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ABSTRACT e

After identification of the commaaly shared educational goals of
five nursing education programs through content analysis of stated
program. goals and written summaries of interviews with faculty
samples, instruments were identified with which to assess the end
products of the programs for attainment of the stated goals. This
“congruency testing of stated curriculum objectives and soéme of
their measurable affective behavior components among. students"
about to compIete the programs reve aled dlscrepan01es between -
obJectlves and end product affective behaviors, ‘

Comparlson of stated currlculum goals W1Lh 1nstructorésuperv1sor-
environmental program components (goal structure) indicated that
the educational strategies of many ihstructional/supervisory
personnel were a probable source of many of the discrepancies. .

A pilot program component in one school was designed incorpora-
ting strategies recommended by experts as congruent.ylth the stated .
curriculun goals and more likely to alter the affective behavior
patterhing of program graduates. Compar'son of pilot component.
students with traditional program students.on the same variables
previously used to establish incongruities between objectives and ..
‘product affect showed a significant positive change ¥ollowing
introduction: of more fac111tat3ve oducational strategles.
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INT_RODUCTION “”

., Summative educational program-product evaluation often reveals disparities
' between the stated goals-of a given program and the observable/measurable
_~» . behaviors.of the same program's human products,. Formative evaluation results
: cofipiled from programs where such- gaps are apparent often reveal a lack of
* congruence between the stated program goals and the instructional practices ’

? ;. and processing within the program. Nowhere are such discrepancies more appar-
s ‘ent than in many professional 'schools, and the dissonant results are often .
"U¥* . disruptive to the professional disciplines, their practice settings, the : :

- practitioners and, often, their clients as well. : :

‘Johnson and Johnson (1974) have pointed out: the powerful impact of goal struc-
tures on student behavior and have documented.researgh-evidence indicating that , .
the processes and outcomes of learning are. largely determined not by the stated
goals structure but by the goal structure implemented by educators.

Many educational programs preparing students for the nursing profession project

generalized goals which may be summarized in terms of production of professionals
who are independent thinkers, creative profeseionals, and change agents with the
knowledge and gkills to bring about needed. inmoyations in the-health care, syeteti.
Yura (1975) stated that, the essence of ndésing is the nursjng¢p§0qe§§.and that -
in order to utilize this process, the nurse must possess skills in the intellec-
- - tual, interpersonal and technical redlms. , . o -

M 'l

. In her view the intellectual skills comprised problem solving, critical thinking
. and making nursing judgments. The interpersonal skills, wﬁich foster client,
" . si@nificént ogher,_co~Worker.and'colregia1 relationships, included abilities to’
Y communicate and listen, convey interest, compassion, knowledge,. informatidn and
T obtain hecessary data in such-a way as to underscore the c¢lient's individuality
: ' and persorihocod. Technical skills encompassed methods, procedures and manipula-
tions used to preduce specific end behaviors in clients. Yura further pointed . -
out that decision making is a part of ¢very component of the nursing process.
Nursing education programs preparing students to write state board qxam&natiﬂns.‘ e
for R.N. licensure usually include stated goals positing the devglopment of
professionals with skills and competencies such as those which Yura indicated -\
as necessary to utilize and apply the nursing process. Many graduates of these
‘same programs, however, fail to demonstrate application of or ccmpetence in some.
- of these skill aroas. Often, the main culprit responsible for the disparity. is
' the. goal structure implemented by nursing: educators. = . . . o -

" This eXploratory\stﬁdy wgs undertaken to determine the feasibility of applying

scientific research principles, design and analysis to rather nebulcus areas
~-involving the assessinent of program. outcome -affect as projected: by program-_ . \
“objectives and as behaviorally evidenced by the graduates of these same programs, -
, . the design of strategies to accomplish projected outcome affect and the evalua-:
Dow tion of the effectiveness of guch strategies. - ’
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The'purposes'of this study were: L B .

3

1. to compare the curriculum objectives of g1ven nurs1ng education

programs with the product output eof the same programs, . ’ - ' S
2. based on the above compatrison, to identify the major dlscrepanc1es . :
: existing between projection and outcomg: Co ' R

3, to analyze instructor/instructional strateg1es (goal structure)
- which may be incongruent with stated program goals.

4, based on input from experts, to identify 1nstructor/1nstruct1ona1
strategies (goal- structure) most likely, to accomplish stated program : . .

. objectives. o '
5. to compare prodacts of program, components u;11121ng 1nstruct1ora1 o -
approaches congruent to stated objectives with products; of components -

in which instructional affect is incongruent with stated objectives.

. - ! L]

. . “ ) . \
An entire 1nvest1gat1on might have. been undertakqn for each of the purposes
stated above or for various combinations. of two or three of them. However, .
since. data from a prior investigation, tollected for other purposes, yielded *
results which could be used to'initiate. work on purposeswone and two. above, and
‘since the de51gn and implementation of a small pilot program component which.
might 1ncorporate the outcomes .of purpose four and provide, with outcomes of.
ongoing ‘nursingseducation program components, the type of comparison data needed
-for purpose f1ve, above, the decisioh was made to incorporate all aspects of the
- projected undertaking into one, un1f1ed 1nvest1gat1ve effort.

. e ’ oo . i " » . : o ¢
: BA(‘KGROUND e o '

- The goals of most nursing educat1on programs are stated in terms of ths skills, :
prerequ1s1tes and” ‘conipetencies. which nursing and health care leaders posit as -~ '
_'ideals" for nursing practitioners in r¢al work settings. Zurhellen,(1974).
pointed out that upfortunately, much formal education is tontrived; and educa-
tional settings, though often appeafing "real" to instructors, equally often
appear art1f7c1a1 to studgats. The d1spar1t1es batween goals.stated for the -
real world and instructor-learner behaviors in contrived educat1ona1‘sett1ngs

often lead to anxiety, frustrat1on‘and dlssat1sfact1on with the learning environ-

wont on thé part of both learners and instructors. ~ Benne and Bennis (1959), SRR
Oleson and Whittaker (1968), Olimstead and Paget (1969) and Kramer (1974), ‘among -
others, Rave.pointed out. the often existing dlscrepanc1es between the professional

" work settings end roles of .nurse practitioners "and the 5ett1ngs ‘and roles-of nur-
'sing students and the .outcome consequences of ‘the-existing divergencies. Zur-.

- hellen (1974) has further noted the role changes demanded of nursing facu1t1es
if- the1r actions and affect are to become, copsonant W1th stated. program goals.

Johnson and Johnson (1974) have categor1zed four p0551b1e goal structures whlch
can be implemented in learning situations: competitive, cooperative, Lnd1V1du-
alistic and no structure, and they havé theorized that each projects an uncon-
scious curriculumy an 1mp11c1t value structure subtly taught to the student
interacting with the goal structuxre(s). While categor1zat1on of all ' ‘
instructional-curricular affect combirations under four broad headings may -
produce some over51mp11f1cat10n, .there appears to be adequate justification.,

‘,1n the literature for such classification. [See, e,g., Lewin (1935), Deutsch
(1962), Kelley and Thibaut (1969), etc.] The active goal -structure systems
may be described. as follows, based on work by DeutSch (1049b -1962)

-2_- . » * '!
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- "Cooperative

s N 3 L4 . . ) . ’ . . .
Positive' correlations exist-between and among, the goal attain-

. . ~ments of,the_individuals_involved.. There is a‘close linking
‘ together of goals and goal. attainment by others as well as
the.indivi%pal in question. ,. - s ,

Competitive - Negative correlations or inverse relationships exist between

' " > and among the goal attaimments of the individuals involved.

e Goal attainment by a given individual is usually linked to
non-attainment by-another or others. :

*

-

Individualistic-No' correlation exists between or among goal attainment of

' ' individuals. Goal attainment is linked to the quality of
. « .. . . agiven individual's work. No.- agross-individual comparisons
.o - ~ (relationships) exist.: ' - : '

. - . -
— . . . .

Johnsdn and Johngoﬁ;(1974) stated thét-cohscious'selection'and application of
~goal structume-shou%ﬂ depend on outcome objectives because, of the interactive

and interpersonal and group process effects 6f the goal structure, thus directly

_ affecting cognitive and, affective learning outcomes; Conclusions drawn from.
-, the results of research done in the field indicate that optimal combinations
.of goal structure and learning outcome objectives are possible. Clayton (1964),

Clifford (1971) and Julian and Perry (1967) found that objectives requiring

, -+ simple, repetitive drill situations or situations demanding quantity of work

’

%

or mechanical, learning were bést accomplished by competitive structure.

However,’problem-solving learning and activities--Vitally important learning
© components in nursing education--are fuch better suited .to and likely to be
achgplished by cooperative structure. [See Deutsch (1949a), Devries and
Edwatuls (1972) , Jones and Vroom (1964), Wodarski et al. (1971).] Crombag
(1966) , Hammond and Goldman (1961) and Raven and Eachus (1963) démonstrated
the efficiency of cooperative structure in increasing group productivitys’
Smith, Madfen and Sobel (1957) and Yuker (1955) found evidence that cooperative
structure, enhanced memory, staying power and retrieval of facts presented/dis-
cussed gn_class. Researchers such as Deutsch (1949a), Raven and Bachus- (1963),
and Crombag (1966) also indicated that;copperativé structure results in more
positive student attitude toward learning and learning components. L

Individualistic structure is widespread in nursing éducation today, and most
initial evaluationfresqlts following the implementation of "individualized
instruction" are liberal in praise of the cognitive and psychomotor -attainments
- of “tudehts involved. Somewhat negative affect, hpWever, is associated with
widespread and lengthy preponderant or sole use of ihdividudlized instruction,
and. these neﬁative results. seem to become more serious as individualistic struc-
ture prévails to the exclusion of all other types of structure. 'Reported\\
negative affect ranges from student alienation and dissatisfaction with program,
learning andfor nursing, in general, to superViSorjcbmplaints'of egdcentricity
and self-centergdness of. students long expoﬁii\to such 'learning structure. .

-

Overall, there\is agreement in the literature that the structure category
‘most likely to 'gcomplish stated'nursing education goals is the cooperative

model. * - . . :
-’ : . ) . W L4

- Emphasis in the‘discussion of liserature findings'hasvbeen placed on goal
" structure categories bgcause the -same instructional strategies may be used with
various types of goal structure with widely varying outcome-affect results.

)
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. | METHODOLOGY

- [

"Since this was an exploratory study to check the feas1b111ty of certain,

methodglogical approaches and results, it was decided to use an available
sample of five nursing education programs to collect the data needed for
purposes one, two ard three of the 1nvest;gatlon. L

The ava11ab1e programs comprlsed representatives of the three maJor types :,
(leveis) of nursing- educatlon-—Dlploma (hospital connected) Associate Degree.
and Baccalaureate Dégree. The sample programs are all located in an.urban

jsettlng in a large Southeastern city (population in excess of 500,000) which

is also the(slte of one of the largest med1ca1 centers in the region.

“a.

Puggose One

Data concérning formal currlculum obJec€1ves were obtalned by con*ent ana1y21ng
statements of program dnd course goals, obJectlves purposes, etc. from all’

‘five programs. -Informal curriculum objectives were identified by means of

-,

interviewing deliberately selected faculty, Tepresentatives from d1fferent o

“prpgram components or divisions within each-of the schoels. The interviews °.
 were open ended with the interviewer probing for the faculty member's concerns

and opinibns regarding what that faculty member felt were the most ‘important -

4goals/ob3ect1ves tdward which she(he) worked in her(his) classes and. clinical

superv1s1on. Wpitten briefs of interview responses were content analyzed.

‘After a rlstlng of all discrete- objectives, identified from the. two content

analyses steps above, was compiled, . three experienced nursing educators-were’

" asked, independently, to group or categorize all similar objectives Gnder

single headings. After working 1ndependent1y the three came together as a al
panel and, at the researcher’s request, met Jolntly, discussed their jndividual
c1a551f1catory schemes, reached consensus on the major broad categories and:
distilled all the objectives under one category head1ng into a 51ng1e broad,

~ general goal statement o

1

c,Measurable components of these broad goal statements were: then 1dent1f1ed o

Due to time restrictions imposed by the desire to ready information for a .
pilot program (see purpose four) with a prev1ou51y estab11shed 1mp1ementatlon
date which wa's imminent, dand to paucity of personnel and monetary resources,

it was.decided to de11berate1y select from these measurable components only the

-

ones which could be weadily and ea511y measured by means of availgble paper - ™~
and pencil instruments. A random or better. deliberate selection of variables

' to measure could have been achieved if observational: technlques had been used,

to some degree,. but such techniques requ1re personnel and time for personnel
training and 1nstrument/techn1que va11datlon whlch were not available- to the

researcher because of the strictures, noted above. = "

Decisions were made to use four well established paper-puncll 1nstruments to
measure variables inferred to be 1mportant1y re1ated to varlous compgnents of
the ten broad goal. statements. . \
The 1nstruments de51gnated for use were the: ,’ﬁ T L
.1.. Personal- 0r1entatlon InventorX_(P 0.1.) - a 150 item,’ forced ch01ce
. instrument measuring the degree of self- actualization or placement
~ on Maslow' s H1erarchy of Basic Human Need " Author: Dr Everett " .
Shostrom.

s
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2. 16PF - a 187 item multiple choice, factor'analyticaily devélopéd

.,/ personality questionnaire measuring, sixteen major dimensions of ,

human personality. . Authors: Dr. Raymond Cattell and. Dr. Herbert LT

Eber. - . _ o o . e

-3, Humanitarianism Scale (H Scale) - a 28 item, Likert-scaled ¥nstrument )
: .. measuring degree of humanitarianism or concern for others.

co%&étiVehstructﬁre, i.e. degree of open or closed-mindedness.
. v RO v ) .

4. RokeacheDogmatism Scale - a 50 item, Likert-scaled ingtrument measuring. .- B

oo , b ) - -y R R . ‘ . . .
‘The idstruments were administered te upper lovel s;d'gnts; They comprisdd” -«
approximately 20:-25% of the. student body in.each of the sample ‘schools. Com- .
parisons across the schools were made using Analysis of Variance. Comparisons
of mean- group scores and previously” éstablished criterion expectations on the
total instruments 'and on the individual scales 6f the P.0,I. and the 16 PF were h

“also made.  The expectation scores had been arbitrarily set by 3 panel .of five’
experts, two nursing’educators, ope nursing service administrator and two
educators using the abdve mentioned nursing eduégtion'gahgs\as guides. This
‘panél ‘had thoroughly familiarized thémselves with the testsyin question and .
the”norming population results before.undertaking-this taﬁkr e e
noa atio ; _

e
. - . ) - . . . .
‘ Purpose Two FUE _ .,
: : : . .

’

'ing the results of the comparison of'mean group scores on the instrument
comporients with the criterion expectations,-ds noted in the previous section, .
the major discrepant affect areas were identified. These discrepancies were
ranked from greatest.to least by difference scores obtained by using only '

-~ positive values of the-difference between a projected expectation score and'

)

its corresponding observed mean score negative values requested over-
achievement of goals. L - ' : =

e " Ppurpose Three . B T

- 1]

" Limited observation of classrcom, seminar, pre and post conferences, clinical
practice and one-to-one student-instructor conferences were observed by the: "
researcher. Each observation consisted in part of recording of interactiohs
utiiizing an irfteraction analysis system-which provides means of analyzing
both "teacher and"sfudeﬁt talk patterns; in part of free-flowing written. .

" narrative descripticn of the events transpiring, the climate, etc.; and in

‘part of aqplytica11y~bbserving‘the enyironment'and“tﬂé-human participants, -
interactions etc. td synthesize an overall climate/interaction/structure
impression which was briefly summarized in writing as sbonqafter]the end

of -
the observation as practicable. s

v

. Again, because of time and personal comstraints,:the methods applied to data
collectiongfo:‘purpoEe«thrge were far from the ideal. The sit@atioﬁs;ob§érve3 :
were few in number (total observations: 23); the. number of faculty observed R
‘was small (8);1observations-were_conducted;in.bn1y~thfe ‘of the sample schools; = -

only-one observer:was present for each observation; all ‘instructors observed

;_we:e_volunteer'subjects. The’possigle/dafi‘biases inherent in'thesegsituationsf
_“-are obvious. . ’ s : ' ) =

T -

P

A Sincéfqgherrcoﬁétféints prOhibited further observation and better representa-
~_tive selection of observations, ‘another effort was made to secure representa-
tive data, this time through retrospective data. Faculties of all the -sample

&
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. "schools were given/thq ranked listing of disgrepant affect areas (See dis~ =~ . .
! cussion ‘under Purpose ‘Two, abgve.) and asked for a written response indicating: S

their analysis—of teaching/instructional/fagulty interaction patterns, modes

or techniques which might account for the discrepancies. Responses were content
analyzed; and the major reasohs given were compared with indicators identified- '
. from obséfvation results. . B | .

] c Lol . : - . . v

i . . .
- : \ - .. ’ . v

Purpose Four "~ .

EY

I AT R “ - : ' =

A’ listing of the ten major program goals developed from the content ‘analyses

/ of program/instructor objectives. as discussed under, Pirpose One, apove was ,

~/ senmt t6 available samples of nursing ‘educators,  faculty of.a College of .Edu-

-~ cation and graduate Education students. Total samples, on initial.inspection, -
yan appeared to provide representation across variables such as age, educational”

-  experience, professional experienge.and’ traditionalism Vs, innovativeness of

' approach ‘tp instructiony;, ‘Along with the-list of objectives went a lettey
explaining the purpose of the .data collection-and a request for a brief

__written summary of the instructional structure, strategies, techniques, or.

.

~ . approaches which that subject would Tecommend, based on~his knowledge and
. . ’expertise in Education, if in the capacity of consultant ‘to.a professional " .

school desiring to produce graduates who would fulfill the stated goals.

an- . .

Responses weré content analyzed and a list compiled of the most commonly
recurring suggestions rarked according to frequency. : - -
‘A nursing educator and two professional Educators with expertise i;\ghe field
oy, . - of ciirriculum and instruction utilized the  data.proVided .above and-the data
‘resulting from the analyses discussed under Purpose Three above to design .
‘the pilot educational component mentioned earlier in this paper.- During the
o  first year implementation of this _pilot component, the resedrcher monitored .
i , its imstructional activities to assure exeeution of the program designed and

to assess the congruence of this component's goals and instructional goal S

structure/affect. At the end of one year, the .same paper-pencil instruments
“used to collect the original data regarding gongIoutcomes‘discrepancies '

_ were administered to students in this program component and -students in the -
v N otherMsimilarfcomponents_of the same nursing education program. Comparisons
" of the results of the two .groups of students were made using t-test and
~dnalysis. of variance. o
RESULTS
e . : +  purpose One S . :
- Cofitent anélysis‘of the foymél and informal-ob'ectiv;s of the jive.sample e f
schools, clustering similar objectives under a singlé heading and developing
. asingleb oad goal statement to encompass the major_points‘made-under"such;
-+ heading prodiced a list -of ten broadly stated major goals of nursing educa- - ' °
" tion programs: - : o . B - .

%

LA
- . - -




I - e . i PR e e ‘ B K
vUpoh completion of a mdjor in 'this department graduates‘should ‘L
. ‘. . "\ - ﬂ ; .‘ .- . - . ‘~r . L l . 3 -
+ 1. perform the basic'psychdﬁotor skills and behaviors requisite to the
' practice of théir profession. - ... o .. " - o
o .2, demonstrate abiljty and comgetepce in data-analysis, problem solving -~ ' E
TR . and decision-making. =~ = o . : : L . .
R I exhibit characteristics of continuous "learners. ARED ' M E

4. manage the professional care of their clients on both individual and

R group bases in the various settings characterigtic.of their dutieszgnd '
S responsibilities. . e , - o S '

5. "humanize the professional-client relationship.” = .

6. identify teaching mriecds of clients, formulate objecfives, implement . . - « e
. appropriate strategies in teaching clients and evaluate teaching’ e
outcomes. . _ ' o ' S . ’

7. ‘apply counseling techniques and role when -appropriate to the needs
"of client(s). -~ - ‘. a P
8. utilize collaberative techniques and
.- professionals.®; - .- 77 e . :
9. démonstrate leadership skillg-and abilities. : °

W

-

N ! [

skills in working with other
-+ . 10. serve as*rolé modelstd other professionals and ‘to para-professional:. «

< n . . - ) = : . . /4

u
- e .
3 s 3

‘The four paper-pencil instruments, used to assess outcome behavior systems,
e " measured a total of ‘thirty variables. Variables measured by each instrument-
- and the broadagoal_with'ﬁhich that characteristic was judged associated by

o a panel of three nursing edugdtion experts are shown in Table: ¥, page 13
Mean scores, standard déviations and'F ratios-across ‘the fivewsample schools -~ .
on these characteristics, groUp,d.by;instrhment$,_afe shown in Tables -II-VI, .=
pp. 14-18. . o v B ' ) e

«** . As cah be seen in Table II,:results across schools on thé P.0.T. are highly .-

Co cpnsistent( There are no significant F ratios, on any 6f~the,chaxacteri$fics '

(scales). 'Time ratios (See Table .III) across the five sample schools range

from 1:2:1 to 1:3.0, all values lying in the theoretical non-self-actualized

range. and well below .the so-called "normal' range of 1:5.1.° The self- =~~~

3 .actudlized time.ratio is -approximately 1:7.7. Support ratios.across the '
o sample scfiools range from 1:1.7 to 1:1.8. These valués.are in the- upper

SR ..* realms of the non-self actualized range, but definitely below the average

S ~1¢2.5 "normal" valus. The .self-actualized support ratio value is 1:3.

o _[Seé'Shostrom'(1972);} - o - . : ' :

.. °

A "

~ “The results obtained from the 16 PF (See Table IV) again show a high degree :
. of consistency across sample schdols, : "On only one Factor -(B) is there AN
difference across sc¢hools signifigant beyond the .05 level.  Results acress
the -fivé sample schools on-Humanitdrianism and Doghatism (Tables V and VI) .-
are aljo consistent with mno signif%ﬁantfdifferences evidepcéd. . \ . o
The amalysis of the sample schools'llobjectives. had indicated a similarity ‘. -
of purpose as expressed in theirwstétéﬁent§ of objectives. iThe consistency .

of results across schools on'the.in?ﬁruments'admihisggre&-to students—in
. 5 o AP N . o g v - g .
~ the final level of the same programs to .assess ach;evement.of'somehof those
goals also indicated a similarity of level of accomplishment or attainment °

=+ . —-ofthe-behaviors—measured by the four instruments in questign; S o

' gince the.majority of the behavior/behavior sYStems:measured by the
iﬁstruments<used» were judged by a panel of nursing education experts to

\ . .. g
.. o ot )
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be_ of 1mportance to nur51ng practitioners and 51nce it was agreed that attalu-
ment of high placément on these behavlor/behaV1or systems wis essentlal'to the.
attajnment of the. expected goals of nursing education, ‘the, same»panel agbltrarrly
determlned ‘that ;eXpectation outcomes’ ofﬁgraduates of their progranis should be.at”
least within a score 'range placing them approx1mate1y one-half to.one: standaxg‘a'~
deviation unit. _above the mean of the normlng'populataon for the 1nstrument..--
Ut11121ng the values of the, lower end of that Tange, a compar1son was made

.« between the eXpected values and the across sample schools' means on~the —

... corresponding character1st1c. These“reSults are shown in- Table VII b 9.

s
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z, Expected values. were ‘redched or surpassed on seven varlables.. Expected values * 3 ffﬁ
were,not attained on' twenty- three variables w1th d1fference scores ranglnngrom B
0.1 to 3.8, The characteristics where. dxscrepant scores indicated non—attalpment
rather than exceeding, : of ‘expectatibns were listed.. .This list’is shown in .
‘Table VIII. It should be ‘noted that jnany, of ‘these differences are not signifi- .. -
cant..,However, it had been previsusly’ agreed w1th the. panel that a11 dlscrep— __°+
anC1es 1n atta1nment would be viewed. o

— . - EE . . R \ . .
a o . . » U

Based on the obgect1Ves Judged assoc1ated w1th each of the dlscrepant charac- ‘Y j '?vf
<% teristics- and their percent of- ach1evement/ment10n re’ measured chdracteristics, - "t
. the obgectlves farthest from attainment were numbers 3, 4, 9 and 10, Numbers-,;;;, ‘
e T 2,6 and & :were only’ slightly better -in record of ach1evement - Reasonable, .-
L attalnment df obJectlves 1 5-and 7 were indicated.- - ot o ﬂ<
- ,».‘ K "./ . s’ : B . - ’ o . " ) .;: P .. - - . : o | .
: Voo Purpose Three-'ﬁ'“ S0 - :ﬂﬂ N .

(1 :Class*oom‘observatlon results 1nd1cated a h1gh1y conS1stent pattern.of teacher- .
’ dom1nance and.direction. This was true even in seminar, small conference and.© T b
- many one-to-one conferences as well. Discussion -sessions, for example; consisted °,3?
alrmost entirely of teacher questlons, sometimes- to’ class ‘as- whole, .sometimes -
to specific . students with answer given to, teacher: by deslgnated student.. - ..
Declaratlve input by students waS‘funneled to- or through ‘the teéacher, and . . .
‘teachef ¢omment or quéstion.was usial’ before additional 1nput was.made or o
recogn1t10n given for same.. -Spontaneity was almost' tota11y lacking. Comments ‘
TE! ,ats presence are'found in oniy ane. observat1ona1 record S S

Most 1nforn:t10n requested/accepted from students appeared ‘to be rote’ reca11 .7 S
and authority references were often" requested The two times when, students - .
seemed to offer (1) or inquire(l) about innovative solutions or c11n1ca1 cal
/agg}mcat1ons, they were ”put down" by requests for, author1t§\references.w7-‘

. . . Rt * '
Results such as these ‘from cf&s""~
of learning climate which m1ght

:5;“ ‘such objectlves as 3, 4, 9, 10,

oom observatlon ‘indicated a lack:of the type .
enerally be assoc1ated w1th ach1evement of . - =
. 6 or 8 D :

.‘c: "

I

: ;Response to the faculty quest10nnj1res seeklng nstructors' op1n1ons re:. 'QJ RN
" reasons for discrepant areas was approximately 65%. -Several (approx1mate1y
10-20% on -various items) indicated lack of agreement with discrepant areas,

identified. None dlsagreed with lack of acconpllshment of" obJectIVes e

,_5)..
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Sﬁ°§ 9 or-lﬂ’v Ho ér: objections were ra1sed to eV1dence of poor accomplrsh-.
it of obJectrVes 4 and .6, and, to a lesser degree, obJect1ve 2. . %

) R
- Kt

Although &he.quéstlonnalre requested faculty op1n1ons regarding: teach1ngﬁsmwr“sﬂc;.;ﬁ___

1n§tructaona1/chultx interaction patterns, modes, strategies or techniques :

Ce which might be ludged to interferé with de51red attainment of obJectlves,

© ' some responses ‘listed items, beyonhd. that scope, e.g. '"faculty overload poor
v ca11bre of present students." " 5 R st

p. ; - . . . . .

‘ Pertlnent 1tems ment19ne3 by at, 1east 10/\bf the respondents 1nc1uded ' - ;

c '-Jf l Lack of aud:ovisual hardWare/software.,, ' ' R
A S Lack ‘ofa 1ndependent study ‘or learning’ center fac111t1es. .
-*~¢“” “Absence of nursing role models .in clinical’areas. - oy L
7r Lack of facilities appropriate for sma11 group work A : <
.~ '+ “(conferences, seminars, etc.). : . .t K
BRI Poor/poor choice.of clinical pract1ce areas. : ! ' ‘
W o, Too many other sthools/ students in or vy1ng for same c11n1ca1 areas.

- Lackﬂof adequate plann1ng/preparat1on t1me. ' S

EAMTEENA A Y T

[ s : 't . - .
.. . . a
. .

' e oo ‘Purpose Four%. o B o : :
ResPQnses to the: quest1qnna1re sent to nursing educators, graduate Educat1on P
students dnd profess1ona1 Educators are shown in Table IX. L _ .

Sy ) . ]
U51ng the& ata colleeted thus far, a group consisting of one experlenced nurse’ LI

s educatof ‘and two exper1enced professional educators with expertise in gcurriculum

. ~and 1nstruct10n, de51gned ‘a special pgiot program .componen{, one year in length

, : for oné ofe the- nursing- educatson programs. The design ingorporated strategies
T' judged esséntial’ to accompk:sh the ten goals presented elsewhere-in“this paper,

The design called’ for rouglely 50% independent study, - 50% group work. Group,

. process’ and cooperative- intéractions-were stressed. Lecture time was held to

. -a m1ﬁ1mum,dand discussion, group"1nteract10n and d1scovery learning were ° .

I max1mally stressed. ' Within definite outcome expectation guidelines for each
' quarter, which spelled out text coverage, outside readings, skills to be
-attained, etc., students were given alternative-and. optignal 1earn1ng experlﬂnces
and th y had control- of flexible "due dates", étc. - In“the. latter part of the

~compongnt, ‘as-they become ‘more. kn0w1edgeab1e -and” experlenced, studeénts- were-made ‘
requn51b1e for present1ng material to other studénts .and ‘ass€ssing thelr peer's '

“’appllcatlon ‘of -such .learnirg. In the latter portions of th1s coﬁponeﬂt students’

- algo: exercised wide “latitude for their 011n1ca1,ass1gnment select1ons and were .
charged w1th equ1va1ent respons1b111t1es. . IR S S o MO

. L s . . i s op g

s The faeulty for thlS component worked as learning fac111tat0rs. They were

' readily" accessible to students. and available as resource personnel then needed,

- but they attempted to.Temove themselves as much as poss1b1e Tqm "fo ntain-of .. .

- kpowledge” act1v1t1es. Random monitoring of this’ program component t'roughout L,y -t

iv‘f-.' its first.year of 1mp1ementat10n _indicateds 75%-90% success in ma1nta1 ing. c1ass*. E

o room cl1maté/affect congruent W1th the de51gn Z, RET C . '"n'

i . . ) '.' v.a. [ X
Com arison “of students who' learned in the component descrlbed dbove with students .
at/Zhe same levels of the trad1tiona1 nur51nL educat1on program 1n the same :

. . N .
’ '
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school by means o?‘the1r scores on two of the paper-penc11 1nstruments prev1ously
administered acrdss 'schools indicated that the pilot component group had. -
51gn1£;cant1y«d1fferent Scores *on many - of the characteristics compared Table
" X"shows the comparison of the two groups on P.O.I. scale scores, 16 PF ‘scores
of the two ‘groups -are shown 1n Table XI . . S »

| , : v
As can be seen from the dadta. ;n these - two tables, students in the p110t group
had higher mean scores than- did- the trast1ona1 program students on eyery
variable ‘megsured by the P O I“ Sevoral of the dlfferences are s1gn1f1cant
beyond the 05 level ' , CoLEy :

L N
~ . ‘e

{t shou1d be noted that all mean 'scores “of: students, both p1lot program group
and ‘traditional, were equal to or<h1gher than the m1n1mum‘ertxbrary expected
values on the P.0.I.. scales. On the two self-actuallzrngaratlos, only the

. pilot groﬁp on the support ratio met thé m1n1mum expected value. The time -
ratio of the same group approached but did nét meet- the minimum: expectation. .
On both ratios ‘the pllot students had. h1gher rat1o values than did the tradi-

tional students. . . S B

\ . .
Results on the\16 PF scales were m1xed with the pilot group_ farling to,meet

" ‘minimun expected values more ‘often, than they exceeded these values, ‘' Mean '

+
.

T
‘v

values of -the pilot ‘group were: less than expected values on eleven ‘scales-A,
C, B, F, .G, HH'1} N,’0, Q ‘and Q3. <On one of these scales-I- the tr d1t10na1

- group exceeded thc expected m1n1mum value.” On two other-scales-G and Qz-the
traditional group approached the’ ‘expected value. - On all other scales except .
B, the mean score of the‘rrad1t1onal group was ‘less than m1n1mum exnectatlons.

x5 J
= .

On scale B both groups exceeded minimun expectatlons. The pllot group also\\
exceeded mlnlmum expectatlons on five .of the scales<B, L, M, and: Q
App1y1ng ‘the t-test: for 1noependent 'means ‘to the mean score va}ues for both
-groups. on each scale shOWed that the two .student groups differed 51gn1f1cant1y
at.or beyond the 05 JeVel on all scales except B B H, Ql and - Qz

< . . u.ﬁ_'-q"r“p
~ : N Cor . D '. . - .. IR

™ N -~ s . ) v . ° -
.o B

N e mscussmux IR

Content analysms of ‘the;, stated obJectlves oﬁ«nursrng educatlon programs and of .
written summaries of, 1nterv1ews with: nur51ng‘educators ‘and clustering of the”
major ideas, thus 1dent1f1ed were useful techn1ques in identifying common goals.
- of nursing educat*on shared acyoss. programs.. Jnformal validation of the ten '

goals, thus produced by approx1mate1y thirty nurse’ educators ‘who did not share B

. in their -formulation, indicated their acceptability "and. completeneSSs -Formal

— K N ) . ) o .:,; s ) . ‘1“ B . .' “r.‘.;_

validation with pertinent data ¢ollection and. presentation is in order before

o ut11121ng thoae goal .statements. 1n a more r1gorous 1nvest1gat1on.

e -

o Wh11e the approach to, assessment of goal attaifiment used in this- explorarory :

study (appllcdt1on of four paperfpenc11 instruments). proved viable in providing
useful information which was repeated..in’ other measures, further use of such
‘a$sessment’ techn1ques to. evaluate goal attainment. sheuld alsq -make use of
1dent1fred behaVrors, cr1ter1a and, observatlonal technlques app11ed over: time.

8 "
Wh11e~ he 1nstruments used appeared sen51t1ve to changeswoccurrlng W1th1n the
programs in question, i.e. scores.on many scales changing positively as educa-
tlonal des1gn 1ncorporated «echnlques more 11ke1y to fac111tate the product

- o . . ) L
. 3
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"' _standard for students,

¢
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’ . . . . N . . . .

affect described in program goals, additional investigative efforts are-needed
to assure ‘that these ipstrhménts are measuring characteristics related to;ﬂf~7

.+ abilities and competencies essential to the delivery of high-quality nursing
Cal‘e.“ R . o . . . - a . R : .
Future investigations might include a component in:which nursing personnel s
identified as_superior/ex%glleht by their supervisors/peers were asked to L
respond to these instruments or other measuring instruments or to permit appli-
cation of such observational techniques. as mentionéd.above. The mean scores

- of .these nurses, could be compared to the arbitrarily set minimum expectancy
scorgs. » If thbrefare significant differences between the two sets of scores,
‘the, mean scores of the practicing nursgs should be used .as the comparison

Thg‘diScrimiﬁatqu ability of the measuring instruments couId;be checked by
comparing scores. of .a nursing group. such as the,above with scores of-a group.
judged fair/barely adequate by their supervisors. . R :

" 'If replication of this study is practicable, it is hoped that tinme, personnel

and funds‘will,permit adeqjuate observation of educational situations. “Permission
to make random cldss/seminar/conference observation would also help to assure .

" better representativeness of results. A minimum of two observers' ratings of

“thé same situatign is also-desirable for cross-validation of observational
results. : ' N . . -

+

_Faculty questionnaire responses concerning reasons for affect discrepancies .

appear, from the results obtained in this study to\ﬁé=re1ative1y'uninformative
_and extraneous, This did not prove to be a desirable technique for providing

data regarding-reasons for discrepargcies and this approach will be.dropped °

from replication studies.. - S - Tk ‘

" Lo o ’ .

E Observaﬁion&}-monitoring-of the pilot program whilth was- designed to facilitate '
‘achievement of stated goals indicated successTil implementation of a program .
desipned by experts, .and measurement .results on the P. .I. ‘and the 16 PF~ ° -
instruments indicated much greater success in-accomplishing goals than the :
mean results from all of the sample schools or than the results of the tradi- .
tional program,students in the same school.méasured a year. earlier. ' :

' However, the improvement of the traditional program students, especially on

e

' the P.0.I. where their mean scores,though less than those 'of the pilot group, = .
eéxceeded expectations on all scales (though not on the self-actualizing ratios)

indicated either lack‘of'instrument-valiqity in measuring what was projected to
"be measured or contamination. - The researcher, based on observation and analysis,
leans to the latter explanation, positing that the contamination was largely '

- a result of informing faculty of the discrepancies, between projected- goals and -

~+end product measurement when. seeking other information. These data plus ready
access to information about the pilot program and its techniqués seemed to have
‘effects on the instructional practices of .certain faculty. Future utilization
of these techniques andinstruments should be designed to control:{for these
effects. = . S ' . ST B o

S '1_1‘ v -
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F1na11y, quest1ons were ra1sed concern1ng several scales of the 16 PF
Results on this instrument Wwete erratic-as ‘compared to those on the P.0.I.
The P.0.I. maybeeimoreappropr1ate measure of the characteristics suggested
. by the generalized program objectives. Several nursing educators and.
Education faculty have indicated agreement to this stance. Additional
investigative work needs to be done to identify the pertinent scales of .
the 16 PF; then, those not appropriate.or m1n1ma11y appropr1ate may be L
el1m1nated . .

: 4 . -« .
Overall the approaches suggested in thls study have yielded prom1q1ng T
results. With further-investigation and the refinements indicated in this : '
‘discussion,  these techniques should enable reliable assessment of compo-

nents of curriculum affect.

»
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TABLE I Ce o g

‘ CHARACTERISTIC MEASUPED BY PAPER-PENCIL INSTRUMBNTS
' AND THE OUTCOME GOAL WITH WHICH EACH WAS\

. JUDGED TO BE ASSOCIATED ‘
o . ) . , Goals with which Character<
Instrument o Characteristics,Mgasured* ~ istic. was Judged Associated:,
P.O.I. Self Actuallzlng values _ v . -5 .
' - Existentiality - R 4, 5, 6 -
Feeling React1v1ty ' S - 9,-10 -
Spontaneity - : ‘5,6, 7, 8 A
Self Regard L . 9, 10.
Self Acceptance ) : n - 355, 7
Nature of Man, Constructlve 4,5, 7" :
Synergy . : v 2, 3,4, 5, 6
o Acceptance of Aggre551on . R 9, 10 - (
- o Capaczty for Intlmate Contact : 4, 5,7, 8, 9, 10
' : Time Ratio g _ a0 2, 3, 4, 9
Support Ratio . B " 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10 .
. 16 PF . ., K (Sizothymia vs. Affectothymia) = 4, 8 )
- © B-(Low.vs. High Intelligence) = % iy 2 -
C, (Low vs. High Ego Strength) £ - 4,8, 09
. - E (Submissiveness vs. " Dominance) . g, 10
F (Desurgency vs. Surgency) T 10
G- (Weak vs. Strong Superego_§trength) . -4,10.
‘H (Threctia vs. Parmia) @ ‘ -4, 8,9
1 (Harria vs. Premsia) - ,;' 4, 9 .-
L (Alaxia vs. Protentsien) - .2 4
. M (Praxernia v5. Autia) T 2, 4,6 =
) « N (Artlessness vs/- ‘Shrewdness) - 8, 9, 10 .
) 0 (Adequacy vs. Gullt Proneness) 1, 4 7, 8, 9 10
<1 (Congervatisny v§. Radicalism) y 2, 3
Q, (Group Adherence vs. Self . R N 6 9, 10
L - Suf: 1c1ency) S ,
' Qz "(Low.vs. High Self Sentiment) | 4,9
Q4 (Low Vs. ngh Erglc Ten51on) 8,9, 10
Humanltarlanlsm ) . - ’ ' o o -
Scale , " Concern for Others o : 4, 5,76, 7
.. Rokeach .. =~ . S s S
‘Dogmatism . Cognitive. Structure - S 2,3, 8

$cale

Lo

*Terms used are those applied by authors of the 1nstrunent. Definitions[aré
found in: Lhe manuals of each test. ‘ . _ ) -
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| TABLE II - o .
MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR THE SCORES FOR EACH
SAMPLE SCHOOIX AND F RATIOS ACROSS SAMPLES ON THE | -
'SCALES.OF THE PERSONAL ORIENTATION INVENTORY - - = R
: » ) N ) ' ’ S L ‘\«.\ ,
o .t L _ - Sample Schools - ] SF
_Characteristic . Statistic =~ 1- . 2 3 4 5 - Ratio
©Self Actualizing Values , X 20.03 18.4 19.2 20.2 19.6 .
SR . s, 255 4.6 - 44 . 3.1 2.4
- 9 N . . ’ - ‘ . . . .
‘Existentiality . ¥ 16.2 .-.16.4 16,8 17.2 17.9
' ' s.0. .° 4.8 3.4 48 36 4.1 T
S ‘ 48 .
Feeling Reactivity X 140 151 140 14.9 1470
g » : s.n. -~ 2.7 '35 .27 2.9 32 -
o - .49
" Spontaneity. X 1.2 10.9 11,0 10.8 . 11.7
- - ~ s.D. 3.2 1.7 .3.0 " 2,0 2.5
’ : .96‘ T R,
Self Regard a X 11.3 12,8 12.0 12.7 13.2 "
SR el « 8.0, - 1.7  2.6_ .19 2.7 3.2
. _ - 7 1.23
.Self Acceptance:, X- > 13.9 142 147 12.8 13.4
R $.D: 2.9 3.1 4.2 2.7 3.6 :
. e . ' . 1.62
Nature of Man, Gonstructive X 1.1 12.5 11.6 11.5 .11.8
. , , s.07 - 1.2 2.6 ¢ 1.7- 1.4 19 .
o .83
Synergy - - S 6.2 69 7.6 6.1 6.8 "
R - L 5.D. 1.1 1.4 2.8 1.1 - 1.2.
e : - ‘ . .30
Acceptance of Aggressior X - 15.0 15,7 15.2-  15.0 ‘ '15.6 - ¥
B s.n.. 2.9 3.0 2.7 3.0 2.9
o - . 3 .32
Capacity for Intimate Gontact X -~ 16.4 16,3 17.1 17.5 16.4
3 o o ~ s.D. 3.0 3.8 . 3.7 3.9 4.0
P : — ‘o - - . .87
. - ° b‘
) 17
; . - \ » .-.
14~ - o .
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MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND STEN SCORES.FOR-EACH SAMPLE

TABLE IV
‘Sample. Schools

SCHOOL_AND THE F.RATIO" ACROSS SCHOOLS ON THE
FACTORS -OF. THE 16 PERSONALITY-FACTORS TEST ...

®
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TABLE IV (continued)

Schools

"5

‘Sample

: -
-

1

oy

Factor -

- .

“F Ratio
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TABLE V

i MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS ‘AND RANGF OF EACH SAMPLE
' " ‘SCHOOL AND F RATIO. ACROSS SCHOOLS ON THE
' ' HUMANITARIANISM SCALES SCORES -

' ; N : Samm‘eSchool,s I ‘ o
Statistic ' 1 ~ -2 . Y 5 _F Ratio

X 1572 . 166.2 1s9.2  1s8.2 - 161°2
s: . 10090 182 161 | 15,7 1041

' Rarige 141-183  116-187 . 124-186. - 134-189  144-172

TBLE VI L
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGE OF SCORES FROM = - . = -

EACH 'SAMPLE- SCHOOL AND F RATIO AGROSS SCHOOLS
ON ROKEACH. DOGMAFISM SCALE SCORES

| o T TSample Scheols . . 4
Statistic . 1. 2 . 3 4. 5 ° ° F Ratio °

iSq

160.9 ~  153.2  161.7 . . 151.2  .157,1-
s.D. . 25.8 . 20.9 0 30.2 ¢ 29,7 " 27.3

4 <

¥

S Range . 119-218 . 114-189  116-208 . 93-202 ° 103-206

v




" TABLE VII L -
"GRAND MEAN-ACROSS SAMPLE SCHOOLS' FROM OBSERVED VALUES; AND IR
. ARBITRARY EXPECTED OUTCOME VALUES SET.BY A PANEL * = - - L
OF EXPERTS FOR EACH ASSESSED CHARACTERISTIC - L
e AND -DIFFERENCE SCORES 5 SR

[ . -
r

o | o .. 'Minimum Arbi-. . :
Instru- - -, : . Mean Across - trary Expected Difference -
o _ment __Characteristic + ‘Schools . -~ . Value” -__Score

. P.0.I. Seif'Actualiiing Values .19,
: - "Existentiality _ 16,

o o o
N O
[ e]

B
OO RO

5. 19.5
8 - 18.0° .
~ Feeling Reactivity : 14.3 14.6 3
' Spontaneity = o111 . 10,2 1 -
o . .Self Regard ' - 12.4 12.0 . -0.4
e - ‘Self-Acceptance - 13,7 . 15.87 1.30 -
: . Nature of Man, Constructive. 711,77, . 12,0 0.3 .
_ Synmergy - . 6.8 6.5 - -0.3
< Acceptance of Aggression . 15.2 . 15.9 0.7.° o
Capacity for Intimate Contact  16.8 16.5 -0.3 '
Time Ratio ' 1:2.6 1:6.0 *
Support Ratio - 10108 1:3.0 *
16 PF A 10.3 12.4 2.1
B " 8.2 2.1 . =0.1:
; c . 15.4 18.1 2.7
. . E o 11.0 14.2 3.2
o F ' 1502 160 . p.8
w6 - 14.1 14.8. - 0.7 -
H . 14.3 16.6, 2.3
I 13.6 > 13.2 -0.4°
L 7.6 Below 5.1 2.5
L ‘ B 11,7 Below 11.2 0.5 - -
. N . 9.2 C- 1103 2.1 2
0 - . g 11.0° 12.2 - 2.2
Qf* . 7.6 Below 7.0 - 0.6
Q; 10.3 ©12.0 1.7
; Q3 . 13.1 14.6 1.5 .
- Qq** 13.2  Below ''9.4 zg °

Homan-. . e . o . :

tari- H o s , -, - 160.5 - 160.0 -

anism SRR oL ' _ e
" . Scale ' ' e

]

Qo »
e’

w1

¢

F

Roakeach P R . 2 : e
Dogma-  Open-Mindedness © . 158.3 160.0 1.7

s tism . . - S \\\ ) .= N I

¢

*Difference large, but. not calculabie .by method similar to other difference .. o
SCOYES. o } o S . : ool =

**Negative differences between expected value means observed are treated as’
positive sinoq;desiréa scores are below rather than above expected value.

oL

.RJ!:p}  T ﬁ.,._ — ;_.Ai ﬁi%?f’;



" Y

’ ~ TABLE.VIIT . .
CHARACTERISTICS FOR WHICH-EXPECTED" . - . .
SCORE VALUES WERE NOT ATTAENED . ~ . .
— .
LV . ’ e, #
Instrument Scale - Difference Score . -'
P.0.I. Time Ratio R ;
. Support Ratio y oL
- : Existentiality~ ¢ .7 1.2
' Fe€ling Reactivity 0.3. . . ‘
~_ . . .
NG Spontaneity.. " _ 0.1
~ Self Acceptance » - : - 1.3
Nature of Man,_Constructive 0.3 )
v - Acceptance of Aggression c0,7
16 PF A S 2.1
. C 2.7
. E, N % r 8 3.2
T - F : 0.8
‘ G 0.8
H 2 2.3 ,
- L . . 2.5+ .
Moot ) ¥ 0.5
‘ N - 2.1 )
" O 2!2 '
Q. 0.6 .
Q- 5 g 1.7
Q3 ) g * 1.5
_ » Q" 3.8
Open-Mindedness 1.7

SCOTES vy M2

a -

4
!

- *'Diffvere;xée gérée, but "not- caICulablt»"" by_‘method similar to“other difference k




o

v PRINCIPAL EDUCATIONAL/INSTRUCTIONAL uTRATEGIES/TECHNIQUES‘
_SUGGESTED TO, ACCOMPLISH THE TEN ‘GENERALIZED GOALS -OF .-
NURSING EDUCATION PROGRAMS BY NURSING EDUCATORS,
- 'PROFESSIONAL’ EDUCATORS AND GRADUATE -~
' EDUCATION STUDENT°

e

TABLE IX

L]

Suggested Activities

"Percent 6f Group Making Response

by Student

. Educ, Prof, Educ. Grad. Ed Stud
.Lab practica - i86' 38 .67
;¥gglgﬂpléying/siﬁﬁlg;lon : 43. ’ ‘ 88; ‘,?28'
Semigar';”' A 29 . ';’ﬂséf. 22
Wé;aﬁé bropessé L 14 ,59 BT
Case.Stu&iéso o 3 - %
. Internships S 13 14 17
: Iétgiéis;iP}inérx Cou?sesj 29 :; .  06
‘ﬁﬁmaﬁ Values Contént 29 - - 6
Qéqde;sﬁip Trainiﬁg i s 14 3 - | 11
Research . 29 - 6
_ Awarenéss/seASitivity‘Tia@ningl - 25 6
'Ind1v1dua11zed Module;< 14 50 6.
Varled Act1v1ty Ch01ce; 4: .25 ik




MEAN SCORES OF PILOT COMPONENI STUDENTS AND

,' e TRADITIONAL. STUDENTS AT THE SAME - PROGRAM g ; o
- S , LEVEL ON THE uCAIES QF THE P.O. I. o N
D e -

s . : . Pilot. ' Trad1t10na1 ~ Minimum Arbi-
I Scales . . =~ . o .- . Students - Students .- -~ - trary Expected
T ) o . e ' ‘ - , .« +Value

» Self ‘Actualizing Values' B 215
_ Existentiality .
Feellng React1V1ty : 17.
-+ Spontaneity : . _ 14.
.Self Regard o © 13,

o S 20.6 .0 19,
oo . 20.6 c 18.
Cos 16.4 ' - 14,
- 11.9 - , 10.

T

G?-N_O\ o i

T SR ¥

C OO NBBOW \xm

Self deceptancs” 1 7T T U185 15,4 o .. -15.0 -
. Nature of Man, Constructlve 13,4 - 119 ° .. 12.0 T
" 'Synergy . . . 8. 7.2 - C 6.5

Acceptance of Aggression. = . 18. 17.1° 7, =~~~ "15.9 ,

- Capacity. for Intimate Contact ‘ 21. 18 4 - 16.5

Ratios . ' T
Tine RS £ N 12 1600

‘ Support - o : C1:3.2 0 B ‘ir2}2 e h\f?S.O L
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- fABLE XEu - ST

MEAN SCORES OF PILOT COMPONENT STUDENTS - AND - T -

N

- - LE\]EL o THE SCALES OF:THE 16 PF T

: . ‘. .
. .
[ . . -
. ” ) ’

»

R !F M1n1mum Arbl-

.* _Pilot Students ., Txad1t1oﬁal Students o Value

‘5.50 - - 1o, 25. ool 1.
e 9U75 L e 9.06 - e 8
VT ¢11.17 Lo 16,38 0 018,
‘"- 978 . 11,00, .0 L Lcl4
‘9.00 7 140060 - o Tv1el
e o 6 . " .. 1456 . " . 14%8

T ~ 10.08 "-A1~‘;J,> 213,06 - -0 16.6
.- T e i T 13050 0 L 13,2
| . 4.58 LS 789 L ., Below 5.1
-0 ale 8,33 0 oo T eIlS0 o0 Belowll.2!
. : 60 91 o 113
S coor11.31 0 et . - 12.2
. ! - 0
.0
.6
4

£

08 :

42 7 13, e Below 7.0
92.. . 14,38 - v - 146
75 el wn o ,14 OO. - - Below 9

TRADITIONAL STUDENTS AT THE SAME PROGRAM L T o St

trary Expected .
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