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A STUDY OF THE ABILITY, ACHIEVEMENT, DEMOGRAPHIC,
AND SOCIAL INTERACTION CHARACTERISTICS OF
THREE GROUPS OF STUDENTS: DROPOUTS,
MARGINALS, AND HIGH ACEIEVERS
Judy Stewart, Ed.D.

Western Michigan University, 1983

In this study the ability, achievement, demographic, and social
interaction characteristics of three groups of baccalaureate nursing
students were investigated. The three groups of students studied
were dropouts, marginals, and high achievers. The purpose of the
study was to identify predominant characteristics of dropout and
marginal students that would act to direct the development of pro-
grams in nursing education.

The population studied consisted of the Nazareth College 1981-
1982 freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior nursing students. 1In
addition, the 1976-1980 graduating nursing classes were studied,
including the freshman through senior year data for these classes.

The results of the data analysis offered mixed support for the
hypotheses proposed. The ability scores of marginal students were
lower than high achievers. This was also true of dropouts and non-
dropcuts, but those differences were not consistently significant at
the .05 alpha level. Marginal groups were found to perform lower
than high achievers on achievement tests, and a direct relationship
was found to exist between achievement test scores and State Board

Exam performance. 1In addition, marginal students scored lower than
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high achievers on 4tate Board Exams.

The demographic variables measured in this study did mnot help
define dropout, marginal, or high achieving student characteristics,
as the student group was found to be a homogenous one. The hypothe-
ses predicting that marginal students would more likely be involved
than high achieving students in social interactions which detract
from concentrating on studies (i.e., employment, time spent in
travel) were not supported by the data. In addition, social inter-
action that might act to give support to students (i.e., support
services, community activities) was not found to be different from
the high achieving group than for the marginal group.

Possible explanations for the findings were discussed, implica-
tions for nursing education proposed, and suggestions for further

research developed.

. W«.ﬁ
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CHAPTER I
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
Introduction

This study subjected to exploratory investigation the ability,
achievement, demographic, and social interaction characteristics of
three groups of nursing students: dropouts, marginals, and high
achievers. The differences between these groups were investigated
with the purpose of identifying predominant characteristics of drop-
cut and marginal students that could guide decisions about nursing
program change. |

The underlying assumption of this study is that mental function-
ing is not a fixed and predetermined human characteristic. While
the genes may establish limits for an individual's potential for
mental development, individuals rarely reach their potential within
the range available for growth (Hunt, 1961). Nationally, freshman
college students have shown a decline in academic and achievement
ability scores and have shown evidence of poor and incomplete cogni-
tive development through the formal operational stages (Killianm,
1979). It is in this stage that a person develops problem-solving
skills (Piaget, 1973). Incomplete cognitive development does not
reflect potential for development but will, combined with other
demographic and social interaction characteristics (Elton & Rose,

1970; Munro, 1980), interrupt academic success.
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Colleges and universities have-blaced great importance on the
matter of academic performance. In the last quarter century,
studies have shown little or no relationship between academic suc-—
cess and job performance (Cox, 1971). Comnsequently, it is reason-
able to pursue alternative learning programs for those dropout and
marginal students who choose nursing as a career, since the litera-
ture does not show that these marginal and dropout students are
doomed to poor job performance.

It should be assumed that learning objectives for baccalaureate
nursing education will not change as there are critical terminal be-
haviors which are essential to the practice 'of professional nursing
(Schwirian, 1977). However, alternative nursing education programs
can be developed which take into consideration student characteris-
tics that interfere with progression of students through the program

and which have high academic standards for graduates (Stevens, 1971).
Rationale for Study Focus

The study of ability, achievement, demographic, and social
interaction characteristics has received considerable attention in
education and nursing literature (Schwirian, 1977). Three factors
indicate that additional study of student characteristics is appro-
priate. First, student characteristics continue to be an important
focus of study because of the complexity of human development and
its interaction with current nursing and education issues. Secondly,
student characteristics are changing and the number of marginal stu-

dents is growing (Carnegie Commission, 1980; Wilson & Levy, 1978).
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Thirdly, student enrollments are dropping. These three factors are
important because:

1. There is a practical need to maintain enrollments so that
graduates are available to reverse the current acute nursing short-
age. |

2. There is an obligation for this nation to identify the best
means for accomplishing the optimal human development of every
American (Bonham, 1980).

3. Failure or fear of failure consumes large amounts of a stu-
dent's energy and detracts from the quality of life experienced.

The basic human need to achieve self-actualization and/or accomplish
goals often is not met (Maslow, 1954):

4. A large amount of faculty time and energy is consumed with
the marginal student who requires a great deal of remediation to
succeed.

5. The student's economic resources are wasted.

6. Marginal achievement as an undergraduafe does not mean that
job performance will be borderline. The student who achieves in a
marginal wéy can contribute significantly to the nursing profession
(Gilmour, Perry, & Hagerty, 1974).

Ability and achievement studies show that high achieving high
school students do meet with success in college (Backman & Steindler,
1971), and that there is a direct relationship between achievement
in the program and success on State Board Exams (Deardorff, Denney,
& Miller, 1976; Wolfe & Bryant, 1978). Changes have occurred in

higher education and nursing, however, that prevent using the
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approach of raising admission and progression standards in order to
deal with dropout and marginal behavior.

The following are some of the changes that are significant:

1. The pragmatic move in small private colleges to maintain
enrollments by establishing open admission standards has served its
purpose and continues to be important in order to provide adequate
financial support for institutions.

2. National enrollments, in some academic fields, are dropping
as fewer women are choosing traditionally female professions. Many
women are, instead, entering those professions that can provide
greater economic reward, along with professional goal accomplish-
ment (Aiken, 1982).

3. There are fewer college age students available to enroll
due to population changes (Rouche, 1977).

4, Increasing numbers of adult learners are attending college
while continuing to work full or part time. These persons are often
responsible for the economic support of families and for child rear-
ing while they pursue a higher education. Raising achievement
standards without altering program sequence would only make it diffi-
cult or impossible for potentially capable adult students to succeed.
Further understanding of human development and its relationship to
student characteristics becomes essential.

Early in the history of the study of learning, theorists de-
scribed mental ability as a fixed and predetermined human character-
istic (Jensen, 1973). Further study has shown that although the

zenes set limits on an individual's potential for mental development,
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individuals rarely reach their potential within the range available
for growth (Hunt, 1961). Nursing educators have operated on the
belief that mental ability is f%xed and predetermined. They have
established (nationally) admission and progression standards that
favor those students who can demonstrate significant academic abil-
ity at the time of admission. Few nursing progréms assume special
responsibility for any development of mental ability outside of that
development that occurs with maturation and exposure to additional
learning. Research has shown that a significant percentage of col-
lege freshmen have not completed ﬁheir cognitive development through
the formal operational stage (Killian, 1979). Hany nursing programs
operate on the assumption that mental ability must be developed
prior to entry into the program; however, it is clear that the
validity of this assumption should be questioned (Gilmour et al.,
1974).

Demographic and social interaction characteristics of students
act to further complicate the understanding of droéout and marginal
behavior in higher education. The Carnegie Commission (1980) re-
ported that while the number of college age students (18-22 years)
is dropping, the number of older persons who are married, who have
children, and who work while studying, is increasing. Demographic
characteristics have been the subject of research studies that sug-
gest that chéracteristics such as age, marital status, children,
and employment do affect the success of students in college
(Li-Chen & Wooster, 1979; Schwirian, 1977). Since older students

are likely to enroll in greater numbers in the coming years, it is
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important to identify demographic and social interaction character-
istics as they occur in the target groups of concern in this study.
It is clear that the educational approaches to dropout and
marginal behavior of the 70's, by some higher education institutions,
are not appropriate for the decade of the 80's. Changes in student
characteristics have occurred within the nursing profession and in
education, both nationally and locally, that point to the need for
additional study of student characteristics. Educators should be
able to understand the distinction between those who fail and those
who succeed. This understanding can, in turn, help to guide deci-
sions about program change which can assist individuals to perform

at or close to their potential.
Problem Statement

fhis study investigated the ability, achievement, demographic,
and social interaction characteristics of three groups of students:
dropouts, marginals, and high achievers. The purpose of the study
was to identify characteristics of dropout and marginal students

that could guide decisions about nursing education change.
Outline of the Study

Chapter II is a review of pertinent theoretical literature and
research findings related to each of the variables involved in the
study. Chapter III outlines the methodology used to carry out the
study. Chapter IV includes a presentation of the data and the data

analysis narrative. Chapter V includes a discussion of the
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limitations of the study, interpretations of the data analysis, and

the recommendations for nursing education.
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CHAPTER II
CONTEXT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction

The nursing profession is concerned with successful nursing
performance. Practicing nurses must be able to deliver quality care
and to contribute to a developing profession. Thus, the admission
and progression of students in nursing education is of vital concern
so that the preparation of competent nurses for the practice of
nursing is ensured. This very important concern has generated many
studies of the characteristics of students that predict success in
academia and in job performance.

In 1975 the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
Public Health Service, Division of Nursing, undertook an expansive
study designed to meet three needs:

1. to reasses the state of the art on the predic-
tion of nursing clinical performance

2. to obtain current information from [nursing]
educational programs about prediction criteria

3. to evaluate the relative merits of the school's
predictive criteria through review of actual performance
in the first job after graduation. (Schwirian, 1977, p. 1)
The results of this extensive study, very briefly summarized, show
that nursing educators nationally continue to use measures of cogni-

tive attributes and achievement to admit students into nursing pro-

grams. Eighty percent of the respondents listed academic
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achievement as the.criteria for identifying the most promising indi-
viduals in their graduating classes (Schwirian, 1977).

The emphasis on finding the person who has well developed aca-
demic skill prior to admission into the nursing program is clearly
evident in the literature. This emphasis has led to efforts to
focus on those characteristics which, when used as admission cri-
teria, exclude a potentially capable group of students. Stevens
(1971) discussed this phenomena by stating that persons who have an
inferior educational background mﬁy have much to offer nursing and
they also may need career opportunities. The nursing profession
must accept its social obligation to provide access to the field of
nursing for groups who have previously been excluded, and 2t the
same time deal with shortage of nurses. DeTornyay and Russell (1978)
discussed the historical fact that nursing schools attempt to select
those students who present the least possible risk, and they suggest
that nursing should look for a more heterogeneous student group to
enrich nursing and make it more reflective of the diversity of
American life., The bulk of the literature, however, reinforces the
focus on student cognitive attributes and achievements and does not
speak to programs that enhance the use of human potential, nor does
it speak to the questionable relationships between academic achieve-
ment and job performance (Brandt & Methany, 1968; Cox, 1971; Hoyt,
1966; Thorndike, 1963). |

Economic and social conditions have developed in the 1980's
which have affected higher education and the characteristics of stu-

dents in higher education. The national rate of inflation and the
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movement toward tax limitation has led to drastic budget cuts for
state and federal support of higher education. There is less money
available for student financial aid and persons are seeking a less
expensive education.

Another factor affecting enrollment in small private colleges
is the current tendency of students who do enroll to choose admis-
sion into large universities because of the belief that a university
setting will bestow prestige, and that '"bigger is better." Such be-
liefs are seldom based on valid criteria which indicate the quality
of an educational program.

The women's equal right's movement has resulted in a focus on
equal educational and employment opportunities, and this has
affected enrollment on a national basis. Women are now entering
those educational programs that were previously male dominated and
that provide substantial financial reward. Women must pursue
careers that provide for economic security as a larger number of
families in the United States are headed by women (Lysaught, 1981).

In order to counteract the above described affect on enroll-
ments, small private colleges have lowered their admission standards
(Carnegie Commission, 1980). This lowering of admission standards
along with a well documented change in student characteristics, that
includes an increased number of marginal students, has caused nurs-
ing educators much concern. Nursing educators have begun to use
ability and achievement scores as predictors of success in nursing
education. To counteract the negative trend of lowering academic

requirements for admission into nursing, nursing educators have
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raised admission requirements. This approach to dealing with abil-
ity and achievement problems, by raising admission requirements, has
resulted in fewer étudents enrolling so that fewer graduates are now
available to meet the need for nurses in the health care system. In
addition, the raising of admission requirements has not met the need
for utilizing the human potential of many who desire a nursing edu-
cation. It ignores research which shows that ability and achieve-
ment tests do not predict job performance.

Literature related to ability, achievement, demographic, and
social interaction characteristics are presented in the following
section in order to build on the rationale introduced in Chapter I
which establishes the need for a study of current characteristics

of nursing students.
Ability

Ability is defined, for the purposes of this study, as skill
that is necessary for success in academia and is commonly measured
by the American College Testing Program, or ACT. A number of
studies show that the ACT scores can be used as predictors of nurs-
ing student academic success (Elton & Rose, 1970; Kovac, 1970;
Munday & Hoyt, 1965; Wittmeyer, 1971). 1In addition it has been
found that the ACT score is a predictor of success on State Board
License Exams (Miller, 1968).

It is important to recognize that the academic abilities mea-
sured by the ACT are basic to academic achievement of students in

nursing education, and students with low scores will predictably
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struggle with academic course work. At the same time, it must be
stressed that the ACT scores do not define all dimensions of in-
herent, or innate, ability. Nor do such scores define the potential
to develop ability within the confines of biological inherited
limits.

The definition and measurement of innate mental ability or
intelligence has received a great deal of attention since the ezrly
1900's. Hunt (1961) provided an overview of theories which, prior
to World War II, examined mental ability as a unidimensional capac-
ity which increased at a fixed rate to a predetermined level. How-
ever, Hunt maintained that regardless of the limits that genes may
set on an individual's potential for intellectual development, the
potential within that limitation is rarely reached, nor is it fixed
at the level commonly measured by current testing modes. The sig-
nificance of Hunt's position must be underscored as it provides im-
portant foundation information for decision making in the use of ACT
scores in nursing education.

Wechsler (1958) elaborated on the definition of innate mental
ability or intelligence and discussed the limitations of measuring
intelligence.

Intelligence operationally defined is the aggregate or

global capacity of the individual to act purposefully,

to think rationally and to deal effectively with his

environment. It is aggregate or global because it is

composed of elements or abilities, which, though not

entirely independent, are qualitatively different. By

measurement of those abilities, we evaluate intelligence.

But intelligence is not identical with the mere sum of

these abilities, however, conclusive. There are three
important reasons for this:
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1. The ultimate products of intelligent behavior

are a function not only of the number of abilities or

their quality but also of the way in which they are com-

bined, that is their configuration.

2, Factors other than intellectual ability, for

example, those of drive and incentive are involved in

intelligent behavior.

3. Finally, while different orders of intelligent
behavior may require varying degrees of intellectual

ability, an excess of any given ability may add relatively

little to the effectiveness of the behavior as a whole.

(p. 7)

The tests given by American College Testing Service are not
interchangeable with the IQ testing devised by Binet and Wechsler;
however, the format and abilities measured do overlap. Nursing edu-
cators have relied on ACT test results as reliable indicators of
academic ability by using them to select able students for entry
into nursing without considering the limitations of the measurements
of ability (Schwirian, 1977).

The limitations of ability measures are clear.

1. They measure only one kind of talent--intellectual (partic-
ularly verbal and math) achievement.

2. They minimize the importance of nonintellectual, including
motivational, factors.

3. They define talent out of context without reference to
actual situations in which talented performance takes place
(Holland & Aston, 1979).

While the definition of intelligence remains controversial,

ample evidence is available to support the idea that measurement of

ability should not be used to define innate intelligence nor should
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they be used as sole criteria for limiting a person's academic pro-
grém choices.

Given the complex nature of mental ability and the limitations
of ability measurement, there is support for examining the ability
of students as a developmental process. Fine (1975) urged educators
to look at the human mind as something that never stops growing.
Special abilities continue to accumulate throughout a lifetime.
One's intelligence continues to grow, change, develop, and redevelop
as long as one lives.

A number of key theorists, who have studied human behavior and
motivation, give support to the statement that student ability is
a developmental process (Allport, 1961; Maslow, 1954; Rogers, 1961).
A common and widely accepted theme that can be drawn from theories
presented by Allport (1961), Maslow (1954), and Rogers (1961) is
that the human being has great potential to become self-actualized
or a fully functioning person. The self is described as being con-
stantly engaged in a quest for new growth, new development, and new
challenges. People move in different directions of achieving and
reaching their highest potential. It is upon the process of "moving
to develop" that educators must focus.

Research done by Killian (1979) identified a lack of cognitive
development of freshman college students that leads to poor academic
performance. Programs that have successfully facilitated students'
cognitive development have been identified (Killian, 1979; Lincoln,
1978; Whimbey, 1980). These programs give support to educators for

providing programs that use ability scores as a means of channeling
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students into enrichment programs rather than using ability scores
as evidence that students cannot develop and succeed in academia.
Nationally, the majority of freshman college students aré re-

quired to take the ACT or a similar academic ability test. The ACT
English usage test measures the student's understanding of the con-
ventions of standard written English and use of basic elements of
expository writing including punctuation, grammar, sSentence struc-
ture, diction, style, logic, and organizaticn (ACT, 1977). The
mathematics usage test measures the student's mathematical reasoning
ability and emphasizes the solution of practical quantitative prob-
lems rather than memorization of formulas, knowledge of techniques,’

" or computational skill (ACT, 1977). The scores from these tests are
often used to advise students regarding remediation needed.

Nationally, there is a well documented decline in ACT scores

.(Copperman, 1978; Eurich, 1980; Lipsitz,.1977). Over the last 11
years there has been an average of 37 per year national decline in
ACT test scores. However, the percentage of.students who score in
the high range of 26-36 has remained at 147 during the ll-year
period. The percentage of students scoring in the low range of 1-15
has increased from 277 to 33% during the same ll-year period
(Fergusen, 1977). It has been established that the test score de-
cline cannot be attributed to changes in test comstruction or to
changes in students' innate ability or aptitude, (i.e., capability
to develop the ability). The decline is, instead, thought to be

effected by school, family, and societal change (Harnischfeger &

Wiley, 1978).
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In summary, the following are inadequacies identified in nurs-
ing research in the area of ability scores and the prediction of
success in nursing education and nursing practice:

1. The studies done suggest that the ACT's do predict success
on State Board Exams and achievement tests; however, little discus-
sion is included in the theoretical framework used to emphasize
practical interpretations that can be made of ability scores. The
limitation of such testing tools are inadequately discussed.

2. The authors of some studies suggest that students use the
ACT scores to prepare or remediate; however, little attention is
given to approaches for remediatioﬁ. The authors make the assump-
tion that increasing student awareness will result in successful
achievement.

3. Little emphasis in the studies is given to the possibility
that students have great potential for personal development.
Greater emphasis is given to using predictors (ACT scores) to iden-
tify "able" applicants.

Ability characteristics of nursing students clearly merit fur-
ther study so that a data base will be available for future research

which will address these inadequacies.
Achievement

Ability scores are related to achievement scores in that, when-
ever one measures what a person can do, samples of present behavior
are obtained (Hilgard, 1962). An awareness of this outcome is im-

portant to educators in utilizing ability and achievement scores;
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however, the overlap is not so significant as to rule out the use of
the individual scores in defining a given student's characteristics
and determining appropriate admission and progression activities.

Achievement will be defined for the purpose of this study as a
demonstration of learning in a specialized area of study. It is
commonly measured in nursing education by the achievement test pre-
pared by the National League for Nursing (NLN). As with ability,
concern for the achievement of nursing students has generated a num-
ber of studies to identify the significance of the NLN test scores.

Research has shown that the NLN scores can be used to predict
success on State Board Exams (Baldwin, Mowbry, & Taylor, 1968; Bell
& Martindill, 1976; Muhlenkamp, 1971; Shelley, Kennamer, & Raile,
1976). The significance of the studies did not lead to changes in
nursing education that would assist the student who has lower
scores. The inadequacies listed under the ability section of this
chapter are seen also in the nursing education literature related to
achievement.

Pottinger (1979) stated that it is difficult to refute the com-
monly held notion that an academic credential represents at least
minimal level of job competence, in spite of the fact that there is
significant empirical evidence to show that credentials are not
causally linked and often not correlated with actual performance in
the world of work (Brandt & Methany, 1968; Cox 1971; Hoyt, 1966;
Thorndike, 1963).

Throughout any nursing program nursing students take achieve-

ment tests prepared by the National League for Nursing. The basic
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science NLN achievement tests measure a student's knowledge of facts
and principles that are relevant to patient cére (NLN, 1979). The
nursing NLN achievement tests also measure a student's learning in
specialized areas of content. These tests include items that mea-
sure facts and principles and their application in the care of
patients experiencing health care needs (NLN, 1979).

All nursing graduates of baccalaureate programs in the United
States must take a licensing-éxam for registration. This require-
ment exists to protect the general public and confirm for registered
nurses that they can embark on a career with professional confidence
(Smith, 1976). 1In effect the test is an achievement test to estab-
lish minimum level competency for nurses. It measures five areas of
content: medical-surgical, pediatrics, obstetrics, community health,
and psychiatric-mental health.

In summary, the use of both ability and achievement scores must
be carefully studied so that all students, both succeésful and un-
successful test takers, benefit from the information gained from
such testing. Consideration must be given to theories of human

development which suggest need for students to develop problem solv-

ing skill before they can accomplish learning which demands behavior

beyond that stage (Klausmeier & Gcudwin, 1971). Evidence of the
human biological drive toward mastery should be considered (Diggory,
1972). The assumption that use of achievement test scores to 'weed
out" students leads to a satisfactory method for producing clini-

cians who can perform on the job must be examined (Rogers, 1961).
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Demograph{c and Social Interaction
Characteristics

The demographic and social interaction characteristics of con~
cern in this study are: age, marital status, children, employment,
time involved and frequency of weekends away, time involvement in
use of support services, student life activities, and community
activities. These characteristics were chosen for study because of

. their significance to understanding the distinction between those
who fail and those who succeed in academia.

The Carnegie Commission (1980) has prepared an extensive study
of enrollments in higher education'that digcusses the demographic
changes predicted to occur.in'the coming decade. The changes pre-
dicted .to occur include:

1. The number of students who "stop in" and then "stop out"
will increase.

2., The number of adults will increase.

3. The number of part-time students will increase.

4. The military and job market inducements will change.

A study done by Zorn (1980) gives support to the Carnegie Com-
mission findings. Zorn examined the demographic characteristics of
210 nursing students at Youngstown University in 1978. It was found
that there was an increase in the percentage of enrolled adults who
were registered and who had returned to complete their baccalaureate
degree. The largest percentage were married and working. The

average age of the returning students was 32.7.
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Demographic characteristics do interact to affect the ability
and achievement scores of students. Li~Chen and Wooster (1979)
found that married students without children have higher achievement
scores than married students with children. This suggests that it
is not the state of marriage which interferes with achievement, but
that the extra time-consuming responsibilities of childrem and/or
employment may interfere in a measurable way. Moore and Pentecost
(1979) listed financial needs and employment as one of four major
problems that interfere with the student's ability to succeed.

Bisconti (1978), in a study of marriage, career, and job satis-
faction, found that married women had a higher level of job satis-
faction than nonmarried respdndents; and that this relationship was
strongest (i.e., job satisfaction and marriage) among persons who
had relatively low salaries and were not highly achievement oriented.
One explanation for this finding is tﬁat marriage and family provide
additional interests and sources of satisfaction. The more inter-
ests one has external to the employment, the less importance cone
attributes to negative features of the job. While job performance
and job satisfaction have both been shown to have little relation-
ship to ability and achievement scores, there is some support for
the significance of demographic and social interaction characteris-
tics affecting nursing practice. Academic programs (courses and
experiences) that take into account the concerns of student demo-
graphic and social interaction characteristics are desirable so that
the ability and achievement characteristics of students, particu-

larly those with low ACT scores, can be developed.
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Dropouts

The fact that the number of students seeking admission to col-
lege is declining was addressed in the introduction of this chapter
as a problem of national concern in higher education. The student
who drops out of college is of particular concern to the nursing
profession. Tﬁe nursing profession cannot afford to lose the talent
of students whose academic and demographic backgrounds may not pro-
vide opportunity for them to achieve in the traditional college
environment,

Munro (1980) has provided a comprehensive review of the lit-
erature that identifies variables of significance regarding drop-
outs from nursing education. The Munro model for predicting which
nursing students will persist and which will drop out included vari-
ables studied earlier by Spady (1970), Terenzini and Pascarella
(i978), and Tinto (1975). Spady (1970), Terenzini and Pascarella
(1978), and Tinto (1975) examined the significance of social and
academic integration in student attrition decisioné. Academic
integration was defined by these researchers as experiences re-
lating directly to intellectual development. Social integration
was defined as experiences relating to social life on campus.

Spady (1970) and Tinto (1975) viewed the social and academic inte-
gration of an individual and a student's interaction with these

systems as the primary determinants of persistence. Terenzini and
Pascarella (1978) used these two variables and found that academic

integration may be more important than social integration for
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students who make dropout ®cisions. Munro (1980), whose model was
built from this earlier research, found that for baccalaureate nurs-
ing students academic ;ntegration had the strongest direct effects
on persistence in nursing.

Aitken (1982) attempted to add to the empirical evidence re-
garding dropouts by testing a complex model based on the premise
that a student's decision to remain in higher education is directly
determined by aspects of the student's academic experience. The
variables measured to calculate Aitken's retention formula include
academic satisfaction, living satisfaction, and academic performance.
While it was found that the formula did predict retentiom, it is
debatable whether the author's goal to provide a workable model for
routine use by institutions was accomplished. The formula is highly
complex and requires the measurement of multiple satisfaction vari-
ables. The measurement tools used by Aitken are costly and time
consuming. Additionally, the validity of the measurement tools is
questionable as it can be shown that the ﬁeasurement of "satisfac-
tion" is a difficult task.

In a study completed by Ramist (1981) students listed the fol-
lowing reasons for dropping out of college: (a) academic matters;
(b) financial difficulties; (c) motivational problems; (d) personal
considerations; (e) full-time jobs; (f) need for new, practical non-
academic experiences; and (g) lack of initial degree obtainment
goals. These very practical reasons are consistent with the broad
variables studied by the previously quoted researchers. The items

in the list suggest factors that interfere with academic progression.
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Further, the items suggest some valid reasons for dropping out of
college that are not within the capacity of the educational institu-
tion to alter.

It is clear that it is not within the power of a college to re-
tain every student who may choose to drop out. However, enrollment
declines suggest the pragmatic need to study the reasons that stu-~
dents drop out in order to determine whether changes in academic
programming would result in the retention of some dropouts. Re-
search to determine significant variables affecting the attrition of
students is inconclusive. Dropout behavior has been linked with a
student's academic integration or academic experiences both before
entering college and with social integration or social experiences
after entering college. The goal of this study was to identify
those characteristics of dropouts that can be related to components
of the nursing program which, if altered, would result.in fewer
dropouts. It is the position of this researcher that the time has
come to invest energy in research that can be used to make college
academic program change, rather than to develop complex models which
will not submit to valid measurement. A model to predict who and
how many students will drop out of college is not, in the view of
this researcher, the most productive goal. Rather, a productive
approach is suggested in this study for identifying student charac-
teristics which are likely to provide information which results in

improved and relevant academic program development decisions.
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Significance of Findings

The study of ability, achievement, demographic, and social
interaction characteristics in three groups of nursing students,
dropouts, marginal, and high achieving, has special significance to
the Nazareth College Baccalaureate Nursing program. The average
ability score of the Nazareth College nursing student has declined
over the l2-year period of the program's existence. TFor example,
the mean ACT math score of the 1970 graduating class was 24. This
number has gradually decreased over the years so that the mean ACT
math score for the 1981 graduation class was 17.98 (Stewart, 1982).

A review of the Nazareth College nursing students' NLN Achieve-
ment scores reveals that mean scores remain below the 50th percent-~
ile each year and in each content area. The State Board Examination
scores of the Nazareth College graduates have been declining. Dur~
ing the 1970-75 time period, the mean percentage of failure for
Nazareth graduates was 6.97%; and during the 1976~78 time period, the
mean percentage of failure was 18.47%. No study of demographic or
social interaction characteristics has been Qone at Nazareth College.

The results of this study provide data upon which changes in
the Nazareth College Nursing Program can be based. There is some
evidence to indicate that there may be need for alternative programs
for students with special needs. Program development efforts must
be prioritized because of the restraints caused by the economic con-
ditions in higher education institutions and because of lack of

qualified professors in nursing education.
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Student characteristics as identified in this study can provide
direction for the development of program alternatives. The programs
chosen to reduce dropout and marginal behavior should depend on the
specific student characteristics identified and should differ de-
pending on the characteristics for the dropout and marginal groups.
A predominance of low ability in dropouts, for example, might lead
to the development of remediation in the academic skills area. A
high number of travel and work hours might lead to changes such as
reducing course loads and spreading the academic program over 5
years instead of 4 to allow for work and travel time.

Table 1 lists the student characteristics and suggested direc-
tions for academic program development that each characteristic may

indicate.

Table 1

Student Characteristics and Suggested Directions
for Academic Program Development

Characteristic Direction for program development

I. Ability scores I. Summer remediation programs geared
low toward increasing skills, and formal

operational development must be pur-
sued. Programs such as Stress on
Analytical Reasoning (SOAR) should be
studied for prenursing students' par-
ticipation. Fund raising to make
this option a reasonable one for stu-
dents should be considered.

II. Achievement II. This characteristic should be studied
scores low as 1t occurs with the ability charac-
teristic which contributes to low
achievement. Approaches such as the
following could be pursued:
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Table 1--Continued

Characteristic

Direction for program development

III. A percentage of I1I.
students who are
older, have
children, and
are married

IV. Large amounts Iv.
of time spent
in travel away
from campus or
employment

V. Lack of social V.
interaction

A.

Test taking skills
Study skills.

Independent learning modules that
provide the learning of major
concepts and subconcepts in the
nursing curriculum.

A self-evaluation process that
allows students to independently
evaluate achievement to determine
success of remediation. '

A profile study should be undertaken
for this group to clearly identify
aspects of the academic program which
contribute to success and aspects
which cause problems.

The following approaches might be
considered:

A,

Alternative scheduling that
avoids using Monday 7:00 a.m. to
3:00 p.m. as clinical practice
learning hours (use a latter part
of the week or weekend and eve-
ning hours also)

Development of independent learn-
ing modules that allow students
to proceed at an independent pace

Preplan for a 5-year program

Additional profile data should be
gathered to define the weaknesses

Data gathered should be communi-
cated to administrators responsi-
ble for the student life activity
so that activities can be offered
which are likely to broaden so-
cial interaction experiences
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Table l--Continued

Characteristic Direction for program development

Concern for retention of students
should facilitate the revision of
approaches to insuring social
interaction.

C. Faculty development could be
undertaken to promote understand-
ing of how to help students help
themselves (Davidhizar, 1982)

VI. Lack of change VI. A. Tutorial program for students in
in marginal the nursing program should be
status from developed
freshman year
to senior year B. Application of the concept of

mastery learning with alternative
learning activities that fit indi-
vidual learning modes or styles
should be explored

Summary

The dependent variables of ability, achievement, demographic,
and social interaction characteristics were discussed in detail in-
cluding: .

1. A definition of variable terms.

2. Research related to the variables that provides insight
into program planning.

3. Identification of subjects not addressed in the literature
which are important to the appropriate development of effective,
relevant academic programs.

4, Significance of the findings.
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The nursing profession has studied the variables affecting suc-
cessful performance in nursing education programs. The research
shows tbat'ability and achievement scores do predict success in aca-
demia and on State Board_Exams. The prediction of successful job
performance has been a more difficult task, and ability and achieve-
ment scores are not useful in determining which graduates will be
successful in the practice of nursing. Demographic and social
interaction variables have been studied, and although the conclu-
sions are not concise, it is clear that demographic and social
inter;ction characteristics do affect the academic performance df
students. The focus of research related to ability, achievement,
and demographic-social interaction characteristics has been, over
whelmingly, to identify the able student who can succeed. While
nurses give credence to the client in the health care setting as
being a '"developing'" person, little of this philosophy has been
transferred to the education setting in the consideration of the ad-
mission criteria for students.

Nurse educators have responded to the research related to abil-
ity and achievement scores by raising admission standards so that
those who enter nursing education programs must have previously
well developed academic skills. Very little attention has been
given the need to open the profession to a wider variety of persons
by providing experiences within the education program that would
promote development of academic skills. Support for this focus can
be found in literature which provides evidence that the human person

is capable of developing far beyond the self-established limitation
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or the limitations established as a result of attitudes within
society. This study examined the ability, achievement, demographic,
and social interaction characteristics of three groups of students:
dropouts, marginal, and high achievers. The study results provide
data upon which program change decisions can be based. In addition,
ability and achievement characteristics are examined from the per-
spective of using ACT scores as indications of needed development
rather than to eliminate undesirable applicants. This focus can re-
sult in benefits to the profession as a wider variety of persons
should be able to contribute to the accomplishment of goals within
the healthicare system.

From this discussion the following hypotheses are stated.

Hypotheses

Ability

1. The means of the ability scores of marginal students are
lower than the means of the ability scores of high achievers.
2. The means of thz ability scores of dropouts are lower than

the means of the ability scores of nondropouts.
Achievement

3. The means of the achievement scores of marginal students
are lower than the means of the achievement scores of high achievers.
4. There is a direct relationship between junior level achieve-

ment scores, senior level achievement scores, and graduate level
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State Board Exam scores.
5. The means of the State Board Exam scores of marginal stu-
dents are lower than the means of the State Board Exam scores of

high achievers.

Demographic

6. The mean age of marginal students is lower than the mean
age of high achievers.

7. The percentage of married marginal students is lower than
the percentage of married high achievers. -

8. Marginal students have a larger number of children than

high achieving students.

Social Interaction

9. The mean number of hours of employment is higher for mar-

ginal students than for high achievers.

10. The number of hours spent in travel to work and school is
higher for marginal students than for high achievers.

11. The number of weekends spent away from campus is higher for
marginal students than for high achievers.

12. The involvement in support services is less for marginal
students than for high achievers.

13. The involvement in student life activities is lower for
marginal students than for high achievers.

14. The involvement in community ac*ivities is less for mar-

ginal students than for high achievers.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

This study used an exploratory design to investigate the abil-
ity, achievement, demographic, and social interaction characteris-
tics of three groups of baccalaureate nursing students: dropouts,
marginals, and high échievers. The purpose of the study was to
identify predominant characteristics of dropout and marginal stu-
dents which could guide the developmeﬁt of academic programs in

nursing educatiomn.
Subjects Studied

The currently enrolled Nazareth College nursing students and
the Nazareth College nursing graduating classes of 1976-1980 were
the subjects utilized in this study. Data pertinent to this study
were taken from the student's academic record for each year that the
student was enrolled in the nursing progrém. Freshman level GPA,
ability scores, and achievement scores and sophomore, junior, and
senior level GPA's and achievement scores were used to test the
hypotheses of concern in this study. Data were collected on the

following groups:

Academic year Number
1981-82 Freshmen 65
Sophomores (freshman-sophomore data) 72
Juniors (freshman to junior data) 74
31
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Academic year : Number
1981-82 Seniors (freshman to senior data) 49
1979-80 Seniors (freshman-senior year data) ' . 59
1978-79 Seniors (freshman-senior year data) 50
1977-78 Seniors (freshman-senior year data) 39
1976-77 Seniors (freshman-senior year data) 36
1975=76 Seniors (freshman-senior year data) 30

Because of the recent national changes in student characteris-
tics, it was important to examine the currently enrolled student
population. There has been no attempt made at Nazareth College to
preserve student demographic and social interaction information.

The address list for graduating seniors was found to be incomplete
making it impossible to survey entirely by mail. Hence, the survey
of current students was mandated. The graduating classes of 1976-80
also were studied. This was necessary because of the State Board
policy revision that currently returns State Board Exam results to
the educational institution without names. The seniors currently
enrolled at Nazareth were approached with the request to give per-
mission to release State Board Exam results. Only 16 seniors were
willing to sign the release form. Thus, it was necessary to examine
the 1976-80 graduating classes whose names were released with test
results prior to State Board policy change. In addition, it was
necessary to examine the 1976-80 group of students from the freshman
year to the senior year to determine if the marginal student group
in the freshman year was comprised of the same students on each

level throughout the program.
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Data Collection Procedures

Ability and achievement data were found to be available in the
Nazareth College records in April 1982. The dropout group was iden-
tified in September 1982 when final enrollments were determined.
The demographic data was obtained in April 1982 from a survey which
was done with current studemts. All student; were congregated in
one setting for the purpose of obtaining data. A survey was put in
the mailbox of those students who did not attend cléss, with a re-
quest to return the completed survey to the nursing office. The
survey was carried out in two separate settings in the freshman
class because of the poor attendance in the class chosen to collect
data. A total of 174 surveys were completed and returned (see
Appendix A).

Independent Variables--Marginals,
Dropouts, and High Achievers

Grades for nursing courses were used as the independent vari-
able in this study because unlike many college courses, each nursing
course grade represents a measurement of clinical performance. It
is this measure of clinical performance that has been shown to be
the best predictor of success in practice (Hecht, 1974). Within
each nursing course, and on each level (i.e., sophomore, junior, and
senior), the student experiences clinical learning during which
he/she is responsible for nursing practice. Because it has been
shown that performance is the best predictor of success on the job,

it can be assumed that high achieving students can act as models for
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potential dropout and marginal students.

For purposes of this study, high achievers were defined as
those students who had a 3.5-4.0 GPA in nursing courses. Marginal
students were those students who had a 2.0-2.5 GPA in nursing
courses. Dropouts were those students who terminated in nursing

courses at any point in the year.

Dependent Variable--Ability

The ACT mathematics, English, social sciences, natural sciences,
and comprehensive test scores were used as a measure of ability.
Freshman students at Nazareth take these tests before entering their
freshman year. In addition, the National League for Nursing Pre-
nursing Guidance Scores were included in the assessment of ability.
These tests are taken prior to entry into the freshman year and are
designed to measure academic ability. The National League for Nurs-
ing (1979) stated that a score in the 50th percentile or below indi-

- cates a need for remediation. Since 1979 Nazareth College freshman
prenursing students have been asked but not required to take these
tests at designated centers throughout the state and nation.
Approximately 757 comply with this request and scores are sent to
the nursing office and kept on record for use by advisors.

A third set of ability scores were available for the 1979-81
freshmen included in this study. During the freshman orientation
week, professor-made mathematics and English tests have been admin-
istered by Nazareth faculty. The scores from these tests are uti-

lized by the advising office to identify those students who are
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recommended to take courses designed to provide remedial learning in
math and English. Students scoring below the 60th percentile in the
math test and "below average' on the English-writing test are recom-

mended to remediate.

Dependent Variable--Achievement

The NLN achievement scores were used as a measure of achieve-
ment. The chemistry and anatomy tests were taken after the fresh-
man year and the physiology, microbiology, and nutrition tests were
taken after the sophomore year. The pediatrics, obstetrics, and
medical-surgical tests were taken after the junior year, and commu-
nity health and psychiatric-mental health tests were taken after the
senior year. The purpose of the NLN achievement test is to measure
knowledge and limited application of knowledge in special areas of
learning. These scores have not been used for progression criteria
by Nazareth College nursing faculty. However, students who scored
below the 50th percentile have been encouraged to use these scores
as one indication of their level of achievement and of test-taking
ability. Such encouragement seems appropriate given the research
results that show NLN achievement to be a predictor of success on
State Board Exams.

The State Board Exam, which is administered by the State
Licensing Bureau to graduates of nursing schoois, is designed to
measure minimal competence and thus to protect the public from
unsafe practitioners. State Board Exam scores were used in this

study as a measure of achievement. The test has been revised
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recently.- Consequéntly, the 1982 graduates took an updated version.
(The 1982 scores were not available for this study due to the re-
vised policy prohibiting release of names with scores.) The 1976-
1980 scores included in this study are discussed in light of the
fact that the tests were in acute need of revision.

Dependent Variable--Demographic and
Social Interaction Characteristics

The demographic and social interaction characteristics of age,
marital status, hours of employment, number of children, travel time
to work and school, frequency of weekends home, involvement in com-
munity activities, use of ﬁazareth support services, and participa-
tion in student life activities were measured in this study. These
characteristics were chosen for measurement because they are related
to facets of the nursing education program that could be altered or
alternatives offered if their presence is related to dropout or mar-
ginal performance.

It has been proposed that academic persistence may be a result
of social interaction experience after entering college rather than
academic skill brought to college (Tinto, 1975). The time spent in
family activitieé, job, travel, and social activities provides a
sense of the amount of student social interaction. Such information
could defend changes in the college sponsored social activities
which, as presently sponsored, are difficult for commuting students
to experience. An example of an unnecessary burden for commuting

students involves the characteristics of distance from hometown and
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frequency of weekends home. Nursing students are currently assigned
to patieht care in a clinical setting on Monday and Tuesday from
7:00 a.m, to 3:00 p.m. Faculty have voiced the belief that many
students go home for the weekend and are often unprepared for clini-
cal pfactice on Monday morning. If a high percentage of marginal
students experience long hours of travel and family responsibilities
on weekends, it might be possible to change the clinical days, thus
promoting a time schedule to allow for preclinical preparation.
Another example is the employment characteristic. If employment is
related to dropout or marginal performance, alternatives to the cur-
rent "lock step" course sequencing may be considered so that a stu-
dent may have the option of taking a lighter academic load while
maintaining employment.

Demographic data that might be of interest but that would not
lead to program change (i.e.; family income or_mother's level of

education) were not collected.
Data Analysis Plan

The following statistical analyses were completed in testing
the hypotheses using a probability level of .05 for committing a

Type I error (alpha):
Ability

Hypothesis 1: The means of the ability scores of marginal stu-

dents are lower than the means of the ability scores of high

achievers.
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The marginal and high achieving student groups were defined by-
use of the nursing course GPA. Marginal students were those stu-
dents who had a GPA of 2.0-2.5, and high achievers those students
with a GPA of 3.5-4.0.

The hypotheses which relate to ability scores were tested in
the following manner. The means of the ability scores of marginal
student groups and high achiever student groups were determined.
Three levels of student data were studied: the 1981-82 freshmen,
1981-82 sophomores, and 1981-82 juniors. The marginal and high
achiever mean scores of five ACT ability scores, three Nazareth Col-
lege ability scores, and four National League for Nursing Prenursing
guidance ability scores were compared. A t test was used to deter-
mine significant difference between the mean scores of the marginal
student and high achieving student groups.

Hypothesis 2: The means of the ability scores of dropouts are

lower than the means of the ability scores of nondropouts.

The means of the ability scores of dropouts and nondropouts
were compared in three groups of students: 1981 freshmen, 1980
freshmen (1981 sophomores), and 1979 freshmen (1981 juniors). Be-
cause it was determined that the majority of dropout behavior occurs
in the freshman year, it was decided to use this level of student
to test Hypothesis 2. The majority of students Whé drop out after
the freshman year reenter to repeat the course and proceed through
the program. Again, the t test was used to analyze the difference
between the means of the ability scores of dropout and nondropout

groups.
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Achievement

Hypothesis 3: The means of the achievement scores of marginal

students are lower than the means of the achievement scores of high
achievers.

The means of the achievement scores for marginal and high
achieving student groups were determined. The 1981 sophomore and
1981 junior data were studied to test this hypothesis. The t test
was again used to dgtermine significant differences between groups.

Hypothesis 4:. There is a direct relationship between junior

level achievement scores, senior level achievement scores, and grad-
uate level State Board Exam scores.

The Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient statistical
analysis was uséd to analyze the National League for Nursing Achieve-
ment Test scores and the State Board Exam scores for the 1976-1980
graduates in testing Hypothesis 4. This statistical analysis pro-
vides an index that describes the extent to which variables are re-
lated. The testing of this hypothesis in this manner gave informa-
tion as to change in level of achievement that occurs as a result of
progressing through the program.

Hypothesis 5: The means of the State Board Exam scores of mar-

ginal students are lower than the means of the State Board Exam
scores of high achievers.-

A t test was used with Hypothesis 5 to determine the difference
between marginal and high achieving student groups on State Board

Test Pool Exams. The means of the State Board Test Pool Exams for
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the 1976-1980 marginal and high achieving groups were compared.

Demographic

Hypothesis 6: There is a difference between the mean age of

marginal students and the mean age of high achievers.

Hypothesis 7: There is a difference between the percentage of

married and the percentage of unmarried marginal students and high
achievers.

Hypothesis 8: Marginal students have a larger number of chil-

dren than high achieving students.

The demographic data were analyzed in a discussion of the fre-
quency, percentage, and central tendency data. Because the prelimi-
nary data review showed the group to be homogeneous, the differences
betweeﬁ the marginal group and high achieving group were not
studied. Rather, the data were analyzed by looking for changes from
level to level (freshman level to senior level) and by drawing con-
clusions from the presence of a given characteristic for the major-

ity of students.

Social Interaction

Hypothesis 9: The mean number of hours of employment is higher

for marginal students than for high achievers.

Hypothesis 10: The number of hours spent in travel to work and

school is higher for marginal students than for high achievers.

Hypothesis 11: The number of weekends spent away from campus

is higher for marginal students than for high achievers.
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Hypothesis 12: The involvement in support services is less for

marginal students than for high achievers.

Hypothesis 13: The involvement in student life actiwvities is

lower for marginal students than for high achievers.

Hypothesis 14: The involvement in community activities is less

for marginal students than for high achievers.

The social interaction data were analyzed in a discussion of
the frequency, percentage, and central tendency data. In addition,
the t test was used to determine significant differences between
marginal and high achieving groups on these social interaction vari-

ables.

Summary

The methodology used to investigate the ability, achievement,
demographic, and social interaction characteristics of three groups
of baccalaureate nursing students, dropout, marginal, and high
achievers, was presented in this chapter. The hypotheses of concern

in this study were listed, and the data analysis plan outlined.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

This data analysis chapter consists of two sections: (1) analy-

sis of the 14 main hypotheses, and (2) summary of data analysis.

Analysis of 14 Main Hypotheses

Ability

Hypothesis 1. The means of the ability scores of marginal stu-

dents are lower than the means of the ability scores of high
achievers.

For the purpose of testing Hypothesis 1 the marginal (2.0-2.5
nursing GPA) and high achieving (3.5-4.0 nursing GPA) students were

identified in the following student groups:

N
1981 Freshmen 65
1981 Sophomores 71
1981 Juniors 71

A preliminary review of the 1981 senior student data showed no mar-
ginal group. Consequently, this group of students was not included
in the data analysis for this hypothesis. In addition, the National
League for Nursing Prenursing Guidance ability scores and the
Nazareth College professor-made test ability scores were available
only after 1979.

42
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The means of the ability scores (ACT, NLN, and Nazareth tests)
for marginal and high achieving groups are presented in Tables 2, 3,
and 4. These tables present the number of students in each group,
means, standard deviation, t ratio, and probability levels for the
differences between the means of the ability scores for the marginal
and high achieving groups. Those probability levels marked with an
asterisk indicate significant difference between groups at the .05
Jlevel.

From Table 2, which presents the means éf the American College
Testing ability scores for 1981 freshmen, sophomore, and juniér
marginal and high achieving students, the following conclusions can
be drawn:

1. Test scores for 1981 junior and 1981 sophomore students
show a significant difference, at the .05 level, between the marginal
and high achieving groups on their freshman English ability test,
with the high achievers scoring significantly higher than marginal
students. |

The 1981 freshman student scores, however, did not show a sig-
nificant difference (at the .05 level) between the means of the mar-
ginal and high achieving students on the English ACT ability scores.

2. Test scores for 198l freshman and 198l sophomore students
show a significant difference (at the .05 level) between the mar-
ginal. and high achieving groups on the means of the freshmen ACT
math ability tests, with the high achievers scoring significantly
higher than marginal students. This was not true of the 1981 junior

group on the math ability test. The mean score of the high
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Table 2

Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Marginal
and High Achieving Nursing Students on American
College Testing Ability Scores

N M SD t 2
English
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 19.11 4,51 9773 17
High achievers 10 20.80 2.93
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 17.01 2.16 4.317 .004%
High achievers 3 22.67 .57
dE =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 16.88 3.49 2.464 .01%
High achievers 3 22.23 3.21
df = 18
Math
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 15.11 5.32 2.805 .005%
High achievers 10 21.00 3.77
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 10.75 6.85 4.05 .005%
High achievers 3 27.33 1.15
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 17.88 5.32 1.392 .09
High achievers 3 22.39 3.69

df = 18
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Table 2--Continued

N M SD £ 2
Social Sciences
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 14.89 6.27 1.250 11
High achievers 10 18,10 4.90
df = 17
1981 Sohpomores
Marginal 4 10.29 4.78 4.783 .003%
High achievers 24.67 2.08
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 9.17 9.48 -.76 .23
High achievers 3 4,83 4.07
df = 18
Natural Sciences
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 20.25 4.65 1.950 03%
High achievers 10 23.90 3.54
daf = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 18.03 3.59 3.667 .005%
High achievers 26.67 2,08
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 20.35 4.45 1.83 0L
High achievers 3 25.53 4.89

df = 18
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Table 2--Continued

N M SD £ bl
Composite
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 17.56 4.53 2.127 L02%
High achievers 10 20.90 1.96
4af = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 14,37 3.19 5.74 _001*
High achievers 3 25.33 .57
df = 5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 17.82 3.61 2.376 L01*
High achievers 3 23.28 4.12
df = 18
*p < .05.

achieving group of the 1981 junior students was higher than the mar-
ginal group on the math test. However, the difference between
groups was not significant at the .05 level.

3. The means of the social sciences ACT ability scores show a
significant difference in the 1981 sophomore group only. The high
achievers' mean scores were higher (but not significant at the .05
level) than marginal students, with one exception. On the 1981 jun-
ior social sciences test the high achievers scored lower than mar-
ginal students. The means of the natural science ACT ability scores

for marginal and high achieving groups show significant differences
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Table 3

Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Marginal
High Achieving Nursing Students on Nazareth

College Test Ability Scores

and

N M SD t )]
English
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 70.59 12.31 1.652 .06
High achievers 10 77.63 5.28
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 65.76 14,71 .803 .23
High achievers 73.03 5.16
af =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 70.29 5.65 1.101 14
High achievers 3 74.05 3.41
df = 18
Math A
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 66.84 17.69 566 .29
High achievers 10 70.96 13.93
df =17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 55.50 7.14 .28 04+
High achievers 74,68 15.00
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 62.24 16.24 865 .20
High achievers 3 70.66 8.09

df = 18
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Table 3--Continued

N M sp t 3
Math B2
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 45,86 14.36 872 .20
High achievers 10 51.47 13.69
af =17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 46.90 8.60 845 22
High achievers 3 51.20 .63

df = 5

%pata for 1981 juniors are not available.

*p < .03.

for all three classes, 1981 freshmen, sophomores, and juniors.

4. The means of the composite ACT ability scores for high
achieving students were significantly higher than the means for the
marginal groups in all 3 years: 1981 freshmen, 1981 sophomores, and
1981 juniors.

Table 3 presents the means scores for the Nazareth College
professor-made math and English ability tests for marginal and high
achieving students in the 1981 freshman, 1981 sophomore, and 1981
junior groups. From Table 3, it can be inferred that there is no
significant difference at the .05 level between marginals and high
achievers. High achievers scored higher than marginal students in

each year, but the difference was not statistically significant at
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Table 4

Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Marginal and
High Achieving Nursing Students on National
League for Nursing Ability Scores

N M SD t )]
Verbal
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 45.05 26.88 2457 .40
High achievers 10 47.31 10.94
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 36.37 9.38 2.07 05%
High achievers 3 48.32 3.18
af =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 42.23 28.00 42 34
High achievers 3 49.30 5.80
df =18
Mathematics
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 49.51 18.40 2.95 .005%
High achievers 10 69.05 9.38
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 50.88 .75 -.84 22
High achievers 3 50.50 .00
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 36.90 16.94 .80 .22
High achievers 3 45,11 8.56

df = 18
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Table 4~-Continued

N M SD £ 2
Science
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 47.97 21.56 1.58 07
High achievers 10 61.69 16.17
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 30.43 16.45 2.35 _03%
High achievers 3 53.49 2.15
df = 5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 29.58 18.96 1.31 .10
High achievers 3 45,30 19.66
df = 18
Composite
1981 Freshmen
Marginal 9 48,26 24,35 1.84 04%
High achievers 10 63.44 8.90
df = 17
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 28.71 17.28 2.12 02%
High achievers 3 61.24 12.78
a =
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 37.03 14.03 1.69 L05%
High achievers 3 53.83 26.13
df = 18
*p < .05.
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the .05 level, with the exception of the math A test for 1981 sopho-
mores.

Table 4 presents the means for the National League for Nursing
Prenursing Guidance Exam ability scores for marginal and high
achieving students in the 1981 freshman, 1981 sophomore, and 1981
junior groups.

From Table 4 it can be inferred that the difference in means of
the verbal and science scores between marginal and high achieving
students for all three groups analyzed was not significant at the
.05 level with only two exceptions, the verbal and science tests for
the 1981 sophomore group. While the high achievers scored consist-
ently higher than marginal students, the difference was not signifi-
cant, for an alpha of .05, for the majority of means studied.

The 1981 freshman high achievers scored significantly higher
than marginals on the NLN math ability scores; and the 1981 freshman,
sophomore, and junior high achievers scored significantly higher
than marginal students on the composite test. The remaining compari-
sons for the math tests show no significant difference at the .05
level.

In summary, Hypothesis 1 was supported only in part by the
data. The marginal students did score significantly lower than high
achievers on a larger proportion of the ACT ability tests. The mar-
ginal students scored significantly lower than high achieving stu-
dents on only one of the Nazareth College ability tests. Six of the
12 sets of means of NLN ability test scores showed statistically

significant difference.
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Hypothesis 2. The means of the ability scores of dropouts are

lower than the means of the ability scores of nondropouts.

For the purpose of testing Hypothesis 2 the dropouts and non-
dropouts in three freshman groups were studied: 1979 freshman, 1980
freshman, and 1981 freshman. This was necessary because dropout
groups are small after students enter the nursing major, or after the
freshman year. After entering the nursing major, students who drop-
out generally reenter to repeat courses and, therefore, cannot be
classified as dropouts. The majority of dropout behavior occurs at
Nazareth College after the first semester of freshman year. The
means of the American College Testing ability scores, Nazareth Col-
lege professor-made test ability scores, and National League for
Nursing Prenursing Guidance Exam ability scores for dropouts and
nondropouts are presented in Tables 5, 6, and 7. The tables present
the number of students in each group, mean, standard deviation,

t ratios, and the probability level for the differences between the
means of the ability scores for dropout and nondropout groups.
Thosc probability levels marked with an asterisk indicate signifi-
cant difference between groups at the .05 level.

Presented in Table 5 are the means of the American College test
scores for the 1979-1981 freshman dropout and nondropout groups.
From Table 5 it can be inferred that the 1981 freshman group showed
no significant difference between the means on four of the five ACT
scores for dropout and nondropout groups. All of the nondropout
means are higher than the corresponding dropout means; however, the

difference is not significant at the .05 level. The 1980 freshman
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Table 5

Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Dropouts
and Nondropouts on American College
Test Ability Scores

N M SD £ R
English
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 17.82 5.04 1.876 .03%
Nondropouts 38 19.92 3.92
df =63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 16.54 4,23 3.250 _001%
Nondropouts 36 19.47 3.32
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 17.57 3.78 1.896 .03%
Nondropouts 44 19.30 3.64
df = 68
Math
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 17.51 4,56 5874 .28
Nondropouts 38 18.32 6.04
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 15.54 5.38 2.07 02+
Nondropouts 36 18.42 6.26
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 17.28 6.05 1.042 .15
Nondropouts 44 18.72 5.29

df = 68
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Table 5--Continued

N M SD t 2]
Social Sciences
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 16.66 6.03 3157 49
Nondropouts 38 16.71 6.35
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 16.38 5.89 1.039 .15
Nondropouts 36 17.90 6.42
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 14.02 5.10 -4.283 .00%
Nondropouts 44 6.76 7.68
df = 68
Natural Sciences
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 | 21.72 5.57 2642 40
Nondropouts 38 22.05 4.60
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 19.89 5.06 2.24 .01%
Nondropouts 36 22.34 4,10
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 20.48 3.85 1.565 .06
Nondropouts 44 22.27 4.98
df = 68
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Table 5--Continued

N M sD £ 3
Composite
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 18.63 4,20 6772 .25
Nondropouts 38 19.34 4.20
df =63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 17.26 3.85 2.62 _005%
Nondropouts 36 19.68 3.93
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 17.57 3.63 2.188 .02%
Nondropouts 44 19.63 3.89
df = 68
*p < .05.

group showed a significant difference between dropout and non-
dropout mean scores on four of the five ACT ability scores. The
means of the social science ACT scores of dropouts and nondropouts
for 1980 freshmen showed no significant difference although the non-
dropout mean score was the higher of the two groups. The 1979
freshman group shows a significant difference between means for
dropout and nondropout on the English and composite ACT; or two of
the five tests only. All of the nondropout scores are higher than
dropouts with the exception of the social sciences. The mean of the

social science ACT ability test for the 1979 freshman nondropout
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Table 6
Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Dropouts

and Nondropouts on Nazareth College
Test Ability Scores

N M 5D t h2]
English
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 71.37 7.47 1.616 .06
Nondropouts 38 74.65 8.44
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 68.26 10.97 1.58 .06
Nondropouts 36 71.79 7.54
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 71.01 6.87 1.200 12
Nondropouts 44 72.78 5.74
df = 68
Math A
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 65.29 13.50 1.886 .03%
Nondropouts 38 72.29 15.58
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 61.72 13.31 2.709 .005%
Nondropouts 36 70.20 13.07
df = 69
1975 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 64.27 11.94 19433 17
Nondropouts 44 67.27 13.38

df = 68
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Table 6--Continued

N M D £ R
Math B
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 48.23 23.87 7438 23
Nondropouts 38 52.35 20.67
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 49,53 6.23 1.75 04%
Nondropouts 36 52.83 9.31
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 36.27 20.11 1.93 .03%
Nondropouts 44 45.78 19.66
df = 68
*p < .05.

group is lower than the dropout group.

Table 6 presents the means of the Nazareth College ability
tests for dropout and nondropout groups in the 1979-1981 freshman
classes. The 1981 freshmen showed no significant difference between
two of the three test means of the Nazareth College ability test
scores for dropouts and nondropouts. The scores for nondropouts are
higher than dropouts; however, the difference is not significant at
the .05 level. The 1980 freshmen showed a significant difference
between means of the math A and B tests for nondropouts and dropouts

but no significant difference between the English mean scores.
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Table 7
Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Dropouts

and Nondropouts on National League
for Nursing Test Ability Scores

N M sD t P
Verbal
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 49 .56 18.37 —.5157 .30
Nondropouts 38 47.02 20.39
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 48.54 6.97 1.839 04%
Nondropouts 36 52.40 10.33
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 33.11 17.51 2.406 .005+#
Nondropouts 44 44,00 18.73
df = 68
Math
1981 rreshmen
Dropouts 27 62.49 21.70 1.019 16
Nondropouts 38 67.59 17.95
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 39.59 14.04 3.321 .0005%
Nondropouts 36 53.17 19.85
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 26.41 18.87 2.318 01%
Nondropouts 44 38.19 21.45

df = 68
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Table 7--Continued

N M SD t 2]
Sciences
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 52.46 21.38 7954 21
Nondropouts 38 56 .38 18.36
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 54,40 18.85 8640 .20
Nondropouts 36 58.64 22,33
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 39.74 20.46 1.928 .03%
Nondropouts 44 49.00 18.79
df = 68
Composite
1981 Freshmen
Dropouts 27 56.80 19.16 5466 .29
Nondropouts 38 59.40 18.75
df = 63
1980 Freshmen
Dropouts 35 48,50 16.92 2.49 .005%
Nondropouts 36 59.07 18.74
df = 69
1979 Freshmen
Dropouts 26 32.91 18.17 2.90 02+
Nondropouts 44 42,60 17.81
df = 68
*p < .05.
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The 1979 freshmen showed a significant difference between means
of the math B test for dropouts and néndropouts but no significant
differences between the English and math A mean scores. Again, the
1979-1980 nondropout means of the scores were higher than dropout
means, but not significantly higher, with the exception of the two
tests mentioned.

Table 7 presents the means of the National League for Nursing
Prenursing Guidance Exam scores for dropout and nondropout groups
in the 1979-1981 freshman classes.

The 1981 freshmen showed no significant differences between
all four test means of the NLN scores for dropouts and nondropouts.
The mean scores of the nondropouts were lower than dropouts for
three of the four tests with this 1981 group of freshmen. The
1980 freshmen showed a significant difference between means of
the math, verbal, and composite NLN scores for dropout and non-
dropout groups. On the remaining science test the 1980 nondropouts
scored higher but the difference was not significant at the .05
level. The 1979 freshman group showed a significant difference be-
tween means of all four NLN test scores for dropout and nondropout
groups with nondropouts scoring consistently higher than dropouts
on each test.

In summary, Hypothesis 2 was supported only in part by the data.
The comparison of means of the ACT scores for dropouts and nondrop-~
outs shows inconsistent support for the hypothesis, with the 1980
freshmen being the only class in which four of the five comparisons

showed nondropouts to have significantly higher ACT scores than
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dropouts. The means of the Nazareth College ability tests showed no
consistent significant differences between dropout and nondropout
groups (four of the nine comparisons made were significantly
different at the .05 level). The means of the NLN ability scores
showed consistent significant difference between dropout and non-

dropout groups in two classes studied: 1979 and 1980.

Achievement

Hypothesis 3. The means of the achievement scores of marginal

students are lower than the means of the achievement scores of high
achievers.

For the purpose of testing Hypothesis 3 the marginal (2.0-2.5
nursing GPA) and high achieving (3.5-4.0 nursing GAP) students were

identified in the following student groups:

X
1981 Sophomores 71
1981 Juniors 71

These two classes are the only groups for which National League for
Nursing achievement test scores were available.

The means of the National League for Nursing anatomy and physi-
ology, nutrition, chemistry, microbiology, medical surgical, and
family test scores for marginal and high achieving groups are pre-
sented in Tables 8 and 9. Presented in these tables are the number
in each group, means, standard deviation, t ratio, and probability
levels for the differences between the means of the achievement

scores for marginal and high achieving groups. Those probability
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Table 8

Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Marginal
and High Achieving Students on National League
for Nursing Achievement Test Scores

N M sD t )]
Anatomy and Physiology
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 4,25 5.43 4.61 .003%
High achievers 3 29.44 9.14
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 41.96 16.08 1.666 06
High achievers 3 58.36 11.86
df =18
Nutrition
1981 Sophomores
Marginal 4 27.25 20.74 2.455 L03%
High achievers 3 62.73 15.82
df =5
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 13.82 15.22 2.179 02%
High achievers 3 34.94 17.37
df = 18
Chemistrya
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 41.86 20.83 790 29
High achievers 3 51.86 13.99

df = 18
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Table 8--Continued

N M sSD t 2]
. . a
Microbiology
1981 Juniors
Marginal 17 32.41 19.22 3.542 L00L%
High achievers 3 76.48 24.42

df = 18

8pata were not available for 1981 sophomores for either chem-
istry or microbiology.

*p < .05.

levels marked with an asterisk indicate significant difference be-
tween groups at the .05 level.

From Table 8, in which are presented the means of the NLN
achievement basic science test scores for 1981 sophomore and 1981
junior marginal and high achievers, the following conclusions can
be drawn:

1. The 1981 sophomores show significant difference, at the .05
level, between the marginal and high achieving groups on both means
of the NLN achievement tests available for this group.

2. The 1981 juniors show significant difference, at the .05
level, between the marginal and high achieving groups on two (nutri-
tion and microbiology) of the four means of the NLN achievement
tests available. Means for high achievers of the NLN scores are
higher than means of scores for marginal students. However, the

means of the anatomy and physiology and the chemistry do not show
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Table 9
Summary of t Tests for Differences Between Marginal

and High Achieving Students on National League
for Nursing Achievement Test Scores

N M sD t 2]
Medical-Surgical A
1981 Juniors® .
Marginal 17 30.39 19.39 3.37 002%
High achievers 3 73.31 26.87
Medical-Surgical B
1981 Juniors?
Marginal 17 24,24 20.18 2.003 .03%
High achievers 3 52.00 33.98
Medical=-Surgical Knowledge
1981 Juniors?
Marginal 17 39.50 17.38 2.793 .005%
High achievers 3 72.30 27.35
Medical-Surgical Application
1981 Juniors®
Marginal 17 41.13 14.76 3.222 .003%
High Achievers 3 73.75 24.68
Family
1981 Juniors®
Marginal 17 33.75 16.91 2.772 .005%
High achievers 3 63.40 18.36
24f = 18
*p < .05.
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significant difference at the .05 level for the 1981 junior

group.

From Table 9, which presents the means of the NLN achieve-
ment nursing test scores for the 1981 junior marginal and high
achieving groups, the following conclusion can be drawn. The
1981 juniors show significant difference, at the .05 level, be-
tween the marginal and high achieving groups on all of the five
means of the NLN achievement nursing tests available for this
group.

In summary, Hypothesis 3 was supported by the data. Evidence
was presented that shows a difference between the means of the
NLN achievement test scores for marginal and high achieving groups.
For the students studied, high achievers scored consistently
higher than marginal students on NLN achievement basic scierice and

nursing tests.

Hypothesis 4. There is a direct relationship between junior

level student achievement scores, senior level student achievement
scores, and graduate State Board Exam achievement scores.

For the purpose of testing Hypothesis 4 a correlation study
was done of the National League for Nursing achievement test scores
and the State Board Exam scores for the 1976-1980 students. Be-
cause basic science NLN achievement tests were never taken by this
group, achievement scores were available only for the junior and
senior classes and were available only for nursing courses. The

study of Hypothesis 3 revealed that the 17 marginal students in
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the 1981 junior class did have significantly lower means of scores
on NLN achievement tests than did high achievers. The focus of
Hypothesis 4 was to determine whether like students in the mar-
ginal groups in the 1976-1980 graduating classes continued to be
the low scorers on achievement tests and on State Board Exams; or
whether the learning experienced in the program promoted the chang-
ing of group membership (i.e., marginal achievers become high or
high achievers become low).

The correlation matrices of the National League for Nursing
achievement test scores and State Board Exam test scores for the
1976-1980 graduating classes are presented in Tables 10-14. In
testing Hypothesis 4, the 1977-1980 data sets provide support for
rejecting the null hypothesis that the population correlation is
equal to zero. The 1976 data set provides mixed results. While
the majority of correlations in this set are significant at the
.05 level, the senior level community health and psychiatric
achievement test shows only low positive correlation with junior
level medical-surgical nursing achievement test scores,

In summary Hypothesis 4 was supported by the data in that
there was a moderate~to-high correlation between NLN achievement
test scores and State Board Exam scores for the 1976-1980 gradu-
ating classes. This moderate-to~high correlation indicates a
direct relationship between the scores. Those students who scored
in a marginal way on the first nursing NLN achievement test in the
junior year were the lower scorers on succeeding NLN tests and on

State Board Exams.
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Table 10

National League for Nursing Achievement Test and State Board Exam Test Scores
Correlation Matrix for Graduating Class--1976
Nazareth College Nursing Students

Junior level tests Senior level tests
Family Medical Surgical Community Psychiatric
health

Senior level tests
Community health .65% .33% .33% .30 .56%
Psychiatric .53% .33% .33% .32% L46*

Graduate level tests
Medical .62% J42% .39% .37% .50% 56% .39%
Surgical .58% .31 .29 .30 .30 L46% L48%
Obstetric L40% .12 .24 .16 L49% L46% .39%
Pediatric .63% L43% 46% JA4l% .53% .62% 54%
Psychiatric .53% .25 .22 .32% AT7*% 64% .29

Note. N = 30, df = 28.

#Significant at the .05 level, one-tailed test.

L9



‘uoissiwiad 1noypm pauqiyosd uononpolidad Jayung “Jaumo 1ybuAdoo ayy Jo uoissiwiad yum pasonpoldey

Table 11

National League for Nursing Achievement Test and State Board Exam Test Scores
Correlation Matrix for Graduating Class--1977
Nazareth College Nursing Students

Junior level tests Senior level tests
Family '~ Medical Surgical C%:zgiify Psychiatric
Senior level tests
Community health AT% .38% Al% .28 .56%
Psychiatric L48% .56% A% A5% LA46%
Graduate level tests
Medical .62% .56% .55% .51% .61% .67% 4T7%
Surgical .63% 57% 57% Lab% .65% 57% .39%
Obstetric S57% .66% .61% .53% 64% .52% .51%
Pediatric .70% 67% S57% .61% L71% .55% 48%
Psychiatric .36% S51% L46% L46%* JA45% .36% L49%

Note. N = 36, df = 34.

*Significant at the .05 level, one-tailed test.
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Table 12

Naticnal League for Nursing Achievement Test and State Board Exam Test Scores
Correlation Matrix for Graduating Class--1978
Nazareth College Nursing Students

Junior level tests Senior level tests
Family Medical Surgical Communi ty Psychiatric
health

Senior level tests
Community health .60% 57% .63% .50% .62%
Psychiatric A .50% 56% S54% 52% .63%

Graduate level tests
Medical JI1% .68% .70% S54% .68% L72% .59%
Surgical L74% LI1% .68% .51% .63% A ATE
Obstetric A7k J49% .39% .32% .61% .40% 49%
Pediatric 64% .66% 67% .50% .66% L61% .55%
Psychiatric S57% .75% 67% .66% .59% .63% 49%

Note. N = 39, df = 37.

*Significant at the .05 level, one-tailed test.
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Table 13

National League for Nursing Achievement Test and State Board Exam Test Scores

Correlation Matrix for Graduating Class—--1979
Nazareth College Nursing Students

Junior level tests Senior level tests
Family Medical Surgical Community Psychiatric
health

Senior level tests
Community health .64% S4% L48% W52% JT2%
Psychiatric S7% .53% L40% .52% .59%

Graduate level tests
Medical .61% .62% .59% .52% .82% .75% L46%
Surgical .64% 53% L46% L48% .80% L72% .51%
Obstetric .63% J43% .36% JA49% 67% .65% .50%
Pediatric L64% La4% JA3F 42% .83% .76% 48%
Psychiatric 54% .49% L43% AT L73% L72% S4*%

Note. N = 50, df

= 48.

*#Significant at the .05 level, one-tailed test.
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Table 14

National League for Nursing Achievement Test and State Board Exam Test Scores

Correlation Matrix for Graduating Class--1980
Nazareth College Nursing Students

Junior level tests Senior level tests
Family Medical Surgical . Community Psychiatric
health

Senior level tests
Community health .60% 57% <63% .50% .62%
Psychiatric 7% 56% S54% .52% .63%

Graduate level tests
Medical L71% .68% .70% .54% .63% L72% .59%
Surgical 74 L71% .68% CL51% .63% J43% L7
Obstetric 4T 49% 39% .32+ .61% 4O% L49%
Pediatric .64% .66% .67% .50% .66% .61% .55%
Psychiatric

S57% L75% 67% 66%* .59% .63% L49%

Note. N = 59, df =

#Significant at the

57.

.05 level, one-tailed test.
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Hypothesis 5. The means of the State Board Exam scores of mar-

ginal students are lower than the.means of the State Board Exam
scores of high achievers.

For the purpose of testing Hypothesis 5, the marginal (2.0-2.5
nursing GPA) and high achieviné (3.5-4.0 nursing GPA) students were
identified in the 1976-1980 graduating classes for each level of the
program (i.e., the 1976-1980 graduates as freshmen, sophomores, jun-
iors, and seniors). Five State Board Exam scores were used: medi-
cal, surgical, obstetries, pediatrics, and psychiatric. A t test
was used to test the significance of the differences between mar-
ginal and high achievers on the five State Board Exams. Presented
in Tables 15-39 are the numbers of students, means, standard devia-
tions, t ratios, and probability levels for the differences between
the means of the State Board Exam scores for the marginal and high
achie&ing groups. Those probability levels marked with an asterisk
indicate significant difference between groups for a .05 alpha.

The following can be inferred from Tables 15 through 19 which
summarize the means of five sections of the State Board Exam scores
for the 1980 graduation class's marginal and high achieving groups.

1. When the 1980 graduates were sophomores, juniors, and sen-
iors, the students who achieved in a marginal way during those years
were also the students who scored significantly lower than high
achievers on all five of the State Board Exam scores.

2. When rhe 1980 graduates were freshmen, the students who
achieved in a marginal way in the required courses in nursing did

not score significantly different from freshman high achievers on
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the State Board Exam. It can be assumed that the composition of the
marginal student group changed when the students progressed from
freshman to sophomore, junior, and senior levels.

3. The number in the marginal and high achieving student
groups changes from level to level and year to yeaf.

4. The marginal student group was comsistently larger in the
junior year. The marginal student group was consistently smaller
in the senior year.

Presented in Tables 20-39 are the 1976-1979 graduating class
méans of the five sections of the State Board Exam scores for mar-
ginal and high achieving groups. From these tables it éan be in-
ferred that in the 1976-1979 classes, the freshman marginal students
did score significantly lower than high achievers on two or three of
the State Board Exam sections per year, of the five State Board
Exams taken, with no patﬁern of comnsistency for any one test. In
addition, it can be inferred that those sophomore, junior, and sen-
ior students who achieved in a marginal way were also the students
who scored significantly lower than sophomore, junior, and senior
high achievers on the majority of the State Board Exams. This re-
inforces the observations made of the 1980 graduation class.

In summary, Hypothesis 5 was supported by the data that showed
a consistent significant difference between means of the State Board
Exam scéres for marginal and high achieving groups on each level of
the program for the 1976-1980 graduating classes. Marginal students
(on each level) scored significantly lower than high achieving

groups (on each level) on the State Board Exams.
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Table 15

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Medical Exam Scores--
1980 Graduates

N M SD t il
Freshman
Marginals 7 495.5 65.66
.8613 .20
High achievers 10 519.8 50.54
df = 15
Sophomore
Marginals 3 349.3 98.40
3.72 .0005%
High achievers 29 526.9 77.06
df = 30
Junior
Marginals 16 445.1 85.33
3.27 .002%
High achievers 16 556.1 10.55
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 8 446 .0 86.21
2.96 .004%*
High achievers 15 534.4 56.84
df = 21
*p < .05.
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Table 16

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Surgical Exam Scores--
1980 Graduates

N M SD t R
Freshman
Marginals 7 499.0 88.90
1.09 .15
High achievers 10 536.4 52.73
df = 15
Sophomore
Marginals 3 385.3 79.42
4,00 .00%
High achievers 29 529.3 57.62
df = 30
Junior
Marginals 16 446 .0 84.83
3.36 .002%
High achievers 10 555.7 71,62
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 8 465.9 51.79
2,84 .005%*
High achievers 15 528.8 49.85
df = 21.
*p < .05.
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Table 17

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Obstetrics Exam Scores--
1980 Graduates

N M S £ 2
Freshman
Marginals 7 477.5 39.61
1.57 .10
High achievers 10 529.5 93.85
df =15
Sophomore
Marginals 3 366.7 135.8
3.06 .003%*
High achievers 29 505.4 68.35
df = 30
Junior
Marginals 16 439,7 98.30
1.91 .03
High achievers 10 505.0 54.81
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 8 426.1 79.84
3.13 .003%
High achievers 15 533.4 77.29
df = 21
*p < ,05.
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Table 18

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Pediatrics Exam Scores-—-
1980 Graduates

N M sb t )]
Freshman
Marginals 7 524.6 92.93
.2591 .40
High achievers 10 533.7 52.49
df =15
Sophomore
Marginals 3 416.0 79.79
2.46 .01=*
High achievers 29 539.9 83.13
df = 30
Junior
Marginals 16 453.1 112.4
3.25 .002%
digh achievers 10 -582.4 69.41
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 8 420.1 100.5
3.91 .0005%*
High achievers 15 559.1 69.4
df = 21
*p < .05.
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Table 19

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Psychiatric Exam Scores--
1980 Graduates

N M sD £ ]
Freshman
Marginals 7 576.1 45,16
7.71 .24
High achievers 10 556.6 61.16
df = 15
Sophomore
Marginals 3 436.7 189.7
2,88 .004*
High achievers 29 564.3 56.02
df = 30
Junior
Marginals 16 496.4 107.4
2.10 .02%
High achievers 10 573.3 52.4
daf = 24
Senior
Marginals 8 473.2 96.85
3.71 .002%*
High achievers 15 577.5 59.55
daf = 21
*p < .05.
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Table 20

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Medical Exam Scores--
1979 Graduates

N M SD t )]
Freshman
Marginals 4 526.2 96 .40
.2391 4l
High achievers 12 539.4 95.14
df = 14
Sophomore
Marginals 15 404 .5 76 .91
. 4,28 .00%
High achievers 11 538.6 81.39
daf = 24
Junior
Marginals 18 447.8 127.8
1.93 .03%
High achievers 8 546.0 95.68
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 2 373.0 66.47
2.49 01=%
High achievers 17 512.0 76.93
4af = 17
*p < .05.
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Table 21

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Surgical Exam Scores--
1979 Graduates

N M SD t i)
Freshman
Marginals 4 562.4 90.16
-.23 41
High achievers 12 549.9 95.21
df = 14
Sophomore
Marginals 15 431.3 85.19
4,04 .00=*
High achievers 11 551.2 56.45
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 18 498.3 101.8
1.53 .Q7
High achievers 8 559.5 69.68
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 2 377.0 16.97
3.98 .0005%*
High achievers 17 555.3 61.54
df = 17
*p < .05.
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Table 22

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Obstetrics Exam Scores--
1979 Graduates

N M sD t )]
Freshman
Marginals 4 493.3 117.9
.2988 .38
High achievers 12 512.6 110.2
daf = 14
Sophomore
Marginals 15 427.0 84.08
3.12 .003%*
High achievers 11 517.6 53.60
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 18 457.8 86.37
2,51 .02%
High achievers 8 547.8 79.54
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 2 412.0 74 .95
1.57 .07
High achievers 17 514.8 88.25
df = 17
*p < .05.
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Table 23

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Pediatrics Exam Scores--
1979 Graduates

N M SD t P
Freshman
Marginals 4 557 126.2
-.12 .45
High achievers 12 550.1 84.35
df = 14
Sophomore
Marginals 15 443.9 90.56
3.66 .0005%
High achievers 11 564.6 70.92
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 18 488.6 100.1
2,00 .03%
High achievers 8 570.9 87.45
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 2 434.5 12.02
2.68 .005%
High achievers 17 553.7 61.10
daf = 17
p < .05.
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Table 24

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Psychiatric Exam Scores--

1979 Graduates

N it SD t bl
Freshman
Marginals 4 531.9 86.32
1.85 .04%
High achievers 12 599.8 55.67
df = 14
Sophomore
Marginals 15 469.4 107.2
3.32 .002%
High achievers 11 588.2 56.64
daf = 24
Junior
Marginals 18 528.6 119.9
1.60 .06
High achievers 8 600.7 58.08
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 2 387.0 39.60
4,08 .0005%
High achievers 17 585.3 66.17
df = 17
p < .05.
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Table 25

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Medical Exam Scores--

1978 Graduates

N M sSD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 2 461.4 81.14
2.24 .03%
High achievers 9 602.4 80.57
df = 9
Sophomore
Marginals 4 458.5 57.70
2,87 .005%
High achievers 20 571.2 73.60
df = 22
Junior
Marginals 9 482.7 61.71
3.53 .001%
High achievers 11 588.6 70.44
df = 18
Senior
Marginals 5 453.0 47.04
5.53 .00%
High achievers 7 629.4 58.78
df =10
p < .05.
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Table 26

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Surgical Exam Scores--
1978 Graduates

N M sD t R
Freshman
Marginals 2 453.7 77.29
2.20 .03%
High achievers 9 602.3 87.28
af = 9
Sophomore
Marginals 4 447.0 101.3
2,83 .005%*
High achievers 20 565.0 71.26
df = 22
Junior
Marginals 9 459.9 71.15
3.02 .004%
High achievers 11 571.4 89.68
df = 18
Senior
Marginals 5 473.2 51.95
4.00 .002%
High achievers 7 617.5 67.19
df = 10
*p < .05.
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Table 27

the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
State Board Obstetrics Exam Scores—-~

1978 Graduates

N M SD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 2 494.3 42.78
1.31 .11
High achievers 9 579.1 86.59
df = 9
Sophomore
Marginals 4 476.0 83.46
2.61 .005%
High achievers 20 570.7 62.94
df = 22
Junior
Marginals 9 499 .4 62.95
2.34 .02%
High achievers 11 578.9 83.98
df = 18
Senior
‘Marginals 5 479.6 57.91
3.72 .002%
High achievers 7 617.8 66.07
df =10
*p < .05.
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Table 28

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Pediatrics Exam Scores--
1978 Graduates

Freshman
Marginals 2 462.6 91.41
1.70 .06
High achievers 9 592.8 98.34
df = 9
Sophomore
Marginals 4 472.3 118.0
2,34 .01%*
High achievers 20 580.2 77.45
daf = 22
Junior
Marginals 9 508.8 94.01
1.82 L04%
“ High achievers 11 578.4 76.43
df = 18
Senior
Marginals 5 450.0 65.85
4,85 .0005%*
High achievers 7 638.2 66.54
df = 10
*p < .05.
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Table 29

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Psychiatric Exam Scores--

1978 Graduates

N M Sb t )]
Freshman
Marginals 2 532.8 13.89
1.40 .10
High achievers 9 604.7 69.36
df =9
Sophomore
Marginals 4 459.5 116.3
3.02 .003%
High achievers 20 592.1 72.70
df = 22
Junior
Marginals 9 503.6 89.81
2,20 .02%
High achievers 11 592.3 89.31
df = 18
Senior
Marginals 5 468.6 61.39
5.35 .00%
High achievers 7 630.9 44,22
df = 10
*p < .05.
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Table 30

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Medical Exam Scores—--
1977 Graduates

X M sD t R
Freshman
Marginals 5 394.6 36.40
3.80 .001*
High achievers 10 511.3 62.70
df = 13
Sophomore
Marginals 4 449.5 85.97
1.27 .11
High achievers 11 501.7 64.76
df = 13
Junior
Marginals 12 450.5 90.73
2.32 .02%
High achievers 11 530.1 71.08
df = 21
Senior
. Marginals 1 350.0 0
High achievers 9 498.4 58.11
df = 8
%p < .05.
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Table 31

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Surgical Exam Scores--
1977 Graduates

N ! SD £ P
Freshman
Marginals 5 416.4 70.71
2.12 .03%
High achievers 10 517.0 92.46
df =13
Sophomore
Marginals 4 467.3 65.80
.8335 - .21
High achievers 11 499 .6 66.59
df = 13
Junior
Marginals 12 472.6 87.90
1.71 .05%
High achievers 11 539.9 89.59
df = 21
Senior
Marginals 1 472.2 0
High achievers 9 508.3 90.78
df = 8
*p < .05.
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Table 32

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Obstetrics Exam Scores--
1977 Graduates

N M sD t R
Freshman
Marginals 5 426.4 33.56
2.14 .03%
High achievars 10 517.3 90.33
df = 13
Sophomore
Marginals 4 457.5 83.48
.67 .26
High achievers 11 495.4 101.3
df = 13
Junior
Marginals 12 466 .8 75.72
1.28 Al
High achievers 11 516.7 108.8
df = 21
Senior
Marginals 1 434.0 0
High achievers 9 505.3 77.35
df = 8
*p < .05.
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Table 33

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Pediatrics Exam Scores--—
1977 Graduates

¥ M SD t R
Freshman
Marginals 5 449.8 40.31
2.87 .005%
High achievers 10 561.6 81.04
df = 13
Sophomore
Marginals 4 463.3 85.10
1.59 .07
High achievers 11 531.5 69.19
df = 13
Junior
Marginals 12 486.7 79.92
2.04 .03*
High achievers 11 556.7 84.35
df = 21
Senior
Marginals 1 417.0 0
High achievers 9 549 .4 82.69
df = 8
*p < .05.
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Table 34

Summary of the t Tests for Difterence Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Psychiatric Exam Scores--
1977 Graduates

N M sp £ B
Freshman
Marginals 5 519.8 36.41
1.83 .05%
High achievers 10 570.8 56.05
df = 13
Sophomore
Marginals 4 495.8 108.0
1.90 .04%
High achievers 11 572.6 52.09
4af =13
Junior
Marginals 12 526.6 68.30
1.79 .04%
High achievers 11 577.9 68.38
df = 21
Senior
Marginals 1 478.0 0
High achievers 9 550.5 43.0
af = 8
*p < .05.
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Table 35

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Medical Exam Scores--
1976 Graduates

N M SD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 9 504.9 41.89
-.2518 .49
High achievers 12 504.2 71.69
daf =19
Sophomore
Marginals 10 420.6 87.68
4.69 .00%
High achievers 16 542.5 45,06
daf = 24
Junior
Marginals 14 473.7 56.19
3.37 .002%
High achievers 12 552.1 62.24
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 1 447.0 0
High achievers 20 540.8 83.28
df =19
*p < .05.
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Table 36

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Surgical Exam Scores—-
1976 Graduates

N M SD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 9 523.0 86.47
.51 31

High achievers 12 539.8 63.95

df = 19

Sophomore
Marginals 10 456.5 96.69
2.94 .004%*

High achievers 16 548.8 63.96

df = 24

Junior
Marginals 14 488.6 42.31
2.13 .02%

High achievers 12 545.5 89.0

df = 24

Senior

Marginals 1 442.0 0
High achievers 20 540.4 76 .48

df = 19

#p < .05.
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Table 37

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Obstetrics Exam Scores--
1976 Graduates

N M SD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 9 479 .4 100.3
1.009 .16
High achievers 12 515.0 60.95
df = 19
Sophomore
Marginals 10 461.9 75.25
2,11 .02%
High achievers 16 525.8 75.07
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 14 457.1 82.91
1.98 .03%
High achievers 12 516.3 66.40
daf = 24
Senior
Marginals 1 553.0 0
High achievers 20 515.1 50.61
daf = 19
*p < .05.
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Table 38

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Pediatrics Exam Scores--
1976 Graduates

N M SD t 2
Freshman
Marginals 9 453.7 50.49
2.69 .005%
High achievers 12 543.9 90.06
daf =19
Sophomore
Marginals 10 434.2 71.36
3.29 .002%
High achievers 16 535.8 79.25
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 14 473.4 66.25
2.63 .005%
High achievers 12 550.5 82.92
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 1 470.0 0
High achievers 20 529.6 79.42
df = 19
*p < .05.
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Table 39

Summary of the t Tests for Difference Between Marginal
Student Groups and High Achieving Student Groups
on State Board Psychiatric Exam Scores--
1976 Graduates

N M SD t )2}
Freshman
Marginals 9 547.2 63.21
.6421 .48
High achievers 12 549.3 81.67
df =19
Sophomore
Marginals 10 468.4 100.2
2.34 .01%
High achievers 16 557.2 89.39
df = 24
Junior
Marginals 14 505.4 68.86
2,07 .02%
High achievers 12 568.0 85.52
df = 24
Senior
Marginals 1 507.0 0
High achievers 20 565.2 73.47
df = 19
*p < .05.
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Demographic

Hypothesis 6. The mean age of marginal students is lower than

the mean age of high achievers.

Presented in Tables 40 and 41 are the frequencies, percentages,
and central tendency measures for the ages of the 1981-82 Nazareth
College freshman, sophomore, junior, and senior nursing students.
From these data it can be concluded that the nursing student group
was a homogeneous one with the laréest percentage of students in the
age range of 18 through 23 years. One hundred fifty-nine of the 174
surveyed, or 917 of the students, were between the ages of 18 and 23
years old. The mean age for freshmen was 18.88 years, sophomores
20.70 years, juniors 21.12 years, and seniors 22.78 years. Because
the group was a homogeneous one, differences for marginal or high
achieving groups were not studied. Hypotheéis 6 was not supported

by the data presented.

Table 40

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Demographic
Characteristic--Frequency and Percentage
of Age Groups

Age Freshman Sophomore Junior ~ Senior
range Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
18-19 38 85 15 31 -1 3 0 -
20-21 5 11 26 53 32 80 13 33
22-23 2 4 3 6 3 7 20 51
23-40 0 - 5 10 4 10 6 16
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Table 41

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Demographic
Characteristic~--Age—--Central Tendency Measures

Mini- Maxi-
Mean Median Mode mum mum
Freshman 18.88 years 19 18 18 23
Sophomore 20.70 years 20 19 19 32
Junior 21.12 years 21 22 21 41

Hypothesis 7. The percentage of married marginal students is

lower than the percentage of married high achievers.

Presented in Table 42 are the frequencies and percentages for
marital status of the Nazareth College 1981-82 nursing students. As
demonstrated in the table, 947 of the students surveyed were un-
married. The junior class had the largest percentage of married
students, or 127%. It can be concluded that the groﬁp was homoge-
neous; and, therefore, differences for marginal and high achieving
groups would not be detected. Hypothesis 7 was not supported by the

data presented.

Hypothesis 8. Marginal students have a larger number of chil-

dren than high achieving students.

Presented in Table 43 are the frequencies and percentages of
the presence of children data for Nazareth College 1981-82 nursing
students. This table shows that 987 of the students surveyed did

not have children for which they were responsible while attending
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Table 42

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Demographic
Characteristic--Frequency and Percentage
of Marital Status

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

Freq. /A Freq. A Freq. A Freq. %
Single 44 98 48 96 35 88 36 93
Married 1 2 1 2 5 12 3 7
Divorced 0 ~ 1 2 0 - 0 -

pollege. Again, the group was homogeneous on this demographic vari-
" able so that differences between marginal and high achieving groups
were not studied. Hypothesis 8 was not supported by the data pre-

sented.

Table 43

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Demographic
Characteristic~-Presence of Children

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
No 45 100 49 98 39 98 38 98
Yes 0 ~— 1 2 1 2 1 2

Social Interaction

Hypothesis 9. The mean number of hours employed is higher for

marginal students than for high achievers.
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Presented in Table 44 are the mean number of hours of employ-
ment for the 1981-82 Nazareth College nursing students. From this
table it can be concluded that the students were not involved in
long hours of employment, as freshmen worked 7.04, sophomores 11.18,
juniors 12.46, and seniors 10.16 mean hours. The junior class stu-
dents had the largest number of hours of employment with a mean of
12.46 hours per week. Presented in Table 45 are the frequencies and
percentages for hours employed per week. Data in this table show
that the largest percentage, or 71%, of the freshmen were employed
0-5 hours per week and 567 of the sophomores were employed 0-5 hours
per week; while the largest percentage, or 53% of the juniors and
51% of the seniors, were employed 6-17 hours per week.

Presented in Table 46 are the t tests for differences in mean
number of hours employed between marginal and high achieving groups.
For the 1981 freshmen and sophomores, there was no significant dif-
ference between marginal and high achieving groups in mean number of
hours employed per week. However, 1981 high achieving juniors were
employed a significantly higher number of hours more than marginal
achievers.,

Hypothesis 9 was not supported by the data presented. For one
group, the 1981 freshmen, there was no significant difference in mean
hours of employment between marginal and high achieving groups. The
1981 high achieving sophomores and juniors were shown to work signif-
icantly more hours than marginal students in these groups. The low
number (three students) in the high achieving 1981 sophomore and jun-

ior groups must be taken into account when these data are considered.
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Table 44
Nazareth College 1981~82 Nursing Students' Social

Interaction Characteristic~-Mean Number of
Hours Employed

Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Mean number of
hours employed 7.04 11.18 12.46 10.15
per week
Table 45
Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic~-Frequency and
Percentage for Range of Hours Employed
Range Freshmana Sophomorea Junior Senior
hours
per wk. Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
0-5 30 71 20 56 10 25 12 31
6-17 12 29 16 44 21 53 20 51
18-40 0 - 0 - 9 22 7 18

#Total number of responses reflects missing data, as the total
does not equal number surveyed.
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Table 46

Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Number
of Hours Employed Between Marginal
and High Achieving Groups

Group N M $D t )]
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 11.79 7.91
2.50 01%
High achievers 3 25.07 14.43
df = 18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 10.00 .00
2.39 .03*
High achievers 3 10.55 47
df = 5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 8.46 6.30
-.1018 .46
High achievers 10 8.20 4.58
df = 17
*R < oOSa
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Hypothesis 10. The number of hours spent in travel to work and

school is higher for marginal students than the high achievers.

Presented in Table 47 are the frequencies and percentages for
student responses to ranges of hours of travel to work and school
for the 1981 Nazareth College nursing students. One hundred nine-
teen of the 174 surveyed, or 68% of the students, spent less than
1 hour in travel per day to work and school indicating that mos't
-students lived nearby or on campus and worked nearby so that little
time was needed to invest in this activity. A very small number
(two freshmen, one sophomore, one junior, and three seniors)

traveled more than 3 hours per day to work and school.

Table 47

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic--Frequency and
Percentage of Time Spent in Travel
to Work and Schocl

Hours in
Question travel to Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
response work and
nuzber school Freq. % Freq. % Freq. 7% Freq. %
per day
1 Less than 4, 99 37 74 2% 66 22 58
1 hour .
2 1 hour 7 16 8 16 8 20 13 34
3 2 hours 0 - 3 6 4 10 0 _
4 3 hours 0 — 1 2 1 2 0 -
5 Other 2 5 1 2 1 2 3 8
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Presented in Table 48 are the t tests for differences in mean
responses (see Table 24 for the ranges represented by the responses)
that represent hours spent in travel to work and school between mar-
ginal and high achieving groups. This table shows that there was no
significant difference between groups in the 1981-82 juniors, 1981-
82 sophomores, and 1981~82 freshman class. While the high achieving
sophomore and freshman groups' mean responses represent-ranges of
time that are smaller than the marginal groups' mean responses, the
differences between groups are not significant at the .05 level.

The high achieving junior group's mean response indicates a larger
number of hours spent in travel than the marginal student group.

In summary, Hypothesis 10, that predicts the number of hours
spent in travel to work and school to be greater for marginal stu-
dents than for high achievers, is not supported by the data. In two
groups, sophomore and freshman, there was not a significant differ-
ence between groups at the .05 level; however, high achieving groups
did spend less time in travel than the marginal groups. In the
junior group there was not a significant difference between marginal
and high achieving groups, and the high achievers spent more time in

travel than the marginal group.

Hypothesis 11. The number of weekends spent away from campus

is higher for marginal students than for high achievers.
Presented in Table 49 are the frequencies and percentages of
student responses that represent ranges of numbers of weekends spent

away from campus. This table shows that 82 of the 174 surveyed, or
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Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Responses

Table 48

(Representing Hours Spent in Travel to Work

and School) Between Marginal and

High Achieving Groups

107

Group N pi! SD t 2]
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 1.60 .38
1.14 .13
High achievers 3 1.86 .23
df = 18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 1.25 .50
- .21 .42
High achievers 3 1.18 .15
df =5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 1.35 .39
1.19 .13
High achievers 10 1.15 .32

£ =17

*p < .035.
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477% of the 1981-82 freshman-seniors, travel away from campus between

2 to 4 weekends per month.

Table 49

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic-~Frequency and
Percentage for Ranges of Numbers of
Weekends Away

Question Number of Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
response weekends away
number per month Freq. 7 Freq. 7 Freq. % Freq. 7
1 3-4 per month =~ 7 16 4 8 10 25 7 18
2 2 per month 13 29 20 40 10 25 11 28
3 1 per month 12 27 19 38 9 23 11 28
4 Scheduled
vacations 11 24 6 12 8 20 7 18
only
5 Other 2 4 1 2 3 7 3 8

Presented in Table 50 are the t tests for differences between
marginal and high achieving students in mean responses that repre-
sent ranges of numbers of weekends spent away from campus. This
table shows that there was not a significant difference between mar-
ginal and high achieving groups, at the .05 level, in numbers of
weekends spent away from campus., In the 1981-82 junior and sopho-
more students studied the high achievers spent less time away than
marginal students; thus providing some support for the hypothesis
that predicts marginal students to be gone more than high achievers.

The 1981-82 freshman group showéd high achievers spent more weekends
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Table 50

Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Responses
(Representing Ranges of Numbers of Weekends
Spent Away) Between Marginal and
High Achieving Groups

Group N M SD t P
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 1.43 .38
=1.15 .13
High achievers 3 1.16 .27
df =18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 1.50 1.0
41 .35
High achievers 3 1.25 .21
df =5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 2.67 1.07
.56 . 29
High achievers 10 2,95 1.05
df = 17
*p < .05.
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away than marginal students; data that provide support for a'reverse
of this hypothesis. The freshman marginal and high achieviﬁg groups
spent more time away than sophomore or junior marginal and high
achleving groups; however, Table 49 indicates that approximately 507
of the total freshman group spent only one weekend awa& ér went on
scheduled vacations only. Hypothesis 11 was not supported by the

data presented in this report.

Hypothesis 12. The involvement in support services is less for

marginal students than for high achievers.

Presented in Table 51 are the frequencies and percentages for
student response to the number of support services used per month.
This table shows that 787 of the students from each level (freshman
through senior) or 132 of the 174 respondents used the support ser-

vices at Nazareth College once a month or not at all.

Table 51

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic~-Frequency and
Percentage for Number of
Support Services Used

Question Number of Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

support serv-
response
vices used

number per month Freq. % Freq. 7% Freq. % Freq. %

1 Not at all 7 15 11 23 8 20 15 38
2 1/month 28 63 27 56 23 58 13 33
3 2/month 6 13 7 15 6 15 3 8
4 3/month 2 4.5 1 2 1 3 0 --
5 Other 2 4.5 2 4 2 5 8 21
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Presented in Table 52 are ‘the t test results for differences
between marginal and high achieving group mean responses that repre-
sent the nﬁmbers of times support services were used per month. The
data indicate that there was no significant difference, at the .05
level, between the 1981 junior, 1981 sophomore, and 1981 freshman
marginal and high achieving groups in the numbers of times that sup-
port services were used.

The mean responses for the junior and sophomore groups show
that high achievers 'did use more support services than marginal stu-
dents; however, the difference was not significant at the .05 leQel.
The freshman high achievers used support services less than the
freshman marginal students, thus, providing no support for Hypothe-
sis 12 which predicts marginal students to use support services less
than high achievers. It should be noted that the difference between
the freshman groups on use of support services was minimal. Pre-
sented in Table 52 are the data to indicate that junior and sopho-
more marginal and high achieving groups used support services more
than freshman marginal and high achieving groups.

In summary, Hypothesis 12 cannot be supported by the data pre-
sented in this report, as there was no difference between marginal
and high achieving groups in the 1981 junior, sophomore, or freshman
groups studied. While high achievers did use more support services
in the junior and sophomore groups, the marginal students used more

support services in the freshman group.
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Table 52

Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Responses
(Representing Numbers of Times Support Services
Are Used) Retween Marginal and
High Achieving Groups

Group X M sD 3 3
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 3.25 .92
1.49 .08
High achievers 3 4,10 .84
df = 18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 3.75 2.21
.21 42
High achievers 3 4,04 .82
df =5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 1.19 .31
.38 .35
High achievers 10 1.13 .31
daf = 17
*p < .05.
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Hypothesis 13. The involvement in student life activities is

lower for marginal students than for high achievers.

Presented in Table 53 are the frequencies and percentages for
students' responses to the amount of involvement in student life
activities per month. This table shows that 627 of the students,
or 108 of the 174 respondents, participated in student life activ-

ities at Nazareth College once a month or not at all,

Table 53

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic--Frequency and
Percentage of Involvement in
Student Life Activities

Number of

Question student life Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior

TESPONSE i tivities P

number per month Freq. 7 Freq. 7 Freq. 7 Freq. 7
1 Not at all 20 45 17 35 18 45 16 41
2 1 per month 10 22 9 19 10 25 8§ 21
3 2 per month 5 11 3 6 5 13 6 15
4 3 per month 3 7 11 22 4 10 2 5
5 Other 7 15 9 18 3 7 7 18

Presented in Table 54 are the t tests for differences between
marginal and high achieving group mean responses that represent the
amount of student participation in student life activities each
month. This table shows that there is no significant difference,
at the .05 level, between the 198l junior and freshman

marginal and high achieving groups for the amount of participation
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Table 54

Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Respomnses
(Representing Numbers of Times Students
Participate in Student Life Activities)

Between Marginal and High
Achieving Groups

114

Group

N M SD £ 2]
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 2.09 1.24
-.86 47
High achievers 3 2.03 1.00
df = 18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 1.75 .95
1.95 .05%
High achievers 3 2.86 Al
df =5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 2.45 1.08
-.16 ¥
High achievers 10 2.35 1.48
af = 17
*p < .05.
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in student life activities. The sophomore group studied was the
only group in which high achievers participated more than marginal
students in student life activities. 1In the junior and freshman
groups marginal students participated more than high achievers in
student life activities although the difference in groups was very
small. Table 54 also shows that freshmen participated more in stu-
dent life activities than sophomores or juniors. The difference was
small, however.

In summary, Hypothesis 13 was not supported by the data pre-
sented in this report. Only the 1981 sophomores showed high achiev-
ing students to participate more in student lifé activities than
marginal students. This difference was significant at the .05
level. The remaining two groups, juniors and freshmen, showed
marginal students to participate more in student live activ-
ities than high achievers. This difference in groups was small.
Sixty-two percent of students indicate minimal participation in stu-
dent life activities, or one per month or not at all. Freshman mar-
ginal and high achievers participated more than the junior and

sophomore marginal and high achievers in student life activities,

Hypothesis 14. The involvement in community activities is less

for marginal students than for high achievers.

Presented in Table 55 are the frequencies and percentages for
student responses to the time involvement per month in community
activities. This table shows that a total of 76% of students

(freshman through senior), or 132 of the 174 respondents, were
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involved in 1 hour per month or not at all in community activity.

Table 55

Nazareth College 1981-82 Nursing Students' Social
Interaction Characteristic--Frequency and
Percentage of Involvement in
Community Activities

Amount of

Question time in Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
response community

number activities Freq. % Freq. % Freq. % Freq. %
per month

1 Not at all 33 74 26 54 21 .53 14 36

2 1 hr./month ‘8 13 6 12 11 28 12 31

3 2 hrs./month 2 4 4 8 5 12 4 10

4 3 hrs./month 1 2 6 12 2 5 5 13

5 Other 1 2 7 14 1 2 4 10

Presented in Table 56 are the t test results for differences
between marginal and high achieving group mean responses that repre-
sent the amount of time spent per month in community activities.
This table shows that there is no significant difference, at the .05
level, between the 1981 junior, 1981 sophomore, and 1981 freshman
marginal and high achieving groups in the amount of time spent in
community activities. The junior and freshman high achievers spent
more time than marginal students in community activities. This
gives some support to Hypothesis 14; however, the differences were
not significant at the .05 level. Sophomore high achievers spent

less time than sophomore marginal students in community activities.
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Summary of t Tests for Differences in Mean Responses

Table 56

(Representing Hours Spent by Students in

Community Activities) Between
Marginal and High Achieving

117

Groups
Group N M SD t P
1981 Juniors
Marginals 17 2.06 .87
1.05 .15
High achievers 3 2.60 .57
4f = 18
1981 Sophomores
Marginals 4 2.50 1.29
~-1.02 .18
High achievers 3 1.66 .57
df = 5
1981 Freshmen
Marginals 9 1.30 .33
.74 .23
High achievers 10 1.48 .66

f =17

*p < .05.
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Freshman marginal and high achieving groups spent less time in com—
munity activities than sophomore and'junior marginal and high
achieving groups. It appears that involvement in community activity
increases with each level (freshman-senior) of the program.

In summary, Hypothesis 14 was not supported by the data pre-
sented in this report. There was no significant difference, at the
.05 level, between marginal and high achieving groups; although high
achievers in the junior and freshman group were involved in commu-
nity activities more than marginal students. This was not true of
the sophomore group. The involvement for the entire group was mini-
mal as 76% were involved 1 hour per month or not at all. Involve-
ment increased with each level, as seniors were involved more than

freshmen.
Summary of Results

The results of the data analysis are summarized as follows:

Ability

1. Hypothesis 1, predicting ability scores for marginal stu-
dents to be lower than high achievers, was supported only in part by
the data.

1.1 The marginal students in the 1981 freshman, sopho-
more, and junior classes studied did score lower than high
achievers on a larger proportion of the ACT ability tests, thus

supporting Hypothesis 1.
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‘1.2 The study of the marginal and high achieving groups

on the Nazareth and NLN ability tests did not provide support

for Hypothesis 1.

2. Hypothesis 2, predicting ability scores for dropouts to be
lower than nondropouts, was supported only in part by the data.

2.1 The study of marginal and high achieving groups on
the ACT scores in the 1980 freshman class and NLN ability
scores for the 1979 and 1980 classes provided support for
Hypothesis 2.

2.2 The study of marginal and high achieving groups on
the Nazareth ability tests did not provide support for Hypothe-

sis 2.
Achievement

3. Hypothesis 3, predicting marginal students to score lower
than high achievers on achievement tests, was supported by the data.
The means of the NLN achievement test scores for high achievers were
consistently higher than marginal students.

4. Hypothesis 4, predicting a relationship between achievement
scores taken on junior, senior, and graduate level, was supported by
the data. There was a moderate to high correlation between NLN
achievement test scores and State Board Exam scores for the 1976-
1980 Nazareth College graduating classes. Students who were lower
achievers as juniors were also lower achievers as seniors and grad-

uates on State Board Exams.
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5. Hypothesis 5, predicting marginal students to score lower
than high achievers on State Board Exams, was supported by the data.
A consistent difference was found between means of the State Board
Exam scores for marginal and high achieving groups on each level of

the program for the 1976-1980 Nazareth College graduating classes.

Demographic

Hypotheses 6, 7, and 8, predicting marginal students to be
younger, less often married, but with more children, were not sup-
ported by the data. The group surveyed is a homogeneous one with a
large percentage being young between the ages of 18-23, unmarried,

and childless.

Social Interaction

Hypotheses 9-14, predicting that marginal students would be
more involved than high achieving students in social interactions
that detract from concentrating on studies (i.e., employment, time
spent in travel) were not supported by the data. Social inter-
actions that might act to give support to students (i.e., support
services, community activities) were not found to be different for

the high achieving group than for the marginal group.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY
Purpose of the Study--Overview

Tﬁis study investigated the ability, achievement, demographic,
and social interaction characteristics of three groups of baccalau-
reate nursing students: dropouts, marginals, and high achievers.
The purpose of the study was to identify predominant characteristics
of dropout and marginal students that would act to direct the devel-

opment of programs in nursing education.
Results of the Study--Overview

The results of the study were mixed. Hypothesis 1 predicted
that the ability scores for marginal students would be lower than
the ability scores of high achieving students. Hypothesis 2 pre-
dicted that the ability scores for dropouté would be lower than non-
dropouts. The means of the ACT and NLN ability tests showed the
most differences between groups. High achievers and nondropouts
scored consistently higher than marginals and dropouts. The means
of the Nazareth College ability test did not show differences be-
tween groups.

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 5, predicting marginal students to score
lower than high achievers on achievement tests and State Board Exams,

were supported by the data. In addition, a relationship was
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predicted to exist between achievement tests and State Board Exam
scores. This relationship was supported by the data.

Hypotheses 6, 7, and 8, predicting marginal students to be
younger, with fewer married persons, but responsible for more chil-
dren, were not supported by the data.

Hypotheses 9-14 that predicted differences between marginal
and high achiever, for involvement in activity that detracts from
learning and activity that provides assistance in order to learn,

were not supported by the data.
Limitations of the Study

This study was limited in several significant ways. First,
the timing of the demographic and social interaction survey was
such that first semester freshman dropouts could not be included.
They had already dropped out and could not be located. While the
ability data indicated some reason for dropout behavior, demo-
graphic data would have added dimensions to the dropout component
of this study. Such dimensions are needed in order to fully under-
stand this group of students. Because of the demographic homo-
geneity of the students who were surveyed and because the ability
scores of dropouts were low, it could be predicted that the type
of demographic data gathered in this study's survey would not have
added to the understanding of dropouts.

The demographic data in this study design were collected with

names of students so that the demographic and social interaction
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data could be used with corresponding ability and achievement data.
This limited the kind of data that could be collected in that re-
spondents to the survey could not be anonymous. A study design that
provided anonymity for dropouts surveyed would allow expansion of
the types of demographic and social interaction data.

The low number of dropouts in the sophomore, junior, and senior
years limited this study in additional ways. The size of the sample
may have limited the power to reject the null hypothesis.

A second limitation of the study design resulted from the low
number of marginal students in the 1981-82 sophomore year and lack
of marginal students in the 1981-82 senior year. Presented in
Tables 4 and 5 are data which indicate that in other years there
have been larger numbers, so it was not unreasonable to assume that
this would be the case with the student groups used in this study
design.

A third major limitation of this study was the demographic
data collected. This limitation is indicated by the fact that the

- demographic and social interaction survey defined a homogeneous
group of students. It might be possible, with additional develop-
ment and a design that allows anonymity, to devise a tool that in-
cludes more discriminating variables. While the marginal and Ligh
achieving groups were not different on the demographic interaction
variables included in this study, it is recognized that it might be
possible to identify variables which would help define the groups
more clearly and would discriminate between groups. This possibil-

ity leads to a fourth limitation of the study.
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The wvariables included in this study, ability, échievement,
demographic, and social interaction characteristics; are complex
in nature. It is beyond the scope of one study to examine all
aspects of these complex characteristics. Human intellectual devel-
opment has been studied and crucial aspects héve‘been debated at
length. The variables chosen for the study herein are limited to
those aspects that identify possible changes in nursing education.
It is recognized, however, that the variables are limitless in num-
ber and type.

Lastly,‘the study design does not address the most critical
issue of all: that of job performance. While it is important to
be concerned, as educators, with student academic performance, the
ultimate goal is to provide educational experiences that lead to
the successful practice of nursing. Limiting the study to variables
of ability, achievement; demographic, and social interaction charac-
teristics was appropriate for the design of this study and the
parameters of a doctoral dissertation. It should be remembered,
however, that the ultimate academic goal is to promote successful
job performance. The study results could be utilized to work toward
this end. Additional research that incorporates this concern is
essential to the development of the nursing profession. This addi-
tional research should be aimed at assuring that academic efforts

result in successful job performance.
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Interpretation of Results

Interpretation of the data relative to the 14 major hypotheses

follows:

Ability

Hypothesis 1 predicted that marginal students would score lower
than high achievers on ability tests. The hypothesis was supported
in part by the data analysis which showed marginal students to score
significantly lower than high achieving students on a large number
of ability test scores. An exception was found for the Nazareth Col-
lege professor-made English and math tests. These results parallel
the literature reviewed in Chapter II of this study which suggested
that ability scores such as the ACT test scores do predict academic
success. Two ability tests that did not identify differences between
marginal and high achievers were the Nazareth College English and
math tests. These are professor-made tests that have not been sub-
jected to the rigorous norming process used by other standardized
testing services (ACT and NLN Prenursing Guidance). It is possible
that the concepts tested in Nazareth professor-made tests were chal-
lenging for both groups as means scores for both groups were low.

The mean scores tended to be better for the high achievers on these
tests, however, not sufficiently higher to support the hypothesis.

The Nazareth College open admissions policy which does not re-
quirz a minimum level of ACT scores for admission to the college may

be contributing to the lack of being able to identify differences
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seen between marginal and high achieving students. The meau ACT
scores of the high achieving group reported in Tables 2, 3, and 4
are low in comparison to ACT scores for high achievers in other in-
stitutions which do not admit students with ACT scores that fall be-
low a designated level. It could be predicted that the differences
seen in this study would be substantial if the enrollments in this
small private college were more selective so that a larger number of
students entered with higher ability scores.

It can be concluded that high achievers in this study have
developed academic abilities to a greater extent than marginal stu-
dents. This characteristic of high achieving students points to a
need for program development that assures the building of academic
ability for marginal students. The literature review and the re-
sults of this study indicate that students with high ability scores
are also those students who achieve higher GPA's in nursing courses.
In order to raise the achievement level for marginal students, aca-
demic abilities must be strengthened.

Hypothesis 2 proposed that dropouts would score lower than non-
dropouts on ability tests. Support for this hypothesis was not
found. The one exception was the 1980 freshman class which showed
a difference between dropout and nondropout on four of the five ACT
ability tests. It appears that there are students who dropped out
and whose ability scores had no influence on this decision. Other
students' ability scores were in a range that would predict ques-
tionable academic performance but who continued in the program and

succeeded.
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The literature indicates that failure to succeed academically
has played a major role, along with other factors, in causing drop-
out behavior in students (Aitken, 1982; Munro, 1980). It has also
been shown that academic ability is related to academic achievement
and success. To put major emphasis on the part that ability plays
in academic success without recognizing it as only one of many com-
plex factors would be erroneous. The question that remains un-
answered is, "What are the other factors that influence dropout de-
cisions?" While it is possible that ability scores had some influ-
ence on the decision to dropout for some students, it is also reason-

~able to assume that this factor was not a major controlling factor
as many students who had equally low ability scores did succeed in

the program.
Achievement

Hypothesés 3, 4, and 5 proposed that marginal students would
score lower than high achievers on achievement tests, and that there
would be a relationship between achievement test scores on junior,
senior, and graduate levels of the program. The data provided sup-
port for these hypotheses, and these results reflect what has been
reported in the literature. Students whose GPA is marginal (2.0-2.5)
tend to score low on achievement tests and State Board Exams.

From Tables 15-39 it was concluded that, for the graduating
classes of 1976-1980, the number of marginal students is greatest in
the junior year and smallest in the senior year. The increased num-

ber of marginal students in the junior year indicates that this year
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may be the most predictive year for State Board Exam performance,
or the year in which concepts measured most closely reflect concepts
tested on State Board Exams. The content presented in the junior
year is challenging and demands reading skill that includes the
ability to read rapidly to cover large amounts and the ability to
comprehend in order to make decisions. In addition, students begin
to use mathematical skills in order to calculate dosage of the medi-
cation they give patients in the clinical learning setting. In
testing Hypothesis 1, it was shown that marginal students do have
lower ability scores than high achievers. It is likely that the
marginal student who enters as a freshman with low ability scores
continues to function marginally and performs lower on State Board
Exams as a result. The current program does not address the needs
of the marginal student to change performance sufficiently so that
marginal students change groups to become high achieving students.
The number of marginal students drops in the senior year. The
concepts presented in the senior year differ from those presented in
the junior year. They are broader concepts and demand more applica-
tion of psychosocial principle than of physical principle. The
marginal student who fails and repeats at the junior level appears
to have had the opportunity to strengthen skills before entering
senior level so that marginal behavior measured on senior year
appears to have been remediated. Other behaviors that were measured
as marginal on the junior level were not measured on the senior
level. Senior students who have struggled on the junior level but

who improve performance on the senior level must continue to be
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concerned about State Board Test Pool Exams.

Demographic

Hypotheses 6, 7, and 8 predicted that the demographic variables
of age, marital status, and presence of children would be present in
the marginal group as they have been reported in the literature to
interrupt academic achievement. The data did not support these
hypotheses. The student group in this small liberal arts setting
continues to be young, unmarried, and without.children. This may
be explained, in part, by the fact that tuition costs have risén to
high levels in private colleges. The older student with responsi-
bilities for children could be predicted not to have financial re-
sources available to enroll. The student who can enroll full time
in a rigorous professional program that costs a large amount of
money each year must have financial support and this is often the
young, unmarried student who still has the financial support of
their parents. Married students and stuaents responsible for chil-
dren will likely continue to enroll in community college or diploma
programs that are less expensive and less time consuming. The
Nazareth College R.N. degree completion program is available to
R.N.'s who wish to return to school to complete the baccalaureate
degree requirements. A study design that includes this group of
students might reveal other demographic characteristics and show

that the total student group at Nazareth College is not homogeneous.
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Social Interaction

Hypotheses 9-14 predicted that marginal students would be more
involved than high achieving students in social interactions that
detract from concentrating on studies (i.e., employment, time spent
in travel) were not supported by the data. Social interactions that
might act to give support to students (i.e., college support ser-
vices, community agencies/services) were not found to be signifi-
cantly more preseﬁt in the high achieving groups than in the mar-
ginal groups.

The number of hours employed was not large for either the mar-
ginal or high achieving groups. This phenomena might be accounted
for by the fact that the students are supported by their parents or
by scholarships. A demographic-social interaction survey that col-
lected anonymous financial‘data was recommended in both the limita-
tions and research sections of this report.

Students did not spend substantial amounts of time in travel to
and-from work and class because ﬁhey do not work long hours and it
can be assumed that they live on campus or nearby.

The data showed that high achieving juniors work and travel
more hours than the junior level marginal.students. There were only
three students in this high achieving group so it is inappropriate
to draw conclusions from the limited number studied. These three
students could be individuals whose academic skills are strong and
who are employed in a health care setting which reinforces the
learning experienced in clinical nursing courses. Thus, rather than

interrupting, the employment could facilitate learning.
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Hypochesis 1l predicted ﬁhat marginal students would be in-
volved in more weekends away--weekends that consume time and energy
and detract from preparation for Monday morning clinical learning.
The data did not support this prediction; however, the data did show
that the entire student nursing group spends a large number of
weekends away. In addition, the data resulting from testing
Hypotheses 12, 13, and 14 suggest that students are involved mini-
mally in student support services, student life activities, or com~
munity activities. No difference was found between groups
on these variables. It is apparent that a large percentage
of student nurses meet social interaction needs away from campus on
weekends and do not participate in the on-campus programs. The
possible factors involved in the dynamics of this behavior are
multiple.

The campus at Nazareth College is small and the social inter-
action opportunities are limited particularly by the fact that there
are few males on campus. One of the most important growth and de-
velopment tasks for this age group (Ripple, Biehler, & Jaquish,
1982) is to develop relationships with the opposite sex, and yet
this is difficult on a campus where there are few males and in a
professional program utilizing clinical learning settings which are
female dominated. Nazareth College has no gymmasium or physical
education program, a limited intramural sports program for women,
and limited structured social activities on campus. Consequently,
the opportunity for immediate access to social interaction is lim-

ited and students develop the habit of utilizing what is available.
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The weekend exodus is understandable considering the situation;
however, this exodus may not be the most useful behavior given the
student's growth and development needs and.tﬁe student's need to
achieve academically. A growth and development task that is impor-
tant for this age group is -the need to establish independence from
parents and to develop -peer relationships with other adults. The
establishment of independence from parents has always been a part of
the college experience, and yet the lack of social interaction oppor-
tunity in small female dominated liberal arts colleges can interfere
with accomplishing this task. The fact that the Kalamazoo environ-
ment has a wide variety of resources and the fact that Nazareth Col-
lege has recently hired a Dean of Student Life who is committed to
developing the student program gives hope for the problems seen in

this area.

Conclusions and Nursing Implications

The conclusions that cén be drawn from this study are discussed
here for the purpose of proposing implications for nursing education.
1. Small liberal arts colleges with open admissions are likely
to have a number of students who enter academic programs with poorly
developed academic ability skills. These students are more likely
to be students who eventually dropout or are marginal performers.
In this study, marginal students had lower ability and achievement
scores than high achievers. They continued to be the lower per-
formers ‘on all levels, and on State Bcard Examinations. These data

suggest the need for program development that includes special
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learning to improve academic skills and.achievement. Nursing educa-
tors have not indicated commitment to this group of students. Based
on the assumptions outlined for this study, there is some evidence
to suggest that this student group does have the potential to de-
velop academic skills and contribute to the profession of nursing.

The following are implications for nursing education that are
proposed:

a. Pre-freshman-year summer remediation programs that
build academic skills and promote formal operational develop-
ment (i.e., problem solving, critical thinking) may result in
increased aca&emic success.

b. Students should have ongoing access thfoughout the
freshman year to remedial learning experiences that strengthen
academic skills.

c. A preplanned 5-year program could be developed that
combines work and study experiences. This plan would take into
account the heavy science requirement and would allow time for
remediation without overburdening the student with course work
which requires use of skills they are currently remediating.

d. An on-going program to develop test taking and study-
ing skills.

e. Utilization of mastery learning strategies in supple-
mental learning courses that precede each level of the nursing
major.

f. Utilization of mastery learning strategies to promote

higher achievement levels for all students.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



134

g. Access to self-learning modules that can provide ad-
junct learning to currently planned learning experiences.

h. Tutorial programs that provide one-to-one or one-to-
group assistance with learning.

i. A program for faculty development to promote under-
standing of how to help students help themselves.

2. The results of this study show that the student group sur-
veyed is a homogeneous one on demographic and social interaction
characteristics. While this aspect of the study did not assist in
more clearly defining dropout and marginal students, it did act to
identify two areas.of concern that have implications for nursing
education. It has been shown in the literature that the social
interaction of students is a significant part of the academic expe-
rience and contributes to academic success.

Nazareth College students are minimally involved in student
life activities and a large number of students leave campus for two
to four weekends per month. It could be speculated that students
leave to seek experiences that meet socialization needs. The time
consumed in travel away on weekends is significant. This aspect of
the study results leads to the following implications for nursing
education.

a. Study results should be reviewed by college adminié-
trators who are responsible for the quality of Student Life on
Campus program. Additional profile data should be gathered to
determine the reasons for students leaving campus multiple

weekends per month. At Nazareth College the Dean of Student's
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position has recently been filled and new programs have been
started, and a commitmeﬂt has been made to improve the program.

b. Faculty should understand how to help students help
themselves. One component of a student life program should be
faculty development with the goal of assuring that faculty
understand human development concepts.

c. Experimentation with alternative scheduling of clini-
cal learning could result in a schedule that avoids Monday,
7:00 a.m., clinical learning. This wpuld allow for class prep-
aration at home on weekends and preparation for clinical expe-
riences on Monday and Tuesday when students are on campus.
Thorough assessments of clients could be promoted.

d. Adjunct learning materials to be checked out by stu-

dents for the weekend must be developed.

Implication for Further Research

The results of the present study lead to the following recom-
mendations for research:

1. A study of variables affecting dropout behavior should be
done. Small liberal arts colleges that experience high dropout
rates for freshman nursing classes will continue to be concerned
about enrollments. While it may be that a number of students change
career goals, demographic or psychosocial variables which could be
altered may also be responsible for some dropout behavior. A study
of dropouts that allows the respondent to remain anonymous and is

mailed to home addresses or is filled out before the student leaves
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campus could increase the number of dropouts willing to participate
in a study. In addition, a broader variety of variables could be
included in the questiomnaire.

2, An experimental study should be completed with the imple-
mentations suggested in the preceding section. It would be useful
to know if the implementations suggested did improve academic per-~
formance. Broader application could be recommended from experi-
mental study results that show substantial improvement in perform-
ance as a result of strategies employed.

3. Additional study is needed to determine the relationship
between academic performance and job performance. The goal of cost
and stress reduction for dropout and marginal student with improved
academic performance is, alone, a valid one. However, continued
effort to align academic goals, and learning to meet goals, with job
performance goals is the ultimate task. While it is important to
improve academic performance, it is also important to improve the
job performance of graduates. The study of relationships between
academic and job performance is important and would contribute to
this end.

4. The social interaction needs of students in small liberal
arts colleges whose students are predominately female must be
studied. This study shows that the Nazareth College student group
is 18 to 23 years old and unmarried. The growth and development
tasks that this group is accomplishing have to do with breaking ties
with parents, establishing long-term relationships with peers, and

making mate choices, These students are, however, in a setting
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where there are few males to relate to, either on the campus or in
the clinjical learning setting where the nursing staff is also pre-
dominantly female. The large number of weekends spent away could
be interpreted as an attempt to meet socialization needs. A study
of student socialization needs would act to more clearly define
reasons for travel. The study would provide direction for the on-
campus student life program development in small predominately
female liberal arts colleges.

5. Research should be pursued that measures the cost in dol-
lars and stress to both the nursing program and the student when
failure occurs. It is the premise of this research study that the
current approach to dropout and marginal students is inefficient.
Time, money, and emotional stress are wasted. The frustration re-
sulting from failure to succeed results in faculty "burnout" and

waste of student resources.
Summary

In this study the ability, achievement, demographic, and social
interaction characteristics of three groups of baccalaureate nursing
students were investigated. The three groups of students studied
were dropouts, marginals, and high achievers. The purpose of the
study was to identify predominant characteristics of dropout and
marginal students that would act to direct the development of pro-
grams in nursing education.

The population studied consisted of the Nazareth College 1981-

1982 freshmen, sophomore, junior, and senior nursing students. In

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



138

addition, the 1976-~1980 graduating nursing classes were studied,
including the freshman through senior year data for these classes.

The results of the data analysis offered mixed support for the
hypotheses proposed. The ability scores of marginal students were
lower than high achievers. This was also true of dropouts and non-
dropouts, but those differences were not consistently significant
at the .05 alpha level. Marginal groups were found to perform lower
than high achievers on achievement tests, and a direct relationship
was found to exist between achievement test scores and State Board
performance. In addition, marginal students scored lower than high
achievers on State Board Exams.

The demographic variables measured in this study did not help
define dropout, marginal, or high achieving student characteristics,
as the student group was found to be a homogenous one. The hypoth-
eses predicting that marginal students would more likely be involved
than high achieving students in social interactions which detract
from concentrating on studies (i.e., employment, time spent in
travel) were not supported by the data. In addition, social inter-
action that might act to give support to students (i.e., support
services, community activities) was not found to be different from
the high achieving group than for the marginal group.

Possible explanations for the findings were discussed, implica-
tions for nursing education proposed, and suggestions for further

research developed.
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Dear Nursing Student:

The nursing program is involved in a curriculum evaluation and
revision project. It is imperative that we find out more about our
students so that we can make program changes that will provide
opportunity to set alternatives to meet students' needs. I am com-
bining my doctoral dissertation and the goals of the curriculum re-
vision project to a study of student characteristics. Each of the
items on the survey attached have some significance for curriculum
program change.

I thank you for the five minutes of time that you take to fill
out this survey. I will be on hand to explain items or amswer any
questions that you may have.

Results of the survey will be available to you in the fall of
1982,

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Judy Stewart
Project Director

2/10/82
COPY
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NAZARETH COLLEGE

NURSING STUDENT DEMOGRAPHIC SURVEY

Directions: Please fill in the following blanks and then mark the
appropriate corresponding circle on the computer sheet.

Name: Class: Fr. ___
Soph.
Jr.
Sr.
RN
1. & 2. Age
3. Marital status M (D) s (@)
4., Sex M (D) F ((2)

5. & 6, Number of children

7. & 8., Number of hours per week employed (including work study)
9. Employed in health care setting Yes ((@)) No (Q:Z)
10. Employed in setting other than health care Yes ((@)) No ()

11. On campus residence Yes ((@)) No (@)

12. Give the average number of hours (or parts of hours)
per day spent in travel to and from class and work.

(@)) Less than 1 hour

(@) 1 hour or slightly more
((B)) 2 hours

(®)) 2-3 hours

(®)

Other (write in)

13. Give the average number of weekends you travel to stay away from
campus and/or away from your local permanent address.

3-4 times per month

2 times per month

1 time per month
Scheduled vacations only
Other (write in)

UL

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



142

Demographic Survey
Page 2

14. Give the number of hours spent in weekend travel to stay off
campus, or away from your local permanent address.

Less than 1 hour

1 hour or slightly more
2 hours

2-3 hours

Other (write in)

EORE

15. Do you use the support services (advisor, counselor, financial
aid offices, health services, etc.) offered at Nazareth College.

Not at all

Approximately 1 hour per month
Approximately 2 hours per month
Approximately 3 hours per month
Other (write in)

LELRE

16. Do you participate in student life activities on campus?
i , Student government, social activities, clubs, etc.)

~~

P00

Not at all
Approximately 1 hour per month
Approximately 2 hours per month

Approximately 3 hours per month
Other (write in)

17. Do you participate in community activities outside Nazareth
College? (i.e., clubs, civic groups, professional organiza-
tions, health care systems support groups, etc.)

Not at all

Approximately 1 hour per month

Approximately 2 hours per month
Approximately 3 hours per month
Other (write in)

LELEE

3/24/82
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