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ABSTRACT

658 first year undergraduate medical, human science and psychology students were assessed on cognitive and non cognitive measures. Results suggest that first university grades are strongly
related to previous school ones in high selective context only. Some personality traits impact university grades, but weakly. These findings are discussed within the actual socio-political debate in

Switzerland on widening use of mandatory university entrance cognitive abilities exams.
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_ _ _ _ v'Graph 1: SPQ, NEO , MOTIVATIONS Alpha’s Cronbach
associated with academic school outcome (Richardson, 2012) 1 v'Table 4 : ANOVASs by Faculty, Sex , Faculty * Sex :
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academic contexts (Chomorro & Furnham, 2007) 06 Men Women Men Women Men Women Faculty Sex Fac x Sex
0.5 Human Science
0.4 (n=110) (n=217) (n=88) (n=67) (n=25) (n=151) ANOVA's ANOVA's ANOVA's
v In Switzerland, first year university students show high drop out rates - failures or G S £ c « o . & 9 © o
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abandons- which have considerable economic costs. Heated debate is ongoing about g = £ > § o) . S HS GPA 79.4 (10.7) 80.4 (10.7) 72.3 (19.1) 78.4 (9.1) 75.0 (8.4) 77.1(11.0) 5.959** 4.770%* 0.275
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extending the entrance attitudinal exam — currenty mandatory only for some Medical | < SPQ NEO MOTIVATION DEED PO (7.0) (6.1) (62) (4.0) (4-3) (6.0)
Surface approach 21.5 (6.5) 22.9(5.6) 24.7(5.8) 24.6 (4.5) 27.8 (6.2) 24.2(5.6) 14.883%** 1.213 5.289%**
schools- beyond all Faculties. v'High school GPA and Learning Approach F=7.637 F=2.645 F=0.993
vGOALS v'Graph 2: Women’s and Men’s average % of SPQ and HS GPA by Faculty Ny 17.6 (7.7) 24.2(8.6) _ ] 21.6 (8.4) 24.6(8.6) 3.375*% 15.983*** 2,398
: : : : i 28.0(5.5) 29.0(5.3 - - 27.2(5.5) 29.3 (6.3 0.091 3.537* 0.496
v'to compare prior school performance, learning approaches, personality traits, Spg DA —MED MEN EXIENEES N (5:3) (5:3) (5:3) (6.3)
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distribution and in % of success rate
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vIndividual differences and First year University Grades
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; : : v'Table 5 : Linear Regressions of Sex, HS GPA; SPQ, NEO, MOTIVATIONS on first year exam grades by Facult
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Sciences Science v'Graph 3: NEO Raw average scores by Sex/Faculty v'Graph 4: Motivation average % by Sex/Faculty
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v Medicine: high selective context vs. Human Science and Psychology: low to moderate 20 HS GPA B2 AR — HS GPA 232
selective context. Around 20% of drop out after 1 year over all the Faculties. Deep approach -042 -.503 615 Plag Eareach 679
v More women overall the Faculties; significantly less men in Psychology and more Surface approach -042 -.467 641 O . 712
women in Human Science, P Chi-S = 66.680, p <.0001. Neo € Neo £ ici 150 1.845 067 .
ekl -oquare P Studies Extrinsic Neuroticism Neuroticism 062
v Measures: Extraversion 026 -.355 123 Extraversion 399
Table 3: Measures 222 3.021 .003
. . Openness Openness .098
Variables Measured by Dimensions Min/Max Agreeableness -.085 -1.235 219 529
School Final high school GPA, Self-reported |1, HS GPA 0to 100 Conscienti " 197 2431 016 Agreeableness '
grades —MED MEN ° s.me 10USNESS i o I Conscientiousness 167
Learning Study Process Questionnaire2R 2 : Deep Approach DA, Surface Approach SA |1 to 40 Neo A Neo O —PSY MEN Motiv study ' ' ' Motiv study 560
Approach (Biggs, 2011) =0 =0 Motiv intrinsic .046 570 569 Motiv intrinsi 050
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Agreeableness, NEO A Gender ' ' ' Gender .788
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\[JAZ1d[:], I Home-made scales, Self-reported 4:Intrinsic (mission, vocation, altruism), Ml 1to6
Extrinsic (income, status, executive job), ME
Care (patients, illness, life), MC IV‘ CONCLUSIONS - - _ _ _ _ _ _ . _ _
Studies (actual, at the beginning), MS v'From their entrance at the University, ability and non ability measure profiles by Faculty are different. Medical students have higher previous high school GPA; they are more deep learners, conscientious
WHNVEYES AV First exam university grades 1, Uni grade 1t0 6 and motivated in study and in caring, Psychology students are more surface learners, instable but agreeable. Gender modulate those profiles.
grades v'Previous High school grades were the best predictor of first university exam grades but only in a high selective context such as the Medicine Faculty. Incremental validity is very low for personality traits
v Personality, Motivation, University first exam grades data are presently not available and zero value for Learning approaches and Motivations. Classical ability/ non ability measures seem to be inappropriate to predict first year grades in low/moderate selective context such as psychology .
. v'Strong need of further data to profile first year university students and to determine whether/how much variance ability and non ability tests can account for predicting first year university grades
for Human Science Facult J : : y y
Y controlling by context selective features.
v Analysis: v'This could be helpful to better understand if and what kind of entrance exam /as well as further selection would be adequate, effective and fair.
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