experience. .Studcnts'

are awarded a diploma in nursing upon]éréduatioﬂ.

Validation Group ' . -,
. \

In this study the Validation Group consisted of: 209
L _ "



However, this project was limitpd:in that it did not attempt

-

students who had'successru]]y~comp1ctéd the schovul éf nursing

 program and~ﬁassed.rcgistratdon‘examinations..

"/__/‘ . '

"I
wrthdrawaj Group .
e {as

LY

This group cons lbtud of 87 students who, after bclng
adm1ttcd sto the school of nﬂrsing, WLtherW for cither academlc

Or non-academic I‘CQ sons.

. ' " LTMFTATTONS

?

.-The follow&ngllimitations of this rmsearch'pqojbct should

¢
. b noted:

K S . o @ . . T
"1% The study was limited in that it applied specifically

to oﬁe diploma ﬁrqgram sqhool‘of-ngréing in St,. JohnFE, I\Iewfoun_c’l-~
Yand. The findipgs of this study can have broﬁder dpp]icétion
only to thc extent that other school° of nursing have an educa-
t£onal program, obqectlves, phlloqophy, and dels§xon pollc1es
simila£ to thuse of the school studied’iﬁ thié project. |

2. Té.is recognized that ability, ﬁorsbnality fraits;l
and interest may be important factoré in détermiﬁing whether:é

o

stﬁdent will succeed in the basic nursing education program.’

to establish that,thcse‘attributes contributed to success, but

4

1imited ltSLlf to 1nvestlgat1ng ablllty and porsonallty charac-

a
v

.teristic dlffLPOnCO between.successful and unguccesuful

L)

candidates. | o T
3. A’ further limiting aspect of" this project was that

the study was carried but-on a select group. The students

'3

gl



.resultlng‘frqm ltﬂ

), i : '~W)

2

s

1nvest15atod had. passcd through the school's establlshed screen-
. ing procedures and had ‘been ‘admitted 1nto the school of nurs1ng

iprlor to wrltlng the PCLm. Consequently, find;ngs can be gener-’

a
v

,allzed only to olmllar groups of students.

<

. o QRGANIZATION GF THE Rzg)om' S
. | ' ' \ - o | . \-. o ‘ K . . . )'r
Chapteﬁ“a reviews the litérature related td-tﬁis project

-

. .Chgpter Q presents the gnalysesjof data and dlSCUﬁSQS.thQ rlgde

n=uA‘ihgs fur.the group uhder ihvestigation with' relation to the

v

'predlctlve validity of the PCYE, Chapter 5 SUmmarizeé the study

and sets forth conc1u51ons, 1mpllcat1ons, and. recommendatlons

«

-.in Cﬂapter‘; the procedures are presented,.lncluding a descrlpthn

't of the ICL,, the sample, data collectlon, and methods of analy51s.“



AT - .. Chapter 2 T ‘-fu B
3" REVIEW OF 'THE.LITERATURE

)
. -

",

As in. almOSt euery'other nrogram of advanccd-Pducstiong

~selectlon procedures are used in nurslng to. help 1n decidlng

[

< which a;pllcants‘w1ll be accepted.and which reaected » Slnce

~

3&

‘along with other instruments,. in the selectlon of-students.

4 .

. the beginning of schools of nursing[young people interestéd in

"becomlng nursing students have been subjected to variousg typesf‘

-

of prOCOdures and dev1c es presumably d951gned to assess thelr
Sultablllty for nur51ng. Howcver, it was not until abowt)l927

that schools of nur51ng began u81ng varloué klnds ‘of tests,"

o
kg

y - Q
[

,Since‘then the use of selcciion tests‘has gradually-increased:

(ver the past four decades- screening procedures utlllzlng

hgeneral and spe01a11?ed tosts 1nd1cat1Ve of vocatlonal and

educatlonal aptltudes havc been 1ncorporated 1nto the selectlon

programs of profe551on&l nur51ng educatlon 1nst1tut10ns in the"

. {.L:

Unlted States and to a lesser degree, in Canada. Thc hatlonal'

‘Ieague for Lur51ng now has an extensive FPre- nur51ng and Guldance

0

serV1ce for schools of nur51ng, whlle the Psychologlcal Corpora-<

N

both in-the Unlted States and Canada. Colleglate'schools of-

1 J -4 '

fnur51ng are also 1ncreasing1y maklng use of unlver51ty test

?

‘sérvices. . - l,- LT oo

;tlon ha “‘been prov1d1ng test serv1ces to many schools of nurslng,

'.Thé_lltefature indicates that'there sppears.to be general'

S
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agreement that 1t is essential that SChOOlS of nursbng make w1se

2 .,v-- . Ce

,use of tests and other selection tools. Nur51ng schools today

XL . L

are confronted Wlth large numbers of students with the required h
’ ﬁ ' "'r
cademic qualiflcations applying for admittance to nur51ng pro-

“w

grams, at the samt.time the problem of w1thdraWals from nur51ng

0.

N education prdgrams is an area of major concern for nurSing educa—

h

N tors, and has been for a conSiderable perlod of tlme. -

e v"

Concern vver, this problem of, student Withdrawals has re-:

~,\-.' ) .

”'sulted in cbnsiderable-recent-research‘inunur51ng,belng aimed-at.

AN TN T

attemptlng to discover determinants of student success.~ 1t should,”

be noted that surveys and studies pertaining to nurSing -have. been

done to a much greater extent 1n the United S+ates ‘than' 1n Canada.
American nurses and intorested rQSearchers of other dlsciplines
i . A

N A
5

Ny

- ',h ve. wriftén much more nrolifically than their Canadian counter-l

-~

- |

p ts. However, because of the nrox1m1ty of the two countries

and the 51m11ar1t1es in culture and educational philosophy, many

H .
’ .

'.of the survey and~the literature related%to.nurSing'haVe been ;

LhE .

.’-used on. both SlﬂCS of the border, for, as Stewart says, "the two

"

. countrles were never far apart 1n thelr nur51ng reforms, and

fthe gener l trends in nursing education have always been in much

-

El

¥ 1. . I,‘
the same direction and at about the same rate. 1 Consequently, o

T &
literature‘from the United States has had a great impact on’ the

;deveIOpngnt of nurs1ng 1n Canada.2

. \ . ,.t. I ~ ] i
- iy . ~ : - ~ Co
S iﬁsabel Stewart, Tﬁe ducation of Nurses (New York TheA
bbclhllan Gompany, 1943) P 128. ) C. -

\b'.‘

; 2Helen Mussallem, Vursxng qucation in Canada (Ottawa-
The Queen's: Printer . 1965), D. 7. . o - LT

'''''
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- 1ng thu predlctlve Valldlty of the PCEE.:

B AN

,“”4'. 16
In reV1ew1ng the llterature 1nvestigat10n was focuped on”

two areas: (a) research dcallng,generally wtth predlctlon studles

-~

~

" lin nur51ng,~andv(b) research spe01f1cally Goncerned w1th determln-,:

4
.

,;R;«:Dl'cmon STUDI £S TN NURSI_'L’G

- ° a N ] e - 4. . b , ) " ":'
'The Relatlonshlp of Tnterest and Personalltyfand )
Prediction of Succesq in Nursing _ .

»
-

Studles 1nvolv1ng 1ntercst and personallty of nursing‘stu;'

N . -~
v

dents began w1th Eiwood back 1n 1927. -Thus far such studies hdve

¢ [

been unablt to prov1de a really sound ba°ls for predlctlng success;.

@

but they de seem to 1nd1cate that su00ess-1n nursing may be related
! El .
“to interest and personallty vapiables. . ) -
In 1967 Tayior and uthers rcported the res ults of an ex-
Hten JVL survey of all nuf51ng schoo]s in the United States and.,.
tuerto Rlco. Thls research study was designed to prov1de‘1nf0rma—.
t;on that couid be used as a foundat]on 1Qr 1mprov1ng the svlec-

~f"
In s survey:.each school was asked to°

‘tion process in nufsi

: {
¢ describe the dev1 'S used for se;éﬁtlon and to summarize any're-

SuaPCh they had one 1nto the effectlveness of these scloctlon

_procedurcs. , ' P '

. ~ 4
]n summarlzlng the 111 rescarch studles obtalned as a’

\ rnsult of thls survey Taylor etated that- tbe reportod studlcs
u81ng 1nterest-saores as predlctive measures and grades in nurs-

l“ﬁ as crlterlun measure showed low correlations betweszn.
- 1ntorost scores and grades.. Simi]arry, low correlatlons were
‘ N ¥ .

, shown ip studies using pers onality test scores as predlctlve

'measures and gradés in nurslng school as the crlterlon‘measures.“

1]
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Adjustment in nursing scnodi end cllnical performance were. rarely

L

’ ueed as criterion measures, and when they were used the correla-

. 1 N
. tlons were neér-zero.} / '

» - There have bee‘fseverai studies-attenpting to determine
.1f 1nterest patterns are’ related to success in nursing school..
€I‘r1ggs,L+ Womer and Furst 5 and Healey and Borg6 carried.out such
'studles. ‘Their flndlﬁgs were essentially the same 1n that the
results showed that high scores in social serviceﬁqnd scientiric
interests'emergedfas t&pieal.patterns in the interest profiles

of student nurses and |practising nurses, These results appeared -

' to'suppbrt the assﬁmptipnathat certain‘interest‘patterns appear
_with greater frequency in nurses_than in‘unselected normative
Agronpsf f E | - RN '
Heale& and Borg carried"out a‘second'sthdy to try and-
demonstrate how patterns of 1nterest are relateo to success in
fnur51ng. They compared the Kuder Preferente (KPR) patterns of

students who successfully completed a nursing program wlth the

patterns of those who w1thdrew. However, they found very 11ttle

-
‘0

3C V. Taylor and others, "Predlction Studles in Nursing,™
Research Process -in Nurslng, ed. D.J. Fox and R.L. Kelly (New ’
York: ‘Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1967), pp. 165-175, =~ ' .

. hFranbes 0. Triggs '"Measured Intefrests of Nurses: Second
-Réeport", Journal 'of Zduc ‘1on Research, 42:113-121, Oétober, 19&8.

. 5F B. Wohgﬁ and E.J. Furst, "Interest Profiles of Student .
* Nurses", Nursing search 3:125- 126, February, 1955._

6Irene Healey and W, R Borg, "Vocatlonal Interests of
Nurses and Nursing Studénts'", Journal of Fducation Research,
4L6:346-352, January, 1953. ‘

e



e 18

'difference in the mean scores of the two groups, and concluded
that the KPR does not significantly differentlate between poten-

N
tially successful and unsuccessful nursing students.7

‘ \{ Doefield, Ray, and Baumperger carried out a study in whieh-
 they tried to determine'the value'oflthe‘KPR anu Strong roational '
Interest Blank (SVIB) as preﬁ{etorslof.success in'nursing. They
iconcluded that these instruments did net significantly separate
successful and unsuccessful students of nur51ng.8‘ Gersteih tested-
the Nurse Scale on the SVIB and found no significant differences"~
between ‘successful and unsuccessful nursing student‘s.9 Navran also

a~xr

carried out a study on the Nurse _Scale of the SVTB and the results
10

indlcated that it failed to nredict success in nursing school.,
Mowbray and Taylor 1nvestigated ‘the validity of the KPR

and SVIB as predlctors of success in nursing. The results of

.thelr study showed that. the Social Serv1ce Scale of ‘the KPR

‘ fylelded'51gnificant mean dif}erences between the,most and least:

. adjusted groups of. students and between those who remained in the.

" school and these,whp did not, 'Qn the other hand, the Scientific

L}

?Irene Healey and W.R. Borg, "Personality and Vocational
Intérests of Successful and’ Unsuccessful Nursing School Freshmen",
Yducational Psychological Measurement 12:761-765, 1952,

8MJ.ldred Doefield and others; "A Study of Selection
Criteria for Nursing School Applicants",” Nursing Research, 7:67-70,.
1958. . . . ’

9A.l. Gerstein, "Development of a Selection Program for
' NurSing Candidates" Nursing,Research 14 25& 257, 1965,

Leslie Navran, "Validity of the Strong Vocational
Interest Blank.Nursing Key", Journal of Applied Psychology,
37:31-32, February, 1953. | . - U
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~Scale on the nPR did not signlficantly separate the groups. This

findlng suggested that "whlle a’ sc1entific 1nterest may be helpful
¢ ” 3
to the student in tcrms of academic work, the over-riding deter-

minant of adjustment “and remaining within the school is the 5001a1
service srlentatlon.U The Strong Nurse Scale gave no addltional

1nTormation to that suggeqted by the hFR Social Service Scale.

ot

an the ba51s of this study the researchers recommended adminlstra-

tion of the YPR to prospectlve students of nursing, with spec1al
attention velng pald to the amount of 8001al service 1n§ﬁrest
dempnstrated by " the appllcant.

‘Personality inventories are not generally used as part

L4

of the selection procedure.of the school of nursing. Neverthe=-
-1ess’the'personality of the prospective nurse is an area of in-
~ terest; s.study ot the recruitment of '‘nurses in Canada_by'Robson
states that,"interviewers.regard favdrabiy charaetlr}stics which

represent the picture ef an average, well-adjusted, somewhat

orthédoi giri."la In other words, it is considered desirable.

'
- - - 4o

that nursing applicants have a stable, mature personality.

As stated earlier, studies of personality test scores

°

- asfpredictors of success in,nursing have generally shown very low

' “ N . N . . . " *
correlations with the criterion measures of grades in nursing
' g - : C. '
school, Thurston was'interested\}n the relationship between
P ] :

-

Jean K. Mowbray and Raymond G. Taylor, "Validlty of
_Interest Inventories for the Prediction of Success in a School
- .of- Nursing", Nur51ng Research 16:78-81, 1967. ‘

- R.A.H, Robson; Sociological Factors Affecting: Recruit-
- ment into the Nursing. Profession (Ottawa'.Tne Queen's Printer,

1967), p. 114,

° © ¥
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: perbonality énd hdhlevement and he”nsed the Minnesota Mnltinnasic
Fersonality lnventory,(MMPI) to"determine if any 'such .relationship
existed. From the results of this study it was concluded that
. , ‘ - . :
"the MMFI cannot. be used to predict 'academic success in nursing

education, and 1f the MMPI: were used'at ali—for selecting and
N

counseling student-nurses it would be‘necessary to employ a

3

'psychologist who was. skilled in the use of the MMPI and willing
13 -
> .

Thurston also. used thc Luther Hospital Sentence Completlon

to submit hls judgement to emplrical test."

-Test (LHSC) 'to measurevthe pprsonality characteristlcs of student.
nunses. The LHSC was developed specifically,to evaluate attitudes
nnd‘emotions of nunslng schoql applicants andjstudentn. Tﬂe re-
sults snowea a signifinant relationship between pérform&nce on
‘the IHSC and achievement. However; Thurston did not nelfqurthat
these :esults justified reconnending general unncof‘thg LH5C, but.
' 'nnther that it shdnld be used with‘caqtinn for screening and pre-'
diétinn purposes.u+ | ‘

Miéhagl anq othe;s, investigating'the academic success'of(

128 nursing school candidates, used the¢ 16 Personality Factor In-

‘'ventory (16FF) and MMPI to predict grades in nursing school.

.:.._’ " .\ ’

13John R. Thurston .and others, The Prediction of Success
4Ain Nursing iducation: Fhase I and Phase 1] (Wisconsin Wisconsin
State University, 1967),. p. 2% . -

~ % 5onn R, Thurston and others, "The Relationship of .
Personality to Achievement "in Nursbng Fducation, Phase II"
Nursing Research, 17: 265 268, 1968.

B

o2
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Resultslshowqdﬁipat the 16TF and MMIT sgales "yiclded correlations
"15 . N .

-

'of VLrtually no prod1ct1ve value : ’ ' .

-

1n 1970 Go"a conductod a study 'in whlch“he devoloped pro-—
Illcs of nur.nn‘r studontq based on academic }ottnt1al acadcmlc

achicvement and personality. The Gordon YerSUQal rrofile (Gfr%

rand the Gordon Itrsonal Tnventury (GFT) were uspd to construct the

b

pcrsongllty profﬁ]o. Flndings indlcatcd that thosc students who

were succassfui and graduated had hlgher means than  the dropouts

¢

un the Reéponsibi]ity Scale of the.GPP-.also, the successful group

“had- sngnlflcantly hlgher means than thc unsuccessful on tho Soc1a-

re

blllty Scale’.and Urlglnal ‘THinking Scale of the GPP and GPi. ,

Anether flndlng was that graduates who rec01th a favorablt work'

performance ratlng had signiMicantly higher means than graduates

who roccived'ah unfavorable work performance ratidg on tHe Ascend-

aﬂcy Scale of'the‘Glr and the. Vigde Scale of the GIT. .1t was felt

-

that this data lndlcated the GEP and\GIT could‘bo‘used to aid in,

the 1d‘nt1ftcatlon uf potcntlal ar)poutb and unfavorable work per—

: 1 v . . .
formance. 6 . . o

R v
<

In summary, it apooars that 1nterest and persunallty inven-

.
)

torng have not b“Ln too successful in prtdlctlng nursing school
‘ .

[N . o . .

, | 1\-

l5'Jllllam B, Michael and othero "The grltorlon -rclated
Validities of Cognitive and Non-cognltlve Fredictors in a Training
Program for Nursilng Candidates", "Educational and .Fsychological
Mca%urement,:13r938-987, 1971., ‘ - ! 4
6John Thomas Goza, "An Investigation.of the Acadomlc‘
Lotential, Academic-Achievement, and Personality- of Farticipants

- in an Associate Degree Nursing Irogr%m" Dissertation Abstracts,

31:5442, March, 1971. - - S

=
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"o ptudies of Attrition in -Schuols of Nursing

‘achievement and success. Tt should be noted, however, "that while

_nﬂjym

v
~
AL
r
N
N

[

o

mosl authorities are generally agreed that there is a lack of ob-
. . . ) - N

. .t o N . Lo . PR,

jective cvidencoe on the vocational-and -educational significance

of personality factors, they do conclude that personality has' a

Cprofound e ffect. upon adjustment, both cducationally and vocation-

17

Tt svems reasonable to assume, therefore, that the per=

sonality charactceristics of an applicant in rg]ation to ability
. L.

tu adJust -should be considered as a possible determinant as to
4 .

°
[}

whother or not the individual will remain in the school of nurs-

. ~

ing or withdraw,.

.

For a number of years the problem of sxcessive attrition
. R . . * N . . .‘ .
has been a major onc for nurse oducators, and the literature

has sugpgested that lack of effective sclection methods inschools

B Y

of nurging is a main éontributing,factor to thisTaﬁtrition problem,

Hutcheson, Gapland, and lrather undertook an invegtigation in an

attempt to‘try and identify some of the causes of attrition in

baccalayrcate degree programs, and to consequently determine .

3

whether attfitiunupight'ba minimizced through adapting and coordine

ating scregning processes-and institutional practices. :

v

.The findings ufrfﬁjs stu%y suggestcd that demographic

*

characteristics and academic potential and achievement have little
N 4 N & ' ' .. f

prodictive value in identifying potential dropouts, and may not

, N ,
be as reliable as factors such as clinical performance and the
) ’ . e o .

N

N

17 ‘ v . e .
‘7Dona1d “, Super and John (). Crites, Appraising Vocational

- Fitness (New York: Harper and Row, 1962), p. 5l6. - g '

© B a
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! - . : .

studént's rpiptionship td'ﬁursing faculty and school administra-

™~

tion. . The reséarchers suggested that the relationship between

cijnical performanco and attrition cbuld.be crucial. They recom-

mnnded thas moaqureo of cllnlcal performance potent:al should be

tested and 1ncludod in the apnllcant screenrng proccss.' Further,

\the data suggested thatudeveIOping and_strengthcning patterns of

contact betwccn students and nursing sbhool faculty and gdminis— -

1

traturs; with 'ncrrased onportunLtLes for counscling and guldanCL,

1

might be cffective in decreasing attritionﬂrates. - Tt should_béf

1

nat=d that the data uséd_in this.sﬁudy werc quite ]imitea in that

only 41 students were involvgd. The authors recommended broader.

18

- . : ' ) s ‘
.research in this arla using larger quantities of data,’ : ’

The focus of a recent study by Varnecke, involving a
’ i . . . :} ) ) .
collegiate nursing program, was to aprroach the problem of attri-

¢

" tion ih'tcrms of threcrBasic problems the &chool of nursing must

‘help the student to solve-in order to socialize into the nursing

rdle. ‘These probléms'wcrc defifed as: (1) devélgging an intrin;

sic committmont to the content wf the role, (2) providing'a defini-

tion.of the role broad enough to include the professional orienta-

tion, and (3) developing a definition that is compatible with the

. N : . v‘~. CN : .
primary roles of the femals, that of wife-and mother., VWarnecke
verformed a multiplc discrimlnant analysis to detorminc the

extent to which 20 indices ruflectlng conflict along these dimen- .

"sions ‘could be. used to ulscrlmlnato between non-dropouts and

18John iie Putcheson, jaretta M, Garland ‘and James
Jrather, "Toward RuduC1ng Attrition in Baccélaureate Pegrge
.Nursing Frograms: An “xploratory Study'", Nursing Re&earch

22:530-533, November-becember, 1973. -- L.
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‘four categorles o(;dropouts, namely, llberal arts, dlploma nur51ng,

marrlage and cmployment. The results of the . ana1y51s 1nd1cated

that these.dlmen51ons of role confllct did ald in describing the
vpattcrns ‘uf CYPLFL@HCP in the colleglatc program that led to the

19
observou attrltlon.

Another 1ntcrost1ng plece of rcsearch involves an investi-

gatlon carrlcd out by the (hlo utate University Schowl of-dursihg,
This conoLst<d of a longitudinal study of the Teasons for'attri&

[ 1
. ’ ' 5.

tion beginning with the entering class of 146 students in 1966
Frcdjctof variables uscd were the Amefiéan College Tnntt.Battery

(ACT), the 16 IF, the iyers-Briggs Type Tndicator (MBI), and the

1 -

@pru—nursing pd&nt—hbﬁr ratio. The point-hour ratio is computed

'by'muitiplying cach nume¢rical grade by the number of academic
. v ) ‘ ‘ [

credits given fofr the course, summing across all courses, and

dividing by the total number of academic credits, Criterion
, : ST
» ’ % . -
variables vere comlﬂetion versus non-conmnpletion of the nursing

-

program and 1orformance in nur51ng. " The ACT Battery and thn pre-
nur51ng point-hour ratio ‘proved .to be the best Drndictors.

Howmvcr, the point was made ‘that cvén these predlctors would
. {

" have screcmoed out 'some students_wh0~successfully campleted the

-20 -
program, - = *°

19 : ) . ' '

’R B. Warnecke, "Non-intellectual Factors Related to
Attrition from a Collegiate Nursing - Frogram", Nur51ng_Besearch
22 5)9, NOVemb@r-Iwcembor, 1973.

.&: ao'lma L. Wittmeyer and others, "A Tongltudlnal Study of
Attrition. and Academic Performance in a Collegiate Nursing }rogram“*
.dur51ng Research, 20 339 =347, July- August 1971

4
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‘ 'lt has vbu:«"‘li. .L;tatm‘l“' that "with respect to nursing at t,x:i't.h)n

.

’ A . . -I Tt o . & . ' s .
much has boen wyritten but the studies sceem to display a monotonous:

]

winilarity.!"" Taylor and others, in. summariw=ing their findings,

madie aostrong case for further careful study in the following

-

statement: e : ' ,

o
.

“urther rescareh in this area is sorely necded because
of the high cost, ‘both Lo individhals and institulions, of
attrition innursing schools and turnover among nursing
“personnel,  stimates of the ‘cost of i‘ogruj ting, selecting,
inducticn, and training one individual for different occu-.
pations n Lthe world of work .range fmm:hundrmi.-: Lo thou-
cuanmds of dotlars to thevorganication, not counting the loss
of & vpereonsins the training opot or the headaches of, repcat-

, Ing the vntire cycle to get a replacement into the status -

-« of a’ tul l=tledgrd worlkeer. There is adso an unestimated
poychologi©eal apd financial cost to the indwvidual ih terme:
Jof lass of time and of fort. and the personal disappointment ’
and . frustration when ne has angunsuccess it exporienc:: and
prerhars even findg himself in t wrong field.  When any
attempts are made to redtee school attrition or job turn-
..WVt‘f‘ through some corrective action, we strongly recommend
.that cach attem:t be acecompli shed by a’ well-designed ro-
.search study s that the degree to which ¢ach particular
action i effective can be detoermi ned, o ST

-~ . "

-

The Rietalionahi p of Acadcmic Ability.-and lreddction .
“of Suceer: in fursing ' ’

¢
.

Taylor an: others, in roscarching th.e major predictive

ctudies of nursing success and the devites uscd by nursing
By . ! L : - ’
schools. in selocting stud-nts, imdicated that the most frequently

studicd criteria for success in gehools of nursing have been
neasures of academic performance and continuance in - the .schoul,

Substantial corrclations have gcnorally,bncn obtainced when

1
3

Lvid., p. 339 S :
22, 0 N

Calvin W. Taylor and others, Sclection and Recruitmen

of ‘Nurses.and Lursine Studcents: A Revicw of Rescarch Studics and |
I'ractices (Salt jake City: University of Utah FPress, 1966), p. 339

) ) R ,
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learning ability tests such ‘as achiévement, aptitude apd. intelli-
- gence tests have been used as predictive measures and - ides_ih_-

schools of nursing and registration examinations are used‘as

. . c * v . ’ . " \
criteria measures.23 This seems to- suggest that measures of\\academ-'

is a'bi'lity' predict success in schools. of- mirsing wi'th'a substa\ntia'l , ¢
. N '

degree of accuracy. However, it should alsq be ngted' that correla-

tions between the predictors and the criteria measures have- been

found to vary greatly within any. one particular school and.across

2

’ studies.
The inability of students to cope with the academic delands

of nursing education ‘has long been an area of concern and investi'- ‘

gation, Through.the years research has shown tﬁat_rneasures o'f_ acaden-

ic ability 'seem to be the best predictors of success in nursiqg edu—

—

cation. The main crlteria of selection .are usually related to the

academic ability of candidates.. Robsonaﬁ}s%ted that the p.rinci-

: / L h
pal criterion for the selection of students of nursing is their - ‘
‘academic abiiity ‘as ‘measured by tiieir hi'gh school gr'ades.25

A study conducted by Ruiz, Thurston and’ Foshek inirestigated"
selected personal characteristics of graduates of veriohs mursing
' schools as these characteristics related ,to success on licensing

~ examinations. The personal characteristics studied’ included

-

230 w. Tay\lor and others, "Prediction Studies in Nursing"
Research Process in Nursing, ed. D. J.-Fox and” R.L, Kelly "(New
York: Appleton_Century Crofts, 1967), PPe 165—1'?5. ’

2L’Ibid
ZSR Al H Robson, Soc:.ological Factors Affecting Recruitment
. into the Nursing Profe551on (Ottawa The Queen's Printer,’ 1967), /
p. 118, ° 4 .
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-'i'ntelliigcﬁ'Ct? ‘sélected life hlotory e-ventu, and persbnality struc-

turce. In Agoneral, 'jx tellectual putential was the most reliable

v

prredictor- of success,\ with the othen factors playing negligible

. ] el
I"UJ.US..

o
-

.unday and lluyt conducted a study of tho valunty of tho
‘-_"A'.'ﬁcrican'Co]' epd Teata (A("I‘) for predi ctmng suce o in schdols of.

nursing. ’I‘ho study reviewed data from the ACT Rescarch Service .

on-the usc of ‘tho ACT in schools of nursing-. ’I‘h_e_,s‘amplo"éonsisted

- of bog'i'nnin[; studcnts frum sceven different schools. Results of

this stmiy shoved that forrthe nursing schools used in t‘hi~s'sam-
plt, tlw ACT had substantial validity for prt,dlctlng sucgess 1n“

a vam‘_ty of quecn‘ic courses in the first year oUCh as nglish,

~

27

A2

Social“ Studios,' Nursing Fundamontals, and Sc1once, as well ao,the

5v;ral1 7gradev qchuv.cd 1n the f_LI‘St ycar. The, coprol&twh of ACT
data w;th o‘veral‘.f- grades was . ‘70 or higher. “Jther predictive 7
c‘orr-ulc‘lt»ions ranged k’rom .52 to .62 The researchoru empha51:*od
however,, thai:.\'.'hi.l-.;- ,‘ACT‘ (iaEa appoa}" to be usefully predictive,
. i\a'rtijcular]y of first yoar.po!r'fli)'rmand%' d'lf‘ferénc 28 1n nurs1ng
. schuois {II‘O’ S markod that it wou]a bo hazardouo to- ge nz.rahze

one school'f results to another. Tt was stressed that Valldltir_s

should be establis hod for individual - schools to. take -int‘o‘account

v . 4 -

““ . . . . -l
~

v

ZG_René As Ruiz, Hc ster 1, Thurston, and, Neila A. loshm:,
. "Intellectual Factors, Biographical Information, and Iersonathy
Varlablz.s as Related to lerformance in the l'rofessional Nurse-
licensurc “xamination", DMNursing Rogcarch, 16:74-78, 1967.
. . P ] . “

'
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uniquce aspects of the school's students, policics,aphilosophy,

[) -

27 . o o, ,

< . .
and ohjectives.™'. - . ;- . . &

A

. \.\ . 3 R Al

A study -by Backman and Steindler investigated the re-

-

) ' - )

s

4at¢ungth nf upCC“fLC admissivns eriteria to success in a
. %

-3

qollrgnatc nurSLng rggram and to performante on the  State 2Board

cxamlnatruns

measures
n :

and cumulative grad& point average at’ the pnd of the two year '

. Cx)rru-’L_atj.‘un coefficidnts wwere computed between

=

of scholastic antitude and.achievement “on onu,hqdh; BN

collegiate nrobram and secores obtainod,on the Stat¢e Board cxam-

Inations

wore the

»

Hathemalics subtest of the Scholaqtlc Aptltudo Test (uAm), &9d

»
>

high sch

currclations with the gradn “OLnt average and tho Stat Board .

on the other hand. Mvasures ol aptitude and achizvement

7

Wechsler Adult fntalngonte Scale (WATS) tho Vnrbal‘dﬁd

3

oul rani.. Results hoWud that-the SAT. Verbal ‘had hlghor

.

cxaminations than-did the‘wthor casures. GCOres éh the Vocabu-

lary and
foigtvd

scores;

coljc

23

Scorc.

Tnformation subtests of ‘the W{ ﬁ_gyrw élso»significanjly

to grade point average and State Board cxaminations :

"High 'school rank appeaféd‘to be as good a predictortaf
o grade:point average as the WATS Full Scorc and Verbal
a . ' . . . .

. L

A somewhat gsimilar study.waé done by Kovacs-to_uétefmihe

¢ . 1 .

Success

“Xxamine:?
and lerf

‘20:546,1

27]90 liunday and l.onald P Hoyt' "Prtdictiﬁg Academic-
for Hursing Stude nts', Nur81ng,Qeucarch 14:341-344, 1968.

o] . N
thrgaret 5. Backman and Frances H. Stcindler, "let's
Frediction of Achievement in a Colle glate Hursing I'rogram

armgnce on State Board wxaminations", Nupsing ReSﬂarch

Novumbur—uetembeﬁ, 1a71, .
ch . . . .

°.,
s



: ba51c baccalaureate program in- conjunctlon w1th.succesqfully na :

gsuccoos in the baccalaureate

personaiity, and oduéational

e PO S - ‘ . . ' ‘ .
. P ‘-‘ .,‘ . . L. . . R . ’

tho cffectlveneee of measurcs of 1ntclllgencc, rank in hlgh school

class, and penformance on tho SAT 1n prcdlctlng complctlon of a

‘p.. PN S
1ng State Board examnatlonsa Tt was conc]uded rrom this study

that the VeTba] and Total‘SAT ocores appeared to bn noro upeful
4

than meHsureq of 1nte]l:gence and hlgh school rank 1n predictlng ‘ .l
‘ . e 20 ’ )
‘urogram.;’

] Rt

9 _7 -)’ - v - g . .
’ .Burgegs,'uuffcy, and Temnle usod 56 1ntellect1ve, 1nterest

N r

varlables as pOS¢lb]G predlctors of

[

. most significant

. COLlC”thO program based on academlc potentlal

1struct pruflleg of academic potentlal

~_suCCes

aycrage and thL resulto of 1q

N E ¢
- .

1n w colJeglate'prugram of nursxng. The result of th1°

pro-nur81ng grade 101nt average to bo thL sxngle
30 T e

prcdwctor of. succeqs.._ ¢

.- - : . /-
- . .

.,

hlS study, developed profjlevnof stud»nte 1n a

utuq.y showed the

- Goza in

academlc achere-

ment and as stat d earlrcr, pcrsonallty ThL Callfornla Teqt

.of nental .nturlty (CTHH) the Amcrlcan College Testlng lrogram

ll

;(ACT), and the ulagnustlc Rea01ng Tests’ (DR”) were used to con- .

The flnal grade n01nt A.‘,,i

.
P

National League of Nurs1ng Achiave-

3
4

*ment Tests werceused to. construct pr0f11e° of academlc achievement

- ) .

."'Lhe proflles ]ndlcated that the successful students had elgnifle,:-”

- wecember,

’ cantly hgbhcr reans than the dropouts on the final grade n01nt ) - R

' of Fredietion of* Success in a. Colleglate ‘Program” of

'.""5 PR PR el
o 29 | ' R T
. Alberta ‘R, onacs, "Fredlctlng Succeqs in

idte Schools of NurS1ng" Nursing Research .QQ 547,

1971, . e

N 3 . ¥
R - -

R f’om.n. Burgoss,. i, Duffey, and ¥.G. Temnle, “TWo Studies’

Three Collegs .
November- .. % oo n

Nur51ng" o |
Nur51ng RLSUarCh 21: 957 366 July-August, 1972. A
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erage. Graduates who pg:sed the S%?te Board examlnatlons had

‘

means 51gn1f1cant1y hlgher than tho 5@ whu falled on the ACT

CThI flnal grade pomnt average, and all thc Patlonal Ieague

0"

of Hursing'tests.' une' of the conclu51ons drawn from thls study

E‘ - . - ) » <
. ' : wa “that thc acaaemlcally superlor vtudents had greater success
' 31 -

'“.j_ \~ on, tht Stato Board examlnatlons. ;
The lltcraturc has rGVLalLd an appr001ablu background
‘ oo of gtudlcs deallng gunerally Wlth pred1ct10n nf succcgs 1n Y

‘s
N .

R nursrnv. ThGSL studios havt ﬁemonstratea that scholastlc an—'

LN : ¢
.. . 4

tltudb and achlevnmcnt are, of'value 1n predlctlng succe s in
the SChOUl of nurqdng and on ruglstratlon cxamlnatlons. "High'

_,Qchoul grades and twr'tu of learnlng ablllty can, wzth some *,

AR accuracy, urealct academlc 'Bucces qﬁin nursihg. It would seem,

. “~

Qe thercforo, that”the most usual pré}:ctors of success in nurulng

“education-ana the main criterla of sele ctlon arc related to the

1, ’ Lo . . . o

dcaoemwc abxlzty of the student It shuula b» po;nted out

hoWever,.that the e predlction otUdleS have been conducted on

sclect sam.:les.o Tn general the subJects under lnvestlgatlon

hac bec orlvinally scrccncd selectcd anq admltted to the

' nursrng urugramo on the ba81s of ccholastlc apt:tude and achleve-

-

N . A e ' '. o C ‘., \' . P
. 31Jo}m Thomas Goza, "An Investlgatlon of the Academic

rotentlal “Academic Achlevement and Personality of lartlclpants
1n .an uﬂ5001ate Legre@ Nur51ng rogram" Dirssertation Abstracts,

s 51 shh2, larch, 1971,
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'FR’UTCT]VE VALIDITY OF THr. P'SYCHCLOGICAI. CORFCRATT.N:
SNTRANC . YXAMINAT}QN rUR SCHUULS CF NURoTNG -

+

fhc rucognltlon uf the. ru]atlonghnn bLtWPGH academ1e abllmty
g b
.and sucqess.ln pur sing cducatLon has Jed to tho dCVLlOment ol a
' ﬁar&éty uf’infelligenc and achlevemrnt fb q spcc1flca1]yndo isncdf
.for the SLlUCtldn ur nurs 1ng studcnt - vnhe such te&t is the LSychdi
loglcal Gurporatiun ,ntrancc “xamtnatlon for qhowlsd>f Nurstdg'(}cﬁﬂ)h
| The 1ljter nture has ngt rcvoaleu any sgﬁdiés or research:

nrojects dono-speéiﬂ;cally.tusdetcrmine the ﬁrodictiyu yaiidity
'..of‘fhis particular selo;tlon thfﬁ .HQWU;OP, Taylor and others, in .
thvir suscY raléféd to effective saicction dovicos,.found that.sub—
stantiai COPrC]atIOnu existed bctweun the iCui Ability measures and.
grades in HUPSLHS school and on State Board examlnatluns. Lay]Jr

A

rocuarch 1nd1cated that thu PCLE battvry and the Natlunal league

’

fnr Nurhlng battery 1ppearcd to nrodlct success in nursing "chool

equally wull but that ‘the i€ batt ry'was<ﬁ0t:a8'gdod a rredictor,

«

»-

Jf,Stato Board c¢xaminatiuns as the Natiomal Ieaguc for Nursing

ba{tp;y.ﬁa The Lsychological Corporation rocoﬁmends ﬁhc‘Scholastic-

"Aptltudo Total as the best 51ng1n score to use in ‘predicting academ-
ic grages and State Board examlnatlons_scuros.
In-219067 the rsychologjcal Corpopatibn publishdd'tﬁe resultsn

- of afvalidity study of the :C:%, The Corporatlon carried out. thls

fntudy using eight schools of nurswng in tho ‘United States. The

2 ' ' Lo o

’ZC.W. Taylor and others, "Prediction Studies in Nursing",
Rescarch Process in Nursing, ed. D.Jd. Fox and R,I. nally (New York:
Anpletun-Century-Crofts, 1967), pp..165- 175._ . : v

e
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report stated that "there is good ev1dence that Ablllty test

scores predict

'-allty measureu
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_Wlthdrawal Group

-1’RDC~E'DU3ES

.This chapter dlscusses the sampllng, 1nstrumentat10n and
stat1§t1ca1 procedures used in thls study.

S | SAMPLLNG v / .

e

Two main groups were 1dent1f1ed from: the total sample of

296 nursing atuéents._ The Valldatlon Group comprlscd 209 students

and the Wlthdrawal Group numbered 87 students. .The makeup of the

/
<

groups by year | is shown in Table 1. .. -

L h Tablc 1 . | »
humber of Students in each Cla351flcat10q.
Category for the Years 1967 ~1970 '

.- '-' , . e Wr lo
Classification : o B “ 1967 1968 1969 1970 .Totel

Validation Group . \ ! o . - ‘ -

._l. ‘Those who completed the nursxng ‘ <A,,' o

program and passed reglstratlon , . Co <
examinations on first trial = 16 65 59 60 200 -

2. Those who coﬁpleted the nursiné.
program and vassed registration’ '
‘ examihations on second trial 5 3. 0 1. 9

v -
~t

l. Those who withdrew for academlc ol

reasons o 4 10 :;l‘ 9 . 34"
2. Those who withdrew for non- - o e

academic reasons Coe -9 17 14 13 53
Total - ' 3u* .95 8l 8/ 296 -

-

In!£967 there were 90 students admltted to the schdol of -
nursing. Unly }ﬁ of this number wrote the PCEE,

33

L3
A




The Validation Group v. S . . .

L As indicated in Tabie 1, thé Validation Group had two sub-

divisions. -The first subd1v1s1on was made up of\EOO students who

succesofully completcd the nur51ng program and passed reglstratlon

e

examinations on first trial Writing. The second subdivision in-

—_— . &

il . )

volved those students who succeeefully eompleted the school of
‘nnrsing nroggam'bpt were unsucceseful-on first trial writ}ng of
rcgistration eigminations. This-gronp numbered nine stndents,
or approxihately q;9‘pércent of the total Validation Group, It '
should be noted‘that these nine students failed only Q;e sectign,
' Qf'tne registration examinations, and eil were'succeesfullon

. the second trial writing.

The Withdrawal Group

This group vas elso,subdivided. The first subdivision
‘was the AcademicJWithdrawal Group. .This gfoup was made up .of
- Sh stndents'wht withdréw from the school of nursing.chause of
academic feilunp. The second subd;vision'was the Non-academic
Withdrawal Groun. Ttere were 5} students in thie group, all of

whom'withdrew from:.the éehool‘for rkasons. other than academic.

.
&

. These samples were studied with reference to scores ob-
b b e

tained on the PCEE to ascertain the extent to which success or-
[ .

fallure in the nur81ng P g am and reglstratlon examlnatlons‘

was asgoc1ated W1th gie level of scores attalned on the test.

< 4P
The studcnts wrote the PCEE after acceptance into the school of‘

nursing; therefore the test was “not. used as a selgction device

N -

for these students.
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. THSTRUMENTAT1 ON , . -
In i962 the rsychéldgical Corporation issued a riﬁised
v ‘ |
«intrance mxamination for Schouls of Nursing, the.ICEE'Fofm i, -for :
the identification:of quaRified appiicants for thools of hursing; *
fhe:tcst‘consiSts of Academic Ability)tesgs and‘a Fefaohal;ty .}
3ihvent;ry, conétruct?d cspeéially té meet the se]ection.ﬁeeds of
nursing SEhoois. ‘During 1962-6% a sccond formlofwthe Entrance |
.Qxaminatiqn wam'develoﬁed, the I'CER Form IT, tu be used as an
aiternate for Forﬁ 1. Tﬁo Corporafﬁon has séid that the;fiye
Ability tests on the.two.forms are paralleifin structure, bpntent,
&ifficulty, and ameaning, but contain no dublicapion of q&éstions.
The Peypsonality measunés drb,identiqéi in both fords.l
2 » : - .
Ability Measures '

'

The Aéility measures of the ICLL consist of a battery of

!

-

five tests of academic ability. These five. testd gielqﬁscérés
-fbr seven.measures; naﬁei&, Verbal Ability, Numerical’Abil@Ey,
Sgiénce Tnform;tion; Reading‘éomprehénsion, Arithmétiq Procégses,
ngeraliTnﬁormation, and a composite Scho}asfic AptitudajTotal (SAT);
., This cqmpésite score is obtained from the Verbal Abiiity; Numerical
Ability, Science, and Reading tests.® | |

Fersonality Measures S : . T -

The Personal Préferencé Schedule (PFS) of the test measures -

lThe F@ychdlogieal Corporation,. "Predictors of- Success in

. Schools of Nursing", Nurse Testing Bulletin (New York: The Psycho-
logical Corporation I'rofessional Lxaminations Division), April, 1965.

5
Ibid.
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six personality charactgristics,_ngmély, Acﬁ&eyeﬁépt,AOrdeﬁl;ness;'
Pérsistence, Congeniaii£y,-ﬂltruism?,and ResPeétfﬁlnéss. This'
?attery of-teégé ié designed priharily to‘assess'fhe afplicant's

'atﬁitudés'apd feelings.. These tesﬁé are recommended” by thé Psycho-
logical Corporation as being helpfu]“in understanding and couhsel- '
L . J . " to.
© ing new. students. They are not recommended for use in the selec-

5 . .

\
tion procedure.

" Reliability of the FCiL

The. reliability data for the Ability subtests of the PCLE,

as repprtéd by the Psychological Corporation, are found in Tablq 2.

. Table 2° o .
\ 1 4 ' ’ : ) ! . ' ' >
‘Reliability Coefficients of Ability Subtests
. Reliability Coefficients

" Subtest - . - : Form I . Form IT

Verbal -Ability . RN 3 I 9%

Numerical Ability o ' ‘ .91 .90
© Science Inforﬁ%tion . .35 - .87 o
- Reading Cumprehension : . T Th ‘ W75 u .

Arithmetic Frocesses S W82 T 76 )
_Genéral Infermation ,':'. .88 T .90
“Scholastic Aptitude  Total C .96 . .96

Reliability cdefficients were computed for each test of"

each form and, as can be seen from Téble 2, the reliabilities were

very'similaf for the corfespoqding tests in Form I and Form IT.

-

b ]

21bid. -
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The Corporation's reliability report StatéS' "The reliabllity co=-

Vo

'-ﬁﬂfffic1ents, as computed by the Kudar-Rlchardson Formula 21 are -
~ large, indicating hlgh 1nternal con51stency for each part of tﬂe
battery;"u The report goes on-to say: "The large intercorrelations
of ghe subﬁests in the two forms give evidence.of strbng alternaté-
form reliabilify. The parallel constpuction of the two fornms, éupport-
‘ed.pylthe correlational data, indicates a high degree of equivaienceQ"5
Acdérding to the'Psychological Corporation,; reliability é;atistics
for the FCEE Ability subtests are “en§3re1y sétisfactory.“6' No
feliability data‘for the Peréonality subtests of'the PdEE were re-— -

pbrted.by'the stchoiogical Corporation.: : : :

Validity of the PCEE ' . | o , o

.In 1965 the Corporation egtablished a research program
to study the validity of the PCEE Ability measures as predictors
of academic an pré}essioﬁal performanée. Eight ;choolé of nurs- .
-ing in the,Uniied‘States agreed té participate ip this résearch
program. The resplts.of thiS'study—were published in'tée Nurse
Testiné Bﬁlletin for May: 1967. Tﬁe repﬁrt p}esenfed validitf
information in relation ta thé following cr%teria: (l)laJMitted
vs. not admitted, (2) age differences, (3)'émount of pre-nursing-
education, (4) academic dfopouts,'(S) correlation with grades,
(6) yearly and overall grade averages, (7) individual‘coursé
grades, kB) achievement test sqorés;‘(Q) 1icenéure exémination
‘scores, and (10) success vs.rfailure. The results.of this_

validity study, as. published by the Psychological Edrporation,
. o : B

L‘.Ibid., De 2o slbid., po [}u ,6Ibid°., ‘Pe. 2
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‘ of students for schools of nursing.
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are, sunmarized as.follows:’ S E X A

Admiited vs.‘hot admitted. Students'aémittcd to the~nufu—'

1]

ing .schools’ studied scored hxgher on all SUbteStu than students

who were not admltted The report stated that thls result 1nd1-

-

catea that the PCEY ‘played -an 1mportant nart in the selectlon

id

Ape differences. Students under 30 ycars of age ehcelled

on the MHumerical, Reading and Arlthﬂttlc lrocosseo measures,

. Students over 30 years-of age scored higher than the younger

students on-the¢ Verbal, Sciencec, and General Informatiun subtests.,

The Scholastic Aptitude'Tdtal.was not related to age.

' ¢ » N .‘. ’ C
Amount of pre-nursing education. The Ability subscores
were pwvitively'related to level of pre-nursing education. Iost

noteworthy was the significant 1ncrease of the comp051te'score

( SAT) with rrreater Lvucatlonal baclkground.

Academic dropouts. Those failing during the first year

tenaed to score lower on the uuthStS than those remaining in the

~-nursing scho>l. T “the seven Ablllty measures, the SAT score was

most s;gnificaqﬁly related to'thelﬁass-féil criterions

Correlatiecns with-grades. Ability'test scores were

positively réléted'to academic performance .in high school and

¢

7mhL Péychologlcal Corporgtion, "Prediction Validities .
of untrance Uxamination", Nurse Testing Bulletin (New Yorlk:
Psychologlcal Corporation Erofe081ona1 xamlnatlons D1v1s1on)

I!ny, 1967,

1
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‘yéars, respectively.

o
39.

7 - . ~ o

‘inrthe'fifst year of nursihg schdoi ‘but showed a stronger'relation-

ship tovgradeu in nursing school thap in hlgh schoal. The °AT

score- was the best nredlctor of flrst -yeéar grade average in nurging.

[
L

§ . &
Grade averages, Students obtalngng an average grade of A

or B perfarmed higher cn the }Cdb than those obtalnlng an average

of C.or D, These dlfferencev were evident on all the Ablllty sub-

.

tests,; but were mgst outstanding on the SAT. Correlations Petween
2AT scores and grade averages in nuréing schopl showed that the

3 . . .
SAT. and overall grade average had a correlation averaging .35.

' o
PRy

‘Correlations between the¢ PCEZ scores and the yeaily grade.everages

. ) . C . - ’ -~
showed a decrease with each year in nursing school, with average

correlations of 44, .27, and .22 for the first, second; and thipd )
- . , T

Individuel course grades. The SAT scores.showed a positive

o . P '

g‘ .
relatlonshlu to the academic and nursing tbeory courses, with cor-

relatiahs of <36 and 24 respectively. The correlation of .Ou'
between SAT scores and clinical practice grades indicated that
the Ability test scores do not predict success in these courges.

.According to the repert' this is becduée the’types of skills

. 1mportant in clinical practlce are probably dlfferent from those .

z
v

in the more aCademlc COUrses, -

.

I L

'Achievehent Test scores. Several of the schools in the

¢ v

study used the standardized Achievement Tests published by the

Corporatlon. The report stated that, in general the §ch1evement
- ‘ N
Test scores weré related to the SAT score (correlatlons of .26 to

,ﬂ\
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;67);-anﬂ to overall grade awerage in nursing. school- (correlations
Cof W17 ko W78). . . S o ‘

A

iicensuré examination scores. Studeﬂta demonstrating higﬁsf
sqhalasﬁic ability;on_the PCLY made significantly higher aﬁerago

*scores on Fhé liccnsufé anm;natiun. - The SAT‘was again the best
. \ . i
‘prfdictor.' Correlations for licensurce Examinatidu_scores.wiﬁh'SAT .
scofcs ranééd from'.37 ;o .ué, while correlations for Licepgﬁre
scores wit; high schooul rank were from .24 to .29.I‘According ty

the'vaiithy report, this indicated the Ability test scores were
: C : " N ' ,
better. predictors of -licensure Lxamination. scores than academic

achicvement in high school. .
, S s .

Success vg., failure. The report said that students who

graduate from nursing sthool showed significantly higher scores
‘ ) > ) . ?{. P . [

’ N . = 3 3
on the Intrance examination than ti7se who withdrew, for academic

. 4

creasgns.<'rbe_méan SAT score for fdiling students was considerably

below that -f passing students. Differences in the same direction-
. : ' .y . :

appeared on all uf the subtest scores, but the SAT score seemed

to malke the best differentiation. ’

R

1CHLT i'rediction Scale. - The Psychological Corporation
’ . ° B , )
{ecommends the . SAT as the best singleg score to use in predicting

aééaqmic g;ades and registration examination scorés, A écélg on
th;‘tést repdrg, located beluw’the Ability measures, indicates an-
eétiﬁatcﬂ pfediction of how;oa;y'or difficulf the applicant_is )
o likely td'find the academic‘&qu.in the schgél df nursiné. This



4]

judgement is based on the SAT percentile. Tlie prediction i's made
. S , ' & C, - R

on,thc~fullowiﬂkg_basis:8 . ’l," .%‘
N .« SAT Percentile’ . Prediction
e 90-99 - . . Very lasy |
’ - 75-85 i?" Rather lasy N
. © . 30-70 : A A&érage'bifficulty"
Vo 12-25 - Rather Di fficult

01-10 -~ Very Difficult

w

Th the validity study rebort the nercent of studentk who .
o\ .

pagsed or falled at different ablllty lcvels was presented in an’

!

gxpgctancy tabla. ‘This 1nfufmatlun is 5huwn in Table 3,9

) Table o

“xpcctancy Tablg for Prudlctlng Success or Fallure
- in Nursing Schuo% from the SAT Score

r A .
' Percent  of ‘Admitted Students
) 'SAT.Score ‘SAT Percentile . Passing - ~ Failing
‘ . . _ ' N
 227-280 T oo 90-99 N - o8L 1 am
204-226 . - . 80-90.. . 93 7%
177-203 55~75 R S I A
0-126 . 01=50 - - 77% - 23%
- : " . -" -.‘. P\‘ v

Thls cxpectancy table was based on pass-fall anfurmatlon'”

from all schuols 1nvolved in the utudy. As‘shown by Table' 3, there .

4 @ R

. 8The Psychologlcal Corporatlon, Interpretation of Tnd1v1dual
Repurt (New York ‘Professional nxamlnatlons Dlqulon)
7
9The Lsychologlcal Corporatlon, "Predlctlon Valldltles of
Entrance Examination", Nurse Testing Bulletln. ‘May, 1967, p. 2.

- . S . o oo , Y
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© dication of the efficiency.of the FCEY in making screening decisidqs.

-

‘4in terms of develdping an expcctancy table.

<"

b

& -
4 e,

is a definite trend for the percent of-academic dropouts to in-

erease as the SAT sdore de;reases.‘ﬁThs report emphasized that‘this
tabls'was.prqsented as a very géneral indication of thp~effective;

ness of the SAT .scorec  as a predictor of sucéess in. nursing school,.

>

It was recommended that ecach school should look at its own data
. . . ' . . lO'
' “ -

Finally, since only students admitted to nursing schools

.were considsred in the comparisons, it sho3&d be recognized that-

the differences reported would probably-be smaller than if the,

data had beecn based on an umseldctud ssmple. Nevertheless, the e

report stated that even w1th this selected. sample there was. good

o N |

. eVidence that the Ability test scqres of the PCEL predict success

-

or failure in. nursing school.11 However, it shou¥d be noted

that. validation by the test of significahce alone gives no in- . ;-

. Furthermore, the study docs not indicate how 'well the test pre-i

£Y

dicted when-all subtest scores were considered together. Personali-

ty measures weére not included- in the vabidity study.
STATISTICAL PRCCEDURES S

- .0 ’ CL ’

. . . , B ‘ 'l . .‘ y - ’
. ' . ,. - B . .. ’ .
“ 0 . _ .? : - . L2
. . * s » s * .-& ; o, . ' 1Y

. The basic analysis prbblem was to detérmine if the various

subtests of the¢ PCuE discriminated between the Validation and

2 -

' Withdrawal roups and betWeen the two SubdiVlSlonS of the With--

[ w

drawal Group. “The first three research questions were examined

s

' uSing_the analysls of variance (ANOVA) to test the differences

. in the’ means of each of the spbtests of the PCEu.~ The purpose of -

.
.

lolbid.,'p.-z.‘. ' 1?1hid.,'p. 1,

o\

W



SR this procedure was to decide which Cif any of the subtests, had

6 " e

' other than random between groups differences. ,f“

N : . o

A o “The fourth research question was answered through the

« V'.'

. following procedure. tirst based .on the outcome of the analysis .

.. | .
POT for thL first three researoh—ﬂuestions, an appropriate grouping oot

1-“5{;_ . was solecfed as ‘the basis for establishing the discriminating

' 7 efficiency df the PCPL. This was ‘the . essence’. of the problem of f ,‘3 s

f3:, T ,“, Validation. Tht,apprOpriatenesu of the grouoing was substantia;-‘

S :;5; ed by multivariate analysis of variance (WANOVA) Next those
T '._'. . < e '
. variables for which significant differences were Jound for the B
. .._’\ ” ?
c 1se"lected grouping were taken. MALOVA was performed ro test the

- A Y
ﬁn,overaIIISigniricance of'the mean vectors of the. basis groups.‘

v

RESE . The, rationale for “this waS‘that‘since the discriminant functiont
1, PR Y , ® « . \
. . R ‘ \

‘was based on group differences on-the various subtest it made= -
g; ho logical sense to include a Variable ir it had already been .

a -

) \
S e ‘=1idecided,tha§ there'were 1o group differences as measured by that- -
U vartables, .o B

'lf‘tﬁé ﬂANGYA;test was significant, a final step,in'the
analysis was contemplated. ‘A significant outcome on the MANCVA

) 'would indicate only thate the set of subtests would discriminate ’

L]

:;' ;t" between the groups., More‘eomplete validation wbuld redu%re thatg"'
;;;/)ﬁdz. “f-“the efficiency of ‘the discrimination between the groups be des- “)
‘:u" f.. A cribed | The procedure used wasxto compute the discriminant func—

. _ r .
.l;l- '. .C th; and then to find the number of classification errors made ,

-under two decisian ruleS'-(l) minimize the total number of classi— ’

fication errors, and (2) correctly reject 67 - percent of the With—
o ?“ ,.drawal Groupq‘ The procedures used throughout the analysis were as

;v N ¢ , . ,
\ . PO .. ,
. @ .
-
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.~ Chapter 4
: SR PNM,YS'-T.\E OF DATA SR

A This chaptor presunts thL Ftatl tii:aii'analysis:of the
T -
ruqultq of thlu study w1th respect to the fuur research ques—.

-

-tiuns pres*ntua Ln Chapter 1.' n CXamlnlng these Questlons
nthC qcores af thL PC~“ varlables ‘werce analyzed u51ng doscrlp—
'tlye StatlStLCS and analy51s oi.varlanco (ANOVA) for each var;—

able. blscrlmlnant analysis was used tu determlne the moat‘

fchthL dlocrlmlnators from among seven selected varlabios.a

s J
&

f +
Y

* - 4 - . . BRES ,ARCH QUx,oTI’C_‘N ONE

Wthh uf the kCuJ Academlc Abillty measures, it L

. any, differcntiates between successful ‘candidates. T
(Validation Group) and those who w1thdruw from the e T

'iprogram (Wlthdrawal Grou )“ o ‘ “

the‘megﬁ scores bf the Validation G}oup gﬁdlthe Withdrawal@ R
,,‘l" . . e ) . . . 4 . . -

Group om each of the FGEH Ability £est‘s. Table . shc}ws' the

;mean rav scores: and qtandard dev1atl0ns on, the Ablllty measures

' “for the total Valldatlon sample and the total Wlﬁhcrawal sample.\-

- F ratlos are shown for the comparlsons between the mean- raw"

§cores.of the two.gruups.



‘..‘,’ . i ) 4‘ "¢.‘ PN [‘6.
‘Table 4 B s

"Comparidgon of Valldatlon and. Wlthdrawal Groupm
S on - the PCEE Ability Heas sures

’ .'Vali&étién Group ,f Withdrawal Group S

A : (N=209) - ’ _ U‘J:&'Z)‘ . ANOVA

%lr able‘ o : Mean ~ 8.be - Mean CS.h. o P
Verbai . CB6.5 0 1649 T 4246 0 15.92° 3.07
 Rumeric o hha o 8,12 §3.1.  8.98 0.89
. Science - . Lh.> . 10f95, ) QQ.l . 1088 ~P.72*
Reading - 20.3. 5.5 25.6... 1,99 it
Arithumetic 21,9 6.33 20,0 he75 - La46e
General Tnfo.  40.6 . 1L.4B . 38.3 1011 2.21
Csaroto T 1623 3.7 151.3 0 3aun 5.8

i — — ;
Ai*Significant at jhé +05 léﬁellof,gonfidence -

. C . . ‘ )

. A study or'the sevyen Ability‘mcashfés in Table 4 shﬁﬁé'that
tne moan scores of the Withdrawal Group WCPUAlOWLr than the:mean
lucoros of thL Validatifon uroupJon all the Ablllty testg. ANOVA
revealed °tatlstlcally s;gnlflcant dlffLanCCu on the Sc¢ence,
Reading, and SAT variables.* MNo Oother sngnlflcant dlfferences were

. noted sbetwecen-the mean scores “of thL Ablllty muasuro of the two
groups.’ . e L
- r - .8 : . . . . " ,‘ . * N .
L . S y - _
S

RESUARCH QbuSTTUN TWC .

Which of the PC.E Porsonailty moa‘uruu, if any,
“diffgrentiates between the, Valldatlon Group. and the
Wlthdrawal Group? .

»

Tn'examining this question a comparison was made of the
- nean scores of .the Validation Group and the Withdrawal Group on



. comparison are presented in Table 5, - - ‘ . ' :

47"

each of the Fersonality measures of the PCAZ. The results of this.

.

o Table 5 . - E—
& ’ ! . n#]./,’{
- Comparisgn of Valldatlon and Withdrawal Groups '
on the PCL., Personallty neasures

-

. Validation Group 4 Withdrawal Group

(N = 209) ~ . (N =87) __ANOVA

‘Variable : ) Mean 5.0 “ean ’ ‘S.'I'D', ' P
| Achievement . .. 12,2 . 3.73 11.5 3:33 2.15
“rderliness  ©  11.9. .4.09 11.7 3.99 0.1l
Fersistence | 1.2 41l 13.9 heGh . 1 0.17
Comgeniality .16.0 5.4 153 -0 3.71 . 1,83
Altruisn 5.7 7 4001 15.8 . - 4256 0.11

’Res'poc"tfulncs"s- 12,2 . 3.48 | 12.7- . '3.38 1.39

¢ AAsfudy of the means and standard deviations of the six

qr:anallty measurvs shows Vr.I‘y llttle dlfference between the two

groupo. The means of-the Valldatlon Group were sl;ghtly lu'gher. .

.on Achicvcment Crdérlineés Fersistence, and Congeniality. The
. Yithdrawal Group c~howed llghtly hlgher Leane dfi. Altruism and
'Respc_zc‘tfulness. ATQOVA revealed that the Valn,datlon and Withdrawal

‘Grouns showed no 1gn1flcant dlfferences on the Personallty mea -~

sures of the'PCEg. . !
. ., R-S7TARCH QUISTTON THRTE

Which of the FCI% subtests differcntiates between
the Academic Vithdrawal Group and the Non-acadenic
Yithdrawal Group? . , o :

4
To examine this question the total Withdrawal Group .vas:
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" d1v1dud 1nto two cubgroups, the Academlc Wlthdrawal Group and the-

Lon-academld Wlthdrawal Group.u These subgroups are descrlbed in

--Wable 6.
" Table 6. S T
Subdivisions of the Withdrawal Group
, , L , W
. - : : A . No. of - -
Withdrawal Group bLivisions ! g Students Percent
'“'t ‘en
Academic Vithdrawals
Students uho withdrew because of .
academic failurc . 34 . 7 39,1
LT ' , .9 ‘ .
Kon-academic Withdrawals _ e
Students who withdrew for reasons _ , -
other than academic failure 55 T 60,9
' Total Vithdrawal Group 87 100.0

- The mean raw scorcs of students who withdrew for academic -
+ ' ’

reas—ns were conmpared with the. mean raw scores of students who
. ) - - 4

. withdrew for non-academios recasons. This comparison was made on

the scqres'of the Ability and lersonality measures of the PCiL.®
Table 7 rrescntsg information on the mean pérformanbe‘of the
Acadeomic mlthdrawal Group as comuared W1th the Non-academic W1th- o

drawal'Group. There appcars to be very little difference between

]

the two groups on,fhe Fersonality measures, but égstudy of the

means and standard deviations of ‘the Ability measures for both

thes; oubgrouns hous more marked differencés within the total
. " '

' wlthdrawal Group than betwecn the Validation and Wlthdrawal

. ' 2
Groups.
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. Table 7 "

Comparlson of ﬁcademlc and Non-academlc Withdrawal Groupsqu ,

on the Ability and Personallty Measures of the PCEE . =~ ~~
, Academic T Non-academi.c - o : £

. #ithdrawals Withdrawals - N
(N = 34). (W = 53) ANOYA
Variable - © Mean S.D. ~ fean ~ S.D.. F

Verbal -~ . 36.4 15.03 - 46.4 - 1640 9.51% '

Numeric | 41.3 743 4423 9.7h 2.30
Science . - . 36.4 ~ 8.02 42.5° 11,85 ' 7.08*

- Reading o oahls 3.96 2613 L 5.4Y .. 2057 s
Arithmetic 1.9 ©4.75 . 21.5 4,66 2.40
Gemeral Tnfo. - 34.1  7.66 % 41,00  10.62 10.73~ . ¢
SAL g 1384 . 2412 S159.5 35,05 9.33* .
Achicvement 10.8 3.1y - 11.9 - 3.40 2.22 °
orderlinéss® -~ 11.5 440 . 11.8- 3.977 - 0.07.
Fersistence 145 5.20 v 13.5 L.25 - l1.02°

‘Congeniality - 15.4 -  3.97 . 15.3 3,58 0.0l
Altruism : 15.8 44l © 15,8 470 0.1 - 7
Respectfulness’  13.2y  3.11 12.53 3.52 . 1.65 -°
! . ) ‘ . . . . . B . M ".

-" - . . ‘ . . ’ .

Significant at the .05 level of confidence

Table 7 indicates that there was very little difference bgF'
tWeén the.two'grouﬁs on the Personality meastres. The Acadeﬁic

e . B
Withdrawal Group ahOWGd sllghtly hlgher mean scorcs on Ier51stence, (,

-Congcnlallty, and,Respectfulness. The Non-academic Wlthdrawal
' Group showed . sllghtly hlgher means on Achlevement and (rderllnees.
. A study of the Ablllty measurcq in Table 7 show the

-Academic Withdrawal Group had lower mean scores on all seven of”

© the Ability measures than the Non—academic Withdrawals. The
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4
difference in the mean scores for the Academlc and Non academlc
Wlthdrawals ig greater on all the Ablllty measures than the dlffer—”

- ence in Abllity mean scores obtalned in tﬁe comparlson between the

"Valldatlon Groun and total Vltharawal Group. It is also 1nterest—
'1ng to note that the Academlc Wlthdrawal Group appeared to repre-
:'Sunt a. more homogenous sample than the Lon—academlc Wlthdrawals

in that the standard dev1at10ns on all Abillty tests were smaller
4 .
,in the Academlc Vlthdrawal Group. Slnce homogcnlety of variance 1s

assumea in An\VA T ratlos were computed to test this aseumptlon.l
- .
Thls data is presented in Tablc 8

. ,,l' C . Table 8 :

Comparluon of Variances of the Academic Wlthdrawal Group
. and Non-academic VHithdrawal Group '

. _ -
Variancet L o ' )
e : ' Academic : Non-academic |
' : Withdrawals Withdrawals
Variable - L(H =3 [ (N'=53) CF
verbal | © . 170.78 - 268,96 . 1.57
' Numeric . B5.20 - 94.87 o 1.72
| :uclence - 64 .32 . 130442 2,27
Reading ~ _15.68 3001 1.92%
. Arithpétic - . 22,5 - 2Lg2 . -l.on
General Info.s. 58,68 o 112098 1l.92%
:SAT S ; - 581,77 - - 1225 50 . 2.11%
A'Achlevement - I 9i86‘ o _ 11.56 - . . l.ahi\
'.vrderllness 4 ! 16.81 . 15.76 ... 1.06
’kers1stence o : 27.0A7 - . .17.96 o . 7 1.56
_ Congeniality =~ 15.60 - . 12.82 . l.21
_ Altruisn e Ca9.45 0 0 T 22,09 Coraz
. Resnectfulness ' . 9.67 . i. ? -12.46" S 1.28_“‘

' ’ - L] .
«‘Significant at the_.lO‘level of;confldenee '
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lA leve'l‘.-of' ;:6n'fi:dence of lO was ‘seleccted as~there was
3 greater concern with Type I7 error in rejecting the null, hypothe—
“:315.. Table 8 shows’ that four x*ubtests dlffered mgmhcantly

' _b;atwcen the groups. These were _'wcience, Reading‘, General Jnforma—
tion and the SAT., This poss:Lbly had the effect’ of maklng the’ AN()VA
test more conservative since in cases of unequal variances and |
'uneqlial group sizes, when the smaller variance is associated with‘
the srnaller.grouﬁ, the prb\b'abiI.Lity 6f Type ‘I error is lesé than.:
alpha, i:he: stated level of sig.nifj_cancc.1 Following the test

of homogenicty of -variance, ANCVA revealed stati 'sti'(';;a'lly signi_fi’-
cr;m.nt difi:erences I?Qt.\.veen the megans of four of tﬁe'Abi.lityl sublte'stg,

namely, Verbal, Science, General Information, and the SAT:
RiZSsARCH (UISTT(LN FOUR o

‘Can - the.PCLl be used to determine an appropriate bdasis
. for classification.of applicants: in relation tu (a) a
bas:.q for d1v1d1ng the applicant group for classification
purposcs, anéd (b) a basis for de termining cutoff po:nts
for classification, particularly with réspect to mlnlmlz—
ing the false acceptancc of cand:.dates" '

.l.?es_earjch Qucsti'o.n \'rrie;showéd saome diffprenccs bctwee:n'th'e
Validatio'n 'a;ld '.’!ithdrav}ai“Groups orf‘A"l_oility .me'a..é_ur.es;. "Rgscarch
 Question Three showed d-ifferences. ori'AbilitSr mea‘spllrcs between the
Ac‘ademi'c and I}un—adaaemic ‘Il_ithdraw':al Groups. The answers to |

thesc gmsstiphs suggeSt'. a,ne‘e..dl to d-ctermi*ne if-the PC:J"J wou;ﬁ |
.d_is'cri'mtiriate bctv'een thé three groups,'b that is: thé Valldatlon

—,G}oup, the Academ.c \llthdrawal Group and the. I-on-—academ.Lc

I3
”

YGene V. Giass and Julian C. Stanley, Statistical Hethods
in-Zducation and Fsychology (Toronto: Prentice-Hall of Canada I.td.,
-'1970), p. 372. ' ' '

- " ' R X . e #
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. thhdfawal Groups..

.General Information, and the SAT. S

.‘ . | .‘ ' I °‘ ' '. '. | 52

Withdrawal’Group. This three group compariéon w§s made on'all

'thirtqen Bf_tne ?C;ﬁ variables. Tﬁe-rééults arce shown in Tabl¢ o

.

9, :_ .‘ C _‘ | P

A study-of Table. Q revCals“a'similarity between'tﬁe Vali-
dation and llon-academic Withdrawal’Groups in thét.ve:y small differ-

ences were found- between the Ability measures mean scores for thesé

”twb grouos. It is'intérestiﬁg to note that the means for the Non-.

academic.Wifhdrawals on the Verbal and-Géneral Infdrmation sub-
teszé were slightly higher than those of the Validation,Gfoup._
The SAT mean scure. for thenvalidatioh Group was 162.3,’for the

Non~-academic Withdréwals'l59.5; and'for the Acad%mip Withdréwals

»

Table 9 also shows that there appeared to be-very little

. N I . * - ¢ . '
difference between the threce groups on Fersonality measures mean
. . i . M i -

. . ' _ ot Pl .
scores. The yariable showing the most difference was Achievement,

- with & mean'score of 12.2 for the Validation Group, 11.9 for the -

lon-academic #Withdrawals, and 10.8 for the Academic Withdrawals.
The Academic Withdrawal Gfoup scored slightIly higher on, Respect-

fulriess and Iersistende than did the Validation and lNon-academic

t

- v 3
~

AN VA in Table 9 indicates statistically significant

differcences between the three groups on Reading, Verbal, Science,

]

To summarize, in this threc group comparisun the resultsy.

‘as shown in Tablb Q, indicate a - marked similarity betwcen the’

Validation Group and the lon-gcademic Group-~on all“thirteen
£« ! R - . ) .



;.‘Z‘ Table @. . o

.Cqﬁcarlson of Valldatlon Group, Non-academnic ulthurawal Groun, and Acadenlc Wlthcrawal

Group on the Ablllty and Perconallty easures of thD tCE

) ’ Validatibn - jlon-acadenic . Acédemic
Group © . ‘Vithdrawals ~ithdrawals . ' S
. L (M = 209) : . (M = 53) . (¥ = 34) ANOVAN
‘ Vari&ble . : “lean SeDe .‘ " Mean . SeTe - rean S.l. ) P .
. Verbal . 46.5 16.19 . 46,6 16.40 6.4 *13.0; IR T
Iumeric . . , - ~obbeyo 8.2 T hlu3 973 41,3 7043 . 2.01
_ _ Science. - . 4.3 10.95 42.5 11.85 . . 36.4 8.02 . 7.93*
.77 Reading - 27.3  .5.73 . 26.3  5.45 - _ 2.5 7 3.96 0 0 3.91%
- Arithmetic . - 2.9 6.33 21,5 " L.66 - 19,9 " 4.75 1.69
Gemeral Info. - . * :40.6 11.68 -° - 41.0 10.62 - k.1 7.66 S 5.2t
o SAT. 1623 31.57 159.5 35.05 138.4 © 24,12 ' 1 8.35%
“*Achievement S 2.2 3073 11.9  3.40 . 10.8 3.1y ‘ 2.24
Orderliness .- -~ - 11,9 4409 - 11.8  3.97 11,5 *h.lO ' 0,13
‘  Persistence . . 142, 4117 13.5 © 4.25 . . 145 - 5,20 0.75
Congeniality v 16,0  3.44 155  3.58 15.4 2.97 0 l.22 ' .
Altru1sm - o 15.7  4.01 15,8  L.70 »15.3 . koélA - 0.02 S
Qesnectfulnnss ) 12.2 3,48 12,3 3.52 _ .13.2 3031 - T L.36
) ': B -*Différencefof means signi?icant at -the .Q5“level.ef-coniidence S o é
- - - .- ?
,‘ a
. i ’
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variablest of the Cxil, The Acadenic 'Jlthdrawal Group showed

s1gn1f1cant differences from the other two group .on the Ability

measures. ’However,, very little dlffercnce was observed between

the threc Eroups on the Persorigalitly measurgs.
' -
T ThlS "tudy was ‘primarily concerned w1th establishing

the valldlty of the rCEE for Schools of 'ursing as a predlctor

-:vf. nuccef‘s or ~fa11ure 1n- the nursing program. All compariscns
tHu far °cmed to 1nd1cate that tho FCEE does not appear to-
be a otr:mg dlscrimlnator bntween potent.lally successful° and '

unsuccessful.appllcants. ‘I‘he test's predictive strength scemed

’ -

to lie in the Academic Ability measures. The simllarities and

differences in academic ability Between the grouiobs were best
revealed in Table 9.

a4

An’interesting development in the three group comparison
was the dci‘ihitc similarity revealed between the Validation
Group and lion-academic ‘Withdrawal Group. This similarity served

"t promote specﬁ;‘ation that the Lon-academic Withdrawals had: \
the acad}:mic potebntia_l to be successful in the nursing program.

. This raised an interesting question: Vouldwthe TC:#% show a greater
. . . . o ,-k '

ability to predict success or failure in the nursing program if a
comvarison was made irf which the Validation,Group was eXpanded

to include the I‘Ion-a‘cademic Withdrawal 'Group., and the Withdrawal

Group reducged to vncluoo ncadumlc i tharawal= only’f‘ 'I’hls uuestlon

'war muanlngful fron thc p01nt ui‘ teet valldlty bec‘aUSe 1t would

'.fj.t inte the selectidn situation; that is, 1t would clearly e

" indicate the: ablllty of the test to identify appllcants wha wer e ’

nutentlal wlthcxrauals for acadenic reasons. - ~

o -



. 55
Comparison of a Composite Validation Group }@‘th - . -
_ the Academic Withdrawal Group 1 :

Y

‘n the basis of the similarities and differences revealed .
.in Table 9, the 53 Non-academiic ‘ithdrawals were considercd as

o - . - . N N ) . 1 ! ’
potentially successful applicants and included with the success- -

ful students, giving a total of 2:62‘subje'cts._in this expanded
. Eroup, hereéafter known as the Composite Validation Group. The
Academic ¥ithdrawal Groub -consisted of° 34 studépts‘ who left-the

schuul,of nursing because of their inability to meet the academic
requircacnts.  The groups werce comvared on the thirteen variables
«f the IC%.. Tablc 10 presents the results of thigs c;jmparié{on.

\

Tablc 10 L Lo

Compéu‘»ison of the Composite Validation Group and the Academic’
‘Withdrawal Group on the Ability and Personality MNeasures

=

. . ~ of the ICEE
Composite Validation “Withdrawal .
- Group : " Group -
(N = 262) (N = 34) ANOVA

- Variable . dean 8., Hean - SoU. R O
Verbal ‘ 46,5 16431 36.4 0 13,03 12,32%
Bumeric : hheli - 8.42 41.3 T 743 L OZ*
Scicnce ) 43,9 J11,11 3644 8.02 .72
Reading . c27.1 . 5.68 2ho & 3.96. b1
arithmetic . - 21.8 6.06 19.9 L4.75 2,18

. General Tnfo. 40.7 11,39 . 3h.2 ?.66 11.00*
SAT- ' . C161.7 8 52.25 . 138.4 24 .12 16.40*
Achicvement ' 12,1 3467 10.8 3.1 e 15%
crderlinces 11,9 4,06 " 11.5 . 410 0.21
versistence - 14,0 . Iy, 1k 1.5 5020 . " 0.57
Congeniality 15.9 Y " 1544 3597 T 0.67 -

o Altrul sy’ ‘ 15.7 4,15 15,8 el 0.03
Réspectfulness 2.2 348 13,2 3.11 . 2.70

: #*

"Significant at the .05 level of confidence
e X . : N .
ALIVA: F o= 1.04; df 13, 282; Significant at the .05
level of confidence : '
o
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- . . , . . . '

2

A cumparluon of the Ablllty measures‘mean sCores of thL

Comu»ﬁwtv Validatlon Groun and Academnc Wltbdrawal Group in Table %

‘ &

lO.j.ndicated ‘that the 209 students ‘who sUccessfully camploted the

probram, anu the )g votentially succes qfu] studvnto who vllthdrcw
for' on-—acadmuc reasons score(d \6i gnl flcantly hJ gln r on six uf

thL‘-oth:l Abi llty tu ts t}mn did thns‘: students'who withdrew be-
cause _of academic failure. . . . ,. . | o |
o «n the lcrsonalit; v&riablgs, Taﬁnlphlo showed .that t'.h.ol
. ] . . . .
Compusite VAlidation Group scorvd signific&ntiy higher than the
A.cad‘cl'ni.c‘ “ithdraval Gru:up on i',h:‘ Achic-\}u-mcn"c.‘ varia.big.' ghc*QOm—
L "

posite Validation Gx;oup had slightly highc:r"'mean.scu\res than the

Academic 'x‘lj.thdra al Gruup on vrderliness and Congcnlallty, while

the mean scores of the Acadcmc \”lthdrawal Groun wore sl-ig}xt'ly

higher than those of the Cumpusjto Validation Group on Persistence,

Altruism, and Respectfiulness,

ANOVA imTable- 10 indicated.statistically significant

.differences between these tv' groups on le of the seven -Academic

-

a

'Ability'measurcs. No zignificant difference was'faunm on ‘the-

Arithnetje varlablu A rL#niTicant difference was found on one

: ol

uf the six iersonality Var1 ables, The Compusite Malidatién-ﬂroup

howcd a’ ujganlcant1y hnwhor mean score on thc Achlcvnnent varlable,

which-is dusignud to measure the individual's desire to attaLn

w7
-

t e “a

. . ~N . . .
ecbgnition and be. succegsful. SR Lo L.

.. . . . ’
Liscriminant Analysis o ot °

Tabléjlo_indi;atqé fhat, using ANOVA, htatlothaWIy 51gn1f1-

. LI
cant differences wers. found for six of the seven- JCEE Acadumic

»
.
»

n

¢



.3nbilfty measures' ahd oné bf"thé'é TCEE Purqonallty muasureo.:f.v T
- - This)sce nod ta 1dont1fy the 'LCEE. varlablcs which prov1de statJ.s’u--f~

'7} ?\:_ cally nlgnlflcant alscrlmgnablon butwaen appllcantﬁ who havc %ho"

L 3 o N a

. a .,.poténtial for EcademicAsubqoss.in-the school o? nursing,,and‘
L .o . : : .

' S thUoL who do, not possess tho reqqued acadomlc ab1]1ty. tThere-

N 4

" s . fore, these scvbn varlablo wbre'conq1dered to be notuntlal

3

-predicturs ;f succiﬁr ar’ fallure in the nprS1ng program, whlle

‘ I ’ l s e ER |
, - . B . PR o D -, . - . o .
S ating, and yﬂru elimlnated from the analysis, '

. -~ B . Co

A LAI\VA tos %fshgwed:that thddfwo grbups

'diffé‘cd sifnifi-

w

o L;/ o cantly an the seven edlect d apbteots, takcn togethxr.. TQis o

1ndlcatod that the Hcan vectors of the two gruups were dlffcr nt,

[ : -
A  ' . :\andlthat thg‘Composite Valldatlan Grbuu should have alffurent
Ky L Lo L ‘w-‘ : -' ) .. . -
L -v'. LA o ' N
“di.scrininant - scores than thé Academic '1thdrawal Grnup .
® T B . : C ‘ ' - S < ' ‘ ' T, S .
. . - e Tabl ll 1nd1cates thn dlscramlnant wclght agd‘propoptichsﬂ .
o =, - “ o ' ) .
: NS § twuln grouns yarlanco for the sevon vhrlable 1nvolved'in.the'
B L \oals rlmlnant analyonu.--Tho cOmputcr program prov1ded.scaled disa _
AT criminant vectars allow1ng the comnarLson of varlabloc in urder
. . T 'a.' T
o LT to determiné ih@'mast 1mpbrtant dlscrimlnatlng varlables. mhe
et e < -
e : llfcrlmlnant vulght of each 81nglb varlab]e ur)VLded the prOpor- o
S I B . ., . 4 - .
. . tl)n of’bet?\Ln gr\ups varlanco accounted for by that %artlcuhar-
, N, . S (Lt
varlable, nnubpundont of- the buthen group varlancc acconntod .- 3/
. Lo : 2 s I \ SardiRN
oo o . for by the othor varlables T ) o S e
o e - - L L C ’ o '.
» ’ . - ’ ._ o \ - < V4 ..-*' - . i » b' ‘r N » ¢ N > ‘-‘ i -’ ! 2 . S
o . - " v, B
2, S S . _Jllllam W e Cuo]ey and Jau] Ry Tohncs, mult1var1ate- ce . "o
5] L - . .
7. - “ata Analysic (New Yorjs: * Jolin: Wlley 8 Vona, Inc., 1971) R
. .pp! hS-p61s s oot . s s
. » . . . , “ e e . . o Q‘ . ‘ o - .
oo : ‘ 3 ’ o i s -
: e ] ’ . . ' o. ) ) .% ‘\ s
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g o T T T tmable 11
I . . YL . Lo C eme ' ‘ v C . s
O " .Iiscriminant Wcights.and Proportions - A
« SO LT *- of Between Groups Variance ‘ ' o

o~

” N N —"' ] N\ - . . !
Lol . . Secaled” Froportion' of Lot
. R " «Rank - Discrimin-: Between Groups  Cumulative .~
e Variables - - Ofder —ant Weight' Varlancc oL Froportions,
. S o D
CUBAT Lo =167.295 - .B5019 © . .. ..5010
Verbaly . .2 ' 108. 051 . oLeon L w7123
Science -, . 5 102.635° 1t ©.1889 .. .. L L9012
.. Tumerie L . 58,571 . ,0629 - ¢ 2961
N f . . .e ? . . P . . n o
A AChl vment w2 274777 - 0 L0147 IR 9?88 ‘ 0
: Genoral -Tifo. 6. 23.228 0 0113 . L9901
_ugao;ng\ - 7 - 22.531 S ,0099 . ' ';_ - ‘}.OOOO“
R "-", ‘ A} N 2 ) . - - ; ) j ’n ’ S . - :

G.e . MANGVAY o= 3,143 df = %, -288; Significant at the .05
! T level of conf:donce :

-
a

M - -
. P - .
ot

* . .., ._..‘ --;‘ = ~’ - C ‘,‘/ ’ ' . l’ : , o . .
. oo SCholastic antitudo t@tal (SAT), The SAT was the top rank-

ihgtvariable 1n the dlscrlmlnant ana1y51s. Thié’variable‘accounted

for abdut SOApercentl)f the bptween gnoups varlance- therefore a
B v - .

high ZAT was-a35001ated w1th success im nur51ng. ' B

Vcrbal &blll_x. The SPCJnd ranl ng variabie ﬁés~Verbdl

’

ldb-_*ty- mhls varlablc accounted for anprox1mately 2l norcent of'
. /-
thc remalnlnc variancc. - Aga;n, ‘a high Verbal_scoro-was associated -

' : ' ¢ . . ' . ' - L . ) A ¢ Lk . ) .
T . © 7 with. succ ss ln nursing. : ‘ ' ‘ . L7 & :)\
L , . N . { . B
' oo : . N . - . . - 5 . . , ) )
N Sciencen . The .tlidrd -ranking variable was Science. This, -

) - . . '\" . , ’ : L ; . - .0 A Lo -
¥ T .. variable.aceounted for-about 19 percent of.the remaining variance.
s ' A high'Scienco score was also associated with succeés in nursing.’

‘ < . \

Theii)flr t three variables togpther accounted for OO percent of

L -~ “the betWeen'grouns ‘variance,’ ° S .

hum*rlc abllltx. Thls was thu fourth fanking variable; ft




-situatins.

~

L%

‘Bhe thrCO remalnlng varlabl ,_Achlevemegt General Tnfor—

matiun, and Reading, contributbd only about 1 pmrcbnf each to the

remﬁlnlnr be t\oun gnoups;varlancO.f Thls suggestod that the naturen

~

- of the lntcrcurrc at:ans betwee n thc ucvx.n Varlable ~was such- that

ost of the varlanco measured by these varlable wgs also account=-

L)

od- for by‘tho othor'four,variab¢cs. o J .y
LY : s . R _' . ! « : . L
.Cla 51chatlon “f11c1unqx A B

. It was agsumen that the discriminant scorcs obtained fﬁgm
the dibcrlmlnant func¥ion. would be normally.distributed.)’ Further

it.wns auno@ that the. pruportﬂon of utudunts in the’ &cadem;c

“ﬂthuraval ur)up and thn ompos1tu_Validqtion aroup wauld rcmain

>

Cunstanﬁ in bthor samplds. Under . these two assunptions; the

officiency of the™discrimination was cxamined for two decision

Lecirion rule on:, The first QCCL 1un Ssituation was one

in which it was desirable to mininizo the total number of errors’

“in cLassification'without regard to the tyne lr error being mage.
. ‘“ . N .

s

. ) - 4
-~ The procedure described by Cooley and Iohnes® was. us sed for th1°

nurnose, Using ;}is rule, all the aﬁldicants passing the initlal

‘selectidn pRoczdures wcru clau”Lflnd as successful. This would

: . .o B :
mean that all studentc in the Academic WithdrgwélAQrouDFWuuld,bc'

Janmitted, dbut no applicant would bu rojected, for an error rate.’

'gf 11.6 percent of the total anplicant group. . - -

Ffigurc 1 shows Why all thb Academic Withdrawal Group was

misclassified under decicien rule oncf Under the assumption

“Ibid, " Tbid.
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that . thL r;latLVu mroport:on oﬁ~§he anpllcant group in- cach ClaoSl-

Ilcatlwn category would be CUnutant thc ratJu of thc CumpUSlte ‘

. - . '

Vd]ldat\on Gﬂoun to the Acadumlc Wlthdrawal Gxoup would be 7 72 ].

Thl” means that fur cqulvalcnt tandardized dlscriminant ocores,

a

thc erln tu“'vf th\ respectlvcgnprmal'curvcr would bo 1n thc sane

ratio. 'dAs can be secn, the ordinate of the curvo’for the Acadcﬂiq

ST e e . . . v : ' . '

. ‘e - “‘ ‘ N - ‘ : ) . ‘ ‘ . a

VWithdrawal’ Group never exceeds that for the Compousite Validation

Group., Thercfor., for a 5iveh disbriminant.score, ong would cxpoct
- . &

3

“to find mofc annl’icantu in- thu CdmpUu]tU Group ‘than :n the Acadcnlc

JTthOrawnl roun n °L1(ct1an, under’ doc1 sion rule ond, one wouqu

glways‘accopt; as this would manlmnau the numbor of classfocatlnn
CITOrsS. o ' - .
‘ . ‘ : R \

‘)r .7 Lucision rule two. Tho‘socond'decision situation was de-

signed to minimize -the. faloL accaptanco of applxcant A'cutéff

" discriminant score was - elcctcd whxch would 1nuure thc reJectLon
of 67y percent of the Acadumic Withdrawal Group. The-efficiehcy_of

Ve

: the ‘classification was . found using the -descriptive statistics for
o . B ' ' 2,
the discrinminant scores given in Table-12.

Table 12

ricans and Variances of Discriminant Sdorqé

v L Group. e Mean Variance

Compoéite Validation _ . 277 27 521\
‘Academic Vithdrawal ' s 25 44 | 14 36

LI , ' o . . ) ' - - ' ;
Figure 1 shows the relatlve dlstrlbutlon of the d1 crlnln-

.

A\ .ant ‘scorcs 'of the Composite VaIidation Group and the Academic

. . N



Ultharawal Group, given the two- sumptions prevmoUSly otated.

After computlng iscf}mihanf sébrcs the proportiuh of'eachA

;group falang 1nto accoutance and TOJCCtLOH categurlev Was found\’

-

y r»Iarcncv tq a tablc 0f normal dlhtrlbut1ons. The nrOportaon

af tho~ uLal [roup whlch wa ihcorrcctly.classiand for =ach

: catbgory ;s ohov'u in Table 13. - 7 : o - '
A ) . s . C . o — \;
' ' S ablo 13 T R

A ' . N . N
. . .. ke .

~ T L Froportion of ota] Graup Classi fications’
e for 1001%1un oltuatﬂon Two ..

e o - CorroctIy Cla““lfjcd Incorrectly Classi fied

S S tApprox, Fercent to- Approx. . l'ercent to-
Ci/J' © Group ‘ "~ number tal group nunber tal group

... ' C3mpusitd Validation 173 S 58,4 . -89 S 30,5

"\ Reademic Yithdrawal = 23, 2.8 11 3.5

Total - e 196 66.2 100 A 33,8

. . o . P
I . .
., . y -~ - .

s S . As can bu-seén from Table xﬁ,‘decision rule two incorrectly

c1‘>llfjo 55.8 nercbnt qf Lhc applicant: group. 1E1ghty -nine per-
. ' .

ccnt uf thu“C 1ncorrect]y cla851flcd subuequwntly cumnlotnd the

v

‘c;plgma nur31ng coaurse succe"siully.
! ' o .'—, Do f

¢ Iy

i CKE PRELTCTIGN SCALE

>
— .J.. e e e e T

The FCEE Frddidti@n‘SEiiﬁg bas Ld on the Ab111ty measures,
: o . i
appears. to have a degree of vaTue ln predlctlng success in-the
o . o A
. . * ¢
schuyl of nursing. . Table_lujcaﬁcgorizes the total;number b

studénts involved . in this sthdy according to the FCEE Frediction

¢ ‘ . : - .
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'.EScale .and. thelr actual achlevement that 1s, whether the student

was academlcally successful, w1thdrew for academlc reasons, or

.w1thdrew for nonhacademlc reasons.> The relatlonshlp between the"“

R

Predlctlon Scale and student achleVement was tosted by means of

"the Chl square test of 1ndependence, and was found to be s1gn1f1—

cant;at the¢-05 level of.con{idence,

~Table 14. .."f SRR
: o N o 'Y

PCEE Predlctlon Scale and Actual Achlevementw ' O
' of the Total Sample

- _Withdrawals ,
. SAT' Per-~ - PCis. - Successful . - Non- . No. of

centile  Prediction ,Students ‘Academic. Academic. students

°

'-90—99: Very Easy 15 - 0 T. R 5%

: S (78.9%) -1 (2l :
75-85 = Rather Tasy 16 . .1 " L5 . 23 R
e RN SR O N R KA
30270 . Average - . 107 ' 8 22 v 137

" Rifriculty (78.7%) - - (5.8%) . (16.0%) . .

15:25  Rather 5013, TR T IR
- . Difficult (64.1%) (16 6%Y- (19.2% * .-
01410+ Very - - 21 12 E 7. g0
: - leflcult - (5245%) (30.0%) © (17.5%) -
- Potal - T © 296
X2 - 15.51, df = 8, - _'o,dh__,me.__“m_ﬂﬁg—mwe—5~ezj~*%f”*ff’

. ¢ . Fron Taele Lb 1t appears. that students who fall w1th1n the .

'categories of Very gasy, Rathe; Jasy, ana Averagc leflculty on

the PCEE Prediction Scale, have a,good,probablllty of success_ln -

' ths nursing progfam.- For students categorized on ;he scale as find- -

-~ -



6t

1ng the. course: Rather leficult .and Very leflcult the percentage

of success wa's somewhat lower, but Stlll above BO/percent It

hshauld be noted that 1f the 118 students clauslfled in these two BT
categorles by the Predlctlon ocale had Tiot been admltted to the |
'school on the ba51s of “the - predlctlon, ?1 successful students '.

',would not have been glven the Opportunlty to onter the nur81né'

~i program.,. Theso ?l studentsjaccount for 65;7 percent of the 118-

-

students, and Bh ptrcont of the total number of 209 successful
: students comprlswng the thltlal Validation Groups

An 1mtercst1ng obseryatlon is that the proportioh ef Ndn-f;
‘aCédehic Withdrawals in eéch’hrediction categery ts'rolatively
constant, varying ffom'éhout 16 perceht‘to about 21 percent of = . \;g
the students falling into each category. - This suggests'thét /. ‘
membership in the Noh-academic Withdtawsl Group is'telativelyﬁ
finiepohdent;of-membershih in hny prodictibn categori; ahd’that the.

relatlonshlp descrlbed in the preced1ng paragraph is conflned to

the Academic Wlthdrawal Group. ,

&

Valldlty of the PCEE Iredlctlon for Rural Appllcants .

N
A flnal questlon related to the use of the PC)v in selectlon

is the p0351b111ty that thb test dlscrlmlnates agalnst appllcants
e e N T T

_from. tho rural arca¢ in favor of those applicants who come from

urban arcas, 1In order to test thls poss1b11rty, the total sample-‘

‘: was studled to dctermlne 1f there was a relatlonshlp between the

‘e

PCﬁ; Predlctlon Scale'and whether the student‘came from a rural or

" urban background. Téble“lE categorizes the. total sadple'of2296

-

"students accofding‘to the.PCﬁE'Predtction Scale‘and hdome commﬁnityl

4 T . ' ’ .



‘.background

-t 65 : .
AR LN o
‘ ' " . -

-

The Chi-square test of 1ndependence was used to deter—~

v~m1ne the.relatlonshlp between the PC"“ Predlctlon Scale and communl-' .

'ty background of the student, and was found to be 51gn1f1cant at the

. '.05 levcl of confidence.

.
.

'Tabie-15‘

.. o . 6 L Co " \\\\\\
PCEE Prediction Scale and Community Background - '
Community Very- Rather Average Rather ~ . ° Very P
.Background rasy rasy Difficulty " Difficult Difficult Total
. - . ‘ - -
Urban 10 - 17 60 73 - 10 129 *
. (7.7%) (13.1%) (46.5%) ~(25.8% (7.7%) '
. Rural 5 7 46 © 30 167 ,
(5. 4 5) 0 (2.9%) (46 %)~ (27.5%) (17. 9 5) ,
Total 19 22 137 78 40- 296
XP=°15.59, df = k4, p<L0.05

A

. Table 15 indicates that'students coming from a rural- back-
] . 4

'.ground were nrealcted by the FCrI as less 11kely to flnd the course

¢ e = ke e — e

A

Very asy, or Rather masy, ‘than those students com:ng from an .urban

background. In the category predlctlng Average Llfficulty there

appearod to be no> difference. between rural and urban students, whlle
e ,

the prudlctlon of Rather leflcult showed morc rural than urban

students in thlsacategory. The greatest dlfference between urban
and rural students is seen in the Very leflcd@% category. " The

proportdon of urban'students in this category-is somewhat lower '

* than the proportlon of ‘rural students.

The total sample was then class1f1ed accordlng to communlty

Ty ' - ...17
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' background and membﬂmshlp in the Comp031te Valldatlon Group or-.
Academlc Wlthdrawal Group, as-shown in Table 16.,
Tgbleli6
Commﬁpity Backgrgﬁndland'Gfoﬁp HgmbershifA
-Group Hembership =
‘ Community ‘ Comn051te Valldatlon Academic Withdrawal .
;Eackground, . Group . Group - Total
" Rural, . . 151 - . 16 167
Urban " mr . T 18 129
T R - - ' - - : = .

Total - . 262 - 34 . 296

Y

Table 16 1nd1cates that 16 (9. 5 percent) of the. 167 rural
studente withdrew bccaUSc of academlc fallure, whilc 18 (13. 8 percent)
of.the 129 urban students Were acadﬂmlc withdrawals. "The risher testf

of exact probablllty was carrled out in order to- determlne 1f there

was a rclatlonshlp between communlty background and notentlal success

. or fallure 1n-nur51ng, as indicated by - membershlp in the Compusite
Valldatlon Grou* and the Academlc Wlthdrawal Group. .A probability
of .237.was‘found, indicating no s1gn1flcant relathnship‘Eetweén

community background and potential succdess or’,failure in nursing

“school, .

-
-

“ . SUMMARY.
ANOVA of all the TCEE ‘variables revealed significant differ-
“.enceéjhetwegn the Composite VélidationaGroﬁp,and the Adademic'With-_{.,'



' - from a rural backgrqunq were more likely to find thc nuroing pro-

ality VAriablcs, naﬁoiy,'Achiebemént;

: thc oAT VerbaL SCicnce,-and Pumcric Variables were thp m0°t-im~ .\\

“type of GIrToT, being made. In thi srtuation, all the applicants
of the focal-grqup. Tn the second decision situation, a‘cutqff'
' CUnt of tho applicant group was incorrectly classified.

fof 1ndepnndence establishcd a 51gnificant rolationship betwoun the

67

u-.

gdrawal Group on. olX of the seven Acadcmic Ability measures. Thé"

‘ variable show1ng no difforcnce vas Arithmetic. Significant diffep—-

w \ sl o .
ences bctweon the two groups ware;fOunQ on‘only one of the Person-"

A discrlminant analysis proocdure was used which con51dcred'

C

the seven s1gnif1cant Variables. From this it was deturmined that

-

~nurtant diqcriminators betweon the Comp081tc Validation Group and

the Academic Vithdrawal GrOUn.
. The efficicncy of the discrimination was éxamined for twi
dccision situations. The first décision situation minimized the -

total number of errors in classification without regard to the

’ha°Slng initial sclcction proccdures would be adnittcd to thb sch0ul.

-No applican; would be :ejectcd, with an error rate uf 11,6 percent -

discriminant scorc was sclected tp'insurc'the rejection of 67 per-

;cont cf tﬁe‘Academic Withdrawai Group., Under this rule 3,.8 pcr-"

' The FCEE lrediction Scale appeared to have a d cgree of vaiue

in prcdicting succecs in the school of nursing. . The Chi squarh test

Fre diction ucalc and otudcnt‘achiovemcnt. , W

The Prediction Scale»also indicat@d that stud@nts goming

= grdm;diriicuit than students frqm,an urban bdckgroun@. “The Fisher
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i & b § t of exact’ probability indicated no significant, relationship -. =~ '
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" Chapter 5
SUMHMARY, GOHCLUSICHS, AND THFLICATTONS - ™

-

The ba81c a1m of" thlo study was to detcrmlnL the degree

P “

to which tho }sycholog1cal Cor@oratlon ‘ntrance ”tamination for
r

uchools of Lur,lng (‘C“ ) is a valid 1nstrument for prcdlctlng

a :uccwns in a nurcing‘cducation diploma program. It was belL»vod

 that thws roso arch would give an 1nd1cat1on as. to whothur the

TCRTlqduquatuly'UJscrlmlnatos betwecn-nurSLng appllcants whoo are
most and least ‘1likcly to succeed in the nursing program.
» 'This research project involved a study of 296 nursing

- . v
N ‘

- students who werc acceyted into the General‘Hospital School of

©

- Nureing5¥St. John's) Nowfoundiand durlng the years 1967 1970,

’ﬂ and the Upn-acadgmic Wlthdrawal Group, comprised-bf étudentsﬁwho

-1

inclusives. Thesce studonts wrotc the TC 7 aftér admission to

o

the school' thereforé it was not used-as part of the se1e6tipnf
procedurv by thc school AdmlSulOnu Commlttee.-

Two maln samplLs were origlnally ]dentlflbd from the total

v
-~ « ° J

numﬁer;. Th: Validation Group Was.cpmprlseg of studentqﬁwho had

successfully completed the schoul of nursing. program and passid

- Tegistration cxaminations. The Withdrawal Group,” or unsuccessful-

<~tudent‘., was subdivided into thé Academic-VWithdrawal Group, which®
Ty !

' cqnsistedfur students who withdrew because of acadcémic failure,

L)

. .withdrew for non—academiq reasons, These samples werc studicd

with refercnce to scores obtained on the PC¥4 to ascertain the,
. . L] - . :

.
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: PR ! .
LN . 0

. extent to whlch succeus or fallure in completlng the nur51ng program'

was assoc1atod w1th the level of scores attalned on the PCFF

’
<
-

.ot T CONCLUST ONS

. Thc main. conclusmons resulting. from the statlstlcal analyses

‘ . O, .
are d;scussod in rolation to théjﬁgur restarch qu~st10ns of the

© study. C . T " e

. Reséérch‘QUe tLon One, R R _ '_.
Whlch of thc.PCEE Ablllty measures, if any, dlffer—~ .
entiates., between succesgful candidates, (Valldation'Group) -

and those who' vithdrew from the program (Withdrawal Group)?

~ S

On the basis of the‘gomparison between the Validetion.gnd'

. Vithdrawal Groupg it was concluded that the Science, Rcading; and. ™

' . 17 4 : .
SAT stores differentiated between the two groups in.a systematic

fashion. . . L T .

« Research Question Two' . S
~ Which-bf the FCEE Personality measures, if any, differ- N
entiates bétwcen the Valldatlon Group and tHe Withdrawal . '

~ Group? o . L
F i NN o ' D

As a- result of the comparlson betw‘en the Valldatlon and

Wlthdrawal Groupo it was congluded that none of the lersqnallty
wh

measur:s diff.rcntlatod betWeen the two groups in a systematlc

T

fashion.

Resoarch Jﬁcst:on Three . . ..

' r‘ -av
‘ Whlch of the, PCEE" eubtosts dlfferentlatxs Between the :
Academlc Wlthdrawal Groun and the Non—acac(mlc 1thrawal,, '
mﬂ%“ L EERREN L - : ?f'./j:[
1] . n ;:‘ -
N (“ ’ N

&
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i 1 . 2
. - ] 2 v
. . - 2’ ' -
° a " . .
v - " a < .
' ' Q ] N ‘ X, 71 )

.- '\f the P96 studcnts 1nvolved in thls study, 87 w1thdrew'

‘? a ~.' beOPL Cmeletlng the nrogram\ A major reaqon for w1thdrawal

k) « il B - . .

‘ L swas academic farlurg. A comparison of the Acadumlc Wi thdrawal sy

Lok

‘e s " 'and Non-acadcmic Withdfawal'Gnabps showed that students in the

acadumlc falluro'gruup oarnwa Lows; r scores on the ICF# Acaaomlc
. . ' s
’ Ablllty maaqur_ than dlq otudents who w1thdrnw for non acadom1c

5 -~ :'rcaSUnsr ulgnlflcant dlffLPUHCBS betw\tn the. th grnup .were
tabllshod on four of the seven Ablllty mwa§Lrﬂ ,"némély,
Vﬂ_bﬂ Ablnty, seicnce, "Geéneral ]nformatlon, and the SAT. . The

[""\ .-':CEE Acaoemlc~Ab1]1ty to qts are nrlmarlly du51gnuq to mfaquro b
c R ’
R 9 . {/ schalastic'antitud¢ therefore it is reasonable to expcct these

. S ~0

C.sceres tp dlffvrvntlato sbndents wbo withdrow b cau‘w ofﬁacademlc C

] o

N - fallurn from students who WJthdrow for ‘dfther raasons éuch as ' :
Y] N

<

., " .}"'-flnan01a1 probltmu, 111 hualth, marrlavu' famlly PLbLJH b]llt]LS,
e qnqwsu forth. No: glgnlflcant differences werc-e stabllshed botvcen

the tWOIgruuPSNmH the Personaltty measures of the PCEFR. °
T ' . i‘ .' -,.' . , _® . . . '~ ) i e
N oL O, . . ’ - !

Regearch Questiwn Four: L T g

”»
‘

%_ . 'Can the FCEE bn usced to detnrmlm an apﬁrop .t“ bas:. N
. for classification of applicants in relation to%'%g dlv;dlng

~th.' applicant group for classification purposes, and (b) e e

g . do tegginlng cutaff points for class 1f1cat10n,lpartlcularly ‘

A . © T with snect Ao mlplmlzlng the false acceptance of candi= . )

' datec-" : s :

.. ' L o v

S L8 rLlatlon to tth QULStlUn, a thruu 5roup comoarhson inz 0

2w

- - i .
i ’ ’ . R .. Y/
. o - VOlVlng the Vallcatlon Group thy WJg/acad-mnc Wlthdrawal Groun aqd"

B ' 3

b Co, the;Acadumlc Wlthdrawal Group revualwd a'marked similarity betWGen

. va ' H b 2 .
RE D -—the Ablllty saur‘,0 of thc ValldatuAWané Ion academ101s16hdrawal
¢, oy ~ . ” . /\, C s

° =N

ST Groups, whnlt,thk Acad i Wlthdrahgl Group-vhuwcd qlgnﬁflcantly

. B \
. . 4
. " 3 N .

\
i
;
\ . o . v . < p . ‘ o ‘ .
- v o ' P . ‘.
' v PR ’ .. ! . - « 4
, . « . 1S
. g R
. - R . v o . '

. .- : -

- : PN ot - . -
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oS T . o L - k . .-
o FLIEY - i ‘ \ . .
) . et ’ o ; C. 7? .
, \ ‘ o _' . V ‘ ) - . . . )
N : "w» > 1Jdwer scorces on the Abilitj measures., n this basis, it was
_\4.- . . ) ' . ) ) B ) N l' . . .
&hyput}1,nl7od tw1t thi Hun—acddemic Withdrawals could be consid-
T

‘ - . . RN
erLd as potentlally succesoful otUdUﬂto, and thus should be in-

:

-

cludod An-th. Valldatiun/hroyp.' CbnSquﬁntly, the Validation
o \ . | I

anu(v ty inglude the 53 Non-acadoemic Wltharawa]o. ' &

8
e A’cwnnarx SuN Wan tth madu bctwe n the Composite Valfﬁ%tlon Group

. , '(N-:'éCaﬂ, and th. \RC}A mic %Lthdra\al Gro&p (b~-~3u) on th(

D . . . e

fpirtan“u ic 'varlablgs. ' 'f , l . Q\ S

L 4 ' N e -7 .
As a regult of the analysis it.was cgncludod that the
. g7 ' s
Compugsite Validation Jruuﬂ could bv dlSCFlmlnat d from the Academ-
¢ ‘ . v
? Fl y . .

- R e,

. . f )

. P .
g ,.“{‘, all th:” Aca\omLC Abllltv measur. s, ‘exe,;pt Arithmetic, and the
Sl .eAchicvement subscale of the iorsohality invintorys The remain=

v o ' | R | ) s
: . ing six yariables (one Ability and five Porsonality) were c¢limina-> .

>

o ¢ . . . '
ted from further consideration.  The séven statistically signifi- .
N . ' - - ° ' . I -
o ¢ < . ¥ 4
&gant vgriabiws were ~éohsidered to be @meaourz, that would-dl

N ,

3 4 .
criminat. between putcntlally Aucc vk <ful and cademicaWIy uns ucpessrl

. * ful chndidates.- The}muut 1mj)rtdnt d]ccrlmlnant were the SAT, .-

' . K \

Virbal Ability, Scionce, and Kumericpl: Ability. These four accountéd

/" : - ' .
for abaut 96 percent of ‘the between griours varianc: between the-

. "
.

¢

Cdmszite Valicatidn Groun and,thetﬂcadbmic Withﬁraﬁal Groun,
The effici--ncy of the r®ER jn classifyin% the Composite |
' ' ; ' \

Validatioh and Acadomic Withdrawal Grouts- was .determinsd on the

. basis of Jdiscriminant analysis:. Tt strﬂcterminu&.that misclaseifi-
. . f . ' . s ~ .2 ." B
Y t
. . atlon o all types would be mlanlzvd if all aanllcant rassing
‘T L)

- 2

-(,thc:initial'ncrnoning were accppted, regardless 'of - their 1CER

: s - - . 0 e e . "
3\stvs&a*\\?rantink, howeven, that, the variables dd -discriminate,
o P W v g . & " - . . ‘e,
™ 4"" M . . . - «
: . -
’ » L] . " . v
} ) B ' ’ o
. J'% - o -

« ic Withdrawal Gruup n seven subscbres of tlie *I'CEE, -These vere ) .-
o 2 . .



diffrcult, the re

. quyntiy,

‘cutoff discriminant sc¢orcs cuuld be selevcted to mifimize cither
' - N Al . .

tyre of the two ¢lassification errors, Tt was fdund, for example,

that if a cutoff were selected to eliminatc -67 vercent of false

apteptﬂpccs;bdbout 30 pdrccnt of the total gfaup would bv3falsoly

v . '
rejected, _

[

- *

from the findings of this study it was concludid that " the

-Personality measures of the ©C-r have little valu» asva “s:lectin /

.- . - e s S
device as they do net differentiate between Lhc'Validaticm and

| N N Yy ' i v . s -

%ithdrawal Groups, However, most of the tosts comprising thoe )

Academic Ability battery of the I'CBE do anngar tu russess a suffic-
. o - N ’

- -\

’

I

ient deogred of validisty tomale them of limited usofulness in aclect-

ing nursing students.  Whother a’ student actually docg‘sdccpssfully',

] . A

‘¢hmnlete the program probably depends on many factors besides her

.80 )

g s e TR : . S
adademic ability to do su. “Acstudent may withdraw from the school
T : 7 : '

vy
L5 N ~

for any one of numcrous reasone. that may be completely unrelatoed
. St 4 .o ‘

. ’

Lo her scholastic ab;lify. Th findinés of this study. suggest .

\}

that tho iCh. Ability mogourc@ouldiprove to be more effoctive

’

in'id ntifying ajvlicants whu aro capable of successfully complet-

. , . . KO- . . 3 .
iy the nursing program,‘rathvf than identifying tq7§u~ who will
: T o e , T :
comploety, < s ' Co -

N .

.

Finalldy, it was concluded-that, while the ICEE nredicts

mor< rural tharn.wrban students willg find the nursing program

A

latidnship bety
. »~

N

M\ community batkground and

.

' ' [P N N s 4 o . i
succuess or Tailure in nursing 'schou) is not significant. . Conseo-

”

use of the JCEE in scolectiopn would tend "t reduce the

oo : . .

' ¢ o . o o 3 " ’ ) PR '
pruportion of rural apwenlicants admitted,. «ven though the evidence

-
‘ : . : #
+ . ” ‘ . . .
. . . .
N ~
A . + t - [ . !
N - N . '
\' s S
3 - -
. 9 4 . .
B
[N . .
. | , - - -
L] - . h -
« h *er i . .
Loty . . v ) Y , B
z v -
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as urban apprlicants despite the somewhat lower I'CEE.scorcs,

- - - ' N

'suggests that the rural applicants; as a group, pefform as well

MPLICATI UNG o o

a
i

-7 ‘The results of this stpdy have wstablished tha% the PCEER

Qbillty muauures Lrov1dﬂ 1nformation Wthh is of llmitcd valuf in

oCl ct1n5 aupllcants thﬁhav; the' ablllty to ach1°Ve uccessfully

'1n thv °Ch331 of mur81ng Thw 1mportant questlon 10. How doe

“n

th.. echuol “of nursing use this 1nformat1on ta fxna a sulutlon to
2

the dual anblem of selceting studcnts in such a way as to rqduce

to oa ainimun both-tﬁc number admitt.d who will faib‘to comple. te

the minimization of .on: type of verror must result in an increasc

'phédprogram, and the number rcjected who, if they had been admitted,

would have been successful? ’ ) 0
N < -

~—

Tt is necessary to recognize that, as shown in the analysis
] b

At is not wossiblu-to realize these goals simultancously, since

: v 2
A}

o s o

in the second type of errof..'The ﬁigﬁer tho FCEE admiséion stan-

o

‘aards of theo school of nuréiﬁé,.tho luss *1kuly lt is that unsucciﬂé;'

ful' sfudents v.'ile.hp‘adm'ittéd. At the same time, the hlgh\r thes
sténdarqs arc s:t fhr greater thv\hrobablllty Jf rojﬁctlng a"nll-
c;nts.who would bL ucceé ful il given lhu ornorghnlty to CHtGru
thi qragram., Thls is an !mportant asp.ct which cannot.ba dygrloak?d.
ff ; p)tcnﬁially go.dé candidate fog’admiq sion to the schfli of nuréf;

. - . .
- .

'ng 1s rej.cted, a human resourc. is wasted, dnd the individual's

[s]

ﬁight‘fqr an opbortunity ko try"td‘sukc”ed is avbiﬁ?arily.takﬁn'

.,

. . . . L ’ . . v . ' ]
-away.* On the other hand, if a potentially ppor candidatce is ad-

\ . ’ s )

mittrﬁ into the.school, she may not be abl. to complete <the ?rogpgm,
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~4 ‘ :

with the result that money, resources, and eduipmcnt used "by this

\ . : .
student will be wasted.: . “
\ £ ' . . .
The school of nursing can make use of the information
resulting from this study td help improve student sclection and
i recducd attrition, By considering the seven idontificd potentialss

predictors of the FCEE, and éstablishing cutcff discriminant

~ scores, the rate of dca@emic attrition can be reduced. Applicants
.y h ' . , . ° N .
could be required to achieve at, or above, the level of the cutoff

& 1

; . . o - .
- —scory in order to be considered for acceptance. The larger the
. . : e N ' .

discriminant score required for acceptance, the less lik<ly would
" be academic withdrawal. : oo o . T
A ‘ -
An important coenscquence of this is that as the cutoff
. . 4 - ‘

t

Ais sit higher, the size of the aprlicamg povl must be'increas&gA ,

in Lrdcr to'ensure that it contains enough similarly qualified

N

ay:-licants fdn selection into the available positicons. .Tn tqe‘n 3

-

cases of a cutoff -which would eliminate” 67 percent of the Academic
‘o . - . s

'Withdrawals, ths: poo]‘bf:applibants wﬁaﬂﬁad passed to the 6ina1-'

scrzening phase would have to be increased by 50 porcent. .

B f A

As an alternative to c:ztablishing a cutoff, thc final

Y

/

applicants could 'br svlected simply by, Tanking tham in order by

1CEE discriminant scors, and sclecting from the top of thelorder

: ’ . .. . ,
until fhe:ayailabli positions were filled. This procedure would
‘ensure that‘thc'bbsf‘ncadcmically gualified applicants were select-
. , - ' . B i i s i ) Al ) ’ a
ed, and ‘thc roduction in acacdrzic attrition would biacome a function . |

of the size of the applicahf pool. Thisiproceduré would permit
' . : : " i ) e . . .
srlitting the aprlicant poul into rural and urban segments, making\

o
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.
\

a policy decision regarding.the rural-urban composition of the
’ . .._ 0 ¢ [} N . . ! o 8
nursing class, and then selecting the highcst ranking PCEE "dis-

criminant scores until the*desired composition was obtained.

g "Another éossiblp alternétive‘is that, given adequate re-

Y

sources to ensurc the maintenancc of the¢ prescnt gquality of nurs-

| ' N ° - .
ing education, false rejec®ions could be decreased by loworlnéﬁ?

_ the éiscriminant ‘score.cutoff points while increasing the sizg

of“thc class admitteds | o ,

'
v »

It is csseptial 'tu recogmize that, while the test scores

. : . ’ . o . . )
do have value as a predictive .index of success or failure, this’

'valué is limited, and there are probably many other factors .over

0

'and-abuve scholasticiability whichlﬁlay iﬁportaﬁt'roles and are

-

v

» -

just assignificant as test scar~s$ in Qetermining whether or not

a student will be successful, ‘An-applicant who scorcs high on

the \TCER Abiliﬁy~measurvs may nst be .a éoéd aamiésion riék if
she'fe not motivated to succed, or}if'her roasqmﬁ for entering
nursing are_unrealis@ic. uConversely;.the applicéh£ with relétivej
ly,poarvséafés who is highljfmotivaﬁed and pérsevering, may’ be

- A

quite successful. . ,
%he<}esulté 21, this ressarch project .indicate that thc‘t 
FCEE does pussccss iimitcd usefulncss ae an applicant scrcening“

instrument, The Feorsonality measurcs ar~ of little valuc in- the

’

Ny

svlaegtinon process. The scor:s on the Academic Ability measurcs

of the test, howdver, arc of value in indicating which applicants

. . 4 ' h i
are'mfiﬁ likely torsuccsc® in the nursing

program, Tn general,
) "~ 1 i ) , . 'I. Y .
students with luw Ability.scorgs are not good admission risKs,
M , ) N . 8 [ 1 , .

s .

as they ar: more liksly to perform pOurly in the schoal, and quite
. ‘ - . . S .
( ‘. ) -.. . ‘ . . ,’
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likely to-wiihdraw or fail regietration examinations\ 'AoﬁiicantS"
. .y -

a who _score hlgh on the, LCEB Ablllty measures are more 11kely to be

sUccessful in the nursjng program and on regxstratlon examinatlons.

It -is émpha31zod.that 'no 51ng10 source of informationfcan,

' ' ' . B 4 ¢ ot
~give an accurate picture of the individual. Therefore, it is

1mperat1ve that the school of nur51ng maintiin’ the nrespnt sclec~
tion procedur”s, and that all available 1nformatlon relatlve to

the-appllcant.be con51oered before the final step of admlﬁlster—

ing the FCEE and making a ddcision as to whether an applicant is

to be accepted or rejegted,
e  « - . RECOMMENDATIONS N\

l. The school of nur51ng should malntaln all present

[y

‘ oclcctlon procecdures to eﬁvabllsh a flnal appllcant pool. _This 1

5
popl should be 1nCreased,by one-half the established acceptance’
. A hd ‘ 1 i}
number; that is, if the number of apolicantS'to be accepted‘is
o

.. 100, the: ffﬁal qelectlon pool should consist of 150 appllcants.

mhls would allow for the 30 percent mlsc13581f1¢ation of rcjects .
J\‘

that phe study hasAshown will occuriif.lt is desired to reduce

-

‘false. acceptances by two—thifgs. The administéring,of the PCHE.

woh]d be the fjnal'nroceduré used po select 1QO.$tudents frém
the pool of 150 applicants, R L ?’ﬂ

2. Qesparch 1§ needed to 1nvest1gate the effectlveness
of the ICEE Cersonallty Frefercnce Schedule as a counseling tool
sne01r1ca11v in relation to- provlding 1n51ght into the problemaof
non-aqademlc w1;hcrawalst

R
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3. A loﬁgitudinal’study should’ be done of studehts ad-

3

‘mitted to.the school of nursing after having written the PCEE *

Ly .

- as part of the selection procedure. Such’ a follow-up would be
j ﬂgrthwhile in establlshlng whether or not a decreaée in attr)-_
. tion reswlts from' the inclusion ‘of the PCEE fn the sglectlon

‘procedures. .

. Research into-the sclection validity of the FCEE in

- the total applicant bbol should be done in relgtioh to (a) com-

parison of applicénts and non-applicants, and (b)‘éompafison
of those selected and rejected in‘the_initial ?creening proce-

A
Pl

dures. . o g ' ' " SR

S Reéearch‘should be conducted to deterqine“the rél;-

A L]

tionship between high school grades, FCEE scores,. and success

N
n

in nﬁrsihg, ;and the predictive cfficiency'of‘the-PCEE in the

_context of'othef predictor. variabLes, such as high school grades.

P

S. A s1milar sthdy should be carrled out w1th students

1n other schools of nur51ng us1ng the PCEE in order t6 try and

- .,

detormine to what extent the findings of this study aro supported.

. -
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