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ABSTRACT

Historically, the predictors of MBA success were measured against the criterion of

graduate grade point average. It has been suggested that whether or not the degree is

granted is a more useful criteria by which to measure success. Also, the past studies of

MBA success at The University of Termessee have not included sulficiently large

samples of women to Investigate sex differences in relation to the prediction of MBA

success.

The present study attempted to validate predictor variables as they relate to

success in the MBA program. This involved the investigation of severed criteria of MBA

success (graduate grade point average, first year graduate grade point average, and

graduation) and several predictors of success (past academic performance and

achievement on the Graduate Management Admissions Test).

Files of 451 MBA applicants were obtained from the College of Business

Administration. These files consisted of 310 MBA applicants who were admitted to the

program between Winter 1979 amd Fall 1986. Of these. 200 MBA students (141 males

and 59 females) had graduated from the program between Fall 1983 and Winter 1987,

while 110 MBA students (75 males and 35 females) were inactive in the program. An

opportune sample of 141 applicants to the MBA program who were denied admission

from the time period of Summer 1987 to Fall 1988 was also obtained. This sample was

used only to correct for restriction in range. The study was limited to files which had

relatively complete information.

It was found that undergraduate grade point average predicted graduate grade

point average, graduate grade point average for the first half of the MBA program, and

graduation. The GMAT predicted the first year graduate grade point average of all MBA

students and graduate grade point average of MBA graduates. While sex did not enter the
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regression equations as a predictor variable, there were differences between the sexes:

among, them, men were more readily predictable than women.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Today, business schools in the United States are granting many Master of

Business Administration (MBA) degrees. The College of Business Administration at

The University of Tennessee is no exception. Like its counterparts elsewhere. UT has

required applicants to take the Graduate Management Admission Test (GMAT),

formerly the Admission to Graduate Study in Business (ATGSB). From 1985 to 1988,

consideration for admission was given to: (1) the applicant's academic record-

emphasis given to the last two years of undergraduate work and any graduate studies, (2)

GMAT scores. (3) work experience and other activities showing the potential for

leadership, and (4) recommendations from professors and work supervisors.

Admission was based on all factors with no automatic cut-off for grade point average

(GPA) or GMAT scores (The University of Tennessee Graduate Catalog, 1985; The

University of Tennessee Graduate Catalog, 1988-1989). In addition to the previously

mentioned requirements, applicants were required to submit additional information

on forms provided by the College of Business Administration. This information

included undergraduate institution, degree awarded, major, sex. race, and age. The

Assistant Director of Admissions recommended applicants for admission. Admission

was granted by a committee comprised of the Associate Dean of the College of Business

Administration and two faculty members.

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) has conducted several validation studies

for graduate business schools. Major studies conducted in 1954, 1958. and 1962

reported correlations between ATGSB total score and GGPA of 0.43. 0.43, and 0.36,

respectively. Correlations between UGPA and GGPA were reported to be 0.35, 0.28, and

0.30, respectively (Pitcher & Winterbottom, 1965).
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ETS conducted a validation study in 1968 which included The University of

Tennessee. Pitcher, Schrader, Smith, and Winterbottom (1968) reported correlations of

0.16 between UGFA and GGFA, and -0.002 between the ATGSB total score and GGFA at

The University of Tennessee. For the nineteen business schools involved in the study,

the average correlation between the ATGSB total score and GGFA was 0.36. The

multiple correlation coefficient was 0.46 when UGFA was added to the ATGSB total

score.

In 1984 another validation study was conducted by ETTS. The median correlations

reported between first year graduate grade point average (FYGFA) and the GMAT verbal

and quantitative scores were 0.25 and 0.30 (Wilson, 1984).

In a more recent ETS study, Wlghtman and Leary (1985) reported median

correlation coefficients for 123 schools for the simple correlations of UGFA, GMAT-V,

and GMAT-Q with FYGFA of 0.26, 0.21, and 0.26, respectively. The median multiple

correlation for GMAT-V and GMAT-Q with FYGFA was 0.33 (range 0.10 to 0.67). The

mean multiple correlation coefficient was improved to 0.41 (range 0.12 to 0.69) when

GMAT-V, GMAT-Q, and UGFA were used to predict FYGFA. Age, work experience, and

J/S UGFA did not significantly increase the multiple correlation of FYGFA with the

three previously mentioned predictors.

To date, there have been eight previous local studies concerned with validation of

predictors of success in the College of Business Administration. Two of these studies

were conducted with Master of Science students and two other studies used both MS and

MBA students. The other four studies were limited to MBA students.

Higdon (1963) performed the initial study which found a significant relationship

between undergraduate grade point average (UGFA) and graduate grade point average

(GGFA) for aU students tested (r=0.325). He also found ATGSB total score and GGFA to

correlate 0.311. Combining both ATGSB score and UGFA into a multiple regression



equation yielded a better predictor than individual use of the two predictors for GGPA

with a multiple correlation coefficient of 0.380.

In 1968, Brown reported GGPA correlated 0.143, 0.167, and 0.198 with the

individual predictors of UGPA, age, and the number of years since receiving the

baccalaureate degree, respectively. However, he did not find a significant relationship

between the ATGSB and GGPA.

Harmon (1970) found a low, but significant, correlation of 0.25 between UGPA and

GGPA. He did not find the ATGSB to correlate significantly with GGPA or UGPA.

Smith (1973) reported results similar to those of Harmon. He found the ATGSB

not to correlate with GGPA. He reported a significant correlation of 0.36 was found

between UGPA and GGPA.

The fifth study (Brian, 1973) found GGPA to correlate 0.33 and 0.31 with UGPA and

J/S UGPA. Additionally, he found the ATGSB total score and GGPA to correlate

significantly for MBA students who have completed more than twelve quarter hours of

classes (R=0.36).

Wrye (1974) reported significant relationships were found between GGPA and the

following Individual predictors: UGPA (r=0.37), J/S UGPA (r=0.35), the ATGSB total

score (r=0.31), the ATGSB quantitative score (r=0.21), and the ATGSB verbal score

(r=0.26). Use of a multiple regression equation combining UGPA and the ATGSB total

score was suggested (R=0.27).

Guest (1975) found UGPA and ATGSB total score correlated 0.208 and 0.387 with

GGPA. The combination of UGPA and the ATGSB total scores correlated 0.428 with

GGPA in a multiple regression equation.

Finally, Shahid (1979) found GGPA to correlate with UGPA (r=0.154), J/S UGPA

(r=0.160), and GMAT total score (r=0.325). He suggested a multiple regression equation

which includes UGPA, GMAT total score, and the number of years since receiving
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baccalaureate degree to predict GGPA (R=0.413). Additionally, his study was the first

local study to correct his sample for the restriction of range which occurs when dealing

with a select sample.

The purpose in the present study was to validate predictor variables as they relate

to success in the MBA program. This study included a replication of the methodology of

prior studies to ascertain whether any changes have occurred since the previous studies.

Several changes were included in the present study. First, in prior studies, success was

defined as GGPA; in the present study other indicators of success in addition to GGPA

were investigated (FYGPA, graduation). The GMAT test was designed to predict FYGPA,

not GGPA: therefore, investigation of FYGPA as an indicator of success was warranted.

It must be assumed that graduation, not GGPA, is the ultimate goal of enrollment in

graduate school, therefore, GRAD (graduation) Is an important indicator of success in

the MBA program. Second, there were not sufficiently large samples of women in

previous studies to investigate sex differences in relation to prediction of MBA success:

an attempt was made to explore this relationship in this study. An ancillary objective

in this research was to determine the success or failure of the current selection program

for the University of Tennessee MBA program.

The College of Business Administration at The University of Tennessee, like its

counterparts elsewhere, has found the use of certain preadmission criteria to be useful

in the selection of candidates for graduate degrees, first the MS, and later the MBA and

doctoral degrees. Selection of students has stressed the avoidance of the Type II error

(admission of a graduate student who ultimately fails). This concern with accurate

selection optimizes the resources of both the institution and the student.

It is important that predictor variables be studied for validation so the best

qualified applicants are selected into the MBA program. Previous local studies have

not examined sex differences because of insufficient sample sizes of women in the MBA



program. With the increase of women pursuing MBA degrees and entering the business

world, it seems important to investigate the predictors of success for both male and

female candidates in the MBA program.

Information was available on 200 MBA students who were graduated between Fall

1983 and Winter 1987. A sample of 110 MBA students from the same general time frame

was selected from those students who had matriculated, but had not been graduated. A

third sample of 141 applicants was drawn from those who applied for admission to the

MBA program between Summer 1987 and Fall 1988, but were denied admission. The

study was limited to files which had relatively complete information.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Many studies have been conducted which attempt to find the best predictors of

graduate school success. The following review of literature describes studies pertaining

to graduate school success. This review is not exhaustive and the reader is referred to

the prior local studies for a more complete listings of studies (Brian, 1973; Brown, 1968;

Harmon, 1970; Higdon, 1963: Guest, 1975; Shahid, 1979: Smith, 1973: Wrye, 1974).

Research on Psvchometric Issues

Reliabilitv

Etaugh, Etaugh, and Hurd (1972) studied the reliability of college grades and

CPAs at Bradley University. They suggested using a sufficient^ large number of courses

to assure adequate reliability for CPAs. As an aside, previous local studies examining

the reliability of grades awarded in the College of Business Administration at The

University of Tennessee have reported reliability coefficients ranging from 0.46

(Harmon, 1970) to 0.90 (Guest, 1975).

Goldman and Slaughter (1976) addressed the issue of GPAs at the undergraduate

level: however, it has implications for the reliabilities of graduate grades. The authors

concluded that the difficulty in predicting GPA lies not with the predictor, but with the

criterion. They found SAT and high school GPA accounted for more variance in single-

class grades than they did for overall UGPA in their study of 254 undergraduate

students at the University of California, Riverside.



Restriction of Range

Thomdike (1949) recommended correcting for restriction of range. The validity

statistics which are of interest are the statistics which apply to the total population of

applicants, not only to those who were selected.

Sedlacek and Hutchins (1966) examined the effects of restriction of range on the

Medical College Admissions Test (MCAT). They concluded that restriction of the range

of MCAT scores was not related to the prediction of National Board (NBME)

examination scores, although the study did not fully address the problem.

Prediction Models

Wiggins and Kohen (1971) recommended "always use the model" when

forecasting graduate school success. Their study at The University of Illinois used 98

psychology graduate students as Judges to predict actual FYGPA of 90 profiles

representing real psychology graduate students. They received information on the

GRE-V. the GRE-Q, the GRE-Advanced, J/S UGPA, quality of undergraduate institution,

and sex. They also had peer ratings on need for achievement, extraversion, and

anxiety, as well as self ratings on conscientiousness. The mean validity of judges for

predicting GGPA was 0.33; the validity of the actuarial model for predicting GGPA was

0.69. For every judge in the study, the model of the judge was more valid than the

judgments themselves.

Srlnivasan and Weinstein (1973), in a study at the Graduate School of Industrial

Administration at Camegie-Mellon University, noted a model corrected for

curtailment bias demonstrated better predictive validity than an uncorrected model

(amount of variance accounted for was 76 percent and 48 percent, respectively). They

point out that GGPA does not necessarily predict future managerial success: GGPA is but

an intermediary criterion.



In a study of 295 MBA students at the University of Hawaii, Remus and Wong

(1982) found that none of their models substantially Improved on the admission

officer's Judgment. The five models Investigated Included three predefined models (used

by the American Assembly of Collegiate Schools of Business, The University of Hawaii,

and Big Ten schools) and two mathematical models (regression and discriminant). The

regression model predicted graduate success better than the other models, but was not

better than the admission officer's judgment (predicts those who will earn passing

grades 85 percent of the time).

Research with Undergraduate Students

Various predictor and criterion measures have been used to assess scholastic

success. Colleges use Indices such as high school rank, high school grades, American

College Test scores. Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, and nonacademlc

accomplishments to predict success In college (Holland & Nichols, 1964; Menacker,

Paraskevopoulos, & Robinson, 1971; Richards, Holland, & Lutz, 1967; Weiss, 1970).

A study by Humphreys (1968) on undergraduate students at The University of

Illinois Is of Interest because of Its Implications for UGPA. He found a substantial

amount of Instability In Intellectual performance In his longitudinal study. This

phenomenon causes the correlations of predictors with criteria to have a substantial

amount of shrinkage over the four-year time span.

The results of a study by Gadzella and Foumet (1975) at E^st Texas State

University point out the differences between graduate students and college students self

ratings on several in-class and out-of-class characteristics studied. Graduate students

rated themselves higher than undergraduate students on such in-class characteristics

as having a good study schedule, being determined and studying hard, and doing extra

work for personal satisfaction. In out-of-class activities, graduate students rated

themselves as spending less time participating In physical activities, eating a more
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well-balanced diet, and overloading themselves with work when compared with

undei@:aduates.

Research with Graduate Students

General Studies

In a study by Gertler and Meltzer (1970), 47 PhD alumni of Camegie-Mellon

University were surveyed as to publications (journal articles, books, chapters, and

readings). Standard aptitude tests (GRE and ATGSB), and quality of undergraduate

institution were not significant. UGPA, previous graduate study, and age at entrance

were useful in predicting research output. Those with higher UGPAs, those who have

completed some prior graduate study, and those who were younger appeared to be better

prospects.

Lewis (1974) investigated the relationship between undergraduate ability

achievement groups and the attainment of advanced graduate degrees later in life. He

classified 725 BA graduates from the Umversity of Iowa's College of Liberal Arts into

four groups: (1) high academic aptitude (75+ percentile), but low UGPA (2.50 or lower), (2)

high academic aptitude (85+ percentile) and high UGPA (3.00+), (3) low academic

aptitude (25 percentile or lower) and low UGPA (2.25 or lower), and (4) low academic

aptitude (50 percentile or lower), but high UGPA (2.50+). He found that high ability and

high achievement groups were most likely to complete advanced degrees.

Willingham, in his 1974 review of the literature on predictive studies for

graduate schools, noted that GPA (UGPA and GGPA) has two important weaknesses: a

narrow range, and the meanings of the grades vary considerably from college to college

and department to department. He suggested the true criterion of a graduate student

should be whether or not the student is granted the degree. He admits that extraneous

influences may impinge on whether a degree is granted and that graduation probably



does not differentiate the most promising scholars, but Is more a measure of

persistence.

WUllngham provided several observations based on 43 studies. First, validity

coefficients for graduate school predictors tend to be 0.15 lower than corresponding

coefficients at the undergraduate level. Second, UGPA Is a moderately good predictor of

GGPA, but not of obtaining the PhD degree. The GRE-T Is more valid than the UGPA.

The GRE advanced test is the most generally valid predictor. Recommendations are

poor predictors of whether a doctoral degree will be granted. A weighted composite of

UGPA and one or more GRE scores typically provides a validity coefficient in the 0.40-

0.45 range.

Using a sample of 129 doctoral students at Phoenix College, Prlsto (1979)

reported a canonical correlation of 0.624 between a composite of predictors (number of

years since BA degree, number of years since master's degree, GGPA In master's

program, type of master's college—educatlon/noneducation, number of graduate hours

previously earned, sex, age, and number of colleges attended) and the two criteria

(graduation and GGPA). These results did not hold for a cross-validated sample.

Hartnett and WUllngham took a look at the criterion problem In their 1980

article. They note that restriction of range contributes to a lack of differentiation

between students at the graduate level. Thus, GGPA may not provide a meaningful

means of differentiation between students' performances. Traditional criteria include

degree attainment, time span to complete the degree, comprehensive examinations,

dissertation quality, and Informal criteria (faculty judgments, e.g.). A second type of

criteria Is evidence of professional accomplishment. The third type of criteria Includes

those which are specially constructed (rating scales and performance work samples).
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Department Studies

Travers and Wallace (1950) validated a test they devised (the Academic Aptitude

Test, Graduate Level) with graduate school grades at The University of Michigan. They

concluded that it was possible to predict GGPA only in certain fields. Inspection of their

data indicated prediction would be improved if subtests were grouped into reasoning

and vocabulary abilities, rather than in the more traditional subgroupings of verbal

and numeric abilities. The authors suggested differential weighting of subtests for

different areas of study.

Valdez (1976) attempted to develop a comprehensive set of selection criteria for

graduate students at the department level. His Student Performance Rating Scale

(SPRS) was comprised of four independent factors—academic performance,

interpersonal relationships, stamina and drive, and leadership. Together, these four

factors accounted for 79 percent of what the faculty members at The University of Texas

at Austin viewed as successful performance in Curriculum and Instruction, 77 percent

in Educational Psychology, and 83 percent in Educational Administration. While

academic performance was identified as most Important in the three departments, the

other factors did contribute significantly as well. He concludes that the traditional

selection methods (UGPA and GRE scores) do not assess many of the skills necessary to

succeed in graduate school.

Munro (1985) attempted to predict success In graduate cliniczil specialty

programs at the Yale University School of Nursing. The criteria for the study were

master's GGPA—total GGPA, clinical GGPA, and theoretical GGPA. Of the six predictors

(the GRE-V, the GRE-Q, UGPA, essay score, references, and interview score), none

correlated significantly with clinical GGPA. The GRE-V, GRE-Q, UGPA, and essay

scores correlated significantly with both total GGPA and theoretical GGPA.
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Education Studies

Eckhoff (1965) Investigated the relationship between background variables and

achievement in graduate courses at Winona State College. The background variables

included UGPA, GRE Advanced Education score, and Miller Analogies Test (MAT) score.

He found UGPA and MAT were significant in predicting GGPA for secondary education

majors, while UGPA and GRE Advanced Education test were significant for predicting

GGPA for elementary education majors.

Fox and Ainsworth (1966) investigated the relationship between intelligence

and GGPA. They found Otis Quick-Scoring Mental Abilities Test IQ's to predict several

graduate Ekiucation grade point ratios for 306 students at Sam Houston State College.

Cohdn (1968), in studying the prediction of graduate grade point average (GGPA)

in education and non-education courses taken at the University of Arkansas, found

several first-order correlation coefficients which were statistically significant. These

predictors Included the Graduate Record Elxamination Total score (GRE-T), the

Graduate Record Elxamination Quantitative score (GRE-Q), the Graduate Record

Ebcamination Advanced Education score, UGPA, Education UGPA, and Non-Education

UGPA. The variables gender, age, and years of work experience made strong

contributions to some restricted models. The best single GRE predictor of GGPA was

GRE-T score. The best non-GRE predictor of GGPA was UGPA on education courses

taken during the last thirty undergraduate hours.

Williams, Harlow, and Gab (1970) studied 86 doctoral students at The University

of North Dakota Education Department. The predictors of yezirs since baccalaureate

degree, age. Master's GPA. and UGPA were not statistically significant in predicting

graduation or GGPA. GRE-Q £ind GRE Advanced test scores were predictive of

graduation. The use of graduation over GGPA as the criterion was suggested because of

improved predictability (multiple correlation coefficients 0.65 and 0.51, respectively).
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Covert and Chansky (1975) investigated the moderator effect of UGPA on the

prediction of GGPA. They found differential predictability when dividing the students

according to gender and UGPA Students In the lowest third were least predictable:

students in the highest third were most predictable. The moderating effect of sex was

evident as females could be significantly predicted in the highest and lowest thirds of

UGPA groups, while males could only be significantly predicted in the moderate range

of UGPA They reported a correlation coefficient of 0.24 betweem UGPA and GGPA

Nagi (1975) concluded the GRE and the MAT were not substantially valid

predictors of graduation. He computed point biserials between graduation from a

doctoral program in Education Administration at the State University of New York at

Abany and the GRE and the MAT of 0.140 and 0.087, respectively.

Gustafson and Michael (1976) performed a study on 251 Eklucation graduate

students at a major campus in the California State University and College ̂ stem.

They attempted to predict GGPA with the following variables: UGPA, J/S UGPA, the

Undergraduate Record Examination (URE-T), the URE-V, the URE-Q, the URE-Advanced

Education score, smd the Cooperative English Test. They found CPAs to be the best

predictors of GGPA the correlation coefficients for UGPA and J/S UGPA were 0.38 and

0.32, respectively.

Hartogson, Trainer, and Chansky (1978) studied 300 Special Education graduate

students at Temple University. They found a zero-order correlation of 0.40 between

UGPA and GGPA The zero-order correlation between GRE and GGPA was 0.14. The

multiple correlation value of UGPA and GRE was 0.42.

Psvchological Studies

In a study by Mehrablan (1969), predictors of success and graduate school

performance were compared on 79 students In the graduate psychology program at

13



UCLA. Thirteen variables were factor analyzed to yield the following factors: GRE and

MAT, UGPA, research orientation, UGPA junior/senior improvement over UGPA

freshman/sophomore, sex, and mathematical training. The factors which entered into

the regression equation for graduate school performance significantly were as follows:

GRE/MAT index, letters of recommendation rating, research orientation, number

of mathematics and logic courses, and J/S UGPA The multiple correlation coefficient

was 0.565.

Wiggins, Blackburn, and Hackman (1969) compared several measures to predict

first year graduate grade point average (FYGPA) in graduate school in Psychology at The

University of Illinois. Five broad types of predictors were used. First, the ability and

achievement variables included GRE-V, GRE-Q, GRE Advanced Psychology, J/S UGPA,

quality of undergraduate institution, undergraduate research experience, laboratory

work in undergraduate science courses, undergraduate mathematics courses, and

admission index (rationally weighted admissions equation based on a linear

combination of the eight variables listed). The second and third types of predictor used

were peer ratings and self ratings. The fourth type of predictor was the Opinion,

Attitude, and Interest Survey (OAIS), a self-report inventory designed to measure

undergraduate academic achievement (Fricke, 1963). The fifth type of predictor was

comprised of biographical and demographic characteristics.

Wiggins et al. concluded that peer rating was the most promising predictor of

academic success. The sixteen peer variables were combined and a principal

components analysis yielded seven factors which explained 91 percent of the total

variance: academic success, rating confidence, need for achievement, agreeableness,

artistic sensitivity, anxiety, and performance relative to ability. The multiple

correlations between these seven variables and FYGPA was 0.73 and the cross-validated

multiple correlation was 0.62.
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Hackman, Wiggins, and Bass (1970) examined predictors of success In

psychology graduate programs at two different points In time. Four groups of predictors

were obtained on 42 students who began doctoral work In p^chology at The University

of Illinois In 1963. The first group of predictors Included such aptitude and ability

measures as the GRE-V, the GRE-Q, and the GRE Advanced Psychology test scores. The

second group of predictors was comprised of Indicators of foreign language facility:

number of languages spoken, number of languages read, and number of semester hours

of language taken as an undergraduate. The third set of predictors was undergraduate

academic performance measures. This included UGFA overall, UGFA for psychology

classes, UGFA for mathematics classes, UGFA for physical science courses, UGFA for

biology classes, and UGFA for sociology courses. The fourth group of predictors was

concerned with the quality of the undergraduate Institution. A three point scale was

used by a committee of The University of Illinois psychology department faculty

members to Judge the academic quality of the undergraduate Institution.

At the end of the first year of doctoral study, several criteria were collected.

These Include grades in Psychology Frosemlnar courses, grades in Quantitative

Methods classes, and FYGFA overall. Students and faculty members also reported their

perceptions of the students' progress to the FhD. Six years after students began their

graduate work, the faculty rated how successful the students had been on a nine-point

scale. A very strong relationship was reported between the quality of a student's

undergraduate institution and his or her overall success In the doctoral program as

assessed six years after beginning graduate stu(fy. The GRE-V and GRE-Q scores were

positively related to many of the first year criteria, but only the GRE-Q was related to

the long-term criteria. Perhaps most surprising was the finding that grades In the first

year courses were not significantly related to long-term success.

Dawes (1971) studied the decisions of the Department of Psychology Admissions

Committee at The University of Oregon. He developed a model using UGFA, total raw
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score GRE, and quality of undeigraduate institution which resulted in a multiple

correlation coefllcient of 0.40 and a cross-validated coefilcient of 0.38. This was

substantially higher than the admissions committee rating and the faculty rating.

Marston (1971) has suggested reconsidering the GRE as a predictor of success. In

his study of 111 University of Southern California doctoral graduates, he found the GRE

to be of little value in predicting which psychologists would produce publications after

completion of the PhD. The correlation coefftcients for the weighted mean number of

publications in Psychological Abstracts with combined GRE-V and GRE-Q scores were

-0.05 for clinical PhDs and 0.18 for nonclinical PhDs. He also cites a study by

Lannholm (1968) which found significant, but low, correlations with various criteria.

The mean coefllcient for GRE-V was 0.12 and 0.30 for GRE-Q.

Merenda and Reilly (1971) studied 77 students admitted to graduate study in

psychology at The University of Rhode Island. The predictor variables used were UGPA,

UGPA In psychology, GRE-V, GRE-Q, GRE Advanced Psychology test, and rating of the

undergraduate institution. Merenda and Reilly used a trichotomous criterion of

success: students who earned degrees with no appreciable delay in process, students

who earned degrees with some delay in process, and students who failed to earn degrees.

The best predictors for providing maximum separation among the three groups were

UGPA, GRE Advanced Psychology, and UGPA psychology courses.

Hlrschberg and itkin (1978) studied graduate students In Psychology at The

University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign with respect to their success as graduate

students. The preadmission variables (GRE-T, GRE-V, GRE-Q, GRE Advanced

Psychology, UGPA, queility of undergraduate Institution, research experience, and

whether an advanced undergraduate mathematics course had been taken) correlated

with early graduate school success (FYGP^, but did not predict who would finish the

PhD requirements. For the most part, GGPA did not predict graduation. Peer ratings
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were better predictors of later success (graduation and publication). Proportionally

fewer females than males completed the PhD.

Business School Studies

Studies conducted by the Educational Testing Service and local studies

conducted at The University of Tennessee have been reviewed In the previous chapter.

They will not be discussed further.

Harrell (1961), In his discussion of managerial recruitment, stated GGPA is

predicted satisfactorily by the ATGSB. He also stated that earnings of MBA's are not

associated with UGPA. and to only a slight extent with GGPA.

Mlttman and Lewis (1965) Investigated the relationship of background variables

to scores on the ATGSB for students In the MBA program at The State University of

Iowa. The following three results summarize their conclusions: (1) the number of

undergraduate hours In business was significantly related to the verbal test score, (2)

the type of undergraduate college and major were related to the quantitative score, and

(3) UGPA In business courses and UGPA overall were not significantly related to either

verbal or quantitative scores.

Pounders (1970) conducted a study at The University of Southern California on

102 students In the Graduate School of Business Administration. He factor-analyzed

the ATGSB test and concluded the ATGSB-V loaded significantly on only the verbal

factor. The ATGSB-Q, however, loaded significantly on number, verbal, and abstract

factors—and was, therefore, a complex measure of multiple abilities. He criticized the

ATGSB's lack of a measure of perception when there Is such an emphasis on computer

skills and a need to work with large amounts of data and graphs. Pounders

recommended the ATGSB be replaced by the Employee Aptitude Survey (EAS) which

would be less time-consuming and would Include a measure of perceptual speed.
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Melnick (1972) compared 26 MBA graduates with 17 nongraduates at Hofstra

University. He reported validity coefllcients of 0.59, 0.46, 0.03, 0.02, and 0.02 for the

respective variables UGPA, UGPA Business, the ATGSB-T, the ATGSB-V. and the

ATGSB-Q scores when predicting GGPA.

Gayle and Jones (1973) evaluated the validity of admission requirements at

Florida State University's Graduate Program in Management by comparing GGPA with

GRE, UGPA, and age. They found UGPA not to contribute significantly to prediction of

GGPA, while GRE did correlate significantly with GGPA. Age was also significantly

correlated with GGPA—positively for those 30 and younger, negatively for those over 30

years of age.

Weinstein and Srinivasan (1974) undertook an alumni survey at the Graduate

School of Industrial Administration at Camegie-Mellon University to predict annual

compensation by using years of work experience, graduate grades, and pre-admission

data. They made three major conclusions: (1) GGPA is significantly correlated with

managerial compensation 3-10 years after graduation, (2) the effect of work experience

is stronger for staff managers than for line managers on annual compensation, and (3)

staff and line management compensation can be predicted from pre-admission data

and graduate performance.

Deckro and Woundenberg (1977) studied 157 students enrolled in the MBA

program at Kent State University. The following variables were used to predict GGPA:

GMAT-T, UGPA, J/S UGPA, number of hours required in the program, age, gender,

minority affiliation, and status (part-time or full-time). A multiple correlation

coefficient of 0.38 was obtained, with GMAT-T, sex, UGPA and J/S UGPA contributing

significantly. The GMAT-T score was the most significant single criterion. Sex played

a surprisingly important role, with females obtaining higher GGPAs than males.

A recent magazine article stated that the GMAT will not be required or

considered in evaluating MBA applicants at Harvard (McGrath, 1985). The majority of
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Harvard's MBA applicants do not apply for admission straight out of undergraduate

school. The director of admissions stated that whUe GMAT scores may predict

academic potential. Harvard prefers applicants who have real-world business

experience.

Hvootheses

The studies reviewed here show the variety of the research on prediction of

success. Business schools, psychology departments, education departments, and

nursing schools all try to predict success In their programs. This Is accomplished by

many predictors-standardized tests (the ATGSB, the GMAT, the GRE, the MAT, etc.),

prior education (UGPA, J/S UGPA, quality of undergraduate institution, etc.), and

ratings (self, peer, and faculty). Likewise, the criteria of success may vary from the

standard GGPA, to graduation or FHGPA.

Most of the studies found UGPA and/or J/S UGPA to significantly predict GGPA

(Brain, 1973; Brown, 1968; Cohdn, 1968; Covert & Chansly, 1975; Ek:khoff, 1966;

Gertler & Meltzer, 1970; Guest, 1975; Harmon, 1970; Hartogson, Trainer, & Chansly,

1978; Higdon, 1963; Melnlck, 1972; Shahld, 1979; Smith, 1973; WilUngham, 1974;

Wrye, 1975). Only a few studies found otherwise (Gayle & Jones, 1973; Williams,

Harlow, & Gab, 1970). Regarding the relationship between UGPA and GGPA, the

following hypothesis was suggested:

Hla: Either UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict GGPA.

Several studies attempted to clarify the role of UGPA In predicting degree

attainment, but the results were conflicting. Half the studies (Hirschbert & Itkln, 1978;

Lewis, 1974) found UGPA to be predictive of graduation, while the others (Williams,

Harlow & Gab, 1980; Willlngham, 1974) did not. Several authors suggested the use of

degree attainment as a criterion measure (Guest, 1975; WlUingham, 1974). This
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suggestion was followed, as noted In the following hypothesis:

Hlb: Either UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict MBA graduation.

The study by Hlrschberg and Itkln (1978) found UGPA to correlate significantly

with first year grade point average. In the present study, a measure similar to first year

grade point average was used: first half grade point average (FHGPA). It seemed

advisable to Investigate this relationship, as stated In the following hypothesis:

Hlc: Either UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict FHGPA.

Conflicting results abounded on the question of the worth of GMAT as a

predictor of GGPA. It appears that no study has investigated the relationship between

GMAT scores and graduation. The GMAT was designed to predict first year grades In

graduate business schools (Graduate Management Admission Council, 1987). Only one

study addressed the Issue of whether the GMAT predicts first year grade point average

(Hlrschberg & Itkln, 1975). the following hypotheses attempted to fill this gap:

H2a: GMAT scores will significantly predict GGPA.

H2b: GMAT scores will significantly predict graduation.

H2c: GMAT scores will significantly predict FHGPA.

The College of Business Administration has been using a linear combination of

UGPA and GMAT scores to aid In the selection process. An ancillary objective of the

study was to validate the use of these academic indices as stated in the following

hypotheses:

H3a: Academic Index based on UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict GGPA
better than other combinations of predictors.

H3b: Academic Index based on UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict
graduation better than other combinations of predictors.

H3c: Academic Index based on UGPA or J/S UGPA will significantly predict FHGPA
better than other combinations of predictors.

Few studies have dealt with the question of sex differences In relation to MBA

success. The present study attempted to Investigate this relationship. Because of the
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lack of prior studies to guide in making hjT)otheses about sex differences in MBA

success, the null h3^othesis was advanced as follows:

H4: Prediction of success in the MBA program will be similar for male and female
students.

Summary of Hypotheses

Several hypotheses have been advanced for the present study. They are

summarized here for the reader's convenience.

Hla: Either UGFA or J/S UGFA wUl significantly predict GGFA.

Hlb: Either UGFA or J/S UGFA will significantly predict MBA graduation.

Hlc: Either UGFA or J/S UGFA will slgnificantfy predict FHGFA.

H2a: GMAT scores will significantly predict GGFA

H2b: GMAT scores will significantly predict graduation.

H2c: GMAT scores will significantly predict FHGFA.

H3a: Academic Index based on UGFA or J/S UGFA wUl significantly predict GGFA
better than other combinations of predictors.

H3b: Academic Index based on UGFA or J/S UGFA wUl significantly predict
graduation better than other combinations of predictors.

H3c: Academic Index based on UGFA or J/S UGFA wUl significantly predict FHGFA
better than other combinations of predictors.

H4: Prediction of success in the MBA program wUl be simUar for male and female
students.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Participants and Procedures

Prior to commencement of the study, permission was obtained from The Research

on Human Subjects Ethics Committee at The University of Tennessee. Permission to

collect data from the official student files of the College of Business Administration

was granted by Dr. Roger L. Jenkins, Associate Dean of Graduate Studies. Files of 451

MBA applicants were obtained from the College of Business Administration. These

files consisted of 310 MBA applicants who were admitted to the program between

Winter 1979 and FaU 1986. Of these, 200 MBA students (141 males and 59 females)

graduated from the program between Fall 1983 and Winter 1987, while 110 MBA

students (75 males and 35 females) were Inactive In the program. An opportune sample

of 141 applicants to the MBA program who were denied admission from the time period

of Summer 1987 to Fall 1988 was also obtained. Only the files which were relatively

complete were used In the study. More detailed Information on the participants is

presented In Chapter IV.

Measures

Academic Indices

Academic Index (ACAINDEXI. The academic Index Is a linear combination of

UGPA euid GMAT-T developed by the College of Business Administration to aid In

selecting applicants; the mathematical notation Is given as ACAINDEX = (200) UGPA +

GMAT-T.
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Junior/Senior Academic Index (J/S ACAINDE^. The junior/senior academic

Index Is, likewise, a linear combination of J/S UGPA and GMAT-T; the mathematical

notation Is as followlngs:

J/S ACAINDEX = (200) J/S UGPA + GMAT-T.

Additional Information

Graduation fGRADl. This variable was dichotomized into two categories: (1) did

graduate from the MBA program and (2) did not graduate from the MBA program.

Number of Years Since Receiving the Baccalaureate Degree fyRBD). This variable

was computed by subtracting the year the baccalaureate degree was awarded from the

year the MBA program was begun.

Demographic Information

Sex. Sex of the applicant was recorded.

Age. Age was defined as the age recorded at the time of application to the MBA

program.

Elxperlence (E^XP). Experience was the number of months of business experience

listed on the application to the MBA program.

Grade Point Averages

Undergraduate Grade Point Average fUGPAl. Undergraduate grade point average Is

the cumulative number of quality points divided by the cumulative number of hours on

a 4.0 grading system where A = 4.0, B+ = 3.5, B = 3.0, C+ = 2.5, C = 2.0, D = 1.0, and F = 0.

Incomplete grades are not Included In the computations. In cases where the
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undergraduate institution used a 5.0 grading scale, the UGPA was converted to the 4.0

scale.

Junior/Senior Grade Point Average fJ/S UGPA). The Junior/Senior grade point

average is the number of quality points earned during the last two years of college

divided by the number of hours taken during the last two years of college. It was

computed on a 4.0 grading system in the same manner as UGPA.

Graduate Grade Point Average (GGPAl. Graduate grade point average is the

cumulative number of quality points earned in graduate school divided by the

cumulative number of hours taken In graduate school. It was computed on a 4.0 grading

system.

First Half Graduate Grade Point Average fFHGPAl. The first half graduate grade

point average was computed for those students who graduated from the MBA program.

The cumulative number of hours taken at UT was dhdded by two to give the number of

hours taken during the first half of study. The cumulative grade point average recorded

closest to this point in time was labeled FHGPA

Graduate Management Admission Test

Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal iGMAT-Vl. The GMAT-V score is

the raw score on the verbal portion of the test which is reported to the College of

Business Administration. The mean score is 30 with a standard deviation of 8.

Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative (GMAT-Q). The GMAT-Q

score is the raw score on the mathematiceil portion of the test which is reported to the

College of Business Administration. The mean score is 30 with a standard deviation of

8.
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Graduate Management Admission Test-Total fGMAT-Tl. The GMAT-T score is the

standardized score of the total test which is reported to the College of Business

Administration. The mean score is 500 with a standard deviation of 100.

Data Analysis

Descriptive statistics (means, standard deviations, and range) and correlations

among the variables were computed. Simple and stepwise multiple regression were used

to test the hypotheses.

The computer software system employed for data was SAS Version 5 (SAS User's

Guide: Basics, Version 5 Edition, 1985). The data from applicants not accepted into the

MBA program were used to correct the predictor-criterion correlations for restriction

in range. Correlational studies can only provide evidence of relationships between

variables, not provide evidence of causality.
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CHAPTER IV

PRESENTATION OF RESULTS

In this chapter, the results of the data analyses are reported. Descriptive statistics

are presented and followed by data analyses for the testing of the hypotheses postulated

in Chapter 11.

Descriptive Statistics

Demographic frequencies and percentages on the descriptive information (full-

/part-time status, degree status (degree/non-degree), school of baccalaureate degree,

college of undergraduate major, sex. and race) are listed in Table 1 for gill MBA students,

for MBA graduates, and for MBA nongraduates. The only statistically significant

difference between the graduates gmd nongraduates occurred with the college of the

undergraduate major.

In Table 2 are presented the descriptive statistics for all MBA students. The

descriptive statistics for MBA graduates and nongraduates are. likewise, presented in

Table 3. In Table 4 are presented the comparisons of descriptive statistics between the

MBA graduates and nongraduates. It is not surprising that the MBA graduates had

higher GGPAs than the nongraduates (t = -5.99. p < 0.001). MBA graduates also had

higher UGPAs than the nongraduates (t = -2.25. p < 0.05). MBA graduates had fewer

years since receiving their baccalaureate degrees (t = 2.75, p < 0.01) and less experience

(t = 1.99, p < 0.05). MBA nongraduates were older when they began the program (t = 2.92.

p < 0.01).

In Tables 5. 6. and 7 are presented the intercorrelations among the major

variables for all MBA students. MBA graduates, and MBA nongraduates. respectively.

For the total sample, meaningful correlations significant at the 0.01 level were between
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TABLE 1. Demographic Frequencies

ALL MBA

STUDENTS

N=310

MBA

GRADUATES

N=200

MBA NON-

GRADUATES CHI

N=110 SQUARE

Full-/Part-time Status 0.06

Full-time 151 (48.7%) 114 (57.0%) 37 (33.6%)
Part-time 159 (51.3%) 86 (43.0%) 73 (66.4%)

Degree Status 0.68

Degree 230 (74.2%) 158 (79.0%) 72 (65.5%)

Non-degree 80 (25.8%) 42 (21.0%) 38 (34.5%)

School of Baccalaureate Degree 0.15

Tennessee 154 (49.7%) 101 (50.5%) 53 (48.2%)
Out of State 156 (50.3%) 99 (49.5%) 57 (51.8%)

College of Undergraduate Major 20.86*

Agriculture 9 (2.9%) 9 (4.5%) 0 (0.0%)
Business Admin. 119 (38.4%) 74 (37.0%) 45 (40.9%)
Communications 5 (1.6%) 3 (1.5%) 2 (1.8%)
Education 8 (2.6%) 7 (3.5%) 1 (0.9%)
Engineering 75 (24.2%) 49 (24.5%) 26 (23.6%)
Human Ek;ology 4 (1.3%) 3 (1.5%) 1 (0.9%)
Liberal Arts 62 (20.0%) 36 (18.0%) 26 (23.6%)
Nursing 1 (0.3%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.9%)
Architecture 4 (1.3%) 3 (1.5%) 1 (0.9%)
Other 23 (7.4%) 16 (8.0%) 7 (6.4%)

Sex 0.18

Male 216 (69.7%) 141 (70.5%) 75 (68.2%)

Female 94 (30.3%) 59 (29.5%) 35 (31.8%)

Race 2.96

Caucasian 283 (91.3%) 180 (90.0%) 103 (93.6%)
Others 17 (5.5%) 11 (5.5%) 6 (5.5%)
No response 10 (3.2%) 9 (4.5%) 1 (0.9%)

Note: Chi Squares were computed between MBA graduates and nongraduates.

* Significant at 0.05 level
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TABLE 2. Descriptive Statistics for All MBA Students

Variable N Mean SD Minimum

Value

Maximum

Value

GGPA 310 3.29 0.67 0.00 4.00

UGPA 310 3.10 0.43 2.01 3.94

J/S UGPA 310 3.19 0.45 1.64 4.00

GMAT-V 310 31.32 5.87 16 47

GMAT-Q 310 30.47 6.88 13 49

GMAT-T 310 522.37 68.18 350 710

ACAINDEX 310 1143.36 108.44 907 1424

J/S ACAINDEX 310 1160.40 111.28 862 1468

YRBD 310 3.78 4.26 0 28

AGE 310 27.35 4.99 20 50

EXP 283 44.95 48.48 0 300

KETlf: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Unde^raduate Grade Point Average: J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average: GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graduate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAINDElX=Academic Index; J/S ACAlNDEX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months Business Experience
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TABLE 3. Descriptive Statistics for MBA Graduates and Nongraduates

Variable N Mean SD Minimum

Value

Maximum

Value

GRADUATES

GOPA 200 3.50 0.23 3.02 3.95

FHGPA 200 3.45 0.27 2.81 4.00

UGPA 200 3.14 0.42 2.01 3.94

J/S UGPA 200 3.22 0.46 1.64 4.00

GMAT-V 200 31.13 5.81 16 47

GMAT-Q 200 30.67 7.04 13 49

GMAT-T 200 522.38 69.37 350 710

ACAINDEX 200 1150.88 109.19 907 1424

J/S ACAINDEX 200 1166.49 112.11 862 1468

YRBD 200 3.25 3.68 0 20

AGE 200 26.70 4.45 21 43

EXP 200 40.68 41.59 0 174

NONGRADUATES

GGPA 110 2.92 0.99 0.00 4.00

UGPA 110 3.03 0.42 2.06 3.85

J/S UGPA 110 3.13 0.43 2.09 4.00

GMAT-V 110 31.66 5.99 20 45

GMAT-Q 110 30.12 6.61 13 46

GMAT-T 110 522.35 66.27 370 670

ACAINDEX 110 1129.69 106.18 936 1402

J/S ACAINDEX 110 1149.32 109.38 912 1426

YRBD 110 4.75 5.04 0 28

AGE 110 28.53 5.67 20 50

EXP 83 55.24 61.08 0 300

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade E\)lnt Average:
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average: J/S UGPA=Junlor/Senlor Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Aeademlc Index;
J/S ACAlNDElXaJunlor/Senlor Academle Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Elxperlence
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TABLE 4. Comparisons of Descriptive Statistics between MBA Graduates and
Nongraduates

Variable t

GOPA -5.99***

UGPA -2.25*

J/S UGPA -1.67

GMAT-V 0.76

GMAT-Q -0.68

GMAT-T 0.00

ACAINDEX -1.65

J/S ACAINDEX -1.30

YRBD 2.75**

AGE 2.92**

EXP 1.99*

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undeigraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Adniission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Gracliaate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academic Index; J/S ACAlNDEX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; ElXP=Months Business Experience

• Significant at 0.05 level
•• Significant at 0.01 level

Significant at 0.001 level
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YRBD and age, YRBD and experience. UGPA and sex, UGPA and age, J/S UGPA and sex,

GMAT-T and age, GMAT-T and experience, GMAT-V and sex, GMAT-V and age, GMAT-Q

and sex, GMAT-Q and experience, and age and experience. The Intercorrelatlons for sex

may be difficult to understand without a few examples, therefore, the GMAT-V and

GMAT-Q correlations for sex will be explained (also see Appendix A). The correlation

between GMAT-V and sex was found to be 0.13; this means that higher GMAT-V scores

were associated with females. The correlation between GMAT-Q and sex was -0.30; this

means that higher GMAT-Q scores were associated with males. For the MBA graduates,

the correlations significant at the 0.01 level were between YRBD and age, YRBD and

experience, GMAT-T and age, GMAT-T and experience, GMAT-V and age, GMAT-Q and

sex, GMAT-Q and age, GMAT-Q and experience, and age and experience. For the

nongraduatlng sample, the correlations significant at the 0.01 level were between YRBD

and age, YRBD and experience, UGPA and sex, J/S UGPA and sex, GMAT-Q and sex, and

age and experience.

Tests of Hvpotheses

Hvpothesls la

It was predicted In Hypothesis la that either UGPA or J/S UGPA would

significantly predict GGPA. The validity coefficients for the predictor variables with

the criterion variables are shown in Tables 8 and 9. In Table 8 the information for all

MBA students Is presented; In Table 9 the Information for MBA graduates and

nongraduates Is presented. The statistic used for the predictors except for sex was the

Pearson correlation; a point blserlal was used for the dlchotomous variables of sex and

graduation. For the composite sample, the correlation coefficient between GGPA and

UGPA was significant (r = 0.17, p < 0.01) as was the correlation between GGPA and J/S

UGPA (r = 0.19, p < 0.001). Similar results for MBA graduates are shown In Table 8, with
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TABLE 8. Predictor-Criterion Correlations for All MBA Students

N=310

GGPA GRAD»

UGFA 0.17»* 0.13*

J/S UGPA 0.19*** 0.01

GMAT-V 0.10 -0.04

GMAT-Q 0.06 0.04

GMAT-T 0.01 0.00

SEX- 0.07 -0.02

ACAINDEX 0.18** 0.09

J/S ACAINDEX 0.21*** 0.07

YRBD 0.04 -0.17**

AGE 0.02 -0.18**

EXP 0.00 -0.14*

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graauate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAINDEX=Academlc Index; J/S ACAINDE^X=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; ElXP=Months Business Experience

• The correlations given for these variables were computed by a point biserial.

• Significant at 0.05 level
*• Significant at 0.01 level
••• Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 9. Predictor-Criterion Correlations for MBA Graduates and
Nongraduates

GRADUATES NONGRADUATES

N==200 N=110

GGPA FHGPA GGPA

UGPA 0.27*** 0.23*** 0.12

J/S UGPA 0.24*** 0.21** 0.19*

GMAT-V 0.29*" 0.30*** 0.11

GMAT-Q 0.44*** 0.46*** -0.10

GMAT-T 0.43*** 0.45*** 0.00

SEX* 0.05 -0.04 0.13

ACAINDEX 0.49*** 0.47*** 0.06

J/S ACAINDEX 0.47*** 0.45*** 0.15

YRBD 0.23** 0.18* 0.11

AGE 0.15* 0.10 0.11

EXP 0.18* 0.15* 0.02

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average:
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=>Junlor/Senlor Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academlc Index;
J/S ACAlNDElX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Elxperlence

• The correlations given for these variables were computed by a point blserlal.

• Significant at 0.05 level
** Significant at 0.01 level

Significant at 0.001 level
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the correlations between GGPA and UGPA and J/S UGPA significant (r = 0.27, p < 0.001;

r = 0.24, p < 0.001). The correlation between GGPA and J/S UGPA was also significant

for the MBA nongraduates (r = 0.19, p < 0.05); however, the correlation between GGPA

and UGPA was not significant {r = 0.12, p > 0.05). The same Information Is given In

Tables 10 and 11, except that the validity coefficients have been corrected for

restriction of range. Thomdlke (1949) recommended a correction for restriction of

range when selection limits the sample: this aUows an estimate of the validity

coefficients had all applicants been admitted. The correction formula used is shown In

Appendix B. Hypothesis la, which stated that either UGPA or J/S UGPA would

significantly predict GGPA, was supported for all groups of students.

Hvpothesls lb

It was predicted In Hypothesis lb that either UGPA or J/S UGPA would

significantly predict graduation. As shown In Table 8, the correlation between GRAD

and UGPA was significant (r = 0.13, p < 0.05). The correlation between GRAD and J/S

UGPA was not significant (r = 0.01, p > 0.05). This hypothesis was also supported.

Hvnothesis Ic

It was predicted In Hjrpothesls Ic that either UGPA or J/S UGPA would

significantly predict FHGPA. The variable FHGPA was only available for the group of

students which completed the MBA program. As shown In Table 9, the correlations

between FHGPA and both UGPA and J/S UGPA are significant (r = 0.23, p < 0.001;

r = 0.21, p < 0.01). This hypothesis was supported by the data from the group of students

who graduated from the MBA program.

Hvnothesis 2a

It was predicted In Hypothesis 2a that GMAT scores would significantly predict

GGPA. As shown in Table 8, the correlations between GGPA and all GMAT scores for all
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table 10. Predictor-Criterion Correlations Corrected for Restriction of Range for
All MBA Students

N=310

GGPA GRAD*

UGFA 0.17** 0.13*

J/S UGPA 0.20*** 0.10

GMAT-V 0.12 -0.05

GMAT-Q 0.06 0.04

GMAT-T 0.11 0.00

SEX* 0.07 -0.02

ACAINDEX 0.21*** 0.11

J/S ACAINDEX 0.25*** 0.09

YRBD 0.05 -0.17**

AGE 0.02 -0.18***

EXP 0.00 -0.14

KEY;GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graauate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAlNDElX=Academlc Index; J/S ACAlNDEX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; ElXP=Months Business Experience

• The correlations given for these variables were computed by a point biserlal.

• Significant at 0.05 level
Significant at 0.01 level
Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 11. Predictor-Criterion Correlations Corrected for Restriction of Range for
MBA Graduates and Nongraduates

GRADUATES

N=200

GGPA FHGPA

NONGRADUATES

N=110

GGPA

UGPA 0.27*** 0.24*** 0.12

J/S UGPA 0.26*** 0.22** 0.21'

GMAT-V 0.32*** 0.33*** 0.12

GMAT-Q 0.44*** 0.46*** -0.11

GMAT-T 0.48*** 0.5O*** -0.01

SEX» 0.05 -0.04 0.13

ACAINDEX 0.55*** 0.52*** 0.07

J/S ACAINDEX 0.54*** 0.52*** 0.18

YRBD 0.23** 0.18* 0.12

AGE 0.16* 0.11 0.12

EXP 0.18** 0.15* 0.02

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average: J/S UGPA=Junlor/Senlor Undergraduate Grade Point Average:
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative: GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academlc Index:
J/S ACAINDEX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index: YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business EIx|}erlence

• The correlations given for this variable were computed by a point blserlal.

• Significant at 0.05 level
*• Significant at 0.01 level

Significant at 0.001 level
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MBA students are not significant. As shown in Table 9. the correlations between GGPA

and all three GMAT scores for the group of MBA graduates are significant (GMAT-V:

r = 0.29, p < 0.001: GMAT-Q: r = 0.44, p < 0.001; GMAT-T: r = 0.43, p < 0.001). However, the

correlations between GGPA and all GMAT scores were not significant for the MBA

nongraduates. This hypothesis was supported by the data from the group of students

who graduated from the MBA program, but not by the data from the group of MBA

nongraduates.

Hypothesis 2b

It was predicted in Hypothesis 2b that GMAT scores would significantly predict

graduation. As shown in Table 8, the correlations between GRAD and all GMAT scores

were not significant. This hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 2c

It was predicted in Hypothesis 2c that GMAT scores would significantly predict

FHGPA. As shown in Table 9, the correlations between FHGPA and all GMAT scores are

significant (GMAT-V: r = 0.30, p < 0.001; GMAT-Q: r = 0.46, p < 0.001; GMAT-T: r = 0.45,

p < 0.001). Hypothesis 2c was supported by data from the group of MBA graduates.

Hypothesis 3a

It was predicted in Hypothesis 3a that either ACAINDEX or J/S ACAINDEX would

be the best predictor of GGPA. As shown in Tables 8 and 9, the correlations between

GGPA and both ACAINDEX and J/S ACAINDEX were significant (all MBA students:

r = 0.18, p < 0.01; r = 0.21, p < 0.001; MBA graduates: r = 0.49, p < 0.001; r = 0.47, p < 0.001).

The correlations between GGPA and both ACAINDEIX and J/S ACAINDEX were not

significant for the MBA nongraduates. Data from the totalgroup of students supported

academic indices as significantly related to GGPA, but the hypothesis of whether they

were the best predictors has not yet been answered.
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TABLE 12. Stepwlse Multiple Correlations of Criterion with Predictor Variables for
All MBA Students

N=283

Models Predictors Multiple R

GGFA

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA?:AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GRADUATION

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GRAD=ACA1NDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

UGPA

UGPA + GMAT-Q

J/S UGPA

J/S UGPA + GMAT-Q

ACAINDEX

None

YRBD + UGPA

YRBD + UGPA

YRBD

YRBD

YRBD

YRBD

a

0.2

a

0.23"

a

0.20"

0.20"

a

a

a

a

a No increase over the zero-order correlation

• Significant at 0.05 level
" Significant at 0.01 level
•" Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 13. Stepwise Multiple Correlations of Criterion with Predictor Variables for
MBA Graduates

N=200

Models Predictors Multiple R

GGFA

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GRADUATION

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GRAD=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

FHGPA

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD
FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD
FHGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GMAT-T + UGPA +

YRBD + AGE

GMAT-Q + UGPA +
YRBD + AGE + SEX

GMAT-T + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE

GMAT-Q + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE + SEX

ACAINDEX +

YRBD + AGE

J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD + AGE

None

None

None

None

None

None

GMAT-T + UGPA +

YRBD + AGE

GMAT-Q + UGPA +
YRBD + AGE + GMAT-V

GMAT-T + J/S UGPA
GMAT-Q + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V

ACAINDEX + YRBD +

AGE

J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD + AGE

0.56"*

0.60***

0.55***

0.60***

0.55***

0.53***

0.55***

0.58***

0.51***

0.54***

0.51***

0.49***

Significant at 0.05 level
Significant at 0.01 level
Significant at 0.001 level
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The multiple correlation coefficients calculated by the stepwise regression

program are presented in Tables 12 and 13 for all MBA students and for MBA graduates,

respectively. Only variables with significant partial F value (0.05) were entered and

retained. MBA nongraduates had no variables which entered significantly in the

models for GGPA or GRAB. As can be seen in Table 12. the combination of J/S UGPA

and GMAT-Q was the best combination for predicting GGPAs for all MBA students

(R = 0.23. P < 0.01). The actual multiple regression equation was as follows:

GGPA = 2.21 + (0.24) J/S UGPA + (0.01) GMAT-Q

This combination was better than the J/S ACAINDE2C. For the group of MBA graduates,

the optimal combination of predictors Included GMAT-Q. UGPA or J/S UGPA. YRBD.

age. and sex (R = 0.60. P < 0.001). This combination of predictors was superior to both

ACAINDEX (r = 0.49. p < 0.001) or J/S ACAINDEX (r = 0.47. p < 0.001). The actual

multiple regression equations were the following:

GGPA = 2.73 + (0.02) GMAT-Q + (0.16) UGPA + (0.03) YRBD + (-0.02) Age + (0.07) Sex

GGPA = 2.75 + (0.02) GMAT-Q + (0.14) J/S UGPA + (0.03) YRBD + (-0.02) Age +
(0.09) Sex

Therefore, hjrpothesls 3a. which states that ACAINDEX or J/S ACAINDEX would

significantly predict GGPA better than other combinations of predictors, was not

supported.

Hvpothesls 3b

It was predicted in Hypothesis 3b that either ACAINDEX or J/S ACAINDEX would

be the best predictor of graduation. As shown In Table 8. the correlations between

GRAD and both ACAINDEX and J/S ACAINDEX were not significant.

As can be seen in Table 12. the combination of YRBD and UGPA was the best

combination for predicting GRAD for all MBA students (r = 0.20. p < 0.01). The actual
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multiple regression equation was as follows:

GRAD = 0.37+ (-0.02) YRBD + (0.13) UGPA

It appears that graduation is more closely associated with time since receiving the

baccEdaureate degree and UGPA than with the academic indices. No predictors entered

the models for the group of MBA graduates In predicting GRAD. Hypothesis 3b was not

supported.

Hypothesis 3c

It was predicted in Hjrpothesis 3c that either ACAINDEX or J/S ACAINDEIX would

be the best predictor of FHGPA. As shown in Table 9, the correlations between FHGPA

and both ACAINDEX and J/S ACAINDEIX were significant (r = 0.47, p < 0.001; r = 0.45,

p <0.001).

As can be seen in Table 13, the combination of GMAT-Q, UGPA, YRBD, age, and

GMAT-V was the best combination for predicting FHGPA for MBA graduates (R = 0.58,

p < 0.001). The actual multiple regression equation was as follows:

FHGPA = 2.60 + (0.02) GMAT-Q + (0.17) UGPA + (0.03) YRBD + (-0.02) Age +
(0.01) GMAT-V

FHGPA is affected by variables other than UGPA and GMAT scores. Hypothesis 3c was

not supported.

Hypothesis 4

It was predicted in Hypothesis 4 that prediction of success in the MBA program

would be similar for male and female students. Descriptive statistics for both all male

and female MBA students are presented in Table 14. As can be seen in Table 15, female

MBA students had higher UGPAs, J/S UGPAs, GMAT-Vs, but lower GMAT-Qs.

Information for MBA graduates by sex is shown in Table 16. In Table 17 it can be seen

that J/S UGPA and GMAT-V are higher for female MBA graduates, while GMAT-Q is

higher for male MBA graduates. Information for MBA nongraduates by sex is shown in
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table 14. Descriptive Statistics for All MBA Students by Sex

Variable N Mean SD Minimum

Value

Maximum

Value

MALES

GGPA 216 3.26 0.70 0.00 4.00

UGPA 216 3.04 0.42 2.01 3.94

J/S UGPA 216 3.14 0.44 2.08 4.00

GMAT-V 216 30.81 6.07 16 47

GMAT-Q 216 31.83 3.75 13 49

GMAT-T 216 527.26 6.87 350 710

ACAINDEX 216 1136.06 108.50 907 1424

J/S ACAINDEX 216 1155.44 111.05 930 1468

YRBD 216 3.79 4.34 0 28

AGE 216 27.32 4.99 21 50

EXP 195 45.60 49.64 0 300

FEMALES

GGPA 94 3.37 0.59 0.00 4.00

UGPA 94 3.24 0.41 2.22 3.93

J/S UGPA 94 3.30 0.44 1.64 4.00

GMAT-V 94 32.49 5.25 21 45

GMAT-Q 94 27.36 6.15 13 43

GMAT-T 94 511.15 63.20 360 670

ACAINDEX 94 1160.13 106.99 936 1416

J/S ACAINDEX 94 1171.81 111.55 862 1416

YRBD 94 3.78 4.10 0 18

AGE 94 27.40 5.01 20 43

EXP 88 43.52 46.04 0 180

KET: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graduate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAINDElX=Academic Index; J/S ACAINDEX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months Business Experience
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TABLE 15. Comparisons of Descriptive Statistics for All MBA Students by Sex

Variable

GGPA -1.25
UGPA -3.75***
J/S UGPA -2.84**
GMAT-V -2.47*

GMAT-Q 5.70***
GMAT-T 2.00*

ACAINDEX -1.80

J/SACAINDEX -1.19
YRBD 0.02

AGE -0.13
EXP 0.34

Note: Males were coded 1 and females were coded 2.

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average: GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal:
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative: GMAT-T=Graauate Management Admission
Test-Total: ACAINDEX=Academic Index; J/S ACAINDEX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree: E:XP=Months Business Experience

* Significant at 0.05 level
** Significant at 0.01 level
*** Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 16. Descriptive Statistics for MBA Graduates by Sez

Variable N Mean SD Minimum

Value

Maximum

Value

MALES

GOPA 141 3.49 0.24 3.02 3.95

FHGPA 141 3.46 0.29 2.81 4.00

UGPA 141 3.10 0.42 2.01 3.94

J/S UGPA 141 3.29 0.45 2.08 4.00

GMAT-V 141 30.55 6.11 16 47

GMAT-Q 141 32.00 6.87 13 49

GMAT-T 141 526.29 72.04 350 710

ACAINDEX 141 1145.13 111.79 907 1424

J/S ACAINDEX 141 1163.52 113.34 936 1468

YRBD 141 3.06 3.51 0 20

AGE 141 26.43 4.25 21 43

EXP 141 40.72 42.06 0 171

FEMALES

GGPA 59 3.51 0.20 3.09 3.85

FHGPA 59 3.43 0.23 2.95 3.88

UGPA 59 3.25 0.42 2.22 3.93

J/S UGPA 59 3.30 0.47 1.64 4.00

GMAT-V 59 32.52 4.80 21 45

GMAT-9 59 27.49 6.43 13 43

GMAT-T 59 513.05 62.11 360 670

ACAINDEX 59 1164.61 102.32 962 1416

J/S ACAINDEX 59 1173.59 109.77 862 1416

YRBD 59 3.70 4.05 0 18

AGE 59 27.36 4.89 22 43

EXP 59 40.59 40.83 0 174

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; FHGPA=First Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAINDEX=Academlc Index;
J/S ACAINDEIX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Elxperience
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TABLE 17. Comparisons of Descriptiye Statistics for MBA Graduates by Sez

Variable t

GGPA -0.76

FHGPA 0.66

UGPA -2.40*

J/S UGPA -1.55

GMAT-V -2.44*

GMAT-Q 4.31***

GMAT-T 1.31

ACAINDEX -1.19

J/S ACAINDEX -0.59

YRBD -1.10

AGE -1.27

EXP 0.02

Note: Males were coded 1 and females were coded 2.

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academic Index;
J/S ACAlNDE:X=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business E:xperience

* Significant at 0.05 level
** Significant at 0.01 level

•** Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 18. Descriptive Statistics for MBA Nongraduates by Sex

Variable N Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Value Value

MALES

GGPA 75 2.83 1.02 0.00 4.00

UGPA 75 2.94 0.42 2.06 3.85

J/S UGPA 75 3.06 0.43 2.09 4.00

GMAT-V 75 31.31 6.00 20 45

GMAT-Q 75 31.51 6.56 14 46

GMAT-T 75 529.08 65.85 370 670

ACAINDEX 75 1119.01 100.53 960 1402

J/S ACAINDEX 75 1140.23 105.69 930 1426
YRBD 75 5.15 5.35 0 28

AGE 75 29.01 5.81 21 50
EXP 54 58.33 64.17 0 300

EMALBS

GGPA 35 3.12 0.89 0.00 4.00

UGPA 35 3.22 0.38 2.33 3.81

J/S UGPA 35 3.30 0.38 2.46 3.93
GMAT-V 35 32.43 6.00 22 44

GMAT-Q 35 27.14 5.73 13 37

GMAT-T 35 507.94 65.78 400 640

ACAINDEX 35 1152.57 115.58 936 1376

J/S ACAINDEX 35 1168.80 116.06 912 1400
YRBD 35 3.91 4.24 0 13

AGE 35 27.49 5.28 20 39
EXP 29 49.48 55.49 0 180

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graduate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academlc Index; J/S ACA]NDElX=vIunlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months Business Experience
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TABLE 19. Comparisons of Descriptive Statistics for MBA Nongraduates by Sez

Variable t

GGPA -1.46

UGPA -3.27**

J/S UGPA -2.85**

GMAT-V -0.91

GMAT-Q 3.55»**

GMAT-T 1.57

ACAINDEX -1.55

J/S ACAINDEX -1.27

YRBD -1.19

AGE -1.32

EXP 0.63

Note: Males were coded 1 and females were coded 2.

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average: J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graauate Meinagement Admission
Test-Total; ACAlNDEIX=Academlc Index; J/S ACAlNDEX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months Business Experience

* Significant at 0.05 level
*• Significant at 0.01 level
•** Significant at 0.001 level
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Table 18. As can be seen In Table 19, male MBA nongraduates score higher on GMAT-Q

and lower on UGPA and J/S UGPA Presented in Tables 20. 21. and 22 are the

Intercorrelations among all major variables by sex for all MBA students, MBA

graduates, and MBA nongraduates. respectively.

Validity coefilcients by sex for all MBA students are shown in Table 23. Validity

coefficients by sex for MBA graduates and nongraduates are shown in Table 24. For the

male MBA graduates, all the predictor-criterion correlations were statistically

significant for both GGPA and FHGPA. For the female MBA graduates, the predictor-

criterion correlations between both GGPA and FHGPA and GMAT-Q. GMAT-T.

ACAINDEX and J/S ACAINDEX were statistically significant.

Multiple correlations of criterion with predictor variables for all MBA students

by sex are presented in Table 25; this was accomplished with a stepwise regression

program. As can be seen in Table 25. GGPA was best predicted for males by the

combination of J/S UGPA and GMAT-Q (R = 0.24. p< 0.01), whUe for females it was best

predicted by J/S ACAINDEX. The actual multiple regression equation for predicting

male GGPA was as follows:

Male GGPA = 2.06 + (0.26) J/S UGPA + (0.0) GMAT-Q

Graduation could be predicted for all males (R = 0.28. p < 0.001). but not for all

females. The actual multiple regression was the following:

Male GRAD = 0.76 +(-0.02) AGE + (0.16) UGPA

Stepwise multiple correlations for MBA graduates by sex are shown in Table 26.

The combination of GMAT-Q. J/S UGPA. YRBD, and age had the highest multiple

correlation coefficient for predicting GGPA for male MBA graduates (R = 0.70. p < 0.001).

There were no combination of predictors which improved on the zero-order coefficients

for female MBA graduates. The actual multiple regression equation was as follows:

Male GGPA = 2.48 + (0.002) GMAT-Q + (0.18) J/S UGPA +(0.04) YRBD + (-0.02) AGE
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TABLE 23. Predictor-Criterion Correlations for All MBA Students by Sex

GGFA GRAD«

MALES (N=216)
UGPA 0.15* 0.17*

J/SUGPA 0.16* 0.14*
GMAT-V 0.07 -0.06

GMAT-Q 0.09 0.04
GMAT-T 0.09 -0.02
ACAINDEX 0.15* 0.12

J/SACAINDEX 0.19** 0.10
YRBD 0.06 -0.23***

AGE 0.01 -0.25***
EXP 0.02 -0.16*

FEMALES (N=94)
UGPA 0.20 0.04

J/S UGPA 0.24* 0.00
GMAT-V 0.16 0.01
GMAT-Q 0.10 0.03
GMAT-T 0.15 0.04
ACAINDEX 0.24* 0.06
J/S ACAINDEX 0.27** 0.02
YRBD 0.00 -0.03
AGE 0.05 -0.01
EXP -0.07 -0.09

KEY: C5GPA= Gradtiate Grade Point Average; UGPA=Undereraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA=
Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average; GMAT-V=Graduate Management Adniission Test-Verbal;
GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-Quantitative; GMAT-T=Graauate Management Admission
Test-Total; ACAINDEX=Academlc Index; J/S ACAINDEX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since
Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months Business Experience

• The correlations given for this variable were computed by a point biserial.

* Significant at 0.05 level
** Significant at 0.01 level
*** Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 24. Predlctor-Ciiterion Correlations for MBA Graduates and Nongraduates
l^Sez

GRADUATES

GGPA FHGPA

NONGRADUATES

GGPA

MALES N=141 N=75

UGPA 0.3I*** 0.27** 0.00

J/S UGPA 0.29*** 0.27** 0.07

GMAT-V 0.31*** 0.32*** 0.06

GMAT-Q 0.54*** 0.52*** -0.11

GMAT-T 0.48*** 0.49*** -0.03

ACAINDEX 0.54*** 0.51*** -0.06

J/S ACAINDEX 0.54*** 0.52*** 0.04

YRBD 0.34*** 0.29*** 0.16

AGE 0.24** 0.20* 0.13

EXP 0.26** 0.23** 0.06

FEMALES N=59 N=35

UGPA 0.14 0.17 0.30

J/S UGPA 0.12 0.07 0.44**

GMAT-V 0.19 0.24 0.19
GMAT-Q 0.29* 0.29* 0.05
GMAT-T 0.31* 0.32* 0.12

ACAINDEX 0.32* 0.35** 0.27

J/S ACAINDEX 0.29* 0.26* 0.36*

YRBD -0.07 -0.10 0.05

AGE -0.08 -0.13 0.12

EXP -0.08 -0.10 -0.03

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Potnt Average; FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average: J/S UGPA=Junlor/Senlor Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate McUiagement Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAINDEX=Academlc Index;
J/S ACAlNDElX=Junlor/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Experience

* Significant at 0.05 level
*♦ Significant at 0.01 level

Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 25. Stepwise Multiple Correlations of Criterion with Predictor
Variables for All MBA Students by Sex
Male N=195, Female N=88

Models Predictors Multiple R

GGPA-MALES

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGP^AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GGPA-FEMALES

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA?=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GRADUATION-MALES

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GRAD=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GRAD=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

UGPA

UGPA + GMAT-Q

J/S UGPA

J/S UGPA + GMAT-Q

ACAINDEX

J/S ACAINDEX

None

None

None

None

ACAINDEX

J/S ACAINDEX

AGE +UGPA

AGE +UGPA

AGE + J/S UGPA

AGE + J/S UGPA

AGE

AGE + J/S ACAINDEX

a

0.21*

a

0.24**

a

a

a

a

0.28***

0.28***

0.28***

0.28***

a

0.28***

Note: No variables met the 0.05 level of significance for entry into the models or female on the
variable GRAD

No increase over the zero-order correlation

•  Significant at 0.05 level
*• Significant at 0.01 level
*** Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 26. Stepwise Multiple Correlations of GGPA with Predictor
Variables for MBA Graduates by Sex
Male N=141, Female N=59

Models Predictors Multiple R

GGPA--MALES

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GGPA-FEMALES

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
GGPApAGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

GGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

GGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GMAT-T + UGPA +

YRBD + AGE 0.65***

GMAT-Q + UGPA+
YRBD + AGE 0.69***

GMAT-T + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE 0.65"*

GMAT-Q + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE 0.70***

ACAINDEX + YRBD 0.63***

J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD + AGE 0.64***

GMAT-T a

GMAT-Q a

GMAT-T a

GMAT-Q a

ACAINDEX a

J/S ACAINDEX a

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average; FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA^unior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graduate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAINDEX=Academic Index;
J/S ACAINDElX=Junior/Senior Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Experience

a No increase over the zero-order correlation

* Significant at 0.05 level
** Significant at 0.01 level
**• Significant at 0.001 level
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TABLE 27. Stepwise Multiple Correlations of FHGPA with Predictor
Variables for MBA Graduates by Sex
Male N=141, Female N=59

Models Predictors Multiple R

FHGPA-MALES

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

FHGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

FHGPA-FEMALES

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-T +

UGPA + YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + GMAT-V +

GMAT-Q + UGPA + YRBD
FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +

GMAT-T + YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S UGPA +
GMAT-V + GMAT-Q + YRBD

FHGPA=ACAINDEX + AGE + EXP +

YRBD

FHGPA=AGE + EXP + J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD

GMAT-T + UGPA +

YRBD + AGE

GMAT-Q + UGPA+
YRBD + AGE

GMAT-T + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE

GMAT-Q + J/S UGPA +
YRBD + AGE

ACAINDEX + YRBD

J/S ACAINDEX +
YRBD + AGE

GMAT-T

GMAT-Q

GMAT-T

GMAT-Q

ACAINDEX

J/S ACAINDEX

0.60**«

0.64"*

0.62***

0.65***

0.58***

0.60***

a

a

a

a

a

a

KEY: GGPA= Graduate Grade Point Average: FHGPA=Flrst Half Graduate Grade Point Average;
UGPA=Undergraduate Grade Point Average; J/S UGPA^unlor/Senlor Undergraduate Grade Point Average;
GMAT-V=Graauate Management Admission Test-Verbal; GMAT-Q=Graduate Management Admission Test-
Quantitative; GMAT-T= Graduate Management Admission Test-Total; ACAlNDEX=Academlc Index;
J/S ACAINDEX=Junlor/Senlor Academic Index; YRBD=Years Since Baccaleurate Degree; EXP=Months
Business Experience

a No increase over the zero-order correlation

* Significant at 0.05 level
" Significant at 0.01 level
"* Significant at 0.001 level
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As shown in Table 27, the prediction of FHGPA for male MBA graduates was

accomplished by the combination of GMAT-Q, J/S UGPA, YRBD, and age (R = 0.65,

p<0.001). There were no combinations of predictors for predicting FHGPA for female

MBA graduates. The following equation shows the actual multiple regression equation:

Male FHGPA = 2.68 + (0.02) GMAT-Q + (0.19) J/S UGPA + (0.04) YRBD + (-0.02) AGE

There were differences between the sexes: the most Impressive being the greater

predictability of graduation, GGPA, and FHGPA for men. Hypothesis 4 was not

supported.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

GMAT scores are used by about 900 graduate management programs. The College

of Business Administration program at the University of Tennessee uses a linear

combination of the GMAT-T scores and UGFA as an academic index to aid in the

selection of candidates to the MBA program. Eight local studies have been conducted

with the aim of validating the selection instruments against GGPA. These studies have

produced conflicting results. The present study investigated other indicators of success

(graduation, FHGPA) in addition to GGPA. Also, sex differences in prediction of MBA

success was investigated.

In this chapter, findings from prior local studies are presented with findings from

the present study. The major findings of the study are discussed by the hypotheses

tested. Limitations and implications of the study are also included.

Discussion of Findings

The means and standard deviations for UGPA, GMAT-T, and GGPA are

presented in Table 28 for the present study and eight previous local studies (Brian, 1973;

Brown 1968; Guest, 1975; Harmon, 1970; Higdon, 1963; Smith, 1973; Shahid, 1979;

Wrye, 1975). In Table 29 the validity coefficients between GGPA and the predictor

variables (UGPA. J/S UGPA. GMAT-V. GMAT-Q. GMAT-T. YRBD. sex. age. and

experience) are presented for the present and past studies. In Table 30 the multiple

regression equations are presented for the present study and the eight previous local

studies.

Prior studies used GGPA as the criterion variable. The mean GGPA of MBA

graduates has changed from 3.36 (Smith. 1973) to 3.51 (Shahid. 1979) to 3.50 in the

present study. This is in contrast to the fall in mean GGPA for all MBA students—

61



T
A
B
L
E
 2
8
.
 

M
e
a
n
s
 a
n
d
 S
t
a
n
d
a
r
d
 D
e
v
i
a
t
i
o
n
s
 f
or
 U
G
P
A
,
 G
M
A
T
-
T
,
 a
n
d
 G
G
P
A
 f
or

 t
h
e
 P
r
e
s
e
n
t
 S
t
u
d
y
 a
n
d
 E
i
g
h
t
 P
r
e
v
i
o
u
s
 S
t
u
d
i
e
s

t
o

S
t
u
d
y

P
r
o
g
r
a
m

N
U
G
P
A

S
D

G
M
A
T
-
T

S
D

G
G
P
A

S
D

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

M
B
A

3
1
0

3
.
1
0

0
.
4
3

5
2
2
.
3
7

6
8
.
1
8

3
.
2
9

0
.
6
7

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

2
0
0

3
.
1
4

0
.
4
2

5
2
2
.
3
8

6
9
.
3
7

3
.
5
0

0
.
2
3

S
h
a
h
i
d
 (
1
9
7
9
)

M
B
A

4
8
3

3
.
0
3

0
.
4
1

5
1
4
.
4
8

7
6
.
5
2

3
.
4
2

0
.
4
5

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

2
0
5

3
.
0
5

0
.
2
7

5
2
0

7
1

3
.
5
1

0
.
2
7

G
u
e
s
t
 (
1
9
7
5
)

M
B
A

4
0
6

2
.
8
5

0
.
4
0

5
0
3
.
6
8

8
4
.
9
3

3
.
3
7
a

0
.
4
8

W
r
y
e
 (
1
9
7
5
)

M
B
A

1
5
7

2
.
7
7

0
.
3
9

5
2
9
.
6
8

6
7
.
2
8

3
.
4
7

0
.
2
4

B
r
i
a
n
 (
1
9
7
3
)

M
B
A

5
4

2
.
8
9

0
.
4
4

5
2
9

7
4

3
.
1
2

0
.
6
7

M
S

1
2
0

2
.
7
9

0
.
4
5

5
3
9

7
8

3
.
1
3

0
.
5
1

S
m
i
t
h
 (
1
9
7
3
)

1

M
B
A

1
4
8

2
.
7
3

0
.
3
8

5
3
2
.
6
4
b

5
9
.
5
7

3
.
3
6

0
.
2
4

H
a
r
m
o
n
 (
1
9
7
0
)

M
B
A

3
6

2
.
7
8

0
.
4
8

5
4
2
.
6
1

6
6
.
4
6

3
.
3
3

0
.
3
0

M
S

2
1
1

2
.
7
6

0
.
3
9

4
9
6
.
6
5

7
2
.
9
0

3
.
3
1

0
.
3
3

B
r
o
w
n
 (
1
9
6
8
)

M
S

1
7
4

2
.
7
2

0
.
3
9

4
9
5
.
1
2

7
2
.
0
9

3
.
2
5

0
.
5
9

H
i
g
d
o
n
(
1
9
6
3
)

M
S

8
5

2
.
6
0

0
.
4
3

4
5
0
.
8

9
2
.
4
5

3
.
2
1

0
.
6
0

a
 
N
=
3
8
1

b
 
N
=
1
4
2



T
A
B
L
E
 2
9
.
 

Va
li
di
ty
 C
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

s 
B
e
t
w
e
e
n
 G
G
P
A
 a
n
d
 P
re

di
ct

or
 V
ar
ia
bl
es
 f
or
 t
h
e
 P
re
se
nt
 S
t
u
d
y
 a
n
d
 E
i
g
h
t
 P
re
vi
ou
s 
St
ud
ie
s

U
)

S
t
u
d
y
 

P
r
o
g
r
a
m

N
U
G
P
A

J
/
S
 U
G
P
A

G
M
A
T
-
V

G
M
A
T
-
Q

G
M
A
T
-
T

Y
R
B
D

A
G
E

E
X
P

S
E
X

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

M
B
A

M
B
A

3
1
0

2
0
0

0
.
1
7
"

0
.
2
7
*
"

0
.
1
9
"

0
.
2
4
*
*
*

0
.
1
0

0
.
2
9
*
*
*

0
.
0
6

0
.
4
4
*
*
*

0
.
1
0

0
.
4
3
*
*
*

0
.
0
4

0
.
2
3
*
*

0
.
0
2
3

0
.
1
4
9
*

0
.
0
0

0
.
1
8
*

0
.
0
0

0
.
0
5

S
h
a
h
i
d
 (
1
9
7
9
)

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

M
B
A

M
B
A

4
8
3

2
0
5

0
.
1
5
"
*

0
.
2
9
*
*
*

0
.
1
6
*
*
*

0
.
2
2
*

0
.
2
2
*
*
*

0
.
2
5
*
*
*

0
.
2
2
*
*
*

0
.
1
8
*

0
.
2
5
*
*
*

0
.
2
7
*
*
*

0
.
0
9

0
.
1
2

0
.
0
4
3

0
.
0
7
1

G
u
e
s
t
 (
1
9
7
5
)

M
B
A

3
8
1

0
.
2
1
"
*

0
.
1
5
"

0
.
3
4
*
*
*

0
.
3
3
"
*

0
.
3
9
*
*
*

0
.
1
0
2

W
r
y
e
 (
1
9
7
3
)

M
B
A

1
5
7

0
.
3
7
*
*

0
.
3
5
*
*

0
.
2
6
*
*

0
.
2
1
*

0
.
3
1
*
*

0
.
1
6
a

0
.
0
2

B
r
i
a
n
 (
1
9
7
3
)

M
B
A

M
S

5
4

1
2
0

0
.
3
3
*

0
.
2
3
*

0
.
3
1
*

0
.
1
6

-
0
.
0
3

0
.
2
3
*

0
.
2
2

0
.
2
2
*

0
.
2
0

0
.
3
2
*
*

0
.
0
3

-
0
.
0
5

S
m
i
t
h
 (
1
9
7
3
)

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

M
B
A

1
4
8

0
.
3
6
*
*

-
0
.
0
4

-
0
.
0
0
6

-
0
.
0
3

0
.
0
9

-
0
.
0
5

H
a
r
m
o
n
 (
1
9
7
0
)
 M
B
A

M
S

3
6

2
1
1

0
.
3
1

0
.
2
4
*
*

0
.
0
6

0
.
0
6

B
r
o
w
n
 (
1
9
6
8
)

M
S

1
7
4

0
.
1
4
*

0
.
0
5

0
.
0
0

0
.
0
3

0
.
2
0
*
*

0
.
1
6
7
*

H
i
g
d
o
n
 (
1
9
6
3
)
M
S

8
5

0
.
3
2
*
*

0
.
3
0
*
*

0
.
2
4
*

0
.
3
1
"

K
E
Y
:
 G
G
P
A
=
 G
ra

du
at

e 
Gr
ad
e 
Po
in
t 
Av

er
ag

e;
 U
GP
A=
Un
de
rg
ra
du
at
e 
G
r
a
d
e
 P
oi
nt
 A
ve

ra
ge

; 
J
/
S
 U
G
P
A
=
 J
un

io
r/

Se
ni

or
 U
nd

er
gr

ad
ua

te
 G
r
a
d
e
 P
oi
nt
 A
ve

ra
ge

: 
G
M
A
T
-

V=
Gr
ad
ua
te
 M
an
ag
em
en
t 
Ad
mi
ss
io
n 
Te

st
-V

er
ba

l;
 G
MA
T-
Q=
Gr
ad
ua
te
 M
an

ag
em

en
t 
Ad

mi
ss

io
n 
Te
st
-Q
ua
nt
it
at
iv
e;
 G
MA

T-
'f

i<
ir

ad
ua

te
 M
an

ag
em

en
t 
Ad

mi
ss

io
n

Te
st
-T
ot
al
; 
A
C
A
l
N
D
E
X
=
A
c
a
d
e
m
l
c
 I
nd
ex
; 
J
/
S
 A
CA

lN
DE

lX
=J

un
lo

r/
Se

nl
or

 A
c
a
d
e
m
i
c
 I
nd

ex
; 
Y
R
B
D
=
Y
e
a
r
s
 S
in
ce
 B
ac
ca
le
ur
at
e 
De

gr
ee

; 
E
l
X
P
=
M
o
n
t
h
s
 B
us
in
es
s

E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

a
 
Q
u
a
r
t
e
r
s
 s
i
n
c
e
 B
A
 d
e
g
r
e
e

*
 
Si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
at

 0
.
0
5
 l
ev
el

••
 
Si

gn
if

ic
an

t 
at
 0
.0

1 
le

ve
l

Si
gn

if
ic

an
t 
at
 0
.0

01
 l
ev

el



T
A
B
L
E
 3
0
.
 

Mu
lt

ip
le

 R
eg

re
ss

io
n 
E
q
u
a
t
i
o
n
s
 f
or

 t
h
e
 P
r
e
s
e
n
t
 S
t
u
d
y
 a
n
d
 E
i
g
h
t
 P
re

vi
ou

s 
S
t
u
d
i
e
s

S
t
u
d
y

Mu
lt
ip
le
 R
e
g
r
e
s
s
i
o
n
 E
q
u
a
t
i
o
n
s

M
u
l
t
i
p
l
e
 R

o
\

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

S
h
a
h
i
d
 (
1
9
7
9
)

G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
s

G
u
e
s
t
 (
1
9
7
5
)

W
i
y
e
 (
1
9
7
5
)

B
r
i
a
n
 (
1
9
7
3
)

S
m
i
t
h
 (
1
9
7
3
)

H
a
r
m
o
n
 (
1
9
7
0
)

B
r
o
w
n
 (
1
9
6
8
)

H
i
g
d
o
n
 (
1
9
6
3
)

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.2

1 
+
 (0

.2
4)

 J
/
S
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0.
01
) 
G
M
A
T
-
Q
 

0
.
2
3

G
R
A
D
 =
 0
.
3
7
 +
 (-

0.
02
) 
Y
R
B
D
 +
 (
0
.
1
3
)
 U
G
F
A
 

0
.
2
0

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
7
3
 +
 (0

.0
2)

 G
M
A
T
-
Q
 +
 (0
.1
6)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (0

.0
3)
 Y
R
B
D
 +
 (
-0

.0
2)

 A
G
E
 +
 (0

.0
6)
 S
E
X
 

0
.
6
0

F
H
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
6
0
 +
 (0
.0
2)
 G
M
A
T
-
Q
 +
 (0
.1

7)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (0

.0
3)

 Y
R
B
D
 +
 (-

0.
02
) A
G
E
 +
 (
0.

01
) 
G
M
A
T
-
V
 

0
.
5
8

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
0
9
3
 +
 (
0
.
1
7
9
)
 J
/
S
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
1
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 +
 (
0
.
0
1
2
)
 Y
R
B
D
 

0
.
3
1

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
3
9
8
 +
 (
0
.
2
0
5
)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
9
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 +
(
0
.
0
1
3
)
 Y
R
B
D
 

0
.
4
1

G
G
F
A
 =
 1
.
4
7
7
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
2
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 +
 (
0
.
0
1
5
)
 A
G
E
 +
 (
0
.
1
6
8
)
 U
G
F
A
 

0
.
4
3

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
1
3
3
 +
 (
0
.
1
9
8
)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
8
5
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 

0
.
4
3

G
G
F
A
 =
 0
.
3
9
6
 +
 (
0
.
5
5
8
)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0
.
0
1
0
9
)
 G
M
A
T
-
V
a
 

0
.
4
1

G
G
F
A
 =
 1
.
5
9
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
1
8
4
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 +
 (
0
.
1
9
3
)
 U
G
F
A
b
 

0
.
3
6

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
7
6
 +
 (
0
.
2
2
1
)
 U
G
F
A
 

0
.
3
6

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
5
6
 +
 (
0
.
2
0
9
)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0
.
0
0
3
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 

0
.
2
6

G
G
F
A
 =
 2
.
6
 +
 (
0.
2)
 U
G
F
A
 +
 (
0.
03
) 
Y
R
B
D
 

0
.
2
4

G
G
F
A
 =
 1
.
9
0
 +
(
0
.
0
0
1
2
)
 G
M
A
T
-
T
 +
 (
0
.
2
9
2
)
 U
G
F
A
 

0
.
3
8

K
E
Y
;
 G
G
P
A
=
 G
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 G
r
a
d
e
 P
oi

nt
 A
ve

ra
ge

: 
U
G
P
A
=
U
n
d
e
r
g
r
a
d
u
a
t
e
 G
r
a
d
e
 P
oi
nt
 A
ve

ra
ge

; 
J
/
S
 U
G
P
A
=
 J
un

io
r/

Se
ni

or
 U
n
d
e
m
a
d
u
a
t
e
 G
r
a
d
e
 P
oi
nt
 A
ve

ra
ge

; 
G
M
A
T
-

V=
Gr
ad
ua
te
 M
an

ag
em

en
t 
Ad
mi
ss
io
n 
Te
st
-V
er
ba

l;
 G
MA

T-
Q=

Gr
ad

ua
te

 M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 A
dm
is
si
on
 T
es
t-
Qu
an
ti
ta
ti
ve
; 
GM

AT
-T

=K
jr

ad
ua

te
 M
an

ag
em

en
t 
Ad

mi
ss

io
n

Te
st

-T
ot

al
; 
A
C
A
l
N
D
E
;
X
=
A
c
^
e
m
l
c
 I
nd

ex
; 
J
/
S
 A
CA
lN
DE
lX
=J
un
lo
r/
Se
nl
or
 A
ca
de
mi
c 
In

de
x;

 Y
R
B
D
=
Y
e
a
r
s
 S
in

ce
 B
ac
ca
le
ur
at
e 
De

gr
ee

; 
El

XP
=M

on
th

s 
Bu

si
ne

ss
E
x
p
e
r
i
e
n
c
e

a
 
M
B
A
 S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s

b
 
M
S
 S
t
u
d
e
n
t
s



Shahid found a mean GGPA for all MBA students of 3.42, while it was 3.29 for the

present study. The standard deviation of 0.67 for GGPA in the present study was one of

the highest in the studies. It appears that the college of business administration faculty

is aware of grade inflation and is giving a greater variety of grades them it has in the

past.

Undergraduate Grade Point Average

As shown in Table 28. the mean UGPA has risen fairly consistently from the

Higdon study to the present study, although the standard deviation for UGPA has

remained rather consistent. It can be seen in Table 29 that the validity coefficients

between GGPA and UGPA were significant in the present study and for all prior studies

"except for Harmon's group of MBA students. The present study also found UGPA to be

predictive of graduation and FHGPA.

Graduate Management Admission Test

As shown in Table 29. the present study had no statistically significant validities

for any of the GMAT scores for the total group of MBA students in predicting GGPA;

however, all the GMAT scores were significant for the group of MBA graduates. The

studies by Smith (1973) and Brown (1968) were the only ones in which a GMAT score did

not enter into the multiple regression equation for predicting GGPA. GMAT scores did

not aid in the prediction of graduation, however. As predicted, all GMAT scores were

valid predictors of FHGPA.

Graduation was not very well predicted. However, if it can be assumed that GGPA

is an indicator of success in the MBA program, then somewhat more weight can be

assigned to GMAT test scores since GMAT scores have a high correlation with GGPA and

FHGPA.
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Academic Indices

The College of Business Administration's equal weighting of UGPA and GMAT-T

scores did correlate significantly with GGPA and FHGPA. However, differential

weighting of the GMAT-Q subtest and J/S UGPA appears to account for more variance

than the current weighting scheme.

As shown In Table 30, the present study had the lowest multiple regression

coefficient for predicting GGPA vdth the sample of all MBA students: however. It also

had the highest multiple regression coefficient for GGPA of MBA graduates. The

multiple regression equation found In the present study accounted for 36 percent of the

variance.

Since the beta weights for J/S UGPA and UGPA were generally much larger than

the beta weights for the other variables entering In the equations, more weight should

be assigned to J/S UGPA and UGPA In decisions regarding selection to The University

of Tennessee's Master of Business Program. It may be appropriate for the selection

process to weight J/S UGPA and UGPA as much as five to ten times more than GMAT

scores. Also, YRBD could be weighted less In the MBA selection process since It adds

very little to the prediction of GRAD and does not enter the multiple regression

equation In predicting GGPA or FHGPA. In summary, prior academic performance

contributes more Information to the selection decision than any other variable.

Sex Differences

The prediction made in Hypothesis 4 that prediction of success In the MBA

program would be similar for male and female students, was not supported. While sex

did not enter the regression equations as a predictor variable, there were differences

between the sexes. Men were more readily predictable them women. All predictors were

significantly correlated with GGPA and FHGPA for the male MBA graduates. The

predictors which correlated with GGPA and FHGPA for female graduates were GMAT-Q,
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GMAT-T, ACAINDEX, and J/S ACAINDEX. For the total male sample, J/S UGPA and

GMAT-Q entered the regression equation to predict GGPA, while for females it was J/S

ACAINDEX which entered. The prediction of graduation was only possible for the male

students. Differences between the variables which entered the multiple regression

equations also occurred with the sample of MBA graduates. In predicting GGPA and

FHGPA for male graduates. GMAT-Q. J/S UGPA. YRBD. and age entered the equations,

but for females, there was no Increase over the zero-order coefficient.

Limitations of the Studv and Future Research Directions

One limitation of the present study involved the sample used to correct for

restriction of range. These applicants were denied admission to the MBA program

between Summer 1987 and Fall 1988. The students who were admitted to the program

were from the time period of Winter 1979 to Fall 1986. Although GMAT-T scores are

standardized to 500. the mean GMAT-T score has risen over the years. Likewise, UGPAs

have risen. The effect of UGPAs and GMAT scores rising over the years is a decrease in

the variance of these measures. The best sample to correct for restriction of range

would have been those who applied in the same time period, had they been available.

Another limitation of the study was the requirement the flies be relatively

complete. It is possible that the files which were missing some data would have

provided valuable additional data.

A third caveat for the study Involved the correlational nature of the study. It is

not possible to draw causal inferences from this type of study.

Finally, the study was limited in the varibles which were studied. There are many

varibles which Impact on whether a student will complete the MBA program. These

range from scholastic concerns (grades, assistantship assignments) to financial

concerns, to personal concerns (family and job obligations, motivation).
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Future researchers may wish to investigate other variables which may account for

the inability to predict the success of women in the MBA program. Possible variables to

consider would include marital status, number of children living at home, and

financial status.

In terms of the results from the present study, it would be of interest to question

the students who left the program to ascertain why they did not complete the degree.

Anecdotal evidence leads one to suspect that the women in the sample who were

inactive may have left for reasons related to their roles as wives. Many women wrote

letters of withdrawl giving such reasons for leaving as raising a family, moving to

accomodate the husband's job, and lack of time.

One variable which could not be measured in the present study which would be of

interest concerns the criterion variable of salary. It would be interesting to ascertain if

GGFA is correlated with later salary. It would also be interesting to investigate any sex

differences in salary.

Theorectical Implications

Results from the present study demonstrate the need for more research aimed at

increased understanding of the predictors of success in MBA programs. There is clearly

a need to understand the sex differences shown--the ability to predict the success of

male MBA students, but not of female MBA students.

The present study extended and differed from past research by investigating

additional predictors of MBA success (graduation and FHGPA). The present study also

extended past research by investigating the sex differences involved in predicting MBA

success.
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Practical Implications

Shown In the present study was the difficulty In predicting graduation from the

MBA program. More veulance was accounted for in predicting the variable GGFA than

In predicting the variable GRAD. It seems the best predictor of future grades is past

grades and standardized tests. Completion of a MBA program Is not as easily predicted.

The completion of a BA degree Is not a good predictor of completion of the MBA degree.

At present, the meaningful prediction of graduation Is beyond our resources. Perhaps

future studies will shed some light on this Important criterion.
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DATA CODES

QENTRY Quarter of Entry to Program

YRENTRY

QGRAD

YRGRAD

FPTIME

DEGREE

BAYR

BASCH

MAJOR

UGPA

J/S UGPA

GMAT-V

GMAT-Q

GMAT-T

SEX

RACE

Year of Entry to Program

Quarter of Graduation

Year of Graduation

Full- or Part-time Status

Degree Status

Year of Baccalaureate Degree

School of Baccalaureate Degree

College of Undergraduate Major

1 = Winter

2 = Spring
3 = Summer

4 = Fall

1 = Full-time

2= Part-time

1 = Degree
2 = Non-degree

1 = Tennessee

2 = Others

11= Agriculture
13 = Business

Administration

14 = Communications

15 = Education

17 = Engineering
18 = Human Ek;ology
21 = Liberal Arts

23 = Nursing
24 = Architecture

25 = Other

Undergraduate Grade Point Average

Junior/Senior Undergraduate Grade Point Average

Verbal GMAT Score

Quantitative GMAT Score

Total GMAT Score

Sex 1 = Male

Race

2 = Female

1 = Caucasian

2 = Other

ACAINDEX Overall Academic Index
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J/S ACA Junior/Senior Academic Index

AGE Age upon application to the program

EXP Months of Business Experience

FHGPA Graduate Grade Point Average for First Half of the Program

GGPA Graduate Grade Point Average Upon Leaving the Program
(through graduation or inactivity)

QATTEND Number of Quarters Enrolled in the Program

QHRS Number of Quarter Hours Enrolled
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RESTEUCnON OF RANGE CGRRECTIGN FORMULA

flHGRNDIKE. 1949)

ri2(Si/S2)

12 =

SQRril-ri22 + ri22(Si/si)I

where R12 is the correlation between the predictor and criterion variable in the
unrestricted group.

ri2 is the correlation between the predictor and criterion variable in the group
that has been subject to selection.

Sj is the standard deviation of the predictor variable in the unrestricted group.

Si is the standard deviation of the predictor variable in the group that has been
subject to selection.
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