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a'. The purpose of this itudy was to' identi#y selected characteristics of

registeredtnurses awaiting entry to a Post—R N baccalaureate program in
'{ _;Nestern Canada and 1981 graddates of the programwnd to compare their -

S N .
‘performance of activities {n the five nursing dimensions of: leadership,.

““u‘teaching, planning, communi;ations, and professional development

Data were collected usin a. questionnaire comprised of “two sections. g

(l) General Information an‘ (2) the Five Dimensional Scale of ﬂprsing
",Performance. The questionnaire was subjected tﬁ Cronbach s alpha and
'freliabilities ranged from a Tow of 85 for the leadership sub*scale to a |

'hlgh of .95 for the teachingssubscales.i Data from 67 completed

O questionnaires (36 nurses awaiting entry ‘and 31 graduates) were analyzed

| Data were processed uS1ng the Statistical Package for the Social N
' Sciences (Nie et al: -1975) The foll0w1ng analyses were used in this

1study factor analy51s (oblique rotation) .Cronbach's alpha, frequency

‘ ~and percentage distribution, Pearson 3 correlation, t-tests. ANOVA

L

»step-wise multiple regression and content analy51s.
Analy51s of the data indicated that the graduates reported
"significantly 1mproved performance of the act1v1ties in all the nurSing
3Tdimen51ons. The graduates reported they performed act1v1ties in the _'
,:]dimen51ons of leaderhip, teaching, and planning significantly better than

the nurses awaiting entry to the program., Both the nurses awaiting entry

‘ ‘ to the program and the graduates reported they perforﬁed best in the

nur51ng dimen51ons of IPR/communications and professional development.

i The graduates reported.that,they required a_degree to function in the ..

Cive



'i‘  positioﬂ tith frum '!taff nurse‘ to *1nstruetor" or “com&unity hea\th

"19081tions they hdld-since gr&duation., The' graduates had éhanged their e~

;.-’fnurse.“v "Mid-range" sc/rers on registened nursing exams reported

L

:éignificantly bettzylpe formance than did those scoring "lo " or "high“
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© CHAPTER I-
‘ STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND ITS\SIGNIFICANCE
" Introduction
.

Nurses in‘Nestern Canada enter practice‘after completing one of a
j number of p0551ble training programs. A student who has successfully
completed a three-year hospital-based diplOma program, a two-year 3
college diploma program, or a four-year Univer51ty baccalaureate
program 1s deemed to have the required qualifications for nursing
practice In western Canada, the baccalaureate may ‘be obtained by
,completing one bf two types of programs the ba51c baccalaureate
program leading to both a degree and the R. N diploma, or, the

Post R.N. baccalaureate program

" The Report of the Alberta Task Force on Nursing Education (l975)

'recommended that by 1990 the minimum educational preparation for B
profeSSional nur51ng be the baccalaureate degree. Controversy ex1sts
within the profession concerning the suggested requirement of a
baccalaureate degree as the-minimum educational preparation for'
professional nursing,falthough itvhas'recentlj.received national

backing by the Canadian Nurses. AsSociation} There have .been’ several

l" p051tion papers prepared in the Prov1nce of Alberta related to this’

R
.'recommendation. ‘
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The A]berta‘Association of Regi#tered Nurses, in a Positign

Statement on Baccalaureate Educatjon/fOr-Nurses (1979), supported the

recommendation of the Baccalaureate as the minimum educational

‘ preparation for professtona] nursing 1n’A1berta and Canada. 115;

Summary of - Responses to.the Report of the Alberta Task Force on Nursing

jssue. Among the concerns ral

_one most salient question, "Does a better eduéated nurse necessarily

‘ the Government of Alberta presented a response in its Pos1t1on Paper

b A

Education (1978) ref]ected t ontinuing di]emma surrounding this

d regarding the recommendation arose

imply nursing/care of a h1gher/ﬁua11ty?" (Summary of Responses,

1978:7). Respondents suggested that severa] matters m 1ted further

(-'

,study before adopting the recommendat1on. One proposed study was a

comparison of work patterns and performance of diploma and

nurses in Alberta (Summary of Responses, 1978:8).

The Department of Advanced Education and Manpower on beha]f,_f

Nurs1ng Educat1on Principles and Issues (1977) and d1d not support

the recommendat1on mak1ng the bacca]aureate degree in nurs1ng a
mandatory requ1rement for practxce ' Th1s response recognized, howeVer,
that the bacca]aureate was desirable for an 1ncreased number\of

nurses The Position Paper of the Government (1977) also supported

further study and d1scuss1on c]ar1fy1ng the scope of nursing practice.
The nur51ng 11terature cons1stent1y stresses the need for better'
qua11f1ed nurses in pos1t1ons of 1eadersh1p, teach1ng, p]ann1ng and
evaluating. Nurses are reSpond1ng to this need by enro]]ing in basic- |
baccalaureate and Post- R N. bacca]aureate programs. ¢The Un1vers1ty of
A]berta Facu]ty of Nurs1ng a]so responded to th1s need by increasing |

the quota of p]acements in the Post-R.N. program from 72 to 144



The basic question stiiliremains, "Does a better educated»nu;se
imply nursing care of a hféher quality{"i The bublic, the nurses
‘themselves, as well as the educators deéefve careful answers fo this
“question.” The recomﬁendation from the Task Force (1975:125) suppofted
‘fese?rch withArespect to'alnumber of areas, among fhem,

follow-up studies of graduates.
Stétement of the Preblem .

The purpose of this’study wes to identjfy se]ectedv
characteristies of registered nurses,awaiping entry to a Post-R.N.
baccalaureate program and those‘whO'graduated‘from such ; program in
198] and to-compare the performaﬁce of activities in fivelnursing
dimensions of the nurses awaitjng entry'tq the progkam and after
graduating from the program. |
| Analysie of the data wes used to answer the following research

questions about the fhe groups}'

1. " What®are some selected demographic, academic, basic -
: education, Post-R.N. education, and nurse career o
behavior characteristics of nurses .awaiting entry to -
the Post-R.N. Bacca]aureate program and graduates of
- the program? .

2. What are the self-reports of nurses awa1t1ng entry :
 to a.Post-R.N. program and those who have graduated
from the program of how frequently and how well they

perform selected nurs1ng activities? .

3 Are there statistically s1gn1f1cant differences in
the self-reports of how well they perform selected
nursing activities between nurses awaiting entry to
a Post-R.N. program and graduates before they
entered the program?



4. Ade there statistically significant differences in
the ‘self-reports of how well they performed selected:
nursing activities between nurses awaiting. entry to
a Post-R.N. program and graduates after completing
.the program?

5. Are there Statisticaily sign{'%cant differences A
between the self-reports of how well the graduates i

of a Post-R.N. program performed selected nursing
activities before entering the Post-R.N. program and

how well they perform those activities after
graduating from the program? _ . ,

6. Are there statistica]ly‘significant relationships

: between the selected characteristics and. how well
nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R.N. program report
they perform selected nursing activities?

7. Are there statistically significant re]atlonships
between the selected characteristics and how well

graduates of a Post-R.N. program report they perform
selected nursing activities? ‘

Importance of the'Sfudy

Fo]iow-up‘studiés on program graduates brovide one-useful source
of perfofmqnce information. Few Canadian studies have been carried out
to determine what, if any, differences eXist between the ﬁerformance'of
graduates of different types of nursing prégrams,.and more specifically
Post-R.N.‘programs.‘ In addition to shedding light on performahce
differences, such a study has other merits. The finding§ may directly
assist a faculty in ongoing course revisions and in estab]ishing future
policies gu1d1ng program administration and planning. Results of the
study may also be of interest to the A]berta Assoc1at1on of Reg1stered

" Nurses, the -Canadian Nurses Assoc1at1on, and the Department of Advanced’;
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Education and Manpower as they plan programs and develop poitcies and

~ posittons on nursing education. , \\ |
~ The University Facuity of Nursing has consistent]y recognized the
‘ va]ue of foilow -up studies (Hayes, 1975 Field, 1978) and B

'expressed an interest in supporting this study.

Definition of Terms

vl

Registered Nurse. - In Alq?rta,\a'Registered Nurse is a graduate from an

| approved"School of Nursing'who hoids”active membersnip in the Alberta
Association of Registered Nurses (Royal Statutes of Aiberta, 15, c.
283 5.5; 1960, c. 89 s..3; 1966, C4#87, s« 3).

: ~ , | ‘ -
Post-R.N. Program for Reglstered Nurses. The'program isgdesigned to

prepare registered nurses forvpositions in health agencies such as
hospitais, vo}untary and officiai health agencies, “and schoo]s of
. ursing. One academic year as a full-time 1ntramura1 student at the
Univer51ty of A]berta Facu]ty of Nursing is requ1red and students are

'_granted five years from the time of adm1551on to the program t% '

comp]ete requirements for the degree (Univer51ty of A]berta, Facu]ty of

Nursing Ca]endar, 1978/79 Sec 131 2. 2(2))

Sepcial Studerits at the'University of A]berta' Special students have

been permitted to register in one ~or more courses, but not officially
~-for credit towards a degree or diploma at this or any other institution

(Univer51ty of Alberta, Special Sessions.Calendar, 1981-82, Section -

N
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1 26.1°5. 3(2)) Hereafter. ln tnls study. p Special student refers to a

Registered Nurse wlthout a degree who ls;ewaltfng entry. to. the

Post- R. N. baccalaureate program and 1s enrolled as a ‘special student n

non-nurslng courses at the Unlverslty of Alberta for the 1981- 1982

calendar year.

- ! ' ) ’ . .. . :\ .
Demograghlc. Refers to 1nformatlon about- the agel‘sex, marital

status and number of children of the respondents.

‘Academic. Refers to information about: the respondent’s scores on the

graduate*nurslng (R.N.) and university (G.P.A.) exams.

BésiC'Education}_'Refers to information about: the type of program

J'graduated from, year of graduatlon, and statements about the ™~ r'~

‘ effect1veness of the program.»

\ -

Post-R;Ne Education. Refers to;information about: years required td '

obtain the degree, required,preirequlsite'courses, program
effectiveness, beliefs about .the degree,'blans to,;omplete'the degree,

and expected major"Butcome of the‘degree{-

“Nurse Career Behavior. Refers to information about: ‘the type of

employment, years of experience, title of posltion, necessity of'having
a degree to do job, and self-reports about the frequency and quallty_of
_performance of activities in the five dimensions of nursing. o

Le
..



nance. 'Rnflrs to the activities of t‘
loadership. tnnehing/collaboration. pIanning/tvaluation. 1nt¢rpqrsenal

. rolationships. hareafter referred to as l?R/Commun1cation. and
;profcssional develdpment as developed and describcd by Schwirian

(19780:349). R
r&'\ il{"::. |
D
¥

Delimitations

Yy i
.\.b \

14

. ‘Timingjdf the study. The graduates gained itheir degrees in April
and November of 1981. The period of emﬁld&hent‘gince graduation -
was thergfore variable, Since these graduatés wdrked'as'registered
\\ | nursesbefof@'entering tﬁé brogram; this factor yas not felt to be
\ "~ a biasing factor in this study.
. Sub;ect . Only registered nurses enrolled as special students and

registered nJrses"who grgpuated from the Post-R.N. program inv1981

| at the University of Alberta were included in this study.

Limitations

|
| e
1; ~ Sample. The study investigated only subjec 5 from selected
; programs* i.e., special étud1es and one Posth.N. bacca]aureate
; ‘ _ program.l The findings'may not be generalizable to students from
!
|

; other types of programs or to other nurses awaiting entry to a

/

Post- R.N._program. : f
ot ;



2 ‘w m If% mmtmm nlectqd sub.mt
' charactertstics and nursing performance behaviors. The findings
mmt be oouonlhabh to all nursing chanctcrhﬂos or
behaviors, nor can the study be viewed as & comprehensive
follow-up of the 1981 Post-R.N. baccalaureate graduate.
» - .

3. Tge comparison group. Nurses enrol\ed as special students at the
same University were considered to be the comparison group. This
group could not be considered as homogeneous'as a group of nurses
who had entered the first week of the Post-R.N. bacca]aureat:

; program. However, they wers‘aon;idered to be more homogeneous
than the general population of nurses in the province who did not
‘have a baccalaureate degree and more abpropriate than a group of
nurses who at the time of the study had been enrolled for seven
monthé in the first year of the program.

7

» -
4. Instrumentation. A survey questionnaire was used to collect data

about selected characteristics and self-reports of nursing
performanée,‘ Data validity was 1imited by the responses to the

questionnaire items..
Organization of thg Thesis

This chapter included an introductory description of tnq)érea of

research. The six prob]ems were identified. The‘importance'Bf the
) : & .



- j<study was: discussed fol]ﬁwed by an out]ine oF the de]imitations and
"Hmitations.j” | ’

: A review oi/]iterature re]evant to this study 1s presented. in
- Chapter 1. Chapter 1H fonows, in which the methodologies and |

procedures are described includ1ng a theoretica] approach the study

) T{design, 1nstrument deve]opment samp11ng techniques, and data

- ol]ection and ana]ys1s procedures.

o Chapter Iv is comprised of the data ana1y515 and resu]tant
findings. - -~ o
Flnal1y, . ih Chapter V the conc1us1ons and recommendat1ons of the

stody are presented.



CHAPTER I
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND‘RESEARCH

This review of the Titerature is divided into"tﬁe following
sectioné. Ih the éirst, éva]uatidn is examined from a definitive
_standpoin%;'vin the second, the dilemma surrounding evaluation and
research is explored. In‘the thirdvgectién the varibus}methodo1ogie§'
of,eduCatiqnal eyé]uatioh are‘feviewed. Chrrent trends in;nufsing
program evaluation are presented, -and fina]]yknursihg education programv
evaluation studies are reviewed. . ‘

é@;’ , . v

Introduction

Torres (1974), as reported by Hayterz(1978:384);‘stéted her
belief in the need for curriculum eva]uation in nursing when she said,
"We will never move ahead in nursing education unti]bwe learn to
eva]uafe-béfbre we change what we are doiég." In a discussion of
ﬁursing'programs'éﬁd cést acbountabi]ity,'HaytéF (1978) felt that
cifizens would bé justified in expecting evidenéé that tax dollars
af1ocated’to nursing education produced fangib1e'benéfits. The Joint
. Committee on‘Standardgxfor Edﬁcational Evaluation (1981:5) explained
the ratﬁbnafe for their study with this‘thought:

The Joint Committee wasvguided by the assumpt{on that

evaluation is an inevitable part of any human undertaking

and by the belief that sound evaluation can promote the

understanding and improvements of education while faulty -
"evaluation can impair it.

10



These writers expressed their beliefs on the need to carry out

evaluation activities.  What, then, is evaluation?
Evaluation Defined

" Webster's Dictionary (1978) defihes‘eva]uétion as an esﬁimate of
wbrtﬁ, Tyler (1949:105), whdse wbrk became an early milestone in

evaluation, wrote:

Evaluation becomes a process for finding out how far the
learning experiences as developed and organized are '
actually producing the desired results and the process of
evaluation will involve 1dent1fy1ng the strengths and
weaknesses of the plan.

;B

Cronbach (1963) as reported by Worthen and Sanders (1973:44) broadly
defined evaluation as "The collection and use of ihfofmation-to make
~ decisions about an educationa] program." Hé probosed thaé the main
objective for evaluation was to uncover durab]e re]at1onsh1ps---those
approprlate for gu1d1ng future educat1ona1 programs. ,Scr1ven (1967)

in h1s paper, "The Methodology of Evaluation®, d1scussed eva]uat1on in

terms of roles and goals. He claimed that the main funct1ona1 goal of.

eva]uat1on was to determ1ne the worth or mernt of someth1ng.' Stake
‘ (1967) suggested that eva1Qation‘involved the acts of descfﬁptioh and

judgement which resulted in generalizations about educational

practices. Stuf?]ebeam (1971), énvisionéd evaluation as a process of

de]ineatiné, obtaining, and providing useful information for érriving
at decision alternatives. Aécording'to Provus (1969) as reported by

Worthen and Sanders (1973:172), the purpose of evaluation was "To

n



déterm1ne whether to improve, ma1nta1n, or term1nate a program." He

.r

went on to exp1a1n

Evaluation is the process of (a) agreeing upon program
standards, (b) determining whether a discrepancy exists
between some aspect of the program and the standards
governing that aspect of the program, and (c) using
discrepancy 1nformat1on to- 1dent1fy the weaknesses of . the
program. :

~ The Joint Conmittee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1981:12)
defined evaluation as "the systematic investigation of the worth or
merit of some object." i ' .

e

nNorthenuand Sanders (1973) McNe11 (1n Be]lack 1977) and MacKay

and Maqu1re (1971) offered extens1ve reviews of the state of the art of

evaluation and reached no one def1n1t1on or #pproach. It becomes

abundant1y evident that a‘universai def%nition of evaluatjdn does not

exist. | ﬁ | | | | | | |
It fs not the pUrpose'of thi$ study‘tp'solve the definitional-

< - . ‘J
dilemma surrounding evaluation. For the purpose of this study, the .

definition of evaluation is "a process for finding out to what extent

the curriculum as developed and‘organ%zed-is producing the desired

results" (Field 1978:3).
Evaluation and Research

If the first dilemma surrounding evaluation is definition, the

second is the debate on whetherkevaiuation is research. Luker (1981)

‘drew heavily'on the work of Suchman (1967) when she discussed

%

12



etween evaluation and evaluation research:

e

Evaluation...refers to the everyday occurrence of making
judgements of worth.... When used this way, it refers
only to the process of assessment or appraisal of worth.
Evaluation research...implies the utilization of
scientific methods and techniques for the ‘purpose of
making an-evaluation.....it refers to those procedures
for collecting and analysing data which increases the
possibility for proving rather -than asserting the worth
of some social activities, (Luker, 1981:87)

* Luker (1981:87)'contfnued, "Eva]uation'reseArthtmay be'describéd as
| épp]ied research whefé the méjor aim‘is'npt the generation of new
-knowledge but the stydy of the. application of existing knowledge."
A]len,'(19§9) in her diécussion of éva]uative'research in nyrsing
_educétion, c]éimed;that{evafuative fe§earch représented an attempt to
utilize:the scientific method £6 a§sgss the worth of an acttvity in

reaching particular objectives.

worthen.and'Sahders.(1973:14) when ‘discussing evaluation and

reséarch,&stated, "Both use‘systematicqinquiry techhiques, although for
differeht purposes - research to'produée new know]édgé and eva\Uatibn |
to»judge worth or social utility.” They cqncludéd that the
gommonalit{es between reseérch-and‘eva]uatidn‘made it difficult to
CWassify'somé a¢tiviﬁie5'unequivocgb1y as being in either categbry.
Thexvlisted twelve characteristics 6f inquiry which diétfnguiShed basic

research from outcome evaluation:

1. Motivation of the researcher. Research satisfies
curiosity; evaluation contributes to a practical
problem solution.

n reséarch in nursing. She referred to Suchman's distinctionv

13



3.

a.n.school will be based

Objective of the search. Research seeks
conclusions; evaluation 1eads to dec1sions.

Laws vs. desoriptionst Research is a statement of
the relationship -among two or more variables;

evaluation describes a particular: thing with respect

to one or more ‘'scales of values.

. " Role of exp]anat1on. Scientif1c eXplanat1on -

requires scientific laws and the disciplines related
to education appear to be far from discovery of the’
general laws on which explanations of 1nc1dent of

o

Autonomy of the 1nqu1ry Eva]uation is undertaken

‘on the behest of a client, buf the researcher sets

his own problems.

Propert1es of the phenomena which are assessed.
Educational evaluation is an attempt to assess the

worth of a thing; educational research is:an attempt‘

to assess sc1ent1f1c truth.

Generalizability of the phenomena stud1ed.
Evaluation looks at time-linked, geography—11nked

and specific: instance-1inked phenomena, the concepts:

of educational research shou1d be relatively

: ,'permanent o T e T

10,

1.

12,

,trad1t1ona1 'social science d1sc1p11ne The'tra1n1ng

Salience of the value quest1on “"The d1fference here'
between research and evaluat1on is one. of degree,

not of kind. T

'Investlgat1ve techn1ques. Researchers and
_evaluators both must include skills development in

generaT educat1ona1 research methodology.

Criteria for Judg1ng-the act1v1tyw Internal and

.external validity are the two most important

criteria for judging the adequacy of research;
isomorphism and cred1b111ty are the criteria of
adequate eva1uat1on. 3 B P

D1sc1p11nary base. The eva]uator needs to emp]oy a
wider range of inquiry perspective and techniques
than the researcher to deal with questions that do
not have predest1ned answers.,

Training. - The best train1ng for the educat1ona1
researcher.may be a thorough mastery of a ‘

\

\

14



of evaluators involves samp\fng~severhl |
disciplines. (Worthen and Sanders, 1973:27-28).

Those jhvolved in edutgfiova] gvaluation would not reach
agreement regarding the above twelve characteristics. However, these
do.presént;a.usefu1 Sphema to‘examiheﬁgvaluation.-’McNeil's‘extensiﬁe
bibliographical essay 1n'Be11ac@'(1977:638) a}]dded to.thé éamE'problem:

: ) | : - -
While the term evaluation appears most commonly in

_educational ‘1iterature as ‘elaborating bureaucratic. °

“ structures for comparing the measured effectiveness of

“experimental programs,' just.what evaluation research is_
and what direction it should take are hotly disputed. .

" One alternativé approéch to this dilemmaksurrounding evaluation
was - that taken by the Joint Cdmmittee on Standards for Educationa1
‘Evaluation (1981)ﬁ,fThe,committee'defined standards,as, "Principles

‘commonly agfeed to by peopTe engaged in the professional practice of

evaluation for the ﬁeasurement of the value or the quality of an
evaluation" .(The'Joint'Cammiftee, 1981:12). The Joint Committee
(1981) saw tﬁe Crucia]ﬂobjectiveiin géye1oping the standardsfas. ”

v enéuring that eVaiuatibns would be coﬁducted effective]y,\fair1}; aﬁd
efficiently. “They saw the béhefifs from deve]oﬁ?hg the standards as

the development of;'

...a common language to facilitate communication and.
collaboration in evaluation; a set of general rules for
dealing with a variety of specific evaluation problems; a
conceptual framework by which to study the
often-confusing world of evaluation; a set of working ' ‘
definitions to guide research and development on the’ '
- evaluation process; a public statement of the state of
the art in educational evaluation; a basis of
~ self-regulation and accountability by professional
evaluators; and an aid to developing public credibility

15°



~ for the educational eva]uation f1eld (Joint Committee,
1981:6). : v

~

No attempt was made to prove that thjs.sthdy was or was‘not
-researeh. Rather, the investigator Was cognizant of the broad ideals
towards which theijahdards for_Eva1uations of Educational Pfograms
deve]oped by the Joint Committee were aimed..,‘ |

" Methodologies of Evaluation.

] _W

Nhen examining a 1arge body of 1nformat1on re]ated to a specific
/f1e1d, it may be usefu] to group the 1nformat1on into categorles, such
is the case with evaluation. . |

Northeh and Sanders (1973) grOueed‘eva1uation information
accord1ng to similarities and differences 1n the eva]uat1on strategies
proposed. The f1rst grouping called judgmental strategwes requ1red the
evaluatOr to play a judgmental role. - The work of Cronbach (]963),
Scr1ven (1967), and Stake (1967) fe]] into this grouping. The‘second '
‘grouping was 1abe11ed as the dec1s1on-management approach to
evaluation. The plans proposed by Stufflebeam (1971) and Alkin (1n
'worthen and Sanders, 1973:150) were included here. The third'grouplng
‘was categorized as dec151on -objective p\ans and included the approaches
of Tyler (1949) and Provus (1969)

MacKay and Maquire (]971) reviewed the various models in a
chhonologiea1‘fashion; Ty]er's model'was reviewed in~terhsvof merits
fand>difficufties. Tyler (1949:106) -commented: “

4
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evaluation is the proéess of detefmining to what extent

the educational objectives are actually being realized by

the program of curriculum and instruction...evaluation is

the process for determining theé degree to which these

changes in behavior are actually taking place. '
MacKay and Maquire (1971) suggested that thé Tyler model provided
reliable, valid, énd objective_déta to evaluate. The proplems which
arosevwere: tedious procedUres, res;rict%on_to stated objectives, and
avoiding%;uestions of wofth of the objectives. C6mparati§e techhiqqes'
in evy]uation,.such as' the work of Campbe]l_and Séan]ey (ﬁ963).weré‘
examined. The problem here was one of stringent validity. McNeil
(1977:639) exp1ored the same‘prob1em suggesting, "Such feSearch is most
directly linked with bo]icy and so should be the most c1dseﬁy
scrutinized, yet the sérutiny offen»éims at the techhiques of.
“evaluation rather than the‘assumptions behind them." In 1963 Cronbach
ra{sed questioné which 1nf1uénged thé future course of evaluation.
Eva]uatidn.should”énswer QUestions of Bdth what the effects of )
curficu]@m were and how the effects were achieved. A variety of
finstruments wode be required to achieve this.: |

Mackay énd'Maquire (1971)'cited Scriven as the man who
synthesized evaluation output of the sixties. .Scrivén (1967)
: differentiated,between"the roles and the goals of evaluation. The
ro]és might vary,'bdt the.goal was to estimate worth. He also
c]arifiéd the distinctﬁon between formatiQe and summative evaluation.
ScriVen attempted to take a more global apprqgch to evaluétion, but was
criticizedvfor not providing the "nuts-and-bo1ts"»kinds of answers

which‘the,practicing evaluator required.

e
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Many of the authorsvattempted to provide specific models to meet
'specific evaluator needs. The work of three of those authors, Stake,
Stufflebeam and Provusvwill.now be reviewed.

Stake's (1967) approach‘attempted to attend'to the “whys" of .
evaluation outcomes. ‘Tnis was accomplished by dividing evaluation data.
into tWo dimensions. One dﬁmensipns diVided data into descriptions and
~ judgments. The second dimension c\assified data as antecedent,
transaction, or outcome. The evaluator then determined the degree of
re]ationship and agneement among the various classes of data. This
mode) WES criticized for its vagueness. While possible re1ationships
stood more chance of being noticed they also might not be thoroughly
1nvestigated. B | B

Stufflebeam (1971) developed a model based on decision-making.

This model was also described as an administration model. It was
called the CIPP nOdelfafter the fodr-stages: Context, Input, Process
“and Product Evaluation Context Evaluation identified and assessed
needs and the problems under]ying the needs, clarifying the setting and
the goals. Input Evaluation assessed system cgpab1]1t1es, 1npdt
strategies, and des1gns for implementing the strateg1es THis 1nput'
stage was useful for selecting sourees of support kinds of-strategies
to be used for problem solution, and procedural design. Process
Evaluation identifted,and predictedkdefects in the design or
implementation. This process stage'was.useful for implementing and
refin%ng the program. Product Evaluation‘reldted outcomes to

objectives, context, input and process information. This product stage
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was necessary to decide whether to continue, modify or discontinue the
of program.

The final mode] reviewed was the systems model of Provus (1969)

He described four sta s\o valuation which corresponded to the stages

of program development: Insta]lat1on, Process and

Product. Three major contknt categorips were simultaneously examined:

" understand evaluation of hyrsing edufation programs. A review such as
this also served another impgrtan purpose, it pointed out the danger
elling the works of the pioneers in

he models included both process and

product eva]uat1on System$ theory was attended to by a number of the
models. The very nature of evaluatxon assumed that d1screpancy*between

~ what was expected andrwhat was actual would be examined. ”A>number of
the models could be viewed as formative or summative depending on the
stage of evaluat1on with which one was dealing. MecKay and Maquire
(1971: 16) referred to the same problem, "To some extent the same
1nterre1at1onsh1ps exist among al] models of evaluat1on " Rather than
focUs on'the 1ack of agreement among the mode]s, it would he
advantageous to Took for the strengths within the models.

This study was not based on a spec1f1c evaluation mode] The

focus was primar)]y on product eva]uat1on. It was summat1ve, but the

results could be useful for curriculum reyision. It examined program

objectives. It focused on outcomes. It involved comparing



characteristics and performance of a group before éntering'a program
and after graduating from a program. It was hoped that this rather

eclectic approach proved to be a strength of the study.
“Current Trends in Evaluation of Nursing Programs .

The idea of eva]uating health care services and programs was not
. new. Florence Nightinga]e co]lected data regarding 1iv1ng
accoﬁmodations of patients to persuade the Hospital Board of Governors
where to locate a new hospita]. Luker (1981:89) alluded to the need

for evaluation of services:.

N

"~ The greater emphasis now placed on health care services
stems- from the escalating costs...doctors and nurses

~alike are forced to look for verifiable facts to assist
them in establishing a convincing casé-worthy of
~continued or additional financial supportu..answers to
urgent quest1ons concerning the prediction of outcome in
health service policy decisions cannot be left °
exclusively to the economist.

~

These concerns could also be applied to nursing education. Amoﬁg\ghe
purposes of any education program is the need to asseés whether the
program objectivesrhave been achieved. Kee]er'11972 316) ref]ected

‘these concerns as they related specifically to nurs1ng programs

We now recognize. the need for more objective and better '
ways to determine whether our programs are {achieving the
goals that we set for them...we are being challenged to
produce evidence of the effectiveness and the efficiency

of our services...we must show what difference it

made...and whether the services prov1ded were of high
~quality, achieved the goals of the service program, and

were related to identifiable needs.-
\{r

o~
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Williams (1975:172) recognized the need for evaluation of”i}ograms

which prepared nurses to assume expanded roles:

.

With the advent of formal educational programs to prepare

nurses for various types of expanded roles has come the

need to evluate the contribution that graduates of these

programs are making to health care delivery. An equally

important need is to assess the varied factors that are
associated with their performance. \

One”concludes very‘quickly that program evaluation is necessary.
Having decided to do a program evaluation, one asKs a number of
questions. '

"What is involved in evaluating a program?" Luker (1981:89)
referred to the six steps of evaluation listed by Suchman (1967) ‘as: -
‘fdehtification of goals to be evaluated, analysis of the problem with
which the activity must cope, description aﬁd standardization df,the

-activity, measurement bf the degree of change Which takes place,

~ determination of whether the observed change is due to the activity or

some other cause, and some 1nd1cat1on of the durability of effects.
"How is program evaluation accomplished?" Kee]er (1972)
suggested that program evaluation required a background of souhd
program‘planning; She env1s1oned plgpn&ng“as\as c1rcu1ar mot1on with
eVaiUétion as a part She_pasEd eva]uat1on on thé present]y
established purposes, obJect1ves, act}vit1es and regeurces of the

program. I ‘ ¥

and Luker (1981) all recogriized the need for evaluation to be concerned

with more phan just objectives. This move to a more encompassing view )

Block (1975), Zettinig and Lang (1981), Meleis and Benner (1975), -

21
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of evaluation was similar to that which happened in educational
evaluation. Evaluation models of Scriven, Stake, Stufflebeam and
Provus recognized many more dimensions than did the earlier
objective-focused mode! of Tyler. Luker (1981) reviewed the work of
Derryberry, Lindeman.and Doriabedian when she discussed eva]uat1on of
nursing care. Her discuss1on was also applicable to evaluation of
nursing education programs. Luker (1981) referred to Derryberry's
eva]uat1on of nursing care in terms of the changing stage of the
patient, or outcome evaluation. This same concept could be applied to
 examine the changing state of the nursing student. However, Luker
(1981:91) pointed aut, “Care should be evaluated using means other than
volume and intensity of service. She made reference to Lindeman 3
three major componehts of the nursing care system: the setting in
which the care is rendered, the actual care given, and the patfent
outcome. Again, reference cou1d‘be maee to nurstng programs by
substituting "student treatment" for "care", and "student" for
“patient". Luker (1981) concluded her review of nursing care
evaluation by discussing Donabedian's three approaches to evaluation,
namely: structure, process and outcome. Structure evaluation involved
the study of factors in the organizational system. Process evaluation
iniolved the_appraisa] of care given to patients. Outcome evaluation
referred”to the end result of the care ‘-Luker (1981:92) summarized "It
is incumbent upon the evaluator to decide whether to use structure,
process or outcome goals ar a combination of two oe more."

Block (1975:262) also examined Donabedian's framework for
“evaluating patient care when she discussed issues in Eesearch and

quality assurance. She made a number of recommendations:
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1. Nurses, physicians, and other health care providers
should develop patient care outcome criteria along:

with methods for measuring‘such outcomes.

2. Nufsing should continue to develop its set of ‘
nursing care-specific outcome criteria on the pasis
of nursing problems.

" 3. Nursing should establish a national clearinghouse
-7 for nursing practice eva1uation.

4, The clearinghouse should establish a list of
competent consultants. :

5. Qu§1ity control prbgréms should work toward
' 'pnocess-outcome evaluation.
These_statemenfs ;eferred to nursing céfe‘buf are equally apblicab\e to
snursing edutatiqn.programs. - ‘ |
o Zeftinig aﬁd‘Lang (1981) examined evaantioniof‘edUCatibn

~programs, specifically coufSeﬁevalaation.f.The framework used was also .
that of Donabedian with the‘tfiﬁlequcus: structure, proceés and
outcome. They éoncluded thaf there was a needitO‘develop more
evaluation 1nstrumeﬁts qued on,a;strutturé-process-outcome,mode].
Process eValuation’couldf§g undertaken during the course'of’a program
':And served qsfa bas{s fbr prombt and neceSsary'changes. »Produt;
 e0a1uation,;or the meésurement of outcomes; measured thé.end.re;u1t'of ‘
an experiment or project. | |

Table 2.1 differentiates the'conditions under which process and
productvevaluation QBu]d be ,recommended., |

After extensively reviewing the above literature, the
investigator was aware bf the adVantages o% avstrUcture-process-outhme

framework for eva\uationvof educétiona] ;ptivities.’ However, this

&
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Conditions under which to use process ofr product evaltuation

Process evaluation is recommended
when: - .

- a short-term project is
being evaluated.

- the evaluation is conducted
during the developmental
stages of any innovation.

= qualitative and quantitative
information is needed to guide
decision making in implementing
an ongoing project.

- post-evaluation recommended.
changes could be further
_implemented and tested in an
ongoing process.

- unobtrusive'measurés are
warranted for faculty and
student acceptance

- students' desires to select

~ certain faculty and educators'
desires to select a teaching-
learning modality that is
amenable to continuous changes
are given priority over fixed
teacher and student assignments.

Product evaluation is recommended

when:
it is essential to compare
outcomes of different programs.

the program is sufficiently
developed to warrant testing..

the variables are well
delineated and it is feasible

to control for extraneous
variables and unforseen changes
while the data evaluation 'is
being conducted. -

" the question of whether or not
" a program should be continued <

is being considered.

Source: Meleis and Benner, 1975:303.



25

study did not involve such a'framework‘for a number of reasons. Such
stud1es frequent]y required a team approach, an’ extens1ve period of
time for completion and significant resources. This 1nvest1gator had

. none of the above‘ The study 1nvest1gated whether a group of - graduates
. reported an - 1mprovement in their performance of nurs1ng activities .,
af ter comp]et]ngva post-R.N. baccalaureate program.k A fo]]ow-up_study
which focused on outcomes seemed to betam‘appropriate method of
investigation.‘ The, focus ot the study was*on'the'products (graduates)
of a program. Process ‘evaluation would more appropriately have
examined students while in the program.. The reality of the timing of
thws study was not conducive to a orocess evaluat1on The process
framework might be better suited to a follow-through rather than a
fol]ow-up study | | k “

Hav1ng stated why the 1nvestxgator chose to do a fo]low -up study, |
this review of ]iterature wi]] now focus onﬁa'number of nursing
educatiom program-eva1uation studjes; Role of the evaTuator;
procedureslutilized,'measurement instrUmehts, and findings of the

)

studies will be- presented.
Eva]uation Studies of‘Nursing_Education‘Programs

Role of the Eva]uator

Scr1ven (1967) when d1scuss1ng the d1st1nct1on§%?tween formative
and summative evaluation suggested 1mp11cat1ons for the personnel
involved in the evaluation. The formative eva]uator may need to work

closely with the curriculum committee. The summative eva1uator may
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need to Be free of conflict of interest for his evaiuatidn to have-
integrity. Stake (1967) saw the specialist in evaluation as a
"describer," one who described, aptitudes .and enviroements, and
accomp]iehments. ;He‘was the one who made judgments. In Worthen and .
Sanders (1973:325), Gdoier and Groteiuesehen:spggested that an ,
” eveluator:shquid make decisions baseeaon the results of his evaluation
study and should bring his final report; including judgments and
reconnmndafions,”to the administrator. ihese authors recognized the
imBortance of the .evaluator makiﬁg judgments and presehting
recommehdations to the administrative body. |
Thevauthors of evaiuation;]iteratUre, however, were also
cognizént of the need for ethicél\behaviour and some form of Standards
of Practice. Sheinfeld and Lo}q (1981) f’qgﬁd in their study of the
| eihics of evaiuafion reSearchers‘that the protection of'human‘fights
were critical evaluator issues, }egardiess of the evaluator's role in |
‘the‘organization.’ Concerns suchf@sjthese were recognized ih.the

attempt by.the Joint Committee to develop Standafds for

>~

I

Eva]uafion (i981).

In the present study the investigator assumed a unique role. She‘

;was a student and'had en extensive‘baCkground in'nursihg, teaching of\
‘nursing students at'aii Tevels, eurricuium cohtent-deveiopment, |
directing an .innovative curricuiumvdeveiopmeht project, and advanced
studies in curriculum, evqluation, énd‘reseérch. She had no’previous
conhectioh‘with the pregram being studied; For these~reasens, the
“investigator assumed ' the rpie of an’ external evaihato;. She stated

conclusions, implications and recommendations based on the findings of

Educdtionai _\

26



‘the study. She was aware of the ethical considerations dur1ng the
study She communicated the findings to those who administrated the

/
actions taken on the recommendat1ons

program, but she was in no p051tion to exert influence regarding

'Procedures Utilized

Linn (1975@ conducted a 1ong1tud1na1 study on expectations vs.
_ realization in the~nurse pract1t1oner role. A1l eleven students who

| took part in the. program were stud1ed They were asked to eva1uate

their jobs before dur1ng, and after the1r tra1n1ng and preceptorship..

No other compar1son group. was used.

.

Th1s popu]at1on was sma\l The cred1b111ty of the results was

reinforced}bjithe.fact that the study was longitudinal. Treece and

Treece (1973:84) 1ﬁsted the advantages of the longitudinal approach:. -

- the datum. s more accurate since the subJect does
" 'not have to reply by recall. .

- each 1nd1v1dua1 is fo]lowed separate]y, and it is
. p0551b1e to observe and interpret any var\at1ons
- near the t1me they occur.

- the observer will be able to make more ob3ect1ve
observations about a given event than the subJect
who simply makes a subJect1ve recall.

- the research can pursue in depth a part1cu1ar point
of 1nterest

- early. apparent trends can be investigated in depth
_at forthcoming data collection po1nts

Genera11zat1ons in the Linn study were 11m1ted by the small numbers and

the geographical limitation. The present study used a different

o
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approach. A larger ‘total population of graduates and a comparison
group was studied. A 1dngitud1na1;§tUQy was not carried out‘dUe in
part to the 11mitéd time frame of the study, and to the limited
financial resoarces. | | | |

Gonstein.(lbeof cohpared gﬁaracterjstics of associate dééree and
baccalaureate nursing students., Ten bacca1aurea£e.and ten associate
degrée ndrsing prbgrams,,which were aécreqifed by the NLN inlfhe State
of I]finois; were contacted‘fok permission to'adminaster instruments: to
their,studeﬁts. ‘FiVe from each type of"ﬁkogram‘coopekated. The
participants totalled 204 baccalaureate students and 159 assoc{ate\ﬁ
degree Studehts,. with partjcfpation rateé in the prograQS'ranging'from
" a Tow of 1@% £o_a high of over 35%. Goldstein's study was more_y N
rigorous‘than.Linﬁ'é because of the use of‘largervnambefs, a larger
geographical spread, and a comparison group. One duestions the 50%
“cooperation rafe of the contacted programs,Aand‘the 10w'student
‘part{cibtion rate. The sampling proceduke'jn Go]dstein's étudy'was not
used by this investigatok; as there was only one class of_gﬁadaateS'
from the program'being studied. e

Haytér (1978, 1971, 1963) conducted three follow-up sfudiegﬁon
'graduates of baccalaureate ahd Master's nursing programs and éxp]aihed.

F

(1978:381):

Recent graduates are in a singularly appropriate position
to evaluate their educational program. Somewhat removed
from the educational setting, faced with meeting new jab
expectations, they can comment realistically about the
adequacy of their education. ...a follow-up study can
provide data about the nature of the graduates' work and
other post-graduation-professional activities...and
whether those responsibilities are the ones for which
their education was intended to prepare them.



Hayter's three studies utilized the sameeinstrument,,and compared
graduate responses with employers' respOnses._ In each study graduates'
from the program being studied constituted the population. The
response ‘rate for graduates varied from a 1ow of 86% to a high of 96%
The popu]at1on of graduates varied in size from 72 to 182. The
responsefrate for employers varied from 90.5% to 94%. The population -
of emp1oyers-var1ed from 67 to_lﬁé. Hayter emp]oyedgstringent data
. co]]ection-tethniques which resulted in these high reSponse.rates, ‘She:
mailed two questionnaires_to the'graduates - one for the graduate and
~one for her employer, a 1etter’to each and consent forms for‘both.
respondents, a re]ease of information form for the graduate and
emp]oyer, and a se]f—addressed stamped enve]ope for return of
'queStionnaires; In one study, pre11m1nary contact was made with
parents_of graduates to confirm addresses. Fol]ow -up 1etters were
mailed to non- respondents after'three‘weeks. Bergman (1973) ut111zed
Hayter S study framework to eva]uate the Tel-Aviv Un1ver51ty post-bas1c
baccalaureate nurs1ng program. The response rate was s1m11ar
’Hayterds rigorous procedures produced high response rates. Genera11za-v
;t1ons were 11m1ted due to geography ! o T

“Hayter's’ procedures were usefu1‘1n the present study GraduateS'
of the program formed one group. wh11e the compar1son group consisted of
' nurses awaiting entey to the post- -R.N. program This cho1ce of a
comparison group was-partia]ly based on a 1imitatton in two of Hayter's
studies. Hayter reported a number. of emp]oyer "no responses"
pertaining to graduates’ preparat1on for spec1f1c funct1ons. Hayter '

(1978:383) explained this, "While the graduates could say whether they
o . - #
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felt adequately prepared for a function they had not been asked to :
carry out since graduation, emp1oyers cou]d not be expected to do
likewise." It is 1nterest1ng to note that Bergman (1973), while
bgenera11y following Hayter's mode], also did‘not use employers as a
conparison group but rather aJretrospective Self-reporttof students’
performance. ' -

Schw1r1an (1978b) descr1bed the deve]opment of the Six-Dimension
Sca]e of Nurs1ng Performance The samp1e of graduates were selected
us1ng a two stage approach In the first stage, 1,440 basic schoots of
gnurs1ng in the United States were stratified accord1ng to schoo] type, k
geograph1c reg1on, and source of f1nanc1a1 support They were then
placed 1n a 24 cell matr1x, and each cell wass*randomly sampled to g1ve
a 10% sample of_schoo]s. .The director of each school was asked to
participate‘ﬁn the study. Those who'agreed were Sent'a‘questionnatre

to furnish'information:about graduates. The final school sample siie

e

Qas'151. In the'second,stage,‘the»directOrs of the schools provided'
infdrmation which resuited in three groups of graduates who4Were
designated;as:v most promiSing; promising,.andlnon-se1ected. Nine
hundred and fourteen graduates (30.4 percent) formed the final sample
by ‘responding to gquestionnaires.

Schw1r1an a]so used superv1sors responses 1nfher study. Ther
graduates were’ requested-to furnish the nahe of the person mostfab]e to
' evaluatevthem and the name‘of.the director of nursing of her place of
employment. Seven hundred and twenty-two graduates furnished names.
FQuestionnaires were sent:to the directors'of nursing requesting they

pass the guestionnaire to the designated immediate supervisor. Five



hundred and eighty-seven supervisors (89 percent) returned
questionna1res, forming the final superv1sor sample.

w Schwirian's mammoth undertaking was admirable and appropriate
when the population was 1érge. A study of this magnitude requires a
team approach. Stringent sampling techniques must be utilized and the
gltiﬁate sample size wil] be large. In Schwirian;s study, supervieors
formed the compar1son group. | |

The present study utilized the total popu]at1on of program

graduates and a random- sample of nurses awaiting entry t? the post-R.N.

program.

Measuring Instruments ‘ ‘ <

Brian (1980) surveyed graduates of six prdgrams 1nc1uded in the

_ National Second Step project. Brian's 1nstrument obtained the k1nd of

information about graduates in which the present study was 1nterested.
. " : .

The survey scales focused on a description of the graduates' current

activities and expectations for the future, their interests and

_ - _ .
participation in ‘professional actiyities related to nursing, and a

!
!

retrospective evaluation of the'péogram. Re]iabiTitiee'of the scales

were pfovided.,_Detai1ed information4oh4the deve]opment'bf the scale
_was not ine)uded. | | | Y
Hayter (1971) desiéned a rating scale to measure‘graduates' and
emp]oyers'-opihions about gradqetes' preparation for specific nursing
behaviore. This instrument was based on the philoéoehy and objectives
of the program from which the graduates had come. Reliabilities and

validities were not'ﬁeported; The instrument was appropriate to the
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renorted study as it was designed specifically for the program but
could only be used in another program if the object1ves were. simi]ar.
The present study was also interested in using an instrument -which
corresponded to the philosophy end objeetives of the program from which
the graduates being studied had graduated. ) |
. Nelson (1978) designed the Nurse Competencynlnventory which

consisted of 35 competeney statements categorized into technical,
communjcative, and administrativeiskil1s. .These statements were the
result of investigator experience, review of the literature, and review |
by representatives,of the nine schoo]s taking part in the study. The
njne‘sehoo1s represented the three types of nursing onOgrahs:
beccalaureate, essociate degree, and,dip]ona. The final list of
competency statements included only those funetions'common to"all nine
schools, Reliabilities and validities were not reported. The
instrument might have been appropriate for use by this investigator.
One advantage was the genera11zab111ty of the instrument as 1t was .
approved for use by nine schoo]s of nursing. However, it was somewhat
11m1ted in the competenoy areas it covered

~Schwirian (1978b) develbped the Six-Dimension Scale of Nursing
Performance (Six-D Sca]e). When discussing the uses of the scale, she
exp]ained that the scale was: applicable to nursing performance in’a
variety of practice settings; consistent wjth nursing process modet of
good nursing practtce;' apglicable to theeprectice of nurses who hed o
completed their oasic norsing education within the past one or two
years; usable not only by nurses to.appraise their own performance,‘

but also by their immediate superiors; composed of items stated in



33

terms of observable nurse behaviors; and‘composed of items that coqu
be read and interpreted consistently without additionatl exp]anation or
expansion.'

- Schwirian (1978b) also discussed how the scale was deve]oped An
'exten51ve literature review was undertaken to examine constructs,
concepts and'measuring instruments. Other investigators and educators
were requested to-share their materials and instruments.
Representativeg‘of the dipioma and degree program provided for
examination, operat1ona1 def1n1t1ons of "effective nurs1ng performance
and a "successful nurse." Collegues, consultants, and p110t
respdndents reviewed the scale and provided recommendations for
1mprovement As a resu]t of this extensive developmental phase, the
scale was perceived not to be b1ased either for or aga1nst any of thg&
three types of nprsingrprogram graduates.

The final result of the arduous undertaking-was a 52-item scale
which incorporated six subscales of the following behaviorsﬁ |
inverpersonal re\ations/communications, leaderfnjp,_critica1 care,
teaching/collaboration, p]anning/evaTdaEion, and,professfonai
development. ‘The reported reliabilities ranged from a 1ow of .84 for
the 1eadership subscale to .98 for the professiona1 development
subscale. Factor ana]ys1s was carried out to test for construct

a]1d1ty (see Chapter III)

This instrument had potential use for thlS 1nvest1gator It wae

developed to be useful in a variety of-s1tuat1ons. It could.be used on

various types of nursing students. The subscales covered the



dimensionsgof nursing performance that this investigator wished to

‘study;

Research on NursingﬁEducation Programs and Nursing Performance
"L

~Few stud1es have been carried out to 1nvest1gate the nurs1ng

performance of post-R;N.,graduates;before entering the program and
after graduat1ng from the program. |

This investigator reviewed studies on nursing programs, nurs1ng

~ performance, and compar1son of student characteristics in an attempt to.

find trends indicating that further education did enhance the perceived
quality of the performance:of activities in.the varfOps dimensions of
nursing, i.e. leadership, teaching, planning, communication and
professional deve]opment.' Reports of studies by Allen (1969);vHayter
(1963, 1971 1978); Bergman (f973)° Ke11er (1972); Linn (1975)'
Williams (1975), Williams, B]ock and B]a1r (1978), Meleis and Benner
(1975); Zettinig and Lang (1981); Corwin and Taves (1962); Ne]son
(1978); Schwiriam (1978); and Goldstein (1980) 1nd1cated that general]y
there was a re]ationship between educatlon and performance

In 1979, Dennis and Janken pub11shed a paper rev1ew1ng the
practice patterns of nurses educated in d1ploma, baccalaureate, and
associate degree programs. Ihe-key findings (1979:37) of that
extensive review, comparing éhe dip]dma and baccalaureate graduate,
were reported as follows: | | .

‘Baccalaureate ndrses tend to out perform d1ploma and

associate degree nurses in activities requiring

Jeadership, psychosocial patient supports and
problem-solving. After the initial per1od of or1entat1on

34



to pra¢t1ce. the clinical skills of baccalaureate nurses J
equal those of the technically trained nurses. In terms
of coordinative ability, innovation, initiative, breadth .
of knowledge, professional role orientation, follow-up of
activities, quantity and quality of care produced,
ability and skill in applying knowledge to problems, and
critical thinking, there is some evidence that .
baccalaureate nurses are superior to diploma and
associate degree nurses. Because of the transition from
«  an academic to a clinical setting initially having less
: nursing responsibilities than the baccalaureate graduate
expects, the initial job satisfaction is lower than that
of the diploma and associate degree graduates, and lower
than that of the baccalaureate nurse after the third year
of nursing. ' _
~ Schwirian (1979a) reported that graduates of nursing programs.
rated their owh behaviours highest on the interpersonal
relationship/commuhication and leadership subscales, and lowest on the
teaching/collaboration scale. When types of graduate performance were
compared, she found that diploma graduates rated themselves higher than
baccalaureate graduates in 1eadership, critical care, ahd
IPR/cbmmynication. Baccalaureate gfaduates rated themselves higher
than diploma graduatés.in teaching/collaboration and planning.
| The National Second Step Projeét, Sonoma- State University,
Ca]%fbrnia, published reports of their annual conference proceedings in
1980 and 1981. The extensive reports provided a wealth of information
on the research findings of post-licensure upper-division baccalaureate
prOQréms designéd specifically for registered nurses. The research
covered a broad range of concerns: 1eadérship in the programs,
administration of the programs, imp]ementation of inﬁovative programs
such as individualized learning, integration of the programs into

liberal arts c011e§es, andAcharacteristiéé of students among others.



Some of the methods of research included quant\tattve and qualititative °

analysis, process and product models, longitudinal and fol\oé-up
designs. A

One of the studies reported was thaf‘o? Brian (;980). She
reported on an outcomes study based on a longitudinal.designvof the
post-graduation activities of the students of six NSSP p}ograms.
(1980:54): o

We know that graduates are carrying more responsibility,
earning more money and, generally feel that their
post-graduation positions have improved over the ones
they had before entering their second step program. We
also know that, at least as far as job titles and work
settings are concerned, these graduates are very similar
to all employed baccalaureate nurses in thadd.S. with one
notable exception. Far morg graduates in THE

are working as nurse practit%%ﬁers than g TRnursing
population at large. 5 '

P

Graduates have a significantly higher: lev

in various professional activities than do entering
students. These Second Step programs appear to be
accomplishing an importiht ‘goal in evaluating the
professional orientation of those RNs who come to them
prepared as technical nurses.

Superiors tend to rate the graduates highly in comparison
to other baccalaureate nurses, and the graduates
themselves credit the program with having had a strong
and positive impact on many areas of their professional
function. ' - -

Brian (1980:54) concluded by raising some questions for further

i

research.
’. -
Are they interpreting their jobs differently? Are they
able to function more independently and with more-
assurance? Are they more able to deal with problems that

~arise? Are there differences that the graduates perceive
in the settings themselves?
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 The present study Wil attempt to answer some of those questions.

] . _ 5

Summary

~ In this review of the 11teraturo dofinitions of evaluation and
argumonts rogard1ng QvaIuatton and rosaarch were discussod.. Thc _
mcthodo\og%es of educationa eva\uat1on whieh have become wide\y
accepted’ and utilizod were summcrizid. Current trends 1n nursing
' ovc\uat\on were examined. Finally, thc current Stlti of evaluation of:
nursing education pregrams and porformanco was Qxamined, focusing on
the role of the eva\uator. procedur&s ut%\\zed moasuryﬁg 1nsgfg@gnggl\\\

'-cnd findings of rasearch studies.
.



/ CHAPTER III

DESIGN, APPROACH AND PROCEDURES
| In this ;hapter,.the sfudy designt a theoretical approach to

follow-up'eva1uation, and the,proceduresqutilized are described. The.
xdeSign.of the study is described in the first section. In the second
{ section, an‘apprOach to fol1ow-up evaluation is outlined, focusipg on

| the factors'to be considered and a technique of olocking the variables
_‘@hich are to be eXaminod The deve1opment of the 1nstrumen¢ is
described: in the third section. The samp11ng and data co]]ect1on
procedures are outlined in the fourth and fifth sections. Fina11y, the

~ procedures used to analyze the data are presented.
‘Design of the Study

| The purposeso%ntpis study was to collect and ana1yie information‘
to answer research quest1ons about two groups of registered nurses:
those awaiting entry to a Post R.Na bacca]aureate program and those who
had graduated from the progrmn

, The study des1gn was based on’ the pre- exper1menta1 design,
- static group comparison, described by Campbe\l and Stanley (1963 12).
rF1gure B.1 describes the design. The measurements (07) of a group
that has experienoed an event (X) are compared with the measurements

(02) of a group that has not, for the purpose of estab115h1ng the

«
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effect of the event (X). The dashed lines (--) indicate that the

compar1son groups were not equated by random ass1gnment

| F1gure 3 1
‘ The Static- Group Compar1son
Source: Campbe]] and Stan1ey'(1963:12)
This'design, as do all others, exhibits strengths and

weaknesses. Campbell and Stanley (1963)_descriped the design by |
focdsingion.sources_of invalidity df which the investigatOr should be g
aWare' The factors of‘ h1story, test1ng, 1nstrumentat1on and
regress1on are contro]led in th1s type of design. Maturat1qn may be a
source of concern Selection, mortallty, and interaction’ of selection
A nd matyrat1on may affect internal va11d1ty Interact1qgs of selection
and ‘the event may affect externa] va11d1ty This investtgator;could
not ensure that both groups of nurses would have been equ1va1ent if the é
one group had not completed the bacca]aureatg program. Therefore, it »
became necessary through selection to attempt to.obtain as equ1va1ent a
group as possible, Worthen and Sanders (1973 51) concurred with th1$ |
idea suggest1ng "In a fo]low-up stpdy, 1t is necessary to obtain data
on a control grou% equated at ﬁﬁést crude]y to the exper1menta1 cases
on thﬁ obvious demddraph1c varaa%ﬁes " The Spec1a]-5tudent group was

~chosen to represent a pre entry group Experimenta] mortality may be a

.
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confoundfng variable in this desigh: Some attémpt was made to
ascertain if non-respondents differed from resbondents by ekamining
»student profiles. |
Lim1ted information was available on the 1980 81 second year
Post-R.N. class. Percentage distributions of these students by sex
(98.6%,fema1e), age (33.3% between 25 and 29 years) and. G.P3A. (64.7%

: betwéen 7.1 and 9) was cqmpared*with percentage distributions of the

responding graduates by’sex (100%. fema]ehgks'
¢ SRS

years) and G.P.A. (65% between 7.0 and g7 »

ABI% between 25 and 29
“wﬁBdggﬁ on this 1imited
information, it was ascerta1ned that the non-respondents d1d not differ

substantially from the respondents on thesg variables.

A Theoret1ca] Approach for Follow-up Evaluation -
% ~ of a Post-R. N Nurs1ng Program

A{éehthe”for this study was generated by éskingla~genera]
.; "Does the acqu151t1on of a baccalaureate degree 1mprove the
quaY1ty of nurs1ng performance?" A preliminary search of ‘the
literature and interviews with significant members of thefnur§ing'

- community reveéled thai conducting a fo]]ow-up evaluation 9f Post-R.N.
baccalaureate program graquates,might be an'appropriate méthod td,gain
~information which.might provide'some answers to the question. Cronbach
,(1963)~ihdicated a follow-up study was useful to obséfve uitimate
educational céntrjbutions,and to appraise effects‘df the'program as a.
‘Whole. Some type of framework was necessary.tO'pian,and conduct the

fo]]owJup-studx$» ; o | | //

/
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The Reform of Program Evaluation ' ' VQ; ;

;5 " Prior to develop1ng the framework for this follow- up eva]uation,
models of program eva]uat1on were reviewed. As discussed in Chapter
II; numerous models were deve]oped.during'the decade of the sixties by
writers cited by Northen and Senders (1973) such as, Seriveﬁ, Stake,
S;ufflebeam, Alkin.and Prdvus. Worthen and Sanders‘(1973) when
diseussing theSe mode?E, suggested that eva]uators‘incerporate the best .
features of the‘various'approéches resulting in an ec]ecticveva1uet10n
plan. This.approach w6u1d produce a custom-designed evaluationfrather‘
than a-standard cookbook recipe. Crenbach-and Assdeiates (1980) - -
c0ncprked with this idea and5Went even further toward reform when they
| discdssed.the~state70f‘pregrem evaluation in the decade of the
eighties. They tended to discard forma] mbeels in favor of simpfz,
"schematic diagrams suggesting-thet formal detailéd models may lead to
confusion. The’ schematic approach accomp11shed a number of purposes S
for the evaluator (Cronbach and Assop1ates‘ 1980), it: 1) 111us rated
a'hab{t ofythought appropriate to eva1uation»p1ann1ng, 2) 1dent1f1 d
the scope of the evaluation, 3) identified what a single evaluat;o
could real1st1ca11y accomp11sh and 4) 1dent1f1ed what was to be

~ observed.

An Approach for P]anning°Fo110w-up-Eva]uation

Ut111z1ng these concepts»an approach was developed that

-

1dent1f1ed the factors to be cons1dered when planning and conducting an

evaluation from the perspect1ve of the eva]uator (See F1gure 3 2)

These factors‘resembled what Stake referred to as the rationale in his

Y
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Stake-Holder

j .
Fig\e 3.2

Fag;ofs to be.thsideFEd\when Planning and
. Conducting the Evaluation



. Countenance Model of Eve\uation, while Stufflebeam heferred.to them as
context in his CIPP (eontext; input, prodyct, and process) Model of

.Eualuation,‘and'Proyus referred to‘them aslinput in his Dischepancy

|
|

Model of Eva]uation.

The factors to be cons1dered when planning th1s study were: the

c11ent the community,” the subjects, the. program, the resources, the

timing of the study, the stake-holders, and the evaluator, Each factor

" was examined by posing quest1ons which needed to be asked about each

factor before conduct1ng‘the evaluation, The evaluator then recorded
the known'informatibn gbout'eech question.

The Client

1. vwho”is the client? | o
What are the.client's needs?

What are'the c]ient's expectations?'

Hw N

.« What characterlst1cs of the client are pertinent to
this evaluation? _

“What is the client's understanding of evaluation?”

()]
L]

6. Is the client committed to this evaluation?
: 7,3 What are the ethical considerations when work1ng
with this c]1ent?

' f The-c]tent in this study was a university Facult® of Nursing
interested in obtaining infOrmatidneabout the tirSt graduates,fromaa
program which had undergone a curriculum revision. Information
1gathered would be utilized in guiding curriculum revision, program

o]
planning, and policy format1on. The’ majority of persons in the client
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group had extensive experience in specialized areas of nursing‘and
possessed#a,Masters degree or Ph.D. in nursing or related disciplines.
Some members had advanced education and experience-in‘curricu1um
development-ahd eyaluation methodologies. This group had previously
conducted some follow-up eva]uat1ons, however at this t1me they had
neither the t1me nor.aya11ab1e manpower to conduct this study They
expressed comm1ttment to the study by. prov1d1ng both serv1ce and
financial support ~In add1t1on, members of the c11ent group
participated in providing curriculum materials to the evaluator,
.diseussing the'study and possib]e-variab]es,‘and validating varioos
stages of the instrument development.

Ethical considerations revolved around confﬁdentiality, access to
1nformat10n, release of f1ndyngs and possible implications of the Study
findings. Confident1a11ty was assured to the c11ent members who

" discussed the study with the evaluator and who validated the

instrumeht Names were not used, 1nstruments were'not*coded and the

raw data were seen only by the evaluator. 'Access to 1nformat1on from
the‘client occurred through an appointed resource person trom among the
client membership Release of findings beyond the bodndaries of the
original agreement between the eva]uator c11ent, and: Un1vers1ty

.Department superv1s1ng the study would occur only with approva1 of the
client. A]so considered were 1mp11sat1ons both d1rect1y and 1nd1rect1y \

which the findihgs‘of theistudy mayzhave. DirectTy, the findings could
be used for_curricu]um“reyision, and program p]ahning. Indirectly, the

findings could reflect credibi]ity’of.the program/faculty,-and could

é@},
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affect student recrdjtment; program funding and future policies

regarding this and similar programs.

The Community : | N

1. Who are the members of the community?

2.  What are the”charﬁcteristics of the community?

3. What are the needs of the: commun1ty?

-4, Nhat are the expectat1ons of the commun1ty?

The members of the community s1gn1f1cant to this study were the
heaith concerned public. This pub11c was compr1sed of everyone who was
‘affected by health care such as potent1a] patients and families,
current patients and- fam111es, all levels and categor1es of care
givers, and potential students. One respons1b111ty of the profess1on
of nursinglis to ensure safe competent health care for the consumer.
The consumer expects thet this standérd of health care be obtained at a
minimum.cost.»,These expectations extend to the programs which educate

the practitioners.

The Subjects ]

1. Who are the subjects?

&

2. What are the characteristics of the subjects?
3. What are the expectations of the subjects?

4, What are the ethical cons1derat1ons when working
with these subjects?

5. Are the subjects committed to this evaluat1on?

a5
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6. | What are the biasing factors of the subjects which

may influence this study?

The subjects were reg1stered nurses who had completed the
Post-R.N. program and graduated in 1981. A sketchy profile 1ndicated
approximate]y three-quarters of these|graduates were thirty-six years
old or younger, that ninety-eight'percent were female, that {
eighty-percent had a senior matricu]ation average of betweenAsixty-Six
pereenf and eighty\percent and, that sixty-six percent'had a G.P.A. of
7.1 to 9.0. | | | )

'These‘graduates would‘have expected the program they graduated
from to be a credible program,'providinggthem with the advanced.
know]edge and skills which pos1t1on papers, reports, and 1eaders in
nursing indicated would be provided by a baccq]aureate degree. They
also would erpect that any study done woufd ensure their’enonymity and
confidentia]ity. It was difficult to pred1ct if the subjects would be
committed to the study. A good response rate was anticipated based on
two opposing views which the subJects might ho]d. -Either the program
had met their expectations_and they wished to share this informatﬁon,
or the prugram had not met their expectafions and they wished to |
express their'disconténf. Tne evaluator was aware of sdme current
factors which mignt have influenced tne study. rControversy did
surround the suggestion ‘of a baccalaureate degree as the. minimum
preparat1on for entry to pract1ce. In addition, the c11mate '
surrounding nursing in the study environment was unstable due to an.

impending strike. The’two issues, particularly the latter, could

affect the study.



The Program

..

2.

3 - .

4.

5.

“What type of program is being evaluated?

What stage of the program is being evaluated?

Does the program have a curricular model? If so,
what is it? _

What are the characteristics of the //
graduate/expected outcomes/objectives of the program?
What is it about ‘the program whith is to be examined?

1

The program under study was a two-year Post-R.N. baccalaureate

program offered since 1970 at a University in Western Canada. The

program curriculum had recently been revised and was based on the Orem

Se]f—Care Nursing Model. Statements about the characteristics of the

graduate, expected outcomes and objectives were available. The study

focused on the first graduates from the revised program. The study was

not an exhaustive follow-up on these graduates, but rather an.

examination of selected variables: demographic characteristics,

educational characteristics, nurse career behavior characteristics, and

the quality of nursing performancef

The Resources -

What resources are available to the evaluator? i.e. -

"time, money, manpower, expertise, equipment/supplies.

What resources are required?

Can additional resources be obtained?



The evaluator was the principle investigator and had ten months
ito conduct the study. Resource persons were available in the form of
faculty adviSors/gxperts, computer\analysts, ahd administrative support
from the c]ient.-‘Equipment/suppligs which were available included
*Vibraries and computing services. The resources required in addition
to the 6nes,ava11ab1e'Qere additional services and funds. The c]fent
waé‘most'copperative‘ih providing additional resources. Typing,
printing and fghding-was provided for épecific phases of the study
i.e.; pronosai, approval, instrument development, validation, data
collection, data,anélysis and summary.. However, additional funds would
~have to beAsoughf to cover: of fice supp]fes, typing, revision,

printing, binding, and distribution of the fipa} report.

The Time of the Study

1. What is the "state of the art" which may 1nf1uence
‘ the study?
2. Are there any current events that may influence the
study? : ,

One issue was’ recognized as having a potent1a] influence on the

study. A nurses’ str1ke, the main issue being compulsory reg1strat1on,

was a very real possibility as the study was initiated. At the time of
questionnaire mail-out, the nurses were in fact on the picket-lines.
~ Another factor conterhing«timing of tﬁe study revolved around
selection of a comparison group for the study. The academic year had
begun before the study was initjated.‘ Therefofe,'the ideal )
| pre;}reatment group could not Le’Uii]ized. Another group Qou]d have to

be selected.
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The Stake-holders

1. Who, in addition to the client, is interested {n the
© findings of this study?

2. Who, in addition to the client, may be influenced, o
positively or negat1ve1y, by the findings of this LY
study? :

| Two groups of stake-holders were interested in and might be
influenced by the study. The f1rst group 1nc!uded those st%ke holders
who might be directly interested .and affected. This group could
1nc1ude the Department of Educational Administration, the‘Alb?rta‘
Association of Registered Nurses, the Canadian Nurses Associafion, and
the Department 6f Aqyahced'Education and Manpower. The second group
included those stake-holders who might be indirect]y interested and
“affected. This group could include registéred nurses, students in the

program, potential students, and the resear¢h'community.

The Evaluatqr

1. Who is the evaluator?

2. Is this person qualified for the job i.e., s
knowledge of the area being evaluated, knowledge of R
evaluation, knowledge of research, previous - B
experlence in conducting such stud1es?

3. Does this person have credibility in the fie]d?

-4, Is the evaluator functioning in an 1nterna1 or
- xternal capacity?

‘5. Will the evaluator work alone. or as part of a team?

6. Is the evaluator able to be autonomous or will the
evaluator be influenced/biased?




The evaluator was a hegistered nurse who possessed a B.Sc.N. and
was completing requirements fbr a Master's degree in Educational *
Admintstraion. The major focus of that program had bega on program
evaluation. The evaluator had numerous and varied experience in
teaching of nursing, development and revision of curriculum, assisting
with reséarcﬁiprojects, and directing a program development project.
The evaluator held numerous positions in her professional association.
It was felt she was aﬁle to offer the client some assurance of
credibility. In addition she was working with two faculty advisors.

\ The evaluator was functioning as an external evaluator as she had no
previous contact with the client. fhe eva]uafo} was autonomous and had
indications from the client that this wou]d continue.

In summary, the evaluator identified and analysed the factors to
be considered when planning and condqct1ng the study. This was done to
fulfill one of the purposes of such a plan as identified by Cronbach
and Associates (]9é0),lthat being to ilIustr;te a habit of thought

.

;egg%:appropriate to evaluation planning. . v .

2
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’”{of Observations to be Made

The sécond part of the approach was deve]oped to fulfill the
pg(Apurposgs of such a plan as jdentified by Cronbach (1981): to
1Miden£ify'thé’5cope of the evaluation, to identify what a single
evaluation can re;Ti§tica11y accomplish, and to fdentify what is to be
,obserVed. | ‘

The”client identified a number of variabJé§ on which data could

be collected. Possible relationships to be examined were also
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discussed. It.then_became necessary to identify the scope of the

~evaluation and what'this-single’evaluation could rea115t1¢a11y.

accompiish. A var1ab1e b]ock1ng technique d1scussed by - Blalock (1966)
and presented by Schwirian (1981) was examined for poss1b]e application

to this study. Schw1r1an\£1981) suggested'the methodo1ogies of factor

. mapping or cannon1ca1 corre\at1on or path analys1s be used with this

type of techn1que. A]though these procedures were not used in this

' study, the fundamental ‘idea of b1ock1ng the var1ab1es proved useful in

1dent1fy1ng the relationship to be observed thereby defining the scope

of the study and what could rea11st1ca11y be accomplished by this
eva1uat1on
The var1ab1es as b]ocked appear in F1gure 3 3 The blocks*'

represent the ftve major categor1es of 1nformat1on to be gathered and

, ana1yzed in th1s study* demographlc character1st1cs, academ1c

ach1evement bas1c education, post -R.N. educat1on, and nurse ca?eer
behav1or,' Due-to the 11m1ted-scope of th1s study, other categor1es of-

information wh1ch may be usefu] in--a more exhaust1ve follow-up study,

, such as emp]oyment character1st1cs, personal character1st1cs, and

~nursTng schoo1 characteristics, were not included.

Relat1onsh1ps to be Exam1ned S | s

Schwirian (1981.247) described four types of re]ationsh1ps to be

examined using the beck1nthechn1que: 1. Re1at1onsh1ps between

"meta-groups" or related Variabjes (boxx-to-boxy), 2. Relation-

ships among grouped va-iables (within-box), 3. Relationships between

elements of  one group of variables and- elements of‘another group of

51
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B]ock 1: ,Abademfc Acﬁievement

R.N. Scores -

G.P.A.
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Children

Block 2: Basic Education
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“Program Effectiveness

i
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Block 4: Post

. ~
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{
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- -
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Major Outcome of Degree

Figure 3.3
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variables (boxx elementi-boxy elementJ), and 4. Re]ationshiﬁﬁ*
between a "meta-group" or related var1ab1es and elements of another
yariab]e group (box,-to-box, element;). Similar re]ationshipsl"
.wou]d be examined in this study.

Box—to Box Observations. THese kinds of observations wod]d

be: academ1c achievement (block 1) and nurse career beha&1or (b]ock

5); basic education (block 2) and nurse career behaviors (b]ock 5).

~1:‘~$

(An example is shown in Figure 3.4).

¥
Block 1 ) Block 5 ‘
_ ; 1 \
Academic L o | Murse
Achievement | 7 1 Career
- ' | ' Behaviors
Figure 3.4

'3

Box~to-Box Observations

[
7

w1th1n Box 0bservat1ons THése kinds of observat@ﬁ%i wou]d -
beb type of program graduated from and perce1ved effect1veness of the
program (block 2), R.N. scores end G,P.A. (black 1); years of
exper1ence(andjact1v1ty performance (block 5). (Examples are shown in

Figure 3.5). |

|
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_ Block 1: Academic Achievement Block 5: Basic Education |
| | | | .
‘ | :

:R.N. Score

_Type of Program
G. .A.

Effectiveness of
Program 1

5 . Blocky5: Nurse CareEr Behavior

Years of Experience

|+~ Performance of Activities

Figure 3.5 -

Within-Box Observations -

=

g . ot )
Boxy Element;-to-Boxy Elementj Observations. These

kinds of observations wou]dfbe; G.P.A.

(b]ock 5

(block 1) dnd t€t1e of position
tybe of bas1c program (b]ock 2) and belief about a degree
(b]ock %0, and t1t1e of pos1t10n and performance of nurs1ng

act1v1t1es;(An example is shown in Figure 3.6).-
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- i ) u' . LY
Block 1: Acﬁdemic Achievement - Bloek 5: Nurse Career Behavior
G.P.A. n - - Title of
s 7 Position After
} Degree -

Figure 3.6

‘Boxx Element;-to-Boxy Element; Observations

7/

- 3 \ ; N . M
Boxxfto-BOxy‘Elementj 0bservations. These kinds of

observations would be: acadeﬁic<pchievement (block 1) and activity

performance (block 5), -and quograph1c character1st1cs (block 3) and

plans to comp]ete a degree (block 4) (An examp1e is shown 1n

Figure 3.7).

Block 1: -

| Block 5: “Nurse Career
" : : Behavior

Academic

Achievement

(&

-

g

Activity Performance

Figure 3.7

BO§Xpto-Boxy Element ; Observations

v': —~

“In summary, a technique of b]ock1ng the variables was descr1bed

wh1ch could be ut111zed to observe the var1ab1e relat1onsh1ps It

became apparent that the maJor1ty of relationships observed in this

x
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study were of the withih-box (Figure 3.5) and boxx element;-to-

boxy element (Figure 3. G)type.

. Summary of Theoretical Approach

fA'thed?éfical approach for conducting a follow-up evaluation was
deveioped. The framework cdneisted of two paris; The first part |
" identified the:factors to be cdnsidered~when7p1anning and conducting a
follow-up evaiuation. Specific to this study were the following
 factors: client, community, subjects, program, resources, timing,
stake-holders, and the evaluator. Qdestions specific to the evaluation
; were asked about each factor. iInfdrﬁation that was evaiiab]e to, and
fknown*bg;.the eva]bator relating to each question.wes then recorded'
‘prior to conducting the study. |

The second part of the framework identified the observations to‘ e

be made in the study. These observations were organized by bioéking
the variables/into the groups of: demogfaphic.characteristics;
academic achievement ba51c education, post-R. N. education, and nurse
career behaviors. The variabies were then examined by looking for -
box-to-box, within-box, box, e]ement.-to-box element , and..

y
Abox -to-box, element . relationships.

3
Such Z p]an accdmplished a number of purposes for the eva]uator.
It illustrated a habit of thought appropriate to eva]uation planning,
identified the scope of, the evaluation, identified what a single
evaluation could realistically accomplish, and jdentified what‘Was to-

be observed.

™




Develbpmént of the Instrument

Selected demographic, academic, basic education, post¥R.N.
Foy >

“hgducatjon, ahd nurse career H&H y1br characteristics of nurses éwaiting
eﬁtry‘}Ora PdstAR.N;baééa1hureate'program and graduates'of'the:progfam
3 ’wekemde€2rﬁbed, rg;ultingrinfprofiles of bggh the pre-entry group and

E thé gradﬁates of the program. The graduates' reportsvbf how well they
performed selected nursing activities befofe entering the program and

upon graduation were also examined. , R

Choice of the Instrument

Ninety-seveh subjects were invqlved in tﬁe study and some of
these,'particularly the program graduateé,»were widely dispersed
geographically. A mailed questionnaife Was‘$e1écted.as an' appropriate
tool for déta collection. McCallon and McCray (1975) idéntified the
following advantages of maiied questionnaires: relatively low cost,
"‘fhe possibiﬂity of'wide geograph%c cbverage, pro&ision-for anonymity,.‘
uniformity in responses, and the opportunity for‘thé-respbndent to |

contemplate her answers. Yy /

a

. e o N

General Information Section

To identify the. characteristics of nurses to be examined in this

study, a number of activities were carried out.! Selected members of

¥

the Faculty of Nursing were interviewed to detégmine what information
about. the nurses would be required. A humﬁﬁ%ﬁof instfuments‘used in
-~ evaluation studies of nursing programs and fellow-up studies of

»

o S

oy
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graduates were reviewed. Ai.pemographic Dat/:a Prof’ déve’lbped by W.
Mills (1979) proved to be most useful, and some of these items were
used as- stated or modified'for this 1nstrUmen£. Fo11ow-dp>studies by
Field (1978), Steed (1974) and Crawford, Harrison and Larson. (1976)

" contained éxamb]es'of the kind of information to be solicited in the

the General Information section of the instrument.

Five Dimension Scale of Nursing Performance Section

The development of the Five Dimension Scale of Nursing
Performance involved several activities. The nursing curriculum wés

reviewed to elicit statements describing the characteristics of

graduates of thé Post-R.N. baccalaureate program. The charactekistics'-ﬂ

were stated as eight beggvioraf objectives. These broad objectives
addfeséed some widely acéépted conceptual areas of nursing: knowledge
of'cdncepts and theories, supportive technologies, nurse agency,
leadership, professionalism, societa1'change§, research; and the role
of the nurse. The curriculum was based on_Orem'§ mode] o% nursfng and
was orgéniied in‘cqrric01um déve]opmentvunits. The content of these

| units focused on’ the eight objectives and reflected the nursing
dimensions of: leaderShip; teaching, p1annipg, communiCaifons,.and
professiona]iém. o

-

, An extensive search was undertaken to determﬁhe if existing
ol ,
instruments could be used in this study. One such instrument which

appeared to be useful was the Six-Dimensiona] Sca]e of Nursing
Performanée destribed}by Schwirian (1978b) in the study, "Prediction of

<

» Successful Nursing Performance."-
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Schwirian's instrument included 52 statements of nursing
aﬁtivities which were derived from project work with 151 schools of
nursing. The schools were representative ofuthe associate degree,

: hospital'diplomagcand bacca]aureate'educational programs. in nursing.
Factor analysis was used to catégorize the behaviors into six -
djménsionS-of activity related to: Teadershjp, critical care,
teaching/co]]aboration, planning/evaluation, interpersona} .
ré]ationships/éommunicétion, and professional development. The measure
of reliability computéd for each of the six sub-scales was Cronbach's
alpha and ranged from a low of .84 for the 1eadership subséa]e t6 a
high of .98 for the professionaT development subscale.A This ‘instrument
appeared to have uti]jty’for assessing‘nursing performance in this
study. o , - .

- Abprovd]‘tO‘use the.scate Was requested and gained from botf—b
‘Schwirian and The-Americah Journél 6f Nursing Company, who held the
copyright. Approval was granted on the'condition thét €Le instrument

copyright be referehced‘(See Appendix B).

Validation of fhe_Insfrument,

* The instrument was distributed to members of the Nursing Faculty

- to determine whether the fifty-two activities were included in the

curriculum. Sixty-seven percent of the facUTty members respohded to
this request. Analysis of the faculty members' responées indicated

that the critical care activities were not included in the curriculum

of the Post-R.N. program and, cohsequentiy; this dimension was

omittgd. The proposed instrument for this study now consisted of two =

.
v



parts: the.General Information Section and the Five-biﬁensjon Scale of
Nursing Performance.

The bastc instrument was further modified for the two subject
groups: the pompérison group of‘kegistered nufses enro]léd as special
students and the graduates of the Post-R.N. program. The specia1
students were asked'to respond to two questions about each activity
statement, rating their responses on three- and four-point scales.

1. How often do you perform this activity in your

. current JOb?
2. How well do you perform this act1v1ty in your
current | Job? .
Graduates of the Post-RiN.}program were asked to respond to four

questions using the same three- and four-point’rating scales.:

i. How often did you perform this act1v1ty in your
previous Job?

"2. How often do you perform this activity in your
current job?

3. How we]] did you perform this act1v1ty before
entering the program?

4, How well do you perform this activity since
~ completing your degree? .

Members of the Nursing Faculty again examined these two questionnaires

for face and content validity, after which the final copy was made.

The F1na1 Instrument

Two quest1onna1res were developed and are 1nc1uded in Append1x

A. One questionnaire, color-coded green, was sent to the Special
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" Students. The other questiénnaire, color-coded yel}ow was sent to the
graduates. Each questionnaire contained the two sections: General
Information and the Five Dimension Scale of Nursing Performance.

The General Information Section for both groups was comprised‘of
the fo]]owing blocks of variables: demographic, acadehic, basic
edﬁcation, post-R,N; eduéation-and nurse career behavior
characteristics{' The questionnaire for the graduates contained more
variables within some blocks than did the questionnairerfor the special

.students.

The Five Dimension Scale of Nursing Performance Sect{on was
comprised tota11y of one sub-section of the nurse career behavior
b]otk, that being activity pgrfbrmance. This section included
forty-five activity statements which focused on the‘nuréing dimensions
of: leadership, teaching/col]aboration, planning/evaluation,
IPR/communication, ahd‘professipnal developmeht (e Table 3.1). Both
the special students and the;graduates Eated thé frequency and quality |
of their performéﬁcé of each of the activjties. ‘

-

Factor Analysis of the Five Dimensions

As described previously, Schwirian (1978b) had originally derived
"the six dimensions by éubjecting the ﬁctivity statements to factor
analysis (oblique rotation) (See Table 3.2 in Appéndix C).

The forty-five activity statements used in this study were
subjected to factor ana]ysis.(obiique rotation) even though the usab]e
" returned questionnaires for a factor ana]ysisvwere small in number (a

combined total of 53) compared to the number of items (45).
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Table 3.1

Five Dimensions of Nursing Performance

Activity Item ,

Scale Number Activity

Leadership 3 Give praise and recognition for achievement to
those under your direction.

20 Delegate responsibility for care based_on
assessment of priorities of nursing care needs
and the abilities and limitations of available
health personnel. -

22 Guide other health team members in planning
for nursing care. .

23 Accept responsibility for the level of care
provided by those under your direction.

34 Remain open to the suggestions of those under

‘ your direction and use them when appropriate.
Teaching/ 1 Teach a. pat1ent S fam11y members about the
Collaboration patient's needs.

4 . Teach prevent1ve health measures to pat1ents
and their fam1]1es.

5 Ident1fy and use community resources in
developing a plan of care for a pat1ent and
his fam11y _

v Adapt teaching methods and materidls to the
_understanding of the particular audience:
'e.g., age of patient, educational background,
and sensory deprivations.

13 Develop innovative methods and mater1als for
teaching patients.

24 Promote the use of intérdiscip]inary resource
persons.

25 Use teaching a1ds and resource mater1als in
teaching patients and their families.

26 Encourage the family to part1c1pate 1nhthe

care of the patient.



Table 3.1 Continued

Activity Item
Scale Number . Activity

27 Identify and use resources within your health
care agency in developing a plan of care for a
patient and his family,

32 Communicate facts, ideas, and profess1ona1
opinions in writing to patients and the1r
families. ‘

33 Plan for the integration of patient needs w1th
family needs.

P1anning/ 2 Coordinate the plan of nursing care
Evaluation with the medical plan of care.
»
6 Identify and include in nursing care plans -
anticipated changes in a patient's condition.
7 Evaluate results of nursing care.
9 Develop a plan of nursing care for a patient.
10 Initiate planning and evaluation of nursing
‘ care with others.
12 Identify and include immediate patient needs‘

o ~in the plan of nursing care.

- 31 Contr1bute to the plan of nursing care for the

e patient.

IPR/ 8 ~ Promote the inclusion of the patient's
Communica- . decisions and desires concerning his care.
tions s S

14 Communicate a fee11n§ of acceptancé of each
patient and a concern-‘for the pat1ent s
welfare. .

15 Seek assistance when nécessary;

16 Help a patient cbmmunicate with others.

17

Verbally communicate facts, ideas, and feeling
to other heaith team members.




_ Professidnal -
Development & .

3

39

40 -
a°

2

4
45

W

- Accept responsib111ty for own act1ons.

Table 3.1 Continued: .
8 . _ 5
= : e =
MW@%‘& Item ' .
" Scal Number Activity

18 Promote the patient's right to privacy.

19 Contribute to an atmosphere of mutual trust,
acceptance and respect among other health team '
members ., ‘ \ '

ZA Explain nursing procedures to a patient prior

' to performing them.

28 - Use nursing procedures as opportunities “for
interaction with patients.

29 Contribute to productiVe working relationships
with-other health team members.

30 ,H£1P a patient meet his emotional needs.
‘ 35 Use opportun1t1es for patient teaching when

they ar1se.

;Use 1earn1ng opportunities for ongoing
" personal and professional growth.:

D1sp1ay self- d1rection. 43

a

. AsSdme new respon51b11it1es within the limits
”:gof capab111ties.

- Ma1ntain high standards of .self- performance

$

;;-Demonstrate self-conf1dence.

g,D1sp1ay a generally positive ‘attitude.
:Demonstrate know]edge of the legal boundaries..
ZﬂiaDemonstrate‘know1edge of the ethics of nurs1ng.'

7 Accept and use constructive criticism.
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FSchw1rian 's resu1ts had been based on. two groups of responses 914
nurse_graduates and 587 supervisors (Schwirian 1978b 348) (Table. 3.3
in Appendix C shows the pattern of item 1oad1ng using Schwirian's
onstnucts and the respondents reports in this’ study) (Table 3.4 1n
“Appendix C sh wS the' pattern of item 1oading form1ng poss1b1e new
‘constructs based on the respOndents reports in this study) Based on
th1s ana]ys1s of comb1ned responses, and a small sample size the
constructs.as,der1ved by Schw1r1an (]978b) were maintained for further

data'ana]ysis in this study.

' Re]iabiiitytof‘thebFive‘Dimension Scale of Nursing Performarkce
Table 3. 5 shoWS'that'the5measune\of re]iabiitty, Cronbach's’

a]pha, wh1ch was computed for each of the five act1v1ty sca]es 1n this

l

study ranged from a 1ow of 85 for the 1eadersh1p sub scale to a high

. of .95 for the teach1ng/co]1aborat1on subscale SR

g | | . - | k . . - ’
o R \ Table 3.5 _
. - . v
_ Re11ab11\ty of Actuvity Scales using Schwirian' s constructs and
Lo combined responses of self- appra1sals.

o © N=83
o B SR ;.’ . . V")v./’,
| _ L . Number - I
.~ Scale. PR of Items ' Alpha
!'Leadership . | xl\\ 5 | © 0.848
Teaching/Collaboration Ty SR B 0.954 )
Planning/Evaluation o 7 00889 .
IPR/Communicatigns - - oYe . .0.904
,Profess1ona1 Development - T 107_ . oo 0906
: = - =

. S . Dt R
a L . . o



. : The Sample § | ~ R
This study examined two groups of nurses in one Western’
Province. The" f1rst group cons1sted of nurses enrolled for the
dca]endar year 1981-82 as spec1a1 students in the Nurs1ng Facu]ty at a
Western Canadian Un1vers1ty. A student Tist was obta1ned fnbm&the ‘

Nur51ng Facu]ty After determining that per1od1c1ty was not present a

systemat1c sampling method with a random start was ut111zed to select

.
s .

the subjects for this group o | _ . R
The second group conswsted of nurses who ‘had graduated from the
Post-R.N. bacca]aureate'program in 1981. The total pqpu]ation.of th1s B

gfcup.was ut111;ed in the study. : Lo | ' | )

| The Specia]-Student group was admittédTy“ndt as%homogeneous a
“pre-entry compartson as a group of nurses who had been accepted into

- the program and were in the first week of the _program. However,_due to
the t1m1ng of the study, th1s%§pe;1al‘St;dentsgroup was cons1de;ed to R
be the most acoeptab]e and.was read11y ava1iab1e for compar1sons

Further ana]ys1s in Chapter IV 1nd1cates the - two groups exhibited
'-is1m11ar genera] character1st1cs.

- Data Collection

b ) )
The data were collectegffrom the subjects by use of a
quest1onna1re Self-addressed}/Qtamped envelopes were enclosed with
each questionnaire, along w1th instructions to return quest1onna1res

_within one week. Cod1ng of quest1onna1res fac111tated send1hg out ~
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fol]ow- P reminders. The design of the quest1onna1re facilitated |
‘ direct ransfer of responses to computer cards S

The quest1onna1re was. ma11ed to 44 graduates of the Post-R.N.
program and %Specw] Students an February 22, 1982 Two spec1a1
student questionnaires were.returned unopened dropp1ng the total N for -
the spec1a1 students to 53. 'Tab]e 3.6 indicates that 49% of the
~ graduate and 57% of the specta] student questionnaires were returned by ’
. the f1rst follow- -up date, March 8, 1982 This first follow- up
1ncreased the return rate to 52% of the graduates and 68% of the .
‘spec1a1 students by the second follow-up date, March 18 fgsz By the
f1na1 date§>March 31 1982 73% of the graduates and 75%‘of the special

h

students hap responded” to the quést1onna1re.
N . ¢ . {(y—'x "“
'Table 3.6 B [
Distribution and Return of Questionnaires ‘
4
o B Questionnaires - 3
Subjects - Distributed o — Returned by: - - -
- o S ‘FoTTow-up 1 Follow-up 2 Cut-oft
N. ., N % N % ] N %
. i - T : , 3 |
Special Students: - 53 f&\%i?‘ 57 36 68 . 40 75
Graduates .« 44 20 49 23 52, 3 73
7o & - ’ . T
) ;,«‘ B . . - . ) .

4

-

of the 44 graduate quest1onna1res mai]ed out, 32 were. returned.v
One of these was d1scarded because the respondent was&not employed. 55'

Therefore 31 quest1onna1res formed the final usable graduate samp]e



.Of the 53 special student questionnaires, mailed out, 40 were’
returned. - Four of these were discarded; leaving a final usable sample

A

“of 36 special stgdent questionnaires.

Treatment of the Data

The data obtained from the usable questionnaires'were transferred

to computer cards for process1ng us1ng the Stat1st1ca1 Package for the
Social Sciences (Nie. et al: 1975)

~ The fol]owing/statistica]_aha]yses were used in this study.

1. 'Factor analysis, oﬁlioue\ro '

, was used to
verify Schwirian's construct . '

2. ,Cronbath's alpha was used to

pdsure the re11ab1]1ty
of the five nursing dimensior :

‘scales.

L
3. Frequency and perceitage di€tribution was used to
s describe the da e characteristics and

performance of\the nursi g activities of the.
respon_ , :
» I

4, Pearson S corre]at1on coefficient was used to
' describe the relationship between respondents R.N.
scores and the G.P.A.

5.  t- tests and ANOVA were used to- exam1ne d1fferences ' ¢
in self-regorts of respondents about their
performance of nurSIng activities.

6. t- tests and ANOVA were used to examine- the N
relationships between selected characteristics and
- the respondents reported performance of nurs1ng
activities. :

7. ‘§tep*wise multiple regression was used to determine
- which of t %% variables may be pred1ctors of :
successfu¥™iursing . performance. N

8. . Content ana1ysas was\psed to ana1yze the open-ended
: responses., ,
. <~f§

[~
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Summary

, The design of this study was that of a Static-Group Comparison.

‘:A theoretical approach was designed focu51ng on: l. the factors to be .

| ‘considered when planning ‘and conducting the study and 2. the blocking

Two groups of ré&

jreliability and ;

technique developed to examine the variables.

A questionnaire, based on one developed by Schw1r1an (1978b), was

fused to collect the data about the characteristics and reported

performance of two groups of nurses The questionnaire wa‘ﬁiested for

J'”ity 351ng Chronbach s alpha and factor analysis.

f%red nurses were 1ncluded in the study those

}JJ

: awaiting entry to a Post R.N. program andégpose who- had graduated from

« 4

- . R ) B ) J

" the program. R SR L

?
Data analysis included the use of’$requency distribut$;ns, : {

69
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t-test, ANOVA and- step-wise multiple regression, Pearson s correlation™®,

coefficient and content analysis.

o



_problems. S : }‘

CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS

In this chapter are . presented the resglts of the data Bnalysis

and a discussion and summary of the f1nd1pgs with respect to .the six

The problems as stated were:
. %’ N

.

g entry to
aduates of

behavior character1st1cs of nurs‘
the Post-R.N. Baccalaureate prog
the program?

2. what are‘the se]f—reports'of nurs iting entry
t Post-R.N. program and those #hdkave graduated ¢ -
'~ﬁ‘the program of how frequently and how well they
' orm se]ected nursing activities?

3. Are there statistlcally s1gn1f1cant d1fferences in
the self-reports of how well they perform. selegled
nursing activities between nurses awaiting en&o
a Post-R.N. program and graduates before they
entered t?e/g;ogram? ' , . -

4. Are there statistically significant dﬁ!ferencés-in
‘the- self-reports of how well they perform selected
nursing activities between nurses awaiting entry to
a Post-R.N. program and graduates after completing

¥ the progwam?“ﬂﬂh

5. Are there statistically significant d1fferences
¢ . between .the self-reports of how well the graduates
of a-Post-R.N. program performed selected nursing
activities before. entering the Post-R.N. program and
how well they perform’ those‘ﬂ%tivities after .
graduat1ng from the program? ~

23
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‘Characteristics of Nurses Awaiting Entry to a Post-R.N. Program

The major findings were as foiiows.

)” {'»,
Sy

6. Are there statistically significant welationships
"between the selected characteristics and how well
nurses awaiting entry to-a Post-R.N. program report
they perform selected nursing activities?

~ 7. Are there statistically significant relationships
: between the-setected characteristics and how well
graduates of -a Post-R.N. program report they perform
» 7 selected nursing activities?

" problem 1 9

v Rrobiem 1 was stated ‘as follows:
What are some selected demographic, academic; basic . ? ~
. education, Post-R.N. education, and nurse career behaggdr
.‘characteristics of nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R.N
. Baccglaureati program and graduates -of the program?. ,@f

In this section the resuits of the-data anainis are reported and

the findings about the characterfﬁﬁics of nurses awaitiag entry to a

Post-R. N Baccaiaureate program, hereafter referred to as -the Spec1ai

Students, -are discussed.

Findings - - B D

' Demqgraphics

Theffrequency'distribution of responses ofﬂnurses awaiting

ventry to a Post- R N. program to questions about the characteristics of

age, sex, maritai status and number of chiidren is shown in Tabie 4, 1

Y

%r;;f@ 1.~ The. largest percentages of the spec1a1 students were

T 25-29 “years of age or 35 39 years' of age.

i}

4
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a
B Table 4.1
‘ Special Students: Demographic Characteristics. ‘
Frequency of responses about 1§?ograph1c characteristics. -
. : \ N= : RS
_" |
§r
Demographic Freguency
m;hﬁracteristic. "No. - ct
1.% Under 25 2 6
2. 25-29 - 13 . 36
3. 730-34 6 7.
4, 35-39 8. . 22
5. 40-44 5 : 14
6. 45-49 _ 2 ° 6
7. 50 and over - -
Sex
1. Female 35 97
2. Male 1 3
Marital Status
‘;ﬁiagﬁﬁng1e ‘ 7 19
2. Married ¥ 28 78
3.. Other ’ &:' AE -3
9 ) . ')
- /

Number of Children « ,
0. None oz 20 56
1. One: 2 6
‘2. Two 9 25
3. Three 4 N
4.. Four 1 3
5. Five or more - -

‘/‘
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Most of the special students, 97%, were female.

The largest proportion, 78% of the special students
were married.

The larger proportion of the specia] students, 56%,
had no ch11dren.

Academic

The frequenty distribution of the scores of the special

students on the R.N. exams 1§ shown‘in Table 4.2. The major findings

were as follows:

1.

. ' ’ ];h‘?lﬁ %,5‘1
The‘hﬁrs1gg exams with the h1ghest mean scores as
" reported by the special students were medical
nurs1ng and obstgﬁt{fal nursing.

A large peqpentaj%‘jf respondents, up to 19% for
psychiatric nursing. either did not remember their
scores  or had comeﬂ?rom a system utilizing a
different scoring method

The mean score, as reported by the special students,
on alL.five exams fell between 500 and 550. o

o ,?‘ .-
Basic Nursing Educatiorf v '

The fréquency distribution of the special students responses
‘ ‘ ~ '

' t . .
to questions about ‘the type of basic program, year of graduation, and

_ effectiveness of the basic program for prepering them for the jab they

. S ) .
were presently doing is shown in Table 4.3. The major findings ware as

follows:

1.

Most of the special students, 78%, had graduated
from the hospital program. Respondents not included
in the hospital or college program had. graduated
from a CEGEP or psychiatric nurs1ng program.

Approximately two-th1rds of the special students

- graduated from their basic program in 1970 or later.



Table 4.2

‘Special Students: Academic Characteristics.
~ Frequency of scores on R.N. Exams

: , ) ) . ‘ » Frequency
R.N. Scores "? \ ‘ : No. ct.

Medical Nursing

1. 350-399 ] 3
2. 400-449 2 6
.3. 450-499 5 14
"4, 500-549 5. 14
5. 550-599 5 14
6. 600-649 7 19
7. 650+ 5 . 14
0. Other ' ” ‘ 6 . 17
- ,6 N
N =230, X* = 4,73
Surgical Nursing
1. 350-399 - -
2. 400-449 - 4 1N
3. 450-499 6 17
4. 500-549 : 4 11
- 5. --950-599 - 7 19
6. 600-649 4 11
7. 650+ ~ - 5 14
0. Other 6 17
N = 30, X* = 4,53
Nursing of Children
1. 350-399 : 2 6
2. 400-449 . ji - ' 3 8
3. 450~499 i 7 19
4.- 500-549 -3 8
5. 550-599- 6 17
6. 600-649 5 14 -
7. 650+ . IR 4 N
0. Other ‘ ‘ 6 17



Table 4.2 (Cont'd.)

: . >+ Frequency

Obstetric Nursing

1. 350-399 - -
2. 400-449 3 8
3. 450-499 5 14
4. 500-549 6 17
5. 550-599 7 19
6. 600-649 4 N
7. 650+ o~y e 5 . 14
0 | - 6 17

. Opher

Psychiatric Nursing  ~
1. 350-399 2 . . | ‘
2. 400-449 d 4 T

J 1

: ) o 3 .
3. 450-499 | - | 76 17
4. 500-549 5 14
5. 580-599 5 14
6. 600-649 6 17
7. 650+ { 2 6
0. Other 1 7 19

N = 29, X* = 4.2]

* This mean represents the mean of response choices 1.e,: 1, 2, 3,74,
etc. not the actual score.

o
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Table 4.3

Y

Special Students: Basic Nursing Education Characteristics.
Frequency of responses about their basic nursing program.

W —
. [ . . .

N =36
Charatteristics of ‘ Fregﬁencz
Basic Program ' o _ - No, ct.
Type of Basic Program
1. 3 year Hospital o 28 78
2. 2 year College - .6 17
3. Other 2 6
\'

Year of Graduation from Basic Program z \

Before 1960 | 4 m

1960-1964 3 | 8

1965-1969 _ 6 117

1970-1974 ' ' 9 25

1975-1979 . 14 \ 39
} . w \
Effective Basic Program , v
1. Yes | ‘~ 22 ) el
2. No - _ 13 36
0. _ o 1 3"
N : :
®
\\\\
\ o \ |
y \\_‘
-



3. - Sixty-one percent of the special students, reported
their basic-nursing progrnam had effectively prepared
them to function in the position they presently
held, while thirty-six percent of the respondents
did not believe their basic nursing program-had’
effectively prepared them. Comments appear in

* Appendix D.

Post-R.N. Baccalaureate Education

The frequency distribution of the responses of the special
students to qUestions about courses they were taking, plans to complete
the degree, and beliefs aboutﬁobtaining a degree arq/shown/fﬁ/?ab]e

4.4. The major findings were as follows:
’I) ”~

1. Approximately 50% of the special students were
required to'ta&g pre-requisite courses.
. ",** ) .
2. Seventy-two'pengent of the special students took
credit courses which were not pre-requisites.

3. Most of the special students, 81%, planned tb N
complete the degree program in the next five years.

4. The special students-expected that obtaining a

- degree would result in one of two'major outcomes for
them: 31% expected to obtain more challenging or '
satisfying work, and another 31% expected they would
be able to change their field of work. The
responses to "other" included those-who saw the
degree helping them obtain entrance to another
faculty, and providing an opportunity for
advancement in their present job. Only one person
indicated the possibility of a “slightly" improved
salary as a major outcome .of obtaining the degree.

5. One-quarter of the special students believed a
degree was not necessary. Another guarter felt it
was required to function effectively Yn teaching,
'supervision or public health. .Comments appear in
Rppend4x D. B

77
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" Table 4.4 RPN
' TR : "
. o “, . . ' .
Special Students: Post - R.N. Baccalaureate%\:caﬁon.,
"~ Frequéency o responsgs agggp degree educatten. ' -
= ' e
, . ; { , ‘ Frequency
Post - R.N. Education R “ "~ No, ct.
Required Pre requtsite Courses L Co A R
1. Yes ‘ ‘ S 17 - 47
2. No . o ' : , 18 - 50
0. - ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 3
Took Credit Non-pre- rgqu1s1te Courses . . -
1. Yes \ 26 72
2. NO ' - : N - ’ o= -
00 ‘ _ : " ]0 ,’ 28
Plan to Complete Degree \ o /” e
1. Yes . o A 29 - 81
2. No T o - f ‘ 6 ¥
0. . » RN 1 3
Major Outcome of Degree ' ' ‘/_‘ ]
1. Improved working conditions . ' 2 - 6
2.. Improved salary ' 1 - 3
3. More challenging or sat1sfy1ng work 1 3
4. Change field of work 11 31
e Personal satisfaction \ LT 5 14
6.. Other Lo L2 6
0. 4 e
‘BeHef‘ ‘about degree . ._// .
1. Do not need a degree v . /. 9 . 25
2. Government will require a degiee T A Y A
3. A.A.R.N. will require a degree = S 3 ! 8
4. Nurses in teaching, superviswon or pub11c N
~ health need a. degree o N L w10 . 28
5. .Do"need"a degree, §%= ERCEREE s 6 17

v
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Nurse career Behavior R . B

The frequency distribution of the responses of the special

students to questions about their current empioyment and nursing _"'

experience is shown in Table 4 5. The maJor findings were as foiiows

3.

Summary Profiie of The Spec1al Students

appear in Appendix D.

Most of the speCiai students were empioyed.e :

'Three-quarter of the speC1§i students worked
.rfuli-time, while one-quart

r worked part-time. e

. Approximate]y 75% of .the specia1 students had aVer

six years: of experience, the mean-years of

,experience being,between 6 and 10 years. .. o '.\:v

- Approximately 60% of the\spec1a1 students were staff

nurses. Comments regarding the section "other" {,,m_"

~

The maJority of: the speCiai students were Female, either 25 to 29

years of age or 35 39 years of age, married with no chi]dren scored

between 500 and 550 on the R.N. exams, graduated from a hospitai

program 1n 1970 or iater, thought their ba51c nur51ng program was ‘an :’

effective one; were taking prerequisite courses for entrance to the

Post R N. program, pianned to complete their degree, thought a degree

wouid resuit in obtaining more satisfying work or aiiowing them to

change their fieid of work ; thought a degree was not necessary or

necessary oniy in the areas of teaching, superv151on or pubiic hea]th

were presently emp]oyed had over six years of experience, and were B

<

‘staff nurses.



Nursing Career (:haract:eemS‘tics‘___'3,j."~

'1{2‘}
0.

i'f 3 .

|

S S ecial Students._

‘.’“

o

“‘{,53\;equencyjo‘.responsesbahout

',' '. * ‘36

Ful

i
-0

Nurse Career Behavior Characteristics.g -
eir nursing,career.j

Currently_gmglq!ggﬁ_;__;;;
¥es . , N

S

Tygé of EmpToyment
Full-time. -
Part-time -

Years of Exper1ence s
1. 1=2 yearss S
2. 3-5 years®

6-10 years .

4. 11-
5.° 16 or more
0. - o

Y* = 3.29

Title of Current Position =

1. - Staff Nurse -

2. 'Head Nurse or: Ass1stant
3. Supervisor =

- 4. ,vInstructor .

.5, Community Health Nurse.
9; ‘Nursing Administration
8
9
0

. Clinical Specialist
. Nurse Consultant =
. Other .

. . - } . : ,‘ q

No B

11-15 years

WO W 1 WO O 80—

,ﬂ4;>f

o

» 5, not the actual scoré

This mean represents thé mean of response cho1ces, 1 e
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gCharacteristics of Graduates oflthe Post-R N Baccaiaureate Prggram

ﬁ“:pBY;;‘

CIn this section the resuTts of the data analysis are reported and O

”'the findings about the characteristics df the graduates of a Post-R Ne -

}fprogram are discussed

Findin "v.‘;“’,u-_,? B P ‘1"-"</S S
Demographics ‘ e P

;w.‘,r

The frequency distribution of responses of the graduates of
'the Post-R N. program to questions about the characteristics of age,
sex, marital status and number of chi]dren is shown in Table 4 6 }he

g_maJor findings were as fo]lowS' :

i

1. The Targest percentage of graduates were in two age rj;
‘ _groups" 25 to 29 years of age or 3@-39 xears of age.

Z;I‘TATT the‘responding graduates were femaTe. ;5"

3. . The respondents\were d1v1ded between those singie,
~~ '52% and 'those ma?ried 42%.. ot : - ‘
_v4.'stThe maJority, 71% of the graduates had no children. w’?

KAcademic

R the R N exams and the achieved G.P. A. is shown in TabTe 4.7, . The

< maJor findings were as fo]lows

.

Y. The nursing exams with the highest mean scores as A
—reported by the graduates were nursing of chi]dren. .
and- psychiatric nur51ng. el :
2. A large percentage of the graduates, up to 32% for
psychiatric nursing, either did not. remember their o
. scores or had come -from a system uti]izing a - L
different scoring method. v S ’,»)L'

The frequency distribution of the scores of the raduatesfon'V



duates: ,Demograpbic Char‘ te
Frequem; ~o, responses abput daejmograph;;c; c‘ara, L

rnj,\‘. _"" RO

Demographic Characterisﬁcs r:

3; 30-34 R P R L

& 35-39 SN e e e

g, 40-44 .j““_ N T
,6. 45-49 i : B S S
. '7.' 50 and wver

. OMwowRW
(AN
124

g v BN
B .

L Female ,:*' e e | DU [\ SO
2. Ma]e R T R S o0

’jﬁaritalgstatgs SNt

1.osingle .0 T 1652
v'Z.- Married '_[ R R RS R i< MR
3. Other B A L T T 2 .. o1

v1 Ndmber 6f'Chderéﬁ

0. Nome e T 2

1. One R TR L P ST
2. Two =

3. .Three"

4. Four R
5. Five or more .,

S ONNWRN




Surgical Nursi ng

1.
2.
3.
N 4.‘
i
6.
7.
Ou

»

350-399 -
1400-449
450-499

500-549

|550-599
600-649
650+

Other

X*=461

’ Nursing,of Chﬂdren /

1.
2.
3.
.4.'
5
o6
-7
0.

350-399

~400-449 -
450-499
'500-549
550~599""
600-649
650 .
Other

.

N

;f"\i,f/

AL,

EL N

Wi BN S

0/

13 :

13-

B (o R
YK



 Psychiatric Nursing

1. 350-399 .
2,0 400489 e
13, 450-499 TN
4, 500-849 . - e
5. 550-599 - )

; ‘7._.’ 550“"‘ ’ L

13 -
.10
e
10
13
26

RN VN

T -

o

rwww

. 26

32

6. 600-649

—— 4."““
OO I~ bt -

29
16

T =280 T

% This.mean represents the mean of response choices, i.e.: 1, 2, 3,
4, 5, 6, etc., not the actual score.

L]
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mquestlons about the type of basic program, year of gradu-tion, and '
effectiveness of the. basic program for preparing them for the job they S

,_were doing prior to entering the degree program "{s shown in Table 4.8.

L

The major findings—were as follows: / :

. B S
1. . Approximately two-thirds of the graduates. had
ST received their initial training’in a hospital
program. ' N ‘ _ , :
2. The majority of the graduates, 60%,. had graduated
o from.their basic program in 1970 or later.

3. There was an even split between those who thought ,

: the basic program was effective, 48%, and those who .
thought it was not effective, 45%, in preparing them
for the position they held prior to entering the -
degree program.v

[ ]

-

iPost R.N. Baccalaureate Education :

The frequency distribution of the responses of the graduates to
:questions about courses they took time to complete the degree,
effectiveness of the Post-R.N. program, wheth r they obtained the

: employment they expected upon completion of the program, the major

| outcome of completing a degree, ‘and their beliefs about a degree is

_shown in Table 4.9. ‘The major findings were [as follows:

1. The majority of the graduates 61%, were required to
take pre- requ151te courses. A

o ¥



* Graduatég Basic: Nurs1ng Education Characteristics. |
. Fréquency oT responses about the1r‘bas1c nursing program. .

.o , N = 3] : ]
| , . | R |
S ‘
{‘Character1st1cs of .Basic Program’
Type of Basic Program
~1.- 3 year Hospital -
2.. 2 year Co]lege _ ‘ . .
3. Other .- . ’

Year 6f Grqduatibn,from~Basic_Program

: o
1. Before 1960~

3 10
2. '1960-1964 3 10
3. 1965-1969 6 19
4. 1970-1974 - L ; I N I
5.. 1975-1979 o P 14 . 45
Effective Basic Program

1. Yes R |- 48
2. No . : TS 45

0. ] . . - 2 7 —




Table 49 | °
‘ “ "i ‘ ‘i:s‘ | v" ) ;
Gradustes: Post - 5! Buccalaureate Education.
o ."FFi%ﬁi%%y of ' respons€$ about degrge education.
R N = 3 o .

R —

B ‘ - , = Frequenc
Post - R.N. Education T No. “ Pct.

Required\Pre-requisite Courses . S
1. Yes , : - 19 61
2. No - - 239

Took Credft Non-pre-requisite Courses

1. Yes . - =W 55
2. No o o o 45

Time to“EQTplete Degree

1.. Less thag 2 years 5 . , ‘ S 2 7
2. 2 years . - o ’ 17 55
3. 3 years o T : - 9 29
4, 4 years ' ' 3 10 -
5. More than 4 years 0 -
' Effective:BacéaTaureate
1. Yes 23 74
2. No 6 19
0. - ) 2 7
‘ §
. Employment Expected
1. Yes 23 74
" 2.~ No 7 23
0 . \\ ] : 3



1 1

’ k : —— e —
- Post - R.N. Education’ ‘\ | o ~No. Pct.
’Majdf Outcome’ of Degree "
1. Improved working co ditions  “\x ) 6 19
2. Improved salary | - -
3. More challenging or satisfying work ' 12 39
+ 4, Change field of work ; ) 8 26
5. Personal satisfaction - \ 3 10
6. Other | N : N 2 7
. ) | v \\\
Belief about degree ”
1. Do not need a degree \\ 1 3
2. Government will require a degree B - -
3. A.A.R.N. will require a degree 2 7
4. Nurses in teaching, superv sion or pub11c
health need a degree _ 2 7
5. Do need a degree ' h 22 1Al
: ’ 4 13

6. Other




Q-é'

5.

» to qugst1ons about their position before éntering the degree program
. . [ o
and after completing the degree program; type of employment; years of

eXperience§ and necessity'of having degree to do their job are shown in.

1 i
} ) i}/ﬂ‘

51ightly more grqd&ttcs took courfes which were not
pre-requisite, 858, than gradustes who did not take
courses, 45%.. o S “

Most of the griduates, 74%, responded that the
Post-R.N. program effectively prepared them for the
position they held since graduation. Twanty percent
indicated the program had not been effective.

4

Comments appear in Appendix D.
employment position thby expected after graduation.

4Thro§-§uartens of the graduates obtained the

The major outcome of obtaining a degree for the
graduates had been obtaining more satisfying work,

- 39%, and the opportunity to change their field of
* work, 26%. Also of pote is the fact that 19% felt
their working conditions had improved. Comments -

appear in Appendix D.

The: graduates indicated that nurses do need a.
degree, 71%. Comments appear in Appendix D.

Nurse Career Behavior ™

The frequency distribution of the responses of the graduates

Table 4.10. The major'findings_here as fo\]owé:

1.

Three-quarters of the graduates worked as a staff
nurse prior to entering the degree program while
only 16% worked as a staff nurse after obtaining the
degree. . o

The percentage of nurses WOrking as instructors rose

- from 7% before the degree to 19% after the degree.

The percentage of nurses working as.community health

nurses rose from 7% before the degree to 36% after

the degree.

Descriptions of "other" types of positions which the
graduates held appear in Appendix 0.



Marsing Career Characteristics

b
WPt
:

2.
‘3.
4.
5.
6.
1.
8.
9.

Al
m—p—

Ti t“h. 'of t;ut Poﬂ tien

'&tm’ Nrse
Head Nurse or Anistant ’
_Supervisor : .

Instructor ‘
Comwunity Health Nurse
Nursing Administration
Clinfcal Specialist
Nurse Consultant

Qther

Yéars_ of Experience

1.
2.
3.
a.
5.

1-2 years
3-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16 or more .

X* = 2,52

Currently !-:'m,ployed‘

].
2.

0.

Yes

No

Type of Empl oymen_t

1.
2.

Full=-time ,
Part-time w5

ey

WRSNOO
e

e d

NOOONSNWWe

32

19

23
16

10

87
10



2 - 7

, ) ] 3

\ 6 19 .

Community Health uum Con %
Nursing Administration - -

(W mm\ st - -

Nurse . : - -
Other 5 16

' | 3

Function in Position Without a Degree
1. Yes ' : : 9 . 29
2. No . » 21 68
0. ‘ 1 3
e v e —

* This mean represents the méan of the Eesponse choice, f.e.: 1, 2, 3,
4, etc., not the years. :

R




. S,T»vFifty percent of the graduates had over six years of ‘
. “experience. The mean. years of experience was e
' f’,between 3 and 5 years. L

; ;',Slv"Most of the graduates, 97% were employed
‘g?sﬁ hHost of the graduates, 87%, worked fuil-time. : '
I ]Two-thirds of ‘the graduates indicated they couid not

~function -as effectively in the position they -
presently held without a degree. : e

]vSummary Profi]e of the Graduates of the Post R N Program

. Aii of the responding graduates were female. Most were either
25-29 years of age or 35-39 years of age had no chiidren, scored over
500con the-R N. exams, achieved a G P.A. of over 6 5; graduated from a
hospitai program in 1970 or iater took pre- requ151te courses for | |
entrance to the PosteR N. program, thought their Post-R. N degree -
program was an effective one, obtained the position they expected upon.
i comp]eting thecqegree, thought the degree had allowed them to obtain ‘
" 'more satisfying work or to. change their fieid of work thought that a
degree was necessary, were empioyed and worked full time in pOSitions
.as staff nurse, instructors, or community health nurses and feit the

degree was necessary to function 1n the position they now heid

Simiiarities and Differences In The Characteristics of the Spec1a1
Students and Graduates »

The findings reported above indicate that a large number of the

N

,characteristics were sim)]ar for the two groups. The findings for age,

sex, number of children, mean scores on R.N. exams, type of basic

program,- year of graduation-from basic program, and employment status
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Were}simiﬂar'for the two groups. One similarity in the findings was of

particular note. The épeqja] students expected the degree would allow

them.tq obtain more'séfisfying work or change their field of work. The

graduates indicated that_for‘thém‘ihdeed-tﬁis was'so. ‘

‘D¥fferences in the frequency distribution of findings for the two

groups existed with régard to other characteristics. These differences

.

were as follows:

.‘.

“Most‘pf the special students, 61%, were fﬁﬁctioning

More sﬁeciailétudents than graduates were married.
One could speculate about the relationship of the

state of singleness and obtaining a degree in
preparation for a life with a career focus.

More of the special students, 61%, thought their
basic program had effectively prepared them to .

~function in the position they now held than.did the
- graduates, in retrospect, 48%. One suspects that

the graduates after completing the degree.
appreciated how much more there was to learn about
nursing than the basic program offered. ‘

More special students, 25%, thought nurses did not
need a degree than did the graduates, 3%. Only 17%
of the special students believed a degree was
necessary while 71% of the graduates felt a degree
was required. Apparently after completing: the
program and resuming work, the graduates were’
convinced of ‘the need for a degree. This change in
belief was perhhps also influenced by the next point
of difference. : o I :

as staff nurses and most of the graduates, 74% had

. functioned as staff nurses prior to-‘entering the

degree program, while only, 16% of the graduates
functioned as staff nurses after completing the’
degree. This change in~position could account for
the realization of the need.for a degree. ‘
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Summary of Characteristics of the Speciai Students and the Graduates
“‘ The findings ‘about the selected variabie b]ocks of
;characteristics demographic, academic basic education, Post-R N.
education and nurse career behavior, of the speciai students and the
‘graduates were anaiyzed and discussed. The two - groups were found to be
.similar for most of the variabies. They were therefore conSidered to
‘be comparable groups. . ‘

Differences appeared with respect to maritai status. reported
effectiveness of the baSic program, and beiiefs about the need for a |
degree. These differences were anaiyzed.and discussed The
differences wouid appear reasonabie when one conSiders that the
graduates have now completed the program and are functioning Ain the |
work force as degree nurses.v_

In the next section the findings which reiate to Probiem 2 are

_presented..
! - Problem 2

" Problem 2 was stated as follows:

what are the self- reports of nurses awaiting entry to a

"~ Post-R.N. program and those who have graduated from the
program of how frequently and how well. they perform
se]ected nurSing actiVities?

Special Students Performance of NurSing ActiVities

In this section the resuits of the data anainis ‘are reported and
the findings about how frequentiy and how wei] the speCiai students

~ report they_performed the selected nursing activities are discussed..

94
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indings f : R - « ;

The frequency d1str1but1on of the responses of the special )
students to the questions of how frequently and how we11 they reported
they performed act1v1ties in the nursing dimensions of Leadership,
'Teach1ng/Collaboratlon, P1anning/Eva1uat1onb IPR/Communications, and o
Professiona] Development 1s shown 1n Table 4 11. The‘poss1ble
frequency response categor1es were: never, occasiona]]y, or ‘ - ’,w
frequently. The possib]y qua11ty of performance response categor1es | Sy
}werei%?Q)t very we]], satisfactOrily, we]] or very we11 The find1ngs

/
’reported represent the responses of the spec1a1 students as a. group,

not 1nd1v1dua11y. The maJpr find1ngs were as fo]]ows o S A

‘Frgguency,of Performance'

1. The mean frequency rating on all except three ‘Ytems
indicate that the special students performed the
activities in the five dimensions "occasiona]ly
"more often" (mean)Z 00).

2. One Teach1ng act1v1ty commun1cate 1deas in wr1t1ng,
- to patients and their families, was performed less
‘often ‘than. "occasmnaﬂy" (mean(z ,00).. :

3. Two Professional Development act1v1t1es ma1nta1n
high performance standards ‘and display. a pos1t1ve

attitude, were "frequent]y" performed (mean = 3.00). _ ////
- Quality of: Performance /
1.~ The special students reported they performed all the = //‘

activities in the five dimensions better than
"satisfactorily" (mean ) 2. 00)

2. One Leadership act1v1ty accept1ng responsibility
. for the level of care provided by those under your -
direction, was reported to.be performed “we]l"
(mean » 3.00). :
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One Planning activity: identify and include

immediate patient needs in the plan of nursing care,

" was . reported to be performed “we]l“ (mean = 3.00).

Nine of the twelve IPR/Communication activities were
reported to be performed ba;ter than "well"
(mean ) 3.00)..

Seven of the ten Professional Development activities
were reported to be performed better than "well“
(mean > 3. 00) o v

No activities were reported to be performed "not
very well" or "very wel]" by the'spec1a1 students.

The dimensions with the highest reported mean of
wellness of activity performance were IPR/Communica-
tion and Professional- Deve]opment (Tab]e 4.12).

P

Table 4.12
[

Special Students: Mean of sé]f—reported qua]ity'of

performance* of nursing activities

- -

~Activity Scale

N X

~ Leadership 33 2.90
Teaching/Co11aboration 32 2.79
Planning/Evaluation 33 2.80
IPR/Communication 33 3.10
Professional Development 3 3.14

2.

3!
4.

* Qua]1ty of performance rat1ng scale.
].

Not ‘very well
Satisfactory
Well

Very well

101
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Summary of Special Students' Reported Performance of Nursing
Activities

The spec1a1 students performed the activities in the five
dimensions of nursing "occasionally" or "more often". In addition,
they reported they performed the activities in all the dimensjons
better than "satisfactorily“."The nursing‘dfmensions with the,hfghest

PR/Communication ‘and -

reported mean of quality of performance were

Professional Deuelopment.

\

Graduates Performance of Nursing Act1v1ties

a4

In this section the results of the data analys

are reported and
the findings about how,frequent]yvand‘how well the graduates reported
they performed the nursingvactivities are diScussedr

.:}_

F1nd1ngs ‘

Graduates Reported Frequency of Act1v1ty Performance
?
- The frequency dlstr1but1on of the responses of the graduates

to'questions of how frequen~1y they performed nursing activities before
entering. the degree program and after comp]et1ng the degree program are
shown in Table 4.13. The reported findings represent the resdbnses of

~ the graduates as~a group, not 1nd1vidua11y. The f1nd1ngs were as

follows: : ' ‘ |

1. The graduates reported théy-performed all activities
in the dimensions of Leadership, aching/

Collaboration, PTanning/Evaluation, and Professiona1
Development more often after comp1et1ng the degree
- than before entering the degree program ‘
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.The graduates reported they performed most

activities in the dimension of IPR/Communications
more often after completing the degree than before
entering the degree program. Two activities:
explain procedures to patients prior to performing
them, and use nursing procedures as an opportunity

- for interaction with patients were performed
~slightly more often before enteringfthe degree. -

The graduates performed most activities .
"occasionally" or more often before entering the
degree program (mean ) 2.00).

Four Teaching/Collaboration activities were
performed less often than "occasionally" before
entering the degree program (mean{ 2.00). These
activities were: identify and use community ¢

_.resources in developing a plan of care for a patient
-and family; develop innovative methods and materials

for teaching patients; use teaching aids and
resource materials in teaching; and communicate

~ facts, ideas, and professional opinions in writing

to patients and their families.

The graduaﬁes performed all the activities
"occasionally" or more often after completing the
degree .program (mean » 2.00). -

Summary of Gréduates' ReportedAFfequéncy of Performance of

Nursing Activ1ties

The'graduates,perfOrmed most” of the activities in the selected

dimensions of nursing "occasionally" or more often both befofe entering

the degree program and after completing the degree program. In

»addition;‘they'performed most of the actiVitfes more often after

completing the Qegreevprogrém than théy performed the same activities

before entering the degree progrém.
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Graduates' Reported Qua11ty,of Activity Performance

The frequency distribution of the responses of the graduates to e o

e w

- questlons of how well they performed nursing activfties before entering

the degree program are shown in Table 4.14. The reported findings

represent the - responses of the graduates as a group, not 1nd1v1dua11y

The findings were as follows:

- ]..

- The graduates reported they performed all activities

in the nursing dimensions of ‘Leadership,

~Planning/Evaluation, IPR/Communication, and

Professional Development better than
"satisfactorily" (mean > 2. 00).

A number of act1v1ties in the dimensions of .
IPR/Communication and Professional Development. were
reported to have been performed better than "well"

: v(mean.) 3. 00) before entering the degree program. '

"~ Three act1v1£ies in the diménsion of

Leach1hg/Co]1aboratnon were reported to have been

 performed .1ess than "satisfactorily" (mean ¢ 2. .00)
before entering the degree program. - These

act1v1t1es were: identify and use commun1ty =
resources in developing a plan of care; develop
innovative methods and materials for teach1ng
patients; and communicate facts, ideas, and .
professional opinions in writing to pat1ents and
their fam1]1es.

The graduates reported they performed most
activities in the nursing dimensions better than

 "well" (mean ) 3.00) after comp]et1ng the degree

program.

A1l activities in the d1mens1on of Leadersh1p were
“reported to be performed better than "well"

(mean » 3.00) after completing the degree program

Two activities in the dimension of Teach1ng/
Col]aborat1on were reported to be performed less
than "well" (meang 3.00) after completing the
degree program. These activities were: develop
infovative methods and .materials for teaching
patients and communicate facts, ideas, and

_professional opinions in writing to patients and
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10.

11.

12.

13

their familieé. These two activities were also

rated lower by the graduates before entering the
degree program.

Two activities in the dimension of Planning/

Evaluation were reported to be performed less than

"well” (mean{ 3.00) after completing. the degree
program. These activities were: identify and
include in the. nursing care plans ant1cipateq\

changes in a patient's condition and initiate™~—

planning and evaluation of nursing care with others.

One activity in the dimension of IPR/Communication
was reported to be performed less than "well" ,
(mean { 3.00) after completing the degree program.

‘This activity was help'a patient communicate with

others.:

Two activities in dimension of Professional
Development were reported to be pérformed less than
"well" (mean < 3.00) after completing the degree
program. These activities were: demonstrate
knowledge of ‘the legal boundaries of nursing and
accept and use constructive criticism.

The graduates reported they performed all the
activities gof all- the nursing dimensions better
after complet1ng the degree program than they -

performed the act1v1t1es before enter1ng the degree ’

program.

The dimensions with the highest mean’of reported
quality of activity performance before entering the
degree program were Professional Development and
IPR/Communication (Table 4.15).

The dimensions with the highest mean of reported

3ua11ty of activity performance after comp]et1ng the

‘degree program were Professional Deve1opment ‘and

IPR/Communication (Table 4. 15)

The dimensions with the greatest difference between
reported performance before entering the degree
program and after completing the degree program as
1nd1cated by the t-values in Table 4.16 were '

. Teaching/Collaboration, .IPR/Communications, and

Professional Development.

M6



Table 4.15

Graduates: Mean of reported quality of performance*
‘ . of nursing activities )

Activity Scale Performance

Before Degree er Degree

NOX NOLX

Leadership 30 2.72 30 3.19

Teaching/Collaboration 31\' 2.28 31 3.12

Planning/Evaluation 3 2\.59 31 315

 IPR/Comunication 3N 2.8 . 81 3.26

3 2.90 31 . 3.3

Profes§iona1 Development

* Quality of performance rating scale.
1. Not very well :
2. Satisfactory

3. Well

4, Very well

N7



Table 4.16

Sraduates: Difference in reported performance*

of nursing activities

Activity Scale

Performance

Before Degree After Degree t
X X
;eadershie" 2.72 3.19 -4.44
Teaching/Collaboration | 2.28 3.12 -8.09
P}anning/Evaluation 2.59‘ 3.15 -4.72
IPR/Communicat ion 286 3.26  -6.82
Professional, Development 2.90 3.34 ’-6;70

* Quality of performance rating scale.
. 1. Not very well

2. Sat1sfactory

3. Well ,

4, Yery well

Sumnary of Graduates' Reported Quality of Performance of Nursihg

Activitfés.‘

A
! .

The graduates of the post- -R.N. program reported they performed
| a]] the activities in the five nursing dimensions better after |
v comp]et1ng the degree than they d1d before enter1ng the 'degree

\
program. The nursing d1mensions in wh1ch the graduates reported they

118
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« performed best, both before entering the degree program and after
completing the degree program, were IPR/Communications and Professional
Development. The nursing dimensions in which the graduates showed the
most improvement, after completing the degree prograﬁ. were

Teaching/Collaboration, IPR/Communications and Professional Development.

Similarities and Differences in the Reports of the Special Students and
the Graduates of How Frequently and How Wel] They Perform Nursing

ACtivities

.

The findings reported above indicate a number of similarities
between the self-reports of the speciql‘students and the graduates
before entering the degree program about how frequently they performed
nursing activities. Both groups perférmed most of the activities |
"occasionally" or more often. Again, this finding indicates the two
groups were similar for pdrposes of comparison. -

Some slight differences did exist. ‘The graduates indicated more
Teaching/Coi]aboration activities that were performed less often than
"occasionally" than did the special students. This could be the result
of perceptions in retrospect.

The graduates indicated that they performed all the activities in
all the nursjng dimensions more often after completing the degree
program than they performed those activities before entering the degree
program. One assumes this change Was‘influenced somewhat by the
program itself. Ansether fnfluencing factor may be that most 6f the
gf&duatés changed positions after obtaining the dggrée. The new

position may demand that these activities be pérformed more often. One



2

" must also be aware of?the retrospective inf\uence. The graduates could
now be ‘more aware of some act1v1t1es which they had‘q;vibusly

4

performed infrequent]y. ¢
g Some 1nterest1ng f1nd1ngs emerged w1th respect to the reports of

the spec1a1 students and the graguates of how wel] they performed the
nursing act1v1t1es. The spec4el students reported they perfdrmed all

the activities better than "sat1sfactor11y“. They reported a number of
activities {18 of the 45) to be performed better than "well". These
act1v1t1es were mqstly in the d1mens1ons of IPR/Communications and
Profess1ona1 Deve]opment. In contrast the graduates report of their
'performance before enter1ng the degree program indicated they performed
' on]y 8 of 45 act1v1t1es better than.well. These activities were also,
‘1n~the_dtmens1ons of IPR/Commun1cat1ons and Professional Development.
Honerer; the{éraddates 1ndicated three activities in the dimension‘of:'
Teaching/Co}laboration which they did not'perform “satisfact0r11y"
Qbeforebentering theddegree program; A pattern of awareness. about ‘ oA
'frequency and‘qua1ity‘of performance of'TeachinQ/Collaboration
activities begins to emerge. The sane two activities were reported as
being performed less frequentiy and 1ess we]ljby the graduates‘bothv
before enter1ng the degree program and after graduatlon These items
:related to the use of 1nnovat1ve teach1ng methods, and commun1cat1ng 1n
A wr1t1ng to patients and fam111es,

The reports of the:gradoates after comp1et{ng the degree program'

of how well they performed the’ act1v1t1es indicated an 1mprovement in
the performance of all the act1v1t1es. Some act1v1t1es still were:

. |
reported to be performed less than "well". These" items re1ated to:



wg
o | | - | B F)
oL . , o ‘
the use of innovative teach1ng methods,- commﬁhlcate in writing to

patients and families; 1nc1ude ant1c1pated/changes in care plans,

'initiate p]annihgdand-eva]uat1on of care plans with others, assist

patient to communioafe with others; knowledge-ofilegal aspects of
nursfng;"and'uee'of constructive criticism. Again, the graduates

could be indicating, in retrospect, an inereased aworenessiof how much

better they cou]d‘have performed these actfvities bafore entering the

degree program, and also incredsed expectations of self-performance.

Summary of Reported Performance of Nurs1ng Act1v1t1es by Spec1a1
Students and Graduates

The findings about how frequeotly amd how well the specia1 ‘\f\\\\;\
students:dhd the graduates reported they performed selected activities o
}Qin the nursing dimensfons of Leadership,vTeaching/Col]aboration,

: Planning/Evaluation, IPR/Communfcatiooe, and‘Professiooal Development

were analyzed and discussed. | |

Both groups reported they performed most act1v1t1es more often

than "occasionally". Both groups reported they performed most | I
activities better than "satisfactorily". The graduates reported they

performed the,actiyitfes better.after completing the degree than they

had performed the activfties before entering the dégree program.

In .the next section the question of "how much better" one‘group

reported their performance to be before they entered the degree program

than the other group is addressed.
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Problem 3

?

Problem 3 was stated as follows:

Are there statistically significant differences in the
self-reports of how well they perform selected nursing
activities between nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R.N.
program and gradudtes before they entéred the program?

Significant Differences Between the Self-Reports of Nursing Activity
Performance of the special Students and Graduates Before Entering the
Degree Program - ' : T

3

In this section the results of the data ana]ysis are reported and
'the‘fiﬁﬁings about the reported difference§ of activity performance
between the special students and the gradautes before entering the

degree program are discussed.

~ -Findings
The t-test comparison of responses of the special students and
the graduates béfore‘ehterihg the‘degree.program to questions of haw
well they performed the nursing activities.re1ated to Leadership,
" Teaching/Collaboration, Planning/Eva]uation, IPR/COmmunicationfgahd |
Professional Development is shown in Table 4.17a. The major findings
were as follows: |
J.  No statistically significant difference existed
between the special students and the graduates
before entering the degree program in the
performance of activities in the nursing dimensions

of Leadership, Planning/Evaluation, IPR/Communica-
tions, and Professional Development.
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2. - The”two groups differed sigiﬁf1cant]y in the
reported performance of Teaching/Collaboration
‘activities. The special students reported they
performed these activities significantly better than
did the graduates béfore entering the degree program.

Discussion of findings

The two groups reported similar performance ratings on al] but
one nursing dghens1on, that. being Teaching/Collaboration. It is quite
poss1b1e that two factors cou]d account for ths d1fference. One, the
graduates were respond1ng from a retrospect1ve posit1on.‘ "Two, the
graduates rea11zed after completlng the degree, how much better they
now perfqrm the act1v1t1es in the dimension of Teach1ng/Co]1aborat1on

(as indicated in Table 4. 16)

-

| P o
7

;m |

There hasﬁa‘statietically significant difference in the
se1f—reports ofkhbw:wet1 the'speciel students and the graduates, before
entering the program, perfprmedxactiyities %h the nursing'dimeneion of

Teach1ng/Co]1aborat1on. The'special.students reported‘they performed

these act1v1t1es sign1f1cant1y better than did the graduates before ther

degree program.
Problem 4

Prob]émﬂ4 was stated as follows:

Are there statistically significant differences in the
self-reports of how well they perform selected nursing
activities between nursescawaiting entry to a Post-R.N.
program and graduates after completing the program?

124~
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. .

__gnificant Differences Between the Se]f Reports of Nursing Activity

- Performance of the Spec1a1 Students and Graduates After Comp]eting the
EEgreeTrogram

‘In this section the results of the data-analysis are’reported'and'
the findings about the reported’differences of activity performance‘
between the special students and the graduates after comgleting the

“program, are discussed.

Findings _
The t-test comparison of responses: of the graduates is shown in: .

Table 4.17b. The major findings were as follows:

1.  The graduates, after comp1et1ng the degree reported
"' they performed activities in the nursing dimensions
of leadership, teaching/collaboration, and -
planning/evaluation significantly better than the
special students. ,

2. There was no significant difference between the
. performance of the two groups in the nursing
“dimensions of IPR/Commun1cat1on and Profess1ona1
Development v

D1scuss1on of f1nd1ngs «VI;»mf

The f1nd1ngs 1nd1cate that the reported performance of the
graduates was s1gn1f1cant1y*better than the reported performance of the

special students. Th1s 1mprovement cou]d be attrlbuted to the effects

of the program.

* Summar
There was a statistically significant difference between the

self-reports of the special students and the graduates of how well they

{
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performed activities in“the hursing dimensions. The gkaduates reported

they performed‘activitieé in the nursing dimensions of leadership,
teaching/collaboration, and planning/evaluation siQnifiQant]y better |

than the special students.
. . ] . J

Problem 5

Prdb1em‘5 was stated as follows:

- Are there statistically significant differences between
the self-reports of how well the gradudtes of a Post R.N.
program performed selected nursing activities before
entering the Post R.N. program and how well they perform
those activities after graduating from the prograp?'

L)
Significant Difference in the Self-Reports of Graduates' Nursing

Activity Performance Before Entering the Degree Program and After
Completing the Program ' . v

In this section the results of data éna]ysis are reported and the
findings about the reported differences of activity performance between
the gréduates before entering the program and after completing the

pEngam, are discussed.

\
‘ Findings

" The t-test comparision of responses of the graduates is shown in
Table 4.18. The major findings were as follows:

1. The graduates reported they performed activities in
all the nursing dimensions of Leadership,
Teaching/Collaboration, Planning/Evaluation, ..,
IPR/Communication, -and Professional Development
significantly better after completing the degree
than before they entered the degree program.
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2. The dimensions of greatest improvement were
Teaching/Collaboration followed by
IPR/Communications and Professional Development (as
indicated by the t-values).

3. The dimensions of least improvemeht were Leadership -
and Planning/Evaluation (as indicaed by the
t-values). '

4. The two dimensions which the graduates reported they
performed best both before and after comp]e}ing the
degree were IPR/Communications and Professional
Development (as indicated by the values of the mean)..

Discussion of Findings ' . .

The findings indicate that for some reason the performahce of the
graduates improved most, after cbmp]eting the degreé, in the dimensions
of Teaching/Collaboration and‘IRP/Comﬁunications. This change could be
attributed to the influence of the program. It wou]d_be naive to
assumebthat the program accounted for all the improvement. Thevy Ve
phenomena'of perceptions in retrospect could also have an influence,
although the graduates' berformance after'completing the degree was .
also significantly impfoved from that of the special étudents‘.

Another factor to be considered is that the ihpact of .the change in
position of most of the gr;duates may -have forced them into a situation
where they were required to‘ﬁefform those activifies at a higher 1éve1

‘than they did as a staff nurse.

, Summérz

There was a statistically significant difference in the C e

£l

se]f-reports of how well the graduates perfqrmed activities inkthe ,

nursing dimensions of Leadership, Teaching/Co]]abqhation,
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Planning/Evaluation, IPR/Communicattons and Professional Development
before entering the degree program and after graduating from the
program, - The graduates reported they performed activities in. a11 the

nursing dimensions significantly. better after comp]eting the degree .

. program.

: Prob]em,6_

Problem 6 was stated as follows:

Are there stat1st1ca11y significant relationships between
the selécted characteristics and how well nurses awaiting
entry to a Post R.N. program report they perform selected
nursing act1v1t1es?

Significant Relationships Between Se]ected Characteristics and Reported
Performance by the Special Students of Act1v1t1es in the delected
Nursing Dimensions.

In this sect1on the resu]ts of data analysis are reported and the
findings about the re]at1onsh1ps between selected” character1st1cs and

R

reported performance of the,special students are disoussed.‘

Flnd1ngs

The t -test and ANOVA comparison of responses of the spec1a1 IR
students to questions about their‘characteristiCS and performance of
nursing activities is shown in the summary Table 4.19.

The multiple regression ana]ysis to‘determine which variables

-accounted for most of the variance and could be predictors of
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successful nursing performance in the five nursing dimensiohs, is shown

in summary Table 4.23.

Variable Relationships

The t-test and ANOVA comparison of ‘special student
scCharacteristics and reported perfgrmaﬁce is shown in summary Table
. : /

4.19. The major findings were as follows:

1. No statistically significant differences existed
between the special student characteristics of:
age, marital status, number of children, type of
basic nursing program, expected major outcome of
obtaining a degree and title of position; and how
well they reported they performed the activities in
thé five nursing dimensions.

2. No statistically significant differences existed
‘between any of the special student characteristics
and the nursing dimensions of Leadership and
Teaching/Collaboration. [

3. Table 4,20 indicates a statistically significant
difference existed between how effective the special
students thought their basic nursing program had

 been and the performance of Professional Development
activities. Those who thought the program had been
effective reported they performed the Professional
‘Development activities significantly better than
those students who thought the basic program was not
effective. L :

- 4. Table 4.21 indicates a statistically. significant
difference existed between whether the student
planned to complete the degree program and the
reported performance of Planning/Evaluation
activities. Those who planned to complete the
degree reported they performed the Planning/
Evaluation activities significantly better than
those students who did not plan to complete the
‘degree. ‘ ' R

5. _Table 4.22 indicates a statistically significant
difference existed between how many years of _
R experience the special students had and the reported
performance of Planning/Evaluation activities.
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Those,students‘withvmgre than eleven years of
experience reported they performed the
Planning/Evaluation activities better than those

~ students who had six to ten years of nursing

experience.

Table 4.22 indicates a statistically significant-
difference existed between how many years of
experience the special students had and the reported
performance of IPR/Communication activities. Those
students with more than eleven years of experience
reported they performed the IPR/Communication
activities better than both those with six to ten

~ years and three to five years of experience.

Discussion of Findings <

It cannot be detérmiqed from the data why the sbecia1 students

q

reported that only two 6f the five hursing dimensions, those of

Planning/Evaluation and IPR/Communication, resulted in better

- performance after years of experience. The data do not indicate that

the variable of years of experience results in a reported improvement

in performance ﬁn‘all the rursing dimensions.

\N

Performance Variance of the Spécia] Students Accounted for
by the Variables. \ o : . x

The variables were'subjecteqé;d step-wise multiple

regression: to determine which variables accounted for the variance.in
. 13 L . . “

- the reported performance of activities in the five nursing dimensions.

The results are shown in

summary ‘Table 4.23 and.the regression analysis
g ok

2

S 2O T ‘
appears in Appendix E. %’Th@ﬁﬁﬁbr findings were noted as follows:
e : W . iy .

1.

}’

95 a5 -
WA‘Sﬁgnificanturéf%iionship between the variables and
‘nursing pegformance showed up in only two nursing
performance dimensions: Planning/Evaluation and

qufessiona\:Development. , T
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2. Table 4.24 indicates that 42% of the variance in the

performance of activities in the nursing dimension
qf Planning/Evaluation could be accounted for by .
‘four variables. These variables were: effectiveness
of the basic program, plans to complete a degree,
years of nursing experience, and number of

. children. Table 4.24 indicates that the special -
students reported they performed the

' ?}againg/Evaluation activities significantly better
i ey: . - BRI .

_ ™ ‘ ,
a. thought the basic program was effective;
b. planned to complete the degree;
c. had more years of nursing experience;
d. had fewer children. ' :

3. Table 4.25 indicates that 38% of the variance
reported in the performance of activities .in the
nursing dimension of Professional Development could
be accounted for by three variables. These
variables were: effectiveness of basic program,

" courses are pre-requisites, and the mean R.N.
score. Table 4.25 indicates that.the special" Sy
students reported they performed the Professional
Development activities significantly better if they:

‘a. ~thought  the basic program was effective;
b. were not required to take pre-requisite course

in order to enter the degree program; :
c. scored lower on their R.N. éxams.

I

oS 1
X

Discussion of Findings

7 The proportion of variénce which could be accounted for b
the variabléslwas signifi;ant in two of the five nursing dimensions.
An effective basic prdgrah'accountéd for 19% (Table 4.24) of thé
.variance in-reports_of.the performance of the plahning activities and
24%. (Table 4.25)‘6f thévvarianCe in reports 6f thevperfdrmance‘of the
Profesziona1’DeVeiopment.activitiésf It séems reasonab1é tﬁat:spe;ia1
students who were perfbrm%ng well would think their'basié program had

been effective.

~
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-One finding was not so clear. Those spectal students with a

., Yower mean R.N. score reported they performed better than those with a
high mean R.N. score. In an attempt to explain this finding the data
were subjected to ANOVA, dividing the R.N. scores into three groups:
below 500, between 500 and 599, and over 600. Resu]ts revea]ed that
those students scoring 500-599 reported their performance of a number
of the activities to be significantly better than those scoring below

500 and better than-those scoring over 600.

Summary of Findings About the Stgnificant Relationships Between ,
Selected Characteristics and Reported Performance of Activities in the
Nursing Dimensions of the Special Students

A number of significant re1attonships did appear. Students who
thought their basic program had been effective reported significantly
better performance of tne Professional‘Deve]opment activities.

Students who p]anned’to complete their degree reported significant]y
better performance of the P]anning/Eva]uatﬁon aot1v1t1es. ‘Students who
' had more than eleven years of nurs1ng experlence reported significantly
better performance of both the IPR/Communwcat1ons and the
Planning/Evaluation activtties, |

The variance of performance wae accounted for in only two of the
‘nursing dimensions. Four variables accounted for 42% of the-variance
in the nursing dimension-of Planning/Evaluation. These variables..
were: 4effectireness oftbasic prooram, plans to complete the degree,

years of experience, and number of children. Three variables accounted

for 38% of the variance in the nursing dimension of Professienal é@},

141
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i
o

Development. These variables wefe:; effectiveness pf the basic
‘program, required pfe-requisite courses and the mean R.N. score.

It appears that if the seec1a1«studentsvthought their basic
program had been. an effective one, ‘they reported'better performance of

aetivities in these two nursing -dimensions.
Problem. 7

Problem 7 was stated as follows:

. \\\ |

" Are theré\stétistical]y significant relationships between
the selected characteristics and how well graduates of a
Post R.N. program report they perform selected nursing
activities? ‘

S{gnificent Relationships Between Selected Characteristics and Reported
Performance by the Graduates, of Activities in the Selected Nursing
Dimensions . ’ ,

In this section the results of the data~ana1ysis are reported and
the findiﬁgs about the re]étionships~between selected chafacteristics |
and-reported performance'6f_the.greduates both before entering the
~ degree program (reported in retrospect) and after completing the

program are discussedf

Findings
. The findings of the t-test and ANOVA comparison of responses of
the graduates to questions about their characteristics and performance

of nursing activities are shown in the summary Table 4.26. The

findings‘of the multiple regression analysis to determine which



variables accounted for most of the variance and could be predictors of

~ successful nursing performance in the five nursing dimensionS'are shown

in summary Tables 4.31 and 4.34.

graduate characteristics and reported performance before entering the

Variable Relationships

I'd
The findings of the t-test and ANOVA comparison of the

degree program and after graduating from the program are shown in

summary Table 4. 26 The maJor findings were as follows:

1.

No statistically significant differences existed
between the graduates characteristics of: age,
marital status, number of children, type of basic
program, effectiveness of basic program, years of
experience, title of position after degree, and
obtain job expected after degree; and how well they
reported they performed the activities in the five

" nursing dimensions both before entering the degree

program and after graduat1ng from the ‘program.

No statistically significant d1fferences existed
between the graduates characteristics and their
reported performance of the activities in the
nursing dimensions of Leadership before the degree,
Planning/Evaluation before the degree,
IPR/Communication both before and after the degree,
and Professional Development before the degree.

. Table 4.27 indicates that a statistically.

significant difference existed between the title of
position the graduate held before entering the
degree program and how effective they reported they
performed Teaching/Col¥aboration activities, before
entering the degree program. Those who held
positions other than staff nurse reported they
performed significantly better than those who held
pos1t1ons of- staff nurse. :

Table 4.28 indicates that a statistica]ly
significant difference existed between whether the
graduates thought they could function without a
degree in the position they held since graduation,
and reported performance 1n both Leadership and

43
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Teaching/Collaboration activities. Those who needed
the degree to function in the gresent position
reported they performed the activities of both
Leadership and Teaching/Co]laboration significantly
better than those who felt they did not peed the
degree for the present job.

Table 4,29 indicates that a statistically
significant difference existed between how effective
the . graduates thought the Post R.N. program had been
and the reported performance of the Teaching/

" Collaboration, Planning/Evaluation, and Professional

x/thought the degree had resulted in "more satisfying .

. ,‘e :

~ better performance of Teaching/Co]]aBoration act1v1t1es in the position

Development activities. Those who thought the Post
R.N. program had effectively prepared them to

function in the position they now held reported they

performed the Teaching/Collaboration, Planning/
Evaluation and Professional Development activities

significantly better than those graduates who
vthought the program had not prepared them adequately.

Table 4.30 indicates that a statfistically
significant difference existed between what the
graduates thought were the major outcomes of

obtaining the degree and the reported performance of

the Leadership, TeachinglCollaboration, and
Planning/EvaTuation activities. Those graduates who

work" reported they performed the Leadership,

‘Teaching/Collaboration, and Planning/Evaluation

acgivities significantly better than those graduates
who had obtained a degree to change their field of
work.

In addition, those graduates who obtained a degree
for "personal satisfaction" also reported t
performed the Planning/Evaluation activiti better
than those graduates who obtained a degree “t

change their field of work".

6iscussion of Findings .

b

Experlence in a pos1tion other than staff nurse prior to

enter1ng the degree program seemed to resuit in the graduates report1ng

they held before entering the degree program. . In addition, the

possession of a degree seemed important in the performance of the

i
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leadership and Teach1ng/Co]1aboration acttv#t1es in the¢?;b he]d after
.‘graduation. The finding that those graduates who thought tﬁe Post R.N.
program was effect1ve also reported better performance in, the
activities ofvTeach1ng/Co]1aborat1on, Planning/Evaluation and
ProfessionaJ Devetopmentdseems‘to be a reasonabie ’t_)ne{C These areas may
be the focal areas'of the program. The findings about ‘the major
outcome of the degree compared w1th activities of best performance is
\1nterest1ng. It seems that those graduates who comp1eted a degree "to
“obtain more satlsfy1ng work" or for "personal sat1sfactton" performed
‘signiftcantly better in a‘number of the nursing dimensions;
particu]ar]y'Leadership, Ieaching/Cotlaporation and Planning/.'f\ |
Evatuation; than those who completed the'degree "to change their field

" of work™. This finding is of note for both‘educators and employers.

-

Performance Var1ance of the Graduates, Before Entering the -

' Degree Program chounted for by the Variables

The var1ab1es were subjected to step-w#ﬁe mu1t1p1e regress1on'

to determ1ne which var1ab1es accounted for the var1ance 1 the reported

‘performance of ‘the activities 1nwthe f1ve nurs1ng d1mens1ons by the

L3

graduates before enter1ng the degree - program. ‘The results are shown in
’ the summary Table 4.31. The maJor f1nd1ngs were as fo]lows B >
nursing performance showed up in only two nursing

performance dimensions: Teach1ng/Co]1aborat1on and
IPR/Communication.

1. A s%gn1f1cant relat1onsh1p between the variables and

2. Ta le 4.32 indicates that 53% of the variance in the
performance of the activities in the nursing .
dimension of Teaching/Collaboration was accounted
for by four variables. These variables were: the

150
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P

mean R.N. score, years of experience year of .
graduation from basic program and title .of position
before the degree. Table 4.32 indicates that the
graduates reported thay performed the
Teaching/Collaboration activities significantly
better before entering the degree program if they:

-~ a. scoved lower on their R.N. exams;
" 'b. had more years of nursing experience; .
c. graduated longer ago from their basic program;
d. were other than staff nurses before entering
’ the degree program. .

3. Table 4.33 indicates Lthat 25% of the variance in the
performance -of activ1t1es in the nursing dimension
of IPR/Communication was accounted for by one
variable. The variable was the mean R.N. score.
Table 4.33 indicates that graduates who reported
they performed the IPR/Communication activities

'significantly better before entering the degree
program scored lower on theit R.N. exams.

2

Discussion of Findings

The proportion of variance wh1ch cou1d be accounted for by
the variables was sign1f1cant in only two of the five nursing
~dimensions. The meen R.N. scare accounted for 22% (Table 4.32) of the
variance in the performance of Teaching/CoT1aboration activities and
_25% (Table 4.33) of the variance ,in the performance of the -
IPR/Communicetion activities. 'Again, the data were subJected to ANOVA
and the resu]ts were similar to that of the spec1a1 students - Those
v grdduates scor1ng between 500- 599 reported their performance of a -
'number of the activ1ties to be significantly better than those scor1ng

below 500 and those scoring above 600,

153
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L //
/

/
Performance Variance of the ,Graduat_e.‘After Graduating from
the Degree Program, Accounted for by the Variables

The variables were subjected to step-wise multiple
regression to determine which variables accounted for’fhe variance in
the reported performance of the activities.in the five nursing _ |
dimensions by the gn&duates The resu]ts are shown in the summary
Table 4.34. The maJor f1nd1ngs were as fol]ows

1. A s1gnif1cant relationship between the variables.and
nursing performance showed up in four of the five
nursing performance dimensions. These dimensions
were: Leadership, Teaching/Collaboration,

" Planning/Evaluation and IPR/Communication.

2. No significant relationship was apparent between the
performance of Professional Development activities
and any of the variables.

3. Table 4.35 indicates that 53% of the variance in the

" performance of activities in the nursing dimension
of Leadership was accounted for by four variables.

" These were: effective Post R.N. program, function
effectively without a degree, mean R.N. score, and
title of position before degree. Table 4.35
indicates that the graduates reported they performed
the Leadership activities significantly better after
graduat1ng from the program if they:

a. thought the Post R.N. program was effect1ve,

b. could not function as effectively in their
positdon after graduation without a degree;

c. scored lower on the R.N. exams;

d. functioned as a staff nurse before entering the
program. ¢

4. Table 4.36 indicates that 88% of the variance in the
s performance of activities in the nursing dimension
. . of Teaching/Collaboration was accounted for by ten
variables. These were: function effectively
- without a degree, obtain expected position after ~
degree, title of position after degree, mean R.N,
score, G.P.A., type of basic program, title of
position before degree, effective Post R.N. program
~and effective basic program. Table 4.36 indicates
that the graduates reported they performed the
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Teaching/Collaboration activities significantly
better after graduating from the program if they:

present position without a degree;
b.. obtained the position they expected after
graduation;
c. were functioning in positions other than staff
nurse in their present position;
. scored low on the R.N. exams;
obtained a high G.P.A.; '
graduated from a two-year col]ege bas1c program,
took less time to complete the program;
functioned as a staff nurse before entering the
degree program;
i.  thought the Post-R.N. program was effective
j. thought the basic program was effective.

a. though? they could not function in their

D0V hd QA

L

Table 4.37 indicates that 53X of the variance in the
- performance of activities in the hursing dimension

of P]ann1ng/Eva1uation was accounted for. by four
variables. These were: effective basic program,
number of children, mean R.N. score, and type of
basic program. Table 4.37 indicates that the
graduates reported they performed the . '
Planning/Evaluation activities s1gn1f1cant1y better
‘after graduating from the program if they '

a thought their Post-R.N. program was effect1ve,
b. had few or no children; :

c. scored low on the R.N. exams;

d graduated from a two-year college basic program.
Table 4.38 indicates that 98% of .the variance in the
performance of the activities in-the nursing
dimension .of IPR/Communication was accounted for by
thirteen variables. These were: obtained expected
position after degree, effective Post R.N. program, -
mean .R.N. score, title of position after degree,
years of nur51qg experience, number of children,

year of graduation from basic program, title of
position before degree, years to complete the
program, type of basic program, effective '
functioning without a degree, required pre- requ1s1te
courses, and effective basic program.

Table 4.38 indicates that the graduates reported
they performed the IPR/Communication activities
significantly better after graduat1ng from the
program if they:
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. obtained the position they expected after

‘ ation; :

b. \thou ht the Post R. N. program was effectlve,
,c. scored low.on the R.N. exams;

T . d. }-funct1oned in positipns other ‘than staff nurse

after graduating from the program; ‘
- e.. had-fewer" ‘years of nursing experiente,
' f. had few or no children; .
&g. -graduated- more -recently from the bas1c program, .
.. functioned as: a staff nurse before entering the |
- . program; .
, 1. " took less time to compiete the degree, .
. graduated from a three-year hosp1ta1 basic
' program. - .
k.. ‘thought they could not funct1on w1thout a.
. " degree in their present position.
1. were required to take pre-requis1te courses, .
om. }wthought ‘their bas1c program had been effective.

s \ e ' .
D1scuss1on of F1nd1ngs ' ‘

=~ , v
The proportion of var1ance whwch cou]d be accounted for by

:the var1ables was s1gn1f1cant for four of the five. nursing d1mens1ons

°

u_for the graduates OnQy the dtmens1on of Profess1ona1 Deve]opment d1d

not reveal -any s1gn1f1cant vartab]es The var1ab1e neffective Post

|
R.N. program" was “the strongesT predictor in tw0'of the'five

d1men510ns, account1ng for 26% var1ance 1n the dwmens1on of Leadersh1p

”t(Table 4.35) and 29% var1ance in the d1mens1on of PlannIng/Eva]uat1on

H] (.

:f(Table 4 37) It appeared as the second strongest pred1ctor 1n the

: dimens1on of lPR/Communications, 1ncreasing the variance accounted for

,from 27% tp 47% (Tab]e 4, 38) : It seems reasonab]e that graduates who

o

ireported they performed %ell in the nurs:ng d1mensions would accred1t

that success to the Post R\N program. J
. v N .
It is a]so to be noted that the variab1e "funct1ons effect1ve1y

&

‘1in present pos1t1pn w1thout a’ degree" was . revealed to be a strong .-

pred1ctor of good performance in two of the nursing d1mens1ons and
. 1 5
R

* . - T 5 T ) ! '_" o Ve, |-
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‘appeared s1gn1f1cant in a th1rd d1mens1on. This variab1e was the'

- second strongest pred1ctor of Leadérship performance, 1ncreas1ng the
var1ance accounted for from 26% to 39% (Table 4. 35), and the strongest
pred1ctor of Teach1ng/C011aborat1on performanceg aocounting for 39% of -

the variance (Tab]e.4.36). The third nursing. d1mensién was

IPR/Communcation (Table 4.38). The graduates indicated they required a

degree to do the1r present Job..

a,

One var1ab1e "mean R.N. score" appeared to be a strong negatwve ﬁr o

predictor of performance in the four nurs1ng‘d1menswons. As previously
mentioned; it,appeared that the lower the graduates scored on the R.N.
: exams the\better they\reported thefr performance‘of-the acthitiesf"
Again the data were’ subJected to ANOVA and the same resu]ts appeared
Those graduates who scored 500- 599 on. the R N. exams reported they
performed s1gn1f1cant1y better than those who scored both’ Tower and
h1gher. This f1nd1ng cou]d have a number of 1mp11cat1ons for a
program One shou]d’not uhggresttmate@thehperformance of théée
‘mid- range scorers and/or one shou]d oszrve these performers c1ose1y
to ascerta1n if. in fact they perform as well as their self -reports
dindicate.' One shou]d a1so examine the performance of the h1gh scorers

on the exams. Do they 1n fact perform at a Tower }eve1 or do they have

high expectat1ons which resu]tw1n 1ower self- rat1ngs of performance?

One “Other f1nd1ng wan'nterest1ng | There appeared to,be no :
correlat1on between R N ~fore nd G.P. A., The data were treated With.a
Pearson s correlat1on and réG:;?:d a low relat1onsh1p of r=0.30.
| The nursing dimensions which revealed the greatest number of

significant relationships between performance and the variables were

163 -
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Teachfng/Coilaboration and IPR/Communication;' 88% of performance
_variance was accounted for byvthekvariablesﬁ1n‘the&dimension of |

“ Teachin /Collaboration and 98% of oerformance variance was accounted |
fdr by the var1ables in the d1mens1on of IPR/Communication. Caution 4 |
‘;must be exerctsed when:gxp]ain1ng'these fihdings. It should not be
'Vassumed that no other uariables COuld affect performance. In actual
fact, there is quite Ppossibly an over]apping effect of the re]at1onsh1p
"of some of these var1ab1es on. performance Other var1abTe§ wh1ch were
not 1nc1uded in th1s study may have an effect on perform7hce. It was
encourag1ng, however that four of the d1mens1ons revea]ed some
varigbles which appeared,to.be strong pred1ctors for successfu]
Performance. o o L 44?h

Sunma;x,of F1nd1ngs About the Slgn1f1cant Re]at1onsh1ps Betwee:\ p

SeTected Characteristics and Reported Performance by the Graduates of
Act1v1t1es 1n_the Nursing D1mens1on o

Thq§§1nd1ngs 1nd1cated that the graduates were aware of ‘he _
' '1mportance of the degree to their performance of act1v1t1es in the
nur51ng d1mens1ons of Leadership and Teach1ng/Co]1abora¢1on The"b
graduates who thought the Post R.N. prOgram was effective reported
- .better performance51n'allhﬂTVE\dimen51ons. |

Predictors of successful hursihg'performance by, the. graduates
after gomp]etxng the degree were'vevea1ed in four of the: nursxng
: ]d1mens1ons Leadersh1p, Teaching/Co]1aborat1on, P]anning/Eva]uatlon,’

e

and IPR/Commun1cation: ” o 7 o

)



Summary of Data Analysis and Findings B

" Charalteristics and performance of activities in five nursing
- dimensions ‘of the special students and the graduates, both before |
entering the degree program and after graduatingnfrom the program, were
examined« " The two grdups,displayed similar characteristics’indi;ating_
tne tWOAgroups were cpmpatib1e<fpr comparison purposes,

fhe two groups differed in their seif—reports‘of‘performance of

the nursing activities. The special'students reported they performed

165

better than the graduates before entering the“program. This difference -

lained by the fact that the

4

-graduates were reporting in retros-«

was not significant‘and is best ex

i%The gradua€65, after

comp]et1ng the degree reported they werformed s1gn1f1cant1y better than

did the special students i

e d1-en51ons_of Leadership, Teach1ng-and.

Planning 4 /
The graduates reported they performed_gll act}v1t1es .
s1gn1f1cant1y better after comp]et1ng the program than they d1d
before. In the future, to e11m1nate the retrospect1ve e1ement, it is -
suggested that the performance measurements be obta1ned, 1n a
1ongttud1na1 study, on the students before they enter the program’and
"again‘in a follow-up studyiafter graduatton. o -

_ ‘The,data were 5ubjected to mu]tip]e regression to“determine,tf ;
any vardables revealed themselves as‘significanttpredictors,of‘
successfu]tperfoggamce. Such significant;prediétors'were determined
fbr.four of the, five fursing dimensions, These were: LeaderShip,'

Teaching/po]]abqration, P]anningéfvaluatidn and IPR/Communication. The

¥

w
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'strongeét variables were: "the program was effective" and "“the

»

graduates cdu]dvnop function in their present posjtioh without a
| degree"a part1Cular1y_in‘the.dimenSions of Leadership, Teaching/

~ Collaboration, and,IPR/Communication.

s [$
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY , (CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
This chapter includes the summaryé’, conclusions and
" recommendations of the study. In the summary section of the chapter,
the purpose, methodology, data ana]ysis and findi'ngs'a're presgeite

The second sect1on includes the conc]usions derwed from .

d
Y

discussed. ‘ R L

i
g

o , .
B ﬁesearch Hterature suggests that‘differ‘en‘ces exi'st in the

quahty of performance of nursing act1v1t1es between graduates of |

diploma and baccalaureate programs. Some evidence, *Sts that
‘baccalaureate graduates perform nurs1ng act1v1t1es b&ter than do
diploma graduates. The education and nursinﬁ comnunity in Canada h
' generaHy supports the suggestion that the m1nimum quahficatmn to
enter the pri’é‘tm?%nursing be the bacca1aureate degree. This
_ suogestion continues to be met with some resistance both within the
educational and nursing comunities Nurses who present]y possess on]y
a d1ploma seems particu]arly resf%"tant to the suggested change. -

Post-R N programs prov1d ne mechanism b_v which the diploma nurse can

obtain the bacca]aureate degree.“ ’ - o : ' v

._-]6‘7 . . . ¢
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Purpose S v
| - The purpose of this study was to identify seiected
characteristics of . régistered nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R. N.
baccalaureate program- in Western Canada and“those who graduated from
isuch a program in 1981 and to compare their performance of activities
f‘in the five nursing dimensions of: ieadership, teaching, p]anning,

communications and professional deveio‘pment.@

Erobiems

The following research questions were addressed_ﬂntthis study:

) "‘\'.‘M )

ifﬂ:ﬁh“

—w e . ) L © . .
1% “What are .some selected demographic, academic, ba;$; egucation;

Post- R N. education .and nurse career behavior characteristics of nurses

"

awaiting entry to the Post-R.N. Bacca]aureate program and graduates df

. the program? i , N s

v
.' , . - . B t»qj’ R
2. what are the seif-reports of nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R.N.

program and - those who have: graduated from the’ prograﬁ of how frequentiyﬁaa
and how well they perform seiected nursing act1v1tjes? L2 ‘7£
3. Are theré statistically significant differences in the
self-reports of how well they perform'seiected nursing activities
between nurses awaiting entry;to a Post-R,N.tprogram and.graduates,

* before they entered'the,program?al . | |

[ - . . X

SR



‘4,  Are there statistically significant differences in the

/
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seif—reports of how well they perform selected nursing activities
between nurses awaiting entry to a Post-R.N. program and graduates

after compietingvthe:prbgram? : | ‘ WN“aii

5. Are there statistica]ly Significant differences between the

seif—reports of how well the graduates ofﬂ% Post R.N. program performed

’ seiected nur51ng activities before entering the Post-R.N. program and

how weil théy'peﬁ?%nm those activ1ties after graduating from the

prbgram?

-+

‘6. . Are there statisticailycsignificant r%éetionships between the

_seiected’characteristics and how well the nurses awaiting entry toa

4 ‘ : .o ¥ : .
Post-R.N. program report they perform selected nursing .activities?

*

7. Are there'statisticaiiy\significant relationships between the

rselected characteristics and how well graduates of a Post-R.N. program

report they perform selected nursirg activities?
. N
:} ’ wg‘ . T \
co

Methodo]ogx ‘7_»
The design of the study was a Static -Groyp Comparison as

* SR
'described by Gpmpbeii and Stanley (1963) A'theoreticai ‘approach was

de51gned which described the factors that were con51dered while

conducting this study and the b]ocking technique (Biaiock 1966) that

~ was employed .to examine the variables.
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A questionnaire, based on one developed by Schwirian (1978b), was
used to collect the data about the characteristics and reported
performance of the two groups of nurses. The nurses were asked to
report how frequently and how well they performed 45 activities which
comprised five dimensions of nursing performance: leadership,
teaching, p]anning, communications, and professional deve]opment

The questionnaire was tested tor reliability and validity using
Cronbach's alpha and fagtoﬂhanalysis. The reiiabilities for the
penformance dimensiogs@gﬁnggd from a low Bf .85 for the leadership
subscéﬂe”fo”a high of .95 forfthe teathing subscale. |

The questionnairewﬂgzrmAiled to the total population of 1981
graduates (44) and a raé@dﬁ sample of nurses awaiting entry to the

Post-R.N. program (55) ’ﬁonfidentiaiity was assured the respondents.

Respondents wene 1nformed how to locate a copy of the completed study

£y

Data Analy51s , N 3
The data obtained from the questionnaire was processed uSing the
W
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie et al: 1975). The

following anaiyses were used in thﬁs study

| 1., Factor analysis, oblique rotation, was used to \
verify Schwirian's constructs.

2. . Cronbach's alpha was used to measure the reliability ‘
of the five nursing dimension scaies.

- 3. Frequency and percentage distribution was used to
describe the data about the characteristics and
performance of the nursing activities of the
respon nts. . . ;

4. Pearson’s correlation coefficient was used to
 describa._the relationship between respondents' R. N.
scores and the G.P.A. ‘ .
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5. t-tests and ANOVA were used to examine differences
. in self-reports of respondents about their
performance of nursing activities.

6. t-tests and ANOVA were used to examine the
~relationships between selected characteristics and
the respondents reported performance of nursing
activities

7. p-wise multiple regression was®used to determine
wh?€h of the variables may be predictors of
successful nursing performance.

8. Content analysis was used to anaiyie the open-ended
responses.

Findings

Characteristicsvof’Nurses Awaiting Entry to A Post-R. N Program

The majority of the special %tudents were female, 25 to.29 years
of age; married with no children; scored between 500 and 550 on the
R.N. exams; graduated from a hospital program in 1970 or iater;’thought
their baSic nursing program was an effective one; were taking
prerequisite courses for entrance to the Post-R.N. program, “planned to
complete their degree; thought a degree wouid result in obtaining. more
satisfying work or allowing them to change»their field of work; thougnts
a degree was not necessary or necessary‘oniy in the areas of teaching,
supervision or public health; mere presently employed; had over six

years of experience; and were staff nurses.

f ~ ‘ . . ‘ v 4

Characteristics of Graduates of A-Post:R.N. Program
A11 the responding graduates were female. Most were: M25 - 29

years of age; had no children; scored over 500 on the R.N. exams;
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achieved a G.P.A. of over 6.5; graduated from a hospital program in -
1970 or later; took prerequisite courses,for,entrance to ohe Post-ﬁiN.
program; thought their Post-R.N. degree program'was an éffective one,
obtained the position they expeotedAUpon completing the degree, thooght
the degree had allowed tmem to obtain more.sat1sfy1hg work or to change
their fiei%;of work; thought that ‘a degree was necessary; were employed‘
and worked’full-time positions as staff ourses. instructors, or
community health nurses; and felt the degree was necessary to function

in the position they.now heid. «

vb&y . oD
Performance of- Nur51ng ‘Activities by Nurses Awaiting Ent_y to a
Post-R.N. Program and‘Greduates of the Program

© Both grohps‘reported they performed most actimities more of
than "occasionallyy. Both groups reported‘they performed most
activities better than "satisfactory". The graduates reported they ‘

performed the activities better after comp]eting the degree than they

had performed the activitieé before em}ering the degree progran.

Differences In The Performance of Nursing Activities Between
Nurses Awaiting Entry to a Post- R N. Program And Graduates Before
lhey tntered The Program .

There was a statistically significant difference in the
self-reports of how well the special students and the graduates, before
entering the program, performed activities in the nursing d1men51on of

' teach1ng/col]aboration. The special students reported they performed

4
¥

b4

¥
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these activities significantly better than did the graduates before

they entered the degree program.

-

Differences In The Performance Of Nurging Activities Between
Nurses Awaiting Entry To A Post-R.N. Program And Graduates Of The

Program

4

There was a statisttca]]y significant difference between the
self- reports of the spec1a1 students and the graduates of how well they .
performed activities in the nursing dimensions. The graduates reported
they performed act1vit1es in the nursing dimensions of 1eadersh1p.
teaching/collaboration, and planning/evaluation significantly better
than did the special students.

Differences In The Performance of Nurs1ng Activities Between

Graduates Before 1hey Entered The Fo§t4R N. Program And After\
Graduating From ihe Program

There was "a statistica]]y significant difference in the a

i

|

se]f—reports of how well “the graduates performed act1v1t1es in the L
“nursing dimensions of leadership, teach1ng/co]1aborat1on, A
p]anning/evaluat1on, IPR/communicat1ons and professional deve]opméﬂt
before entering the degree program and after graduat1ng from the .
program. The graduates reported they performed activities in all the
nursing dimensions significantly better after completing the degree

program.
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Relationships Between Characteristics Of Nurses Awaiting Entry To
A Post-R.N. Frogram And Performance '

»

A number of significant relationships did appear. - Students who.
thought their basic program had been effective reported significantly
better performance of the professional development activtties.

Students who p]anned to complete their degree reported significantly .
better‘performance‘of the planning/evaluation activities. Students who
had more than'e1even‘years of nursing experience reported significantly
better performance'of‘bgththe IPR/communications and’thef/////(
planning/evaluation activities. o '

The variance of performance was accounted'for in only two of the
nursing dimensions.’ Four»variables accounted for 42% of thé variance
in the nursing dimensinuof planning/evaluat1on. These variables
were: effectiveness of bas1c program, plans to complete the degree,

years of exper1ence, arrd number of chtldren Three vaﬁiab]eS»accounted

for 38% of the vérlance in the nursing dimens1on of professional

A

development. These var1ab]es were: effectiveness of the bas1c
program, requ1red pre- requtsgte courses and the mean R.N. score.

- It appears that if the special students thought the1r bas1c
program had been an‘effectiveuone, they reported better performance of

activities in these two nursing dimensions.

Re]atlonsh1ps Between Character1st::;\0f The ﬁraduates'and_
Performance o - N .

.f‘}

ﬂ‘f X?*pér‘,:%nce in a pos1tion other than sieff nurse pr1or t° entering .

¥ déﬁree program seemed. to resu]t in the graduates reporting better

F'Y A T '
¥ \
B v 4
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Derformance of teaching/coilaboration activities Jnuthe position they
heid before entering the. degree program., In addition. the possessiqpﬂi‘
of a degree seemed important in the performance of;!ﬁg 1eadership and“
teaching/collaboration activities tn .the job held after graduation.
“FThe finding ‘that, those graduates who thought the post R. N,wprogram was
effective also reported better performance in the activites of
teaching/coliaboration, planning/evaiuation and professional
- d : lopment seems to be a reasonabie one. These areas may be the - focal
a:‘gs of the program. The findings about the major outcome of the”
degree compared with activities of best performance s interesting. &t
seems that those graduates who completed a- degree "to obtain more .
satisfying work“ or "for personaT satisfaction" performed significantiy
better in a number of the nursing dimensions, particuiarly Teadership,
teaching/co]]aboration and planning/evaluatidn, than . those who
. completed the degree "to change their field of work“ |
The proportion. of variance which cou]d]be accounted for by the
'variables was significant in only two of the five nursing dnmensions as |
reported by’the‘graduates before entering the program, in, etrospect
The mean R.N. score was the strongest predictor of good p rformance of
' teaching/coliaboration and IPR/communication activities. Those
graduates scoring between 500 599 reported their perforéance of a 4
number, of the activities to be significantly better thanrthose Sc0r1ng
below 500 and those scoring above 600. f‘ . /" ,‘_ f |
The proportion of variance which could be<a¢counted for by the N

' variabJes was signiftgant for four of the five nursing dimensions for

l
the graduates” after’comp]eting the»program,‘ On'ly the dimension of

° L. I Co -

Y
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‘ pﬁofessiona1=de7e10pment dfd not reveal'any signiffcant variables. iThe«
~variable “effective Post R N program" was the strongest pred1ctor 1n
E two of the five dimens1on5°'+1eadersh1p and planning/evaluation. It ;.; :
appeared as the second srongest pred1ctor in the the dimension of |
IPR/communicat1ons.. | h _‘ R T
The variab]e "functions effect1ve1y in present posit1on¢without a :f
degree“‘mas revea]ed to be a strong predictor of good performance in
tWO of the nursing dtmenS1ons and appeared s1gnif1cant ina th1rd
. d1mens1on. Th1s var1ab1e was: the second strongest predictor of .\\'
1eadersh1p performance,/and the’strongest pred1ctor of “' |
teach1ng/c011aboratlon performance The th1rd nursing. dimensxonAwas‘
IPR/commun1cat10n. : ;‘. o o ,.h.,j' - - »v . *3;
| One var1ab1e "mean R.N. SCore" appeared to be a strong negat1ve
predlctor of performance 1n the four nurs1ng d1mens1ons As prev1ous]y; o
mentioned, it appeared that the lower the graduates scored on the R.N.
exams .the better they reported their performance of ‘the act1v1t1es.
The data were subJected to ANOVA to exp]ain these resu]ts Those
graduates who scored 500-599 on the‘R N exams reported they performed 5
s1gn1f1cant1y better than those who scored both Iower and h1gher
There appeared to be no-corre]at1on between“R N. scores and G. P A The ‘

gata were treated w1th a. Pearson S corre]at1on and revea]ed a low

re]at1onsh1p of r=0. 30 »
The nurswng d1mens1ons which\revealed the greatest number of
s1gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps between. performance and the var1ab1es were

teach1ng/co1]aborat1on~and‘IPR/communacat1on.



. Conclusions - -
_— +_The following -conclusions were based on ‘the findings of the study:

‘«’.

I The program was reported]y effect1ve in improving the performance-:z_"

'A:of the graduates tn a]l the nursing d1mens1ons, particularly in the

o d1mensions of - teaching/coT]aborat1en, 1PR1communicat1on, and

.profe551ona1 deve]opment. s "_ h L f‘ T

Lf},' The graduates reportedﬁy performed act1v1tves in the d1mensions,"

»”‘of 1eadership, teach1ng and plann1ng swgn1f1cantly better than the

‘nurses awa1ttng entry to the program >

R e . * ' )
4 . . N N ',,

.;3.1 The graduates reported]y requ1red 2 degree to<funct1on in the

ﬂ'pos1t1ons they he]d s1nce graduat1on.~\ ﬁ

. . - -
. KRN
ot . K}
P

”.4.i;’ Both “the spec1al students and the graduates reported their best
'performance in. the d1mens1ons of IPR/commun1cations and profess1ona1 '
L:'development._ Schw1r1an (1978b) reported that a%] nurses 1n her study
‘rated themselves best at IPR/commun1cat1on and 1eadersh1p.»

é' L

'_5;_ The graduates changed posit1on t1t1es after graduat1on from’f.

. "staff nurse" to "1nstructor"’or "communﬁiy hea1th nurse" fe

il -

S

6. Pred1ctors/of successful nurs1ng performance emerged for four)pf i

i‘the f1ve nurswng d1menS1ons, those be1ng 1eadersh1p, teaching/ s
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‘collaboration, p]anning/ewaﬁuatton, and-iPRlcommunteationl-df
—‘7} r The specia1 students expected that obtaining a degree would ‘;
-. resuTt 1n obta1n1ng more satisfying work or: changing their field of
P-worh. The graduates reported that 1ndeed this was so. |
‘8. The f1nd1ngs of this study are congruent with the findings of
"other studies. 3These bacca]aureate graduates rated their performance
’5s1gnificant1y h1gher on a11 fiwe nursing dimensions after comp]et1ng
_the degree. In add1t10n they rated themse]ves better than the nurses
awa1t1ng entry to the program when perform1ng 1n the d1mensions of
.1eadership, teaching and p]anning Schwirian (1928b) reported that the‘
“degree nurses rated themselves better in- teach1ng and planning It is

: ’to be emphas1zed that the graduates 1n th1s study were Post R. N. .;'

\sbac;alaureate graduates.» SR _' ",,~ Pl v

“9.  The Schw1r1an performance measur1ng 1nstrument (w1th the cr1tica1-*
;, care dimens1on om1tted) was appropr1ate and re11ab1e for app11catioh in

: th1s study R : f. ~~p o . | |
v10.\ The specwa] students were an appropr1ate comparTSon~group. The7 |
\;eharacterist1cs of the specia] students and ‘the graduates of the .

“Aprogram were s1m11ar.

[

bead
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(oo b v Recomendations oo
';‘,\\‘b L . i » - ol . K BRP
'ﬂperformance of Post-R N.»baccaiaureate graduates in a follow-up
f‘comparative study. The data from this study provided significaht
.jfindings, however, it is recognized ‘that the study had some 4

1imitations in terms of generalizability. The foiiowing Lt

"recommendations shouid the#efore be considered within that context ;. "

i
A
.“\\

This study used Schwirian s instrument (1978b) tb. meesure the f~j‘

R R LIS ¥
- Recommendations for'FurtherWStudies: o
1. Conduct a 1ongitud1na1 study*on t&:\urs-_es ~rather‘than «'_,a
.retrospective study. ‘ . - R ‘
o, Conduct further research on the performance of “mid-range" andf

5_L"high" scorers on exams to examine why "high" scorers rate themse]ves
.;1ower on performance. e '

A -

- 3. Conduct further research on. the motivation of registered nursesc

for seeking further education and how the findings may be used in

-

' deducational and employment settings.

4, Conduct further research to examine how the performance of

1bacca1aureate graduates might be 1mproved beyond the dipioma 1ev

~

‘the dimensions of communication and profe551onal deveiopment. ;

in



" Recommendatfions for ‘Administration: - . . . -

R

-

_i.f, Reoognize prograM‘evaiuation as’:an eariy. on—going and necessary

'ﬁ_component of program development. o xp“i“ .

/

" 2. Ensure that program evaluation s carried out.

J

'f‘

13 Conduct foliow-up interviews of a sampie of the 1981 graduates to o

~examine why some of the findings in this study may have occurred

; 4. Conduct furthe;ystudies to investigate what components of this

'Post R N. program contributed to successfuicperformance. v

- 5. Conduct further foi]ow-up studies on future graduates of this

iPost R. N program to va]idate the pattern of item loading which may

2
‘a

indicate the formation of new: constructs.n

»

' 6.; Conduct further studi;s to derive more predictor variabies for

successfui performance particuiar]y in the dimen51on of profeSSionai

development. o -.' e el

7. Continue to support the suggestion of a bacca]aureate degree as -

the minimum requ1rem¥nt for entry to practice nursing.



181

i

Baid

o



182
L | BIBLIOGRAPHY
g

Agnew, N. M., and S. N. Pyke. The Science Game:
- Research in the Behavioura¥l Sclences.

~ Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 1978, N
" Alberta AsSociation of Registered Nurses.. f LARBRAR T DY . -
Baccalaureate Education for Nurses. NIRRT ”_§79.

Allen, M. "Eva]uative Research in Nursing Education.“» N rsing
Papers, Vol. 1, April 1969 a4 o

Allen, M. Evaluation of Educationa] Pro rammes in Nurs1n . Geneva:
' Wor1d HeaTth Organization, 977, -

Babbie, E. R.  Survey Research Methods. Belmont, California:
wadswbrth PubTishing Co. 1973.

Bellack, A A. and H. M. Kliebard (Editors). Curriculum and Evaluation.
Callforn1a McCutchan Pubtishing Corp. T1977.

Bergman, R\\;"Evaluation of the Tel-Aviv University Post-Basic
’ Baccalaureate Nursing Programme-I1."- Internat1onal Journa] of
Nurs1gg Stud1es, Vol. 10, 21-32, 1973

B]a]ock E.V. “Re]at1onsh1ps Between Se]ected Factors in Cal1forn1a
v Assoc1ate Degree Nursing Programs and Performance by their
Graduates." Los Angeles: University of Southern California,
1966 (unpub11shed doctora] d1ssertat1on)

Bleck D. "Evaluation of Nursing Care in Terms of Process and
Outcome:. Issues in Research, and Quality Assurance." Nursing
Research. Vol. 24, No. 4, 256- 263 July - August 1975.

Brian, S. "The Bottom Line: Graduates and Careers." In Proceedings
. Researching Second Step ‘Nursing Education, Vol. 1. Rohnert Parﬁ’»
“Talifornia:® First Annual Conference, Nat1ona1 Second Step .
?roaect Department of Nursing, Sonoma State Un1vers1ty, 45-54,
980 , , :

.Campbel1, D. T s and J. L. Stan]ey., Experimental and Quasi4€xperimenta1
: Des1gns for Research. Ch1cago Rand McNa]Jy>Co]1ege Publishing
Co., 1963. - | }

Crawford, M. E s, M. L Harr1son, and 0. M Larson "Survey of Graduates
of .the Un1vers1ty of Saskatchewan Basic Baccalaureate Program in
Nupsing." ~Saskatoon, Saskatchewan ‘University of Saskatchewan
Co]]ege of Nursing. 1974 o IR



Cronbach, L. J. “Course Impfovemenf Through Evaluation." Teachers
College Record, 64, 672-683.‘1963.

Cronbach, L. J. and Associates. Toward Reform of Program Evaluation.
San Francisco: Jossey—Bass‘FubTishers. 1981

Dennis, L. C. and J. K. Janken. The Re1ations i Bétween Nursin

. Education and Performance: “A Critical Revgew. Hyattsville,
Mar{laad U.S5. Uepartment of Health, Education, and Ne]fare.
Public Health Service, Health Resources Administration, Bureau of

- Health Manpower, Division of Nursing, 1979..

Eisner, E. W..and E. Vallance (Eﬂf‘ors). Conflicting Conceptions of
- .Curriculum. California: McCutchan PubTishing Corp., 1974.

. v . . . A’a—‘ i, ¢ #
Field, P.A. "A Follow-Up Study of Graduates From the Four Year B.Sc. %}

-~ Program in Nursing, University of Alberta." Edmonton, Alberta:
Unpublished report by the Univers1ty of Alberta, Faculty of "
Nursing, May 1978.. _ o

) Goldstein, J. 0. "Comparison of Graduatihé AD and Baccalau;éate

Nursing Students' Characteristics."” Nursing Research. Vol. 29,
No. 1, 46-49, January-February 1980.

Government of Alberta. Registered Nurées"Act. Royal Statutes of
Alberta. Edmonton, Alberta: Queen's Printer, 1955.
. !
Government of Alberta. .Position Paper on Nursing Education: Principles

and Issues. Edmonton, Alberta: Department of Advanced Education
and Manpower, 1977. S

Government of Alberta. Summary of Responses to the Alberta Task Force
on Nursing Education. Edmonton, Alberta: Alberta Department of
Advanced Education and Manpower, 1978. ' '

Government of Al érta The Report of the Alberta Task Force on Nursing
Education. Edmonton, Alberta: Department of Advanced Education
and Manpower, 1975. . : . -

Hayes, P., and J. Ford. "Preliminary Findings from a Study of the
" Post-Basic Degree Nursing Students at the University of Alberta
Faculty of Nursing." Edmonton: Faculty of Nursing, University
“of Alberta, 1975. ' ‘ T

Hayter, J. "A Follow-up Study of Graduaies of the Baccalaureate Degree
Program in Nursing." Nursing Research. Vol. 12, No. 1, 45-57,
Winter, 1963 : '

Hayter, J. "Follow-up Study of Graduates of the University of Kentucky
Col]ege of Nursing, 1964-1969." Nursing ReseiF . Vol. 20,
. 1, 55-60, January-February 1971,




7 | “ , | 184

Hayter, J.- "A Follow-up Study of a Master's Program." Nursing
Qutlook. 380-385, June 1978. .

Johnson. M. Jr. "Def1n1tion? and Models in Curriculum." In’
A. A. Bellack and H. M. Kliebard (eds.), Curriculum and

. Evaluation. Readings in Educatiogal Research. “ﬂbfke1ey; ‘
‘ California: Mcdﬁfcﬁan PuBl!sﬁing Corp., 3-19, 1977.- '

Kaufman, R. and S. Thomas. Evaluation Without Fear. New York:- New
Viewpoints: A Division of Franklin Watts, 1980.

Luker, K. A. "An Overview of - Evaluation Research in Nursing "
Journal of Advanced Nursiﬁg, 6, 87-93, 1981.

-

MacKay, D. A. and T. 0. Maguire. Evaluation of Instructional Pro ograms.
Edmonton,‘Alberta - Human Resources Research Councit, “$Q71

Marshall, D. G. "Programme Eva]uation and Organizational Efféctiveness:
A Theoretical and Operational Comparison". Alberta: Department
- of Education Administration, University of A1berta. Occasional
Paper Ser1es. Research Report #80-1-9. :

McCal]on, E. and E McCray. Designing and Us1ng Questionnaires.
Austin, Texas: Learning Concepts, 19/5.

McNeil, L. M., "Bibliographic Essay." In A. A. Bellack and
H. M. Kliebard (eds.) Curriculum and Evaluation Readings in
Educational Research. Berkley, California: McCutchan Publishing
Corp., 627-647, 1977.

q@élgii, A. 1. and P. Benner. "Procesé or Product Evaluation.”
Nurs1ng Qutlook. Vol. 23, No. 5,.303-307, May 1975.

Mills, W. C. "Demograph1c Character1st1cs and Mot1vat1on 0r1entation of
Registered Nurses Enrolled as Part Time University Students."
Edmonton, Alberta: University of A]berta, 1979 (Unpublished
Master's Thesis).

Ne]son,.L. F. “Competence of Nursing Graduates in Technical,
Communicative, and Administrative Skills." Nursing Research
Vol. 27, No. 2, 121-125, March-April 1978.

Nie, N. H.. and Others. SPSS: Statistical Package fon the Social
Sciences, 2nd Ed. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Co., 1975.

Popham, W. J. and K. A. Sirotnik. Educatinnal‘Statiggjcs: Use and
Interpretation. 2nd Ed. New York: Harper and Row, 1973.

‘Price, J. and P, Vincent. "Program Evaluation: What to Ask Before You
Start.* Nursing Outlook, -Vol. 24, No. 2, 84-87, February 1976.




4 E 4

Provus, M. “Evaluation of\Ongéing‘Programs in the Public School
System." - NSSE 68th Yearbook, Part 1I, 242-283, 1969.

Schwirfan, P.M. “Predietion of Successful Nursing Performance, Part 1.
A Review of Research Related to the Prediction of Successful
Nursing Performance, 1965-1975; Part II: Admission Practices,
Evaluation Strategies, and Performance Prediction Among Schools
of Nursing." (DHEW Publ. No. (HRA) 77-27), Washington, D.C: -
U.S. Government Printing Office, 1978a.

Schwirian, P. M. “Eva1uat1n§ the Performance of Nurses: A ~

Multidimensional Approach.” Nursing Research. Vol. 27, No. 6,
347-351, November-December 1978b.

Schwirian, P.M. "Prediction of Successful Nursing Performance, Part 3.
‘Evaluation and Prediction of the Performance of Recent Nurse
Graduates; Part 4. Nurse Graduate Performance: An In-depth -
Analysis of Selected Pertinent Factors.™ (DHEW Publ. No. (HRA)
79-15), Washington, D.C: U.S. Government Printing *0ffice, 1979a.

Schwirian, P.M. and S. R. Gortner. "How N‘ sing Schools Predict Their
Successful Graduates." Nursing Outlook. Vol. 27, No. 5,
- 352-358, May 1979. } :

Schwirian, P.M. "Toward an Ebeanatory Model of Nuf%ing Performance.”
Nursing Research. -Vol. 3Q, No. 4, 247-253, July-August, 1981.

Scriven, M.. "The Methodology of Evaluation.” ‘In Perspegtives of
Curriculum Evaluation (AERA Monograph 1) by.R.;Tyler, R. Gagné,
and M. Scriven. Chicago: Rand McNally and Co,, 39-83,- 1967.
a

Sheinfeld, S. N. and G. L. Lord. "“The Ethics of Evajuation
: Researchers: An Exploration of Value Choices./' Evaluation
Review, Vol. 5, No. 3, 337-391, June 1981.

Stake, R. E. "The Countepance of Educational Evaluation." Teachers
College Record, 68,-523—540&_1967. ' - .

Steed, M. E. "An Eva]uation'df Students and Graduates of College
Nursing Programs in the Province of Alberta."  Edmonton:
Universities Co-ordinating Coqncil, February 1974.

Stufflebeam, D.L. et al. Educational Evaluation and Decision-Making.
Itasca, I1linois: F.E. Peacock Publishers, Inc., 1971.

Suchman, E.A.: Evaluation Rdsearch. New York:. Ruése]] Sage Foundation,
1967. ' ' -

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educational- Evaluation. Standards
for Evaluations of Educational Programs, Projects and Materials.
New York: WcGraw-Hil1l Books Co., 1981. - T

© 188



‘ , ' . ) » R d%ﬂ

o ) L )

Torres, &, "The Nuod For mm&tkwulrn Rnlhting tu Currseulun =
ﬁv dluation.* Nutionu1 Leaauo for Nuraing Publication. No.

15-1530:10, 1976, .-,

' Treece, E. W, and J. W. Tracct. Jr. E1 ' b , Nursing.
St. Louts: The C.V. Mosby Cor, 973, .

Treece, E. and J. Treece,
‘The C VO4”DSby Co.' 1

“ Tyler, R. W.
- Chicago:

| University of A)bérta,'Facultylof Nuﬁéing. Calendar. 1981/82.
University of Alberta, Special Sessions. Calendar. 1981/82.-

Ward, M.J. and M.E. Fetlér. Instruments for Use in Nursing Education

Research. Boulder, Colorado: Western Interstate Commission for .

Higher Education, 1979. .

Williams, C. A. "Nurse Practitioner Research: Some Neglected
Issues.” Nursing Outiook. Vol. .23, No. 3, 172-177, March 1975a

| Northen. B. R. and J. R. Sanders. Educational Evaluation: Theory and

-

‘Practice. Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publ{shing Co., Inc.,

lettinig, P. and N.M. Lang, “Ut11ization'of Quality Assurance Concepts
in Educational Evaluation." Nurse Educator. 24-28, July-August,
198t. S , T - :

nl St.*LOu?;:

186



APPENDIX- A
QUEST IONNAIRES

187




~ - REGISTERED MAMSES = .
QUSSTIONNAIRE

.
.
¥ ! e
.
a . .
X
. ~
) .
.
2 o
. A
¥ /
0 F) .
- R .
A ’ v
‘s
‘
1
¢ -
N -
. :
. o
, . ) o
‘e
»



RSSO SR i.«.x._,w._v‘?“w,:“.._..,_:V,‘,v._' 5

QUEST IONNAIRE: FOR R.N.'s
ENROLLED AS SPECIAL -STUDENTS
"IN THE FACULTY OF NURSING

(ARS8

|.- BECTION'T - GENERAL INFORMATION.

Please answer all questions by Eircling,

the. number on the right of the most:
appropriate response or by providing a

written answer where required. Your
responses will be.kept confidential.

1. Your age is:

under 25

.‘v1. —

25 - 29

30 - 34

35 -39

P
-~

40 - 44

45 -"49

50, and -over

. 2. Your sex is:

~Female

Male

3. "Your marital status is:

Singlé

Married

Other

N T e W N

- Do not write

“in this space’.
1.D. .

.

R 2SN



o e e = ~ T > e orwe e - . .o Lo e ey

- ¢

Do not write
= in this space

4. Number of Children:
~ None ‘

One. . . \
Two ‘ ' \
Three ' \
Four

N bW -

)
5 or more

5. From wh%ch type of program did you receive your. diploma in.
nursing? ' ‘ :
3 year Hospitél Diploma Program _ \ . '
2 year College Diploma Program \ S 10 .
Other (please specify) . \ 3

6. then did‘youjgraduate from your initial nur;ing'program?
Before 1960 °
1960 - 1964
1965 - 1969
1970 - 1974
1975 - 1979

11

~
"N B W N -

7. ¥hat were your scores on the R.N. Exams?
Check the range closest to your scores.

> . - i

1 2 3 4 5 . 6 7
© 350-399  400-449  450-499 500-549 550-599 600-649 6504 -

12
13
14
15
16

Medical Nursing
Surgical Nursing
Nursing of children
Obstetric Mursing
Psychiatric Nursing

> e W N =

Was a different scoring system used? Please specify: : 6 17




‘9.

'101

11.

8.

12.

.

N .
_Are you currently'emp1oyed in nursing? ‘_; S
No '(Proceedﬁtd question 13) LT 2
If you are employed 1n nurs1ng, which do you work?
Full-time~ s o CoL
Part-t1me~, N t : 2
/., N ) - I .
-How many years of nursing uprk experience do you have’
"1 - 2°years ,f'i S : ‘ o~ ) v
<3, - 5 years 7 N
6 - 10 years B -3
11 - 15 years 4
- 16 or more - . ’ ’ ‘ . - g
_'What ‘is the.title of your current -position?
Staff Nurse . B e
.Head “Nurse or Ass1ftant Head Nurse 2
Supervisor - 3 -
Instructor . . 4
. Cpmmunity_Health Nurse -5
Nursing Administration - 6
ClinicalfSpeeiplist 7
Nurse Consultant IR L 8 .
- Other (please’ specify) ' ‘g A
. \ v .
- Did your basic program effectively prepare you far thea
position’ and responsibi]ities you now hold?
Yes . - ] | : o ]

" Please comment . - _ e o

-

_ ¢q,

Do not write
1n this sgace

18

19

20

”
e

191



. R : f o o N Do not write
- in.this space

-

13. ‘Are the courses you are taking as - a spec1a1 student required

prerequisites by the University of Faculty of
Nursing, for entrance to the qut R. N. program’ -
Yes : 1 23
No . ‘ 2 .
14. If these courses are not prerequisites for program . '
. }entrance w111 they app1y for credit towards your degree?
Yes . — . . - }’ N 24
- . - y . 2 . .
0"
15. Do you p]an to attend university to complete a o
baccalaureate degree in nursing in the next five years?
Yes .. ‘ _ — ' 1 25
No 2 B )

16‘. If you comp1ete a degree what do you be]1eve w111 be the
maJor outcome? (Choose one reply.) -

Improved work1ng conditions .. . ‘ - 1 -~
(better ‘hours, days off etc. ) . .

Improved salary

26

More challenging or satisfying work
Opportunity to change field of practice
Personal satisfactfon in having a degree

o U S W N

Other (please specify)

17. MNurses hold different. beliefs about having a batcaleureate, o . .
" -degree. What do you believe? - (Choose one reply. that :
1nd1cates your strongest t -belief. )

]

Professiona1 nurses do not need a degree - 1

.The government .will soon require all nurses : o \ﬂ , R
to have a degree . - 2 "

The A.A. R.N. will soon require all nurses to .
to .have a degree '

Only nirses working in teaching. supervision or
public health require a degree .

27 .

of & w

_Professipnal nurses do need a degree

. Other (p]ease specify) D 8 e . .
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" © . section II -:Five Dimension Scale
. of Nursing Performance

SR ; S Copyright GD 1978 ‘American Journal of Nursing Co
: : Adapted - with’ permission from Nursing Research
Nov -Dec. 1978 Voi 27 No 6, p. 349.

LA
Ve,

* q

Listed bélou are a selection of nursing activities which nurses perform

You: are asked to respond ‘to two questious reiating to each nursing N
: S activity. . Using the numbers to the right of each statement, please give C
o an estimate of how freguent]! you’ perform each activity and how well you '
. perform each actiVi y n your. current Job. o L

. )

To réspond piease use the foilowing key.

N

How often dovyou perform this activity in your current job’ ‘

o v 1. never s . ,
E - 2. 0ccasionaiiy* . : \\x\ s s
) 3. frequently e ,' P '
. How weii do you perform this activity in your current job7 A_ .
1. not very well R B ~ B
o . CoNl .
B ~ 2 satisfactori\y - . . L . .
3. well. - T ’ o \\\\\\
T8 very well Lo AT S z
S o ‘ . o \7\\\\
EXAMPLE ONLY ~ ' . ‘ '
r | ) How often do you - . How we]i do you - 1?0 not write
- : ' perform this activity perform this actiyity ~ | in this space
in your current .job? in your current job? :
_ | RS =
\ ] [ N = N . % E o ’
ACTIVITY ‘ | = =1z 2 e )
. . ¢ : -1 b & [ 4 - 7]
- . RS '; A:‘.‘;; g N g . . Qu-, - x
s w T T . - .~ > -
(-] Y B Cd o S
st I S - © @ - [
= [=] [ =z N = > - ] N
1. Change a sterile dreSSino . 1 .'.(::> . 3 1 ,(::) 3 14 16 - 18
- 2. Expiain procedures to patient . 2 - @, 7"I -2 » 3 - 1. 20 -22
3. Plan nursing .care N (::) 3 '-<::) 2.3 4 24 - 26

s s -, N
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pan

‘How often do you
perform’

- his activity
- in-your gurrent job?

How well do you

perform This ectivitjl'

in your: cyrrent Job?.

ACTIVITY =]l >13 g -
. & - '  § o> = AL
: ' k- slEl s b
[ - . . - - ™
. > Lo " e —
. I . e R AR A AR AN
1.' Teach a patie:t\seignfly'menbers aﬁodt the patient-sA. 12131 v) 2] 3 4
needs. ‘ . ¥ o
2. Coordinate the plan of nursing care with .the medical NI 2 3 1 2 3 4
_plan of care. . _ N
3. Give praise and recognttion for achievement to those 1 2 |3 n""1‘ -2 3| a
. under your. direction ‘ } o Co ’ N
4. Teach preventive hea]th measures to. patients and . ! 1 ‘~2 "3 1 T B 4
their families. - \ : : , - “1°
5. Identify and use community resources in deve]op1ng 1 2 3 . ‘.22 3 .4j
© -aplan of care for a patient and his family : . : E : :
. 6; Identify. and 1nc1ude in nursing care p]ans R 1 2 3 R 2] 3 4
anticipated changes in a patient's: condition.
7. Evaluate results of nursing care.’ _ 1 {2 | 3 2|3 | &
8." Promote the 1nc1usion of the patient 3 decisions ; 1 21 317 1, 4 3 f -4
) end desires concerning his care. : N : ;
9. Deve1op a plan of nursing care for 2 patient. 1 2 3. ':1,\ 2 3 1 4
10. Initiate planning and evaIuation of nursing care \ 2 30 2 3 s
, with others _ ‘ . S R :
. Adapt.teaching methods'and materials to. the under— ] 'Z 3K { "_2‘  3 4
. standing of the particular aydience: e.g., age of = . ; .
patient, educational backgr und, ‘and sensory '
deprivations. . .
12. Identify and include immediate’ patient needs 1n 1 2 53, 1 2] 3 4
; . the p1an of nursing care. ' ! A
13. ‘Develop 1nnovat1ve method5~and materials for 1 >2\ 33 2 3 |4
teaching patients o ] N S N
14, Communicate a feeling of acceptance of ‘each’ ‘patient 1 2 ‘ 3 2 3 4
and 2 concern for the patient's velfare B R

73, T8

Do- not. write
iR
this space

33,.35 | .
o-$7, ?é:
qi.'_as
4 -

- 49, 51

45,

53, 55
57,59 .
61, 63

.65; 67
69, 71

17,179
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v ’ How often.do-you “How well do you
: ‘J - perform-this activity perform t this activity
T in your gurrent \job?§ in your gurreat Job?.
1 - (‘ L, E B . " .o
C} \ - - \
P A » . . Ld - , .
CACTIVITY - =121 g _ ‘
S - g s1&l Y
I A > w |
- «a» 8 _ - :._"; - ta
R E AR
15. Seek assistance uhen necessary. 11 2 T vipet 3 4
16. Heip a patient communipate uitH others, 1.1 2 I3 2 3 1.4
‘ 17.. Verbally communicate facts. 1deas, and feeiing to’ T 2 3 vl a2} s 4
L other health team members .. - ‘
18. Promote the patient s right to privacy. 1|2 _-3 4 v 2 3 4
19, Contribute. to an atmosphere of mytual trust, 1 2 LI IS I I 3 4.
- acceptance, and respect among other hea]th N ‘ o i
" team members. » ‘ v - B
. 20;_,De1egate responsibility for care based on 1 2 3 1 /.Zf 3 1. 4.
© . assessment of priorities of nursing care needs . e -
arid the abilities and 11mitations of\avaiiabie ' @
ﬁeolth personnel ] - N
V §§;> Exp]ain nursing procedures to a patient prior : 1.1 2 3 1 2 3 | a4
to- performing them. ~ . i ‘ '
22.  Guide other heaith team members in pianning for 1 -2 -3 1 2 3 |14
_hursing care. - : - L - ' N
23.  Accept responsibiiity for the ievel of care " . T2 3123 4
- provided by those undef your direction ’ R . N
'. 24. Promote the use of interdiscipiinary resource . ° ]2 3y rr2 3 4
- persons. - o R, . . -
25. Use teaching aids and resource. materials “in, teaching T2 |3 2 3 §
© patients and their families. o : o o -
26. Encourage the famiiy to participate in the care of 1 12713 1 2 |3 4 -
+° the patient, L _ . -
27. " ldentify and. use'resources'within your heaith . 2 3.1 2 | 3 4
care agency in developing a plan of care for a ’ .
( patient and his famiiy S e ' )
28. . Use- nursing procedures as opportunities for i 2 | 3 1 2 3| 4
‘interaction with patients ' : e
‘ ' ! ~

46, 48

Do not write

. in
-this space

18,16
18, 20
22. 24 .
26, 28
30, 32

34, 36

38, 40

a2, 44

" 50, 52

54, 56
. 58, 60

62, 64 -

. 66, 68
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- g -
¢ //
(% _/,/
&
~ ‘ » ' o ' ‘ Do not write .
_ How often do you How.well do you “in
perform this activity] perrm This activity this space
in your current job?| in your current job? :
~ " I ENE
v . ':’ , po—y .:
ACTIVITY = 1> $ 8 .
. R ™ -
: Elzlg|3 i
T (%] > 4
sl 2lgletzlz|d
g 8 l: g (7] g -
29. Contribute to productive working relat1onsh1ps ' 1 2 3 1 2 3 l - 70,72
with other health team members : B
30. Help a patient meet his emotional needs. ' 1 2 3 1 2 3] & 74, 76
31. - Contribute to the p1an of nursing care for the u 11 2 3 1 2 3 | 4 T‘; —f; 5
" patient. - . , L _ . : : S R _ i '
- 32, Commun1cate facts; ideas, and professional . 11 2 3 B 21 31 & 10, 12
‘ opinions in wr1t1ng to pat1ents and their families. 2 -

33. P1an for the 1ntegration of patient needs with : S 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 | 14,16

family needs. . : : s ‘

34, Remain open to the suggestions of those under ‘ ; 1 2 3 01 2 3 4 18, 20

- your direction and use them when apprOprlate
35. ‘Use opportun1t1es for patient teach1ng when ' 1 2 3 1 2 | 3 4 22; 24
they arise , K : : '
36, Use learning opportunities for ongoing personal o .i 2 \3I 1_' 2 ‘3 4 26, 28 .
and professional growth. 5 : - .
. 37. Display seif-direction. T R N R O N N

38.. Accept responsibility-for own actions. - ' I 2 13 3 2 3| a 34, 36

" . 39. .Assume new respons?b111t1es within the 11m1ts o 1 1' 2 3 i 2 3 4 38, 40
_ of capab111t1es o ) e ‘

40. “Maintain high standards of self-performanee. ‘ ' 1 21 3 1 2 3 4 42, 44
\Q]; Demonstrate. self-confidence. . o B 2 |3 1 2| 3 4 46, 48
42. Disp1ay 2 genera11y positive attitude. o 213 2.1 3 4 50, 52

43. Demonstrate knowledge of the 1ega1 boundaries 11213 v |2 - 3] a 54, 56
.- of nursing ‘ : : .

44, Demonstrafe know1edge of the ethics of nursing. : 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 58, 60

45, Accept'and use constructive criticism. = . " 1 2 |3 1] 2 3| 4 62, 64

' : Tnank’you for your cooperation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR 1981 GRADUATES OF
" THE POST-R.N, BACCALAUREATE PROGRAM

~" 1 SECTION I - GENERAL INFORMATION

-

Please answer all questions by circling
“the number on the right of the most
-appropriate response or by providing a
written answer where required. Your
responses will be kept confidential.

. Do n6t wfite
in this space

I1.D. 1

. Your. age 1§:
Under 25
25 - 29 ‘ i
30 - 34 ‘
35 -39
140 - 44
45 - 49
50 and over

N oo e W N —~

.. 2. Your sex is:

Female
Male

3. Your marital status is:

Single o ‘ ' - . 1
Married B ’
Other




Number of Children:

None

One

Two

Three

Four

5 or more

g W N - O

.. From which type dfi

nursing?

3 year Hospital Dipjoma Program
"2 year College Diploma Program
Other (please specify)

program did you.receive your diploma in

.~ When did you graduate from yout initial nursing program?

Before 1960

1960 - 1964

1965 - 1969 .

1970 - 1974

T W N

1975 - 1979

" What were your 'scores on the R.N. Exams? .
Check the, range closest to your scores. )

Medical Nursing -

- Surgical Nursing.
Nursing of children
Obstetric Mursing
Psychiatric Nursing

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

350-399 - 400-449 450-499 500-549 550.599. 600-649 550.

(S - A B

 Was a different'scoring system used?‘P1ease specify

198

Do not write
in this space

10

1

12
13
14
15
6

17



8.

9.

- 10.

What was the title of your last position before you entered the

post-R.N. Baccalaureate program?

Staff Nurse

Head Nurse or Assistant Head Nurse
Supervisor ‘ '
Instructor

Community Health Nurse

Nursing Admintstration i

Ciinical Specialist

Nurse Consultant

Other (please specify)

How many years of nursing work experience did you have,
before enrolling as a full-time student to complete the
degree? .

1 ~ 2 years

3 - 5 years

6 - 10 yearss %
11" - 15 years ' '

16 or more years

THINK back to, the time in your nursing career before you

completed your degree. Did your basic program effectively
. prepare you for the positions and responsibilities you '

held at that time?

Yes

No

Please comment

O O NN s W nﬁ/ta

N s W N —
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1.

12.

T3,

14.

15.

‘-4-

What do you believe was the major outcome for you ofr
completing a baccalaureate degree {Chodse one r;p’Iy.)

improved working conditions
(better hours, days off, etc.)

improved salary
more cha]lenging or satisfying work
_opportunity to change field of practice
personal satisfaction in having a degree
Other (please specify) “

—

o B W

Were you required to take prerequisite courses before being

accepted by the University of Faculty of Nursing?
Yes: ' -
No ‘

Did-you take university courses before being acceptéd by
the University of Faculty of Nursing which were
not prerequisite, but were credited towards your degree?

Yes . ‘ 1
No ' '

What was your G.P.A. dnj graduation?

5. - 5.9
§. - 6.9
7, < 7.9
8. - 8.9

o

How long did you take to compl ete the degree?.

less than two years a 1
2 years " " '

y

3 years

4 years

more than 4 years

2

p oW o=

n b WN
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16. Are you currently employed in nursing?

Yes - .
|
No (Please specify and proceed to question 22) 2

‘ \ !
17. If you are employed in nursing, which do you work? .

Full-time
Part-time

18. What #5 the title of your current position?

Staff Nurse .
Head Nurse or Assistant Head Nurse
Supervisor

Instructor

Community Health Nurse
Nursing Administration

. Clinical Specialist

furse Consultant

Other (please specify)

W oo N ;s W N~

19. Did the baccalaureate program effectively prepare you
for the position and responsibilities you now hold?

Yes : . ) 1
No _ '
Please comment o

- ;
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20.

21,

22.

-«

Could you function as effectively in the position you now
hold without a degres?

Yeos 1
No (please specify) 2

]

0id you obuin the employment position upon rocﬂving your
degree that you expected to obtain?

Yes
No
Please comment

e

Nurses hold different beliefs about having a baccalaureate
degree. What do you believe? (Choose one reply that best
indicates your strongest belief.)

Professional nurses do not need a degree )

The government will soon require all nurses
to have a degree - 2

The A.A.R.N. will soon require all nurses to have
a degree -

3

0nl¥ nurses uork1n? in teaching, supervision or
ic health require a degree 4
Professional nurses do need a degree 5

Other (please specify) 6

Do not write
in this space
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Nov- -Dec.

Section II - F1ve Dimension Scale

1

1978, Vol.

\

of. Nursing Performance

Copyright @® 1978, American Journai of Nursing Co.
-Adapted with permission from Nursing Research
27, No. 6, p. 349

B Listed below are a selection of nursing aétiv1t1es which nurses perform.

3\

You are requested to answer four questions relating to qach activity
‘Take a few moments and think back to the nursing job you were doing
.immediately before you entered the degree program. -

How often did you perform the selgcted activity in that greviou job7

203

How we11 did you perform that activity before entering the degree program?

¢

Now think about the job you. are doing - since comp]et1ng your degree.

How often do you perform the selected activity in your current job? -

How well do you\pérform that activity since completing your degree?

To respond, please use the following key, circling the cbrrect answer.

How often did/do you
perform this activity in
your previous/current job?

1. 'never
2. occasionally
3. frequently

EXAMPLE ONLY

How well did/do you

perform this activity in
before/since comp\eting

vyour degree?

not very well
.- satisfactorily

well
. very well

B W N —
. .

Explain procdduru
to patient

Pian nursing éare :

—

'1@
. -
>~

~
[
X

o

-~

—
~

©

7T How often did you] How often do you How well did you “How well do you
perform this perform this perform this activity [lperfors this activity
activity in your §-activity in .your before entering the since completing
. ' . ' v — T——— .
previous job? current “job? degree program? your. degree?
— = - -
. z = o 3% |/ IR
. — >~ — b . = o = ©
n -t L] — . - - - -
s |t € | = ACTIVITY bl I rl B R ©
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7 February 19; 1982

TO: REGISTERED NURSES .~ -~ . -~ .

, Dear Co]leagues, T

) The Facu]ty of Nurs1ng at the Un1versity of o is'interested
in and supportive of research I am conducting as a graduate student in

the' Department of Educational Administration at the University of Alberta.

Your response to this questtonna%re is an 1mportant part ‘of that- research.

The'study has two purposes .One purpose 1s to gather 1nformat1on
about the characteristics of reg1stered nurses. who may be p]ann1ng to

- complete a baccalaureate degree or who have completed one,. The other -

purpose is to study .how well nurses believe they perform nursing
activities before completing a baccalaureate degree and/or after they

complete' the degree. - Very few studies have been carried but which foous'"

specifically on registered nurses and university. education.. You are in a
unique pos1t1on to prov1de me with such 1nformat1on

Your rep11es will be he]d in the str1ctest conf1dence P]ease'oo
. not write your name on the quest1onna1re The code numbers are- for
computer use only. .

, Cop1es of the comp]eted study summary w111 be ava1lab1e for your-
examination at the University of Alberta Education Library, the Un1vers1ty
of Alberta Facu1ty of Nurs1ng, and the A. A R.N. L1brary . .

1 apprec1ate how busy you are and I wish to thank you for ass1st-

v1ng me with this study. Those who have reviewed the questionnaire .
indicate that approximately twenty minutes are required to complete, it.
When you have completed the questionnaire;- please return it to me 1n the
enclosed enve1ope, if possible,. w1th1n ‘one week

Thank you very much for your_ass1stance in this research.:

Sincerely,a A

Darlene E111ott Reg N B Sc.N.
Graduate Student '
Department of Educational Adm1n1strat1on
University of Alberta .

- Edmonton, A]berta

. T6G 265
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. Encl.

March 8, 1982

@

Dear4Colleague, N 1

"~ Re:, Nursing Performance Questionnaire

Two weeks ago youtrecelved'a questiannaire which focused on the

- performance of registered nurses who were contemplating completing a.

baccalaureate degree or had completed one.

The response to the questlonnalre has been excellent. 1| wish to -

‘thank those of you who responded so promptly _ o , . R

*

I would stlll_appreCIate a response.from those of you who were

V so very busy or possibly away basking in sunnier climates at the time
of. the lnltlal distribution. ‘ .

. Your part|c1pat|on will provnde valuable lnformatuon for the overall
flndlngs of the study. Please take a few moments and return the completed

questlonnalre ‘to me in the enclpsed envelope.

ﬂa‘_Thank you‘for_your.cooperatlon.

8
- o ' ' Yours 'sincerely,
- C . vi» b, ‘ .; _Darlene Elliott, B.Sc.N.
- Lo ‘ : Graduate Student '
, Department of Educational
' Administration
DE/pk
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March 18, 1982

Dear Colleague,

Re:. Nursing Performance Questionnaire'

.

Approximate]y one month ago you received a quest1onna1re which
focused on the performance of registered nurses who ‘'were contemplating
completing a baccalaureate degree or had comp]eted one, .

I cou1d not have chosen a more Jnopportune t1me to distribute
'this questionnaire. I appreciate that the strike situation has taken
its toll on those of you in Alberta. In spite of this, the response
has been very good. A sincere thank you to those of you who somehow
found the time to respond : o

I am now ready to begin data analysis. However, before I do, I
-would like to give those of you who have not sent back the quest1on-
naire an opportunity to have your responses included in the analysis.
"Your participation will provide valuable data for the overa]] f1nd1ngs
of the study. A o :

- Please take a few moments and return the comp]eted quest1onna1re
to me. Thank you for~ your cooperat1on

: : . ' Yours sincerely,
-~ Darlene Elliott, B.Sc.N.
Department of Educational
Administration
University of Alberta

DE/pk .
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' AMERICAN JOURNAL OF NURSING COMPANY

555 WEST 57TH STREET ' NEW YORK, NEW YORK 10019 . 212-582-8820
December 8, 1981

Ms. Darlene Elliott
11436-32 Avenue
Edmonton, Alberta

- T5% 3H5 -
Canada

Dear Ms. Elliott: R s

"'As per our telephone conversation of November 24, 1981, permission is
hereby granted for you to utilize the "Six-D Scale" which accompanies
‘the article "Evaluating the Performance of Nurses: A Multidimensional
Approach” from the November-December 1978 issue of NursiggﬁResearch.

o It s our'understanding that scale will be used in your thesis. Please
“use the following: credit line as acknowledgement of permission received.

Copyright (& 1978, American Journal of Nursing Company.
Reprint from Nursing Research, November-December, Vol. 27,
. No. -6. . A

I3

~ Thank you for your coqperation_and‘interestvin_our materials.

Cordially yours, : ‘ ‘ A , .
‘ 1L/;%§£Z~’<i:£i(.aa_/£; éﬁiﬁé;f o . v
' : Lillian Vega _ : ' : | N |
Permissions Editor

/1m9v

AMERICAN JOURNAL OF NURSING . NURSING OUTLOOK . NURSING RESEARCH . INTERNATIONAL NURSING INDEX .
MCN, THE AMERICAN JOURNAL OF MATERNAL CHiLD NURSING .

’
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. Y " Table 3.2 ,

)

Factor Loadings for Schwirian's Six-D Scale of Nursing Performance

®

- k RIS .
. Irem / S ) - SuLr- Ewroven
}c.«u ) NUMBER . Irem Convany | APPRAISALS - | APPrAsALS
¥ ot ~
LEADERSHIP A Give praise and recogninod for achigvement 1o those under your direc- 372 128
R tion L2 v
s 23 ! Delegate responsibilits for care based on assessmem of priorities of N 669 [
‘ . Nursing care nceds and the abiiitites and limitations of availsbie hoalth , '
: care personel .- . N . ' .
28 Guide gther health team members in planning for aursing care 560 748
26 Accept responmibility for the Jevel of care provided by those under vour N ) : 4]
direction ‘ . .
41, Remain open 10 the suggestions of those under your direction and use ' 8¢ 664
’ them when appropriate )
. 1 ' . N .
T GRITIGAL Cang 1 : Perform technical procedures ¢ g.. oral suctioning. tracheosioms care, RN TYY L. 414 "
. 1 intravenous therapy, catheter care, drbs;lng changes , .
. 18 1| Ubye mechamcal devices. ¢.g.. suction machine, Gomeo. cardiac monitor, Ri Y 459
N - respirator . ‘ :
9 Give emotionsl support 10 family of dyving patient PR Y ' 790
7 Perform appropriate measures in émerpency siuations ) . ) .23
30 Perform nursing care required by cnitically ill patients L] b
37 Recopnize and mec! the emotiohai needs of a dying patient ) ’ 26 AN
40 Function calmly and competently 1n emetgency situations N 106
TEACHING/ 1 Teach a patient’s family members about the patient’s-needs S41 C 469
CoLEABORATION 4 Teach preventive health mcasures 1o patients and their families: 584 527
3 ' s Identify and ude community resources in déveloping a plan of care for a 698 439
. tient and his family ' L
. b2 Adapt teaching methods snd materisls to the understanding of the par- 54% - 433
- ’ . : ticular audience: ¢ §.. age of patient, educational background. and sen.
k . __ sory deprivations b ' .
14 - Develop innovative methods and materials for teaching patients 636 594
. 28 Promote the use of interdisciphirary resource persons 467 A28
! 29 Usrc teaching 21ds and resource materials in teaching patients and therr T4 601
! amilies ' :
i 2 -1 Encourage the family b paruipate in the careof the patient 490 | 541+
E Identify and use resources within sour health care agency in developing - 642 553
! a plan of care for a patient and his family a .
. : ! k1 Communicate facts."ideas, and professions) opinions 1 writing 10 pa- 578 841
v e, tients and their famijies ' ‘ . »
i " » Plan for the imegmnon\,of patient needs with family needs ' : 576 422
PLANNING/EVALUATION b Coordinate the plan of nursing care with the medical plan of care : 682 592
o > 6 Identify and include in nursing care'plans anticipsted changes in a pa- 650 ) 667
tient’s conditions g o . -
? Evaluate results of nursing care o . N . 570
‘9 Develop a plan of nursing care for a patient My . 317
10 Initiate planning and evalustion of nursing-carc with others - H10N 626
13 ! lderufy and include immediate patien: needs in the plan of nursing care [y S 548
36 Contribule to the plan of nursing care for the patient - ' .440 N 510
IPR/COMMUNICATIONS ~ 8 Promote the inclusion of patient’s decisions and desires concerning his .~ 568 1307
: . care o -
1% * | Communicate 3 feeling of acceptance of each patient and a concern for a2 3107
the patient’s welfare : k o
Vo 16 - Scek assistance when necessary 491 130 hN
L. i 7 Help a patient communicate with others : : 603 448
. 20 Verbally communicate, facis. ideas. and feelings to other health tedm 41t .06¢
i ] members - / : »
I 2 Promote the patients’ rights to privacy’ Css 493
i 22 .} Contnbute 10 an atmosphere of mutual trust, accepiance, and respect 150 104
, | among other health tecam membens -
. 24 Expiain nursingprovedured 10 a patient prior to perfotaing them 8K : TR
J 33 © Use nursing procedures as opporiurities fos interaction with patients 583 . 401
i 3 Contribute 1o productive workifig relationships with other health team 463 " 0o
' l -members . ' .
1 3 |- Help a patient meet his emotional needs ’ Tie 636
‘ 42 ' Use opportunities for patient teaching when they arisc 608 LN
PROFESSION At ! 41 I wse learmng opporiuniuies for ongoing personal and professjonat growth
[STAVRNTINTAN § l Ll | Dusplay selt-direction . -
H 4 Accept responsibility for own acuions ¢ .
446 Assume new responsibihities. within the hmits of capabilities -
| a3 Muntaim high'standards of performance
S Demonstrate self-contidence
49 i Ihsplay a generally positive attitude
! 0 | Demonstrate knowledee of the legal boundaries of nursing
‘,é . ‘ R)| ! Demonsirate knowledge of the cthics of nursing !
S = Accept and use CONStrUCtive Chtcim !
% = — 3

Reprinted from_Nurging Research, Vol. 27, No. 6, page 349, Nov. - Dec.
1978 with permission. . : o

'




Factor Loadings for Schwiria

Table 3.3
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n's constructs based on combined responses

of special students, graduates before entering degree program and

graduates after completin

g degree program

sources in deweNQping a-plan of -

care for a patien d his
family. ‘ :

(N = 53)

: Item Combined
Scale Number Activity Self-Appraisals
Leadership 3 Give praise and recognition .023

: for achievement to those under
your direction.
20 . Delegate responsibility for .865
‘care based on assessment of
priorities of nursing care
needs and the abilities and
TimitatTons of available
. health personnel.
22 Guide other heaith team members 677
in planning for nursing care.
23 Accept responsibility for the .648
level of care provided by those
_ under your direction. - v
34 Remain open to the suggestidhs ' .510
of those under your direction
, and use them when appropriate.
Teaching/ B ! Teach a patient's family members 449
- Collaboration about the patient's needs.
" Teach preventive health measures ~ .628
to patients and their families. -
N 5 Identify and usg-community re- ;6§5



Table 3.3 {continued)

216

A

——

Scale

- Item

Number

i —

Activity

Comb1ined

Self-Appraisals -

LR

13

24

25

26

27

32

33

Adapt teaching methods and
materials to the understanding
of the particular audience:
e.g., age of patient, educa-
tional background, and sensory
deprivations.

Develop innovative methods
and materials for teaching
patients.

Promote the use of inter-

- disciplinary resource

persons.

Use teaching aids and re-
source materials in teach-
ing patients and their

families.

Encourage the family to
participate in the care of
the patient,

Identify and use resources

within your health care .in

developing a plan of care
for a patient and his family.

Communicate facts, ideas, and
professional opinions in
writing to patients and, their
families.

Plan for integration of
patient needs with family
needs. '

.666

307

433

.883.

.619

557

.783
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: . Item
Scale - Number '

- Activity’

Combined

‘ Se]f Appra1sals

P1ann1n§/
Evaluation

IPR/
Communications

14

>

12

3

.

15 .

16

‘Coordinate the plan of nursing

care with the medical plan of
care.

Identify and include in nur-

~.sing care plans ant1c1pated
- changes in a patient' S
: cond1t1on.

f‘Eva1uatevresu1t$ of nursing
. care.

Develop a plan of nursing"

:'care for a patient.

Initiate p]anning and evalua=
~tion of nursing care with’

others.

'Iden£1fy and include imme-

diate- pat1ent needs in the
plan of nursing care.

‘Contribute to the plan of |
nursing care for the patient..

Promote the-inclusion of the
patient's decisions and

desires concerning his care.

'Communitate feeling of ac-

ceptance of each patient and
a concern for the pat1ent S

”vwe]fare

Seek assistance when
necessary.

Help a pat1ent commun1cate
with others.

;045
572
.608
478

1,470
.066

3

.039

.582

.739

.456



Table 3.3 (continued)
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v Item - j
Scale. -~ Number Activity

Combined

Self-Appraisals

ot

17 Verbally commuh1cate facts,
: ideas, and feeling to other
health team members

18 Promote the pat1ent s right
of privacy.

19 Contribute to an atmosphere. of

.o mutual trust, acceptance, and
respect among other health
- team members.

21 Explain nurs1ng‘brocedures to':

, a patient prior to perform1ng
N them.

- 28 Use nursing‘procedures as
- opportunities for inter-
~action with patients.

29  Contribute to productive
~ working relationships with
'othervhealth team members.

30 . Help a patient meet his
emotional needs.

35 Use opportunit1es for
‘ pat1ent teach1ng when they
- arise.

Prbfessiona] 36 Use learning opportunities
Development for ongoing personal and
’ professional growth,
37 Display self-direction.

.38 Accept responsibility for
own actions.

.434

.;329

©.053
241
026
025

.360

138 .
.392

.826

.829




Table. 3.3 (continued)
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PR - .
‘ Item B . .Combined
Scale Number ' Activity 'Se]f-Appraisa]s
39 Assume new responsibili- 687
‘ ~ties within the 1imits of - ‘
capabiTities. '
40  Maintain high standards of .627
se]f—performance. '
41 Demonstrate self-confidence. .365
42 . . Display a genera11y pos1t1ve 412
attitude. ‘
43 Demonstrate knowledge of the - .036
' 1ega1 boundaries of nursing. o
. 44 Demonstrate know]edge of the .;;179
‘ ethlcs of nursing. "
45 Accept ‘and use construct1ve L2001

r1t1c1sm.




Table 3.4
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New constricts based on factot'1oad5ngS'of‘§ombined responses of
special students, graduates before entering degree program and

graduates after c

\

(N = 53) R

@

oy

ompleting degree program

Scale

Item
Number

Activity j

Combined ‘
Self-Appraisals .

t
3

| Leaderéhip/
Team" e
Cooperation

17

19

Verbally communicate facts,

~ideas, and feeling to other

health team members .

. Contribute to an atmosphere of -

mutual trust, acceptance, and
respect ~among other health

- team members. = :

20

22

23
29
- 34

45

Delegate re§p6nsibi]ity,f6r

care based on 'assessment of
priorities of nursing care

. needs and the abilities and

limitations of available

health personnel.

Guideiofher_hea]th'teém members
in planning for nursing care.

Accept responsibility for the

level of care provided by those . . .

under your direction.
Contribute to productive
working relationships with
other health team members.

Remain open to the'suggestions

- of those under your direction

and use them when appropriate.

Accept and use constructive
©ocriticism,

.581

622

.864

&

677

-725
.510

.386°

647 N



‘Table 3.4 (continued)
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Scale

’

Item - A

Number - Activity

Combined

Self-Appraisals

Teaching/ "

Resource-

fullness ’

lg} Teach ‘a pat1ent s fam11y members
i about the patient's needs.

‘4 Teach preventive health measures

to pat1ents and the1r fam111es

5 Identify and use commun1ty re-
sources in developing a plan of
care for a pat1ent and his
fama]y. , y

8 Promote the 1nc1us1on of the
- patient's decisions and’
des1res concern1ng h1s care.

11 'Adapt teaching. methods and’
materials to the understand1ng
., of the particular audience:
e.g., age of patient, educa-
‘tional background, and sensory
'depr1vat1ons.

24 Promote the use of 1nter; 

disciplinary resource
persons.

25 - Use teach1ng a1ds and re-
. source materials in teach-
ing pat1ents and the1r
families. - .

26 Encourage the fam11y to :
part1c1pate in. the care of. .
vthe patwent

27 Identify and use resources

within your health care in
‘developing a plan of care
- for a patient and his family.

G

.448
627,
.664
401

665

h;433
.505
.883

619



A 2

_ Table 3.4 (continued)

Item _ : - Combined

’Sca]é " - Number . © Activity - - Self-Appraisals’
28 Use nursing procedures.as 537

opportunities for inter-
. action with patients.

32 Communicate facts, ideas, and : .556 -
. professional opinions in . ) :
writing to patients and their
families.

33 Plan for 1ntégrét1on of N 782 .
- patient needs w1th fam11y ' :
needs.

35 ~'Usé Oppbrtunities for = ‘ : .665
- patient teaching when they
arise. ) )

' P]énning/ 3 Give praise‘analrecognition" .. 610
Evaluation . - _for achievement to those under
R " your direction.

6 ~Identify and include in nur- ' - W572
" sing care plans ant1c1pated , - -
changes in a patient's . ‘
condition.

7 :‘Eva1uate resu]ts of nurswng ' ' - .607 .
i . care. o - :

10 Initiate planning and evalua-+ 469
- tion of nursing care with
others.

13 . Develop innovative methods .574
-and materials for teaching
pat1ents

43¥ ' Demonstrate know]edge of the T .593
legal boundaries of nursing. ' L

44~ Demonstrate knowledge of the L 422
’ ‘ethics of nursing. - :
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'Table-3.4;(c6nt1nued) |

3
X Gy
-

1Itém C ', oL Combined - o

‘Scale Number . Activity - _ ,Se]f-Appraisais‘ K
Communjchtion/ 2 - Coord1nate the p]an of nurSing - .454
Coordination ~care w1th the med1ca1 plan of -, :
A care. , ‘
"9 . Develop a plan of nurs1ng . .45
- .care for a patient. "' ' - S -
12 Identify and inciude -imme- . 597
- 'diate patient needs in the .
plan of nursing care. =~ = ~ .
14 Communicate feeling of ac- - .. .58z
- .ceptance of each patient: and o o
a concern for the patJent s N
we]fare L ‘ T
15 Seek a551stance when S - .738
|, necessary. : s ' v :
16 ‘Help a patient commun1cate S v"',;456
2 with others. _ R ‘
18- Promote the pat1ent S r1ght . ' .328
- of privacy. .- - _ : Lo
21 Exp]ain nurs1ng procedureé to o - .241
a patient pr1or to perform1ng
~them. K
30 Help aupatient'meet his = - 454
) emotional needs._ L _ .
31 ,7Contr1bute to the plan of | . .359
o nurs1ng care for the pat1ent .
Proféssiona] 36 - Use 1earn1ng opportun1t1es '~“' ) | 'f392

Development - - . for ongoing personal and
: - profess1ona1 growth.

37 ' D1sp1ay sle—d1rect1on3 - R ” o .825



| Table 3.4 (c0nt1nued)‘ o ‘w B
S Item . _ S " ‘;.A ‘ Combined ‘
Scale ~_ Number. - ‘ j. Activity -~ - - Self- AppraisaIs
G 38 ) Accept responsib111ty for Co . .828
A - own’ act1ons. ‘ . Coe
39 Assume new respon51b111- N -7 |

ties within the- 11m1ts of
*capabilities.

40 Maintain high standards of - 627
-se]f—perfqrmance. : \ . .
o 4} - Demonstrate self- conf idence. ‘ : .365_
,'42 '\D1sp]ay a genera]]y pos1t1ve . a2

~attitude.
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Special Students'

vbuestionnaire Comments

.
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5. From which type of program did you receive your dip1oma in
nursing?

I have three years hospital psychiatric nursing training,
one and a half years of hospital general nursing tré1n1hg in

and one year College Diploma Program in Canada.

7. - What were your scores on the R.N. Exams?
Check the range closest to your scores.

Nurs. 230 Psychiatric - Fall Semester 1963.
A ' -

Sem. Units 5.0 Grade A. Grade Points 20.0.

We passed or failed, gfven any scores.



12.

Did your basic program effectively prepara you for the position
and responsib1l1t1es you now hold?

*

]

The program did not prepare me for management duties.

As an instructor in a specialty unit

additional skills were necessary.

Started going to school as soon as graduated -- also

working in mahy places.

I presently work on the.intravenous’Th- Aoy Team. Nurses

Qid not start IV's when'T wast§;student.

Work experienceﬁﬁpqre than training is '~xpertise that

quélified me for the job.

I work in the caseroom -- found that what I learned as
a student in Obstetrics was a mere drop in the buckef of what

an obstetrical nurse needs to know.
But not very satisfactorily.

Medical qdvan¢e§ and new treatments necessitate continuing

education, either fofma] or personally.

4

I'm working in a specialty area in which.my'nurS1ng program

didn't prepare me for anything eXcept fd; anatomy and physiology.

I did receive an orientation for my present job.

.// . A . ,

230
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12. .(Cont'd) | | .
Management skills not in a basic program.

:’I needed extra training in'many areas, e.g.,_fie1d first
;aid; spirometfic ;eSting, audiometric testfng, pulmonary
functioh teSting;“industri§1’toxicology. Also, it did‘not
prepare.me for having to make medical décisionS'without a

Doctor's instructions.and orders..

\ . ' . . %

Yes,,but'COntinual education is necessary.

o Basic'programij11‘oh1y prepare for nursing care -- it
‘doés not préparé onebfdryresbbnsibili;iesﬁfhat one may_hold
10 years affer graduatién. |
. KA
There was no fraining fn~adm1nistration skills, i.e.,

- making hours, notations, budget, census or statistics.
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\

14. 1If these courses are not prerequ1s1tes for program entrance, -
will they apply for credit towards your degree7

Lo
. The cburses“l take can alsque transferred to ahother faculty.

I have a]ready taken'lo Ba]f courses for credit towards

my degree -- these include all prerequisites.

I15. Do you p]an to attend un1vers1ty to complete a baccalaureate
degree in nurs1ng in the next f1ve years7 :

D21

1 hope to do so but it is not a definite plan.

16. If you complete a degree what do you be11eve w111 be the
major. outcome7 (Choose one. reply )

T

I'canMUSe it;td’$tudy further, i.e., Medicine.

Opportunity for»advanqgﬁent in present job area.
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17. Nurses hold different bé]iefs'about‘having a baccalaureate .
degree What do you believe? (Choose one reply that indicates
‘your strongest beTief.)

A nurse“shou]d have afdégree only if she feels she'needs'

)

one, w1thout one, she can. st111 funct1on adequate]y, after

'graduat1on in. car1ng for the siok
Professione1‘andgpersonal growth. "

I do not be11eve that all nurses. requ1re a’ degree but

I be]1eve a degree w111 broaden the: outlook of many nurses

It ‘should be of free w111.k I S -‘ ; . -

I donft believe any degree*hersgin{tne performance of
work' --"but it is reqoired by government‘inf&ertain areas.
1 do not believe a"degree improves nursing‘skills,

-

Most nurses. obta1n the1r bacca]aureate degree to get out ¥

- of work1ng shift,’ broaden1ng opportunitwes (Job) by hav1ng BScN.

\r'ﬁ‘*:
' .

Advancement in nursing (i.g., hierarchy) requires a degree.

Sk1115 obta1ned in-a degree program are adyantageous,-

| "however, dependent on thegﬁ@pe of nurs1ng done are not a1ways

D \=» . ¥ . i
. necessary. & - ,%*

e,
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'S.JpFrom which type of program did you receive your d1p1oha in
" nursing? © . v B :

2% year Diploma Hospitaf Program:
- 2 year Hgspité1\01ploma Progran.

\

3 year CoTIége diploma program (CEGEP - Quebec)."
4 year (PMH), year RN, 2 year PN.

7. What were scores on the R.N. Exams?
Check the range closest o your scores. -
+ Was a different scoring sy;tém used?
"R.N. -exams taken-in London,_Eng1ahd5 not ‘sure of scoring
R.N.'s were done in Ontario in 1975.. I do not._r*emembei}t’u’%}%ﬁ1

whatvmy‘marks‘wére_but all of them were over 350.

Sorry, 1 don't remember my.scores.

Passing chreS'was,325. ) .

h

I have never known my scores.

R.N. marks were A; A, B, B,-D -- don't remembér‘which‘

subjects and don't have~transéf1pts. =

v
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10. THINK back to the time in your nursing career before you
comp]eted your- degree. :. Did your basic program effectively.
prepare you for the pos1t1ons and respon51b111t1es you held
at that time?

There were many aspects I felt unsure of 11ke advocacy,
the phys1ca1 assessment sk1lls legal aspects -- Nurs1ng Care
P]an 1mportance -~ ‘even knowing where nursing is go1ng as-a

profess1on -- and what. opportunities are ava11ab1e for nurses.

I knew what I needed to teach but was not sure “how to
do 1t effect1ve1y, and how to find and use all the resources

ava11ab1e.

‘More pract1ca1 exper1ence in the bas1c program wou]d

- have g1ven me more conf1dence ' - ' s

I on]y funct1oned as a staff nurse and I feel my ‘3 year

hosp1ta1 based program certa1n1y prepared me for that

The two- year program d1d not prOV1de enough pract1ca1

o exper1ence I had a lot of,respons1b111ty 1nva:sma11

hospital'which I was not initially prepared for.

7 As a’genera] dutyfstattinurseyi believe my basic.training
(R.N.) was adeguate preparation both in technica] ski]]s'and"

/

interpersonal relations.

Sk1lls were taught we]1 but a profess1ona] mature attitude

was not encouraged



10. (Cont'd) S : S L i

]

|
. +

Focus -on funct1on1ngr1n c11n1ca1 sett1ng Bas1c program
very effect1ve 1n this regard,. 1. e., l1tt1e rea]1ty shock

N exper1enced ; s AR R o ‘

I be11eve the hosp1ta1 program was very vague in prepar1ng

for the work force. - o .

\
A

I th1nk the bas1c program prepares a person we]T enough -
. for the staff nurse Teve] 1 was 1ack1ng a famr amount of

techn1ca1 sk111s but 1t d1d not take long to p1ck them up

S . o

on the job.
,f\ ) g . ’ / . , \ )

I d1d not get. much exper1ence in most areas, espec1a11y

spec1f1c sk111s, however 1 d1d have some pract1ce in a11

L

sk1ﬂ1s so 1 was. not scared to do my work

L
N

Not enough'management or teaching pneparationf

I ‘was in charge of a med1caT ward on the afternoon sh1ft

N

~  when. I was a f1rst year student T
' D
’: We were given]adeqUate5edUCationtjn all areas ofvnursing, ,

“including leadership responsibiTﬁtaes,

> The 3-year hospital program bf-éo years ago certain)yv
taught one to work hard .and aceept responsibility. However,

it was very illness oriented, and I do regret the‘manyichanges.l -

i
i
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10 (Cont "d)

Taking a 2 year college-based program. I needed the first
- year on the job‘to feel tota11y comfortable with my work.
Def1c1ent in wr1t1ng sk111s and ab111ty to use nurs1ng

vprocess thoroughly in an, outpat1ent sett1ng -~ prev1ous nurs1ng'

;experience was,a]] acute care..
1 comp]etedia Public Health DipToma_in 1969. o -

A

1. had a 1ot of 1earn1ng "on- the JOb" to do (e‘g , for"team-;\
: 1ead1ng and being in charge) but L 1uck11y had good ro]e models:

'ava11ab1e from whom I could learn

r

: The 2 year program prepared me for d1rect/pr1mary nurs1ng
_ to pat1ent As an R.N. 1 found 1 was mgstTy superv1s1ng and

AN

de]egat1ng the nurs1ng care g1ven by others, i.e., order11es, R N A.

As an instructor-teacher, 1 had to prepare programs, :

" .classes, courses;y etc. 1 was>unprepared in how to go .about. it.

A]though I be11eve we were we]l prepared for‘bedside care,
certa1n aspects of wdrk management organ1zat1ona1 1nteract1ons
- and 1eadersh1p were se]dom ment1oned These often turned out

'v to be.very 1mportant.areas ofvw0rk.




]0',‘

read11y LEARNED or pract1ced

/ ' i

(Cont'd) - o ‘7: a N o

Respons1b111ty was g1ven to me in my third and fourth

years on the 3 - 11 night: shlft If one is not g1ven the Y

FREEDOM to take on or share respons1b111ty it 1s not as

We héd a»vefy we11'rounded'expeﬁience with“exposure'to
many spec1a1ty as we]] as basic areas -- as we]] we were -

re11ed upon for service by the. hosp1ta1 wh1ch I think

' broadened our exper1ence and 1ncreased our respons1b111t1es

Dibloma,p(ogrdm was light on,tdeofy and,héaVy on labor.

It was.a:taskdorienfed'programT-- taéks‘for active_treatmenti;

It_prgparedfméthlbe a good ftaék" ﬁomp1étek.’ It did not

give me a lot of_“Why's"rof:physio]bgy,_efci‘as.weil as any

-idea that there was morevthan'dne way_to'do‘something._'But

\ it was fairly adequateftrajnihg for a staff nurse.

-

j ,, . ‘» : \

239



11." What do you be11eve was the major outcome for- you, of
,completing a baccalaureate degree? (Choose one reply.)

- Satisfying work,
- Vehiclefto‘admission to a Master's Program.

~ For the future I deyeloped a broader view of nursing

"~ and 1ife in gederal.
- Autonomy and better'working hours.

Priorities: 5 4 (PH ~- when open1ng ava11ab1e) 1;‘2.

vSalar1es (Nsg.) are in dark ages -- i.e., does a teacher w1th.

a BSc get 50¢ an hour raise? -- Janitors in my area earn more

than I do w1th 63 years of educat1on ” o

Essentially the major outcome is the one I've indicated-
(improved workingbconditiqns -- better‘hours,:days‘off, etc.)
but>persona]vsatisfactipn'withfthe opporfunity to diversify:

N

within nursing.

12. Were you requ1red to take prerequis1te courses before be1ng
accepted by the Un1yers1ty of o - of Nurs1ng?

\
/

;} Psy 260 and 26l(wh1ch wasn't necessary for me because

T had PN -- 26] was review of abnormal behav1or

240
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18. What is the title of your current position?
Coronary Te&ching,Co-ordinator{

C11n1ca1 Instructor ---orwentation and teaching and/?rogram AR

/

- plann1ng on a’ med1Ca1 un1t R A o

Nurse Co-ordinator - Education Officer.

Victorian Order of Nurses. -

Instructor with'Registered NurSing Assistant program and
* prenatal. ' \ | N : ro
. ~ ~ . } :

Community Health Nurse in a V.D. Cliniel -



19.

"Program‘has helped in my present job."

! \

Did the baccalaureate program effectively prepare you for
vthe posat1on and respons1b111t1es you now hold?

VAN \

N

1 believe the knowledge learned in the Post Basic

\
N

N learned how to find;theyinformation I need to work ’

with, Myiyerbal and written-communfcation skills are much:

improved: -

-
A .

Emphas1s on. se\f care and pat1ent educat1on are bas1c

to my present poszt1on. Both were stressed in the bacca]aureate

program.. ' ; ' ‘ .

As an ass1gnment for one of my courses I researched and

,drew up the ‘job - descrlpt1en for the pos1t1dn T now have.

'IAam not using my degree yet. 1 w111 be chang1ng JObS‘

1.th1s summer/fa11 that requ1re a degree .‘ YL e

| . . ‘ . B

~ Not enough emphasis on community health nursing,"l

I have. found’thé‘BSCN program content to. be very relevant --

-

t wh1ch actua}ly surpr1sed my as I often felt that I was ga1n1ng

11tt1e from my un1vers1ty nursing courses

"I -am doing‘a ot of\dnjthe:job training;-

242
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(Cont'd)

Teaching course as you do a lot of teaching.

)

My goal is tdiget‘1nfo PH so I can TEACH. Better hours
intrgased responsipi]ity and 1ﬁdepéndehce, bettegyhour3~and
personal satiéfaciion-Because.l'll bé doing what I want to do;

‘ = ‘}~‘
To a certain‘dégree --'my pasf(nursing experience also .-

i

helped a 10;.

I have learned a great deal on the job.

Difficult to say really as 1 returned to the same unit

but c]imbed'the ladder; whether it was due to my expertise

‘ or'myvhavjng obtained BScN am hot'eertain. l

'-‘-It!taught one maﬁagement and educational skills which

I now frequently use. P , R ' ) f7;3.
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o~ that are available. - ’

244
Could you funct1on as effectively in the position you now

hold without a degree? s

The BScN enhanced my teaching skills and helped me

develop a more holistic attitude towards patient care -- both

essentials to my present position.

But, I would probably be lesﬁ able to handle the -

I3 ‘ :
frustrations.

I would be lacking the management and organizational

skills required. Also, I feel my thinking processes are of i

‘a higher level,

Some of the clinical instructors do not have a BScN and
are findiqg it difficult. I have a greéter knowledge of teaching
skills that are needed. I have greater knowlgdge of resources

5\4.

1}

b ;ﬁwhad a much narrower perspect1ve of nurs1ng pr1or to going

to un1vers1ty I now think "hea]th" rather than P111ness"; and

“se]f help" rather than "dding for."

Job needs. a Tot of thinking and judging and decisions

which skills were enhanced by taking my degree.

Better wrifing'5k11ls better able to define‘“what is
nurs1ng7“, 1ncreased awareness of administrative skills and B

lack on my part -- greater feeling of conf1dence in dec1s1on -making.

i “l °

R



\

: pr1nc1p1es of teach1ng and 1earn1ng he]p 1mmense1y

20.~ (Cont'd)

K

I think I have a broader view of nurs1ng and more depth

of know]edge wh1ch‘he1ps me function ‘more effectwve]y, eveni

though on1y at a staff nurse pos1t10n

I would have quit~£his job by now had I not attained -

the 'skills.

Needed learning exper1ence in univers1ty to p1an courses,

teach creatwve]y and effect1ve1y

°©

- My present know]edge of organ1zat1ona1 framework and

N
P
{
\

"~z

. My initial training prepared me forkStaff/nursing.

My horizons were definitély broadened in dealing with

families.

I wouldn't have had a clue about _program planning,

teach1ng pr1nc1p1es, etc.

- -

I would not‘feel'competenf without the knowledge I have

gained in the Tast two years.



D1d you obta1n the employment position upon rece1v1ng your
degree that you expected to obta1n7

[ wanted to teach;
I am waiting to get into public hea]th'for city. -

Returned to similar position but was able to expand
nuréing role due to haVing degree} |

I, did rot have relevant practical nursing‘exnerience,to
work 1in.the area I wanted to (i.e., cardiology experience for

. . o
the Cardiac Recovery #oom)u

 /

Need more experfénce | I would have 1iked to be a nursing

L

consu1tant or someth1ng, but I find you have to have been

_established in the inst1tut1on before or have more experlence
/

~which only makes. sense, ' | ) T
B ,/’ | A . } | ‘ ] “ . .‘ | } ‘
There were maj& choices. - | ,"

]
/

I or1g1na11y 1ntended to work 1n ﬁub11c Hea1th but- Iack .

of an automob11e stopped this idea.-

I want to teach -- the o ) 'Hospital does not have an
'opening for a Clinical Instrdctor and at present there is no
Vopen1ng for another PH nurse (at present 1n th15 area’RN s and

RNA's are doing PH Nsg.). - o

- 246



21.. (Gbnt‘d) _ S . .o
e ; ’ o - ,_”"

DUe to recent relocation,.have ﬁot app]ieﬂlforfhany othér‘;‘f

i
i

_positions.
~Not sure of the question. : L L ‘ Lo

It took-awhile, however (4 months), before I found the

w

Sl R \

job I Wanted;
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Nurses ho]d d1fferent beliefs" about hav1ng a bacoalaureate

_ degree. = What do you believe? (Choose one rep]y that best
‘1nd1cates your strongest belief.)

X
A “

'Degree programs. promote a-more/professional and career -

oriented attitude to nursing in mdst nurses.
. . LT ,
7 »

[

oo o . )
'A degree is a definite asset for ary professional nurse

, but‘is_not_neceSSary‘fo% all nursing positions, especially

staff nurses.

Depends what you mean by profess1ona1 nurses I believe

there is a profess1ona1 techn1ca1 component 1n any practice

sett1ng wh1ch are 1nseparab]e, i.e., know]edge can be ga1ned

,'through formal and 1nforma1 educat1on (se]f Jearnwng) but f‘

know]edge must be applled in work settlng.y

v

ot sure: it appears that ‘many staff nurSes can funct1on

- effect1ve1y w1thout a degree now,~but the role of the nurse

’ 1s in a process of chang1ng so. that' a degree may be, requ1red

'1ncreased insight etc I f1rm1y believe in cont1ﬁu1ng educat1on.

'1n the future.v I be11eve though that to be true professionals,

nurses do need to have a degree.

Advanced education in the nurSing field is necessary for

ﬁ? )

Many nurses 1 work w1th refer to themselves as profess1onals and

‘]'do abso1ute1y noth1ng to cont1nue w1th the1r educat1on w1th

1ncreased educat1on many variables aisq 1ncrease i.et, more

N

i

~pos1t1ve att1tude more. 1ns1ght into needs and prob]ems,_

248
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“or client care. -

. supervision, etc.

;‘ff .
Q‘ [ N ) ua" ' - \
; . ' “v
f ,
(Cont/d) "

i

ihq%e?séd understanding and in‘tUrn‘mdre,benefit to patient

- 4 /

L
’ \

I fégl that'a_degree would best[pfepare a nurse to be -
all ;heithings\she can be and p?epare.her,for a vériety,of o

types of nursing jobs, i.e., education, commdﬁity health,

’/v ‘

b ' P
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