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The following bivariate correlations illustrate relationships among NAPLEX exam total and 

area scores as well as students’ final course grades.  The initial analysis included 115 total 

students; however, after the review of missing NAPLEX scores and/or missing more than 

seven courses, the final total sample evaluated were 81 students.  The primary purpose of the 

analyses is to compare student’s performances (courses vs. NAPLEX), and to create a model 

which predicts students’ NAPLEX exam scores based on course grades.       

Table 1 

PHAR Courses 431 433 438 439 532 539 542 543 640 641 642 643 644 

NAPLEX Total Score * **   ** * * ** * * ** * ** ** 

NAPLEX Area 1   **   **     ** ** * ** * ** ** 

NAPLEX Area 2         * *       *   ** * 

 

 In the above table 1, a range of relationships of (13) courses versus the NAPLEX 

exam are revealed.  Students’ course grades and their NAPLEX exam grades were 

used to conduct the correlation analysis.  Displayed are two significance levels based 

on these variables.  PHAR 641, 643 & 644 was revealed as highly correlated among 

all selected variables.  

 

 

Table 2 

  Precise (Actual & Forecasting) 

NAPLEX Total Score 33.80% 

NAPLEX Area 1 36.57% 

NAPLEX Area 2 8.79% 
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 In table 2, only courses revealing significant relationships were used to create a linear 

regression model.  An equation was used to calculate the “precise average 

percentage” of the absolute difference between each student’s actual NAPLEX score 

and the predicted NAPLEX score.  The average of the total is reflected in the table 

above. 

 

Equation:  

Precise Percentage = | Actual Score- Forecasting Score | / Actual Score 

 

Linear Regression Model:  

NAPLEX Score = β0 + β1 * Course 1 + β2 * Course 2 + … + βi * Course i + ε 

 

 The larger the percentage (distance), the less accurate the model. In table 2, the 

average NAPLEX Total Score percentage is 33.80%.   

 

Table 3 

    Forecasting 

  

A  B C D F 

Actual 

A 2 1 1 3 10 

B 2 6 2 2 18 

C 3   3   10 

D 1     4 7 

F 1 2     3 
 

Hypothesis: The College’s interventions, i.e. formalized NAPLEX preparation/boot camp, 

aided significantly in students NAPLEX performance. 

 Table 3 represents the NAPLEX Score Classification forecasting results of the linear 

regression model.  An examination is carried out using a forecasting accuracy table, to 

further clarify accuracy of the model.   

 

 Vertically represented are students’ actual (NAPLEX) classification grades based on 

the scale (below), and horizontally shown are students predicted (NAPLEX) 

classification grade based on the scale. 

 

 “F” classification represents the “risk students” and/or students who’ve fail or are 

predicted to fail the NAPLEX exam at a score of <75.  Total NAPLEX scores equal to 

or greater than 110 are classified as “A”. Table 4 shows the relationship between 

NAPEX scores and 5 groups.  
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Table 4 

 

Group  NAPLEX Score 

A ≥ 110 

B 110-95 

C 95-85 

D 85-75 

F < 75 

 

 

 The forecasting accuracy of Table 3 is 28.4%. Colored cells in Table 3 represents 

correct forecasting.  Also, 23 of 81 were predicted correctly.   

 

 The analysis revealed that 38 (actual passing) students were forecasted to fail the 

NAPLEX (“F”); (i.e. A = 10, B = 18, and C = 10).  

 

 In summary, the analyses suggest there are some significant relationships among 

students’ course grades and their performance on the NAPLEX exam. Also, according 

to the “accuracy table” (table 2), “Area 2” displays the most accurate prediction 

percentage (the closer the predicted number is to the actual number).  An equation 

was used to calculate the accuracy of the linear regression model.   

 

 Overall, the model revealed disparities among students’ actual scores and their 

predicted scores; however, an assumption is that this is as a result of the College’s 

interventions (i.e. formalized NAPLEX preparation/boot-camp during 2015/2016). 

 

 Further limitations to these analyses include other variables (i.e. frequency of 

students’ participation in “NAPLEX preparation compared to “performance”). Also, 

the consideration of other predictive (logic) models which could incorporate 

additional relatable variables.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



OAPE-Volume 17-2017 

 

Table 5 
 

     Level A (>90) B (>80) C (>70) D (>60) F (<60) 

4 3 3 
   

3 6 13 
   

2 1 6 1 1 1 

1 2 5 3 
  

-1 
 

1 1 
  

-2 
 

2 1 
  

-3 
 

2 1 
  

-4 
 

1 
   

 

 
Table 5.1 
 

 Group  W-Avg. 

I >90 

II >80 

III >70 

IV >60 

V <60 

 

 

 In table 5, the levels range from -1 to 4 representing the students’ performance 

(better/worse) relative to a comparison of their actual vs. the predicted NAPLEX 

results. A positive number indicates the students perform better on the actual exam 

than what was predicted.  I-V categorizes students’ boot-camp performance.  Table 5.1 

shows the relationship. 

Table 6: 

 
 
 

    
W-Avg. >70                                          

NAPLEX Perform Better        
N=43 

W-Avg. <70                                          
NAPLEX Perform Better                   

N=2 (outliers?) 

W-Avg. >70                                         
NAPLEX Perform Worse                    

N=9 (outliers?) 

W-Avg.<70                                          
NAPLEX Perform Worse                  

N=0 

 

 NAPLEX Perform Better = Students actual NAPLEX scores were at least 1 level 

higher than the predicted results.          

                 

 NAPLEX Perform Worse = Students actual NAPLEX scores were lower than the 

predicted results. 
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Table 7: 
 

  
Level 

Non-Participants in 
Bootcamp 

4 3 

3 3 

2 3 

 

 Summary 

                                                                                                                                                                                                          

a. Students (9) who passed the comprehensive exam, but did not participate in boot-

camp, perform well on their NAPLEX. See Table 7.  These successful students 

prepared without assistance from the College and should be asked to share their study 

plan. 

 

b. Table 6 is an extension of Table 5, in matrix format. In Table 6, N equal the total 

number of students who meet the criteria. The upper-left of the table validates our 

hypothesis; i.e. students’ performing better during boot-camp is directly related to their 

better performance on NAPLEX.                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

 

c. Also in Table 6, the upper-right and lower-left reveals some outliers.  As shown, 2 

students performed poorly during boot-camp, but perform better on the NAPLEX.   

Also, 9 students received high scores during boot-camp, but perform worse in 

NAPLEX.   

                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

d. Overall, the College’s formalized NAPLEX preparation (boot-camp) assisted a total 

of 43 students in achieving better performance in NAPLEX at varying levels. 


