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influence of achievement orientation and teaching methodology on

the learning of theoretical content related to nursing.

The sample came from Senior nursing students from the

Oregon Health Sciences University, enrolled in Nursing 460 during

the academic year 1982-1983. Fall Term subjects became the pilot

group. Winter Term subjects experienced the Lecture Method (LM)

treatment. Spring Term subjects experienced the Case-Solving

(CS) treatment. The subjects were further divided into four

achievement orientation categories, based on their scores on

the Achievement via Independence and Achievement via Conformance

scales of the California Psychological Inventory.

Conclusions based on the results of statistical analysis

are as follows. The subjects were essentially representative



of the population. There were four significant differences

made by teaching methodology. CS subjects scored higher on

the Septic and ICP decision-making exercises. CS subjects

scored higher on the ICP portion of the final examination.

CS subjects scored higher on Non-Nursing and Recognition

question types. LM and CS subjects both scored higher on

different aspects of the Application unit question type.

There was one significant difference based on achievement

orientation. The AC group had the highest GPA. There were

no significant interactions between teaching methodology and

achievement orientation. Correlations among the major

variables, often statistically significant, indicated low to

moderate relationships. Correlations within the categories

of test questions (Nursing, Non-Nursing, Recognition, and

Application) were higher than the correlations between the

categories. Thus, the categories of test questions were

distinct and measured different aspects of learning theoretical

nursing content. On the evaluation tool, Septic correlations

and reliability coefficients were consistently higher than the

ICP correlations and reliability coefficients. It can be con-

cluded that unless the evaluation tool is consistently completed,

the results may not be reliable. The reliability coefficients

for the Achievement via Independence and Achievement via

Conformance scales were in the low-moderate range and bring into

question the internal consistency of the two scales. Further in-

vestigation of the decision-making exercises and their clinical

application, and of the evaluation tool, is warranted.
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ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION AND TEACHING METHODOLOGY:

A RELATIONSHIP THAT AFFECTS LEARNING

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Gather together a group of educators, and ask if they

believe that teaching methodology makes a difference in whether

or not students learn specific content; most would agree that a

particular methodology makes a difference for some students.

Most educators could also illustrate their perspective with

an example. Nonetheless, composite reviews of the literature

(Hatch 1960, Dubin and Taveggia 1968) bring forth the perspective

that no one method is better than any other method. Thus, there

appears to be a discrepancy between the individual views of

educators and the results of scientific research.

Background of the Study

Schools of nursing, like schools in other disciplines, admit

students who vary in their academic preparation, study habits,

interests, and motivation. Snow and Peterson (McKeachie 1980)

contend that the educator must "help individual students meet

the demands of college-level learning", as well as "meet each

student where he or she is" (p. 1). Based on this perspective,

the focus, then, is on the individual student, rather than on

the average student. The instructional research question changes

from "Which method is best?" to "Which method is best for whom?"
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In focusing on the individual student, attention must be

given to student aptitudes. "Aptitudes are personal predispo-

sitions to perform well or poorly in a particular instructional;

setting." (McKeachie 1980, p. 3) Aptitudes include, but are

not limited to, intelligence, previous knowledge, career goals,

study habits, anxiety, locus of control, independence, depen-

dence, and achievement motivation. Since students vary in all

of these aptitudes as well as others, selecting an appropriate

instructional method becomes complex.

In baccalaureate nursing education, such individualization

of instruction in the clinical practice component is easily

done and commonly accepted since the student:faculty ratio

is low. The same individualization of instruction is more

difficult and not as commonly accepted in the theory component

where student:faculty ratios are considerably higher.

Nursing educational research is just beginning to study

the interactions between instructional methods used in the

theory courses and student aptitudes. The theory courses

present the factual content as well as the conceptual aspects

of decision-making and problem-solving necessary for

clinical practice. This strong foundation in theory is essen-

tial for the nursing student to be able to think analytically

and to make appropriate decisions in the actual care of patients.

It is of critical importance, then, to gain a better understanding
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of the interactions that occur between teaching methods and

student aptitudes in nursing theory courses. There were a

wide variety of available teaching methods which were appro-

priate for the presentation of theoretical nursing content.

For the purpose of this study, two distinctly different

teaching methods were selected. These were the lecture method

and the case-solving method.

This study was designed to examine, for portions of one

specific nursing theory course, the relationship between the

two teaching methods and one particular student aptitude.

The aptitude is academic achievement orientation as measured by

the Achievement via Independence and Achievement via Conformance

scales of the California Psychological Inventory (CPI).

Definition of Terms

The following terminology is used throughout this study.

The terms are defined to promote a clearer understanding of

the content.

1) Achievement orientation: the motivational aspects

of an individual's personality that facilitate

successful performance in a given setting.

2) Non-Nursing content: concepts, principles, facts

that relate to the anatomy, physiology, patho-

physiology, diagnostic tests, and medical

treatments for particular disease states.

3) Nursing care content: concepts, principles, and

facts that underlie the processes of "acting

and interacting with the patient through
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physical and personal contact for his

welfare, and intervening in his behalf

between him and those stresses in the

physical environment and in the social

climate that impinge upon him."

(Kreuter 1957, p. 302)

Purpose of the Study

The central purpose of this study is to examine the influence

of achievement orientation and teaching methodology on the learning

of theoretical content related to nursing.

Objective of the Study

The objective of this study is to determine the extent to

which a relative significant difference exists between the

student's achievement orientation and the teaching method that

affects the learning of nursing care content and non-nursing

content.

Null Hypotheses

The following null hypotheses will be tested using a

two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA):

H, There is no significant difference between

students taught by lecture method and students

taught by case-solving method on measures of

achievement and satisfaction.

H
2

There is no significant difference between

high Achievement via Conformance students and

high Achievement via Independence students on

measures of achievement and satisfaction.
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There is no significant interaction between

achievement orientation and teaching methods on

measures of student achievement and satisfaction.

Assumptions

There are two assumptions basic to this study. The first

is that validity will not be affected by the behavior of

the subjects. It is assumed that the subjects will provide

accurate, unbiased answers on all dependent measures.

The second is that validity will not be affected by the

behavior of the instructor. It is assumed that the instructor

is equally skilled at both lecture and case-solving methods and

that all treatment classes will occur in a fair and equal manner.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

The literature surveyed for this study is divided into

two major categories. The first summarizes the literature

related to teaching methodology. The second examines the

current knowledge on aptitude treatment interactions.

Teaching Methods

The literature on teaching methodology is extensive.

Therefore, for the purposes of this study, the review will be

delimited to the literature which relates to the lecture and the

problem-solving/case method approaches.

Lecture is defined as a "carefully prepared oral and

formal presentation by a qualified speaker". (Cooper 1982,

p. 39) It is an appropriate method for disseminating informa-

tion such as facts, figures, and relationships between data.

It provides structure and can guide the thinking of all

students in a specific direction. To be effective, the lecture

must be logical and organized. However, there is a negative

side to the lecture method. According to Hoover (1980), the

lecture encourages the learning of facts as a goal in itself.

It is not adequate for teaching attitudes or feelings.

In addition, it can encourage accepting not only the qualified

speaker's presentation of the facts, but also that person's

biases and prejudices.
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Case method is defined as a "comprehensive study of an

individual, problem, or situation". (Cooper 1981, p. 32)

The cases deal with real situations and allow for analysis of

the involved variables and the potential solutions. It can

help the student to examine attitudes or feelings as well

as facts. A limitation, Hoover (1980) believes, is that the

case is, in fact, not reality and cannot represent all the

variables that go into actual decision-making.

Another component of the case method is discussion, either

in a large or small group, that must occur to make it effective.

Use of a case assumes previous adequate preparation.

Discussion of the case provides an opportunity to explore

differing perspectives or opinions, leading to more

accurate decisions. This increases the independence of

the learner. However, Hoover (1980) also points out that some

members may dominate the discussion while others withdraw.

With a less structured format, digressions can occur more easily,

leading to difficulty in accomplishing learning goals.

Finally, without preparation, the discussion will be super-

ficial or non-existant.

It is apparent that there are positive aspects to all

teaching methodologies, as well as negative. Thus, the method

for presenting specific content must be carefully chosen.

However, it becomes apparent on reviewing the research on metho-

dology that no "one best method" exists. The educational literature

supports this perspective and demonstrates the differing results.
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Bernard (1942) compared lecture-demonstration and problem-

solving methods in the teaching of a college science course.

He found that students with the problem-solving method did

significantly better than students with lecture-demonstration

on achievement tests for problem-solving. Students with the

lecture-demonstration method were found to have an advantage

on specific information tests, and students with the problem-

solving method had an advantage on tests for understanding

generalizations. However, none of these differences were

statistically significant.

Guetzkow, Kelly, and McKeachie (1954) compared three

teaching methods for a course in general psychology.

The methods were recitation, discussion, and tutorial (self

paced, independent study). All students shared in common the

components of lectures, demonstrations, texts, and reading

assignments. Outcome variables were course examinations,

conceptions of the role of parent, attitudes toward human

behavior, test for identification of misconceptions, standar-

dized elementary psychology achievement exam, attitudes toward

psychology, and method preference. The authors found that

recitation was the more effective method as measured by the

course examination. This was true regardless-of scores on the

Otis Test of Mental Ability. Discussion students had a slightly

more favorable attitude toward psychology; however, a signifi-

cantly larger number of recitation students indicated an

interest in concentrating on psychology. Only recitation
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students demonstrated a significant gain in preference for the

recitation method; the other sections showed no gain in

preference for their specific method. Essentially, the

authors felt that they had found no differences between the

three methods -- contrary to their initial expectations.

Dawson (1956) compared lecture with problem-solving in

teaching elementary soil science. He found that achievement on

problem-solving tests was significantly higher for students

receiving the problem-solving method rather than the

lecture method. Achievement on specific recall tests was essen-

tially equal for both methods.

Ward (1956) compared group-driven-instruction with lecture-

demonstration in the teaching of physical science. The students

were randomly divided between the two methodologies.

They were also sub-divided, using the Quantitative Tests of the

American Council on Education Psychological Examination for

College Freshmen (1948 edition), into the upper 27%, middle 46%,

and lower 27%. Ward found differences in that: 1) the group-

driven method resulted in better retention and understanding in

the upper group of students; 2) the lecture-demonstration

method resulted in better retention and understanding in the

lower group of students; and 3) there were, however, no

differences between groups on recognition-recall learning.

The article did not describe the instruments used, consequently,

it is difficult to interpret the significance of the differences

found on retention and understanding.



10

Dubin and Taveggia (1968), after an extensive review of

the research on methodology up until 1965, concluded that no

one method was superior to any other method. In another in-

depth literature examination, Verner and Dickinson (1967)

concluded that the lecture method, properly used, is

effective for teaching adult learners. McKeachie (1978), in

a similar review, concluded that the lecture method was

superior for the teaching of knowledge. He also concluded

that discussion (including problem-solving approaches) was

superior in developing higher cognitive, attitudinal, or

motivational outcomes.

Lee and McLean (1978) compared modified mastery learning,

lecture, and a combination of mastery and lecture to examine

academic achievement and attitudes in educational psychology.

Outcome variables were departmental achievement tests and a

semantic differential tool consisting of 17 bi-polar

adjective pairs. The authors found differences among methods

with the modified mastery learning group achieving significantly

higher achievement test scores. That group also demonstrated

more improved attitudes toward "educational psychology".

Oddi (1983) updated Verner and Dickinson's (1967) literature

review on the lecture method as it compared with other

learning approaches. The predominant number of research publi-

cations (13 of 17) was in the form of doctoral dissertations,

with the remaining four publications in the form of three journal

articles and one ERIC document. Of the twelve publications
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which focused on achievement outcomes, eight found no signifi-

cant difference between lecture and other learning methods

(Oddi 1983). Four studies found conflicting differences.

MacNeil (1968) found lecture superior to self-direction in a

college nutrition course. Himmel (1972) found self-directed

students demonstrated better psychology content mastery than

did lecture students. Rothman (1980) found marginally signifi-

cant differences for lecture when measuring cognitive gain;

however, case method/discussion was significantly better for

increasing sensitivity to the needs and problems of learning

disabled students. The fourth publication (Baldwin 1980) will

be discussed with the nursing literature.

The nursing literature, like the educational literature,

demonstrates differing results in the research on teaching methods.

Pensivy (1977) compared a traditional lecture-demonstration

method with individual instruction (LEGS -- Learning Experience

Guides), using the registered nurse state board licensing

examination scores as the dependent variable. Pensivy found no

significant difference between the state board scores for the

two methods. One problem with the study was that complete data

was available from only three associate degree schools.

The researcher acknowledged the small sample size and the

influence that it may have had on results.

In 1977, Moser and Kondracki compared three teaching strate-

gies in terms of their effect on the attitudes and achievement

of 129 nursing students. They tested the effects of lecture,
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black and white televised instruction, and color videotapes via

a Dial Access Information and Retrieval System (DAIRS).

The authors found no significant achievement differences

among groups. They did find an attitudinal preference for

color videotapes over black and white television instruction.

They concluded that there was value in using a combination

of methodologies.

Arnold (1978) compared three strategies, programmed

materials, lecture-discussion, and student choice of "learning

materials from an extensive bibliography" (p. 16), to see which

was most effective for one portion of a nursing fundamentals

course taught to 160 freshman nursing students. No significant

differences were found. Arnold, therefore, concluded that

greater consideration should be given to all three strategies,

rather than just the lecture-discussion method.

Blatchley, Herzog, and Russell (1978) compared the use of

self-study modules and lecture for presenting medical-surgical

nursing content to second-year associate degree students.

Outcome instruments included the course final examination, and

the standardized National League for Nursing Medical-Surgical

Nursing Examination. The authors concluded that self-study was

as effective a teaching method as lecture.

Baldwin (1980) studied the achievement of students using a

self-directed video-tape module versus those students in

lecture-demonstration class. Baldwin found that the self-directed
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students' learning of theoretical surgical nursing knowledge

was greater than was the learning of the lecture students.

Hagopean, et al (1982) compared self-study and film or

lecture/demonstration methods of teaching physical assessment

to community health nurses. The authors found no difference

between groups on the knowledge post-test. The lecture group

did significantly better on the performance testa The authors

concluded that self-study was appropriate for the knowledge

component but not for the performance aspect.

Utz, et al (1982) compared media-based instruction with

teacher-based instruction for learning physical assessment

knowledge and performance skills. The authors found no

differences between the methods for both junior nursing students

and practicing registered nurses.

Roberts and Thurston (1984) compared two lecture formats:

a monomodal that stimulated only the auditory sense; and a

multimodal that stimulated auditory, visual, and tactile senses.

The groups were compared on a pre-test, post-test, and

retention test. No difference was found between groups on

post-test scores. However, a significant difference was found

on retention test scores in that multimodal students had higher

scores than did the monomodal students.

An examination of the literature on teaching methodologies

reinforces the perspective that no "one best method" exists.

However, the literature also demonstrates inconsistencies among
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the studies not only in terms of significant and non-significant

results, but also in terms of content and facilitating specific

types of learning. Perhaps the critical factor is not the

method or the content or the type of learning, but rather the

student and his/her aptitudes.

Aptitude-Treatment Interactions

Recent research has begun to examine the interaction between

teaching method and various student aptitudes. Aptitudes are of

interest to the educator because as Siegel (1968) concludes, it

is "the learner's aptitudes, drives, and emotions (that) interact

with sensory impressions and intellectual endowments jointly to

determine the overall impact of instruction" (p. 142).

Gregory (1974) examined the possibility of an aptitude-treatment

interaction (ATI) between teaching method and examination scores

in a basic educational psychology course. The aptitude under

scrutiny was prior achievement as measured by grade point average

(GPA). The two types of instruction were lecture/discussion

and self-pacing. Gregory hypothesized that students with a

lower GPA would do better in the highly structured self-paced

mode; that students with a higher GPA would do better in the

lecture with required discussion participation; and that self-

paced students would retain more learning. The results demon-

strated that lecture was superior to self-pacing for the quiz,

mid-term, and final examinations regardless of GPA; however,

retention after three months was better for the self-paced group.

The hoped-for interaction was not statistically significant.
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Ott and Macklin (1975) examined two teaching methods for a

freshman level physics course: a lecture-recitation-laboratory

method and an audio-tutorial method. Other class factors

(assignments and examinations) were held constant.

Achievement in physics was measured by the course grade.

The aptitudes under study were mathematical aptitude, mathe-

matical achievement, and verbal aptitude. The authors found no

relationship between verbal aptitude and the final grade.

They also found an ATI in that lecture method was best for

students scoring high on math aptitude and achievement pre-

measures; audio-tutorial was best for students with low math

aptitude and achievement pre-measures. In this study, course

achievement was influenced by student aptitudes.

Shaw and Bunt (1977) used a belief preference inventory as

a pre-measure in a study that contrasted preference for structure

with degree of class structure to determine the interaction

effect on the unit examination scores of a general psychology course.

No significant main effects were found_ However, one interaction

effect was significant. Students who had a preference for high

structure but were placed in a low structure class section had

lower scores on the unit examination. Thus, in one instance, a

mismatch of aptitude and method had a detrimental effect

on achievement.

King (1978) explored the possibility that students might

vary in their mathematics performance depending on whether the

learning setting was lecture or student-centered.
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Cognitive, affective, and psychological variables were

pre-measured. King found no significant difference between

groups on either cognitive or affective variables. However, it

was found that students having low California Psychological

Inventory (CPI) subset scores in achievement-via-independence,

good impression, and psychological-mindedness, plus high scores

in femininity and responsibility, would perform better in the

lecture setting. Students with scores in the opposite direction

would perform better in the student-centered setting.

Thus, the authors noted that selected psychological variables do

have an impact on mathematics performance.

Peterson (1979) identified a variety of pre-measured

aptitudes, particularly achievement-via-independence (Ai) and

achievement-via-conformance (Ac). The aptitudes were studied for

their effect on psychology students' examination performance

following one of four instructional treatments involving class

structure and participation. Peterson found that the ATI for

Ai indicated that students with high Ai scores performed better

on essay examinations when in high participation/low structure

classes. Students with low Ai scores had low performances on

essay examinations when in high participation/low structure

classes and high essay performance in the other class types

High Ai students in low structure classes and low Ai students in

high structure classes did significantly better on multiple-

choice examinations than did their opposites. There were no

significant interactions for Ac. Furthermore, Peterson felt that
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the ATI for Ai had a predictive value for achievement on essay and

multiple choice examinations if the student's Ai score was matched

with the appropriate instructional method.

McKeachie (1980) noted that research supported the ATI

perspective in that the achievement of low-ability students was

better with lecture, and the achievement of high-ability students

was better with discussion.

While the educational literature is able to document the

effect of aptitudes on achievement, this is a much newer area in

the nursing literature. Kissinger and Munjas (1981) examined

individual attributes and teaching methods as these effect the

use of the nursing process. They found that field independence,

internal locus of control, ability to infer, and minimal time

spent in small groups were significant in predicting success in

the use of the nursing process (a method of problem-solving).

Wiley (1982) examined how the preference for structure and

a project on self-directed learning affected the readiness of

baccalaureate nursing students to be self-directed. Wiley found

no significant main effects but did find an ATI. Students with

low preference for structure had a higheT readiness score;

those with a high preference had a lower readiness score.

Thus, students' ability to benefit from self-directed learning

would be influenced by their preference for structure.

In summary; an examination of the literature on teaching

methods and aptitude-treatment interactions has influenced the
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development of the present study. In particular,

George Domino's (1968-1971) important works on the interaction

between achievement orientation and teaching methodology have

served as a template for this study.

In 1968, Domino selected four groups of college students

based on their performance on two scales of the California

Psychological Inventory (CPI). The two scales were Ai,

Achievement via Independence, and Ac, Achievement via Conformance.

The resulting four groups were: 1) students scoring high on

both scales (Hi Ai - Hi Ac); 2) students scoring high on Ai, but

low on Ac (Hi Ai - Low Ac); 3) students scoring low on Ai, but

high on Ac (Low Ai - Hi Ac); and 4) students scoring low on both

scales (Low Ai Low Ac).

Domino then interviewed every instructor for every course

taken by any of the students in the four groups. Courses were

labeled as "rewarding conforming behavior" if there was an

emphasis on memorizing, lecture, objective exams, close ties

between lecture and textbook, etc. Courses were labeled as

"rewarding independent behavior" if there was an emphasis on

discussions, seminars, essay exams or no exams, minimal overlap

between class discussions and textbook, etc.

Each student's grades were then divided into two sections.

One section included grades given in conforming courses, and the

other included grades given in independent courses.
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Domino found that the total grade point average (GPA) for

the Hi Ai - Hi Ac group was significantly higher (p 4.: .01)

than that of any other group. In the category of conforming

GPA, the Hi Ai - Hi Ac group had a significantly higher GPA

than did the Hi Ai - Low Ac group. In the category of inde-

pendent GPA, the Hi Ai - Hi Ac group had a significantly higher

GPA than did the Low Ai - Low Ac group. Domino concluded that

conforming and independent achievement orientations as identified

by the CPI Ai and Ac scales are characteristically related to

academic achievement as measured by GPA. He also concluded that

Hi Ac students received higher grades in courses which rewarded

conforming behavior. Likewise, Hi Ai students received higher

grades in courses rewarding independent behavior.

Domino followed this study with another in 1971 that

examined the interaction between achievement orientation and

teaching method and its effect on the amount of learning that

occurred and on students' satisfaction with the course as a whole.

Again using the Achievement via Conformance and Achievement

via Independence scales of the California Psychological

Inventory, Domino identified two groups of students. One group

was Hi Ai - Low Ac; the second group was Low Ai - Hi Ac.

These students were then assigned to four sections of an intro-

ductory psychology course. Two sections contained the Hi Ai

students, and two sections contained the Hi Ac students.

The same instructor taught all four sections. For two sections,



20

one with Hi Ai students, the other with Hi Ac students, the

instructor taught the course in a conforming manner. For the

other two sections, again one with Hi Ai students, the other

with Hi Ac students, the instructor taught the course in an

independent manner. The dependent variables were a multiple

choice exam, six essay questions rated for factual knowledge

and original thinking, student evaluations of the course and

instructor effectiveness, course grade, and cumulative GPA.

Domino found significant interaction between achievement

orientation and teaching method for the variables of multiple-

choice exam, factual knowledge, teacher effectiveness evaluations,

and course grade. Those students who were taught in a manner

congruent with their achievement orientation performed signifi-

cantly better on the dependent variables than did those students

who were not taught in a manner congruent with their

achievement orientation. For example, the Hi Ai students taught

in an independent manner had a higher factual knowledge rating,

did better on the multiple choice exam, and received a higher

course grade than did the Hi Ai students taught in a

conforming manner.

Domino also found significant achievement orientation

effects for original thinking, teacher effectiveness, course

grade, and GPA. For example, the Hi Ai students scored signifi-

cantly higher in original thinking, and had higher GPA's than

did the Hi Ac students.
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Domino concluded that students taught in a manner consistent

with their achievement orientation learned more and were more

satisfied with the course over all. Therefore, the interaction

effect of achievement orientation with teaching method was an

important consideration for educators.

Learner traits as they interrelate with teaching method

and achievement is a critical area for further research.

Understanding the influence of traits and method on achievement

of knowledge and higher cognitive skills such as problem-solving

is essential. Kozma et al (1978) point out that research on

interactions "produces results which are useful given particular

content, student, and environment factors" (p. 12).

Information on the influence of these factors on the achievement

of nursing students would allow nursing educators to provide

for a better combination of factors and thus facilitate learning.

The uniqueness of this study lies in the effort to replicate,

as closely as possible, Domino's 1971 study in a different

setting and with a different population. It is hoped that a

better understanding of the interaction for nursing students

between achievement orientation and teaching methodology will

not only provide direction for nursing education, but also will

add to the generalizable knowledge about learning.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

The Course

Nursing 460, Acute Pathophysiological Nursing, was a two-

credit hour, senior level, nursing theory course taught by

the faculty in the Department of Adult Health and Illness.

The course met once a week for two hours and was one term

in length. The course content was repeated each of the three

academic terms.

The focus of Nursing 460 was the presentation of the

nursing and non-nursing content related to the care of

the acutely ill adult. Since the course was taught at the

senior level, it built on the content of previous courses

taught at the sophomore and junior levels.

The content of each class in Nursing 460 presented the

specialized knowledge needed to care for specific acutely ill

adults (e.g. the patient with burns, the patient with increased

intracranial pressure). Since teaching such specialized

content required a sophisticated level of knowledge, faculty

had selected specific content areas in which to develop

teaching expertise. Thus, there were six faculty assigned to

teach the content in Nursing 460. Two classes from Nursing 460,

both taught by the researcher, were used as treatment classes.
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The Sample

The subjects for this study were senior nursing students

from the Oregon Health Sciences University, School of Nursing,

enrolled in Nursing 460 during the 1982-83 academic year.

As sophomores, these nursing students were randomly assigned

into a course rotation schedule for their junior and senior years.

As seniors, the nursing students enrolled in Nursing 460 during

one of the three terms, according to their particular rotation

pattern. Therefore, random distribution of the nursing students

over each of the three terms was assumed.

The subjects were drawn from the students enrolled in

Nursing 460 during Fall Term 1982, Winter Term 1983, and

Spring Term 1983. The Fall students were used as a pilot

group to test out the examination questions and the decision-

making exercises, and to act as a control for the representative-

ness of the sample. The students Winter and Spring Terms were

part of the experimental design. During each of the three terms,

students were asked to take the California Psychological

Inventory (CPI). Those that agreed to take the CPI and signed

the consent form were designated as subjects for the study.

The subjects represented the Oregon Health Sciences

University, School of Nursing. The representativeness of the

subjects was assessed by comparing senior subjects and senior

non-participants on the following variables: National League

for Nursing Pre-Nursing and Guidance Examination scores,
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cumulative grade point averages excluding the grade for

Nursing 460, and the Nursing 460 grade. The two CPI sub-scores

used in the study were compared between Fall, Winter, and

Spring Term subjects to assure representativeness within the

subjects themselves.

Findings would have limited generalizability because it

cannot be stated how representative these senior nursing

students were of senior nursing students in the State of Oregon

or in the United States. Findings would be able to be

generalized only in so far as other classes of senior nursing

students were similar to this class.

The Variables and the Instruments

There were two independent variables in this study.

The first independent variable was teaching method, of which

there were two types designated. One type was lecture.

The second type was case solving. Students enrolled in

Nursing 460 Winter Term 1983 experienced the Lecture Method.

Students enrolled in Nursing 460 Spring Term 1983 experienced

the Case-Solving Method.

The second independent variable was achievement orientation,

based on the Achievement via Independence (Ai), and Achievement

via Conformance (Ac) scales. The California Psychological

Inventory (CPI) was the instrument used to designate the types

of achievement orientation.
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The CPI is an instrument intended for use primarily

with normal subjects. It has been tested on males and

females, and on ages 12-70. There are 18 scales on the CPI

which address personality characteristics necessary for

social living and social interactions. (Gough 1957)

The scales to be specifically used in this study were

Achievement via Conformance (Ac) and Achievement via

Independence (Ai). The Ac scale identified "those factors of

interest and motivation which facilitate achievement in any

setting where conformance is a positive behavior. The High

Ac person would describe himself/herself as capable, efficient,

organized, responsible and sincere." (Gough 1957, p. 10)

The Ai scale identified "those factors which facilitate

achievement in any setting where autonomy and independence

are positive behaviors. The High Ai person would describe

himself/herself as mature, foresighted, demanding and

self reliant." (Gough 1957, p. 10) Both types of achievement

are favorable, though different in kind. The student who

conforms obediently but is ineffective will not score high on

either scale. (Cronbach and Snow 1981, p. 442)

Using the Ai and Ac scales, students were divided into

groups using the profile sheet for female norms. (Gough 1957,

p. 6) According to the female profile sheet, the mean score

for a sample of 168 nursing students was 29.4 on the Ac scale.

Therefore, nursing students with Ac scores of 29 or higher

were placed in the AC, or High in Achievement via Conformance



26

Only group. According to the female profile sheet, the mean

score for that same sample was 23.1 on the Ai scale.

Therefore, nursing students with Ai scores of 23 or higher

were placed in the AI, or High in Achievement via Independence

Only group. Data from students scoring above 29 on the Ac

scale and above 23 on the Ai scale was put into a category

labeled AI/AC, or High in Both Achievement via Independence and

Achievement via Conformance group. Data from students scoring

below 29 on the Ac scale and below 23 on the Ai scale was put

into a category labeled N, or Low in Both Achievement via

Independence and Achievement via Conformance group. By using

this procedure, all of the nursing students in the sample were

included in one of the four categories of achievement orientation.

The test-retest reliability coefficients on the CPI by

scale were:

Ac Ai

High School Females .73 .57

High School Males .60 .63

(Gough 1957, p. 14)

The reliability of the CPI was considered adequate for the

present study.

The intercorrelation coefficient for the Ai and Ac scales

was .39 for males and .38 for females. This indicated that the

two scales share approximately 14-15% of their total variance

in common. It would seem, then, that the scales were measuring

two distinct and separate aspects of a single attribute.
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Validity for both the Ac and Ai scales had been estimated

by correlations with another factor. Domino (1971) found

statistically significant correlations of .30 between Ai and

Ac scales and grades. He found significant correlations of

.60 between the scales and his measures of original thinking.

Peterson (1977), in a study of ninth grade students, found

significant correlations of .26 between Ac and a measure of

multiple choice test retention, and correlations of .30 between

Ai and the multiple choice retention. Peterson also found

significant correlations of .34 and .37 respectively between

Ac and Ai and a measure of essay test retention.

Gough, in the California Psychological Inventory Manual

(1975), found significant correlations of .41 between the Ac

scale and grades for high school seniors. He also found

significant correlations of .44 between the Ai scale and

grades for college freshmen. While these correlations did not

appear to be high, they were statistically significant.

Gough stated that "there is more to success than the

motivation measured in those (Ai/Ac) scales. They are not

intended to be total predictors but to pick up a portion of

the relevant background" (Gough, Personal Communication,

November 22, 1982). Thus, the scales had been found to be

predictors of achievement as determined by grades and scores

on multiple-choice and essay exams. Therefore, the validity

correlations were considered adequate for this study.



There were ten (10) dependent variables in this study.

These reflect measures of achievement and measures of

satisfaction. The eight dependent variables reflecting measures

of achievement were: scores on the sections of the unit

examinations and the final examination which covered the

content of the two treatment classes; the scores on the two

decision-making exercises; the total test points from which

the grade for Nursing 460 was derived; and the cumulative

grade point average for the entire nursing program excluding

the Nursing 460 grade. The two dependent variables reflecting

measures of satisfaction were: the results of the two student

evaluations of the treatment classes.

The unit examination and the final examination were

multiple-choice exams. The unit exam and final exam questions

had content validity as established by the Nursing 460 faculty

at the Oregon Health Sciences University, School of Nursing.

This was considered adequate for this study. The reliability

for the unit exam and the final exam was calculated using the

Kuder-Richardson 20 formula'. Reliability for previous unit

and final exams had been +.80 using the K-R 20 formula.

This was considered adequate for this study.

1
The Kuder-Richardson 20 formula is a procedure for establishing

test reliability from a single test administration.

It provides an estimate of the internal consistency of a

test, i.e. the degree to which all the test items measure

a common factor. (Thorndike and Hagen 1977; Sax 1974)

28
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Items from the treatment portions of the exams were given

two designations. The first designation was Nursing or

Non-Nursing. The test item was labeled "Nursing" if it

related to nursing care content; the item was labeled

"Non-Nursing" if it dealt with pathophysiology, diagnostic

tests, or medical treatment. The second designation was

Recognition or Application. The test item was labeled

"Recognition" if it dealt with remembering factual knowledge;

the item was labeled "Application" if it dealt with the

practical use of knowledge. The test items were submitted

to two School of Nursing faculty with expertise in test

construction for validation of the four categories: Nursing,

Non-Nursing, Recognition, and Application. (See Appendix A)

Decision-making exercises (See Appendix B) were given the

last ten minutes of each treatment class presentation.

Each exercise asked short-answer questions which tested the

students' ability to make decisions based on the class content.

The exercises were corrected by both the researcher and

another faculty person using a detailed answer and scoring guide.

The answers were shared with the students to provide feedback

on their decision-making processes. The scores on the decision-

making exercises were not shared with the students.

These scores were not included in the calculation of Nursing 460

grades, but were used only for statistical analysis in

this study.
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The decision-making exercises were evaluated by a panel

of three faculty with expertise in test construction to be

certain that the exercises were clear, addressed the specific

content, and tested problem-solving abilities. The exercises

were then pilot tested on a small group (N = 9) of Fall Term

Nursing 460 students. Changes and corrections were made

prior to use for Winter and Spring Terms.

The Nursing 460 grade was derived by calculating each

student's total points and comparing those to a pre-identified

point range to determine the final grade. This study used each

student's total points, rather than final letter grade, for

statistical analysis.

Grade point average was calculated for the entire nursing

program excluding the Nursing 460 grade. This was done by the

Registrar at the end of Spring Term 1983.

Student perceptions of the classes and of instructor

effectiveness were evaluated using a four-point rating scale.

The instruments used were the evaluation tools currently utilized

by the entire School of Nursing. (See Appendix C) Total t

scores were derived for the class evaluations and the

instructor evaluations to be used in the statistical analysis.

The evaluation tools have content validity. The reliability

of these tools is not currently available. However, reliability

for the class and instructor evaluations gathered for the study



will be estimated using Pearson's r. Coefficient alpha
2
will

be calculated to determine the internal consistency of the

test items.

One additional set of data was used to assess the repre-

sentativeness of the sample to the population. The National

League for Nursing Pre-Nursing and Guidance Examination (NLN)

was chosen. The NLN is a standardized examination which pro-

vides scores in the following areas: Total Academic Aptitude,

which is further delineated into Verbal and Quantitative;

Reading; Science; Social Studies; and Composite. All of the

senior nursing students were required to take the NLN as

part of their sophomore admission process. Reliability for

the various scores of the NLN, for baccalaureate nursing

students, has been determined using the KR-21
3

.

The reliability coefficients ranged from .83 to .92 (NLN

1979, pp. 9-10). The reliability of the NLN was considered

adequate for this study.

2

3

Coefficient alpha is based on the average correlation among

items [internal consistency] and the number of items within

a test". (Nunnally 1978, p. 230) It determines the upper

limit for reliability.

The Kuder-Richardson 21 is an internal-consistency formula

used to obtain coefficients of equivalence for tests.

The KR-21 occasionally gives a lower coefficient than

the KR-20. (Cronback 1960, p. 141)

31
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The validity of the NLN has been established using the

criterion of successful passing of the State Board Test Pool

Examination (SBTPE), required for licensure as a

registered nurse. The Pearson's r correlations between the

NLN scores and the SBTPE subscores of Medical and of

Surgical Nursing range from .29 to .49 (NLN 1979, pp. 9-10).

According to Guilford, correlations between .20 and .40

demonstrate "low correlation, a definite but slight

relationship". (Guilford 1965, p. 145) Correlations between

.40 and .70 demonstrate a "moderate correlation, a substantial

relationship". (Guilford 1965, p. 145) While the validity

correlations of the NLN Pre-Nursing and Guidance Examination

were on the lower end of the moderate correlation range, they

were considered adequate for this study.

The Experimental Application

The study was conducted in the following

manner:

1. A copy of the proposal and an example of the consent

form were submitted to the Human Subjects Review Committee of

the Oregon Health Sciences University. The Human Subjects

Review Committee approved the precautions taken to ensure

participant and non-participant anonymity and sanctioned the

conduct of the study.

2. The study was explained to the senior students in

Nursing 460 the first day of Fall Term 1982, Winter Term 1983,
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and Spring Term 1983. It was explained that the purpose of

the study was to gain more information about how learning occurs.

Students were asked to participate. They were told that

participation included completing the California Psychological

Inventory (CPI), and completing evaluation forms after each

experimental class session. This was in addition to taking

the usual course examinations and completing in-class exercises.

The CPI was then administered to the students who agreed to

participate and who signed a consent form. (See Appendix D)

Subjects were assured that only the two learning scales on

the CPI would be scored. Subjects were given an envelope

containing a number two scoring pencil and fifty cents for a

cola/coffee break. Subjects were instructed to put only their

social security number on the answer sheet. After they had

completed the test, the answer sheets were collected and

stored, unscored, until the completion of the entire

academic year.

In June, the CPI answer sheets were scored for the Ai and

Ac scales. The final examination scores, unit exam scores,

quiz scores, course and teacher evaluation scores, final

Nursing 460 score, cumulative GPA, and NLN Pre-Nursing and

Guidance scores were matched to the CPI scores by social

security number only. Once these pieces of data had been

matched for each subject, that subject was assigned a study

number. This study number was then the only identifier for
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the matched information. This same process was followed in

compiling the cumulative GPA, NLN scores, and Nursing 460

score for the non-participants.

In summary, to ensure anonymity: a) all data requested

contained no names, only social security numbers; b) the CPI

answer sheets were not scored until after the completion of

the academic year; c) no data were compiled until the

completion of the academic year; and d) study numbers were

the only identifier for the data analysis.

3. Treatments were presented. Two classes which were

part of Nursing 460 were used for the application of the

independent variable teaching method. The content areas for

the two classes were Septic Shock and Increased Intracranial

Pressure. This content could easily be presented by both

teaching methods. In order to compare the students'

achievement for the Lecture Method and Case-Solving Method,

it was important that the content be the same for both methods.

Therefore, the required journal articles and class content

objectives were kept the same. The essential non-nursing

and nursing care content for each of the two subjects was iden-

tified, and this information was then included for each of the

two teaching methods.

Winter 1983, the Lecture Method was used by the instructor

for the presentation of both treatment classes. The non-

nursing content was presented by lecture using visual
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aids in the form of overhead transparencies. The nursing care

content was also presented by lecture, including a handout

identifying nursing care responsibilities. A second handout

designating steps in setting priorities was also covered,

along with application examples. Opportunities for student

questioning and clarification of content were provided.

Spring Term 1983, the Case-Solving Method was used by the

researcher for the presentation of both treatment classes.

The non-nursing content, nursing responsibilities, and

criteria for setting priorities were typed and included as part

of the course syllabus. Students were instructed to read through

the content carefully prior to class. During the class time,

approximately 20-30 minutes were taken by the instructor to

clarify any misunderstandings and answer questions. Maqsud (1980)

determined in a study on note-taking that recall was facilitated

by personal notes plus teacher notes. The remainder of the class

time was devoted to application of the content to the planning

of nursing care for specific patient examples. Two patients

were presented as the case studies. Pertinent baseline informa-

tion was given about the condition of both patients. The class

was then broken down into groups of 7-8 students. The groups

were asked to apply the content, using the case information to

answer specific written questions. These questions guided the

students through the process of identifying problems,

setting priorities, and making decisions for these two

patient examples. Each small group of students
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had ten minutes to discuss their particular question and then

to present their content to the class. Clarification or

augmentation by the instructor was done as needed before

moving on to the next question.

4. The last ten minutes of each treatment class session,

the students completed the decision-making exercise that

related to the presented content.

5. Students completed the evaluation forms for class

evaluation and instructor evaluation at the end of each

treatment class session.

6. The unit exam was administered within two weeks of

the second treatment class session.

7. The final examination was administered during finals

week of each term.

8. The NLN scores, Nursing 460 final score, and the

cumulative GPA for subjects and non-participants were

collected following the completion of the academic year.

9. All data were coded and statistically analyzed by

computer during Summer 1983.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of

achievement orientation and teaching methodology on the learning

of theoretical content related to nursing. The study utilized

a two-way fixed factorial design testing for differences

between teaching methods, between achievement orientation, and

for statistical interaction. The 2 X 4 design matrix illus-

trated below was imposed for each dependent variable.

ACHIEVEMENT ORIENTATION

AI

AC

AI/AC =

N

TEACHING METHODS

Lecture (LM) Case-Solving (CS)

High in
Achievement
via

Independence
Only

High in
Achievement
via

Conformance
Only

High in Both
Achievement
via

Independence
and

Achievement
via

Conformance

Low in Both
Achievement
via

Independence
and

Achievement
via
Conformance
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Sam le Data

A total of 93 senior nursing students out of a possible

population of 140 completed the CPI over the academic year

1982-1983. Fall Term, 21 students out of 45, or 47%, agreed

to participate. These students were used as the pilot group.

Winter Term, 35 students out of 50, or 70%, agreed

to participate. These students became the Lecture Method (LM)

group. Spring Term, 37 students out of 45, or 82%, agreed to

participate. These students became the Case-Solving Method

(CS) group.

Based on the Ai and Ac scores from the CPI, subjects were

placed into one of the four achievement orientation categories.

Table 1 shows the breakdown of subjects by Teaching Method and

by Achievement Orientation category. It should be noted that

the null hypotheses addressed only two categories of achievement

orientation, while the statistical analysis was done on

four categories. As can be seen in Table 1, the cell sizes for

AI and AC were quite small and excluded a major portion of

the subjects. Therefore, it was decided that the statistical

analysis would be done on all four achievement orientation

groups, rather than only on the AI and AC groups as exemplified

by Domino (1971).



AI

AC

AI/AC

N

TOTAL

Table 1

Breakdown of Subjects by Teaching Method

and by Achievement Orientation Category

Pilot
Group

Lecture Case-Solving
Method Method Total

4 8 7 19

2 2 3 7

8 17 21 46

7 8 6 21

21 35 37 93

39
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Background Data

Tests were performed to determine if differences existed

between the study's subjects and non-participants for

Fall, Winter, and Spring Terms. Using Chi-square, the data

indicated that there were no differences on the variable

of sex. Using t-tests, no significant differences were found

on the following variables: age, grade point average, and

scores for the NLN sub-categories of Aptitude, Verbal,

Quantitative, Science, Social Studies, and Composite.

There was a significant difference indicated on the NLN

Reading category with subjects scoring higher than

non-participants. Further breakdown revealed that in the

Fall Term pilot group, subjects scored higher than did

non-participants. No differences were found on the Reading

category for the Lecture Method (LM) and Case-Solving (CS)

groups. Further comparisons indicated that there was also no

significant difference between the CS subjects and non-partici-

pants on the Nursing 460 scores. However, there was a signifi-

cant difference between LM subjects and non-participants on

Nursing 460 scores. The study's subjects scored significantly

higher than non-participants [t = 1.89, p G .05 (1.689)].

In summary, of the 28 t-tests computed, only one was signifi-

cant in terms of the LM and CS groups.

In order to demonstrate the comparability of the subjects

with one another and with the pilot group, tests were performed

to determine if differences existed on similar variables.
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The analysis of variance results indicated no differences among

the groups when subjects were divided into Pilot, LM, and

CS groupings. When the subjects were divided into achievement

orientation groups, no differences were found on the variables

of age and NLN Verbal and Social Studies scores.

However, significant differences were found in the NLN

Aptitude, Verbal, Quantitative, Science, and Composite scores.

AI and AI/AC groups in the Fall pilot group had significantly

higher Aptitude (p l.. .020) and Quantitative (p 4.016) scores

than the AI and AI/AC groups in the LM and CS treatment

conditions. AI and AI/AC groups scored significantly higher

than the AC and N groups for the Pilot, LM, and CS groups on

the NLN Science (p 4: .001) and Composite (p 4.004) variables.

The Chi-square test indicated that there was no significant

relationship between the variables of sex and achievement

orientation category, and between the variables of sex and

teaching methodology.

Finally, subjects were compared on Ai and Ac scores from

the CPI. The analysis of variance results indicated there

were no significant differences between subjects on the Ai

and Ac scores based on teaching methodology (i.e. LM or CS).

There were significant differences, as expected, between

subjects based on achievement orientation category.

The highest Ai scores were in the AI/AC group. The second

highest Ai scores were in the AI group. Likewise, the highest
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Ac scores were also in the AI/AC group, with the second

highest Ac score in the AC group.

Testing the Null Hypotheses

The null hypotheses were tested using two-way analyses of

variance (ANOVA) and the Chi-square test.

H
1

There is no significant difference between

students taught by lecture method and students

taught by case-solving method on measures of

achievement and satisfaction.

On measures of achievement, the ANOVA results indicated

that there were no significant differences between the LM

group and the CS group on Nursing 460 scores or grade

point average.

The ANOVA results did suggest that there were significant

differences on the scores of the decision-making exercises.

Subjects in the CS group scored significantly higher (p< .039)

on Septic and (p ( .007) on the Increased Intracranial Pressure

(ICP) decision-making exercises (see Table 2). The ANOVA results

indicated no teaching method differences for the Septic unit

and final examination scores and for the Increased Intracranial

Pressure unit examination score. The CS group scored signifi-

cantly higher (p4( .005) on the ICP final examination score.

A tabled Chi-square value of 3.84 (c4 = .05, df = I) was

used to identify significant differences in a comparison of

teaching method on each Septic and ICP test question.
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Table 2

Teaching Method Analyses of Variance and Means

for DM Septic and DM ICP

SOURCE SS df MS F p

DM Septic

Method 12.699 1 12.699 4.442 .039

Error 168.288 59 2.852

Method Mean

LM 5.3714

CS 6.4516

SOURCE SS df MS

DM ICP

Method 51.380 1 51.380 7.852 .007

Error 379.521 58 6.543

Method Mean

LM 6.5161

CS 9.4000
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More subjects in the LM group correctly answered Septic unit

question thre (x
2
= 3.995) and ICP unit question sixteen (x

2

= 33.90). More subjects in the CS group correctly answered

ICP unit question one (x2 = 12.73), ICP unit question two

(x2 = 3.96), ICP final question two (x2 = 5.38), and ICP

final question four (x2 = 7.41).

The unit and final examination questions were broken down

into four types: Nursing items, Non-Nursing items, Application

items, and Recognition items.

Table 3 gives the breakdown of the Septic and Increased

Intracranial Pressure unit and final examination test questions

by category of test question, as well as the totals for

each category. Since each test question had two category

designations (either Nursing or Non-Nursing, and either

Application or Recognition), there were twice as many category

designations (N = 98) as there were test questions (N = 49).

The four types of questions were statistically analyzed.

No significant differences between teaching methods were found

on any of the types of Septic unit and final examination

questions. No significant differences were found on the ICP

questions for the question types of Nursing (unit and final)

or Application (final). Significant differences were found in

the other types. Subjects in the CS group scored significantly

higher on the ICP Non - Nursing unit questions (p 4.001), on

the Non-Nursing final questions (p.< .003), and on the



Table 3

Breakdown of Septic and ICP Questions

by Test Question Category

Nursing

Non-Nursing

Application

Recognition

Septic ICP Totals
Grand

Unit Final Unit Final Unit Final Total

2 6 10 9 12 15 27

6 4 6 6 12 10 22

1 3 5 5 6 8 14

7 7 11 10 18 17 35

45
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Recognition unit examination (p < .002) and final examination

(p< .002) questions. The LM group scored significantly

higher (p < .003) on the Application unit questions (see

Table 4).

A comparison of the two teaching methods was also done

for the Grand Total for each of the question types.

No differences were found for the Nursing questions.

The CS group scored significantly higher on the Grand Total

Non-Nursing unit questions (p < .050), the Grand Total Non-

Nursing final questions (p4( .003), and the Grand Total

Non-Nursing totals (p < .007). The LM group scored signifi-

cantly higher on the Grand Total Application unit questions

(p <.004). There were no differences found for the Grand

Total Application final and Grand Total Application totals.

No differences were found for the Grand Total Recognition

unit questions; however, there was a trend toward significance

(p4( .055) for the Grand Total Recognition final, with the CS

group scoring higher on those questions. The CS group scored

significantly higher (p< .045) on the Grand Total

Recognition totals.

On measures of satisfaction, the ANOVA was used to compare

the LM and CS subjects' evaluations of the class in general,

the readings, and the instructor for both the Septic and the

ICP classes. (See Appendix C for evaluation tool.) For the

Septic evaluation; no differences were found between the LM

and CS subjects for the five General statements and the
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Table 4

Significant Analyses of Variance and Means

for ICP Test Question Types

SOURCE SS df MS

ICP Non-Nursing Unit Questions

Method 19.760 1 19.760 12.545 .001

Error 100.809 64 1.575

Method Mean

LM 3.5714
CS 4.9459

ICP Non-Nursing Final Questions

Method 10.135 1 10.135 9.495 .003

Error 68.316 64 1.067

Method Mean

LM 4.6571
CS 5.4595

ICP Recognition Unit Questions

Method 22.340 1 22.340 10.513 .002

Error 135.995 64 2.125

Method Mean

LM 7.6571
CS 9.3514

ICP Recognition Final Questions

Method 9.806 1 9.806 10.250 .002

Error 61.231 64 .957

Method Mean

LM 8.5714
CS 9.5946

(CONTINUED)
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Table 4 (Continued)

SOURCE SS df MS

ICP Application Unit Questions

Method 6.422

Error 44.549 64 .696

6.422 9.226 .003

Method Mean

LM 4.2000
CS 3.2703
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General average. The first Readings statement, "(Readings)

were not too easy, nor too difficult, but were meaningful and

challenging", was given a significantly higher (p Z. .022)

rating by the CS group. No other significant differences

were found for the other two Readings statements or the

Readings average. No significant differences were found for

the eleven Instructor statements, nor the Instructor average.

However, the Grand Average was significantly different in

that the CS group had a higher Septic evaluation (p 4.001)

Grand Average than did the LM group.

For the ICP evaluation, no differences were found between

teaching methods on General statements one, four, five, and

the General average. The CS group scored General statement

two, "The learning experiences (lectures, readings) related

directly to the class objectives", significantly higher

(p<.029) than did the LM group. The CS group also scored

General statement three, "The quiz and exam questions were

related directly to the class objectives", significantly

higher (p< .020). There were no differences found on the

three Readings statements or the Readings average. The CS

group scored Instructor statement twelve, "Encouraged student

participation or questions from the class", significantly

higher (p< .023) than did the LM group. There were no other

significant differences between teaching methods for the

other Instructor statements, the Instructor average, or the

Grand Average. There was a trend toward significance (p< .058)
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on Instructor question nineteen. The LM group scored slightly

higher on the statement, "Made good use of a variety of

teaching techniques".

H
2

There is no significant difference between

high Achievement via Conformance students

and high Achievement via Independence

students on measures of achievement

and satisfaction.

On measures of achievement, there was no significant

difference among the four achievement orientation groups on the

Nursing 460 score. However, the AC group had the significantly

highest GPA, with the second highest GPA found in the AI/AC

group. The ANOVA results also indicated that there were no

significant differences between groups on either the Septic

or ICP decision-making exercises.

The ANOVA results indicated no differences among the

achievement orientation groups for the Septic unit and final

examination scores and for the ICP unit and final examination

scores. The Chi-square test indicated no differences in an

analysis of achievement category and each Septic and ICP

test question. There were also no differences, on the basis of

achievement category, for any of the types of examination

questions, nor for the Grand Totals of those question types.

On measures of satisfaction, the ANOVA results of the

Septic evaluation tool indicated no differences among the

achievement orientation groups on the General statements and
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average, and the Readings statements and average.

Instructor statement eighteen, "Made good use of a variety of

teaching techniques", was scored significantly higher (p4( .038)

by the AI/AC group. There were no differences found for the

remaining Instructor statements, Instructor average, or

Grand Average. The analysis of the ICP evaluation tool indi-

cated no differences on the General, Reading, and Instructor

statements or averages, and no differences on the Grand Average.

H
3

There is no significant interaction

between achievement orientation and

teaching methods on measures of

student achievement and satisfaction.

On measures of achievement, no significant interactions

were found in the ANOVA results of the Nursing 460 score, the

GPA, the Septic and ICP examination scores, the types of

examination questions, or the Septic and ICP decision-making

exercise scores. On measures of satisfaction, no significant

interactions were found in the ANOVA results of the Septic and

ICP evaluation tools.

Correlation Results

The Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficient was the

statistic used to examine relationships between the variables.

Since the sample size varied, the N for each correlation is shown.

Correlations were computed between the NLN subscores and the
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Nursing 460 score and total GPA. Guilford's (1965) range

for correlations was used.

Correlation Value Appropriate Descriptive Meaning

Less than .20

.20 - .40

.40 - .70

.70 - .90

.90 - 1.00

Slight, almost negligable

relationship

Low correlation, definite but

small relationship

Moderate correlation, substantial

relationship

High correlation, marked

relationship

Very high correlation, very

dependable relationship

The correlations between the NLN subscores and Nursing 460 score

ranged from .1120 to .2698. The correlations > .1905 were

statistically significant, ranging from p< .05 to p < .001.

No significant relationship was found between Verbal and Reading

and Nursing 460 scores. A slight to low relationship with the

Nursing 460 score was found for Aptitude (r = .1905, p 4.052,

N = 105), Quantitative (r = .2377, p 4.015, N = 105), Science

(r = .2698, p < .005, N = 105), Social Studies (r = .2247,

p 4.021, N = 105), and Composite (r = .2531, p < .009, N = 105).

The correlations between NLN subscores and GPA (N = 105) ranged

from .2039 to .4812, demonstrating low to moderate relationships.

The correlations were all statistically significant, ranging

from p< .05 to p <.001. The correlation between Nursing 460
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score and GPA was .6755, statistically significant at p.001

level (N = 110), indicating a substantial though

moderate relationship.

Correlations were then computed among the major variables

(see Table 5). The correlation between Ai score and Ac score

(N = 93) was .5195, indicating a moderate relationship,

significant at the p 4.001 level. The correlations between

Ai and the other variables ranged from .0487 (N = 72) to

.2875 (N = 93). Correlations between Ac score and other

variables ranged from .0604 (N = 72) to .3191 (N = 93).

The correlations between Nursing 460 and the Ai score and the

Ac score were .2366 (p4( .022, N = 93) and .2023 (p4:,052,

N = 93) respectively. While both correlations are statistically

significant, they reflect a low relationship, and represent

5.76% and 4% commonality between the variables. Likewise, the

correlations between GPA and the Ai score and the Ac score

were .2875 (p4. .005), N = 93) and .3191 (p4( .002, N = 93)

respectively. Again, while statistically significant, they

also reflect a low relationship and represent 8.4% and 10.2%

commonality between the variables.

The next set of variables examined were the inter-

relationships among the four categories of test questions --

Nursing, Non-Nursing, Application, and Recognition -- used for

both the Septic and ICP portions of the examinations.

Initially, each subject received a Septic unit score, a

Septic final score, an ICP unit-score, and an ICP final score.



Table 5

Inter-Item Correlations

Among Major Independent and Dependent Variables

L
O
U

L
0

0_

V

On

C
0

U
U O.

'-0

Ai Score .5195° .2366* .2875+ .2780* .1475 .1863 .0487 .2704* .1603

Ac Score .2033* .3191+ .2245 .1099 .1970 .0604 .1973 .1627

N-460 Score .6755° .1823 .2668* .5416° .3297+ .5917° .4651°

GPA .2749* .0672 .5002' .4219° .4481° .3210°

Decision-Making Exercise: Septic .3835+ .0225 .1436 .2723* .2995'

Decision-Making Exercise: ICP :0295 .2212 .2352 .2687*

Septic Unit Score .2741* .5286° .3206+

Septic Final Score .1980 .3376+

ICP Unit Score .3644+

ICP Final Score

Legend

° = p ,< .001

+ = p< .01
* = p< .05
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These were based on the number of items the subject answered

correctly, regardless of the question type, on the Septic and

ICP portions of the unit and final exams. The number of

correctly answered questions in each category was then

tabulated. Based on the number of correct answers, each

subject was given a score in each category for the Septic unit

and final examinations and for the ICP unit and final

examinations. These scores were labeled, for example,

Septic Nursing Unit or ICP Non-Nursing Final. The subjects'

scores were pooled by category and by exam and correlated.

The Septic and ICP unit exam scores were then combined

by category, as were the Septic and ICP final exam scores;

these were correlated as Total scores. The scores were

labeled, for example, Total Recognition Final or Total

Application Unit. Finally, the Total scores for the final

exam and the unit exam were combined for a Grand Total

score and correlated. These scores were labeled, for example,

Grand Nursing Total.

The Septic test question categories were correlated first

within categories, and then with the Total and Grand Total

scores for each category. The correlations for the Septic

comparisons (N = 72) ranged from .0146 to 4..9686, reflecting

negligable to very high relationships among variables.

The statistical significance also varied from no significance

to p 4..001. There were 27 correlations, out of the 231

computed which were greater than r = .70, and represented
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greater than 49% commonality between variables (see Table 6).

Those correlations predominantly were the result of comparisons

among Total scores and Grand Total scores.

The correlation between the Septic unit score and the

Septic final score was .2741 (p 4: .05). This indicated a

significant but low relationship between the two variables.

All groupings of Septic Nursing questions yielded negligable

(70364) to moderate (.6541) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within the Nursing categories,

correlations ranged from low (.2069) to high (.8765).

All groupings of Septic Non-Nursing questions yielded

negligable (70953) to high (.8630) correlations to the other

question categories; when compared within the Non-Nursing

categories, correlations ranged from low (.2802) to high

(.9156). All groupings of Septic Recognition questions yielded

negligable (.0837) to high (.8048) correlations to the other

question categories; when compared with the Recognition

categories, correlations ranged from low (.2451) to high (.9133).

All groupings of Septic Application questions yielded negligable

(.0310) to moderate (.6541) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within the Application categories,

correlations were negligable (70203) to moderately high (.7467).

The ICP test question categories were compared first within

categories, and then with the Total and Grand Total scores for

each category. The correlations for the ICP comparisons (N = 72)
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Table 6

Inter-Item Correlations

Among Septic Examination Question Types

4.

0.
C

2
a
4.3
0

CC

C

C

1.

C
02

0

C
C

C
72 C

0 O
02

Le

0. 0.
0 a 0.Q

C C

C

C0

C
to 01

0

5
U

0
C
4.+

Se.tic Nursin Unit .2069 .1853 .1013 .0931 .0627 .6908° .2965+ .6991° .2,27--75 .2611* .2029 .2725* .1223 .0625 .1339 .5107° .3318+ .5720° .6612° .2212

Se.tic Nursin Final .1008 :0364 :0048 .6097° .1978 .5783° .2706* 1r65" .6827° .0600 .0132 .0393 .1826 .5845° .5469° .1145. .4024° .2830* .1880 .8918°

Se.tic Non-Nursin Unit .2802* .3108+ .0441 .8048° .2887*

..,_

.3601° ) .1:02 .3290+ .7385° .3005+

_
.6440° .4314° .1333 .4107° .6156° .3079° .6051° .8557° .2122

Se.tic Non-Nursin. Final

Se.tic Alication Unit

:0953 .0310

.0203

1 .2842*

:0271 ,

.4757'

.0108

.1415

:0120

I .0328 .1175 .2866* .6833° .5139° .0594 .1543 .1526 079* .5765° .4592° .2527* .3825°

1 :0148 1 :0167 .1119 :0146 .0639 .3898 :0658 .2396* :C5.37 .0310 .051 1 .1962 :0314

Setic A..lication Final .0601 1 :0507 .0491 .5137 3274+ .0948 .0669 .0782 :1172 .7467° .4416° .1'42 .0836 .1649 .0764 .5913°

Se.tic Reconition Unit .3729°

_

.6458° 1.21i4 i .5686° .6793° .3413+ .6222° .3083+ .1488 .3314+ .6A9° .3958° .7752° 9686° .2777*

Setic Reco.nition Final .

1.3653+ 60':3* .5940° .2044 .3544+ .3079+ .3139+ .1586 .3424+ .2.51* .7662° .5154° .3633+ .7424°

Total Nursin Unit .25;6* , .8378° .2791* .1456 .2373* .5458° .1595 .5132° .6A1° .2770* .5643° .6439° .2830*

Total Nursing Final .7393° .1411 .1049 .1427 .0979 .6436° .5266° .2)57 .5478° .4056°J .2193 .8305°

Grand Total Nursin .2738* .1605

.4723°

.2456*

.9156°

.4350°

.1823

.4741°

.1777

.6541°

.2593*

.5.'20*

.t00°

.5018°

.4059°

.6214° .5718°

.8132° .7007°

.6654°

.1656Total Non - Nursin. Unit
...L....

Total Non-Nursin Final .7738° .1017 .3111+ .2945* .4112° .7409° .6289° .3399+ .3069+

Grand Total Non-Nursin .1483 .2410* .2791* .1,366* .6242° .8536' .6351° .2491*

Total A.lication Unit :0363 .7081° .)i,92 1 .1905 .1556 .4089° .1607

Total A.lication Final .6799° .24)5* .2581* .3080+ .1452 .6155°

Grand Total A11cation ., ' 91* .3221 .3318+ .4026° .5528°

Total Reco.nition U it
_ __

4004° 9133° .7860° .2353*

Total Reco nition Final .7341° .4060° .6340°

Grand Total Recognition .7578° .4595°

Septic Unit Score .2741*

Septic Final Score

Legend

= p.4 .001
= p < .01
= p.< .05
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ranged from :0462 to i.-9505, reflecting negligable to very

high relationships among variables. The statistical signifi-

cance also varied from no significance to p4 .001 (see

Table 7). There were 38 correlations out of the 231 computed

which were greater than r = .70, and represented greater than

49% commonality between the variables. These were predomi-

nantly the result of comparisons among Total scores and

Grand Total scores.

The correlation between the ICP unit score and the ICP

final score was .3644 (p( .001). This indicates a highly

significant but low relationship between the two variables.

All groupings of ICP Nursing questions yielded negligable

(.0814) to moderate (.6880) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within Nursing categories, corre-

lations ranged from negligable (.0049) to high (.8378).

All groupings of ICP Non-Nursing questions yielded negligable

(.0693) to high (.8689) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within Non-Nursing categories,

correlations ranged from moderate (.4601) to very high (.9499).

All groupings of ICP Recognition questions yielded negligable

(70743) to high (.8222) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within Recognition categories,

correlations ranged from low (.3075) to high (.9133).

All groupings of ICP Application questions yielded negligable

(.1091) to moderate (.5946) correlations to the other question

categories; when compared within Application categories,
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Table 7

Inter-Item Correlations

Among ICP Examination Question Types

=

C
0

OI

C

C

C

0

C

C=
C
O

C
U.

C

Ct.

C V
O 0

C

O
VI

C
C

ICP Nursing Unit .0049 .0368 .0302 .6880' .2299* .33894 :0743 .9050° .2087 .7475° .2134 .0679 .1514 .6482' .1736 .5983° .4525° .1685 .4051° .6870° .0545

ICP Nursing Final .0528 .1134 :0814 .4652 .0938 .4291° .0151 .5859° .3410+ .0606 .1471 .1218 :0777 .3561+ .1945 0766 .4618° .2594* .0998 .5078°

ICP Non-Nursing Unit .4604° :0462 .1091 .8682" .4619° .1334 .0954 .1466 .8485° .4352° .8009' :0693 .1507 .0556 .7403° .3434+ .6937° .7313° .4499°

ICP Non-Nursing Final .1016 .4033 .3651+ .8327° .1203 .1159 .1491 .4641' .9499° .7415' .1010 .3205+ .3006* ,3919° .6737° .5848° .3283+ .8619°

ICP Application Unit .1091 :0727 :0426 .5946' .1109 .4763° .1595 .1150 .1389 .9505' :0171 .6854° ,1356 .1957 .1857 .3364+ .0296

ICP Application Final .1868 .1781 .1846 .1835° .3448+ .1607 .3925' .2745* .0771 .6642° .5259° ,2018 .2940* .2778* .2371* .5925°

ICP Recognition Unit .3773 .4052° .1726 .3793' .7745° .3623+ .7064 :0973 .2654* .1162 .8676° .3075+ .7705° .8660 .4129°

ICP Reconition Final .0377 .2602* .1731 .4372° .8222° .6806' :0294 .2194 .1335 3704° .7957° .6233° .2857* .8663°

Total Nursin. Unit .2518* .8378 .2791* .1456 .2373* .5458° .1595 .5132° .5041' .2770* .5643° .6861° .1338

Total Nursin Final .7393' .1411 .1049 .1427 .0979 .6436° .5266° .2157 .5478° .4056° .1845 .3717°

Grand Total Nursing .2738* .1605 .2456* .4350° .4741' .6541° .5420' .5018° .6214° .5863 .3028+

Total Non-Nursin Unit .4723° .9156' .1823 .1777 .2593* .8630' .4059° .8132° .7395° .4652°

Total Non-Nursin Final .7738° .1017 .3111+ .2945* .4112' .7409° .6289° .3612+ .8475'

Grand Total Non-Nursin .1483 .2410* .2791* .7866° .6242' .8536' .6684° .7041'

Total Application Unit :0363 .7081° .0992 .1905 .1556 .2814* .0274

Total A.lication Final .6799 .2495* .2581* .3080+ .1979 .4610°

Grand Total lication .2491* .32214 .3318+ .3518+ .3458+

Total Recognition Unit .4004+ .9133° .8404' .4279°

Total Recognition Final .7341° .3530+ .7757*

Grand Total Reco.nition .7717 .6567°

ICP Unit Score .3644°

ICP Final Score

Legend

° = p < .001
* = p< .01

= p< .05
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correlations ranged from negligable (0171) to very high

(.9505).

The last set of variables examined using Pearson's

product-moment correlation coefficient were the evaluation

tools completed by the subjects following the Septic class

and the ICP class. Correlations among items within each tool

were computed, and then each Septic evaluation statement was

correlated with its counterpart in the ICP evaluation.

The correlations between the Septic evaluation statements

(N = 33 to 63) ranged from .1843 to .9359, reflecting negli-

gable to very high relationships among the variables.

The statistical significance also varied from no significance

to p4( .001. Of the 231 correlations computed, there were 71

which were greater than r = .70 and represented greater

than 49% commonality between variables (see Table 8).

The five Septic General statements were moderately (.4872 to

.6612) intercorrelated, with one very high (.9359) correlation.

The Septic General average was moderately (.7023) to highly

(.8668) correlated to the five Septic General statements.

The three Septic Reading questions were moderately (.7220 to

.7712) intercorrelated and highly correlated (.8945 and .9210)

to the Septic Reading average. The eleven Septic Instructor

statements were negligably (.1914) to highly (.8843) inter-

correlated, and were moderately (.4944) to highly (.9041)

correlated with the Septic Instructor average. It should be

noted that all the correlations for Septic Instructor statement
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fourteen ranged from low (.3814) to low-moderate (.4944).

The correlations among the Septic General, Reading, and

Instructor statements ranged from negligable (.1843) to

moderately high (.7805). The Septic Grand Average correla-

tions to the other statements and averages ranged from

moderate (.6109) to high (.9059) with the median correlation

being .7781.

The correlations between the ICP Evaluation statements

(N = 25 to 63) ranged from 71700 to /:8733, reflecting

negligable to very high relationships among the variables.

The statistical significance also varied from no significance

to p 4.001. Out of 231 correlations computed, there were

15 which were greater than r = .70 and represented greater

than 49% commonality between variables (see Table 9).

The five ICP General statements yielded negligable.( 1090)

to moderately low (.4686) intercorrelations with one moderate

(.7023) correlation. The ICP General average correlations to

the General statements were low (.2858) to moderate (.7644).

The three ICP Reading statements yielded negligable (70262)

to low-moderate (.5580) intercorrelations. The ICP Reading

average was highly correlated (.7988 to .8515) to the Reading

statements. The eleven ICP Instructor statements yielded

negligable (.0833) to low-moderate (.5522) intercorrelations.

The ICP Instructor average correlations indicated a low (.3089)

to moderate (.7561) relationship to the Instructor statements.

It should be noted that all the correlations for ICP Instructor



Table 9

ICP Evaluation:

Inter-Item Correlations

C
L.

INTRAGRANIAL PRESSURE

C

cD

C. 40

O.
C

Os
C

63

General I .4081° .3098 .0569 .4686° .7644° .3233* .2843* .2649* .3645+ .2711* .3876+ .2399 .2659* .0944 J :1289 .0556 .1.'37* .2816* .0284 :1387 .3089* .5577°
General 2 .4252* :1090 .3177* .6892' .3522+ .1752 .4267° .397S.+ .2661* .3312+ .2656+ .3578+ .3116* .0200 .3427+ .4',54° .3380+ .3278* .2040 .4444° .5847°

General 3 .7023° .0401 .7312° .2306 .3153 .3995* .3783* .0407 .2672 .5026+ .2428 .1057 .1466 .2811 .5c89+ .3038 .2912 :2210 .3703* .5654°

General 4 .2784 .2858 .3057 .3565 :0262 .302.! .0638 :2702 .2034 .1737 .1793 .1944 .3243 .272 .1318 :0195 .0087 .2048 .3306

General 5 .7077° .4705' .3577+ .4408° .5232° .3407+ .2174 .2344 .3180* .3030* .0200 .4523° .403° .3257* .5171° .4447+ .5457° .6714°

General Average .4628' .3499+ .5153° .5503° .3740+ .3976° .3834+ .4394° .3059* .0932 .4179+ .5!',74° .4076+ .4532° .1788 .6018° .8182°

Reading 6 .5580° .5094° .851::* .1644 .1390 .2180 .3742+ .4303° :0175 .4027+ .41I0+ .3770+ .4030+ .2162 .4898° .7237°

Reading 7 .4944° :806!: .2921* .1843 .3359+ .1546 .3361* .1732 .3360* .332* .3614+ .2646 .2360 .4741° .6665°

Reading 8
.798 ,'" .3645+ .3642+ .3517+ .3056* .1942 .0669 .3170* .5.:88° .4132+ .4392' .2457 .5708° .7469°

Reading Average .3269+ .2855* .3768+ .3576+ .4053+ .1025 .4260° .5':02° .4863° .4741° .2959* .6267° .8733'

Instructor 9 .5001° .5273° .2393 .4133° .0735 .1893 .3E78+ .2840* .3385+ .2197 .6022° .5148°

Instructor 10 .5095° .2773* .4018+ :1700 .1054 .4'.'.89° .4964° .2543 .1316 .5717° .4742*

Instructor 11
.2773* .4072+ .2237 .3253* .5C39° .5522° .2543 .3170* .7051° .5500'

Instructor 12
.5028° .2565 .3490+ .4444* .5627° .2339 .0224 .5824° .5282

Instructor 13
.3100 .4497° .W7* .4951 .4687 .0824 .6973° .5400

Instructor 14
.5623° .1..11 :0760 .0833 :0811 .3642* .2205

Instructor IS
.4i23° .2708* .3460+ .2792 .6288° .5535°

Instructor 16
.6147° .4190° .2792 .7561' .7386°

Instructor 17
.4163+ .2957* .7244° .6360°

Instructor 18 .4341+ .6456° .6055
Instructor 19 .4755° .3740+

Instructor Average
.8465°

Grand Average

Legend

= p .001
= p< .01
= p<.05



64

statement fourteen ranged from negligable (71289) to low

(.3642) with one moderate (.5623) correlation. The correla-

tions among the ICP General, Reading, and Instructor

statements ranged from negligable (.0262) to moderate (.6267).

The ICP Grand average correlations to the other statements

and averages ranged from low (.3306) to high (.8733) with the

median correlation being .5847.

Finally, correlations were done to compare each Septic

evaluation statement with the equivalent ICP evaluation

statement. The correlations ranged from .1082 to .7575,

reflecting negligable to moderately high relationships

between the statements. The median correlation was .4357.

The statistical significance varied from no significance to

p,<..001. There were three correlations which were greater

than r = .70 and represented greater than 49% commonality

between the evaluation statements (see Table 10).



Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Septic

Table 10

Correlations Between Comparable Items

from Septic and ICP Evaluation Tool

General

General

General

General

General

1

2

3

4

5

General Average

Reading 6

Reading 7

Reading 8

Reading Average

Septic Instructor 9

Septic Instructor 10

Septic Instructor 11

Septic Instructor 12

Septic Instructor 13

Septic Instructor 14

Septic Instructor 15

Septic Instructor 16

Septic Instructor 17

Septic Instructor 18

Septic Instructor 19

Septic Instructor
Average

Septic Grand Average

Legend

° = p 4; .001

+ = p 4.; .01

* = P 4; .05

.4355°

.2069

.3734

.3380

.6170°

.4832°

.5005°

.4110+

.5332°

.6173°

.4158+

.3478*

.4415°

.4357°

.2488

.7575°

.4244+

.5195°

.2788

.7342°

.7372°

.6299°

.1082

ICP General 1

ICP General 2

ICP General 3

ICP General 4

ICP General 5

ICP General Average

ICP Reading 6

ICP Reading 7

ICP Reading 8

ICP Reading Average

ICP Instructor 9

ICP Instructor 10

ICP Instructor 11

ICP Instructor 12

ICP Instructor 13

ICP Instructor 14

ICP Instructor 15

ICP Instructor 16

ICP Instructor 17

ICP Instructor 18

ICP Instructor 19

ICP Instructor
Average

ICP Grand Average
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Reliability Results

The K-R 20 reliability correlation on the Lecture Method

unit exam was .51, and on the Lecture Method final exam, .83.

The K-R 20 correlation on the Case-Solving Method unit exam

was .58, and on the Case-Solving Method final exam, .85.

Reliability coefficients for the Ai and Ac scales and for the

Septic and ICP evaluation scores were calculated using Cronbach's

(1960) alpha coefficient. The reliability analysis for the 32

items making up the Ai scale (N = 93) indicated an inter-item

correlation mean of .0334 and an alpha of .4664. The analysis

of the 38 items making up the Ac scale (N = 93) indicated an

inter-item correlation mean of .03319 and an alpha of .5877.

The reliability analyses of the Septic evaluation tool

(N = 24) were divided into categories based on the type of

information contained in the evaluation statement. The data

in the General category (five items) had an inter-item

correlation mean of .7260 and an alpha of .9299. The data in

the Reading category (three items) had an inter-item correlation

mean of .7692 and an alpha of .9069. The data in the

Instructor category (eleven items) had an inter-item

correlation mean of .6598 and an alpha of .9521. The three

category averages were analyzed, and correlations indicated

an inter-item correlation mean of .8147 and an alpha of .9276.
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The reliability analyses of the ICP evaluation tool

(N = 13) were divided into similar categories. The data in

the General category (five items) had an inter-item correlation

mean of .5729 and an alpha of .8699. The data in the Reading

category (three items) had an inter-item correlation mean of

.4776 and an alpha of .7212. The data in the Instructor

category (eleven items) had an inter-item correlation mean of

.2349 and an alpha of .7148. The three category averages were

analyzed and were found to have an inter-item correlation

mean of .3363 and an alpha of .6235.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARIES, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

The purpose of this study was to examine the influence of

achievement orientation and teaching methodology on the learning

of theoretical content related to nursing. Based on the

preceding data, the following summaries and conclusions

were offered.

Background Data

Only two significant differences were indicated by the data

between the subjects and the non-participants. The Fall Term

pilot group participants scored higher on the NLN Reading subcate-

gory, and the Lecture Method (LM) subjects generated higher

Nursing 460 scores than non-participants during Winter Term.

Therefore, it can be inferred that: 1) all participants in the

experimental portions of the study were representative of the

population on the variables of sex, NLN scores, and GPA; 2) the

CS subjects were representative of the population on the variable

of Nursing 460 score; and 3) the LM subjects were not representa

tive of the population on the variable of Nursing 460 score.

In addition, significant differences were found between

subjects when the data was analyzed by achievement orienta-

tion category. AI and AI/AC groups scored higher on the NLN

Science and Composite variables. Since there were no differences

between LM and CS subjects, it can be assumed that the AI and
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AI/AC subjects were randomly distributed between the two experi-

mental groups. Based on the analysis of the data, it can be con-

cluded that the sample was essentially a representative one.

Null Hypotheses

On measures of achievement, the type of teaching methodology

presented did significantly influence the learning of theoretical

nursing content as measured by the decision-making (DM) exercise.

The CS subjects had higher scores on both the Septic and ICP

DM exercises. This was true regardless of achievement orienta-

tion category. Since the teacher and the content were held

constant between the LM and CS groups, it can be concluded that

the difference occurred because of the teaching methodology used.

The CS method used a problem-solving format which was more

readily applicable to the DM exercises. Therefore, the CS method

appears to be more appropriate for teaching decision-making/

problem-solving skills.

Teaching methodology did not significantly influence the

learning of theoretical content as measured by Nursing 460 scores

and GPA. This lack of significance would be expected, since the

experimental design dealt with only two classes out of the course.

Scores from the Septic and ICP portions of the unit and final

examinations would not alter a total course score. It would

also not be expected that GPA would be influenced by two classes,

since the GPA was made up of grades from three years of coursework.

Teaching methodology made no significant difference in performance

on the Septic unit and final exams and the ICP unit exam;
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although the CS group did score higher on the ICP final exam.

The LM and CS groups may have done equally well on the Septic

unit and final scores and on the ICP unit score, because the

method of examination was multiple-choice, and the subjects

were familiar with the method. There may have been several

reasons that the CS subjects scored significantly higher on

the ICP final score. The ICP content may have lent itself

better to the CS format and, therefore, provided for

better learning. The students may have been more familiar

with the ICP content in general, because they had had basic

material on ICP in the Junior year. Finally, the CS subjects

may have been able to learn from the unit exam questions and

to better apply that learning to the final exam. That there

was something special about the ICP content was further brought

out when the exam questions were individually analyzed.

Both groups answered more individual ICP questions correctly

than they did Septic questions. In addition, the analysis of

variance results by question type found differences also limited

to ICP questions. Both LM and CS subjects did equally well on

ICP Nursing questions. The CS subjects did better than the LM

subjects on ICP Non-Nursing questions and Recognition questions

for both the unit and final exams; they also did better on ICP

Application questions on the unit exam. An analysis of the

Grand Totals for the question types showed that again the CS

subjects scored higher than LM subjects on Non-Nursing questions

and Recognition questions. The LM subjects scored higher than

CS subjects only on the unit exam Grand Total Application questions.
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It can be concluded from this data that teaching methodology

had less impact on the learning of theoretical nursing content

as reflected by performance on multiple-choice Nursing and

Application questions. However, teaching methodology did make

a difference as reflected by performance on multiple-choice

Non-Nursing and Recognition questions. As part of their

treatment condition the CS subjects had the written lecture

notes included in the syllabus, as well as their own case

study notes from class. This may have provided better study

materials for Non-Nursing and Recognition items than the

individual notes taken in the lecture class by the LM group.

Although no clear indication of greater overall satis-

faction emerged on the evaluation tool for either the LM or

CS groups, on the separate measures of satisfaction, the CS

subjects scored portions of both the Septic and ICP evaluations

higher than did the LM subjects. CS subjects seemed to be more

satisfied with the Septic reading assignments and the ICP

learning experiences and class participation than were the

LM group. This may be explained by the fact that there was

more opportunity for student-teacher interaction in the CS class.

Also, the first experimental class presented the Septic content

and was the students' first experience with the CS format.

Since the ICP class followed the Septic class by a week, the

students were ready to participate in class discussion as an

expectation of the class.
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On measures of achievement, there were no significant

differences, based on achievement orientation category, for the

variables of Nursing 460 score, Septic and ICP DM exercise

scores, scores on Septic and ICP unit and final examination

questions, or on the analysis of each question and each

question type. The AC group did have a significantly higher

GPA when compared to the other three groups. It could be

inferred, then, based on Domino (1968), that since AC students

perform better and earn higher grades in courses that stress

structure and conforming behavior, that previous courses in

the nursing curriculum rewarded conforming behavior.

On measures of satisfaction, there were essentially no

differences based on achievement orientation category. The AI/

AC group seemed to be more satisfied with the teaching tech-

niques used by the instructor, regardless of whether the method

used was LM or CS.

There were no significant interactions between teaching

methodology and achievement orientation on either measures of

achievement or measures of satisfaction. The small cell sizes

for three of the four achievement orientation categories could

have contributed to this lack of significance.

Correlations

Correlations among the major dependent variables, while

often statistically significant, predominantly fell into the

slight to moderate range. Such correlations suggest that little

practical relationship existed among most of the variables.
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The correlation between Nursing 460 score and GPA (.6755) repre-

sented 46% commonality or shared variance between the two

variables. This would be expected, since course scores deter-

mine the grades which make up the grade point average.

The significant correlation between the Ai score and the Ac

score was .5195 (27% commonality), which was higher than the

.38 intercorrelation described by Gough (1957). Although the

shared variance was somewhat higher, it would still seem that

the scales are measuring distinct and separate attributes.

The significant correlations between the Ai score and GPA

(.2875) and Nursing 460 score (.2366) were only slightly lower

than those described by Domino (1971) for GPA (.30) and Peterson

(1977) for multiple-choice test retention (.30), but lower than

that reported for GPA (.44) by Gough (1957). The significant

correlation between the Ac score and GPA (.3191) was about the

same as that reported for GPA (.30) by Domino (1971), but lower

than that reported for GPA (.41) by Gough (1957). The AC/

Nursing 460 score (.2033) correlation was slightly lower than

that described for multiple-choice test retention (.26) by

Peterson (1977). It would appear that the correlations from

this sample of Senior nursing students are somewhat comparable

to those reported earlier in the literature.

An analysis was done of the data presented in Table 6,

Inter-Item Correlations Among Septic Examination Question Types,

and Table 7, Inter-Item Correlations Among ICP Examination

Question Types. Some patterns among the question types
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became apparent. The within category correlations for all

categories of question types were higher than the correlations

between categories. The Non-Nursing and Recognition question

types were moderately to highly correlated to each other and

to the Septic and ICP unit and final examination scores.

The Nursing and Application question types were moderately

correlated to each other but were not well correlated to the

other categories. A final pattern noted was that the lowest

correlation within each question category was the correlation

computed between the unit and final scores for that question

type category. For example, ICP Nursing unit correlated to

ICP Nursing final at .0049.

Therefore, the following conclusions can be drawn.

The within category correlations are high enough to indicate

a strong similarity between the items in each category.

The between category correlations indicate an underlying

consistency among items, but also indicate differences among

the categories. Thus, it can be shown that the categories

of question types are essentially distinct and measure

different aspects in the learning of theoretical nursing content.

The low correlations between the unit and final scores

for each question type is surprising. Since the test items

for the two exams are essentially the same (see Appendix A),

it would be expected that the correlations would be high,

not low.
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An analysis was done of the data presented in Table 8,

Septic Evaluation - Inter-Item Correlations, and Table 9,

ICP Evaluation - Inter-Item Correlations. Some patterns

between the evaluations became apparent. The two sets of

correlations were similar in some respects. In both sets,

General statement three was moderately correlated with General

statement four. General statements one, three, and five were

moderately correlated with the General average. The three

Reading statements for both sets of data were correlated with

the Reading average, but to different degrees.

The two sets of correlations were also quite different.

There were four times as many correlations greater than r = .70

in the Septic evaluation than in the ICP evaluation. The Septic

correlations were consistently higher than the ICP correlations.

Part of the explanation for these discrepancies may be due to

the differences in numbers of respondants for the Septic

evaluation as compared to the ICP evaluation. Many of the

correlations of less than r = .70 contained a sample size of

25 to 30. All of the Septic General statements correlated

moderately with the Septic General average. The Septic Reading

statements were moderately inter-related, while the ICP Reading

correlations were low. The Septic Instructor statements varied

in correlation from negligable to high. All but three Septic

statements and averages out of 22 were moderately correlated

with the Grand Average. Only 6 out of 22 ICP statements and

averages were correlated at greater than r = .70.
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Instructor statement fourteen was not highly correlated with

any other evaluation statement or average on either the Septic

evaluation or the ICP evaluation.

Thus, the following conclusions can be drawn.

Instructor statement fourteen, "Provided regular feedback

about my progress in the course", does not contribute to the

internal relationships between items within the evaluation.

That particular statement should be eliminated from the tool

used for evaluating individual class sessions.

It appears that one of the assumptions basic to the study

may not be valid. That assumption was that subjects would

provide accurate, unbiased answers to all measures of the

dependent variables. Many of the subjects, in both LM and CS

treatment conditions, failed to complete the ICP evaluation tool.

It is difficult to interpret that consistent omission.

Perhaps the subjects felt the tool was redundant, since they

had completed one the week before. Perhaps time was a factor,

although that did not appear to be an issue at the time.

Based on the differences in results, it can be concluded that,

when the evaluation tool is consistently completed, as in the

Septic evaluation, the statement items have high internal rela-

tionships. However, if it is not consistently completed, as in

the ICP evaluation, the internal relationship cannot be assumed.

A further examination was conducted of the correlations

between comparable items from Septic and ICP evaluation tools

(Table 10). Three correlations were greater than r = .70.
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These were Instructor statement fourteen, Instructor statement

eighteen, and Instructor statement nineteen. While the com-

parison correlations were high, the internal correlations for

these three items fell into the low to low-moderate range on

both the ICP evaluation and the Septic evaluation. Again, it

appears that the difference in sample size may have affected

the correlations between the two evaluation tools. It makes

it difficult, therefore, to draw any useful conclusions based

on the data.

Reliabilities

The reliability coefficients for the LM and CS unit exami-

nations were r = .51 and r = .58 respectively. Each of the

unit examinations was 40 questions in length. The same ques-

tions were used in the LM and CS final examinations, each with

150 questions. The reliability coefficients for the final

examinations were r = .83 and r = .85 respectively. It can be

concluded, therefore, that the smaller number of items on the

unit examinations probably contributed to the lower reliability

coefficients. Based on the reliability coefficients on the

final examinations, the reliability of both the unit and final

examinations will be considered adequate and acceptable for

the study.

The reliability coefficient, computed using Cronbach's

alpha, was .4664 for the Ai scale, and .5877 for the Ac scale.

These appear to be somewhat lower than the test-retest relia-

bilities (high school females: Ai = .57, Ac = .73) provided
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by Gough (1957). Thorndike, in Buros (1959), points out the

lack of reliability data on the scales. Thorndike calculated

split-half reliabilities using the KR-21, for some data in

Gough's manual. He suggests that "split-half reliabilities

would likely be in the .70's" (Buros 1959, p. 37).

Later editions of Buros contain no further reliability infor-

mation for the Ai and Ac scales themselves. The low reliability

coefficients do bring into question the internal consistency

of the two scales.

The reliability coefficients differ for the Septic evalua-

tion and the ICP evaluation. The alpha for the General data

was Septic .9299, and ICP .8699; the alpha for the Reading data

was Septic .9069, and ICP .7212; the alpha for the Instructor

data was Septic .9521, and ICP .7148. These differences are of

concern, since the two tools were completed each term by the

same students on two consecutive weeks on the same faculty person.

The content was the only variable that changed within each term.

Yet, there is a consistent pattern between the two evaluations.

As discussed previously, the Septic evaluation was more consis-

tently completed by both the LM and CS groups, and the ICP

evaluation was less consistently completed by the LM and CS groups.

The differences in reliability coefficients lead one to conclude

that unless the evaluation tool is consistently completed, the

results may not be reliable. This low reliability may have

contributed to the low correlations between and among the

evaluation statements presented in the previous section.
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Implications and Recommendations

The results of this study contribute to the educational

and nursing knowledge base by suggesting that nursing students

learn equally well when taught by either the Lecture or Case-

Solving methods. However, one significant difference between

the LM and CS groups was found on problem-solving outcome

criteria, strongly suggesting that methodology and evaluation

should be matched to the type of learning desired.

The results of the study did not support an aptitude-treatment

interaction, nor did they substantiate differences made by

achievement orientation category.

The results of the study support further investigation in

the following areas:

1) The CS group scored higher on the decision-

making exercises; thus, investigation of the

effect of teaching methodology on learning

as evidenced by essay and/or short-answer

test items is warranted.

2) The correlations and the reliability

coefficients on the evaluation tool were

both inconsistent; therefore, further

testing of that tool appears to be necessary.

3) The subjects in this sample predominantly

fell into the AI/AC or N categories based

on the CPI. Since this breakdown is con-

sistent with the findings of other investi-

gators (Megargee 1972), identification of

another tool for discriminating preference

for achievement may be warranted.
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4) It could be postulated that subjects

experiencing the CS method would be more

skilled in the application of problem-

solving skills in the clinical setting.

Further investigation of this possible

relationship is warranted.

Final Summary

This study examined the influence of achievement orienta-

tion and teaching methodology on the learning of theoretical

content related to nursing. The results indicated that, of the

two methods examined, the Case-Solving method facilitated the

learning of nursing content as measured by the Decision-Making

exercises, by the ICP portion of the final examination, by

Non-Nursing and Recognition question types, and by portions of

the evaluation tool. Achievement orientation did not appear to

influence the learning of nursing content. However, the AC

category did have the highest GPA of the four categories.

There were no significant interactions between achievement

orientation and teaching methodology.

Correlations among the major variables, often statistically

significant, indicated low to moderate relationships.

Correlations calculated on question types indicated that the

categories measured distinctly different aspects of the learning

of theoretical nursing content. Inconsistent correlations and

reliability coefficients found on the evaluations are of concern,

since the tool may yield unreliable results if not consistently

completed.
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Finally, this study has replicated, as closely as possible,

the Domino (1971) study with a nursing population and a

nursing content area. By doing so, this study has contributed

to the knowledge base of both nursing and education.
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APPENDIX A

UNIT EXAM AND FINAL EXAM - NURSING 460

UNIT EXAM

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

Increased Intracranial Pressure (IICP)

Match the descriptive statements above with
the type of cerebral aneurysm below:

1. Occurs at "T" bifurcations, Non-Nursing
especially in the Circle of Willis Recognition

2. Diverts blood flow away from normal Non-Nursing
brain tissue Recognition

3. May bleed into cerebral tissue Non-Nursing
Recognition

A. Arteriovenous malformation
B. Berry aneurysm
C. Both
D. Neither

4. Your patient is diagnosed as having a
contusion of the brain. If you could
examine her brain visually, which of
the following would you find?

Non-Nursing
Recognition

A. Tearing of the grey matter with rupture
of vessels

B. Microscopic hemorrhages and edema throughout
C. Multiple bone splinters and profuse bleeding
D. Ecchymosis with microscopic hemorrhage in

adjacent tissue

5. The head injury patient who is not
comatose will present which of the
following symptoms?

Nursing
Recognition

1) Dazed A. 1, 2

2)

3)

Varying degrees of
of confusion

Headache

B.

C.

D.

2,

3,

1,

3

4

4

4) Variable ability to
concentrate

E. All of the Above
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

6. For patients with aneurysms or head
injury, which two diagnostic tests are most
useful to the physician?

1) Brain scan A. 1, 2

2) EEG B. 2, 3

3) CAT scan C. 3, 4

4) Arteriography D. 4, 5

5) Lumbar puncture E. 1, 5

Non-Nursing
RecOgnition

Situation

Gypsum Jones is a 21-year old PSU student who arrives in the ER
following a motor vehicle accident. He is drowsy, though alert
and oriented X 3, PERL, moves all extremities. He is diagnosed
with a slight concussion, © femur fracture, contused ribs,
and Q ulnar fracture. He is stabilized in the ER prior to
being transferred to the ICU. BP - 118/78; P - 90; and R - 20.

7. Upon arrival in the ICU, Gypsum's vital
signs are: BP - 78/40; P - 140; and
R - 28. You would:

A. Not be concerned because hypotension
and increased pulse are consistent
with brain concussion.

B. Not be concerned because hypotension
is part of the hypovolemia that
occurs with fluid restriction.

C. Be concerned because a low blood
pressure is consistent with increasing
cerebral edema.

D. Be concerned because hypotension is
almost never due to head injury.

8. In assessing Gypsum, the single most
important neurological parameter is:

A. Change in vital signs
B. Change in level of consciousness
C. Change in pupils
D. Decreased movement
E. Decreased pain response

9. The physician has written the following
medication orders. Which order would
you question?

A. Decadron 4 mgm IV now D. Demerol 25 mgm IM
B. Codeine 30 mgm IM q 4° prn q 4° prn
C. Mannitol 50 gm IV over E. I would question

30 min none of the above
orders

Nursing
Application

Nursing
Recognition

Nursing
Application
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QUESTION
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QUESTION TYPE

10. A.I. Scale has sustained a severe temporal
compound skull fracture with contusions
and lacerations of the brain. He is on
the MA-I ventilator. To prevent an increase
in ICP, what is most important to do first,
prior to suctioning?

A. Instill saline down the ET tube.
B. Assess breath sounds.
C. Tell him what you are going to do.
D. Hyperventilate with 100% 02.

11. In the Mitchell article, "Moving the
Patient in Bed: Effects on Intracranial
Pressure", which activities were not
associated with an increase in intracranial
pressure?

A. Chewing C. Using the bedpan
B. Passive ROM D. Coughing

12. When positioning a neuro patient on his/
her side, which of the following need to
be avoided if the nurse is to prevent an
increase in intracranial pressure?

1) Neck flexion A. 1, 2

2) Head rotation B. 2, 3

3) Valsalva C. 3, 4

4) Hip flexion D.

E.

1,

All

4

of the Above

Nursing
Application

Nursing
Recognition

Nursing
Recognition

Situation

Mrs. Smurf is a 66-year old woman who is hospitalized for
subarachnoid hemorrhage. She has a severe headache, has some
nuchal rigidity, VSS, PERL, is awake, alert, oriented X 3,
and irritable.

13. If Mrs. Smurf rebleeds, in what order
would you expect to see neuro changes
occur?

Nursing
Recognition

1) Level of consciousness A. 1, 2, 3, 4

2) Pupils B. 1, 3, 2, 4

3) Extremity weakness C. 4, 3, 1, 2

4) Vital signs D. 2, 1, 4, 3
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

14. Mrs. Blue's aneurysm ruptured seven days
ago and bled into the subarachnoid space.
She is being prepared for surgery. Which of
the two complications would be of greatest
concern to the physician at this time?

A. Vasospasm C. Neither
B. Rebleeding D. Both

Non-Nursing
Recognition

Situation

Bo is a 19-year old woman admitted to the ER unconscious.
She is diagnosed with a ruptured aneurysm and subarachnoid
hemorrhage. Neuro checks reveal that Bo is comatose, does not
respond to deep pain, has decerebrate posturing and fixed,
dilated pupils. Her vital signs are: BP - 90/30; P - 40;
and R - 7. Bo's 19-year old husband and her parents are in
the ER waiting room.

15 In what way can the ER nurse best provide Nursing

emotional support to the husband and parents? Application

A. Answer questions with detailed infor-
mation and descriptions of procedures
and pathophysiology.

B. Allow a family member to be with Bo
whenever possible.

C. Refer questions to ICU staff, since
that's where Bo will be admitted.

D. Explain that the family can best help
Bo by allowing the staff to function
unimpeded.

16. Once Bo reaches the ICU, what will be your
major priorities, given the prognosis?

1) Elevate the HOB 30°. A. 1, 2

2) Maintain fluid restrictions. B. 2, 3

3) Maintain a patent airway. C. 3, 4

4) Frequent neuro assessments D. 1, 4

Nursing
Application
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

Septic Shock

1. Which type of organism is most likely to
cause sepsis?

A. Fungi C. Gram positive bacteria
B. Virus D. Gram negative bacteria

2. There are four portals that could provide
entry for infecting organisms. Which of the
following are examples of those entry portals?

1) Burns
2) Pharyngeal flora becomes gram positive.
3) Foley catheter insertion
4) Colon resection
5) IV insertion

A. 1, 2, 5 D. 1, 2, 3, 4
B. 2, 3, 4 E. All of the Above
C. 1, 3, 4, 5

3. Which of the following statements explain the
flushed warm skin of the hyperdynamic stage
of shock?

Non-Nursing
Recognition

Non-Nursing
Application

Non-Nursing
Recognition

1) Endotoxins are being released from dying bacteria.
2) Bacteria have stimulated the immune response.
3) Arterioles are dilated.
4) Acidosis is increasing.

D. 2, 4

E. All of the Above
A. 1, 3

B. 2, 3

C. 1, 4

4. In the hypodynamic stage of septic shock,
which of the following statements are true?

1) Fluid shifts rapidly into the tissues.
2) Cardiac function decreases due to hypoxia.
3) Microcirculation is fully dilated.
4) Metabolism is anaerobic.

A. 1, 3 D. 2, 4
B. 2, 3 E. All of the Above
C. 1, 4

Non-Nursing
Recognition
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

5. Which of the following are potential compli-
cations of the aminoglycoside therapy used

Non-Nursing
Recognition

in septic shock?

1) Decreased renal function A. 1, 2

2) Damage to cranial nerve V B. 2, 4

3) Damage to cranial nerve VIII C. 1, 3

4) Decreased immune response D.

E.

2,

All

3

of the Above

6. The physician orders the hypothermia
blanket to be used if your septic shock
patient's temperature rises to 104° F.
Which of the following nursing orders are
critical for the care of the patient on a
hypothermia blanket?

1) Protect skin with lanolin/Vasoline.
2) Turn every 1°, prop pillow behind the blanket.
3) Place bath blanket between patient and blanket.
4) Cover patient only with a towel or pillowcase.

A. 1, 2, 3 D. 1, 2, 4
B. 2, 3, 4 E. All of the Above
C. 1, 3, 4

Nursing
Recognition

7. In treating septic shock, the physician
increased the IV rate of Dextrose in Lactated
Ringer's from 100 cc/hour to 350 cc/hour.
Which one of the following will be the most
useful in assessing adequate volume replacement?

A. Central venous pressure
B. Urine output
C. Blood pressure
D. Temperature and moisture of skin

8. In septic shock, as contrasted with hypo-
volemic shock, patients experience:

1) Chills and fever
2) Increased renal blood flow
3) Increased gastric blood flow
4) Decreased liver function

A. 1, 2 D. 3, 4

B. 2, 3 E. All of the Above
C. 1, 4

Nursing
Recognition

Non-Nursing
Recognition
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QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

Increased Intracranial Pressure (IICP)

Match the descriptive statements above with
the type of cerebral aneurysm below:

1. Occurs at "T" bifurcations, Non-Nursing
especially in the Circle of Willis Recognition

2. Diverts blood flow away from normal Non-Nursing
brain tissue Recognition

3. May bleed into cerebral tissue Non-Nursing
Recognition

A. Arteriovenous malformation
B. Berry aneurysm
C. Both
D. Neither

4. For patients with aneurysms or head injury, Non-Nursing
which two diagnostic tests are most useful Recognition
to the physician?

1) Brain scan A. 1, 2

2) EEG B. 2, 3

3) CAT scan C. 3, 4

4) Arteriography D. 4, 5

5) Lumbar puncture E. 1, 5

5. In the Mitchell article, "Moving the Patient
in Bed: Effects on Intracranial Pressure",
which activities were not associated with an
increase in intracranial pressure?

A. Chewing C. Using the bedpan
B. Passive ROM D. Coughing

6. When positioning a neuro patient on his/her
side, which of the following need to be
avoided if the nurse is to prevent an increase
in intracranial pressure?

Nursing
Recognition

Nursing
Recognition

1) Neck flexion A. 1, 2

2) Head rotation B. 2, 3

3) Valsalva C. 3, 4

4) Hip flexion D.

E.

1,

All

4

of the Above
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APPENDIX A (Continued)

QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

7. The head injury patient who is not comatose Nursing
will present which of the following symptoms? Recognition

1) Dazed A. 1, 2
2) Varying degrees of confusion B. 2, 3
3) Headache C. 3, 4
4) Variable ability to concentrate D. 1, 4

E. All of the Above

8 A.I. Scale has sustained a severe temporal
compound skull fracture with contusions and
lacerations of the brain. He is on the
MA-I ventilator. To prevent an increase in
ICP, what is the most important thing to do
prior to suctioning?

A. Instill saline down the ET tube.
B. Assess breath sounds.
C. Tell him what you are going to do.
D. Hyperventilate with 100% 02.

Situation

Gypsum Jones is a 21-year old PSU student who arrives in the ER
following a motor vehicle accident. He is drowsy, though alert
and oriented X 3, PERL, moves all extremities. He is diagnosed
with a slight concussion, © femur fracture, contused ribs,
and © ulnar fracture. He is stabilized in the ER prior to
being transferred to the ICU. BP - 118/78; P - 90; and R - 20.

Nursing
Application

9. Upon arrival in the ICU, Gypsum's vital
signs are: BP - 78/40; P - 140; and R - 28.
You would:

A. Not be concerned, because hypotension and
increased pulse are consistent with
brain concussion.

B. Not be concerned, because hypotension is
part of the hypovolemia that occurs with
fluid restriction.

C. Be concerned, because a low blood pressure
is consistent with increasing cerebral edema.

D. Be concerned, because hypotension is almost
never due to head injury.

Nursing
Application

10. In assessing Gypsum, the single most impor-
tant neurological parameter is:

A. Change in vital signs
B. Change in level of consciousness
C. Change in pupils
D. Decreased movement
E. Decreased pain response

Nursing
Recognition
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QUESTION
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QUESTION TYPE

11. The physician has written the following
medication orders. Which order would you
question?

A. Decadron 4 mgm IV now
B. Codeine 30 mgm IM q 4° prn
C. Mannitol 50 gm IV over 30 min
D. Demerol 25 mgm IM q 4° prn
E. I would question none of the above orders.

Nursing
Application

Situation

Mrs. Harper, a 53-year old female, is brought to the ER after
falling from a ladder at her home. Her husband states she hit
her head on the cement driveway. On examination, the patient
is found to have a section of temporal bone pushed against
the dura, but the dura itself is intact.

12. Which of the following has probably
happened to Mrs. Harper?

A. Closed head injury
B. Depressed skull fracture
C. Complex skull fracture
D. Compound skull fracture

13. Mrs. Harper is diagnosed as having a
contusion of the brain. If you could
examine her brain visually, which of the
following would you find?

A. Tearing of the grey matter with rupture
of vessels

B. Microscopic hemorrhages and edema throughout
C. Multiple bone splinters and profuse bleeding
D. Ecchymosis with microscopic hemorrhage in

adjacent tissue

Non-Nursing
Application

Non-Nursing
Recognition

Situation

Mrs. Smurf is a 66-year old woman who is hospitalized for
subarachnoid hemorrhage. She has a severe headache, has some
nuchal rigidity, VSS, PERL, is awake, alert, oriented X 3, and
irritable.

14. If Mrs. Smurf rebleeds, in what order would
you expect to see neuro changes occur?

Nursing
Recognition

1) Level of consciousness A. 1, 2, 3, 4

2) Pupils B. 1, 3, 2, 4

3) Extremity weakness C. 4, 3, 1, 2

4) Vital signs D. 2, 1, 4, 3
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QUESTION QUESTION TYPE

Situation

Bo is a 19-year old woman admitted to the ER unconscious. She is

diagnosed with a ruptured aneurysm and subarachnoid hemorrhage.
Neuro checks reveal that Bo is comatose, does not respond to
deep pain, has decerebrate posturing and fixed, dilated pupils.
Her vital signs are: BP - 90/30; P - 40; and R - 7.
Bo's 19-year old husband and her parents are in the ER
waiting room.

15. In what way can the ER nurse best provide
emotional support to the husband and
parents?

A. Answer questions with detailed information
and descriptions of procedures and
pathophysiology.

B. Allow a family member to be with Bo whenever
possible.

C. Refer questions to ICU staff, since that's
where Bo will be admitted.

D. Explain that the family can best help Bo by
allowing the staff to function unimpeded.

Nursing
Application

Septic Shock

1. Which of the following patients is at risk Nursing
for septic shock? Application

A. Bilbo, age 17, with a closed head injury
B. Paibe, age 74, with a transurethral

resection of the prostate
C. Fani, age 30, with abruptio placenta
D. Gilda, age 50, with CHF

2. Which type of organism is most likely to
cause sepsis?

A. Fungi

B. Virus

Non-Nursing
Recognition

C. Gram positive bacteria
D. Gram negative bacteria

3. There are four portals that could provide
entry for infecting organisms. Which of the
following are examples of those entry portals?

1) Burns
2) Pharyngeal flora becomes gram positive
3) Foley catheter insertion
4) Colon resection
5) IV insertion

A.

B.

C.

D.

E.

Non-Nursing
Application

1, 2, 5
2, 3, 4
1, 3, 4, 5
1, 2, 3, 4
All of the

Above
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4. Which of the following are the most important
preventative nursing interventions for
patients at risk for septic shock?

1) Meatal care with Foley
2) Change IV site when red/tender
3) Handwashing
4) Scrupulous wound care

Nursing
Recognition

A. 1, 2, 3
B. 2, 3, 4

C. 1, 2, 4
D. 1, 3, 4
E. All of the Above

5 Which of the following symptoms alert the
nurse to the possibility of septic shock
in risk populations?

1) Blood pressure greatly decreased A. 1, 3
2) Decrease in mental status B. 2, 4

3) Chills and fever C. 1, 4
4) U0 greatly decreased D. 2, 3

E. All of the Above

Nursing
Recognition

6. In septic shock, as contrasted with hypo-
volemic shock, patients experience:

1) Chills and fever
2) Increased renal blood flow
3) Increased gastric blood flow
4) Decreased liver function

Non-Nursing
Recognition

A. 1, 2

B. 2, 3

C. 1, 4

D. 3, 4

E. All of the Above

7. The following admitting orders are written
for a patient in septic shock. In which
sequence would you carry out the orders?

1) Wound, sputum, and blood cultures stat
2) Gentamycin 80 mg IV over 60 minutes now and every 8°
3) Vital signs every 30 minutes

A. 1, 2, 3 C. 3, 2, 1

B. 2, 3, 1 D. 3, 1, 2

Nursing
Application

8. Which of the following are potential compli-
cations of the aminoglycoside therapy used
in septic shock?

1) Decreased renal function A. 1, 2
2) Damage to cranial nerve V B. 2, 4
3) Damage to cranial nerve VIII C. 1, 3

4) Decreased immune response D. 2, 3

E. All of the Above

Non-Nursing
Recognition
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9. In treating septic shock, the physician
increased the IV rate of Dextrose in
Lactated Ringer's from 100 cc/hour to
350 cc/hour. Which of the following will be
most useful in assessing adequate volume
replacement?

A. Central venous pressure
B. Urine output
C. Blood pressure
D. Temperature and moisture of skin

10. The physician orders the hypothermia
blanket to be used if your septic shock
patient's temperature rises to 104° F.
Which of the following nursing orders are
critical for the care of the patient on a
hypothermia blanket?

Nursing
Recognition

Nursing
Recognition

1) Protect skin with lanolin/Vasoline.
2) Turn every 1°, prop pillow behind the blanket.
3) Place bath blanket between patient and blanket.
4) Cover patient only with a towel or pillowcase.

A. 1, 2, 3 D. 1, 2, 4
B. 2, 3, 4 E. All of the Above
C. 1, 3, 4
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APPENDIX B

DECISION-MAKING EXERCISE

SEPTIC SHOCK

E.T. is a 74-year old man who is four days post-op

transurethral resection of the prostate (TURP). The physicians

have determined that E.T. is septic and at risk for septic shock.

1) If E.T. were in the hyperdynamic stage of
septic shock, what would be the two unique
distinguishing physical signs of that stage?
Give rationale for those signs.

2) The physicians write the following orders:

a) Gentamycin 80 mgm IV over 60 minutes,
give now and every 8 hours

b) Blood and urine cultures stat

c) Vital signs every 30 minutes

In what order would you carry out those orders?
Give rationale for your choice.
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DECISION-MAKING EXERCISE

INCREASED INTRACRANIAL PRESSURE (ICP)

Hermia is a 35-year old business executive for Georgia

Pacific who is transferred at 2000 to the neurological floor

from the E.R. She is diagnosed as having a concussion following

a motor vehicle accident on Portland's icy streets. She has

sustained a (E) rib fracture and several facial lacerations.

Transfer data include: BP - 118/80; P - 90; R - 14; T - 37;

PERL, alert and oriented X 3, good bilateral grips, moves

all extremities well, IV - D
5
W at 50 cc/hour.

1) As the admitting nurse on the neurological unit,
what further specific assessment data would you
want to gather? Give your rationale.

It is now 2330. You have checked Hermia every
hour, but have been detained helping quiet a
combative patient. Hermia is sleeping.
You take her vital signs and find: BP - 98/50;
P - 140; R - 20. You are concerned about these
vital signs. Which signs concern you the most
and why?

3) What would you do next? Give your rationale.

4) What action could you take while contacting
the physician? Give your rationale.
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APPENDIX C

OREGON HEALTH SCIENCES UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF NURSING

STUDENT EVALUATION OF DIDACTIC INSTRUCTION

CLASS PRESENTATIONS - SEPTIC SHOCK AND

INCREASED INTRACRANIAL PRESSURE

Directions: Using the scale below, rate your agreement with
each statement below.

1 - Strongly Disagree
2 - Disagree
3 - Agree
4 - Strongly Agree

GENERAL

1. The objectives of the class were clearly stated.

2. The learning experiences (lectures, readings) related
directly to the class objectives.

3. The quiz and exam questions were related directly to the
class objectives.

4. The quiz and exam questions were fair and written in
clear language.

5. The class presentation was organized.

LEARNING MATERIALS (Readings)

6. Were not too easy, nor too difficult, but were meaningful
and challenging.

7. Were available when needed.

8. Were well organized and logical in style or format.

THE INSTRUCTOR

9. Seemed to know the subject matter well

10. Demonstrated what apsects of the subject matter are relevant
to nursing.
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THE INSTRUCTOR (Continued)

11. Seemed enthusiastic about the subject matter.

12. Encouraged student participation and questions from
the class.

13. Was able to clarify material that needed elaboration.

14. Provided regular feedback about my progress in the course.

15. Provided materials and activities which were thought-
provoking, but not too difficult.

16. Spoke in a manner that was expressive and stimulating.

17. Related to students in a way that promoted mutual respect.

18. Made use of a variety of teaching techniques.

19. Made good use of audio-visual material.
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APPENDIX D

OREGON HEALTH SCIENCES UNIVERSITY
SCHOOL OF NURSING

INFORMED CONSENT FORM

M. Shelley Young, R.N., M.S., principal investigator and

faculty member in the Department of Adult Health and Illness, is

studying the teaching-learning process, specifically achievement

orientation, teaching methods, and their effect on learning.

Participants in this study will complete the California

Psychological Inventory (CPI). Participants should allow

45-60 minutes for the completion of the test. Only the scales

relating to learning will be scored. Participants will use only

their social security number on the answer sheet. The answer

sheets will not be scored until the completion of the

academic year. Participants give their consent to the release

of National League for Nursing scores, previous grade point

averages, Nursing 460 exam scores and grades, age, and sex to

the investigator. This information will not be gathered until

the completion of the academic year. Participants also agree

to complete class and instructor evaluations and other class

materials and will use only social security numbers on the

answer sheets. At the end of the academic year, each participant

will be given a study number replacing the social security number.

This will ensure that subjects cannot be identified. All infor-

mation collected will be held strictly confidential.

You may refuse to participate in the study, and you are

free to withdraw your consent at any time without affecting

your relationship with the Oregon Health Sciences University.



If you have further questions, you may reach

M. Shelley Young at 225-7839.

I have read the foregoing and agree to participate in

the study.

(Signature)

(Social Security Number)

(Date)

104


