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The problem of this investigation was the development of 

a systematic method for the evaluation of curricula in bacca-

laureate nursing programs. The literature in nursing and 

general education was used to extrapolate theories and con-

cepts for the formulation of a theoretical construct. This 

construct served as the basis for the evaluation instrument. 

The major concepts were identified as (1) underlying struc-

ture, (2) content of courses within the curriculum, and (3) 

methods and activities. Elements and components were chosen 

to clarify and extend the concepts. The literature and 

experts in nursing were both instrumental in the selection 

of weights. 

A modified Delphi technique was used to validate the 

concepts, elements, and weights. Five deans and five faculty 

members from baccaluareate nursing programs served as a panel 

of experts. 

Instrument reliability was determined by the test-retest 

method and the split-half technique when a group of graduate 

students evaluated a packet of curriculum materials using 

the Evaluation Index. The correlation coefficient for the 



test-retest method was .91, and for the split-half technique 

was .87. 

An Alternate Evaluation Instrument was also developed. 

This instrument did not have weights assigned to curricular 

components. The two forms of the evaluation instrument 

were used to compare the assignment of weights to the non-

assignment of weights. 

Materials were mailed in September, 1976, to a random 

sample of forty-eight accredited baccalaureate nursing pro-

grams. These materials were given to a full-time faculty 

member who held a master's degree. Thirty-two responses were 

returned; thirty-one responses were usable. 

Minimal differences were found between the evaluations 

carried out by experienced National League for Nursing 

visitors and non-visitors. The differences in evaluations 

completed by those teaching five years or less and those 

teaching more than five years were also minimal. The differ-

ences in the scores of visitors, non-visitors, those 

teaching five years or less, and those teaching more than 

five years changed significantly when the use of the Evalu-

ation Index was compared to the Alternate Evaluation Instrument. 

Based on the findings of the study, the following con-

clusions are made. (1) A faculty member's ability to use a 

systematic evaluation instrument does not depend upon years 

of teaching experience or prior experience as a National 

League for Nursing visitor. (2) The Evaluation Index appears 



capable of meeting the criteria for a more systematic method 

of curriculum evaluation. (3) A theoretical construct 

appears conducive to theory development as it is directed 

toward an approach which is more scientific than intuitive. 

(4) The inclusion of clarifying components within the instru-

ment provides for the evaluative effort to be distributed 

across the entire curriculum and indicates the scope of the 

evaluation effort, which apparently contributes to increasing 

the precision of evaluation. (5) Clarification of concepts 

and preestablished weights apparently contributed to the 

differences in the scores assigned by evaluators. (6) Pre-

determined weights for each element may contribute to more 

precise evaluation. (7) Limits on the possible value of each 

element may contribute to more precise curriculum evaluation. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The first schools of nursing in the United States origi-

nated in hospitals where student assignments were dictated by 

institutional demands without regard for the learning needs 

of the nursing student. Nursing education has undergone 

many dramatic changes since these first schools were estab-

lished in this country in 1873 (3, p. 41). Early curricula 

were marked by reliance on the medical model of diagnoses 

(17). The integration of some common concepts was the first 

curriculum change, and during the 1960's a framework for 

nursing curricula based on evolving theories regarding 

nursing as an autonomous profession began to appear. In-

tegrative threads, such as those espoused by Bloom, began to 

be reflected in curriculum patterns (2, p. 91). A clearer 

understanding of the base of nursing was emerging. However, 

evaluation of the curriculum did not receive the same 

attention. 

Currently, however, the National League for Nursing 

(NLN) requires schools of nursing seeking accreditation to 

evaluate their curricula. The criteria utilized by the 

accrediting body are specific on only three points related 

to the evaluation of the curriculum: 



There is a rationale for the organization of the 
nursing major; the curriculum is evaluated syste-
matically by faculty and students in reference to 
the stated purposes, objectives, and conceptual 
framework; and the curriculum focuses on the theory 
and practice of nursing and draws on relevant arts 
and sciences (8, pp. 8-9). 

There is no objective or systematic method for utilizing 

these criteria. When a school seeks initial or continuing 

accreditation, the National League for Nursing assigns a 

minimum of two visitors to the program. Visitors are 

faculty members from other accredited baccalaureate nursing 

schools within the region but not in the state. Individuals 

who visit the schools are competent; they review the cur-

riculum and then determine if the criteria are met. The 

members of the Board of Review, to whom the report is sub-

mitted, are also faculty members who are from accredited 

programs and are appointed by the executive committee of the 

particular department of the National League for Nursing. 

These members come from various sections of the country and 

represent educational units of varying size and units in 

both public and private educational institutions (9, p. 14). 

Stufflebeam (14, p. 14) referred to this method of 

evaluation as judgmental: the judgment is the evaluation. 

Guba (6, p. 34) has concluded that judgment evaluation is 

used due to ignorance,in the absence of more precise and 

objective procedures. One of the disadvantages of judg-

mental evaluation is the inability to collect data 

scientifically across programs and within the same program 



at different times. Another disadvantage, equally serious, 

is that the background of each visitor differs; consequently, 

the focus of the evalution may differ from one visit to 

the next. Although some reforms are needed, Forehand (5, 

p. 577) warned that "A study that purports to evaluate a 

curriculum is doomed to be judged inadequate by comparison 

with all of the relevant studies that might have been made." 

Stake (12, p. 535) has indicated that benchmarks of 

performance having widespread reference value are not in 

common use. No school can evaluate the impact of its pro-

gram without knowing what other schools are doing to imple-

ment similar objectives. In nursing it has been difficult 

to establish these benchmarks as schools are reluctant to 

share materials. During the 1976 spring semester the ten 

top schools of nursing (1, p. 45) were contacted by the re-

searcher with a request to share their curriculum materials, 

including their objectives. Not one of the schools 

responded by sending the requested materials. Two schools 

returned the form which had been provided and said no; three 

wrote that they were unable to send their materials as they 

were involved in a curriculum revision; two schools indi-

cated that they did not have time to collect the materials; 

one replied that it did not share outlines and objectives; 

and two did not respond. Under such circumstances, the 

needed benchmarks have not been established. 



The current practice of judgment evaluation of the 

curriculum demonstrates the need for a more objective method, 

The reluctance or resistance of schools to share materials 

indicates a need to develop an instrument which could be 

applied to curriculum patterns in every school at periodic 

intervals. The lack of a systematic method for evaluating 

curricula in nursing education is manifestation of the need 

for a curriculum evaluation instrument. Such an instrument 

should be based on a defensible theoretical construct. This 

instrument could be employed to justify programs, a tactic 

which may be necessary as funds for education and health 

care become more difficult to obtain. Nursing must justify 

its role on the health care team. Nursing must also give 

assurance to the public it serves that curricula have been 

designed and implemented to contribute to the transmission 

of those knowledges, skills, and attitudes necessary for a 

Registered Nurse. This assurance may be available if an 

appropriate instrument is utilized to evaluate the curricu-

lum in nursing education. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was the development of a 

systematic method for the evaluation of curriculum in 

nursing education programs leading to a baccalaureate degree. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were to (1) identify basic 

and accepted theories of curriculum evaluation; (2) develop 

a theoretical construct of those theories related to cur-

riculum evaluation in nursing education; (3) develop an 

instrument for the evaluation of curricula in nursing using 

this construct; and (4) validate the instrument. 

Research Questions 

To carry out the purposes of this study, answers to the 

following questions were sought. 

1. Are there basic and accepted theories of curriculum 

evaluation? (a) How many theories have been identified? 

.(b) What are they? (c) Which have been utilized most fre-

quently? 

2. How do these theories contribute to the development 

of a theoretical construct? (a) Does a theoretical construct 

for curriculum evaluation exist within higher education? (b) 

Does a theoretical construct for curriculum evaluation exist 

within nursing education? 

3. What are the major components of curriculum evaluation 

in nursing education? (a) How do these differ from those in 

other fields within higher education? (b) How do these differ 

from those in graduate education in nursing? 

4. How does the use of an instrument based on a par-

ticular, identifiable theoretical construct differ from 

methods in current use? (a) What are the advantages of 



assigning weights to each major component? (b) How does a 

specific format influence the use of the instrument? 

5. Are there differences in the evaluations carried out 

by current or former NLN visitors and those by non-visitors? 

(a) How do they differ? (b) What is the difference when the 

instrument is the same? (c) What is the difference when the 

instrument is not the same? 

6. Are there differences in the evaluations carried out 

by those teaching five years or less and those teaching more 

than five years? (a) How do they differ? (b) What is the 

difference when the instrument is the same? (c) What is the 

difference when the instrument is not the same? 

Background and Significance 

A review of the literature provided limited material on 

the evaluation of the university curriculum, little of which 

addresses the question of evaluation of the curriculum for 

the baccalaureate degree in nursing. Methods for the evalu-

ation of the curriculum plan do exist; however, these have 

been developed narrowly for a specific program without making 

provisions for the generalization of the method across the 

discipline of nursing. 

Evaluation in nursing education has been conducted in a 

different manner than in general education. This difference 

is most apparent when one recognizes that a curriculum 

revision in nursing frequently entails a change in the entire 



program of study. These revisions are rarely subjected to a 

careful evaluation prior to implementation and a pilot pro-

gram is even more unusual. "One of the largest investments 

in education today is in the development of new programs. 

School officials cannot yet revise a curriculum on rational 

grounds and the needed evaluation is not under way" (12, 

p. 539). This appears as true of nursing as of general 

education. 

Boards of Nurse Examiners, initiated in 1903, were 

interested in the evaluation of the curriculum as well as the 

total program. The early emphasis on the number of beds, the 

variety of conditions manifested by the patients, and the 

number of hours the students worked may have been a barrier 

to later evaluation of the curriculum document. These early 

boards were dedicated to closing schools which hospitals had 

established in order to have a continuing supply of inexpen-

sive help (3, p. 41). In later years the Boards of Nurse 

Examiners have visited schools, reviewed their curricula, 

and tested their graduates. More than other nursing review 

groups, the Board of Nurse Examiners has had as the thrust 

of its evaluation program product evaluation, i.e., student 

performance on teacher-made tests, the licensure exami-

nation, and sporadic followup studies of graduates. Despite 

a general agreement that evaluation of the curriculum plan 

is needed there is ". . . little written of the total cur-

riculum evaluation process in nursing" (10, p. 15). 
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Beginning with the first nursing board or state visi-

tors, nursing has been concerned with evaluation of itself. 

As in many other disciplines accreditation has contributed 

greatly to the improvement of nursing education. In the 

1920's there were several nursing organizations involved in 

accrediting nursing programs, but in 1949 these activities 

were centralized in the National Nursing Accrediting Ser-

vice. The National League for Nursing was formed in 1952 

and one of its functions was the accreditation of nursing 

education programs (9, p. 1). 

During the 1950's a five-year study was conducted in a 

nursing program which focused more on modifying methods of 

instruction than the curriculum plan. The study sought to 

". . . find answers to two major questions: (1) How could 

the program be improved? and (2) Could the time be short-

ened?" (15, p. 62). Validity, reliability, interpretation, 

and other aspects of educational measurement received the 

majority of attention. The rationale presented for content 

was based on opinions of faculty, local physicians, and the 

nursing staff of the hospital which was used as a clinical 

laboratory. The organization of content and its selection 

were not major considerations (15, p. 50). 

Payne recognized " . . . the need for more systematic 

approaches to curriculum assessment; . . . one concrete and 

manageable part of the total task is ... . the analysis of 

written curriculum plans" (11, p. 3). The present study 



focused on the use of an instrument which could be employed 

in the evaluation of the total curriculum plan. Such an 

instrument could be utilized, with minor modifications, in 

an undergraduate nursing program during the developmental 

phase and during the implementation of the curriculum. This 

instrument would be of value to those members of the faculty 

who did not participate in the revision, to those who joined 

the faculty during the implementation phase, and to augment 

the judgmental methods now being utilized by state and 

national accrediting bodies. 

The lack of such an instrument impedes the evaluation 

process and contributes to the expenditure of large amounts 

of energy and funds without accomplishing representative 

tangible outcomes. The National League for Nursing requires 

that there be a systematic method of evaluation, although 

none is prescribed nor suggested. At present, the most 

common form of evaluation of a nursing program is the per-

formance of graduates on the licensure examination (4, 

p. 40). Stone and Green (13) compared two curriculum 

patterns using performance of graduates on the licensure 

examination as the criterion. Such studies do contribute to 

the data base for the individual school; however, program 

modification based on this data must be delayed until stu-

dents have completed the course of study. 

The demand for better health care is sufficient reason 

for the largest health care occupation to more thoroughly 
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evaluate the curricula which prepares these practitioners. 

In order to implement evaluation programs, it is appropriate 

to develop an instrument which can be used by any baccalau-

reate nursing program and capable of yielding comparable 

information by using a common weighting scale. 

Definition of Terms 

For the purpose of this study the following definitions 

have been formulated: 

Accredited—a school, department, or college of nursing 

which has met the criteria of the NLN which specifies cri-

teria for nursing programs offering the baccalaureate degree. 

Alternate Evaluation Tool—a tool which was developed 

using the existing criteria; this tool was given to one 

group of subjects. 

Council of Baccalaureate and Higher Degree Programs 

(CBHDP)—the specific council of the NLN concerned with those 

nursing programs offering baccalaureate and master's degrees 

in nursing. 

Curriculum Plan—"Those documents dealing directly 

with the purposes and general organization of the school's 

program and with the purposes and methods for instruction 

and evaluation" (11, p. 5). 

Evaluation of the Curriculum Plan—applying selected cri-

teria and the assignment of a value to the curriculum plan. 

Evaluation Index—the tool which was developed to 

evaluate one group of subject's response to a curriculum 
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plan. This tool categorizes the various components of the 

curriculum plan and assign weights to each. 

National League for Nursing (NLN)—the accrediting body 

for programs in nursing education. This is a national body 

and accreditation is on a voluntary basis. 

NLN Visitor—one selected by the NLN's CBHDP to make 

site visits to those colleges and universities which are 

seeking national accreditation by the NLN. 

Theoretical Construct—a generalized concept created 

from the contribution of existing theories which serves to 

correlate a broad range of data having some functional 

similarities. It is a created, usable concept not directly 

observable. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to accredited baccalaureate pro-

grams in nursing. This limitation was imposed due to the 

differences in curricular intent and the varying length of 

time required for completing the programs which prepare the 

Registered Nurse practitioner. There is no reason to sup-

pose that faculty with the same type of preparation, teaching 

in other programs would differ in significant ways from those 

included in this study. 

Assumptions 

It was assumed that the randomization procedure for the 

selection of the sample and the random assignment of subjects 
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to each subsample would compensate for any differences which 

may have existed. 

Organization 

The organization of this study is as follows: Chapter X 

introduces the study, presents the statement of the problem, 

the purposes of the study, the research questions to be 

answered, the background and significance of the study, the 

definition of terms, limitations, and assumptions. Chapter II 

is a review of the literature in nursing and related fields 

that focuses on and supports the theoretical construct 

developed from the literature and from which the evaluation 

instrument was developed. Chapter III gives the methods and 

procedures followed in the study. The general design of the 

study, instrumentation, sample selection, and the analytic 

procedures are discussed. The analysis of the data is pre-

sented in Chapter IV, while the summary, conclusions, and 

implications for further research are presented in Chapter V. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

Interest in educational evaluation has concerned itself 

more with the effect the educational process has had on the 

student than with the value of what has been taught. It is 

not enough to teach unless that which is taught is worth 

knowing. Obviously Stake agrees, as he said, "If the goals 

aren't worth achieving, it is uninteresting how well they 

are achieved" (56, p. 33). 

Numerous studies have been conducted which compare cur-

ricula using student performance as the criterion. Most 

experts say that the thrust of the curriculum is to change 

the behavior of students in a desired direction (39, p. 168) 

The intent of the curriculum may not be reflected in the 

tangible curriculum document. Therefore, efforts must be 

directed toward determining whether the curriculum contains 

what it should, deciding whether the document contains that 

which was intended, and whether it is structurally sound. 

Procedures can be developed for determining compliance with 

stated criteria, including structural soundness. Those 

questions related to values, the content of the objectives, 

are not readily amenable to quantative analysis, although 

15 
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it is possible to determine the presence of objectives and 

whether stated criteria are met. 

These criteria will evolve from elements within the 

theoretical construct which have relevance for the particular 

program and contain accepted educational practices. The 

assignment of a specified number of points to these elements 

is an attempt to alleviate the problem of a small number of 

elements having too much influence on evaluators. During an 

evaluation visit, many activities are vying for attention, 

including prior evaluation reports which may influence the 

current evaluation. In addition, the visitors may be 

familiar with members of the faculty and their response to 

faculty may be evaluated rather than the curriculum. Further-

more, the section on curriculum may be influenced by the 

number of faculty, the reputation of the faculty, the size 

of the library and media center, and the size and/or repu 

tation of the clinical agencies. These are related curricular 

concerns but they are not the curriculum. 

This chapter contains a general review of the research 

and writing on curriculum evaluation. The first part of the 

chapter will be divided into three sections: curriculum 

development, curriculum evaluation, and the curriculum move-

ment in nursing. The second part of the chapter includes 

the literature from which concepts were extrapolated. These 

concepts were synthesized to form a construct which relates 
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to the development of theories in the area of curriculum 

evaluation. In the third section, concepts will be identi-

fied which will contribute to the theoretical construct. 

Literature supporting the inclusion of concepts in the con-

struct and evaluation tool will be presented. The last 

section of the literature will address itself to the related 

studies. 

General Review 

Curriculum Development 

The procedures for curriculum development have remained 

relatively constant for the last several decades. In all of 

education, higher education in particular, early curricula 

were considered to be within the purview of the individual 

who taught the course and he alone decided its content. In 

the 1920's curricula below the college level were considered 

standard,with only an occasional shift in the emphasis of 

the course (13, p. 12). The work of Tyler (64) served to 

focus attention on a methodology for the development of the 

curriculum. 

The confusion surrounding curriculum work begins with 

its definition. Curriculum has been referred to as a written 

document, a synonym for a curriculum system, and as a synonym 

for an area of professional study; that is, the curriculum 

is defined as the total field of study (2, pp. 67-68). Taba 

chooses to define curriculum by delineating its content; 
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that is, a statement of aims and specific objectives, selec-

tion and organization of content, patterns of learning and 

teaching, and an evaluation of outcomes (59, p. 10). Such 

delineation provides a skeleton for the developmental 

process. 

This process requires making complex decisions: deci-

sions which must be made about the general aims of the 

school, methods of instruction, the selection of major areas 

of the curriculum, the types of learning experiences neces-

sary to implement the general and specific objectives, 

methods of evaluating students and methods for evaluating 

the effectiveness of the curriculum, and the overall pattern 

of the curriculum (59, p. 607). The design of the curriculum 

is said to contain four sections. They are as follows: a 

statement of purpose, an instructional guide containing 

objectives and organization of content, a set of guidelines 

for the use of the curriculum, and an evaluation scheme (2, 

p. 102). This is similar to Tyler's classification of the 

parts of curriculum: objectives, learning experiences, 

organization of learning experiences, and proper use of 

evaluation (6E>, p. 5) . It is possible to conceptualize 

curriculum design as ". . . a statement which identifies the 

elements of the curriculum, states what their relationships 

are to each other, and indicates the principles of organi-

zation and the requirements of that organization for the 
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administrative conditions under which it is to operate" (59, 

p. 421). 

Historically, the design of nursing curricula has been 

more sympathetic to the administrative need to staff hos-

pitals than to curricular elements, relationships, or prin-

ciples. The curriculum was influenced by this staffing 

requirement. The elements of the curriculum were often a 

list of diseases or conditions reflected in the disease list 

published by the nursing profession in 1937 (45, pp. 572-

587). This disease approach was followed by a curriculum 

developed around patient care areas and/or body systems. 

The patient care areas were established for the convenience 

of physicians? that is, surgeons wanted their surgical 

patients together, internists placed all their patients on 

a medical unit; and the practice has continued as new physi-

cian specialties have emerged. Nursing students then 

studied these patient groupings. The body system approach 

emerged and allowed educators to consolidate many diseases 

into the study of one of the nine body systems, e.g., the 

nervous system. Later came a person-centered approach which 

has facilitated the integration of the natural, behavioral 

and health sciences (38, pp. 118-120). 

Curriculum Evaluation 

Prior to 19 30, primary attention in general education 

was focused on curricular procedures, school facilities, and 
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other areas where measurement was straightforward and easily 

conducted. Shortly thereafter, leaders in the curriculum 

field began to raise questions regarding the attitudes, 

interests, ideals, and work habits of the individual student. 

Taba described evaluation as an 

. . . intricate and complex process which begins 
with the formulation of objectives, involves 
decisions about: 1) the means of securing evi-
dence in the achievement of these, 2) the processes 
of interpretation to get at the meaning of the 
evidence, 3) the judgments about the strengths and 
weaknesses of the student. This process ends in 
decisions about the needed changes and improvements 
in curriculum and teaching (59, p. 311). 

The making of decisions and the obtaining of information 

required to make those decisions have been at the cutting 

edge of the curriculum evaluation movement, a movement which 

can be divided into three eras. The first was prior to 

1930, and consisted primarily of the administration of stan-

dardized tests. The second, a twenty-two year period from 

1935 until 1957, focused on higher order cognitive and 

affective objectives and the inappropriateness of comparative 

evaluation. The third period, from 1957 until the present, 

is called the post-Sputnik era and focuses on formalizing a 

paradigm generalizable across several disciplines and 

projects (61). 

The important characteristics of curriculum reform of 

the 1950's and 1960's can be traced to the influence of 

Sputnik; the reform movement was discipline-oriented and was 

carried out by discipline-based scholars in order to give 
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practical application to what was being taught in the 

schools. The reliance on the discipline-oriented approach 

has yet to yield the desired paradigm (53, p. 5). Control 

of the curriculum by practitioners in the discipline has 

historically been a problem for nursing. Great social 

pressure is exerted when events such as Sputnik occur. These 

pressures prompt related groups to sieze the initiative—the 

curriculum was vulnerable. In order to decrease the vul-

nerability, there must be more effective evaluation procedures 

during the development of the curriculum. The major role of 

evaluation in curriculum development is to facilitate the 

developmental process at each phase through an examination 

of procedures and the materials developed (53, p. 7). These 

checkpoints are essential as the lack of clarity of purpose 

is a serious threat which frequently degenerates into a 

11. . . formative-summative schizophrenia, role conflict, and 

the subsequent neglect of evaluative findings" (35, p. 8). 

Some of the threats facing evaluation can be lessened 

if it is determined at the outset what is to be evaluated and 

the procedures for meeting the goals of evaluation. Issues 

must be resolved prior to initiating the project; failure to 

do so frequently results in making alterations at some mid-

point of the project (69, p. 5). In the past, there was less 

need to resolve issues as evaluation was equated with measure-

ment and the administration of a series of achievement tests 
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did not require involved advanced planning. Measuring is 

only one aspect of evaluation. Evaluation is actually 

placing a value on the data collected by measurement (60, 

p. 166). 

Curriculum Movement in Nursing 

Evaluation in nursing education followed the efforts of 

general education although the time lags have been evident. 

A few of nursing's efforts will be discussed. These are the 

establishment of state boards of nursing, the development of 

nursing programs in colleges, the standard curriculum, the 

Cadet Nurse Corps, and the University of Washington curricu-

lum development project. 

The first boards of nursing were established in 1903 

not only to help control the rampant growth of schools of 

poor quality but as an effort to protect the welfare of 

patients. This era was more concerned with counting than 

with measuring quality. The patients, beds, students, 

teachers, and hours were counted. The movement of nursing 

into educational institutions has been slow to develop, 

which may explain the lack of earlier involvement in cur-

riculum evaluation. 

The first baccalaureate program in nursing was estab-

lished in 1909, yet by 1947, 95 per cent of those seeking 

licensure as Registered Nurses continued to have their basic 

education in hospital schools of nursing (5, p. 39). Due to 
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the diversity of programs, in size and quality, the National 

League of Nursing Education* published curriculum guides in 

1917, 1927, and 1937. These guides were published ". . . to 

encourage schools to study their own educational problems 

and to provide guidance to those interested in revising or 

building curricula for their nursing schools" (45, p. v) . 

The Cadet Nurse program of World War II not only sup-

plied nurses for military and civilian hospitals, it also 

dramatized the differences in nursing education programs. 

An early evaluation effort assigned points to each school; 

of the 100 points sixteen were allocated to the curriculum 

and twenty-two to the hospital utilized. The scores received 

by the schools ranged from fifteen to ninety-six points 

although all 1147 of the schools had state accreditation 

(5, p. 49). 

The curriculum development project conducted at the 

University of Washington during the 1950's was a necessary 

beginning for curriculum evaluation in nursing education. 

This study was directed toward the content to be included 

and procedures to determine adequate coverage without repe-

tition. Content was determined by local subject matter 

specialists and the society served, according to the model 

formulated by Tyler. The use of local specialists may be 

*National League of Nursing Education became a part of 
the National League for Nursing (NLN) during an organi-
zational merger in 1952. 
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inappropriate today; however, in the 1950's Registered 

Nurses tended to spend their careers at the hospital in 

which they had their clinical "training." In addition, there 

may have been sufficient outside evaluation,as the National 

League for Nursing Education would evaluate the school, based 

on national nursing standards, the Division of Nursing of 

the United States Public Health Service would evaluate the 

adequacy of the grant,and the licensure examination would 

evaluate the graduate (62) . 

The Development of Theories of 
Curriculum Evaluation 

"A theory is a set of conventions that contain a cluster 

of relevant assumptions systematically related to each other 

and a set of empirical definitions" (2, p. 11). A basic 

concept in theorizing is that of a unifying phenomenon. Con-

cepts are defined as "A grasp of the overall structure 

obtained by the isolation and identification of relevant 

factors and relationships in an orderly array" (23, p. 5). 

Jacox identifies the levels of theory development as (1) a 

period of specifying, defining, and classifying the concepts 

used in describing the phenomena of the field; (2) the 

development of statements or propositions which propose how 

two or more concepts are related; and (3) specifying how all 

properties are related to each other in a systematic way 

(33, p. 4). Payne (49, p. 335) may be correct when he said 

that there are no theories of curriculum evaluation; however, 
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it seems possible to demonstrate the first two levels of 

theory development. Therefore, it is necessary to begin, 

as ". . . limited experience in curriculum evaluation points 

up the drastic need for research that will lead to suggested 

procedures and theoretical generalizations" (2, p. 141). 

A search of the literature indicates that the majority 

of available research concerns itself with the public school 

at the elementary level,where the curriculum is developed 

for an entire school system and often has an even wider 

distribution. Regardless of the level of the program or the 

scope of distribution, sound educational evaluation pro-

cedures demand that the evaluation process begin with the 

current program in order to provide baseline data for 

decision making. The procedure is initiated by defining the 

parameters of the evaluation effort; the most frequent has 

been product evaluation. An evaluation of the curriculum 

materials themselves is rare and has been cited as the reason 

for lacking a public face without a tradition of informal 

practices (70, p. 239). Curriculum materials must be in-

cluded in a full-scale evaluation effort. The function of 

systematic and continuous evaluation procedures should be to 

provide more complete evidence,thereby improving the sound-

ness of judgments which are made (^5, p. 198). This evidence 

cannot be obtained unless the curriculum materials are 

evaluated. Comprehensive evaluations contribute to the 

making of sound judgments. 
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When sound judgments are manifested in the curriculum, 

they are more likely to be reflected in the teacher's be-

havior. Westbury has said that the meaningfulness of a 

teacher's commitment to theoretically devised curriculum 

procedures will depend on the coherence and validity of the 

curricular rationale or theoretical framework and on the 

teacher's understanding of that rationale (70, p. 249) . In 

order to achieve this coherence and validity an intensive 

evaluation is necessary. 

The form of evaluation to be considered is context 

evaluation. As this is a global form of evaluation only a 

few of its functions will be considered. Context evaluation 

serves planning decisions to determine objectives, define the 

environment, and describe the actual and desired conditions 

pertaining to the environment (58, p. 218). With the excep-

tion of describing the actual conditions these practices may 

be achieved through an analysis of the curriculum materials. 

These materials are often given to faculty and/or evaluators 

with a brief written explanation but a lengthy verbal one; 

however, ". . . curriculum documents should be analyzed for 

what they actually say apart from the unwritten intentions 

and interpretations of the planning group" (48, p. 6). Per-

haps more complete explanations will be written when the 

practice of limiting evaluation to printed material is 

followed. The lack of an adequate explanation is often mani-

fested in a loss of continuity. 
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As the evaluation process proceeds, a discontinuity 

often develops between two spheres of thought: content and 

behavior. Attempts to formulate objectives consonant with 

conceptual ones illuminate this discontinuity or gap. The 

gap between procedures and outcomes is apparent and is 

difficult to bridge (20, p. 587). A situation in nursing 

education which may contribute to the development of such a 

gap arises when the responsibility for students is shared by 

two or more individuals or groups. One group may be respon-

sible for students in the clinical agency while the other 

group is in the classroom responsible for receiving materials 

prepared by students. A clinical faculty member may be more 

aware of nursing procedures than those who plan for outcomes 

and the ways in which those outcomes are to be performed. 

The lack of a consistent evaluation rationale complicates the 

search for a solution. 

Currently there is no agreement on the rationale or the 

model to be used for curriculum development, which is con-

fusing when trying to reach an agreement on the sources of 

the criteria for evaluating curricula. Payne employed three 

information categories to derive guideline questions for 

analysis: (1) decisions and recommendations which are con-

cerned with purpose, organization, and recommendations; (2) 

justification for decisions or why planners made specific 

choices; and (3) forms of presentation of decisions and 

recommendations which refer to style and inclusion or 
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exclusion of specific options (48, p. 8). The lack of a 

universal language for curriculum evaluation is a serious 

complication. A common language needs to be accepted and 

employed in the analysis of the curriculum (48, p. 12). Too 

much time is spent in faculty meetings and educational 

seminars discussing terminology. The commitment to grapple 

with the content of a subject seems to preclude a commitment 

to develop a language in which to communicate one's knowl-

edge and experiences. 

Works of Prominent Writers on 
Curriculum Evaluation 

The following represent some of the prominent writers 

on curriculum evaluation. These works have been selected to 

provide a background for this study. The major work of the 

author will be identified and relevant points cited. 

Ralph W. Tyler provided the impetus for using student 

performance as a criterion for the selection of objectives 

in Basic Principles of Curriculum and Instruction (64). Per-

formance should be used and the objectives should be written 

in terms of expected student behaviors. Such a procedure 

allows both student and teacher to determine whether the 

objective has been met. Objectives should be selected from 

a knowledge of society, the learner and subject matter 

specialists. Each has something to offer which provides in-

put for the development of objectives. There is a danger in 

utilizing one area at the expense of the other two. Although 
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subject matter specialists are frequently the sole source of 

objectives, they provide a narrow view which will not accom-

plish the purposes of most curricula. The development of 

the objectives is but the first step; they must then be 

screened in order to limit the conflicts which may occur. 

The first screen suggested by Tyler is the philosophi-

cal base of the school. This does not indicate that the 

objectives are stated incorrectly but that the premise of 

the objective is not in agreement with the school. The 

second screen suggested is the psychology of learning. Objec-

tives which lack consistency with what is known about how 

people learn and with the school's psychology of learning 

should be dropped to a level of lesser importance. 

A two-dimensional grid for stating objectives is recom-

mended (64, p. 50). One dimension is the behavioral aspect 

of the objective and the other dimension is the content 

aspect. Such a grid should contribute to bridging the gap 

between content and behavior in the evaluative phase of 

curriculum matters (20, p. 587). Developmentally it is 

advantageous to have formulated and screened pbjectives prior 

to selecting organizing elements. One must determine what 

is to be accomplished prior to charting the course. 

Major elements must be selected to serve as organizing 

threads for learning experiences,and these organizing prin-

ciples will be dependent on the subject. Elements and 

principles utilized by one school may not meet the needs of 
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another and their adoption may foster frustration and in-

decision. General principles for the selection of learning 

experiences have been stated: (1) give the student the 

opportunity to practice the type behavior implied by the 

objective; (2) the student should obtain satisfaction from 

carrying out the experience; (3) the behavior is within the 

student's range of ability; (4) many objectives may be satis-

fied through one planned learning experience (64, pp. 65-67). 

Tyler recommended that objectives be formulated, then 

screened, organizing principles identified,and principles 

for learning experiences followed. He considered evaluation 

to be the process of determining to what extent the educa-

tional objectives were being realized. Evaluation is a 

two-part process. One part implies that evaluation must 

appraise the behavior of the students since it is change in 

behavior which is sought; and secondly, evaluation must in-

volve more than a single appraisal. 

Later, Tyler reiterated the same position. 

Four major tasks serve as the focuses of cur-
riculum construction: the selection and 
definition of the learning experiences; the 
selection and creation of appropriate learning 
experiences to achieve a maximum cumulative 
effect; and the evaluation of the curriculum 
to furnish a continuing basis for necessary re-
vision and desirable improvement (66, p. 24). 

Lee J. Cronbach in "Course Improvement Through Evalu-

ation" considered evaluation to be utilized for the purpose 

of making three types of decisions: course improvement, 
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decisions about individuals,and administrative regulations. 

The purpose of evaluation, according to Cronbach, is "To 

understand how the course produces its effects and what 

parameters influence its effectiveness" (13, p. 13). A 

dependence on follow-up studies may be a disadvantage as the 

period of time between the act evaluated and the opportunity 

to make corrections may be such that some of the possible 

results are negated. Cronbach advocated making changes 

while the course of study is in progress and the opportunity 

to influence results is present. 

This desire to see immediate results is directly related 

to the development of new curricula. A new curriculum seeks 

to develop attitudes for mastering new materials in the field 

or to assist the student to learn how to learn, which neces-

sitates an examination of the individual course and a 

determination of its strengths and weaknesses. A part of 

measuring the effectiveness of the course will include con-

sideration of the smallest unit of a test, a single test item. 

Frequently, when a test is viewed as a whole, weaknesses or 

difficulties will be masked. "If you wish only to know how 

well a curriculum is achieving its objectives, you fit the 

test to the curriculum; but if you wish to know how well the 

curriculum is serving the national interest, you measure all 

outcomes that might be worth striving for" (13, p. 16). 

Cronbach further advised that test questions should 

avoid course-dependent terminology. He asked if it were 
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possible for one to know the content, yet have a deficiency 

in terminology prevent the demonstration of that ability? 

He did not denigrate knowledge of terminology, just a 

dependence on it. "Knowledge of certain terminology is a 

significant objective of instruction, but for course eval-

uation, testing of terminology should very likely be 

separated from testing of other understandings" (13, p. 17). 

An understanding of Cronbach's position on terminology 

should assist in understanding his being an early advocate 

of perceiving evaluation as more than the measurement of 

outcomes and the use of designs other than matched groups 

for gathering information on the educational achievement of 

groups. The procedure he recommended was a way of looking 

at the curriculum rather than looking at the students. The 

evaluation is to assist the student, the student is not 

being evaluated to assist the course. The course is the 

basic unit of the curriculum and evaluations should identify 

where revision is necessary, not just that revision is 

necessary. The Phi Delta Kappa Committee said, "The purpose 

of evaluation is not to prove but to improve" (58, p. i). 

The aim is to determine the effect of the course on the stu-

dent. Comparing one course to another should not be the 

dominant method used in evaluation. Systematic observation 

of behavior during the initial steps of a course can be 

penetrating. The emphasis on evaluating the course under 

study rather than comparing courses seems to be well placed. 
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The opportunity exists within a course to compare attained 

results with those expected, the differences in effective-

ness of various parts of the course,and differences between 

items. Cronbach concludes by saying, 

Asking the right questions about educational out-
comes can do much to improve educational effec-
tiveness. Even if the right data are collected, 
however, evaluation will have contributed little 
if it only places a seal of approval on certain 
courses and casts others into disfavor. Evaluation 
is a fundamental part of curriculum development, 

not an appendage (13, p. 18) . 

The Phi Delta Kappa National Study Committee on Eval-

uation, chaired by Daniel Stufflebean,"Undertook a twofold 

effort to communicate to evaluation scientists, those schol-

ars who try to describe the process of evaluation, regarding 

the conceptual and methodological needs of the field, and to 

the practitioners of evaluation regarding procedures and 

techniques which they currently employ" (58, p. xix). Their 

work, Educational Evaluation and Decision Making, contains 

a comprehensive definition of educational evaluation. "Edu-

cational evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, 

and providing useful information for judging decision 

alternatives" (58, p. 40). Process is a continuing activity 

which is sequential and iterative; therefore there is con-

tinuous monitoring. In addition, evaluation is multifaceted 

as it involves different methods and techniques. Decision 

alternatives are those when two or more actions are possible. 

Information is defined as descriptive or interpretative data. 
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The more information one has about the alternatives, the 

more informed one can be in the decision making process. 

Delineation is defined by the Committee as "Identifying 

evaluative information required through an inventory of the 

decision alternatives to be weighed and the criteria to be 

applied in weighing them" (58, p. 353). Overall, the work 

of the Committee considered product evaluation in the ele-

mentary and secondary schools. 

Product evaluation is one of four types of evaluation 

discussed. The others are context evaluation, input eval-

uation, and process evaluation. The two of concern here are 

context and process evaluation. Context evaluation provides 

a rationale for making decisions on objectives. "Specifi-

cally, it defines the relevant environment, describes the 

desired and actual conditions pertaining to that environment, 

identifies unmet needs and unused opportunities and diagnoses 

the problems that prevent needs from being met and oppor-

tunities from being used" (58, p. 218). The design for 

context evaluation involves (1) delineation of evaluation 

requirements, (2) obtaining information, (3) organizing and 

storing information, and (4) analyzing and reporting infor-

mation. Context evaluation consists of questions of congruence 

and contingency. Congruence " . . . compares actual and in-

tended system performance" which requires an appropriate 

data base enabling information to be stored and retrieved 

systematically. The contingency mode is dependent upon the 
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forces outside the immediate system. Context evaluation is 

present-oriented, yet is sensitive to the future (58, 

p. 219). 

The other type of evaluation to be considered, process 

evaluation, is designed to provide periodic feedback to 

persons responsible for implementing plans and procedures. 

There are three objectives of such evaluation: (1) to detect 

or predict defects in the procedural design or its implemen-

tation during the implementation stages; (2) to provide 

information for programmed decisions; and (3) to maintain a 

record of the procedures as they occur. Process evaluation 

has also been defined as ". . . designed to provide immediate 

information on the current and potential defects of the pro-

gram as well as guidance for appropriate modifications" 

(43, p. 304). 

In addition to considering the four types of evaluation, 

the Committee established criteria for an adequate theory. 

The operational definition for theory was a Webster defi-

nition which requires coherence in terminology, consistency 

with the concepts and principles used in educational evalu-

ation, comprehensiveness, ability to generate testable 

hypotheses which reflect directly on the theory, and the 

ability to generate designs. The Committee then examined 

their own work to determine whether it met the criteria. The 

theory developed by the Committee is a pattern theory—that 
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is, basic terms and their relationships are stated rather 

than a formal statement of basic assumptions with theorems. 

Michael Scriven has been called one of the foremost 

writers in the field of curriculum evaluation and has been 

credited with introducing the terms formative and summative 

evaluation into the vocabulary of educational evaluators. 

His chapter, "The Methodology of Evaluation" (54, pp. 39-83) 

explains that formative evaluation is conducted during the 

developmental stages of a project, and it seeks to discover 

strengths and weaknesses of materials during their prepa-

ration. One use of the term has been in regard to student 

evaluations. Formative evaluations are those which are con-

ducted during the school year, and summative evaluations are 

those which are conducted at the end of the year. Scriven 

maintained that every educator is involved in formative 

evaluation during the developmental process as decisions 

made at this time reflect the confidence one has in one's own 

professional abilities. Summative evaluation is a terminal 

form of evaluation or a summation which is employed at the 

end of the project. These phases of evaluation were conducted 

prior to their identification by Scriven, but awareness of 

the purposes to be served by each was less evident. 

Scriven not only identified these two phases of evalu-

ation, he also identified the differences in the roles and 

goals of evaluation. The roles of evaluation indicate the 

way the evaluation is used and the goals of evaluation answer 
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product-oriented questions. At the heart of evaluation is a 

value judgment. Scriven also states, "At some stage someone 

is going to have to decide what counts as adequate compre-

hension for students at a particular level, for a particular 

subject, and then apply this decision to the data about the 

student's subsequent behavior, in order to come up with the 

overall evaluation" (54, p. 61). It is due to these value 

judgments that there is concern for the inclusion of proce-

dures for assessment of goals within the curriculum document. 

Decisions related to the selection of goals are vital 

to the soundness of the total curriculum. The continuous 

examination and modification of goals is the first of three 

tasks which should be initiated during the early stages of 

curriculum development. The second is the development of a 

pool of test items. This pool of items should be developed 

during the time the goals and intents are easily recalled 

and readily available. These items will reflect a portion 

of the final examination; therefore the procedures should be 

initiated at a time when it is possible to reconsider the 

evaluation of those values which cannot be evaluated by paper 

and pencil examinations. The third task is to obtain outside 

judgments. The purpose of outside judgment is to secure con-

sistency analysis. Once these tasks have been completed, the 

curriculum developer will seek approval of the document. 

Approval of the document is defined as intrinsic or 

instrumental evaluation. Approval implies an evaluation of 
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the content, goals, grading procedures, and other factors 

which contribute to the document's integrity. Beyond in-

trinsic evaluation is payoff or consequential evaluation 

which examines the effects of the program on the student. 

Robert Stake has provided an excellent background for 

curriculum evaluation in his work, "The Countenance of 

Educational Evaluation" (56) . He was very realistic when 

he said that today's educator may rely little on formal 

evaluation because its answers have seldom been answers to 

questions he is asking (56, p. 524). 

He spoke of the potential contribution of formal eval-

uation to education. He distinguished between the tasks of 

description and judgment, although both are considered basic 

acts of evaluation. The former describes the achievement of 

a pupil, the instruction given, and the relationship between 

the two. Evaluators must accept the responsibility for pro-

cessing the judgments of others if they are unwilling to 

make them. This will necessitate the development of syste-

matic and objective collection of the opinions of experts. 

Stake identified the data to be obtained as antecedents, 

transactions, and outcomes. Antecedents are entry behaviors 

or background of the student; transactions are the educational 

processes; and outcomes are the results. The intended out-

comes are compared with the observed outcomes. Due to the 

number of potential elements to be evaluated, some limitations 
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will be necessary and the rationale for the choice of ele-

ments to be selected must be stipulated. 

Stake emphasized that evaluation is judging and judging 

is assigning weights, while Crane and Abt have recommended 

specific parameters to assure that one area does not influ-

ence the total evaluation (12). According to Stake, formal 

evaluation has too few criteria, is overly tolerant of 

implicit standards, and ignores the advantage of relative 

comparisons. The facility to weigh structural components 

provides one with a semblance of objectivity, a weight which 

will remain constant over a number of evaluations. This 

type objectivity is an independence of results from the in-

dividual characteristics of the evaluator (68, p. 566). 

In "Evaluation at the Local Level," Robert Hammond 

reminded educators that the scope of evaluation may be re-

stricted to a limited study or be as broad as one has the 

ability to imagine. It may be seen as the outcome of a 

single unit of study or the overall goal assessment of a 

school district or a university. Achievement has been as 

varied as the projects attempted. The initial problem of an 

evaluation effort is to determine the purposes of the project. 

Frequently there is the desire to evaluate everything without 

adequate directions, few guidelines, inadequate financial 

base, and no prepared personnel to accomplish the task. Such 

a venture is doomed to failure. In order to avoid such 

disasters, one must define the terms of the evaluation focus, 
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limit the evaluation to a manageable area, define the 

descriptors, assess the behavior described, and analyze the 

results within and between factors (27, p. 231). 

Egon Guba has enumerated the problems of the field in 

"The Failure of Educational Evaluation" (26). In this par-

ticular article he said that institutions avoid evaluation 

unless it is absolutely necessary and there is no way to 

circumvent it. Evaluation produces anxiety due to the 

ambiguity surrounding the process. It has produced immo-

bilization. When guidelines are given, they are vague, and 

studies have produced results which indicate no significant 

differences. These damaging circumstances are not conducive 

to recruiting individuals to participate in the evaluation 

process. The deficits which he describes are the following: 

the lack of an adequate definition of evaluation; the lack 

of an evaluation theory; a lack of knowledge about decision 

processes; the lack of a criterion for evaluation; the lack 

of approaches which are differentiated by levels; the lack 

of mechanisms for organizing, processing, and reporting 

evaluative information; and the lack of trained personnel 

(26, pp. 30-33). 

A straightforward approach is presented by Garlie 

Forehand in the article, "An Evaluation System for Cur-

riculum Innovation" (20). An evaluative package, according 

to Forehand, would include (1) a summary of procedures for 

defining educational objectives; (2) an outline of common 
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objectives; (3) brief instruments on common institutional 

goals; (4) brief instruments relating to attitudinal objec-

tives applicable regardless of subject area; (5) a set of 

suggested methods of analysis with computer programs and 

instructions for use; and (6) an outline of a suggested 

evaluation report (20,p.588). 

Such a package reflects Forehand's concept of evalu-

ation as an interlocking, coordinated function. The stages 

in the evaluation system begin with defining evaluation as an 

organizational, function, then planning the evaluation tasks 

in relation to the curriculum development process, and 

finally integrating curriculum development and curriculum 

evaluation into a unified process (20, p. 590) . 

A variety of methodologies of evaluation has been pre-

sented. The majority of these are product-oriented. The 

strategies enumerated may describe program evaluation as 

they include not only the curriculum, but the teachers, 

teaching methods utilized, and a monitoring of activities of 

the teaching-learning process. Evaluation of written mate-

rials represents a minor portion of educational evaluation 

projects. A defense for not writing on document evaluation 

may be seen in a statement by Parker: "It is foolish to 

assume that a well-designed curriculum will automatically 

achieve its purposes" (47, p. 24). It is also foolish to 

assume that purposes will be achieved if there are no syste-

matic, written procedures to provide guidelines. Higher 
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education has allowed programs to develop without an orderly 

plan. Skagger recommended that evaluation look primarily at 

the quality of educational products, practices, and insti-

tutions. Educators are interested in outcomes and conse-

quences of evaluation, but they are also interested in what 

these evaluations tell about materials, instructional, and 

institutional alternatives (55, p. 106). 

Concepts Which Contribute to the 
Theoretical Construct 

General concepts have been identified which will be the 

basis for the theoretical construct. It is these concepts 

which will link all the elements and which appear capable of 

integrating all aspects of curriculum evaluation in bacca-

laureate education in nursing. According to Skagger, a 

theoretical construct has meaning and validity if it becomes 

meaningful to someone and assists in attaining one's goals 

(55, p. 15). Therefore, concepts and elements have been 

selected carefully. 

Underlying Structure 

The concept of an underlying structure expresses the 

relationship of the selected elements to the remainder of the 

curriculum plan. Those elements which constitute the under-

lying structure serve to provide support to the total efforts 

of the school. This concept includes the philosophy of the 

school, the objectives, and the conceptual framework. 
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Philosophy.—Basic to the development of the curriculum 

are fundamental beliefs which serve to guide faculty in the 

formulation of objectives. As an initial step, faculty mem-

bers determine goals. Tyler confirms this step by stating, 

"If an educational program is to be planned and if efforts 

for continued improvement are to be made, it is very neces-

sary to have some conception of the goals that are being 

aimed at" (64, p. 3). The contribution of philosophy to 

curriculum evaluation is further confirmed by an Assistant 

Director of the accrediting agency for nursing schools. 

Philosophy can be viewed as the study of processes governing 

thought and conduct. The philosophy of the nursing program 

is the first and perhaps the most important document to be 

developed by the nursing school faculty (73, p. 2) . 

If a philosophy is to serve its purpose, each faculty 

member must be aware of it and committed to the beliefs em-

bodied in it. The philosophy serves to guide the selection 

of objectives which are consistent and significant in terms 

of accepted values. It is the criterion for making judgments 

about behavior considered to be appropriate (32, p. 7). 

Some faculty members may question the value of philosophy to 

guide one's thinking. "It might be more useful if the cur-

riculum worker saw philosophy as a process for putting the 

whole design to work in making important decisions on cur-

riculum" (30, p. 40). 
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Dressel has recommended that schools periodically review 

the curricular intent of their programs; an essential part 

of this review is the clarification of the philosophy and 

objectives. This clarification contributes little unless 

all the operations of an institution are reviewed critically 

in reference to the school's current and future commitments. 

Such clarity of purpose is not always present. Medsker 

warned that unless faculty are in agreement on basic edu-

cational principles and on what they hope to accomplish for 

the students, they are not likely to plan, teach, and evaluate 

with a purposeful direction and unity (42, p. 84). 

Objectives.—This element has been the subject of much 

discussion, related primarily to the format, number, and 

specificity of the objectives. The basic guide to evolve 

has been that objectives should be clearly stated, as they 

function to select learning experiences and evaluation 

methods (24, p. 37). It is helpful to state what is expected 

of the student prior to determining which learning experi-

ences should be selected. 

Behavioral objectives are powerful tools which are devel-

oped to assist student and teacher in accomplishing their 

goals. Krathwohl considered behavioral objectives beneficial 

to faculty in the structuring of courses and providing a dif-

ferent view of their own teaching, one obtained from a new 

perspective (36, p. 69). The very thrust of behavioral objec-

tives, according to Hartley and Davies, is that they are 
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deliberately designed to facilitate learning (29, p. 243). 

Mager stated that unless one states where he is going it will 

not be possible to judge if he has arrived (40, p. viii). 

Primary reasons for the use of behavioral objectives 

have also been stated by McAshan. They aid in curriculum 

planning, promote increased pupil achievement, and improve 

the techniques and skills of program evaluation (41, p. 4). 

The use of specific objectives assists in the breakdown of 

complex phenomena into their component parts of manageable 

units (6, p. 32). This breakdown distinguishes between 

procedures and objectives. The former describes " . . . the 

content, treatments, processes, activities, or sequence of 

events that will take place in carrying out the design and 

evaluation activities," while the latter " . . . identifies 

goals and describes outcomes or performances learners should 

have as a result of their participation in the event" (41, 

p. 8). The inclusion of procedures assists teachers in 

identifying the intended teaching (56, p. 531). The identi-

fication of intended teaching provides specificity of 

objectives and instruction, a necessary precondition for 
c 

informing students and teachers about expectations. 

Conceptual framework.—A conceptual framework is a 

series of statements which enable faculty to make consistent 

decisions about the curriculum (28, p. 1). A conceptual 

framework puts into operation the fundamental beliefs of the 
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faculty. Hodgman called the conceptual framework a basic 

structure in which a complex of ideas is united so as to 

portray a large general idea (31, p. 114) . 

The major functions of such a theoretical foundation in 

a conceptual framework are to explicate curriculum purposes 

and articulate ideas that will guide the development and the 

shape of the curriculum. "Theoretical foundations may in-

corporate views about the subject to be taught, about society, 

about human relationships, or about any other topic that 

bears on the work to be done" (53, p. 216). The inclusion 

of such general views is similar to the views included in a 

philosophy of a nursing program. "A philosophy appropriately 

serves as a value base from which to select empirically 

testable concepts for placement within a framework, but 

values per se have no place within a conceptual framework if 

one expects the curriculum to become more scientific than 

intuitive" (10, p. 429). Taba has described a conceptual 

framework as 

. . . a way of organizing thinking about all matters 
that are important to curriculum development. It 
identifies the elements of the curriculum, states 
what their relationships are to each other and 
indicates the principles of organization and the 
requirements of that organization for the admin-
istrative conditions under which it is to operate 
(59, p. 420). 

A conceptual framework has also been likened to a system 

of lighthouses in that it does not tell where to go or 

restrict movement, but it is necessary to guide movement 
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and warn of danger spots (19, p. 327). This framework 

guides the selection of content to be presented within the 

curriculum and gives meaning to the learning experiences 

chosen. The sequence becomes a natural evolution and the 

rationale is present inherently in the concepts used. A 

conceptual framework is designed to aid in continual analysis, 

evaluation, and revision; to relate complex decisions; and 

to be applicable in diverse situations at all levels of 

curriculum development (67, p. 278). 

Chater has summarized the thinking in nursing education 

about the use of conceptual frameworks. 

A conceptual framework provides boundaries within 
which facts, concepts, theories, and propositions 
from three theoretical sources (setting, subject, 
students) interact with clarity, coherence and 
consistency. From the framework, objectives are 
derived. The framework gives direction to the 
curriculum design. Finally, the conceptual frame-
work serves as a background against which objectives 
can be tested. A conceptual framework for cur-
riculum encourages systematic curriculum evaluation 
that will eventually allow us to more accurately 
describe, explain, predict, and control the work 
of the curriculum (10, p. 433). 

A unifying factor is present in the framework to tie the 

various parts into a meaningful whole, and is essential for 

an effective pattern of organization (24, p. 53). In nursing 

these factors, usually referred to as threads or strands, 

would include (1) concepts in nursing deemed most signifi-

cant and needing consideration in many contexts, (2) concepts 

from the behavioral and natural sciences necessary to the 
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understanding of the nursing process, and (3) development of 

the thought processes through appropriate learning experi-

ences (28, p. 22). 

Content of Courses Within the Curriculum 

The elements within this second concept are related to 

the structure of the discipline, the learning activities 

provided for the student, and structuring activities. This 

concept is concerned directly with the content of the courses 

to be taught. 

Structure of subject.—Every discipline has a unique 

structure which distinguishes it from other disciplines. The 

value of a discipline is not only the accumulated knowledge, 

but a specific way of looking at phenomena, the methods of 

inquiry used, the procedures for utilizing research, and the 

models used for systematic evaluation (47, p. 22). 

This study refers to structure as a set of fundamental 

generalizations, principles, rules, propositions, or basic 

abstractions which bind a field of knowledge into a cohesive 

whole. To grasp the essence of a discipline it is necessary 

to see it as a whole. The graduate education of faculty 

members in nursing may deter visualization of nursing as a 

cohesive discipline. They are prepared in narrow special-

ties, and they are reluctant to change. Masters' level 

programs prepare for clinical specialization and not for 

teaching clinical nursing in schools of nursing, although 
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the curriculum design may include six credits related to 

teaching. 

Structure can provide unity, and a careful analysis of 

the structure of knowledge contributes to the discovery of 

certain key concepts distinguishable by their power to epito-

mize important common features of a large number of more 

particular ideas (52, p. 138). Perhaps it is this ability 

to epitomize common features which has led Bruner to say that 

to learn structure is to learn how things are related (6, 

p. 7). This attribute of structure provides the basis for 

the discovery of new frontiers within the field, limits, and 

organizes it for comprehensiveness. The structure of the 

discipline dictates the curriculum. Structure facilitates 

the use of knowledge, is the basis for the selection of con-

tent, and provides the capacity to act (60, p. 166). 

Selection of learning activities.—Those experiences 

which are provided for the student are an essential means of 

education and not those things to which the student is ex-

posed (64, p. 64). Activities involve the interaction of 

the student and his environment and imply that the student 

is an active participant. Students apparently need to 

experience a sense of involvement in order to integrate the 

ability provided by the learning activity. 

They also need and seek learning experiences which they 

consider relevant to meeting their goals. Nursing majors, 
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for example, have sought employment in hospitals to gain 

experience in the nurse role. In one study of 125 nursing 

students there were seventy-seven students employed in 

nursing: all indicated that it was to gain experience. 

Thirty-seven per cent of the students chose to work evening 

and/or night shifts which were not a part of the nursing 

school curriculum (50, p. 243). These students were looking 

for a meaningful experience which was not provided, but an 

experience which the students considered essential in order 

to make the transition from student to practitioner. 

There are guidelines for the selection of activities 

for any discipline. Nursing must analyze the discipline as 

it now exists and as it should be, and then identify the 

essential and unique performances distinguishable from other 

health occupations (44, p. 331). Nursing is a practice dis-

cipline; therefore, opportunities must be provided for the 

student to practice. The implication for practice is the most 

essential criterion related to the nursing curriculum (3, 

p. 16). Faye Abdellah, Assistant Surgeon General and Chief 

Nurse Officer of the United States Public Health Service, 

recommends changes in nursing curricula to assist nurses in 

keeping pace with the demands of society. These changes in-

clude extending the scope and range of the professional 

nurses' contribution to health care, assuming duties that in-

volve increased responsibility for the care of patients, and 
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collaborating more effectively with other health profes-

sionals (1, p. 1) . 

The selection of activities for students should be 

guided by the role the individual is expected to assume when 

the program of study is completed. The expected outcomes 

of the baccaluareate program in nursing are that a practi-

tioner has been prepared who can 

Give effective nursing care to people of all ages 
in varying circumstances, and in a variety of 
settings. 
Interpret and demonstrate such care to patients 
and their families, to associated personnel, and 
to members of other professions. 
Identify the nursing care needs of patients and 
make critical judgments in planning, directing 
and evaluating the care that is given by themselves 
and others. 
Assist individuals and families to identify their 
health needs and collaborate with patients, families 
and others in meeting these needs. 
Identify underlying principles from the social 
and natural sciences and utilize them in assessing 
various factors in the nursing situation and in 
adapting to, or initiating changes in relation to 
these factors. 
Recognize the various forces affecting the com-
munity's social, health, and welfare programs and 
participate in planning and carrying out community 
health programs. 
Progress without further formal education to posi-
tions requiring beginning administrative skills. 
Recognize the need for continuing personal and 
professional development (46, p. 7). 

Structuring activities.—In order for the content of 

courses to be meaningful, there is a need to be specific 

regarding those activities which have been selected for stu-

dents. One method which has provided specific guidelines to 

students has been individualized instruction. Differences 
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in this method as compared to conventional instruction in-

clude the following: more of the instructional events are 

provided by the materials; more opportunities for variation 

among learners in what to learn, how to learn, and which 

materials to use for learning; and the time to learn is 

allowed to vary among the students (22, p. 186). Conventional 

instruction can be improved through the use of the strengths 

of individualized instruction. 

Many of these strengths are present in continuous pro-

cess curricula, which provide opportunities for students to 

pace themselves in the learning process. Learners have 

always paced themselves, but now there is administrative 

recognition as demonstrated by flexible scheduling which is 

unrestricted by semester boundaries. In one nursing school 

a student completed the program of study in seventeen weeks 

although the majority of students required from forty-nine 

to sixty-five weeks (11, p. 84). Students are able to con-

sider a learning task mastered, they can return to the 

learning situation, or they may withdraw from the program. 

Feedback is a built-in process which allows the instructor 

and the student to identify gaps readily, assists the in-

structor in the identification of the appropriate role, and 

provides an evaluation based on achievement (11, p. 25). 

Curricula designed in this manner provide sufficient 

detail for the student to determine expectations, and accom-

plishment of the course requirements is possible due to the 
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flexibility of the curriculum design. The content, order, 

and activity have been delineated which may contribute to 

the success of students who learn slowly as well as those 

who learn more rapidly. Definitions are provided to the 

student to facilitate the transfer of learning. 

Methods and Activities 

Teacher activites.—The importance of teacher activi-

ties is shown by Forehand's statement, "Materials, lesson 

plans and other accoutrements of course development are 

relevant only as they are reflected in the behavior of the 

teacher" (21, p. 249). Harms suggests that the following 

questions be asked in regard to teacher activities: 

What teaching strategies will be most effective 
for the achievement of particular objectives? 
Does the teacher have the competency to utilize 
them? 
What kind of climate will enhance learning related 
to each objective? (28, p. 18) 

Teacher activities must be viewed concurrently with 

consistency in the curriculum. In order to facilitate con-

sistency, integrative threads and unifying elements have been 

recommended (4, p. 91; 24, p. 53; 28, p. 22) . Unity and 

sequence are needed elements to bring order to the cur-

riculum of the undergraduate program regardless of major (18, 

p. 168). 

If consistency permeates the curriculum, it will facili-

tate the development of other elements. The criteria for 

"IT I1 
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an effectively organized group of learning experiences are 

continuity, sequence, and integration. Concept learning is 

enhanced by consistency. Continuity refers to vertical 

reiteration of major curriculum elements; sequence empha-

sizes the importance of building each experience on the 

previous one as a means of developing greater breadth and 

depth; and integration is the horizontal relationship of 

curriculum experiences (64, pp. 86-87). Providing a rationale 

for the curriculum may not be an easy task as activities 

have evolved in an unstructured manner, comparable to cur-

riculum itself or based on the needs of a previous era, such 

as that described in The Saber-Tooth Curriculum (51). 

A more systematic method is to work backwards from the 

target objective to analyze the component skills involved 

in the development of a learning hierarchy (22, p. 118). 

Learning hierarchies have not been developed extensively in 

nursing. Several questions must be asked about the learning 

experiences. In the past students were taught procedures 

without a knowledge base; now the knowledge base is provided 

without an opportunity to practice the procedures. Knowing 

about nursing does not equate with knowing how to give nursing 

care. 

Learning hierarchies could contribute to the proper 

sequencing of activities. Learning can be maximized, 

according to Tuckman, by combining sequences which are psy-

chologically similar (63, p. 27). The traditional method 
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has been to combine material which is similar in subject 

matter, a method which has been used extensively in nursing 

education. In evaluating the effectiveness of the learning 

experience, one may ask the following questions: (1) Is 

the learning suited to the learner's maturation and to the 

skills and knowledges already acquired? (2) Do the students 

really want to learn what the teacher proposes? (3) Are the 

goals to be worked toward understood and accepted? and (4) 

Is the class organized to make the most of each individual s 

abilities, present knowledge, and interests? (34, p. 56) 

Evaluation methodology.—The teacher is responsible for 

assuring consistency between the course and the instructional 

unit. In turn, the instructional unit assures consistency 

between the unit and the institution. "Unfortunately, the 

same connection between philosophical assumptions and evalu-

ation procedures is not made by most educators; hence 

evaluation reflects the same discontinuity found in vir-

tually all other curriculum matters" (71, p. 155). It is 

not uncommon to discover that there is no possible connection 

between the expected outcomes and the methods for evaluating 

those outcomes. "Evaluation is incomplete until a statement 

or rationale is included. Rationale indicates the philo-

sophical background and basic purposes of the program" (57, 

p. 98). Curriculum materials for the teacher's use, and 

preferably for the student, should contain suggestions for 
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the analysis and the use of evaluation results. It is 

important to both groups to know whether the results of the 

evaluation are to be used for the improvement of teaching, 

to assist students in learning, to demonstrate the effec-

tiveness of a teaching methodology, to assign grades, or as 

a part of a system-wide evaluation effort. Methodology 

employed in evaluation should be appropriate to the teacher, 

student, and the content. A paper-and-pencil evaluation of 

a student's ability to give a bedbath may indicate the 

student's knowledge of the steps involved but it will not 

provide evidence of the student's ability to give the bath. 

Katzell has suggested seven methods for the evaluation 

of nursing education: 

1) Develop a list of behaviors that are essential 
at certain levels and direct observations 
toward these. . 

2) Determine the standards for evaluating performance. 
3) Decide in advance how questions about clinical 

performance will be handled. 
4) Provide comparable clinical situations for all 

those who are to be evaluated. 
5) Rate only those aspects of performance that are 

significant in terms of the stated objectives. 
6) Performance must be observed to be evaluated. 
7) More than one observer involved in evaluating 

performance improves the reliability of the 
assessments (34, p. 56) . 

As a practice discipline, nursing presents some evaluation 

problems not readily apparent in disciplines which are in-

volved in less personal relationships with other people. It 

is virtually impossible to duplicate the evaluation situation 

due to the dynamics involved in interpersonal relationships 
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and the body's response to illness. A recognition of these 

factors should motivate teachers to give careful consider-

ation to the selection of assignments. 

Materials and assignments.—This element focuses on the 

student's use of instructional materials which have been 

designed for a particular learning experience. "Well-designed 

instruction provides for whatever action may be required to 

insure that operation of the program will go as planned" (22, 

p. 240). Regardless of the curriculum design, it is the 

teacher's use of materials which constitutes an innovation, 

not the fact that they are present (9, p. 6). Charters and 

Jones illustrate this point by saying that opportunities for 

slippage are enormous between the teacher's performance of 

the activities that are supposed to be instrumental to 

learning, quite apart from the general uncertainties as to 

what activities are instrumental (9, p. 7). 

To make the best possible use of materials and assign-

ments it will be necessary to give directions which are 

explicit enough to allow the student to carry them out and 

to provide the teacher with the necessary guidelines which 

will contribute to carrying them out. If there are con-

straints related either to materials or assignments, these 

should be identified to allow students to use their energies 

in a constructive manner rather than exploring instructional 

dead-ends. Constraints which have been identified by Lee 
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in regard to innovations in nursing education are a skepti-

cism on the part of the medical profession, a feeling of 

second-class treatment on the part of the patient, and 

perhaps paranoia within nursing as to when a nurse stops 

being a nurse and becomes something else (37, p. 30). 

These constraints become particularly important in 

nursing as students are placed in traditional clinical 

facilities to practice skills which have previously not been 

within the repertoire of the Registered Nurse. Courses 

which deal with the nurse as a change agent provide for stu-

dents to be placed within the nursing service structure to 

effect planned change within that system. Characteristics 

of a particular hospital division may be interpreted as 

idiosyncrasies by those familiar with the area,but for the 

student these may be viewed as constraints or even barriers 

in the accomplishment of expected outcomes. 

Relevant Studies 

Grant monies from public and private sources have stimu-

lated curriculum research in nursing and higher education. 

The federal government has contributed a large portion of 

research funds to nursing through the Division of Nursing of 

the United States Department of Health Education and Welfare. 

Selected studies are reported. These studies are in the area 

of curriculum development, revision, or evaluation. They 

represent a variety of disciplines. 
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Curriculum Development 

The Division of Nursing funds projects directed toward 

the establishment, improvement, or expansion of nursing 

education programs. Each project is to contain an evalu-

ation component? however, requests submitted which lack 

definitive criteria have been funded. One such study labeled 

a five-page section "Implementation and Evaluation of the 

Curriculum," yet there was no mention of evaluation or 

methods for evaluation. The section indicated the number 

of students admitted and presented the sequence of the 

courses (16). 

Curriculum Revision and Evaluation 

One study funded by the Division of Nursing delineated 

the parameters for evaluation of the curriculum in an attempt 

to evaluate the antecedents, transactions, and outcomes of 

the program. The study purported to describe and judge the 

efficacy of key concepts, although aware of the limited 

research. "A search of the available literature on curricu-

lum evaluation reveals a plethora of models for curriculum 

evaluation, but a paucity of actual curriculum evaluations" 

(15, p. 22) . 

The scheme for the development of the curriculum began 

with the formulation of a conceptual framework, a statement 

of characteristics of graduates, and the selection of essen-

tial content. Content was selected by determining whether 
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it was critical for an age group; whether it fit into the 

selected theme of the curriculum; whether it was psycho-

logically, socially, or physically pertinent; and whether 

there was reasonable agreement among the faculty that it was 

essential. Learning situations and identified skills were 

sequenced into four levels which corresponded to semesters, 

although the method utilized to make this determination was 

not included. 

Teaching strategies were described. Content analysis 

was to be determined by an instrument developed by the 

faculty, however the instrument was not available for exami-

nation. It was indicated that the instrument was given to 

the faculty at a specified time in the revision process. 

The teaching methods and the settings to be used were 

determined by the faculty. 

Objectives number three and four appear to have rele-

vance to the current study. They are 

(3) To utilize the specialized knowledge of the 
faculty to provide a curriculum which would 
enable the student to integrate learning more 
completely into a concept of nursing which em-
phasizes the totality of man. 

(4) To delineate levels of complexity of the identi-
fied common curriculum strands (15, pp. 25-26). 

These objectives were to evaluate the integration of 

learning and the level of complexity. The first objective 

was to be evaluated through an analysis of the content in 

class and conference; the second through an analysis of the 

content within sequential courses. 
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Curriculum Evaluation 

A model for curriculum evaluation based on Gephart s 

model was developed by one school (72) . This is essentially 

a report of product evaluation. There is no attempt to 

clarify where the curriculum process is distinct from the 

curriculum evaluation process. The study was titled, "Model 

of Curriculum Evaluation"; however, many considerations be-

yond the curriculum are included. This could legitimately 

be a model for program evaluation. Each aspect which was 

considered will influence the curriculum, but does not speak 

specifically to the curriculum document. The data included 

student characteristics, faculty characteristics, environ-

ment, economic consideration, process of change, and cur-

riculum materials. 

Curriculum Revision: The Prophet Method 

A school of hospital administration studied the opinions 

of alumni in an attempt to depart from the prophet method of 

curriculum revision. The prophet method of curriculum re-

vision is defined as experts in the field and/or departmen-

tal personnel "Developing a course of study to satisfy their 

personal visions of the future." In many respects the study 

by Davis and Henshaw (14) restricts input to one group and 

reflects current practice. Data were collected, but there was 

no indication of the program's current status or how the data 

were to be utilized in the actual curriculum revision. The 
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bibliography contains no reference to methods of curriculum 

revision, evaluation, or development (14). 

Curriculum Revision: Theory into Practice Method 

Buchanan's work is related to young children but is 

concerned with theory into practice, as she explains that 

her work 

. . . describes the process of translating curriculum 
theory into a school program for young children. It 
is an inquiry into the usefulness of a curriculum 
theory in the formulation of goals and the establish-
ment of specific behavioral criteria to be used in 
their evaluation. Curriculum theory taken from 
Goodlad*s conceptual model provided the theoretical 
framework (7, p. 1). 

This method identified those characteristics which dis-

tinguished competent functioning children from those who 

seemed less competent, and functioned less well. The gener-

alizations produced a composite of observations. The study 

uses Tyler's three sources of objectives: subject matter 

specialists, society, and the learner. One source would 

have influenced the group; however, it was found that the 

interaction between the three sources was essential. "Prop-

erly employed it helped to guard against a single-minded 

imposition of any set of objectives into the curriculum" 

(7, p. 5). A continuum was defined for each objective which 

allowed teachers to locate a point which described the stu-

dent's level of functioning thus facilitating plans for 

assisting him to meet the objectives. Continua allowed for 

learning opportunities to be designed and implemented. 
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Curriculum Evaluation: Congruence Between 
Intent and Objectives 

Charters studied the congruence between curriculum 

intent and the evaluation of objectives in which two strate-

gies for stating curriculum objectives were used. Teachers 

and students were involved, yet the study is oriented to 

process rather than outcome. The first stated purpose of the 

study is "to examine a situation in which a lack of consis-

tency is hypothesized between statements of curriculum 

intent and statements of examination objectives" (8, p. 1)-

The evaluation of congruence did not require an analysis of 

curriculum objectives. This study differs from the current 

study as it is conducted in the public school system, con-

cerns Home Economics, and the objectives are the only aspect 

of curriculum evaluated. 

Chapter Summary 

On the basis of the research and discussions presented 

in this chapter, the following summary is presented: 

1. There are basic and accepted theories of curriculum 

evaluation, although there is a lack of general agreement 

between writers. 

2. The work of Ralph W. Tyler has been accepted most 

widely and utilized most frequently. 

3. The work of Scriven in the use of formative and 

summative evaluation has received acceptance. 
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4. There is no one accepted theoretical construct 

which guides curriculum evaluation in higher education and/ 

or nursing education. 

5. The use of behavioral objectives has widespread use 

in higher education, including nursing. 

6. The components of a theoretical construct would 

differ from one discipline to another,although its useful-

ness to each discipline would not differ. 

7. A weighting of components within an evaluation tool 

has received limited use. 

8. Models for evaluation of the baccalaureate nursing 

curriculum have been discussed but little research has been 

done to date. 

9. Despite agreement among writers and researchers on 

the importance of a systematic and objective method of 

curriculum evaluation, there are implications in the litera-

ture that (a) curricula are not being evaluated systemat-

ically, and (b) faculty and outside reviewers enunciate 

several criteria but may give greater importance to a single 

criterion without designating that criterion. 

The present study was designed to investigate those 

elements of a theoretical construct for curriculum evaluation 

in baccalaureate nursing education and develop a strategy for 

evaluating curricula that may promote increased objectivity 

and systematic methodolgy. The use of the Evaluation Index, 

the curriculum evaluation tool developed in this study, will 
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permit a framework of precision combined with a reduced 

degree of subjectivity that may modify present faculty reluc-

tance in taking a systematic look at curriculum for the 

purpose of evaluation—to place a value on the document. It 

provides an alternative solution to those suggested by the 

national body which accredits nursing education programs. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Introduction 

This study was conducted for the purpose of developing 

a systematic method for curriculum evaluation in nursing 

education programs leading to a baccalaureate degree. As a 

major force in the development of this systematic method, 

tentative components of a curriculum evaluation instrument 

were developed from the literature, accreditation criteria, 

and the suggestions of a panel of experts. 

Description and Development of the Instrument 

For the purposes of this study an instrument was devel-

oped for curriculum evaluation in nursing education programs. 

The objectives of the instrument were (1) to provide a 

systematic method of evaluation, (2) to assure that each 

aspect of the curriculum is evaluated, and (3) to assure 

that each aspect of the curriculum receive only a predeter-

mined portion of the value allocated to the curriculum. The 

development process contained multiple phases. 

The steps in this developmental process included (1) the 

identification of basic theories in curriculum evaluation, 

(2) the formulation of a theoretical construct based on these 

theories and relevant writings, and (3) the development of 
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a tentative instrument which included the major concepts 

embraced in the construct. 

These steps were carried out by obtaining a copy of the 

criteria utilized by the national accrediting agency for 

baccalaureate nursing programs (5), investigating the litera-

ture, identifying those concepts from the literature which 

could contribute to a theoretical construct representative 

of nursing and general education, determining elements 

specific to nursing, classifying elements under the appropri-

ate concept, and assigning a weight to reflect the relative 

importance of each element. 

The strategy utilized by Crane and Abt (2) was employed. 

This strategy called for the assignment of weights to reflect 

the importance of each element within the major concepts. 

Crane and Abt concluded that it is possible to ensure a con-

siderable degree of objectivity by the establishment of a 

variety of standards which the ideal curriculum should meet, 

and by the assignment of relative degrees of importance to 

each of the criteria {2, p. 17). Such a model suggests 

guidelines for the quantitative measurement of the curriculum 

in a systematic and more objective manner than currently 

exists in nursing education. Utilizing this strategy, each 

concept was assigned points. 

A modified Delphi technique was used to determine the 

validity of the evaluation instrument. The Delphi technique, 

in a modified form, has been adopted in many different kinds 
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of situations where convergence of opinion is advisable or 

desirable (1, pp. 120-121). The concepts, elements, and 

weights were determined; then the instrument was submitted 

to a panel of five deans of baccalaureate nursing programs. 

This panel was given the opportunity to change any concept, 

element, or weight and was invited to add concepts, elements, 

and weights with the proviso that the rationale be indicated 

for any additions, deletions, or modifications. The panel 

was also asked to rank the top ten elements. Concepts, 

elements, and weights were to be accepted as verified if 

four of the five panel members agreed. The form for ob-

taining this verification is shown in Appendix I. 

The first round provided agreement on all but eight 

elements or weights by at least four of the five panelists. 

Two elements were deleted. They were "development of a 

data base for decision making" and "participate in and 

accept responsibility for decision making." The panelists 

considered these elements as a part of a broader element 

which was included. Six weights were modified. No deletions 

were made due to the fact that the element was considered 

unimportant. As an example one element, relating to the 

nursing process, was considered important to the panelists 

but specification of the components was considered unnecessary 

by some of the panelists. It was agreed that this broad 

component would be retained. This decision was based on the 

opinion of the panelists, verification by the literature, 
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and the importance placed by the general public on the 

nursing process--the giving of direct patient care by the 

Registered Nurse. 

The second round resulted in verification of the con-

cepts, elements, their components, and weights by at least 

four of the five panelists. Three major concepts, nine 

elements, and thirty-three components with their respective 

weights were verified and constitute the Evaluation Index. 

(See Appendix II.) 

The Evaluation Index was then submitted to a panel of 

five faculty members in baccalaureate nursing education. 

Each faculty member had a minimum of five years teaching 

experience and a master's degree. They were asked to verify 

concepts, elements, components, and weights as well as rank 

the top ten elements. This panel was also asked to make 

suggestions regarding instructions for the user of the 

Evaluation Index. Each facet of the Evaluation Index was 

agreed on by at least four of the five faculty members. 

The decision was made to remove the weights from the 

instrument when used in evaluating materials and to replace 

the weights with a scale of from one to ten for each of the 

elements. This step was taken to focus attention on the use 

of the instrument in the evaluation of curriculum materials 

instead of focusing on possible disagreement with the assigned 

weights. In computing the score the following method was 

used: the weight of each element was multiplied by the rank 
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assigned by the evaluator and divided by ten. For example, 

an element which had a weight of six and assigned a rank of 

five would receive a score of three. 

Reliability was determined by the test-retest method 

(6, pp. 103-104). A group of masters' students in the gradu-

ate program of a school of nursing were asked to evaluate a 

set of curriculum materials using the Evaluation Index on 

two separate occasions one week apart. Ranks were converted 

to weights and correlations between scores on the two occa-

sions were computed. The correlation coefficient on the 

test-retest method was ninety-two. A split-half technique 

(6, pp. 104-105) was utilized which produced a correlation 

coefficient of eighty-seven. 

In order to answer research question number four and to 

provide an assessment of current practices in curriculum 

evaluation in nursing, a preliminary evaluation instrument 

based on current practices of curriculum evaluation in 

nursing was developed by the researcher. This instrument 

was also evaluated by ten practicing faculty members in 

nursing education. 

These faculty members were asked to assign a point value 

to each of the curricular elements currently being used in 

the evaluation of nursing curricula. Due to the complete 

lack of agreement between and among elements, this preliminary 

instrument was discarded. 



77 

It was then recognized that it was impossible to com-

pare the statements which constitute current practices with 

a method based on theoretical construct. A second instru-

ment, an Alternate Evaluation Instrument, was developed. The 

Preliminary Evaluation Instrument and the Alternate Evaluation 

Instrument are in Appendix III and IV respectively. 

This Alternate Evaluation Instrument presents the con-

cepts and elements in the same format as the Evaluation Index. 

The evaluator was informed that the instrument had an assigned 

value of 200 points. These points were to be assigned to the 

various elements within the instrument based on the evalu-

ator' s evaluation of the adequacy of the curriculum materials. 

This second instrument retained a degree of judgmental evalu-

ation as the elements were listed without specifying the 

components; therefore the evaluator assigned points to the 

elements instead of the components within the elements. Al-

though a more systematic method of evaluation than currently 

used, some of the vagueness which marks current evaluation 

practices is included. This instrument did not provide for 

points to be predetermined nor for the specification of com-

ponents within each element. It did provide for holding 

constant the criteria for evaluation and the general format. 

In addition, the second instrument enabled comparisons to 

be made. 

Curriculum materials were developed to accompany these 

evaluation instruments. It was considered essential to have 



78 

evaluators evaluate the same materials without regard to the 

evaluation instrument used; therefore curriculum materials 

for a hypothetical baccalaureate program were developed. A 

philosophy was formulated based on current trends in nursing; 

based on this philosophy, objectives and a conceptual frame-

work were developed, and two course outlines were constructed. 

These materials were given to six faculty members for review. 

Each had a minimum of five years teaching experience in 

nursing and a minimum of a master's degree. 

These content verifiers agreed on the content included 

in the courses and the level at which the courses were devel-

oped. No attempt was made to refine these materials to the 

extent required for a course to be taught, as it was con-

sidered advantageous to have some visible errors in order to 

maintain the investigation by the evaluator. There are also 

errors present which are not intentional. This packet of 

materials is in Appendix V. 

Following the development of the evaluation instruments 

to be tested and the preparation of the curriculum packet, 

efforts were directed toward procedures for the collection 

of data from the subjects. 

Procedures for Collection of Data 

The nursing schools to be used were obtained by uti-

lizing a table of random numbers as described by Roscoe (6, 

p. 134). A sample of forty-eight schools of nursing was 
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drawn from the 1975-1976 list of baccalaureate nursing pro-

grams accredited, by the National League for Nursing. (See 

Appendix VI.) Within this sample, the schools were divided 

randomly into eight subsamples of six schools each. The 

subsamples were randomly assigned to the eight groups as 

indicated in Table I. 

TABLE I 

SUBJECT ASSIGNMENT TO GROUPS WITHIN SAMPLE 

Group 
Number 

Instrument 
NLN Visitor 

Status 
Years in 
Teaching 

1 
Evaluation 

Index 
Visitor 

in 

VI 

2 
Evaluation 

Index 
Visitor > 5 

3 
Evaluation 

Index 
Non-Visitor 

ID
 

V
I 

4 
Evaluation 

Index 

Alternate 

Non-Visitor ^>5 

5 Evaluation 
Instrument 

Visitor 

ID
 

VI 

Alternate 
6 Evaluation 

Instrument 

Alternate 

Visitor 

7 Evaluation 
Instrument 

Alternate 

Non-Visitor 5 

8 Evaluation 
Instrument 

Non-Visitor ^>5 
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Each of the selected schools was sent a packet of 

materials. This packet included two course outlines, a 

philosophy, objectives, a conceptual framework, either the 

Evaluation Index or the Alternate Evaluation Instrument, a 

letter addressed to the dean, a stamped self-addressed postal 

card to identify the participant, an information form, a 

letter addressed to the participant, and a stamped self-

addressed envelope for returning the completed evaluation 

instrument and the information form. 

The cover letter written to the dean of the school re-

quested that an individual be selected to participate as an 

evaluator who had a master's degree and held a full-time 

faculty appointment. One-half of the letters requested that 

the faculty member be a current or former visitor for the 

National League for Nursing and one-half requested that the 

individual selected have no experience as a visitor for the 

accrediting agency. One-half of the letters requested that 

the faculty member have five years or less teaching experi-

ence and the others were requested to have more than five 

years teaching experience. The dean was asked to identify 

the individual who agreed to participate by returning the 

self-addressed, stamped postal card. 

A minimum return from thirty participants of the forty-

eight was considered acceptable. A three-week period was 

allowed for the return of the evaluation instrument and the 

information form. Those which were not returned within the 
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three-week limitation were sent follow-up letters. When 

returned, the data were tabulated for statistical analysis. 

An unusual aspect of this study was the paymenlt of the 

participants. Due to the time involved in the evaluation, 

the responsibilities of individuals who hold a master's 

degree in nursing, and the level of expertise of the par 

ticipants, an honorarium of ten dollars was sent wfcjen the 

materials were received. 

Procedures for the Analysis of Data 

A general linear model was developed for the 

data analysis. Such a model is described by Ward c 

(7) and Kerlinger (4). The criterion variable, the 

the evaluation instrument is continuous. The predi 

variables are categorical. 

The criterion variable, as noted, was the scout 

evaluation instrument. This was one of several sco 

These included the score on each of the nine elemerji 

the total score on the evaluation instrument. 

There were three predictor variables. They w$ 

evaluation instrument used, experience as a visitoil: 

National League for Nursing, and the number of year 

teaching. Each predictor had two categories. The 

instruments were the Evaluation Index and the Alter: 

Evaluation Instrument. The number of years teachin 

divided into those who had five years or less teach 

urpose of 

nd Jennings 

score on 

ctor 

e on the 

res used, 

ts and 

re the 

for the 

evaluation 

nate 

g was 

ing 
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experience and those with more than five years teaching ex-

perience. Status as an NLN visitor was divided, into current 

or former visitor for the NLN and those who were not current 

or former visitors. 

Multiple linear regression "seeks to determine if using 

knowledge of group membership (independent variables) will 

significantly reduce errors of prediction as compared to 

errors made when this information is not used" (4, p. 103). 

The full model for this study assigned each participant to 

one of eight membership groups as shown in Table I. In order 

to determine if group membership significantly reduced errors 

of prediction, knowledge of group membership was forfeited 

as groups were combined. For example, the question was 

asked, "Does it make any difference whether group membership 

(evaluation instrument used) is known or are errors of pre-

diction reduced when group membership is known?" If the 

error of prediction increases, it is reported that group 

membership does make a difference. 

The total score assigned by the individual to the evalu-

ation instrument was used as the criterion for the first 

series of computations. The second series of computations 

used each of the nine elements as a criterion. 

These computations provided for making comparisons 

between the evaluation instruments used, the evaluator's 

status as a NLN visitor, and the number of years teaching. 
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These comparisons were made to facilitate the answering of 

research questions number four, five, and six. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter will present and describe the results of 

the study. Research questions one, two, three, and four 

were answered totally or in part through a thorough investi-

gation of the literature. Research questions four, five, and 

six were answered totally or in part through the use of 

statistical analysis. Where appropriate, questions are pre-

sented with a description of statistical results. 

Research Questions 

Question 1: Are there basic and accepted theories of 

curriculum evaluation? (a) How many theories have been 

identified? (b) What are they? (c) Which have been utilized 

most frequently? 

There are basic theories of curriculum evaluation. 

Although identified as positions advocated by specific indi-

viduals, there is ample evidence that they meet the criteria 

for pattern theories. These indicate basic concepts and the 

relationships between concepts as identified by Gibson (5). 

There are accepted concepts which guide the evaluation of 

curriculum. The number of identified theories is more diffi-

cult to document, although the following eight theories were 
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identified for the purposes of this study. A thorough inves-

tigation of the literature was undertaken to identify these 

theories. Automated and manual searches of the literature 

were conducted. The references cited in these searches 

revealed that the eight theories utilized in this study are 

those utilized most frequently as background for the work 

of other writers. 

The work of Ralph W. Tyler has been employed most fre-

quently as an accepted work by other writers on the subject 

of curriculum evaluation (12). Tyler advocated behavioral 

objectives and related all phases of educational planning 

and evaluation to the development of behavioral objectives. 

In order to thoroughly cover the topic, input is obtained 

from subject matter specialists, society, and the learner. 

Development of the topic is accomplished through adherence 

to sequence, continuity, and integration. 

In addition, Michael Scriven (9) has also been instru-

mental in providing basic concepts to curriculum evaluation. 

There are differences between formative and summative evalu-

ation, although each makes a contribution to the overall 

effort. The roles and goals of evaluation should be clearly 

delineated to maximize the efforts of evaluation. Evaluation 

implies judgments; therefore procedures must be included for 

the assessment of the goals themselves. 

Robert Stake's developing theory is more specific to the 

evaluation of materials than to the total curriculum (10). 
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The evaluation effort must consider antecedents (entry be-

haviors) , transactions (the educational processes), and out-

comes (the consequences of education). Intended outcomes 

are compared to observed outcomes which necessitates the 

limitation of curriculum elements to be evaluated. Due to 

such imposed limitations the rationale for choosing elements 

must be stated. 

Lee J. Cronbach, however focused on the individual 

course. Prior to the start of the program of evaluation a 

statement of objectives is made in behavioral terms. This 

provides an opportunity for evaluation to identify aspects 

of the course where revision is desirable. Evaluations 

which are used to evaluate a course while in progress con-

tribute more than those evaluations which are performed 

after students have completed the course of study (3). 

Phi Delta Kappa utilized the committee approach for its 

contribution. Periodic feedback facilitates the prediction 

of defects, the making of programmed decisions, and record 

keeping as demonstrated by process evaluation. The report 

concludes that a total evaluation plan is designed to delin-

eate evaluation requirements, obtain information, organize 

and store information, and analyze and report information. 

The report recommended the development of an appropriate 

data base which enables information to be stored and retrieved 

systematically. Such a data base provides for consideration 

to be given to forces outside the immediate system (11). 
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Several concepts have also been identified from the 

work of Robert Hammond (8). These concepts are presented as 

conclusions: (1) A clear determination of the purposes of 

the project contributes to successful evaluation; (2) The 

identification of forces acting on the curriculum, and the 

placement of these forces in a structure permits an analysis 

of their interaction (Hammond has indicated that the three 

dimensions of this structure are instructional, institutional, 

and behavioral evaluation); (3) Evaluation procedures which 

begin with the current program are more sound than those 

which begin with the innovative program; and (4) Decisions 

which result in innovation require adequate baseline data. 

Another writer to be credited with several basic con-

cepts related to curriculum evaluation is Egon Guba (7). He 

states that (1) An adequate definition of evaluation con-

tributes to the precision of evaluation; (2) Dynamic devel-

opment of programs is stimulated by an adequate theory of 

evaluation; (3) Defining evaluation prior to initiating evalu-

ation efforts contributes to the success of the project; 

(4) Making and supporting decisions are accomplished through 

the information provided by evaluation; and (5) Adequate 

knowledge about the relevant decision processes and associated 

information is necessary for sound decision making. 

Garlie Forehand's work contributed the following con-

cepts or hypotheses regarding curriculum evaluation (5). 

They are as follows: (1) Questions which arise from a number 
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of sources and perspectives may be answered through evalu-

ation as an ongoing activity; (2) The methodology required in 

evaluation will be determined by the type evaluation, 

institutional or project, attempted; (3) Articulation of the 

purposes of evaluation facilitates intelligent design; and 

(4) Coordination of evaluation efforts into an interacting 

system is advantageous. 

There are basic and accepted theories of curriculum 

evaluation although they may be in the developmental stages. 

"Concepts are the basic elements of a theory. A major part 

of the evaluation of a theory is the identification and 

assessment of the concepts" (9). Concepts have been isolated 

from the works of eight writers; in some cases the material 

is presented in the form of hypotheses. Certainly these 

embryonic theories do not meet all of the criteria of a 

theory, however few theories meet all of the criteria suc-

cessfully (9). "The refinement of concepts is a continuous 

process which involves not only sharpening of theoretical 

and operational definitions, but also modification of 

existing theory" (9, p. 101). 

Question 2; How do these theories contribute to the 

development of a theoretical construct? (a) Does a theo-

retical construct for curriculum evaluation exist within 

higher education? (b) Does a theoretical construct for cur-

riculum evaluation exist within nursing education? 
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Basic theories form the underlying framework for instru-

ments, such as the Evaluation Index, and a knowledge of these 

theories serves to establish the basis for adequacy. Several 

elements were considered during the developmental process. 

Objectives, derivation of content and learning experiences, 

outcomes, types of evaluation, roles and goals of evaluation, 

various methodologies of evaluation, and the target group 

were considered. These concepts, the basis of a theory, 

provide a supporting structure for the construct. 

The literature does not identify a particular theoreti-

cal construct for higher education in general and/or nursing 

education in particular. The focus on elementary and 

secondary school evaluation may be the result of federal 

legislation. Many such evaluation efforts continue to be 

based on factors which yield themselves to counting. 

Question 3: What are the major concepts of curriculum 

evaluation in nursing education? (a) How do these differ 

from those in other fields within higher education? (b) How 

do these differ from those in graduate education in nursing? 

The major concepts of curriculum evaluation, as identi-

fied in this study, would be the same regardless of 

discipline or level of education. These concepts were 

isolated following an investigation of the literature in 

education and literature specific to nursing. This investi-

gation produced a number of elements which were subsumed 
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under the appropriate concept. Each element was further 

analyzed to produce components specific to nursing. 

Three basic concepts were selected for the theoretical 

construct and for the evaluation tool: underlying structure, 

content of courses within the curriculum, and methods and 

activities. These concepts were extended through the 

utilization of the following elements: philosophy, objec-

tives, conceptual framework, structure, selection of learning 

activities, specifying activities, teacher activities, evalu-

ation methodology, and materials and assignments. These 

elements would generalize to any curriculum. 

A discipline or a level of a discipline (graduate or 

undergraduate) would need to analyze each concept and each 

element prior to inserting components related to curricular 

intent. However, as conceptualized in this study, only the 

selection of learning activities would need to be modified 

to obtain specificity. It is this aspect of the theoretical 

construct, and ultimately the evaluation instrument, which 

is specific to the undergraduate curriculum in nursing. The 

Evaluation Index is presented in Appendix II. 

Question 4_: How does the use of an instrument based on 

a particular identifiable theoretical construct differ from 

methods in current use? (a) What are the advantages of 

assigning weights to each major concept? (b) How does a 

specific format influence the use of the instrument? 
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Current methods of curriculum evaluation are confined 

to a listing of statements, such as, "There is a rationale 

for the development of the curriculum" (10). The criteria 

of the national agency charged with accrediting baccalaureate 

nursing programs includes three such statements specific to 

the curriculum. Each state board of nurse examiners is 

responsible for determining the criteria for approval within 

their jurisdiction (1). The Council of State Boards, com-

posed of representatives from each state accrediting body, 

has been instrumental in achieving some degree of conformity 

in the regulations which govern accreditation at the state 

level. 

Revision of these state accrediting procedures usually 

involves input from deans and directors of those programs 

which prepare the Registered Nurse practitioner. The level 

of expertise is as varied as the educational preparation of 

the participants. These efforts by the states frequently 

become policy prior to review by an outside agency and may 

serve to restrict innovative evaluation efforts more than to 

guide. 

By comparison, a theoretical construct is an effort to 

guide evaluation and provide continuity and substance to an 

evaluation instrument. This construct was developed from 

current practices, and efforts were taken to discover that 

which is not yet known. This particular instrument, the 

Evaluation Index, was developed from the literature and 
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validated by professionally competent individuals in nursing 

education. 

An attempt was made to pattern an evaluation instrument 

after current practices and compare scores from that instru-

ment with scores obtained by individuals using the Evaluation 

Index. It was determined that a method for making such a 

comparison did not exist at this time; furthermore, it was 

determined that the development of such an instrument would 

not be an appropriate expenditure of effort and money. A 

score could have been assigned to the list of statements 

which are in current use and shown in Appendix III. The 

total score of the evaluation using the two instruments could 

have been made, however, it would not have been possible to 

compare the various parts of the two instruments due to their 

lack of similarity. The decision was made to develop an 

Alternate Evaluation Instrument based on the Evaluation Index 

and to vary the method of scoring. The method chosen was 

the assignment of scores directly to the concepts instead 

of the clarifying components contained in the Evaluation 

Index. Therefore, it is not possible to answer in detail the 

question, "How does the use of an instrument based on a par-

ticular identifiable theoretical construct differ from methods 

in current use?" 

The advantages of an instrument with weights assigned 

to each concept was the focus of the work by Crane and Abt 

(2). The development of an instrument with sufficient 
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comprehensiveness is a critical factor, however, once devel-

oped there is the opportunity to replicate research efforts 

in the evaluation of the curriculum. Weights provide an 

added dimension in that each concept and each element may 

be considered for its unique contribution to the curriculum. 

The two instruments differ on the format used. The 

specific format of the instrument may have less influence 

than the delineation or identification of a format. Efforts 

to evaluate based on a listing of factors with a nonspecific 

format may contribute to vagueness in the evaluative process. 

In order to distinguish the strengths and weaknesses of the 

curriculum and the ensuing evaluative efforts, there were 

points assigned to the curriculum. 

Question 15: Are there differences in the evaluations 

carried out by current or former NLN visitors and those by 

non-visitors? (a) How do they differ? (b) What is the 

difference when the instrument is the same? (c) What is the 

difference when the instrument is not the same? 

Nine of the participants had experience as NLN visitors 

and twenty-two did not. Four of the visitors evaluated the 

curriculum materials utilizing the Evaluation Index and five 

of the participants with experience as a visitor utilized 

the Alternate Evaluation Instrument. The total score and 

each of the nine elements were used as criterion variables. 

Table II presents the criterion variables and the number 

assigned to each for computational purposes. 
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TABLE II 

IDENTIFICATION OF VARIABLES AND THE NUMBER ASSIGNED 
FOR COMPUTATIONAL PURPOSES 

Name of Variable 

Total Score 

Elements 

Philosophy 

Objectives 

Conceptual Framework 

Structure of Subject 

Selection of Learning Activities 

Structuring of Learning Activities 

Teacher Activities 

Evaluation Methodology 

Materials and Assignments . . . . 

Number 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

The differences in the evaluations carried out by those 

with experience as NLN visitors and non-visitors were ana-

lyzed using the total score as the criterion. The results 

of this analysis are included in Table III. The scores of 

the nine participants with experience as visitors were 

examined in relation to the scores of the twenty-two non-

visitors, without regard to which of the two evaluation 

instruments was utilized by the evaluators. The total score 

assigned by those with experience as NLN visitors was higher 

than the scores assigned by those with no experience as 
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visitors. The scores of the two groups differ; however the 

difference is not enough to produce a meaningful F-ratio. 

TABLE III 

DIFFERENCES IN THE TOTAL SCORE OBTAINED BY CURRENT OR FORMER 
NLN VISITORS AND BY NON-VISITORS WITHOUT REGARD 

TO THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

Visitor Status 

Visitors (N = 9) Non-Visitors (N = 22) 

187. .7 185. .5 134. .3 
185. ,0 171. ,8 127. ,2 
170. ,0 170. ,0 124. ,9 
158. ,0 165. ,0 119. ,3 
153. .8 163. .0 118. .0 
125. ,7 160. .0 108. .0 
123, .2 160, .0 107. .0 
110, .0 158, .0 106, .0 
65, .0 155, .0 93, .7 

• * 
150, .0 77, .0 

• * • 
135 • 8 70 .0 

Mean 142 .0* 134.5* 

*F-ratio = .30 

The remaining parts of research question five are de-

ferred and will be presented with research question six. 

Question 6: Are there differences in the evaluations 

carried out by one teaching five years or less and one 

teaching more than five years? (a) How do they differ? (b) 

What is the difference when the instrument is the same? (c) 

What is the difference when the instrument is not the same? 

In order to determine the effect of the number of years 

of teaching experience upon the scores produced by the 
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evaluators, the number of years of teaching experience was 

divided into two categories: (1) those teaching five years 

or less and (2) those teaching more than five years. Eleven 

of the participants were in the first category and twenty 

were in the second category. 

The scores of those teaching five years or less and 

those teaching more than five years indicated that there are 

differences in the evaluations carried out by the two groups. 

The mean of the first group is 135.4 and for the second 

group the mean is 137.4. The total score of each partici-

pant in the two groups, the means, and F-ratios are presented 

in Table IV. 

TABLE IV 

DIFFERENCES IN THE TOTAL SCORE OBTAINED BY THOSE TEACHING 
FIVE YEARS OR LESS AND THOSE TEACHING MORE THAN 

FIVE YEARS WITHOUT REGARD TO THE 
EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

Number of Years Teaching 

Five Years or Less (N = 11) More than Five Years (N = 20) 

170.0 187.7 127.2 
170.0 185.5 125.7 
163.0 185.0 123.2 
160.0 171.8 119.3 
153.8 165.0 118.0 
135.8 160.0 110.0 
134.3 158.0 108.0 
124.9 158.0 93.7 
107.0 155.0 77.0 
106.0 150.0 70.0 
65.0 • • • • • • 

Mean 135.4* 137.4* 

*F-ratio = .02. 
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How do teachers with five years or less teaching experi-

ence differ from those with more than five years teaching 

experience? Those in the first group attained a slightly 

lower mean score than those in the other group. The dif-

ference in the two groups is so modest that the F-ratio is 

.02. There is a difference in the scores of the two groups; 

however, the difference is not a significant one. 

Knowledge of years of teaching and NLN visitor status 

do not make a significant contribution to the reduction of 

error in predicting the ten criterion variables. The summary 

of the effect of the contribution of knowledge of visitor 

status and number of years of teaching is presented in 

Appendix VII and VIII respectively. The error sum of squares 

is reported. This is the squared deviation about the pre 

dieted score of the group and represents the general size 

of the error. The F-ratio and probability for each of the 

ten criterion variables are also reported. 

The scores of the two groups, visitor and non—visitor, 

were analyzed with the evaluation instrument held constant. 

These scores for the two groups are presented ip Table V. 

The mean for the visitor group was 113 and the mean for the 

non-visitor group was 123.8 when the Evaluation Index was 

used. The Alternate Evaluation Instrument was utilized by 

five visitors and thirteen non-visitors. The mpan for the 

visitor group was 165.3 and for the non—visitors the mean 
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was 142. The scores, the means, and the F-ratios are also 

presented in Table V. 

TABLE V 

TOTAL SCORE OBTAINED BY VISITORS AND NON-VISITORS 
BY INSTRUMENT UTILIZED IN EVALUATION 

Evaluation Instrument 

13) 
Alternate Evaluation 

Evaluation Index (N = 13) Instrument (N = 18) 

Visitor Non-Visitor Visitor Non-Visitor 

153.8 155.0 119.3 187.7 185.5 158.0 

123.2 135.8 118.0 185.0 171.8 150.0 

110.0 134.3 106.0 170.0 170.0 108.0 

65.0 127.2 93.7 158.0 165.0 107.0 65.0 
124.9 • • • 125.7 163.0 77.0 

• • • • • • 160.0 70.0 
• • • 
• • • . . . • • • • • • 160.0 • • • 

X = 113.0a 123. 8b 165.3C 142.0d 

F-ratios: 
(b-d) = 5.52. 

(a-b) = 1.37; (c-d) = 3.57; (a-c) = 26.02; 

Significant interactions (p <C. 01) exist between visitor 

status and the evaluation instrument used and between years 

of teaching and the evaluation instrument used. Tables V and 

VI underscore the situation. Evaluators who used the Evalu-

ation Index assigned lower scores than evaluators who used 

the Alternate Evaluation Instrument, regardless of visitor 

status or number of years teaching. 

Such an interaction was not unexpected. A major contri-

bution of the Evaluation Index was the ability to control the 
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number of points assigned to each element based on the pre-

determined weight of the element. A weight which had been 

established by a panel of experts. 

The mean score for those teaching five years or less is 

120.0 and the mean for those teaching more than five years 

is 121.0 when the Evaluation Index is used. The total mean 

scores of those teaching five years or less and those 

teaching more than five years are 154.0 and 146.3, respec-

tively, when the Alternate Evaluation Instrument is used. 

These scores, their means, and F-ratios are reported in 

Table VI. 

TABLE VI 

TOTAL SCORE OBTAINED BY THOSE TEACHING FIVE YEARS OR LESS 
AND THOSE TEACHING MORE THAN FIVE YEARS BY THE 

EVALUATION INSTRUMENT UTILIZED 

Evaluation Instrument 

Evaluation Index (N = 13) 
Alternate Evaluation 
Instrument (N = 18) 

5 Years > 5 Years 5 Years N. 5 Years 

153.8 155.0 170.0 187.7 158.0 
135.8 127.2 170.0 185.5 150.0 
134.3 123.2 163.0 185.0 125.7 
124.9 119.3 160.0 171.8 108.0 
106.0 118.0 107.0 165.0 77.0 
65.0 110.0 • • • 160.0 70.0 

• • • 93.7 • • • 158.0 . . . 

X = 120.0a 121.0b 154.0C 146.3d 

F-ratios: (a-b) 
(b-d) = 3.91. 

nd; (c-d) = .27; (a-c) = 9.17; 
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Questions five and six also ask, "What is the difference 

when the same evaluation instrument is used?" and 'What is 

the difference when the instrument is not the same?" The 

data for evaluators using the two forms of the instrument 

were analyzed separately. The R-square for the least 

squares regression equation was determined for predicting 

the criterion scores from each of the following: (1) group 

membership; (2) visitor status and the number of years 

teaching; (3) visitor status; and (4) number of years of 

teaching. Appendix IX contains the RSQ's and F-ratios for 

each of the ten criterion variables using the two forms of 

the evaluation instrument. The means and standard deviations 

for both instruments are presented in Appendix X. In addi-

tion, the score assigned by the panel of experts to each of 

the ten criterion variables is included. This provides a 

comparison between the possible score and the assigned scores. 

Cell membership or group membership refers to the sample 

as divided by the two predictor variables. This membership 

is shown in Table VII which is a variation of Table I. With-

in this study, row membership refers to visitor status and 

column membership refers to the number of years teaching. If 

interaction is significant, the effects of the row variable 

(visitor status) are not the same for each column (number of 

years teaching), and the effects of the column variable are 

not the same for each row. They are not independent. 
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TABLE VII 

CELL MEMBERSHIP FOR EVALUATION USING THE TWO FORMS 
OF THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

Group 
Number 

Evaluation 
Instrument 

NLN Visitor 
Status 

Years in 
Teaching 

Mean of 
Total 
Score 

Number 
in Group 

1 Index Visitor 5 1 5 3 . 8 1 

2 Index Visitor > 5 9 9 . 4 3 

3 Index Non-Visitor f : s 1 2 5 . 3 4 

4 Index Non-Visitor : > 5 1 2 2 . 6 5 

5 Alternate Visitor 5 1 7 0 . 0 1 

6 Alternate Visitor > 5 1 6 4 . 8 5 

7 Alternate Non-Visitor 5 1 4 3 . 3 3 

8 Alternate Non-Visitor > 5 1 3 8 . 6 9 

The two instruments differ. Data were analyzed sepa-

rately in order to determine the differences between visitor 

status and the number of years of teaching. Due to the number 

of F-ratios computed for each criterion variable, only those 

which are significant at the .01 level will be discussed. It 

is worthwhile to reiterate that the F-ratios for each of the 

ten criterion variables on the two forms of the evaluation 

instrument are included in Appendix IX. 

The Evaluation Index will be considered first. The 

degrees of freedom are one and nine. This was calculated 

from the formula 

df = N - k 
df = 13 - 4 = 9. 
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The total number of evaluators using the Evaluation Index 

was thirteen and the number of groups is four. The number 

of levels is two. 

There are no differences significant at the .01 level 

of probability. It should be noted, however, that three of 

the calculated F-ratios are close to the .01 level or 10 .56 . 

These are reported as a matter of interest, and not due to 

significance. These three refer to the total score and 

selection of activities. The interaction between the number 

of years of teaching and NLN visitor status on the total 

score assigned to the Evaluation Index produced an F-ratio 

of 9 . 0 6 . The difference between those teaching five years 

or less and those teaching more than five years produced an 

F-ratio of 9 . 5 4 . 

The F-ratio for the interaction between visitor status 

and the number of years teaching on the criterion variable, 

selection of activities, is 9 . 7 4 . On this criterion variable, 

visitor status and the number of years teaching are not in-

dependent. 

The F-ratios for the criterion variables of the Alternate 

Evaluation Instrument are reported in Appendix IX. The 

degrees of freedom are one and fourteen. There were eighteen 

evaluators who utilized the Alternate Evaluation Instrument. 

The degrees of freedom were calculated using the formula 

df = N - k 
df = 18 - 4 = 1 4 . 
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On the criterion variable, teacher activities, there is 

a significant difference in the scores of those teaching 

five years or less and those teaching more than five years. 

This difference is significant at the .01 level. The F-ratio 

is 9.15. The F-ratio required for significance at the .01 

level is 8.86. No other F-ratio approaches this level of 

significance. 

The Alternate Evaluation Instrument produces no signifi-

cant interactions between visitor status and the number of 

years of teaching on the ten criterion variables. One 

significant difference is identified between those teaching 

five years or less and those teaching more than five years 

on one of the criterion variables. The differences between 

visitors and non-visitors are not significant on any of the 

criterion variables. 

The Evaluation Index has no criterion variables for 

which there are significant interactions between visitor 

status and the number of years teaching. There are no cri-

terion variables which indicate a significant difference 

between those teaching five years or less and those teaching 

more than five years, nor between the scores of visitors and 

non-visitors. 

Based on the examination of the scores obtained on the 

two forms of the evaluation instrument, it may be concluded 

that there is a difference in the instrument utilized. There 

are differences in the evaluations carried out by visitors 
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and non-visitors although the obtained F-ratios are low 

when the same evaluation instrument is utilized. The dif-

ference between the visitors and non-visitors is less when 

the Evaluation Index is the instrument used. The visitors 

assigned a lower score than non-visitors when using the 

Evaluation Index; however, they assigned a higher score when 

the Alternate Evaluation Instrument was used. The difference 

in the means of the visitors using the two instruments pro-

duced an F-ratio which exceeds the .01 value of F. There is 

less difference in the scores assigned by the non-visitor 

group when the instrument is different. The F-ratio exceeds 

the critical value of F at the .05 level. 

The total mean score of those teaching five years or 

less differs from the total mean score of those teaching more 

than five years by one point when the Evaluation Index is 

used. The difference in the two groups is less than ten 

when the instrument used is the Alternate Evaluation Instru-

ment. The total mean score on the two forms of the evaluation 

instrument by those teaching five years or less produces an 

F-ratio which exceeds the .01 level of significance. The 

difference in the scores assigned to the two instruments by 

those teaching more than five years is significant at the 

.05 level. 

The three predictor variables, evaluation instrument, 

NLN visitor status and the number of years of teaching, were 

analyzed to determine their contribution to the prediction of 
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the ten criterion variables. The contribution of visitor 

status and the number of years of teaching is reported in 

Appendix VII and VIII respectively. The F-ratios exceed the 

.01 level of significance. Knowledge of the evaluation 

instrument utilized contributes significantly to the pre-

diction of the following criterion variables: total score, 

philosophy, objectives, structuring of learning experiences, 

and materials and assignments. 

The scores of the thirty-one evaluators using both 

forms of the evaluation instrument were examined. The scores 

for the thirteen participants using the Evaluation Index and 

the scores of the eighteen participants who used the Alternate 

Evaluation Instrument are included in Table VIII. The mean 

score of the group using the Evaluation Index was 12 0.5 and 

the mean score of those using the Alternate Evaluation In-

strument was 148.4. A greater variance is obviously present 

as the F-ratio is 5.76 which exceeds the critical value of F 

at the .05 level. 

Basic and accepted theories of curriculum evaluation 

were identified. These theories were utilized in the formu-

lation of a theoretical construct and the development of an 

evaluation instrument. The major components of curriculum 

evaluation in nursing education have been isolated. The use 

of an instrument based on an identifiable theoretical con-

struct contributes to precision in evaluation. There are 

negligible differences in the scores obtained by those who 
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TABLE VIII 

THE TOTAL SCORE, MEANS, AND F-RATIO OBTAINED BY PARTICIPANTS 
USING TWO FORMS OF THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

Type of Instrument 

Evaluation Index 
Alternate Evaluation 

Instrument 

155. ,0 187. .7 160. ,0 
153. , 8 185. .5 158. ,0 
135. ,8 185. .0 158. ,0 
134. .3 171. .8 150. ,0 
127. ,2 170. .0 125. ,7 
124. ,9 170. .0 108. .0 
123. ,2 165. .0 107. .0 
119. .3 163, .0 77. .0 
118. .0 160, .0 70, .0 
110. .0 • • • • • • 

106. .0 • m • • • * 

93. .0 m • • • • » 

65, .0 • • * • • • 

Mean 120, .5* 148 .4* 

*F-ratio = 5.76, 

have not had the experience. There are differences in these 

scores when the instrument is different. There is less 

variability in the scores assigned by evaluators using the 

Evaluation Index than scores assigned using the Alternate 

Evaluation Instrument. The Evaluation Index has the capacity 

to contribute to curriculum evaluation in baccalaureate 

nursing education. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The major purposes of the present investigation were to 

extrapolate from the literature those theories which are 

capable of contributing concepts to the formulation of a 

theoretical construct, to develop an evaluation instrument, 

and to validate the instrument. 

Brief Overview of Study 

The present study uses a theoretical construct as the 

basis for an instrument to evaluate the curriculum. The 

current method of curriculum evaluation in baccalaureate 

nursing education employs a team to visit the school and 

evaluate the curriculum based on a list of statements. 

Values are not established for each of these broad state-

ments nor for the various parts of the curriculum. 

The Evaluation Index, the instrument developed in this 

study, delineates each component and element of the cur-

riculum. These are classified within one of three concepts, 

and a weight is assigned. In this study evaluators ranked 

each element and when the instruments were returned, the 

researcher converted these ranks to scores based on estab-

lished weights. Scores were then computed for each of the 
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nine elements and three concepts which resulted in a total 

score. The total score possible was 200 points. 

An Alternate Evaluation Instrument was constructed 

which utilized the same elements, however, there were no 

predetermined weightings for the elements. The total score 

was also 200 points. Evaluators assigned scores directly to 

each of the elements. The instrument did not include the 

clarifying components in order to approximate as closely as 

possible the current method of evaluation. 

One of the two forms of the instrument was sent to a 

random sample of forty-eight accredited baccalaureate nursing 

programs during September, 1976. The packet of curriculum 

materials to be evaluated were then given to a faculty mem-

ber within the school who had a full-time appointment and 

held a master's degree. Thirty-two evaluators returned the 

completed instrument. When the materials were received by 

the researcher, the evaluator was sent a personal check for 

ten dollars in recognition of the expertise provided in the 

evaluation of materials. Thirty-one of the instruments were 

usable. 

Findings 

Based on the data collected in this study, the following 

findings are presented. 

1. A systematic method of curriculum evaluation does 

not exist in nursing education at the present time. 
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2. A specific theoretical construct for evaluation of 

curriculum materials has not been accepted in nursing or 

other disciplines within higher education. 

3. An instrument to assist in the evaluation of the 

curriculum in baccalaureate nursing education does not exist 

at the present time. 

4. The assignment of points to the evaluation instru-

ment provided for greater predictability in the scores given 

to the curriculum materials than when points are not assigned. 

5. There are minimal differences between the evalu-

ations carried out by non-visitors. 

6. The differences in the scores of visitors change 

significantly (exceeds the tabled value of F at the .01 

level), when the Evaluation Index and the Alternate Evalu-

ation Instrument are used. 

7. The differences in the scores of non-visitors 

change significantly (exceeds the tabled value of F at the 

.05 level), when the two forms of the evaluation instrument 

are used. 

8. The scores of non-visitors on the Alternate Evalu-

ation Instrument and those scores attained by visitors using 

the same instrument do not differ significantly. 

9. The scores of visitors using the Evaluation Index 

and non-visitors using the Evaluation Index do not differ 

significantly. 
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10. There is less difference between the scores 

assigned by those teaching five years or less and those 

teaching more than five years when using the Evaluation In-

dex than when the Alternate Evaluation Instrument is used. 

11. The scores of the group teaching with five years 

or less experience change significantly when using the 

Alternate Evaluation Instrument as compared to using the 

Evaluation Index. 

12. The scores of those teaching more than five years 

using the Evaluation Index do not differ significantly from 

the scores of those teaching more than five years who use 

the Alternate Evaluation Instrument. 

13. The same theoretical construct was used to deter-

mine concepts and elements for the evaluation instruments. 

The differences in the two instruments were that the Evalu-

ation Index further clarifies the concepts and elements 

through the use of thirty-three components, and ranks were 

assigned which were changed to scores based on predetermined 

weights. 

Other findings were discovered during the study for 

which no research questions were asked. These findings are 

presented here for information only. 

Participants were asked if they were currently serving 

or had ever served as a member of a curriculum committe, 

how the school was supported, and where they received their 

basic education. Membership on the curriculum committee had 
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a correlation of .77 with the variables, structure of the 

subject, and selection of learning activities. In addition, 

committee membership had a .82 correlation with structuring 

activities. Therefore, a curriculum committee member may 

have been more sensitive to these structural types of con-

cerns when the materials were evaluated. 

The type of support of the school was subdivided into 

public and private. This factor had a correlation of .93 

with philosophy, .85 with objectives, .82 with conceptual 

framework, and .78 with the total score. The first three of 

these variables relate to the underlying structure of the 

curriculum. Private control was not subdivided into reli-

gious and non-religious. However, this might be an avenue 

open for investigation to determine whether those in private 

schools have a greater awareness of the underlying structure 

of a curriculum than those who teach in publicly supported 

institutions. 

Nursing has spent much time and effort in studies 

directed toward differentiating between practitioners pre-

pared in the various types of nursing programs. In this 

study, the basic educational preparation of participants 

had a low correlation with all criterion variables. One 

might question, therefore, the influence of basic education 

on curriculum evaluation. 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions are made in regard to the 

findings: 

1. A faculty member's ability to use a systematic 

evaluation instrument does not depend upon years of teaching 

experience or prior experience as an NLN visitor. 

2. The Evaluation Index appears capable of meeting the 

criteria for a more systematic method of curriculum evaluation, 

3. A theoretical construct appears conducive to theory 

development,as it is directed toward an approach which is 

more scientific than intuitive. 

4. The inclusion of clarifying components within the 

instrument provides for the evaluative effort to be dis-

tributed across the entire curriculum and indicates the 

scope of the evaluation effort,which apparently contributes 

to increasing the precision of evaluation. 

5. Clarification of concepts and preestablished 

weights apparently contributed to the differences in the 

scores assigned by evaluators. 

6. Predetermined weights for each element may con-

tribute to more precise evaluation. 

7. Limits on the possible value of each element may 

contribute to more precise curriculum evaluations. 

Recommendations 

A number of recommendations for future research studies 

are tenable. 
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1. Develop a method which more closely utilizes the 

current curriculum evaluation procedures and test the effi-

ciency of the Evaluation Index against that method. 

2. Based on the findings of this study, further 

research efforts should not concern themselves with isolating 

the possible effects of National League for Nursing visitor 

status. 

3. Future studies may consider different categories for 

the number of years in teaching. It is recommended that the 

categories for teaching experience be the following: (1) 

two years or less; (2) more than two years but less than five 

years; (3) five years or more but less than seven years; 

(4) seven years or more but less than fifteen years; and 

(5) more than fifteen years. 

4. Initiate a program of curriculum evaluation in 

nursing education based on a theoretical construct, either 

the one formulated for this study or some other and assign 

weights to each of the elements involved. 

5. Modify this evaluation instrument for use in 

another discipline in higher education. Obtain weights for 

each element to reflect the value of the element for the 

discipline and measure against current curriculum evaluation 

efforts. 

6. Modify this evaluation instrument by providing the 

predetermined weights and select another sample to evaluate 

the curriculum materials. 
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7. Utilize the Evaluation Index to evaluate each 

course in a curriculum in a nursing program using the 

faculty members of the program as the evaluators. In view 

of the number of nursing programs wh^ch are in the process 

of curriculum revision this instrument should be useful. 

In summary, it is quite clear that there is a serious 

lack of specificity in current evaluation procedures. Use 

of the Evaluation Index can bring abcfut the specificity 

required for valid evaluations. The present study should 

be regarded as only the beginning of 

of a program of evaluation. 

any real implementation 
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CURRICULUM EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

INSTRUCTIONS: The optimum score for a curriculum plan has 
been designated as 200 points. Evaluate the enclosed materials, 
then award the number of points you consider appropriate. In 
the space provided beside the criterion number indicate the 
number of points awarded to each. A space is provided at the 
end of the sheet for the total number of points. 

1. The curriculum implements the philosophy, purposes 
and objectives of the program and reflects; 

a. the contribution of nursing towards meeting societal 
health needs; 

b. the present and emerging roles of the professional 
nurse; 

c. critical thinking and the synthesis of learning; 

d. the needs of individuals to develop as contributing 
members of society. 

2. The objectives of the program interpret the purpose 
in specific terms. 

3. The learning experiences fulfill the purposes and 
the objectives of the program. 

4. Learning experiences are flexible enough to provide 
~ for individualism. 

5. Opportunities for learning experiences with other 
health-related disciplines are provided. 

6. The curriculum focuses on the theory and practice of 
nursing and draws on relevant arts and sciences. 

7. Knowledges, understandings and skills are progres-
sively developed. 

8. Learning experiences include opportunities for decision 
making and the development of independent judgment. 

9. The research process and its contribution to nursing 
" practice is emphasized. 

10. Theory and practice provide for the development of 
leadership skills. 

TOTAL 
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CURRICULUM EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 

INSTRUCTIONS: 1) Read the curriculum materials thoroughly; 
2) Familiarize yourself with the Curriculum Evaluation Instru-
ment; 3) Assume the total number of points to be 200; 4) 
Assign each category of elements the number of points which 
you consider is reflective of the curriculum materials. 

I. Underlying Structure 

A. Philosophy 

B. Objectives 

C. Conceptual Framework 

II. Courses Within the Curriculum 

A. Structure 

B. Selection of Learning Activities 

C. Structuring Activities 

III. Methods and Activities 

A. Teacher Activities 

B. Evaluation Methodology 

C. Materials and Assignments 

TOTAL 

Complete the Information Form included in the packet and 
return the Information Form and the Curriculum Evaluation 
Instrument in the stamped, self-addressed envelope. (Do not 
return the curriculum materials.) Please postmark the 
materials by September 22, 1976. Your $10 honorarium will 
be forwarded to you as soon as these materials are received. 
Thank you for your participation. 
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Texas State University 

Frances M. Hicks 
5013 Pemberton Lane 
Box 74111 
Lewisville, TX 75056 

Dear 

This concerns a study in which I am involved regarding the 
evaluation of the curriculum in nursing education programs at 
the baccalaureate level. Participation in the study is limited 
to individuals who hold a master's degree in nursing, have a 
full-time faculty appointment, have five years or less teaching 
experience and have served as an accreditation visitor for the 
National League for Nursing. I am requesting that such an 
individual receive the materials. On the enclosed postal card 
indicate the name of the individual who agrees to participate. 
Schools in which faculty are employed will remain anonymous and 
the individual participant will not be identified. 

Due to the expertise of these individuals and the heavy 
schedules they carry, an honorarium of $10 will be sent to the 
participant when the materials are returned. The amount of time 
necessary will depend on the individual, however the average 
time has been about one hour. 

This study is in partial fulfillment of the requirements for 
the degree of Doctor of Philosophy in Education in the College of 
Education of North Texas State University, Denton, Texas. An 
abstract of the completed study will be sent to those participating 
faculty members. 

Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Frances M. Hicks 

Denton, Texas 76203 
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Frances M. Hicks 
5013 Pemberton Lane 
Box 74111 
Lewisville, TX 75056 

Dear Colleague, 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study which 
focuses on curriculum evaluation in baccalaureate nursing pro-
grams. As a full-time faculty member I know how busy you are 
and sincerely appreciate your time and the benefit of your 
expertise. The $10 honorarium which will be sent to you when 
the materials are received is an indication of my recognition 
of your contribution. The average time for completing the 
evaluation has been one hour. Instructions are below. An 
abstract of the results will be sent to you. 

I am a doctoral candidate in the College of Education at 
North Texas State University in Denton, Texas pursuing a major 
in Administration in Higher Education and a minor in Educational 
Research. The expense for my research is from my personal 
savings. My experience includes nursing service, hospital 
administration, teaching in a diploma program, director of a 
diploma program, teaching in a baccalaureate and a master's 
program, and administration in a university nursing program. 

Sincerely, 

Frances M. Hicks, RN, MS 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Read the curriculum materials thoroughly 

2. Familiarize yourself with the Evaluation Index 

3. Evaluate using a scale of one to ten (one is the lowest) 

4. Assume each element has a potential rank of ten 

5. Assign a rank to each element based on how well the 
curriculum materials reflect the element 

6. Assign a zero if an element does not appear to be present 
or does not appear applicable 

7. Write the rank assigned to each element in the blank to 
the left 

8. Complete the Information Form 

9. Return the Evaluation Index and the Information Form in 
the stamped, self-addressed envelope (DO NOT RETURN THE 
CURRICULUM MATERIALS) 

10. Postmark the materials by September 22, 1976 
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Frances M. Hicks 
5013 Pemberton Lane 
Box 74111 
Lewisville, TX 75056 

Dear Colleague, 

Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study which 
focuses on curriculum evaluation in baccalaureate nursing pro-
grams. As a full-time faculty member I know how busy you are 
and sincerely appreciate your time and the benefit of your 
expertise. The $10 honorarium which will be sent to you when 
the materials are received is an indication of my recognition 
of your contribution. The average time for completing the 
evaluation has been one hour. Instructions are below. An 
abstract of the results will be sent to you. 

I am a doctoral candidate in the College of Education at 
North Texas State University in Denton, Texas pursuing a major 
in Administration in Higher Education and a minor in Educational 
Research. The expense for my research is from my personal 
savings. My experience includes nursing service, hospital 
administration, teaching in a diploma program, director of a 
diploma program, teaching in a baccalaureate and a master's 
program, and administration in a university nursing program. 

Sincerely, 

Frances M. Hicks, RN, MS 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1. Read the curriculum materials thoroughly 

2. Familiarize yourself with the Evaluation Tool 

3. Assume the total number of points to be 200 

4. Assign each category of elements the number of points 
which you consider reflected by the curriculum materials 

5. Complete the Information Form 

6. Return the Evaluation Form and the Information Form in 
the stamped, self-addressed envelope (DO NOT RETURN THE 
CURRICULUM MATERIALS) 

7. Postmark materials by September 22, 1976 
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INFORMATION FORM 

7 8 

9 10 

11 12 

13 

Years in nursing education 

Year received master's degree 

Year received basic education 

Basic education 
(1) diploma (2) BS (3) AD 

Are you currently a NLN visitor: 
(1) yes (2) no 

Have you ever served as a NLN visitor? 
(1) yes (2) no 

Have you been or are you currently a member 
of the Curriculum Committee? 
(1) yes (2) no 

What was your clinical specialty at the 
master's level? 
(0) no clinical specialization 
(1) medical-surgical (2) maternal-child 
(3) psychiatric mental health (4) community health 
(5) geriatrics (6) rehabilitation 
(7) other 
What was your functional area at the master's 
level? 18 
(0) no functional area (3) administration 
(1) teaching (4) nursing service 
(2) research (5) other 

The curriculum in this school is 
organizationally 
(1) integrated (2) block 
(3) other 

14 

15 

16 

17 

19 

The method of control of this school 
(1) public (2) private 

The enrollment in the nursing program is 
approximately 

DO NOT MARK BELOW THIS LINE 

20 

21 22 23 24 

1 25 26 

2 27 28 

3 29 30 

4 31 32 

5 33 34 

6 35 36 

7 37 38 

8 39 40 

9 41 42 
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Conceptual Framework 

Nurses are committed to making opportunities for optimum 
health care available to all people and have an obligation 
to participate in comprehensive planning and implementation 
to achieve this goal. The health needs of man and society 
are ever-changing, complex, and diversified. Delivery of 
optimum health care requires increasing expertise and 
leadership to elicit and coordinate contributions from all 
the various categories of personnel engaged in the delivery 
of health care. 

The conceptual framework for this program is derived in 
part from the official statements of purpose and philosophy 
of the university, has its base in the humanities and 
sciences from which students and faculty extrapolate, syn-
thesize and apply selected concepts in the practice of 
nursing and in the development of the individual student. 

Nursing, a developing science of humanity, has as its goal 
the moving of individuals, families, and societies along a 
continuum of health by participating in activities directed 
toward their maximum potential of wellness. The nurse 
utilizes the nursing process to supply conditions and re-
sources for maintaining and/or altering behavior to assist 
man to a higher level of wellness or help him to a peaceful 
death. 

Man as a behavioral system consists of priority spheres 
which interact and manifest behaviors which can be described 
and understood. If there is movement and/or interaction of 
forces in one or more priority spheres, this may necessitate 
continuous behavioral adjustments to meet functional require-
ments of the priority spheres and/or overcome the discrep-
ancies between actual and desired behaviors. The nurse 
serves at the interface between the target system and 
practitioner system. 

The curriculum of this school is designed to stimulate in-
tellectual curiosity, analytical ability, and individual 
creativity. It is integrated around a study of man in 
health and illness, seeing health-illness-health as a con-
tinuum; around his development from conception to death; 
around his family and community; around current and projected 
social issues which influence the opportunity and respon-
sibility of man for his own health and that of his family and 
community. 

The curriculum is planned around the central theme of the 
Continuum of Health, with emphasis on the nurse's role in 
assisting persons to move along the continuum in the direction 
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of optimum health and productivity or high-level wellness. 
Unifying threads of central theme are seen as: (1) Indi-
vidual student development, (2) the nature of man and 
society, (3) The nature of health and illness,(4) The 
nursing process and (5) The identity and practice of 
nursing. 

Philosophy 

We the faculty of the College of Nursing believe that this 
baccalaureate nursing program arises from society's need 
for nursing leadership. Such leadership requires a liberal 
education to foster the cultural, social, and intellectual 
development of the individual and a professional education 
to develop career goals. 

We believe the education of students of nursing is the 
responsibility of faculty, students, and nursing leaders in 
nursing practice. We recognize that nursing education is 
preparation for nursing practice and students and personnel 
in practice should participate in the planning, imple-
mentation and evaluation of curriculum objectives. 

We believe in the uniqueness of the individual. Faculty 
facilitates the student's movement toward self direction in 
planning individual learning experiences, developing edu-
cational goals, evaluating progress and in evaluating the 
educational program of the College of Nursing. Placement 
and progression within the program is based on evaluation of 
academic achievement, individual experience, abilities and 
goals. 

Within the framework of the College of Nursing, faculty and 
students have a shared responsibility to create the learning 
environment in which students progress at their own rate and 
to develop a climate conducive to freedom of thought, in-
quiry and communication. Faculty believe that students 
learn about nursing by actively experiencing such processes 
as inquiring, analyzing, testing, synthesizing, and gener-
alizing. Ultimately students have the major responsibility 
for their own learning, and faculty have the major respon-
sibility for evaluating the outcomes. 

We expect graduates of the College of Nursing (1) to be self-
directed practitioners of nursing in any setting: to help 
individuals, families, and groups to cope constructively 
with problems attendant to life, to attain optimum health 
and productivity, and to adjust to circumstances of life 
than cannot be changed. They will function in peer relation-
ships with members of other disciplines. (2) They will 
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have the potential for leadership: the foundations for 
coordinating and improving health care through the_teaching, 
supervision, and directing of others who give nursing care. 
They will recognize the need for, initiate, and work with 
others to effect change in nursing practice. (3) They will 
assume responsibility for their continued growth as indi-
viduals, citizens, and as members of their profession. 

Objectives 

For the graduate to meet the above expectations, this 
baccalaureate program of nursing will provide experiences 
which will enable her to: 

1. Work within the framework of an accurate personal 
and professional self-concept. 

2. Base decisions on sound analysis of relevant data. 
3. Use interpersonal skills to develop constructive 

one-to-one and group relationships. 
4. Use nursing intervention based on pertinent social, 

cultural, and scientific knowledge. 
5. Identify, evaluate, and pursue her personal, civic, 

and professional goals. 
6. Develop her leadership skills to coordinate health 

care and to induce desirable change in nursing 
practice. 
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COLLEGE OF NURSING 

N 426 

Complex Clinical Nursing 

DESCRIPTION 

Focuses on the utilization of concepts developed in 
Nursing 416 through the application of the nursing 
process to individuals and groups in complex and life-
limiting situations in a variety of settings. 

CREDIT AND TIME ALLOTMENT 

6 semester credit hours - 6 credit hours clinical labo-
ratory 
Ratio of credit hours to 
laboratory hours 1:3. 

PLACEMENT 

Sixth sequential course planned to be offered both 
semesters of the Senior year. 

FACULTY 

A group of faculty representing specialization in medical-
surgical nursing. Maternal-child nursing, psychiatric 
nursing and community health nursing share the respon-
sibility for clinical supervision. 
Faculty student ratio is 1:10. 

PRE REQUISITES 

Nursing 302 and Nursing 310, and Biology 433 with a 
grade of C. Concurrent with or following N416. 

COURSE OBJECTIVES 

By the end of the course the student: 

1. Applies the nursing process to complex and/or life-
limiting situations to restore and maintain optimal 
health of individuals and groups. 

2. Contributes toward the improvement of health care 
through teaching of individuals and groups. 
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3. Participates in the application of the research 
process to nursing. 

4. Functions within the legal framework of Professional 
Nursing Practice. 

COURSE OVERVIEW 

Focuses on the utilization of concepts developed in 
N 416 through the application of the nursing process to 
individuals and groups in complex and life-limiting 
situations in a variety of settings. Various activities 
are provided, such as: application of the nursing pro-
cess with emphasis on evaluation, teaching of individuals 
and groups, participating in the application of the 
research process to nursing, and functioning within the 
legal framework of Professional Nursing Practice. 

EVALUATION 

The course objectives are weighted with the following per-
centages: 

Objective 1 
Objective 2 - 10% 
Objective 3 - 5% 
Objective 4 - 5% 

Clinical instructors evaluate the attainment of these objec-
tives in a variety of ways within a specified framework of 
methodology. The method varies with the objective, and the 
following demonstrates the framework used for the evaluation 
of each objective. 

Objective 1 is evaluated through: 
a. Use of nursing care plans 
b. Oral evaluation and preparation for clinical 
c. Objective testing which consists of a minimum of 6 

exams 
d. On-going evaluation of the care being provided in 

the clinical area. 

Objective 2 is evaluated through the use of: 
a. Incorporation of teaching plans in all nursing care 
b. Presentation of a group teaching project 

Objective 3 is evaluated through the documentation and 
utilization of research data in the nursing care plan. 
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Objective 4 is evaluated partially through clinical 
practice (1) to establish the presence of a consistent 
pattern of safe legal practice, (2) to demonstrate a 
knowledge of the legal practice of nursing, which 
analysis of policies and procedures for legal impli-
cations, maintenance of ethical standards and the 
rights of others, and by anticipating and presenting 
breaches in safe practice. 

TYPES OF FACILITIES 

General 
Cancer 
Psychiatric 
Community Health 
Mentally Retarded 



138 

a 
0 

•H 
CO CD 4-J 

PI CD 60 cd o N U d 
•H N Cd rH 
4J •H CO xl Cd 
cd 3 cd a > 
d ^ N W CD 
i—1 IS! *H 
03 i—1 H Tj '—1 
> cd d co cd 

o cr* rd d a 
d 1—1 T3 rH d Ei id nd § *H cd cd ft •H cd cd 

o rH M V4 rH o i-i n 
PH O o O CJ Ph O o 

d 
CO o 
<D <D *H <D 
•H a 4-J 60 a WD 
4-J d cd d CO d d 
*H 60 CD 4J •H 50 CD •H 
> d *H d d d •H d 
•H •H U a) d •H CO d 
P Hd CD rH CO cd U CD d cd 
a cd ft cd CD a) tH cd ft cd f>N rH 
<d CD CO X O a n ft CD K *—i ft ft u 4-J CD •H d ft u a) ft cd 
60 d d CD CD u <d 
d nd CD i—1 •H *H rH 50 nd t—i 60 CD 60 
•H CD g cd rH CD cd J-l CD cd d XJ u 
rH •P d a O M-H a cd 4-J a •H P Cd 
X a 60 •H d •H rCj O *H X* 
cd ,<D •H d 4-J o d o CD d a a 
d rH CO *H CO a •H CO i—1 •H cd cd co 
w CD CO rH O rH •H a) rH CD t—1 *H w 

C/D <1 CJ Ph CJ p C/3 o H Ph P 

<D Ctf -H 

CO 
a 

0 Cfl 
Cd rH 
rH ft 
ft 

0) 
6JQ 60 
a 14 
•H cd 
.a x: 
a a 
cd co 
0) iH 
4J T3 

nd nd 
cd a) 

P CD 
CD EH 

Td 
CD p 
cd 
1—) 
CD 
P4 

oa 

CO rH 
<D P 
> d 
•H O 

a 
<D 
• n 
X 
o 

p 
a 
CD 
•u 
d 
o 

O CJ 
*H 
<4-4 
•H 
CJ 
a> 
ft 
GO 

d d 
O o 
•H CO *H 
CO d co d 
*H cd *H cd 
l> rH > rH 
U Ph CO U ft 
CD T3 CD 
ft CD d CO ft 0) 
d 5H d H 3 H 
co cd o cd co cd 

CJ M «H a 
rH U 1—1 
cd 60 60 CD cd 50 
o d d 4-» a d 
•H «H *H Cd •H *H 
d CO CO S d CO 
*ri U U •H M 
rH d d > rH d c j {z; <d o 52; 

I 
CO u 
CO <u 
a) 

co 60 
T3> d 
<D -H 
CD TJ 
a ^ 

a a 
O *H 
u 
ft Xi 

4J 
<10 *H 
a > 
•H 
CO CO 

nd 
a) ft 

u 
d 
d 

a) 
XI 
4-J 

CO 
e cu 
CD 60 
I—1 cd 

cd ft M-i H 

CO <4-1 
CD O 
•H 
rH CD 
ft U 
ft cd 
<J O 

CO 4-J 
d d 
O o3 
•H > 
4-J CD 
ft i—I 
3 CD 
U U 

d o 1 CO o d 4-J 
t 

*H d 4-J o d rH 
4-J u o 60 •H cd CO i—1 
cd o *H 60 d 4-J 4-J > B & cd u 4-J 4-J d *H d d Q) CD cd •H 
d cd ft *H X! cd T—1 CD x—1 rH XI O 
•P u d d O > d > CD rQ CD CD 

CO cd *H u cd CD CO U o ft 
d S ft u cd a) rH <D 4-J u CO 

CO o CO CO 0) CD 4-J a) u cd rd d ft U d *H Md CD M 4-J t—i u U P o O M-4 o 4-J d CO U CD d cd u CD cd d *H CO \ O 
*H cd cd & 1 4J •H 60 Id CO o ft CD 60 o P CO T3 
4-J 1—1 a) u *H d <D CD T3 M-l O nd d •H d CD d CO 
cd d d rH cd o U rH *H p CD 1 *H P CD d cd 4-J 
i—I 60 o X rH CO 60 Cd >•> «4-J cd CD P X! O > rH O 
d CD •H O d •H CD a nd rH d ft CO d 4-j nd 8 CD 1—1 CD CD two M 4-J M a nd U 4J g cd o O -H CD <D o U *H o ft CD cd ft CO d 60 d a d J-l ft •H 15 60 CO nd ft d CO 
u rH u cd d •H o d CD in o <D CO P cd d d ft JH cd cd CO 

cd CD G > a) i—I cd nd o X! 
4-J 

& nd cd 60 0- X cd CO o d S 
rH a *H o 60 i—} o *H <4-4 nd • • 

X! 
4-J CD d M d •H cd xi CO •t~) CD d CD cd •H •H 4-J •H i—! cd cd X! XJ CD ft i—1 cd cd *H X! 4-J CD cd p o 1—1 u e rH CD X) cd i—i a a 4-j CO O CO d >-> X ft rH 60 4-J rH d 0 d •H X 

d a) O d M d TH u cd CD 4-J cd o cd o CD <D Cd nd d cd cd t—1 *H p o 
Q) u 0) cd CD o CD CO CD N rD rH u u M CD o u CD CD rH o JES cd u 
d a ft 60 a j-i. a id ft T3 *H CO 60 ft ft Ph ft P PQ p P Dd M 4-J a 4-J ft rH Td d 

ft P 

•H CD cd CD 
• • • • • • • • • 4-J CD i—I 60 • • • • • • • • • 

!—1 CM CO <1- m 00 d ft cd rH CM co UO 00 CTs 

PP 



139 

CO 
co a 
d co 
Ctf i—1 

H a 

ft cu 
d tJJO 60 42 
O a M a 

•H •H cd M 
4-J 42 4 2 cd 
cd a a CU 
d cd co CO t-H 

rH (U *H CD cd 
cd 4-J Xf *-1 CO 

> 
*•3 

o 
W Xl x l *•3 ft W 

<u a) CU o 
Xl XJ pd x l n 

§ cd cd § cd a 
o M H o u 

O O p4 a 

CO 
a) a cd 
•H o 1 u 1 4J 
4-J CO •H d CO a *H a 

•H txJD 4-J o to a> d <u 

> a a cd a a *H •H • o 

•H •H o d *H M o 1 
4J XJ a -h rH rH Xl cu u 4-J 
G cd Cd 4-J cd cd cd a U ft CO a) 
<! cu rH Cd > g 0) X O O o 

ft d <u •rl n CU M-l 42 ft a 
&o i—1 a a) o cu 
d XJ t>0 cd 4*J o x J rH *n3 u rH J-I 

*H CD a > a rH a cu cd cu cd cd <u 
rH 4J •H CI) cd a <u 4-J a CO CU a M-4 
rQ O Xi ,jQ M G o CO •H d 
cd <U a m-i X3 cu CU a ft cu a o 
d i—1 cd i—l Q) cd M-t rH •H o u •H G 

w CU a) cu CU a) cu rH rH w 
C/3 H C/D Pn • J cn u p-t O 

a d 
o o 

•H CO •H 
CO d CO 

MH •rl cd •H 
O tJO > t—i 

a ft CO M 
CO •H CU XI cu 

X) rC ft a) d ft 
O G d d d 

cd CO cd O CO 
4-J cu G 
a> H rH i—1 

S cd tO w> cd 
G d d G 

•H •H *H «H 
a CO CO d 

•H 
rH 

u 
d 

M »H 
d rH 

U 55 523 a 

Q) CO 
| 4-J ft <u CO cu 
CO d cd d 4-J d •H 

x ) •H x l o d O cd to cu cd G CO 
<u XI u d •H rH u u d d u 4 3 *—i 42 d cu 
4-J 

XI 
0) cd 4-J cd to o i—i o cd G ft G cd G 

to cd rH 4 3 
cd 

cd > •H cd u G M U ft •H to 
rH cd CO G CU .. u > > • r d cd to cd 0) cu 4-J CD d CO 
<u G cu is d d cu cd cu d 4-» to 0) d cu CO M G 42 1—1 

00 
•H G 

Pd •H & CU XI o cd d r d cd d CO •H CO o G cd G 4 3 00 XJ > Pd 
CD CO i—\ cu 4-J !—i u cu o i—i •H CU r d (U ft CO u U cd d u •H 
d >-» >•> 4 3 

cu 

ft cd r P 4-J ft XI CO G u o *H ft cd 42 •H cd 4-J 
•H 42 rH o r d cd ft 

cu d J-i cd XI 
to 

0J G CO 60 cd 
CO rH ft •H u 4-J •H to d i—i m cd to 4-J d x» <u XJ ft to CO M u Q) d 
CU 4-J 0 ft rH J-i d o o •H d CO d CU 4-J G O d cu cd d M u 
> d o cd ft 

ft cd a j •H •H B rH U •H 4-J 4-J x s 4-J •H w <D d 
CU 

G 
•H o 4-J <4-4 1—1 cd cu 4-J £1 U o cd CO cu rC r d <U d CU d d CO CO CU 4-J 
4-J cd U rC •H G cd U d d 4-J G G •• 4J & 4-J 0) cd CO M WD cu d N rH 
G 4-J d <4-4 •H CU M cd d XJ Q •H cd V4 o cd a cd g d d d u •H •H cd 
ai d O o G >> G cu rH •H •H U cu cd 4-J G d G d CD o d •H 

>> 
CO 

"T—) CD •H O 4-J 4-J +J cd t> 4-J G 4-J CD •H G *H G N CO >> CO d CU 
4 3 4-J 4-J CO *H CO > G •H cd CO >"» 4J o 4-J O •H 4-J d M *-w 0 a) 1—1 
o d cd 4-J O !>> d CU cu (U cd XI > CO <u CU 4-J d XJ d XJ d d cu d •H CU 42 4 3 

O 4-J •H r d rH d & CO rJO d u 4-J CO M •H cu CU faO i—1 G d 4-J i—1 4-J •H 
G CJ ft rH G •H CO •H m •H CU d d rC d 42 o o 15 d rO o CO 

cd •H a •H > rH cu CO 0 > CO d 4-J cd 4-J U G CO 4-J XI <u O ft CO 
XJ CO cd o i—1 a) CU a) J-i rO 0 CU cu 4-J d T—1 d •H CU CU cu d X? U O 

*H <1 cd PM M-l a rQ u m P*4 O o CU u •H ft c > u 4 3 cd M ft US ft 
G 

PM 
cd i—i rH o 

CU 4J XI ft XI ft ft 
ft • • • CO d • • • S d a ft • • - • • • 

CO o i—1 CSJ w cd rH CS] CO w cd <tj o rH CNI CO IT) 

o w 



d 
o •H p 
cd 
d 

rH 
cd > 

140 

CO 60 
CD a) p d 

•H a «h *h 
P co d co 
•H 60 a) co 
> 0 -H P Ctj 3 
•H •h m d d 
P X> CD CD d 
a cd p. m o o 
< dj {xj M *H P 

U CD d P 
60 o cd co 
d i d rH rH CD 

CD cd co co p 
rH P U £ «H cd 

*P G "H CD WD rH 
cd CD d *H CD (D 
d iH «H > rH M 
w CD rH CD w 

co U ps3 

0) H 

a) 
4J 
cd 

i—I 
CD 

P* 
a) 

<̂ 5 a 
*H 

CD rH CU P 
> 3 •H O P 
a p 
a> d 

*r-) a) ,p p 
o a 

o 
a o •H MH 

•H 
a 
a; p, 
CO 

a 
o 

•H 
CO 

•H > 
U CO 
cu i d 
P< a cd 

a 

a 

Cd 60 rH 
d a •H I CO P 

rH 3 O 
o .52; Ph 

d CO 

o 
•H 
d 

CO 
a 
o 
•rl 
CO 
CO 
d 
G 
CO 
H 

CO T3 

rC 
a) a CO 
@ •H e 
cd rC CD 
U £ rH 

mh 60 
d d 

i d 
d 

rP 
O CD 

rH *H •H cd u rC p 
cd CO • • PH P a 
60 M P Td d < 
CD d d CD o t 1 <+H 

CD 
O 

rH d 
§ ' 

O CO 
•H Hd 

*H 
CO 

cd 
60 

O CD 
O 

CD rH d p ^ CO CD P *H 
. a cd o a cd •H i—1 •5L P 
P d M cd n CO 0 d 60 a 

o •H in Cd T3 O o t—1 •H cd 
d *H > P< rd M *H cd rH u 

*H CO d cd MH CO •H PM 
t-P CO CD CO >> d O CO P <D 
P CD *H P 60 •H d . d CD 
*H MH CO CD CD CO § CD p CO 

O CD 60 MH MH P § P U 
U CO d cd cd a O O d d 

CO P . CO •H CO CO <1 a P-i •H 52; 
d 

P . 
a) CD CO 

o M-l a CO M 
*H O *H CO EJ • • • • 

P P <1 d cd rP a nd 
a U 

60 
a 

CO 1—1 
1 u u cd 
cd 0 d 60 
u MH d CD 
0 rH 

rC CO d 
P CD CD 
d O 0 rd 
cd H p 

d d CO 
CD O 0 • - d 
p CO *H CD •H 
cd CD P d rC 

*H U cd 0 P 
U p 
P , CD rH CO £ 
O > d CD 
u CO p CD 
& P d cd a 
p , cd 0 CD *H 

<d p 0 d P 

•H 
Q 

CO I 
£ y 
o cd 'H M 4J Ph 
cd 
3 MH P O 
CO CO 

U 
d a) 
•H P p 

co cd 
cu 0 
P 
cd cuo 
p. d •H *H 
o nd •H £-1 

-a 
d 
o 
u 

rd 
P 

CO x> 
co a 
<u cd 
d 
CD 
M 
cd 
!3E 

P-t pQ 

Cd CD 
^ W) o 
Cd CD *H 

PM M P 

CO 
B 
u 
o 
MH 

a cd 
co 
d 
o 

u 

P CD MH 
cd m rH cd cd CD q co co 

cd co 

d j a 
cd p. 
CO i—I 
a) cd P *H 
cd 
in p 
CO 
d 

d 
a> p 
o 

2 ^ 
e a> mh 

p o 

cd 
a g 

wd o 
o 

rH CO 
o -

• » 

P 1 CO 
•H rP CD 

d u 
CO d 

CD CD T3 
O O d CD 

•H d cd O 
, p cd 0 O 

O TJ d V4 
cd M . a P . 
U 0 
P< 0 MH CO rH 

o P cd H 
& a cd 

d •H 

CD 
a 
o 

cd , q a u 

& 
a 
S 
CO 
p< co 

a 
cd 

rH 
Ph 

d 
o *H 
P 

co a 
CD CD • •H P P o *H M 
> PM *H P 
a • 
cd cd 

60 o 

J-l p 
d 

CO P - *H P P 
a co 
cd d 

•r~) M 

> 
O 
M 
P4 
a 
cd 

M 
o 

d 
3 

cd 
n • 
p» i—i <N cn 



141 

COLLEGE OF NURSING 

N 416 

Complex Nursing Problems 

Description 

Presents concepts and theoretical aspects of complex 
problems of the ill and disabled. 

Credit and Time Allotment 

6 semester credit hours - 6 credit hours lecture 

Placement 

Fifth sequential course planned to be offered both 
semesters of the Senior year. 

Faculty 

A group of faculty representing specialization in 
medical-surgical nursing, maternal-child nursing, 
psychiatric nursing and community health nursing share 
the responsibility for presentations. Faculty-student 
ratio is 1:10. 

Prerequisites 

N 302 and N 310 and Biology 433 with a grade of C con-
current with 42 6. 

Course Objectives 

By the end of the course the student 

1. Understands multifaceted interfaces in the bio-
physical, psychological and sociocultural spheres 
which produce complex and/or life-limiting health 
problems at various maturational levels in a given 
situation. 

2. Understands the significance of the nursing pro-
cess in relation to individuals and groups in 
complex and/or life-limiting health problems at 
various maturational levels. 
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3. Relates selected principles of the teaching-
learning process to the promotion and maintenance 
of health and the prevention of illness in all age 
groups in a variety of settings. 

4. Understands the application of the research process 
to nursing. 

5. Analyzes the legal responsibilities of Professional 
Nursing Practice. 

Evaluation 

Four (4) unit examinations and a comprehensive final 
examination will be given. Each will contribute 20 per 
cent to the course grade. 

Guide Sheet to Objectives* 

This basic format for objectives is to be used in con-
junction with each of the following units: 

I. Interruption of Chemical Regulation 
II. Interruption of Neural Regulation 

III. Proliferation and/or maturation of Cells 
IV. Genetic Problems 
V. Cardiovascular, Renal and Respiratory Problems 

VI. Collagen Disease 

Unit VII and VIII will be self-contained, therefore 
this guide will not generalize to that unit. 

*Insert name of unit in parentheses. 
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UNITS 

I. Interruptions in Neural Regulation 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

1. Motor sensory disturbances 
2. Cerebral and spinal cord disorders 
3. Altered levels of consciousness 
4. Cranial nerve disorders 
5. Degenerative changes 

a. muscular dystrophy 
b. multiple sclerosis 
c. myasthenia gravis 

6. Genetic disturbances 
7. Peripheral nerve disorders 
8. Cerebral vascular accident 

II. Interruptions in Chemical Regulations 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

(Hypo/Hyper functions) 
1. Pituitary glands 
2. Adrenal glands 
3. Thyroid and parathyroids 
4. Pancreas 
5. Gonads 

III. Interruptions in Proliferation and/or Maturation 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

1. Cancer 
a. Leukemia 
b. Tumors 

2. Benign Tumors 

IV. Genetic Problems 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

1. Chromosomal abberations 
a. Trisomy 
b. Translocative 
c. Breah 

2. Inborn errors of metabolism 
a. Sickle cell 
b. Tay-sachs 
c. P.K.J. 

3. Extrinsic factors 
a. Nutrition: Prenatal, Perinatal, Post-natal 
b. Environmental pollution 
c. Drugs 
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V. Problems Associated with Cardiovascular Renal 
Respiratory 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

1. Congestive heart failure 
2. Pulmonary edema 
3. Chronic obstructive pulmonary disease 
4. Renal failure 

VI. Problems Associated with Collagens Disorders 
A. Analyzes physiological basis 

1. Rheumatoid arthritis 
2. Lupus erythematosis 
3. Perianteritis nodosa 
4. Scleroderma 
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BACCALAUREATE AND MASTER'S DEGREE PROGRAMS IN NURSING 
ACCREDITED BY NLN-1975-76 ! 

Department of Baccalaureate and Higher Degree Programs 

Listed bfctow are the senior colleges and universities with 
educational units which offer baccalaureate and master's degree 
programs in nursing that are accredited by the Department of 
Baccalaureate and Higher Degree Programs of the National League 
for Nursing. Continued approval for accreditation is based on periodic 

revaluation through revisits and progress reports. 
The type of program accredited is indicated by the following code; 

M—a graduate program in nursing offering one or more curriculum^ 
that lead to a master's degree, anil B-baccalaureate education with a 
major in nursing. 

ALABAMA 
Jacksonville State University, Lurleen B. Wallace School of 

Nursing, Jacksonville . 
Troy State University School of Nursing, Troy 
Tuskegee Institute School of Nursing, Tuskegee Institute 
University of Alabama in Birmingham School of Nursing, 

Birmingham M 
University of Alabama in Huntsville School of Nursing, 

Huntsville 

ARIZONA 
Arizona State University College of Nursing, Tempe M 
University of Arizona College of Nursing, Tucson M 

ARKANSAS 
State College of Arkansas Department of Nursing, Conway 
University of Arkansas School of Nursing, Little Rock M 

CALIFORNIA 
Biola College Department of Nursing, La Mirada 
California State College, Bakersfield, Department of 

Nursing, Bakersfield 
California State College, Sonoma, Department of Nursing, 

Rhonert Park 
California State University, Chico, School of Professional 

Studies, Division of Nursing, Chico 
California State University, Fresno, Department of Nursing, 

Fresno .. M 
California State University, Long Beach, Department of 

Nursing, Long Beach 
California State University, Los Angeles, Department of 

Nursing, Los Angeles > M 
California State University, Sacramento, Division of 

Nursing, Sacramento 
Humboldt State University Department of Nursing, Areata 
Loma Linda University School of Nursing, Loma Linda M 
Mount St. Mary's College Department of Nursing, 

Los Angeles 
San Diego State University School of Nursing, San Diego ..... 
San Francisco State University Department of Nursing, 

San Francisco 
San Jose State University Department of Nursing, San Jose 
University of California, Los Angeles, School of Nursing, 

Los Angeles M 
University of California, San Francisco, School of Nursing, 

San Francisco .. M 
University of San Francisco School of Nursing, 

San Francisco .. 

COLORADO 
Loretto Heights College Program in Nursing, Denver 
University of Colorado School of Nursing, Denver M 
University of Northern Colorado School of Nursing, Greeley 

CONNECTICUT 
Fairfield University School of Nursing, Fairfield 
Southern Connecticut State College Division of Nursing, 

New Haven 
University of Bridgeport College of Nursing, Bridgeport 
University of Connecticut School of Nursing, Storrs „.. , M 
Western Connecticut State College, Nursing Education, 

Danbury .. 
Yale University School of Nursing, New Haven M 

B 
B 
B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 

B 
B 
B 

B 
B 

B 
B 

B 

B 

B 

DELAWARE 
University of Delaware College of Nursing, Newark M 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
American University, Lucy Webb Hayes School of Nursing, 

Washington 
Catholic University of America School of Nursing, 

Washington M 
Georgetown University School of Nursing, Washington 
Howard University College of Nursing, Washington 

FLORIDA 
Barry College School of Nursing, Miami 
Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University School of 

Nursing, Tallahassee 
Florida State University School of Nursing, Tallahassee 
University of Florida College of Nursling, Gainesville M 
University of Miami School of Nursing, Miami 
University of South Florida College of Nursing, Tampa 

GEORGIA 
Emory University, Nell Hodgson Woodruff School of Nursing, 

Atlanta M 
Georgia State University Department of Nursing, Atlanta 
Medical College of Georgia School of Nursing, Augusta M 

HAWAII 
University of Hawaii School of Nursing, Honolulu M 

IDAHO 
Idaho State University Department of Nursing, Pocatello 

ILLINOIS 
DePaul University Department of Nursing, Chicago M 
Illinois Wesleyan University, Brokaw Collegiate School of 

Nursing, Bloomington ........ 
Loyola University of Chicago School of Nursing, Chicago M 
North Park College Department of Nursing, Chicago 
Northern Illinois University School of Nursing, DeKalb M 
St. Xavier College School of Nursing,. Chicago 
Southern Illinois University at Edwardsville School of 

Nursing, Edwardsville 
University of Illinois at the Medical Center, College of 

Nursing, Chicago M 

INDIANA 
Ball State University Department of Nursing* Muncie 
DePauw University School of Nursing, Greencastle 
Goshen College Division of Nursing, Goshen 
Indiana State University School of Nursing, Terre Haute 
Indiana University School of Nursing, Indianapolis M 
Purdue University, Calumet Campus, Department of Nursing, 

Hammond 
Purdue University, West Lafayette Campus, Department of 

Nursing, West Lafayette . 
University of Evansville School of Nursing, Evansville 
Valparaiso University College of Nursing, Valparaiso 

IOWA 
Graceland College Division of Nursing, Lamoni 
Marycrest College Department of Nursing, Davenport 
University of Iowa College of Nursing, Iowa City 
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KANSAS 
Fort Hays Kansas State College Faculty of Nursing, Hays B 
Marymount College of Kansas Department of Nursing, Salina .... B 
University of Kansas Medical Center Department of Nursing 

Education, Kansas City M B 
Wichita State University Department of Nursing, Wichita B 

KENTUCKY 
Berea College Department of Nursing, Berea B 
Murray State University Department of Nursing, Murray B 
Spalding College Department of Nursing, Louisville B 
University of Kentucky College of Nursing, Lexington M B 

LOUISIANA 
Dillard University Division of Nursing, New Orleans B 
Louisiana State University Medical Center School of Nursing, 

New Orleans B 
Northeast Louisiana University School of Nursing, Monroe B 
Northwestern State University of Louisiana College of 

Nursing, Natchitoches B 
University of Southwestern Louisiana College of Nursing, 

Lafayette ; B 

MAINE 
University of Maine at Portland-Gorham School of Nursing, 

Portland B 

MARYLAND 
Columbia Union College, Edyth T. James Department of 

Nursing, Takoma Park B 
Towson State College Department of Nursing, Towson B 
University of Maryland School of Nursing, Baltimore M B 

MASSACHUSETTS 
Boston College School of Nursing, Chestnut Hill M B 
Boston University School of Nursing, Boston M B 
Fitchburg State College Department of Nursing, Fitchburg B 
Lowell State College Department of Nursing, Lowell B 
Northeastern University College of Nursing, Boston B 
Simmons College Department of Nursing, Boston B 
Southeastern Massachusetts University College of Nursing, 

North Dartmouth , B 
University of Massachusetts School of Nursing, Amherst M B 

MICHIGAN 
Andrews University Department of Nursing, Berrien Springs B 
Madonna College Department of Nursing, Livonia B 
Mercy College of Detroit Department of Nursing, Detroit B 
Michigan State University School of Nursing, East Lansing B 
University of Michigan School of Nursing, Ann Arbor M B 
Wayne State University College of Nursing, Detroit M B 

MINNESOTA 
College of St. Benedict Department of Nursing, St. Joseph 

(in cooperation with St. John's University, Collegeville) B 
College of St. Catherine Department of Nursing, St. Paul B 
College of St. Scholastica Department of Nursing, Duluth B 
College of St. Teresa Department of Nursing, Winona B 
Gustavus Adolphus College Department of Nursing, St. Peter .... B 
Mankato State College Division of Nursing, Mankato B 
St. Olaf College Department of Nursing, Northfield B 
University of Minnesota School of Nursing, Minneapolis M B 
University of Minnesota School of Public Health, 

Minneapolis .. M 
Winona State College Department of Nursing, Winona B 

MISSISSIPPI 
University of Mississippi School of Nursing, Jackson B 
University of Southern Mississippi School of Nursing, 

Hattiesburg fi 

MISSOURI 
Avila College Department of Nursing, Kansas City B 
St. Louis University School of Nursing & Allied Health 

Professions, St. Louis M B 
University of Missouri-Columbia School of Nursing, 

Columbia M B 

MONTANA 
Montana State University School of Nursing, Bozeman M 

NEBRASKA 
Creighton University College of Nursing, Omaha 
Union College Department of Nursing, Lincoln 
University of Nebraska Medical Center College of Nursing, 

Omaha M 

NEVADA 
University of Nevada, Orvis School of Nursing, Reno 

NEW HAMPSHIRE 
St. Anselm's College Department of Nursing, Manchester 
University of New Hampshire Department of Nursing, 

Durham 

NEW JERSEY 
Rutgers, The State University of New Jersey, College of 

Nursing, Newark M 
Seton Hall University College of Nursing, South Orange 
Trenton State College Division of Nursing, Trenton 
William Paterson College of New Jersey School of Nursing 

and Allied Health, Wayne 

NEW MEXICO 
University of New Mexico College of Nursing, Albuquerque 

NEW YORK 
Adelphi University School of Nursing, Garden City M 
Alfred University School of Nursing, Alfred 
City College of the City University of New York School of 

Nursing, New York 
Columbia University Department of Nursing, Faculty of 

Medicine, New York M 
Columbia University, Teachers College, Department of 

Nursing Education, New York M 
Cornell University - New York Hospital School of Nursing, 

New York 
D'Youville College School of Nursing, Buffalo 
Hartwick College Department of Nursing, Oneonta 
Herbert Lehman College of the City University of New York 

Department of Nursing, Bronx 
Hunter College of the City University of New York, 

Hunter College-Bellevue School of Nursing, New York M 
Keuka College Department of Nursing, Keuka Park 
Long Island University, Richard L. Conolly College, 

Department of Nursing, Brooklyn .. 
Molloy College Department of Nursing, Rockville Centre 
Mount Saint Mary College Division of Nursing, Newburgh 
New York University Division of Nurse Education, New York .... M 
Niagara University College of Nursing, Niagara University ........ 
Roberts Wesleyan College Division of Nursing, Rochester 
Russell Sage College Department of Nursing, Troy M 
Skidmore College Department of Nursing, New York 
State University College of Arts and Sciences Division of 

Nursing, Pittsburgh . 
State University of New York at Albany School of Nursing, 

Albany 
State University of New York at Binghamton School of 

Nursing, Binghamton 
State University of New York at Buffalo School of Nursing, 

Buffalo M 
State University of New York, Downstate Medical Center, 

College of Nursing, Brooklyn 
State University of New York at Stony Brook School of 

Nursing, Stony Brook 
Syracuse University School of Nursing, Syracuse M 
University of Rochester School of Nursing, Rochester M 
Wagner College Department of Nursing, Staten Island 

NORTH CAROLINA 
Atlantic Christian College Department of Nursing, Wilson 
Duke University School of Nursing, Durham 
East Carolina University School of Nursing, Greenville 
Lenoir Rhyne College Department of Nursing, Hickory 
North Carolina Agricultural and Technical State University 

School of Nursing, Greensboro 

B 

B 

B 
B 
B 

B 

B 
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North Carolina Central University Department of Nursing, 
Durham 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill School of 
Nursing, Chapel Hill M 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill School of 
Public Health, Chapel Hill M 

tfttfvehiity Of Ntfrth Carolina at Charlotte College of 
Nufsirtg, Charlotte 

University of North Carolina at Greensboro School of 
Nursing, Greensboro 

Western Carolina University Department of Nursing, 
Cullowhee 

Winston-Salem State University, Division of Applied Arts & 
Science, Department of Nursing, Winston-Salem 

NORTH DAKOTA 
Jamestown College Department of Nursing, Jamestown 
Mary College Division of Nursing, Bismarck 
University of North Dakota College of Nursing, Grand Forks .... 

OHIO 
Capital University School of Nursing, Columbus 
Case Western Reserve University, Frances Payne Bolton 

School of Nursing, Cleveland M 
College of Mount St. Joseph on the Ohio Department of 

Nursing, Mount St. Joseph 
Kent State University School of Nursing, Kent 
Ohio State University School of Nursing, Columbus M 
St. John College-Ursuline College Center for Nursing, 

Cleveland > 
University of Akron College of Nursing, Akron 
University of Cincinnati College of Nursing and Health, 

Cincinnati M 

OKLAHOMA 
Central State University Department of Nursing, Edmond 
Oklahoma Baptist University Department of Nursing, 

Shawnee ". '.. 
University of Oklahoma College of Nursing, Oklahoma City . M 
University of Tulsa School of Nursing, Tulsa 

OREGON 
University of Oregon Health Sciences Center School of 

Nursing, Portland M 
University of Portland School of Nursing, Portland 

PENNSYLVANIA 
Carlow College Department of Nursing, Pittsburgh 
College Misericordia Department of Nursing, Dallas 
Duquesne University School of Nursing, Pittsburgh 
Gwynedd-Mercy College Division of Nursing, 

Gwynedd Valley 
Our Lady of Angels College Department of Nursing, Aston 
Pennsylvania State University Department of Nursing, 

University Park 
Temple University Department of Nursing, Philadelphia 
University of Pennsylvania School of Nursing, Philadelphia ... .... M 
University of Pittsburgh School of Nursing, Pittsburgh M 
Villa Maria College, Erie Institute for Nursing, Erie 
Villanova University College of Nursing, Villanova 
Widener College School of Nursing, Chester 

PUERTO RICO 
Catholic University of Puerto Rico Department of Nursing, 

Ponce .... 
University of Puerto Rico School of Public Health, Medical 

Sciences Campus, Department of Nursing, San Juan M 

RHODE ISLAND 
Rhode Island College Department of Nursing, Providence 
Salve Regina College Department of Nursing, Newport 
University of Rhode Island College of Nursing, Kingston 

SOUTH CAROLINA 
Clemson University College of Nursing, Clemson 
Medical University of South Carolina College of Nursing, 

Charleston 
University of South Carolina College of Nursing, Columbia 

SOUTH DAKOTA 
Augustana College Department of Nursing, Sioux Falls 
Mount Marty College Department of Nursing, Yankton 
South Dakota State University College of Nursing, Brookings .... 

TENNESSEE 
East Tennessee State University Department of Baccalaureate 

Degree Nursing, Johnson City .. 
Southern Missionary College Department of Baccalaureate 

Nursing, Collegedale 
University of Tennessee at Knoxville School of Nursing, 

Knoxville 
University of Tennessee College of Nursing, Memphis 
Vanderbilt University School of Nursing, Nashville M 

TEXAS 
Baylor University School of Nursing, Dallas 
Dallas Baptist College Division of Nursing, Dallas 
Houston Baptist College Division of Nursing, Houston 
Incarnate Word College Division of Nursing, San Antonio 
Mary Hardin-Baylor College, Scott and White Department of 

Nursing, Belton .. 
Prairie View Agricultural and Mechanical College School of 

Nursing, Houston 
Texas Christian University, Harris College of Nursing, 

Fort Worth 
Texas Woman's University College of Nursing, Denton M 
University of St. Thomas School of Nursing, Houston 
University of Texas System School of Nursing, Austin M 

UTAH 
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A COMPARISON OF THE TOTAL WEIGHT ASSIGNED BY THE PANEL OF 
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