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150 activity statements were distributed across two survey
forms (85 activities each) with 20 common to both forms.
Also, several demographic questions were asked to collect
background data on the sample. A total of 12,000 practi-
tioners were sampled. The WEB group and the MAIL
group was each composed of 6,000 practitioners. Within
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these calibrations are used to weight the activities. It fol-
lows that if there are no differences in the activity calibra-
tions, the weights will be the same across data collection
methods and therefore the test plan specifications will be
the same. Therefore, the calibrations derived from these
two data collection strategies were compared. As an addi-
tional step, the manner in which the respondents used the
rating scale categories was examined.

Frequency. The usage of the frequency rating scale across
modes of data collection was nearly identical (Figure 1).
Both samples produced virtually identical category proba-
bility curves with the thresholds between categories occur-
ring at the same locations. This indicates that both samples
understood the meaning of the rating scale categories in
similar ways and used them in similar ways. In addition,
Figure 2 demonstrates that the relative frequency of the
activities were identical across the two modes of data col-
lection.

Figure 1. Category Probability Curves for the Frequency
Rating Scale for the MAIL and WEB Samples.

Figure 2. Frequency Calibrations: MAIL vs. WEB.

Priority. The usage of the priority rating scale across
modes of data collection was nearly identical (Figure 3).
Both samples produced virtually identical category proba-
bility curves with the thresholds between categories occur-
ring at the same locations. This indicates that both samples
understood the meaning of the rating scale categories in
similar ways and used them in similar ways. In addition,
Figure 4 demonstrates that the relative priority of the activ-
ities were identical across the two modes of data collec-
tion.

Figure 3. Category Probability Curves for the Priority
Rating Scale for the MAIL and WEB Samples



Figure 4. Priority Calibrations: MAIL vs. WEB.

Because the calibrations for the activities were stable
across modes of data collection for both the frequency and
priority scales, it follows that both sets of calibrations must
yield comparable test plans when the same procedures are
used to weight the activities.
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FOr this set of data, there were differences in the response
rates. MAIL experienced a significantly higher return rate.
Although the response rates were adjusted for bad email
addresses, it is not known how many email invitations
were blocked due to spam filters or sent to email addresses
that still existed, but were not used. This may have con-
tributed to this difference. Based on the three reported
demographic questions, the two samples appeared to be
similar. In one case (months since graduation) they were
statistically different, but the practical difference of four
months did not seem substantial.

The use of the Rasch model produced very comparable
activity calibrations for both the frequency and the priority
rating scales. This is not surprising. The real advantage of
the Rasch model is that the relative difficulty of the activi-
ties is independent of the amount of the latent trait in the
sample. Of course if there is one latent trait underlying the
responses of one group and a different latent trait underly-
ing the responses of the second group, then it is unlikely
that activities will have similar calibrations.

Please note that when using a method like the Spray and
Huang (2000) procedure, the importance of the role delin-
eation study that identifies the activities and classifies them
into categories should not be taken lightly. The number of
activities in each category strongly drives the weighting of
the test plan. If the activities in one content area are
numerous because they are broken out in very specific

detail and in another content area the activities are few
because the are stated in a more vague or global way, then
the resulting test plan will be over weighted in the first
area and under weighted in the other area. It is better to
have this issue resolved in the role delineation study, rather
than trying to correct it afterward.

Although the results support using WEB to collect practice
analysis data for the NCLEX-RN, the results may not gen-
eralize to other professions or even to the population of
licensed practical nurses (LPN) or vocational nurses (VN).
An additional study is underway to examine whether the
results also generalize to the LPN/VN population.

Finally, the cost needs to be considered. The estimate for
printing and mailing the pre-notice, survey and follow-up
reminders was approximately $6.50 per respondent. Given
the 6,000 sampled, the cost is approximately $39,000. This
figure does not include the management of the returned
surveys and the time to scan and QC approximately 1,700
eight page surveys. Including those aspects as well, it is
possible that the cost approaches $50,000 for MAIL. The
time spent creating an email list, the electronic survey and
the QC of the data is much less for the WEB. In addition,
printing and mailing costs do not exist. The estimate for
the setup and management cost of the WEB is less than
$10,000.

Given the cost difference and the fact that the resulting test
specifications were comparable, it may be argued that cost
is too high to justify a MAIL survey.
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