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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of the study was to determine if differences 

existed between two types of doctoral programs in nursing, the Doctor of 

Philosophy degree program with a major in nursing (Type I) and the Doc

tor of Nursing Science degree program (Type II), in terms of selected 

environmental input, curricular design, and outcome variables. A 

secondary purpose of the study was to determine the nature of any appar

ent differences. 

The study methodology was based on an exploratory design. Eight 

case examples were selected through the use of a double random sampling 

technique from the populations of Type I and Type II doctoral programs 

in nursing. Selected case examples were surveyed with a questionnaire 

designed for the study. Data analysis was directed at determining the 

presence and nature of differences between Type I and Type II case 

examples based upon reported data for three main categories of vari

ables. Data analysis was accomplished through the use of descriptive 

statistical techniques of frequencies, ranges, and means. 

Major conclusions of the study were 1) differences were appar

ent for selected environmental input variables for respondent data, 

societal variables, selected institutional variables, and selected 

student variables; 2) differences were apparent for selected curricu

lar design variables for the curricular content areas of program 

philosophical orientation, purposes, and objectives. Differences 

xv 



were also found in the curricular form areas of organizational orien

tation, locus of learning, type of instructional strategies, available 

areas of coursework, calendar systems, and available credit options; 

and 3) differences were apparent for selected outcome variables for 

educational outcome areas of total number of graduates since initial 

program approval, average number of graduates for the past five years, 

and diversity of post-graduation employment positions occupied by 

known graduates. A curricular outcome difference was found in the 

diversity of types of criteria utilized in the evaluation of the doc

toral program. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

All professions develop by progressing through various growth 

stages, and eventually they must satisfy specific criteria in order to 

be identified as professions. A profession's educational structure is 

its primary vehicle in the establishment of its unique professional 

identity. The structure not only produces necessary professional mem

bers but communicates the profession's philosophy, role, and theoretical 

base to colleagues and society. Over the past one hundred years nursing 

has progressed through several historical stages in the development of 

its educational structure. These stages have involved a transition 

from hospital-based schools of nursing to institutions of higher educa

tion. 

Currently, the nursing profession is characterized by a diver

sified educational structure. At the undergraduate level, students may 

attend a two-year associate degree, three-year diploma, or a four-year 

baccalaureate degree program in nursing. In addition, the baccalaureate 

degree program may actually be a two-year upper-division program with 

the first two undergraduate years devoted to pre-professional and gen

eral and liberal education courses. Graduates from all of these pro

grams undergo the same examination for licensure to practice which 

further confounds the unique educational role of each of these 

programs. 
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Both master's and doctoral degree programs in nursing are 

available at the graduate level. While precise distinctions are not 

always clear, these programs tend to be situated along a research

oriented/practice-oriented continuum in their philosophical and curricu

lar design approaches. 

Doctoral programs in nursing have evolved in three specific 

phases: functional specialists, nurse scientists, and doctoral programs 

in and of nursing. 

Phase One: Functional Specialists. Spanning the years from 

1926 to 1959 the emphasis was on doctoral programs which prepared 

nurses as teachers and administrators. Of 132 nurses who earned doc

toral degrees during this phase, 47 received the Doctor of Philosophy 

(Ph.D.) degree, 5 received doctorates in other professional f.ields such 

as law and medicine, and 80 earned the Doctor of Education (Ed.D.) 

degree (Murphy 1981, p. 645). 

The emphasis on role preparation of teachers and administrators 

in this phase provided support for the expansion of professional nursing 

programs within higher education institutions. 

Phase Two: Nurse Scientists. This phase covered the years 

from 1960 to 1969. Nurses were prepared for research through schools 

of natural, behavioral, and social sciences and awarded doctoral de

grees in these fields (Kelley 1977, p. 15). During this phase, 449 

nurses earned doctoral degrees, including 215 Ph.D.s (both nursing and 

non-nursing), 191 Ed.D.s, and 43 other types of doctoral degrees, in

cluding those awarded by newly implemented Doctor of Nursing Science 

(D.N.S. or D.N.Sc.) degree programs (Murphy 1981, p. 645). 



This phase, described as the "nurse scientist era," provided 

support to nurses seeking doctoral education in scientific disciplines 

related to nursing through special Predoctoral Research Fellowships 

3 

and Nurse Scientist Training Program funds awarded to participating 

schools of nursing. Following completion of their doctoral education, 

many of these nurses applied their specialized expertise to the develop

ment of doctoral programs in nursing. 

Phase Three: Doctorates In and Of Nursing. The third and 

current phase, which began in the late 1960s, .prepares nurses in doc

toral programs designed specifically for nurses emphasizing curricular 

content derived from the physical, social, and behavioral sciences 

and the substantive field of nursing (Kelley 1977, p. 15). 

Currently there are 24 doctoral programs in nursing in the 

United States. A regional classification system, based on the geo

graphical boundaries of the six regional accreditation associations 

in the United States, was used to delineate the regional location of 

theRe programs (Silvers 1982, p. 47). As indicated in Figure 1, one 

doctoral program in nursing is located in the Western Region, two in 

the Northwestern Region, three in the Southern Region, nine in the 

North Central Region, seven in the Middle States Region, and the re

maining program in the New England Region. Sixteen states and the 

District of Columbia are represented. 

Fifteen of the doctoral programs in nursing are publicly con

trolled, and nine are privately controlled (Petersen and Davis 1980). 

Of the 15 publicly controlled programs, 12 are Doctor of Philosophy 
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degree programs with a major in nursing, and three are Doctor of Nursing 

Science degree programs. Of the nine privately controlled doctoral 

programs in nursing, four are Doctor of Philosophy degree programs 

with a major in nursing, four are Doctor of Nursing Science degree 

programs, and one is a Doctor of Education degree pr.ogram with a major 

in nursing. 

The overall total enrollment range of institutions containing 

doctoral programs in nursing is 950 to 43,100 (Petersen and Davis 1980). 

To~al enrollment, as defined by Petersen and Davis (1980, p. xviii), 

consists of undergraduate, graduate, first-professional, and unclassi

fied full-time and part-time students as of Fall, 1978. The 16 insti

tutions with Doctor of Philosophy degree programs with a major in 

nursing have a total enrollment range of approximately 1,500 to 43,100 

students. The seven institutions with Doctor of Nursing Science degree 

programs have a total enrollment range of approximately 950 to 25,800 

students. The institution containing the Doctor of Education degree 

program with a major in nursing has an enrollment of 5,333 students. 

Table 1 lists the year in which the doctoral programs in nursing 

were approved and the type of degree awarded by each of them. Table 1 

also identifies the original type of doctoral degree sought by the 

programs and any changes in the type of degree awarded by them since 

initial program approval. 

Background 

Graduate education was first available to nurses at Teachers 

College, Columbia University in 1899 in the fields of hospital economics 
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Figure 1 

DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING IN THE UNITED STATES 

(MARCH, 1982) 

1 University of Alabama in 
Birmingham, Birmingham 

2 University of Arizona, 
Tucson 

3 University of California
San Francisco, San Francisco 

4 University of Colorado 
Health Sciences Center, 
Denver 

5 Catholic University of 
America, Washington, D.C. 

6 Rush University, Chicago 

7 University of Illinois 
Medical Center at Chicago, 
Chicago 

8 Indiana University-Purdue 
University at Indianapolis, 
Indianapolis 

9 University of Maryland 
Baltimore Professional 
Schools 

10 Boston University, Boston 

11 University of Michigan
Ann Arbor, Ann Arbor 

12 Wayne State University, 
Detroit 

a Key 

aTaken from Doctoral 1981, pp. 1-6. 

13 Adelphi University, Garden 
City 

14 New York University, New York 

15 Columbia University Teachers 
College, New York 

16 University of Rochester, 
Rochester 

17 Case Western Reserve 
University, Cleveland 

18 University of Pennsylvania, 
Philadelphia 

19 University of Pittsburgh Main 
Campus, Pittsburgh 

20 Texas Women's University, 
Denton 

21 University of Texas at 
Austin, Austin 

22 University of Utah, Salt 
Lake City 

23 University of Washington, 
Seattle 

24 University of Wisconsin
Madison, Madison 
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Table 1. Doctoral Programs in Nursing, Year of Approval, and Type of Degree Awarded (March, 1982)a,b 

Original Type Original Type Change in Type Current Type 
of Degree of Degree of Degree of Degree 

Pro~ram SoughtC Approved/Yearc Awarded/Yearc Awarded c 

University of Alabama in 
Birmingham D.S.N. D.S.N./1975 D.S.N. 

University of Arizona Ph.D. Ph.D./1975 Ph.D. 
University of California-San 

Francisco Ph.D. D.N.S./1965 D.N.S. 
University of Colorado Health 

Sciences Center Ph.D. Ph.D./1978 Ph.D. 
Catholic University of America D.N.Sc. D.N.Sc./1968 D.N.Sc. 
Rush University D.N.Sc. D.N.Sc./1976 D.N.Sc. 
University of Illinois Medical 

Center ~t Chicago Ph.D. Ph.D./1975 Ph.D. 
Indiana University-Purdue 

University at Indianapolis D.N.S. D.N.S./1976 D.N.S. 
University of Maryland 

Baltimore Professional Schools Ph.D. Ph.D./1978 Ph.D. 
Boston University D.N.Sc. D.N.Sc./1960 D.N.Sc. 
University of Michigan-Ann Arbor Ph.D. Ph.D./1975 Ph.D. 
Wayne State University Ph.D. Ph.D./1975 Ph.D. 
Adelphi University Ph.D. Ph.D. /1982 Ph.D. 
New York University Ed.D./Ph.D. Ed.D./Ph.D./1960 Ph.D./1964 Ph.D. 
Columbia University Teachers 

College Ed.D. Ed.D./c 1950 Ed.D. 
University of Rochester Ph.D. Ph.D./1978 Ph.D. 
Case Western Reserve University Ph.D. Ph.D./1972 Ph.D. 

....., 



Table 1, Continued 

Original Type Original Type 
of Degree of Degree 

Program ~oughtC A~proved/Yearc 

University of Pennsylvania 
University of Pittsburgh Main 

Campus 
Texas Women's University 
University of Texas at Austin 
University of Utah 
University of Washington 
University of Wisconsin-Madison 

D.N.Sc. 

Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 

a Taken from Doctoral 1981, pp. 1-6; Murphy 1981, p. 646. 

blnformation verified through program survey. 

D.N.Sc./1978 

Ph.D./1954 
Ph.D. /1971 
Ph.D. /1974 
Ph.D./1977 
Ph.D. /1978 
Ph.D./1978 
(Experimental 
approval only) 

Change in Type 
of Degree 

Awarded/Yearc 

Currently 
seeking full 
approval 

Current Type 
of Degree 
Awardedc 

D.N.Sc. 

Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 
Ph.D. 

CPh•D• represents Doctor of Philosophy degree ~rograms with a major in nursing; D.S.N./D.N.S./D.N.Sc. 
represents Doctor of Nursing Science degree programs; Ed.D. represents the Doctor of Education degree 
program with a major in nursing. 

co 
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and educational administration. The major purpose of this education was 

to train nurses in the managerial goals of hospitals; these graduates 

could then train other nurses to meet hospital goals (Grace 1978, p. 

20). Since 1899, graduate nursing education has continued to advance 

in status within the higher education setting. The rapidly changing 

goals and purposes of graduate nursing programs reflect the changing 

knowledge and scientific bases of professional nursing. 

The development of doctoral programs in nursing and the in

creasing number of nurses seeking doctoral degrees in cognate fields is 

indicative of new trends in the educational preparation of nurses. 

Since 1972, approximately 100 nurses have earned doctoral degrees an

nually (American 1980, p. v). Eighty-five percent of all nurses with 

doctoral degrees have earned them since 1960 (Crowley 1976, p. 11). The 

increased availability of doctorally prepared nurses with divergent 

areas of expertise has enlarged the pool of available faculty members 

for graduate programs in nursing. This, in turn, has encouraged the 

growth and expansion of doctoral programs in nursing. As Table 1 indi

cates, 18 of the 24 doctoral programs in nursing have originated since 

1960. Despite this phenomenal growth rate, nurses w~'l:h doctoral degrees 

represent slightly greater than one-tenth of a percent of the total 

nurse population in the United States (Pitel and Vian 1975, p. 348). 

Schlotfeldt identified four types of doctoral programs that 

should be available to nurses. These included 

1. programs leading to doctoral degrees in nursing (e.g., 

D.N.S./D.S.N./D.N.Sc.) which denote preparation primarily for 



scholarly nursing practice in a relatively narrow field of specializa

tion; 

10 

2. programs leading to the Ph.D. degree in nursing denoting 

preparation for research and theory development exclusively in nursing; 

3. programs leading to professional or research degrees in 

other, particularly relevant practice fields such as education, sys

tems or operations research, and health care administration; and 

4. programs leading to the Ph.D. in disciplines relevant to 

nursing practice and to the nursing profession (Futur~ 1971, p. 121). 

Since the inception of the first doctoral program in nursing 

at Teachers College, circa 1950, there has been a steady increase in 

the development of the first two types of nursing doctoral programs 

proposed by Schlotfeldt. It is the proliferation of these programs 

in the 1970s and the trend toward pluralism of nursing's doctoral de

gree structure that has generated concern among professional nurse 

leaders. 

Currently, there are three types of doctoral degrees in nursing. 

The Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) degree is classified as a research 

degree which implies an ability to carry out meaningful research, dis

cover new knowledge, and usually indicates appropriate preparation for 

university teaching (Downs 1978, p. 59). The Doctor of Nursing Science 

(D.N.S./D.S.N./D.N.Sc.) degree constitutes a professional degree which 

is described as the "highest university award given in a particular 

field in recognition of completion of academic preparation for pro

fessional practice" (Downs 1978, p. 59). The Doctor of Education 
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(Ed. D.) degree is described as a generic degree that builds on bacca-

laureate and master's programs and emphasizes scholarship and research 

at the doctoral level in a manner that is more applied than that found 

in the Ph.D. degree programs (Downs 1978, p. 59). Currently, growth 

is occurring primarily in the Ph.D. programs and, at a slower pace, in 

the D.N.S./D.S.N./D.N.Sc. programs. 

The above descriptions of the various types of doctoral degrees 

in nursing imply that the programs offering these degrees have differ-

ing curricular philosophies and emphases in their preparation of grad-

uate students. However, the consensus among professional nurse leaders 

is that distinctions between these types of doctoral degrees in nursing 

are not precise. Downs addressed this suspected lack of distinction 

between doctoral degree types when she stated that if the nursing pro-

fession believes that doctoral education for nurses is worth the "huge 

investment in time, energy, and money," then clarification of the nature 

and goals of the various nursing doctoral degrees is imperative (1978, 

p. 60). 

Scearse echoed Downs' concerns regarding the suspected lack 

of distinction between the three types of doctoral programs in nursing 

when she stated that 

Emerging and developing doctoral programs designed for nurses 
must differ from each other in significant ways. Now is the 
time, before any more programs are begun, to thoroughly dif
ferentiate the D.N.S. from the Ph.D. and the Ed.D. in the 
research, educational, scientific and professional components 
of the programs (1976, p. 18). 

Scearse further contended that if distinctions between the types of . 

doctoral programs in nursing were not identified, the programs would 



tend to merge, and the risk was high that the nursing profession would 

once again avoid making important distinctions between its different 

types of nursing professionals (1976, p. 18). 
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Historically, when distinctions have not been made among dif

ferent kinds of nursing programs and degrees, conflict has occurred 

within the profession. For example, witness the current conflict re

garding the different purposes, roles, and distinctions between the 

associate degree- and baccalaureate degree-prepared nurse. Ultimately, 

the nursing profession must determine whether a diversified doctoral 

degree structure is necessary to accomplish desired professional edu

cational goals or whether this diversity can be better accomplished 

within one type of doctoral degree program that incorporates a variety 

of curricular and program design characteristics. If a diversified 

doctoral degree program structure is desirable, then clearly defined 

philosophical and curricular design bases must be readily apparent for 

each type of doctoral degree program in nursing. 

Problem 

Clearly defined distinctions between the various types of doc

toral programs in nursing are not readily apparent from the literature. 

This suggests that the different types of programs may not have clearly 

distinguishable characteristics. Failure to clarify the different 

types of programs may potentially contribute to the following problem 

areas. 

1. Funding justification of new doctoral programs in nursing 

may be difficult if central academic administrators and governing boards 



view all programs as alike and deny funding due to suspected program 

duplication. 
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2. Public image problems may occur secondary to an inability 

to explain the roles and purposes of the different educational programs, 

thus, enhancing a perception that nursing lacks direction and consensus 

in it.s health care role. 

3. The service-education gap may widen if employers do not 

understand the differing expertise possessed by graduates of different 

types of doctoral programs in nursing. Potential employers may refuse 

to hire program graduates or hire them for the wrong types of positions 

creating frustration and poor job satisfaction. 

4. Set-backs may occur with nursing's academic public image 

if nursing persists in creating and maintaining unnecessary doctoral 

degree programs. 

5. Students who are unclear regarding program objectives may 

be admitted to programs that are not suited to their professional needs 

resulting in costly non-retention losses to the program and emotional 

trauma to the student. 

6. Faculty and administrators may become frustrated with pro

grams that do not conform to stated purposes and objectives resulting 

in tension and poor program quality. 

All of these problem areas could be lessened considerably if 

the different types of doctoral programs in nursing could be clearly 

distinguished, evaluated, and supported for their unique contribution 

to the profession's higher educational structure. 
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Purpose 

The primary purpose of this study was to determine if differ

ences existed between two types of currently growing doctoral programs 

in nursing, the Ph.D. degree program and the D.N.S./D.S.N./D.N.Sc. de

gree programs, in terms of selected environmental input, curricular 

design, and outcome variables. A secondary purpose of the study was to 

determine the nature of any apparent differences. 

Significance 

The significance of this study was threefold: 1) assistance in 

program planning, 2) clarification of program distinctions for poten

tial applicants, and 3) clarification of program purposes for potential 

employers of graduates. 

Program Planning 

The determination of distinguishing characteristics among the 

different types of currently developing doctoral programs in nursing 

has implications for short- and long-range program planning. Specific 

program philosophies, goals, and objectives can be better defined when 

program designs are clarified. In turn, this clarification will assist 

nursing leaders in their efforts at explaining and defending these 

programs to central academic administrators and institutional governing 

bodies. Better program definition will also enhance the interfacing 

of program purposes with the developmental needs of the nursing pro

fession. 



Clarification of Program Distinctions 
for Potential Applicants 

Prospective students cannot make intelligent career decisions 

unless adequate program information is available. To choose between 

differing types of doctoral degree programs in nursing, potential stu-

15 

dents must be able to identify program differences. If this distinction 

cannot be made, students will select programs based on guesswork rather 

than rational choice which may lead to mismatches that create frustra-

tion and potential failure. The need for nurses with doctoral degrees 

is too great to risk unnecessary loss of potentially qualified 

applicants. 

Clarification of Programs 
for Potential Employers 

This study will have long-term implications for the employment 

of graduates of doctoral programs in nursing. Clarification of the 

characteristics of these programs will generate increased understanding 

among potential employers regarding the type and level of preparation 

of graduates of the various programs. This increased understanding 

will foster better employment matches for doctora11y prepared nurses 

and, in turn, encourage job satisfaction. 

Conceptual Framework 

Conrad and Pratt's Model of Curricular Decision-Making (Figure 

2) was used as the conceptual framework for this study. The study did 

not explicitly test this model but, rather, used specific aspects of 

the model to support the methodology of the study. The purpose of the 



a 

I:oauouolt, ~, 

I ...... 
coIlewes • 
uDiwerailia 

, 
\ 

\ 
\ 
\ 
X" 

//' \ 

/ \ lapue. 

-.... ................... 
...... 

...... , 
" I \/ 

/ 
/ 

/ 
/ 

I 

::;:::"' \ 
\ 

SOdNI purpoMl 
ofeducaUon 

IRJlitulional 
pu ....... 

0aau0lII00 ..... ~ .. 
I 

lnItlluUonal 
chuod ..... 1a 
-history 
-orpniullon 

Siudent clienlelel 
cullure 
-<I_phlc 
chal'8deri.lia 

lnIlilullonallnlltl'
IKe with immed
lele and Iarpr 
oommunllY 
"""",,"",I.. I 
-competiUve I 

Flnanda'suideli_ f \ ,--=monial . \ 
Iml"'d I \ I ·hut1lullonal \ I 

\ mnst,.lnla II 
\ I / \ 
\ I / \ 
'/ // \ '..... / "-

'~ ./ " 

./ 
/ 

........ _ ",odl"ul _" -" "-
/ ---- ...... , 

/ ' 
/ 

/ 
/ 

~/ 

/--),",.;u.;.c~- //-
............ / 

( uri" u':at On,-. \o.rlabia 

Conlent: 
IT ........ 

NalultJ 01 
i.nuwledSIl 

Nature 01 
Iftaminl 
in .peci8c 
know1edlllll 
prnaoa 

NaJureol 
teechln.1O 
erred desired 
pruccs 

v.lues .• nlludel 
r!!IulUhafrom 
knowledae 

i'arm.: 
Orpniution 01 
inslructlun 
(kmmallelJo. 
• WllIlamo. en.. 

-lInlesyl 
IIIIlIn. 

-tmdlUuoall 
nonlradi! tonal 
emphasis 
(0....." .-awJlllnl 
-eVilualkln 

Raoun::e .Uoatioa 
l ..... ytNtw. Mortimer. 
Tiamoy) 

-r..:ully.lludenb. 
•• dmini!U.aon 
(prall' Conradi 

-time 
•• poco 
-axperlbe 

Delivery .yslem 
(Conrutl • Wyerl 

-ullliil' 
-dl1tMlS 
-lIwluundnl 

I-:xlr*:lInil:ulum 
IMlllltiIllll1 

b.i~ln"/Modilied S,.lIIcm 

........ Ii-
l<.. 

/ ...... 

I " 
/ \ 

/ \ 

/ -' ~~ 
I 
I 

ravenu. 

I 
I 
I 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 
\ / 

/ 

Prof"""""". 
_ledlve per
ceptl .... 

~::'"~'I 
proaoueo J 

/ 
/ 

I I 
/ 

/ 

--\ 
_./ \ 

, <, 
,~ 
'\. 1,;..( 

"-
...... .... h .. i ..... 

Figure 2 
A MODEL OF CURRICULAR DECISION MAKINGa 

Taken from Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 25. 

-Ed_ianal: 
Values. 
attitudes 

"'Ddividual 
-societal 

stills 
<opitn. 
..rt«1ne 

Cuh ... ., -hUmiD arts 
-IIutllaa 
anilacu 

CturicuJar: 
0..,..1 .........,.. 
proJnms 

R_rdI 

CoQluhaDCia 

Worll:/lludy 
mltrehlaae 

lJumLlhips 

...... 
C1\ 



17 

conceptual model is the identification of curricular planning variables 

and the clarification of the relationship among these variables (Conrad 

and Pratt 1983, p. 18). Conrad and Pratt have cited three premises 

as the basis of the model. 

1. The curriculum-operates"as an interactive subsystem of 
the larger college or university system • • • ; 

2. Environmental input variables, curricular design var
iables, and the relationships among these variables 
appear to be explicitly or implicitly allied in any 
curricular model • • • ; r-and_' 

3. Curricular decision-making usually proceeds in a non
linear fashion (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 22). 

The model design reflects the major curricular variables to be 

considered in curriculum and program design and the interaction of 

these variables when they are manipulated in the curricular decision-

making process. Three major areas of influence which have an impact 

on curricular decision-making are incorporated into the model. These 

areas include 

1) environmental inputs over which planners have minimal con
trol; 2) curricular design variables which constitute deci
sion opportunities over which planners have considerable 
control; '-and 7 3) outcome variables which reflect the re
sults of ~urriculum planning (specific types of curricular 
design) and operation of the curricular system (educational 
outcomes) (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 23). 

The interactive phases of the model, i.e., management perspective, 

committee perspective, and interest group perspective, which link the 

three influence areas, reflect the transactional possibilities or con-

siderations that occur in a non-linear fashion within the curricular 

decision-making process. The various constituencies within these three 

phases interact in a dynamic fashion which generates a unique influence 

on the curricular decision-making process at any given point in time. 
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Environmental Inputs 

Conrad and Pratt define environmental inputs as the "key influ

ence variables which affect decisions about curricula" (1983, p. 23). 

The importance and influence of these inputs will vary among institu

tions. These inputs are listed in Figure 2. Environmental input var

iables are grouped under three headings: societal factors, 

institutional characteristics, and student/cultural demographic 

variables. 

Societal Factors. These factors incorporate the "expressed 

and perceived needs of various publics," the constraints imposed by 

state and federal government guidelines, and the constraints imposed 

by various educational and profe~sional certification associations 

(Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 23). 

Institutional Characteristics. These characteristics consist 

of variables related to institutional mission or purpose such as the 

physical and financial resources, history, faculty resources, gover

nance structure, management capacity, adaptive capacity, and boundary 

exchange capacity (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 23). 

Student Clientele/Cultural Demographic Variables. These var

iables include aspects such as the projected enrollment population, 

average student age, average working status of students, financial cap

abilities of student/parents, previous academic preparation of students, 

predominant socioeconomic backgrounds of student population, and the 

perceived and expressed educational needs of students (Conrad and Pratt 

1983, pp. 23-24). 
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Curricular Design Inputs 

Decisions regarding curricular design variables reflect an in-

teraction between these variables and the environmental inputs as well 

as the interrelationships among the design variables themselves (Conrad 

and Pratt 1983, p. 24). Curricular design variables can be subcate-

gorized in terms of content and form. 

Content. Societal and institutional goals have a major in flu-

ence on what a curriculum should contain. In turn, these goals will 

influence the nature of curriculum design and will reflect both gen-

era I purposes and specific program aims. Specific decision-making 

parameters associated with curricular design content are identified 

in Figure 2. Conrad and Pratt have stressed that the incorporation of 

the content dimension in curricular design is important because "a more 

conscious decision about the structure of knowledge may result in cur-

ricular designs which exhibit more philosophical coherence given the 

simultaneous necessary considerations of teacher and learner behaviors 

in various epistemological perspectives" (1983, p. 26). Although the 

academic discipline has been the traditional structure for knowledge 

in higher education, Conrad and Pratt have indicated that 

there are a variety of alternative conceptions of the struc
ture of knowledge which can be considered in curriculum 
planning. Without this examination, institutions may un
critically accept an epistemology based on academic disci
plines when an alternative epistemology might be more 
appropriate (1983, p. 26). 

Examples of alternative orientations to the structure of knowledge in-

clude Piaget's description of knowledge in terms of the genesis of its 



logical complexity and the phenomenologist's description of knowledge 

according to the analysis of consciousness (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 

24). 
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Form. The organization and delivery of curricular content can 

be divided into two areas: organization and instruction. Organiza

tional vehicles provide the form or structure for curricular content. 

Instructional vehicles can encompass diverse strategies, e.g., lectures, 

seminars, etc.; however, the primary consideration of instructional ve

hicles must be concerned with the fit of the model of instruction with 

student and faculty characteristics (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 27). 

Various curricular design variables are identified for form in Figure 2. 

According to Conrad and Pratt, "Organizational vehicles repre

sent methods of arranging curricular subject matter to reflect the goals 

and epistemological perspectives of the deciSion-makers; they provide 

form or structure to curriculum content" (1983, p. 26). Depending upon 

the structure of knowledge used for curriculum content, a variety of 

organizing principles may be utilized. These include 1) a thematic 

organizational vehicle, 2) a discipH.nary organiz.ational vehicle, 3) 

an interdisciplinary organizational approach, 4) modes of inquiry as 

an organizational approach, and 5) "ways of knowing" as an organiza

tional vehicle (Conrad and Pratt 1983, pp. 26-27). As Conrad and Pratt 

have stated, "it is rare for a curricular design to be organized around 

a single, unified alternative mode of organizing knowledge" (1983, p. 

27). 
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Instructional vehicles will be effective in promoting learning 

only if the mode of instruction corresponds with student characteristics 

and faculty variables. In addition, availability of physical resources 

and the means to allocate them will influence teaching/learning effec

tiveness and efficiency. Conrad and Pratt have identified six areas 

where continua represent the "kinds of formative interfaces that need 

consideration and careful juxtaposition when combining organizational 

elements of curricula" (1983, p. 27). These are presented in Table 2. 

Dressel has also proposed six continua which may underlie de

cision-making regarding program structure, content, and objectives. 

These six continua are presented in Table 3. Each continua contains 

extreme positions which must be considered during the process of program 

design. Selection of an intermediate point along each continua will 

promote program balance in terms of structure, content, and objectives. 

Delivery systems should also be matched appropriately with 

organizational and instructional design variables. Examples of Conrad 

and Pratt's continua for development of delivery systems are presented 

in Table 4. 

Outcomes 

Two types of outcomes are addressed in the model: educational 

outcomes and curricular outcomes. Examples of outcome variables are 

identified in Figure 2. 

Educational Outcomes. Educational outcomes are defined as the 

educational results of the curricular process. These outcomes affect 

curriculum planning in two ways. "As formative criteria, they provide 
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Table 2. Conrad and Pratt's Formative Interfaces for Combining 
Organizational 'and Instructional Elements of Curriculaa 

1. Content Coverage 

Depth • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Breadth 

2. Time Dimension 

Past . . . . . Present . . . . . . . . . . Future 

3. Locus of Learning 

Campus • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Field 

4. Institutional Strategies 

Traditional • • • • • • • • • • e • • • • • • • • • Nontraditional 

5. Faculty Expertise 

Cognitive . . . . . Affective 

Traditional Nontraditional 

6. Student Development 

Cognitive Affective 

Traditional Nontraditional 

a Taken from Conrad and,Pratt 1983, p. 27. 
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Table 3. Dressel's Six Organizing Continuaa 

Teacher •• • Discipline 

Student(s) •• Content 

Practical • Theoretical 

Flexibility • • Rigidity 

Unity and 
Coherence •••••••••••••••••••• Compartmentalization 

Continuity, 
Sequence, 
Integration • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Fragmentation 

a Taken from Dressel 1980, p. 79 
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Table 4. Conrad and Pratt's Curricular Delivery Systemsa 

1. Flexibility of Program 

Required • • • . . . . • Distributive • • • • • • • • Elective 

2. Design of Program Sequence 

Faculty Contractual • • • • • • • • Student 

3. Evaluation Procedures 

Faculty ••• Mutual Student 

Time-Based • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . Mastery-Based 

4. Calendar 

Semester/Quarter • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • Other 

5. Credit Options 

Credit by Course 
Completion • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

a Taken from Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 28. 

Credit by 
Examination 
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information regarding the on-going effectiveness of specific aspects of 

the educational process. As summative criteria, they provide information 

related to the general effectiveness of the educational program" (Conrad 

and Pratt 1983, p. 28). These educational outcomes, whether they repre

sent formative or summative criteria, eventually reenter the institu

tional system and, subsequently, influence the reshaping of new 

institutional goals and curricular decision-making. 

Curricular Outcomes. Curricular outcomes provide information 

regarding the working design of the curriculum. The nature of the curri

cular design will be determined by decisions made based upon the analysis 

of input variables, evaluation of the relationship between these input 

variables and various curricular design variables, and the selection of 

curricular options (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 29). 

In summarizing the implications of their curricular decision

making model, Conrad and Pratt have indicated that the review of any 

group of existing programs will reveal that most curricula are more alike 

than they are different. They further stated that "Where differences in 

curricula exist, they can be traced largely to significant institutional 

differences in key environmental inputs, to specific decisions regarding 

curricular design options, and to differences in the nature of the an

ticipated outcome variables" (Conrad and Pratt 1983, p. 29). 

Research Questions 

The following research questions were generated for the study. 

1. Are there differences in selected environmental input var

iables associated with Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing 



in existence as of March, 19821 If so, what are these differences? 

2. Are there differences in selected curricular design var

iables associated with Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing 

in existence as of March, 1982? If so, what are these differences? 

3. Are there differences in selected outcome variables 

associated with Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing in 

existence as of March, 19821 If so, what are these differences? 

Definition of Terms 

The following terms and their definitions were developed for 

the study. 

Environmental Input Variables 
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These variables represent key influence variables which affect 

decisions about curricula. They include societal factors, institutional 

characteristics, and student clientele/cultural demographic variables. 

Societal Factors. Societal factors may include state/federal 

governmental guidelines and constraints imposed by certification associa

tions. 

Institutional Characteristics. Institutional characteristics 

may include physical/financial resources, history~ faculty resources, 

governance structure, and management capacity. 

Student Clientele/Cultural Demographic Variables. These var

iables may include projected enrollment population, average student age, 

financial capability of students, academic preparation of students, and 

socioeconomic background of students. 



Curricular Design Variables 

These variables consist of content and form variables which 

influence the purpose, nature, goals, organization, and delivery of 

curricular content. 
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Content. Content can be organized around several philosophical 

bases (e.g., nature of knowledge, nature of learning process, nature of 

teaching process, and/or values and attitudes resulting from knowledge). 

Form. Form variables reflect the organization and delivery 

of curricular content and involve organizational str.lcture and instruc

tion. Organizational structure represents the method for arranging 

curricular subject matter (e.g., thematic organization, academic disci

pline, interdisciplinary organization, and modes of inquiry). Instruc

tional variables include those variables associated with delivery of 

curricular content (e.g., flexibility of the program, design of the pro

gram sequence, evaluation procedures, and cal~ndar and credit options). 

Outcome Variables 

These variables represent educational outcomes and curricular 

outcomes. 

Educational Outcome Variables. Educational outcome variables 

are defined as the educational results of the curricular process (e.g., 

student values and individual and societal attitudes). 

Curricular Outcome Variables. These variables provide informa

tion regarding the working design of the curriculum (e.g., program eval

uation mechanisms and student employment patterns). 



Type I Doctoral 
Program in Nursing 

A Type I doctoral program in nursing awards a Doctor of Phil-

osophy (Ph.D.) degree with a major in nursing. 

Type II Doctoral 
Program in Nursing 
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A Type II doctoral program in nursing awards a Doctor of Nursing 

Science (D.N.S., D.S.N., or D.N.Sc,) degree with a major in nursing. 

Summary 

This chapter has provided background information related to the 

study problem and purpose. The significance of the study was discussed 

in terms of three specific areas related to the role of doctoral educa-

tion in the nursing profession. A conceptual framework, based upon 

Conrad and Pratt's Model of Curricular Decision-Making, was developed 

for the study and utilized to guide the derivation of research questions 

and to provide a frarn..ework for data analysis. A list of term definitions 

was presented to clarify the terminology contained in the research 

questions. 

Chapter 2 contains a review of literature related to the his-

torical and current influences on the development of graduate and pro-

fessional education programs. Chapter 3 describes the methodology, 

assumptions, and limitations of the study. Chapter 4 reports the find-

ings for Type.I doctoral programs in nursing. Chapter 5 reports the 

findings for Type II doctoral programs in nursing. Chapter 6 presents 

a summary and comparison of findings for Type I and Type II doctoral 



programs in nursing. Chapter 7 contains the summary of finding, 

conclusions, and recommendations of the study. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of literature focuses on two major areas: 1) his-

torical influences on the development of graduate education programs 

and 2) current influences on the development of graduate professional 

education programs. The section on historical influences on the-devel-

opmentof graduate education programs is discussed in terms of the ori-

gins of graduate education, the origins of graduate professional 

education, and the origins of graduate nursing education in the United 

States. The section on current influences on the development of grad-

uate professional education programs is discussed in terms of current 

program issues and trends and related research for both professions in 

general and the profession of nursing in particular. A summary section 

completes the chapter. 

Introduction 

Graduate Education: Historical 
Influences on Program Development 

"Graduate education in the arts and sciences has expanded during 

every decade since the granting of the first earned doctorate in the 

United States in 1861" (Cartter 1966, p. 118). Three periods of growth 

can be detected by examining the historical trends during tnis period. 

The first period of rapid growth occurred from 1921 to 1931 when the 

number of doctorates granted annually rose from 650 to 2,500 (Cartter 
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1966, p. 118). The second period of rapid expansion followed World War 

II when the annual number of earned doctorates rose from 2,000 in 1946 
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to 9,000 in 1954. The third period of rapid growth in graduate education 

occurred from 1962 to 1972. During this period, the annual rate of 

earned doctorates rose from 11,500 to around 30,000 (Cartter 1966, p. 

119). During these three major growth periods, other significant trends 

were evident among the changes in the nature of doc.toral education in 

the United States. These included 1) an increase from 9 percent in 

1900 to over 20 percent in 1974 in the proportion of ~omen holding earned 

doctoral degrees and 2) a rapid growth in doctoral education in fields 

with a large "applied" component, such as engineering, education, and 

psychology (Harmon 1978, p. 5). 

Accompanying the rapid increase in the number of doctorally 

prepared persons has been an increased need for more information regard

ing the characteristics of doctoral education and doctoral recipients. 

As a consequence of this need for information, universities have become 

more concerned with the process of graduate education leading to the 

doctorate (Doctorate 1967, p. 1). In many institutions, the orientation 

of baccalaureate education has become more focused on the preparation 

of students for graduate education. In addition, "society in general 

has become more aware of the critical role these persons will play in 

determining the standard and quality of living for the nation" (Doctor

~ 1967, p. 1). Statistical analysis of information related to doctoral 

recipients during the years 1958 to 1966 indicated specific trends in 

terms of doctorates granted by fields, institutions, and states. 



From 1958 to 1966, the average growth rate in doctorates was 

9.8 percent per year. The g~owth rate in specific fields, however, in-

dicated a wide variation in average annual growth rates. Table 5 

demonstrates this variation in annual percentage growth rate. 

Table 5. Growth Rate of Doctoral Preparation in Specific 
Fieldsa 
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Field % Per Year Increase 

Engineering 17.7 

Professional Fields 10.9 

Physical Sciences 9.7 

Arts and Humanities 9.5 

Education 9.4 

Biological Sciences 7.5 

Social Sciences 6.7 

aTaken from Doctorate 1967, p. 3. 

The growth in the number of institutions granting the doctorate 

has also been significant over the last several decades. In the United 

States, the number of doctorate-granting institutions has been doubling 

about every twenty years. The number of doctoral degrees granted by 

these institutions has doubled every eight to ten years. The result of 

this rapid growth has been an increase in the average number of doctor-

ates granted per institution from 12 in 1920 to 85 in 1966. The increase 

in the number of doctoral degrees awarded over time obscures the fact 

that, despite the growth in the number of doctoral degrees being awarded, 
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the percentage of institutions supplying a given percentage of doctor

ates has remained almost constant. From 1920 to 1966, "Four or five 

percent of the institutions supplied 25 percent of the doctorates during 

the entire period; eleven percent of the institutions supplied 50 percent 

of the doctorates; and twenty-four to twenty-six percent supplied 75 per

cent of the doctorates" (Doctorate 1967, p. 12). As the number of doc

toral-granting institutions has increased, there has been a proportionate 

increase in the number of "inner-core high producers" within institutions 

as well as an increase in the number of specializations within institu

tions (Doctorate 1967, p. 12). 

Trends have also been observed regarding the number of doctor

ates granted by states. It ha.s been found that states that are high 

producers of doctorates tend to have a field distribution similar to the 

national average. The states that produce fewer doctorates tend to 

place heavier emphasis on the natural sciences and to provide less em

phasis on the social sciences, arts and humanities, and professions 

(Doctorate 1967, p. 23). 

The objectives of doctoral-level graduate study have also shown 

a transition over time. The original goal of doctoral education, ac

cording to academic purists, was to train research scholars in tradi

tional arts and sciences. This goal has given way to the more pragmatic 

goal that doctoral education should encompass the preparation of college 

teachers and advanced professionals in applied fields (Matarazzo and 

Abde11ah 1971, p. 405). This transition of advanced professional educa

tion into the higher education setting has forced a merger within 
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doctoral education between the development of theoretical concepts and 

their application in the professional work world (Brubacher and Rudy 

1976, pp. 217-218). This transition can best be understood through an 

examination of the origins of graduate and professional education. 

Origin of Graduate Education 

The origin of doctoral-level graduate education in the United 

States is predated by the origination of the doctorate in the Middle 

Ages with the founding of the universities at Paris and Bologna. The 

doctorate initially represented a certificate of admission to the guild 

or corporation of professors and doctors and carried with it the license 

to teach (Bowen 1975, p. 119). When the licensing of individuals to 

teach became an ecclesiastical as well as faculty responsibility, the 

universities emerged as international organizations. With the coming 

of papal approval as a requirement for the authorization of the granting 

of degrees, 

The doctor gained a place in the hierarchical system of medie
val Christendom similar to the priesthood or knighthood. Once 
a university received papal approval to award degrees, its 
graduates were internationally sanctioned. The title of doctor 
conveyed the full right to teach at any university without 
further examination (Harris and others 1980, p. 2). 

The demand for learned men outside the university increased in the late 

twelfth century, and, consequently, this had an impact on the growth of 

the number of doctorally prepared individuals of the time. 

"The titles of master, doctor and professor were synonymous 

during the Middle Ages" (Harris and others 1980, p. 2). The primary use 

of the term doctor originated at Bologna and, subsequently, spread 



35 

throughout Italy and Germany. The title of master was used at Paris and 

Oxford, and until recent times the German Doctor of Philosophy and the 

English Master of Arts were considered equivalent degrees (Harris and 

others 1980, p. 2). 

Early American higher education modeled itself after the English 

college and limited itself to baccalaureate-level study. The emergence 

of graduate-level studies in the United States was a direct response to 

the influence of the German university of the nineteenth century. Ac

cording to Brubacher and Rudy "The impact of German university scholar

ship upon nineteenth~century American higher education is one of the 

most significant themes in modern intellectual history" (1976, p. 174). 

The early German university system provided the primary training of 

professionals, teachers, scholars, and civil servants (Harris and others 

1980, p. 3). The essence of the German university, which made it in

tellectually attractive to American scholars, was "the concept that an 

institution of true higher learning should be, above all, 'the workshop 

of free scientific research'" (Brubacher and Rudy 1976, p. 174). Be

tween 1815 and the outbreak of the First World War, more than ten thou

sand American students graduated from German universities (Brubacher 

and Rudy 1976, p. 175). 

Several key factors promoted the attendance of American scholars 

at German universities. These included the following: 1) Germany pro

vided one of the few alternatives for advanced study prior to the Civil 

War; 2) few opportunities existed in America, at the time, for student 

specialization in some phase of the arts or sciences; 3) Germany 



provided the primary source for advanced training in scientific and 

technological fields urgently needed in America following the Civil 

War; and 4) the German Ph.D. degree had significant prestige among 

academic careerists (Brubacher and Rudy 1976, pp. 175-177). 

By the end of the nineteenth century, thousands of Americans 

had studied in Germany and had brought to America a veneration of the 

German university system and a desire to superimpose the system into 

American higher education. This transition, however, proved to be a 

slow process. 

While the first American Ph.D. was awarded by Yale in 1861, 
the university '-based 7 on the German model did not emerge 
until the founding of Johns Hopkins University in 1876. 
The idea of a graduate school of arts and sciences was not 
really established until the 1880's, and even then its 
growth was slow (Harris and others 1980, p. 4). 

Several factors contributed to the slow transition of American graduate 

education. These factors included 

1. the lack of heritage among American colleges of a medieval 

guild to direct the development of higher education; 

2. the reluctance of American colleges to hire graduate 

faculty, preferring instead to increase the duties of existing faculty; 

and 

3. the use of credit hours and formalized procedures which 

increased organizational structure and process and made change more 

difficult to achieve (Harris and others 1980, p. 4). 

By 1900, however, the Ph.D. degree had become the desired de-
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gree for appointment to a major university faculty in the United States. 
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This degree, unlike the current Ph.D. degree, only required two years of 

post-baccalaureate study at some universities. In 1881, Johns Hopkins 

University lengthened its doctoral program to three years and in 1883 

established a graduate academic council to formalize and maintain what 

it identified as high standards for the Ph.D. degree (Matarazzo and 

Abdellah 1971, p. 405). 

American higher education from 1900 to World War I reflected an 

increased standardization of the doctoral degree. In 1900, about one

third of all Ph.D.s awarded were for off-campus work, and 8 to 10 percent 

were purely honorary (Harris and others 1980, p. 5). It was at this time 

that the Association of American Universities was established to set uni~ 

form standards for the Ph.D. In 1908, the National Association of State 

Universities also became involved in the setting of standards for the 

Ph.D. when it recommended that the period of post-graduate study for the 

Ph.D. be increased to three years. From 1916 to 1919 an American As

sociation of University Professor's committee also reviewed Ph.D. re

quirements. By the end of World War I standards such as residence, 

language requirements, and the character of the dissertation were firmly 

established (Harris and others 1980, pp. 5-6). 

Following establishment of requirements for the Ph.D. degree, 

controversy regarding the nature and purpose of doctoral education began 

to emerge. Academic purists argued that the Ph.D. was a degree which 

should exist to train research scholars in the traditional arts and 

sciences. Academic pragmatists argued that the Ph.D. degree should also 

encompass the preparation of college teachers and advanced professionals 



in other fields such as speech, applied mathematics, home economics, 

applied physics, clinical psychology, and library science to name a 
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few (Matarazzo and Abdellah 1971, p. 405). This debate continues in 

today's higher education settings, however the arguments of the academic 

pragmatists have clearly won preeminence. 

A diversification in the types of doctoral degrees has accom

panied the growth of doctoral education in the United States. In many 

instances, the variation in types of doctoral degrees has been reflec

tive of the arguments of the academic pragmatists. Harvard University 

established the principle of mUltiple doctoral degrees when in 1872 the 

Harvard Graduate Department offered two different doctoral degrees: 

the Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) and the Doctor of Science (S.D.) 

(Harcleroad 1969, p. 1). The Doctor of Science degree was for scien

tific students while the Doctor of Philosophy degree was primarily for 

students studying the humanities and social sciences. Harcleroad has 

stated that "With the exception of the Doctor of Science degree, pro

fessional schools have developed most of the additional earned degrees. 

Several have grown from prior use as honorary degrees into 'earned' 

degrees and, in some cases, perform both functions today" (1969, p. 1). 

According to the American Council on Education's 1968 edition of 

American Colleges and Universities, almost one hundred different doc

toral degrees are awarded by colleges and universities j.n the United 

States (Harcleroad 1969, p. 1). 

The diversity of doctoral programs and types of doctoral degrees 

reflect the increasing frequency through which emerging professional 
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disciplines have been incorporated into the university's graduate educa-

tion framework. 

Origin of Graduate 
Professional Education 

Historically, the idea of the professional and professional 

education has its roots in the Greco-Roman Period (Brubacher 1962, p. 

47). Quintillian, in his Institutes of Oratory and the Greeks, in their 

medical training, ~tressed the need for apprenticeships and advanced 

training for individuals working "on behalf of their friends in public 

causes" (Brubacher 1962, p. 48). It is interesting to note that the 

word theory is Greek in origin and has a root-base meaning of getting 

a view of things. This early importance of theory as a form of concep-

tualization for the professional had a significant role in the later 

development of professional education within the higher education 

setting. 

The rise of the medieval university marked a significant advance 

in professional education. The medieval university, with its incorpora-

tion of professional faculties, became a "center of instruction for the 

first time which was exclusively devoted to professional education" 

(Brubacher 1962, p. 50). Professional education during this period 

rested on a liberal arts base that prepared the professional candidate 

for advanced professional studies. The award of degrees in the profes-

sional schools were "jealously guarded" because the award carried with 

it the license to practice (Brubacher 1962, p. 51). 



The university continued to be the primar)T center for profes-

sional training in the post-medieval or Renaissance period. The 

principal innovation during this period was the gradual secularization 

of instruction. As Brubacher has stated, 

Candidates for law and medicine, little by little, ceased to 
be clerics in minor orders. More significant, especially for 
America, was the way in which professional education in Eng
land not only similarly became secularized but also gradually 
dropped out of the orbit of university studies (1962, p. 
52). 

The key component that precipitated the breaking away of professional 

education from the university structure during this time period was the 

inability of the university to update its professional educational cur-

riculum in keeping with the societal needs of the time. For example, 

professors of law at Oxford and Cambridge ignored English common law, 

preferring the more universal principles of civil and canon law. Con-

sequently, those preparing to practice law in the courts of England had 

to go outside the universities for their training in common law. Like-

wise, the field of medicine, especially the specialty area of surgery, 

was viewed by ecclesiastical faculty as aversive. Students interested 
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in surgery were forced to obtain their professional education in appren-

ticeship situations where standards were sporadic and quality suspect 

(Brubacher 1962, pp. 53-56). 

The tradition of academic training based on a body of theoreti-

cal knowledge or cognitive base in American higher education is an out-

growth of the development of the professions themselves. This, in turn, 

"is related to forms of practical training influenced by the professional 
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training of doctors, lawyers, and theologians in mid-eighteenth century 

England" (Nyre and Reilly 1979, p. 7). According to Brubacher, profes-

sional education emerged in America in three overlapping stages. In the 

first stage, American colonists were highly dependent on European-trained 

lawyers, doctors, and clergy who emigrated to the colonies. In the 

second stage, colonists began to send their children to Europe for pro-

fessional training. In the final stage, professional education began to 

emerge as a self-sustaining component of the developing American educa-

tional pattern (Brubacher 1962, p. 56). Mayhew echoed Brubacher's stages 

for the development of professional education in the United States. He 

added that following the Civil War profound changes began to occur in 

professional education as the "newer modes" of German scholarship began 

to influence American higher education. This influence "led professional 

schools to gravitate to where colleges (eventually to become universities) 

were located" (Mayhew 1971, p. 3). 

The late nineteenth and early twentieth century brought major 

changes in professional education. Neither the professional schools nor 

the apprenticeship system had worked well for professional education due 

to their narrow curricular focus. Following the Civil War, major changes 

occurred in professional education from several directions. 

By the first quarter of the twentieth century the mere 
possession of a bachelor's degree and the tuition fee was 
no longer enough to command entrance to the better pro
fessional schools. When applications for admission outran 
the number of places available, professional schools were 
able to pick students with particular kinds of records 
(Brubacher and Rudy 1976, p. 204). 



Likewise the necessary characteristics for the educated professional 

began to emerge. These characteristics, which were gradually incorpor

ated into professional education cirricula, included 1) the need for 
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a broad theoretical base for proficient professional practice; 2) the 

need for the specialized knowledge and skills which characterize a given 

profession and distinguish it from other professions; 3) the need for 

general education outside the professional field that equips all citi

zens, regardless of their chosen field, to discharge their civic duties 

and to live an informed and effective personal life; and 4) the 

necessity for continuing education, both professional and general, to 

allow the individual to remain intellectually alive and broadly informed 

after he/she discontinues the f~rmal higher education process (McGrath 

1962, pp. 283-284). As the scholastic base in professional schools 

expanded, it became evident that independently incorporated professional 

schools were at a disadvantage. Ultimately, these independent schools 

could not compete with the professional schools that had become part of 

the university setting. These university-based professional schools, 

backed by the broader financial base of the universities, "found it 

easier to move away from one of the great weaknesses of the proprietary 

school, its part-time faculty, and toward one of full-time teachers" 

(Brubacher and Rudy 1976, p. 205). With the movement of the professional 

school into the higher education setting, a merger of theory development 

and practical application of professional knowledge occurred which pro

vided both a catalyst for societal advancement and a dilemma for the 

evolving structure of American graduate education. It was at this time 



that two separately developing American educational systems, i.e., 

graduate education and professional education, began to combine their 

structures in an initially ambiguous and an ongoing controversial 

relationship. 

The graduate school emerged in a symbiotic relationship to 

other parts of the university. Its organizational characteristics as-

sumed either a horizontal or vertical structure. With a horizontal 

organizational structure, advanced instruction across all fields was 

organized by the graduate college. With a vertical organizational 

structure, advanced instruction was organized vertically through a 

particular group of disciplines such as education, business administra-

tion, and medicine. According to Darley, "Under either form of organi-

zation, the graduate school is beset and harried by all occupational 

and professional groups seeking to strengthen their status and to in-

crease their standards" (Darley 1962, p. 192). Berelson, agreeing with 

Darley, has stated that 

Professional fields (other than medicine and law) have con
stantly increased their programs at the doctoral level and 
in general have coveted the Ph.D. in preference to setting 
up their own doctoral degrees, even if that meant conform
ing to the general standards for the Ph.D. set up by the 
graduate school for the entire University (1960, p. 220). 

After World War I American higher education experienced a sig-

nificant growth in the number of doctorates awarded, and the Ph.D. was 

also extended to several professional fields. This extension provoked 

an ongoing controversy regarding whether the Ph.D. should be awarded 

for professional study. In 1920, Harvard first awarded a doctorate in 
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education, the Ed.D. Harvard now awards both the Ed.D. and the Ph.D. in 

education (Harris and others 1980, p. 6). This trend in the variation 

of types of doctoral degrees awarded in different fields can be seen at 

different universities in the United States. For example, Ohio State 

University and the University of Chicago award only the Ph.D. in educa

tion. However, Harvard and Columbia award both the Ed.D. and the Ph.D. 

degree for supposedly different types of programs in education (Harris 

and others 1980, p. 6). Other professional fields have a similar pat

tern of dual doctoral degrees. Fields such as business, engineering, 

and public administration award both the Ph.D. and a professional doc

torate (D.B.A., D.Eng., and D.P.A.) (Harris and others 1980, p. 6). 

In general, professions have sought the Ph.D. as their highest degree 

in an effort to enhance the upward mobility of the profession. The 

Ph.D. symbolizes that the profession "has arrived" {Harris and others 

1980, p. 6). The extension of the Ph.D. into professional fields, 

however, has created controversy and raised serious questions about 

the nature of the degree. Berelson, in an historical review of grad

uate study, has noted "a trend toward professionalization of the Amer

ican doctorate in that (a) more doctorates are being awarded in the 

professional fields and (b) more professionally oriented doctorates were 

being awarded in the arts and sciences" (1960, p. 30). The original 

German-based Ph.D. in American higher education was, in many respects, 

a professional doctorate; however, the societal need in the United 

States at the time could not accommodate doctoral graduates outside the 



university setting. The American Ph.D., due to necessity, became more 

oriented toward pure learning than professional training. With the 

influences of technology, American society has increasingly pushed the 

universities toward the doctorate in newer professional fields. This 

trend has made a major impact on emerging professions, such as nursing, 

and controversy continues to surround the extension of the Ph.D. into 

such fields (Harris and others 1980, p. 7). 

Currently, a key difficulty in discussing professional educa-

tion at any level is the problem of defining professional education. 

Nyre and Reilly have stated that 

The problem of defining professional education is not unlike 
the difficulty arising from attempts to categorize any as
pect of postsecondary education. First a distinction be
tween "professional" and other types of education must be 
made, and then the differences, if any, between "education" 
and other forms of formal or informal learning must be 
distinguished (1979, p. 6). 

In reviewing various publications from seven key sources which were 

written from 1955 to 1977, Nyre and Reilly found that only law was 

treated as a profession by all seven sources (1979, pp. 4-6). The 

labeling of other fields varied, depending on the source reviewed, from 

that of occupation to profession. The primary trend in the literature 

has been to "treat the ~ature of professionalism or the characteristics 

of the professional in general as a way of defining the term" (Nyre and 

Reilly 1979, p. 6). Currently, the term professional is linked to a 

description of the "education" or academic training received, and the 

definition of professional education relys upon the differentiation of 
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professional education from other forms of training (Nyre and Reilly 

1979, p. 7). 

The criteria that represent professionalism were first deline-

ated by Flexner in 1915 in his address, "Is Social Work a Profession?" 

(Flexner 1915). Since that time, Flexner's original criteria have been 

reviewed and expanded by several sources. These criteria 

also in a large measure are operational in a delineating and 
guj.ding sense for all occupations generally and for those 
"striving" to be professional. They form a base for admis
sion to professional schools, for curriculum, for methods of 
instruction and evaluation and, ultimately, for licensure, 
certification, and evaluation of the practitioner (Anderson 
1974, pp. 3-4). 

Schein has expanded Flexner's criteria to formulate ten criteria that 

46 

characterize the professional. These criteria describe the professional 

1. as being engaged in a full-time occupation; 

2. as having a strong motivation or calling as the basis for 

choice of professional career; 

3. as having a specialized body of knowledge and skills ob-

tained du~ing a prolonged period of education and training; 

4. as making decisions based on general principles, theories, 

or propositions; 

5. as having a service orientation; 

6. as being objective regarding the needs of clients and 

capable of creating a situation of mutual trust with the client; 

7. as demanding autonomy of judgment regarding his/her own 

performance through the use of strong ethical and professional 

standards; 



8. as forming professional associations which define criteria 

of admission, educational standards, licensing or other formal entry 

examination, career lines within the profession, and areas of jurisdic-

tion of the profession; 

9. as having knowledge i.n a specific area; and 

10. as making professional services available to society but 

not through the use of advertisement or direct solicitation of clients 

(Schein 1972, pp. 8-9). 

Origin of Graduate Nursing 
Education in the United States 
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Graduate education in nursing is a relatively recent phenomenon. 

The recent growth of the profession of nursing has paralleled aspects of 

development of other emerging professions such as engineering and social 

work. Nursing, like engineering and social work, is "caught up in the 

dilemma of establishing an educational pattern that is university-based 

for the preparation of its leaders" (Matarazzo and Abdellah 1971, p. 

405). 

As an occupation, nursing has been associated with organized 

health care delivery in the form of acute hospital care (Hammack 1982, 

p. 9). The first schools of nursing in the United States, founded in 

1873, were operated as diploma schools by hospitals (Matarazzo and 

Abdellah 1971, p. 405). This type of nursing education was proprietary 

in nature, as was that of most professions at the time. In 1909, the 

first "basic," university-associated program in nursing was established 

at the University of Minnesota. This program became a baccalaureate 
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degree-granting program in 1919. By 1945 there were forty-six American 

universities and colleges offering advanced programs leading to degrees 

for students already possessing an R.N. Of these programs, thirty-one 

offered only baccalaureate preparation, fifteen also offered the mas

ter's degree in nursing, and two were involved in doctoral education of 

nurses. The first American nurse to earn a doctorate, the Ph.D. in 

psychology and counseling, was Edith S. Bryan who was awarded the degree 

at Johns Hopkins in 1927 (Matarazzo and Abdellah 1971, p. 405). 

Several factors have had an influence on the growth of nursing 

education. Perhaps the primary factor has been the "institutionaliza

tion" of nursing education within the hospital setting to provide what 

Grace has described as "a cheap source of labor" (Grace 1978, p. 20). 

The origination of hospital diploma schools was an effort to reform 

hospitals in the late nineteenth century by supplying a dependable labor 

force. The upgrading of hospitals and their clientele, which began 

after World War I, provided increased job opportunities and security 

for nurses and represented a second major factor in the desire among 

nurses to improve the services they were able to provide. The desire 

for professionalization of their occupational status brought hospital

based nurses in direct conflict with physicians who operated and fre

quently owned hospitals. This desire for professionalization and the 

resulting conflict with physicians served as the third and fourth key 

factors that influenced the movement of professional nursing education 

into the postsecondary education setting. The incorporation of pro

fessional nursing education into the higher education setting has 
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provided a stimulus to nursing to "use extended educational requirements 

to upgrade its work status" (Hammack 1982, p. 9). 

Despite the significant advances in professional nursing educa

tion since the beginning of the nineteenth century, old educational 

patterns persist. The majority of nurses currently employed, 63.4 per

cent, have only a diploma in nursing granted by a hospital-based school. 

Eighteen percent have a baccalaureate degree in nursing, 13.5 percent 

have an associate degree in nursing, and approximately 4.5 percent have 

a master's or doctoral degree (Hammack 1982, p. 9). A trend, evident 

since 1970, indicates that the proportion of working nurses holding 

only a diploma in nursing is decreasing. During the same period, the 

proportion of nurses with baccalaureate degrees has increased gradually 

as has the proportion of nurses with master's and doctoral degrees. 

The greatest increase in growth has occurred in nurses with associate 

degrees in nursing (Hammack 1982, p. 9). Clearly, the profession of 

nursing is engaged in what Glaser and Strauss have termed a "collective 

mobility project" (Hammack 1982, p. 9). This mobility has been derived 

from the united efforts of individual nurses for higher salaries, higher 

status, and greater recognition from other professional groups and 

society. This, in turn, has served as a catalyst for the growth in 

graduate education in nursing. The development of doctoral education 

for nurses has attempted to advance professional nursing by solidifying 

and expanding the body of nursing scientific knowledge as a leverage 

in securing an equitable position for nursing within the health care 

system (Grace 1978, p. 18). 



The first major change in the pattern of nursing education 

occurred in the mid-1940s following World War II. At this time, a 

large number of nurses "who had served in the armed forces came home 

with aspirations to use the G.I. Bill of Rights to attain a college 

education" (Grace 1978, p. 21). As in other fields at~this time, col

legiate nursing education expanded to meet this demand. This growth 

stimulated the development of graduate programs in nursing. Master's 

degree programs were developed to prepare nurses for teaching and ad

ministrative positions. The increased availability of federal funding 

played a key role at this time in the increase in the number of nurses 

seeking doctoral education. 
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The federal government devised two methods that accelerated 

the move of nurses into doctoral education. The first method, which 

began in 1955, involved the awarding of special Predoctoral Research 

Fellowships. These fellowships were awarded to applicants directly by 

the United States Public Health Service (National Institutes of Health). 

The second methbd of federal support was through Nurse-Scientist 

Training Programs. The grants for these programs were awarded directly 

to schools of nursing to finance Ph.D.-level education in disciplines 

related to nursing. The Nurse-Scientist Training Programs had two key 

goals: 1) the building of a critical mass of faculty for the develop

ment of doctoral programs in nursing and 2) the creation of a receptive 

atmosphere for the establishment of doctoral programs in nursing (Grace 

1978, p. 21). The availability of federal funding has allowed doctoral 

education in nursing to develop logically via a progression through 
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three stages: 1) preparation of nurses for education and administration; 

2) preparation of nurses for knowledge of the field and research metho-

do10gy in basic scientific disciplines such as anthropology, sociology, 

and psychology upon which the science and art of nursing is established; 

and 3) the development of doctoral programs in the science of nursing 

such as the Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) with a major in nursing and the 

Doctor of Science in Nursing (D.S.N./D.N.S./D.N.Sc.) (Grace 1978, p. 22). 

The current developmental issues related to doctoral education 

in nursing are reflective of those issues related to graduate profes-

siona1 education in general. Questions concerning the nature and role 

of doctoral education in nursing within the higher education setting as 

well as those related to the advancement of the profession of nursing 

must be carefully considered in further decision-making regarding doc-

tora1 education in nursing. 

Graduate Professional Education: 
Current Influences on Program Development 

Professions in General 

Current Program Issues and Trends. Professional education, 

within the structure of American higher education, has emerged as a 

powerful force during the last two decades. Anderson, following a re-

view of data on the work force in America, concluded that, despite the 

lessening population growth and lower postsecondary education enro11-

ments, there would be an increased demand for professional workers in 

the work force (1974, p. 43). As this increased demand for professional 

education has occurred, a corresponding demand has been placed on 
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graduate professional education programs. This demand for increasing 

expansion and specialization has precipitated specific issues and trends 

in graduate and professional education. Mayhew (1970) has concluded 

that the rapid expansion of graduate and professional sectors held the 

following implications for overall trends in the development of graduate 

and professional education: 

1. the possibility of an oversupply of potential college 

teachers with a doctorate; 

2. the need for an increased emphasis on quality assessment 

of graduate education; 

3. an increase in the internal tensions among graduate fac

ulty as the changing emphasis of graduate education produces the need 

for faculty changes; 

4. an increased tension within statewide coordinating agencies 

as they struggle with the deployment of resources for an increasing 

number of graduate and professional programs; 

5. an increased need for greater federal, state, and phil

anthropic support for graduate programs; 

6. an ongoing need for clarification of federal policy on 

science and research as it relates to graduate education; 

7. a weakening of graduate education programs at liberal arts 

colleges as developing, publicly supported universities increase their 

capacity to produce advanced degree holders; and 

8. resulting changes in the nature and role of many master's

level programs (pp. 28-32). 



As higher education has moved into an era of declining resources and 

increasingly stringent fiscal policies, many of Mayhew's concerns have 

been realized. Increasingly, there has been a shift toward the inte

gration of theory and practice within program curriculums of graduate 

and professional programs as well as an increase in efforts at coopera

tion, collaboration, and outreach among these programs (Nyre and Reilly 

1979, p. 36) •. These trends in graduate and professional education have 

had a major influence on the current structure of doctoral education 

for the professions. 

The emergence of the doctoral degree structure for the pro

fessions has been a direct consequence of the historical development 

of graduate professional education in American higher education. Cur

rently, doctoral degrees in graduate professional education can be 

divided into two categories: 1) professional doctorates in the tradi

tional learned professions and the professions emerging from them and 

2) doctorates in newer professions which have originated in the nine

teenth and twentieth centuries and that have allied primarily with the 

arts and sciences. 
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1. Doctorates in Traditional Learned Professions. The learned 

professions encompass the fields of medicine, law, theology, and fields 

emerging from them. Several fields, such as dentistry, veterinary medi

cine, osteopathy, and optometry have emerged from the field of medicine. 

Professional doctorates in these fields have been modeled after the 

Doctor of Medicine degree. The fields of pharmacy and nursing have also 

made an effort to model professional doctorates after the Doctor of 



54 

Medicine degree. Proposals are underway to implement the Doctor of 

Pharmacy degree as the sole undergraduate degree for that field. An 

effort has also been made in the field of nursing to establish a pro-

fessional doctorate, the Doctor of Nursing degree, as the first 

professional degree in that field (Harris and others 1980, p. 9). 

In law, several levels have emerged to represent the profes-

sional doctorate. These levels provide insight into the degree structure 

of this profession. The Juris Doctorate (J.D.) degree represents three 

years of professional work beyond the baccalaureate degree. This de-

gree was originally titled the Bachelor of Laws (LL.B.) degree but was 

changed to increase professional prestige. Harris and others have 

stated that "The Association of American Law Schools considers the J.D. 

equivalent to the Ph.D. for academic appointment in other fields, but 

the J.D. is not a research degree" (1980, p. 9). The Master of Law 

(LL.M.) degree represents a one-year research degree that can be pursued 

following completion of the J.D. degree. The Doctor of Judicial Science 

(S.J.D.) degree involves an additional year of study beyond the LL.M. 
, 

degree and the completion of a dissertation. The majority of law school 

faculty have only a J.D. degree (Harris and others 1980, p. 9). 

Like law, theology also provides insight into another type of 

professional graduate degree structure. In theology, the Master of 

Divinity (M.Div.) degree is considered the first professional degree. 

The M.Div. degree requires three years of post-baccalaureate study and 

serves as a precursor to the Master of Theology (Th.M.) degree. The 

Th.M. degree focuses on disciplines contributing to the ministry or on a 
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specialized function of the ministry. The Doctor of Ministry (D.Min.) 

degree has become a major professional degree related to the practice 

of the ministry. The Doctor of Theology (Th.D.) degree represents the 

highest theological degree with ~n academic emphasis. The Th.D. degree, 

like the Ph.D. degree, certifies research ability and preparation for 

teaching (Harris and others 1980, p. 10). 

In the learned professions, the professional doctorate has be

come the established and preferred degree. It predominates the doctoral 

degree structure and enjoys a status equal to if not greater than a 

research doctorate. Unlike the Ph.D. in the arts and sciences, the pro

fessional doctorate in the learned professions "has tended to consist of 

a standardized curriculum, often guided by professional association 

recommendations and shaped by state licensing demands" (Harris and 

others 1980, p. 10). The learned professions have exercised great 

autonomy in setting these curricular standards and degree requirements. 

2. Doctorates in Professional Fields Originating in the Nine

teenth and Twentieth Centuries. More doctorates are awarded each year 

in professional fields which have originated in the nineteenth and 

twentieth centuries than in any other field established prior to that 

time. Fields in this category include such areas as business adminis

tration, education, engineering, library science, public administration, 

and social work (Harris and others 1980, p. 10). While practices vary 

from field to field, most institutions award the Ph.D. degree; some offer 

only the professional doctorate; and still others grant both the Ph.D. 



degree for research and the professional doctorate for practice (Harris 

and others 1980, p. 10). 
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The differentiation of the professional doctorate from the Ph.D. 

degree in these newer professional fields represents an "unresolved and 

longstanding dilemma for graduate and professional schools" (Harris and 

others 1980, p. 10). The recurring description of the professional doc

torate is that it should represent a practitioner's degree and that the 

Ph.D. degree should represent a degree for scholarly training. However, 

the image and prestige that is attached to the Ph.D. degree obscures this 

issue. The newer professional fields, seeking to establish their role 

in the professional work world, predominantly chose the Ph.D. degree in 

preference to establishing their own professional degrees and, there

fore, remain more aligned with the arts and sciences than the more 

established professions (Harris and others 1980, p. 10). 

Engineering, library science, business administration, and to 

a lesser extent education and social work have actively sought the Ph.D. 

degree. The Ph.D. degree, particularly in engineering, libra.ry science, 

and business administration, has proven to be a more prestigious and 

popular degree than the professional degrees of Doctor of Engineering, 

Doctor of Library Science, and Doctor of Business Administration. A 

study conducted by the Goals Committee of the American Society for 

Engineering Education in 1968 concluded that while the Doctor of En

gineering Degree had a number of benefits, "it would continue to have 

a lower status than the Ph.D. offered through the graduate school" 

(Harris and others 1980, p. 11). An additional issue with the newer 



professional fields is that they tend not to impart a craft. Their 

programs of study "often represent an uncertain mixture of theory 

and technique" (Harris and others 1980, p. 15). This confusion 

regarding theory and technique tends to make the Ph.D. and profes-

sional doctorates in the newer professional fields indistinguishable 

credentials. Harris and others have stated that "~ find B£ basis 

in either published policy..2!:. surveys of practice to justify dif-

ferentiating between Ph.D. 's and other established doctorates in 

their appropriateness for nontraditional delivery" (1980, p. 

15) • 

Current criteria for the doctorate, such as that expressed 

in the policy statement on Requirements for the 1h.D. by the 

Council of Graduate Schools in the United States, focus on the 

expected processes and duration of time spent prior to the awarding 

of the doctoral degree (Requiremen~~ 1979, pp. 2-15). Issues of 

quality and learning achievement have been just as difficult to 

measure at the doctoral level as they have been at the baccalau-

reate- and master's-level of the educational process. The achieve-

ments of doctoral education have frequently rested upon the 

accomplishment of 

1. a demonstrable mastery of a distinct, recognized field 
of graduate study; 

2. possession of a pertinent research or scholarship skill; 
and 

3. design and completion of a significant work of scholarship 
or research in one's designated field of mastery (Harris 
and others 1980, p. 15). 
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These achievements have commonly been measured through 

1. extensive written and oral comprehensive examinations 
over a recognized field of graduate study conducted 
by acknowledged scholars in that field; 

2. demonstration of competence in a scholarship or re
search skill through both direct assessments of compe
tence and evidence of its appropriate use in a 
dissertation; and 

3. defense of written research before scholars qualified 
to judge work within one's designated field of mas
tery (Harris and others 1980, p. 15). 

Other criteria have also been incorporated into the assessment of 

basic achievements expected for the doctorate. These include com-

pletion of required course work, language requirements, other 

research competencies, and a period of residency. In addition, 

many doctoral programs encourage students to become involved in 

informal activities which will provide an opportunity for the 

internalization of "work habits, values, and perspectives of a 

community of scholars" (Harris and others 1980, p. 16). These 

criteria represent the ideal structure for doctoral education. 

The variation in the application of these criteria within higher 

education institutions supports a suspicion that the level of 

quality among doctoral programs is inconsistent. This variation can 
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be attributed to 1) varying degrees of stringency in terms of residency 

requirements, 2) an increasing number of part-time students in doctoral 

programs, and 3) a wide range of ability and expertise among doctoral 

program faculty. Depending on the degree of these differences, doctoral 



programs seem to be located along a continuum between time and process 

requirements and achievement criteria (Harris and others 1980, p. 16). 

This range of differences makes comparisons and evaluations of doctoral 

programs difficult and frequently controversial. 
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Related Research. A relatively small proportion of the exten

sive literature on doctoral education deals with original research, and 

an even smaller proportion deals with the comparison of practice-oriented 

and research-oriented doctoral programs. Research on doctoral education 

can be grouped into three major categories: 1) research on the overall 

nature and characteristics of graduate education, 2) research conducted 

on a specific type of doctoral program for a specific field, and 3) 

research conducted to compare different types of doctoral programs within 

a specific field. 

1. Research on the OVerall Nature and Characteristics of Grad

uate Education. The majority of research on doctoral education falls 

within this category. While the category does not specifically address 

doctoral programs for the professions, it does include these programs 

as a subgroup of overall doctoral programs being investigated. Research 

studies on doctoral education have focused on overall statistical trends 

and characteristics, quality aspects, and specific characteristics of 

doctoral education such as labor market trends, unemployment, and cur

rent participation of minority groups in doctoral education. OVer time, 

there has been a shifting emphasis but consistent interest in research 

on doctoral education. The brief review of the following research is 



presented to demonstrate the trends in research related to the overall 

nature and characteristics of doctoral education over time. 

Wilson (1965) reported on research conducted to investigate 

factors affecting the duration of doctoral study. 

Cartter, in a 1966 study conducted for the American Council on 

Education, examined thirty academic fields, such as pharmacology and 

engineering, for both objective and subjective measures of quality 

assessment (pp. 10, 118). 
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Dossick (1972) reported on a study which investigated the types 

of doctoral research undertaken at the School of Education at New York 

University from 1890-1970. Various professions such as sociology and 

nursing were included in this study which utilized critical and statis

tical analysis to examine a classified list of 4,336 dissertation titles 

(Dossick 1972, pp. iii-ix). 

Blackburn and Lingenfelter (1973) reported on a study, commis

sioned by the New York Board of Regents, which exemined methods for 

evaluation of doctoral programs. The study discussed critical problems 

in the assessment of excel1ence, reviewed a catalog of criteria and 

assessment techniques such as reputational studies and objective indi

cators of excellence, reviewed necessary conditions for adequate doc

toral programs, and suggested guidelines for the evaluation of doctoral 

education (Blackburn and Lingenfelter 1973, p. 1). Suggested guidelines 

included input variables (e.g., student ability, faculty ability, and 

financial support), process variables (e.g., morale, efficiency, peda

gogical methods, and research procedures), and output variables 



(e.g., faculty research, student research, and Ph.D. alumni produc

tivity) (BJ~ckburn and Lingenfelter 1973, p. 21). 
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Clark (1973) also attempted to investigate quality in doctoral 

education. In the study, sixt~-three graduate deans were selected to 

rate the importance of Ph.D. program characteristics based on their 

judgment regarding quality in doctoral education in an attempt to de

velop a model for assessment of quality in Ph.D. degree programs (Clark 

1973, pp. 3, 21). 

Centra (1974) investigated characteristics of men and women in 

doctoral programs. Specific characteristics examined in the study 

included employment patterns, characteristics of employment, demographic 

characteristics, and special areas such as publication, income, job 

satisfaction, graduate school experiences and reactions, and attitude 

towards women's rights (Centra 1974, pp. i-ii). 

Cartter (1976) reported on a study prepared for the Carnegie 

Commission on Higher Education. In the study, Cartter reviewed various 

factors such as enrollment, faculty demand, and projected academic 

labor market conditions for various fields of doctoral preparation 

(1976, pp. xiii-xiv). 

Engdahl (1978) reported on research undertaken for the Western 

Interstate Commission for Higher Education. The report, which made no 

attempt to interpret the data, presented information and data regarding 

trends in approved, terminated, or adjusted doctoral programs at insti

tutions in Western States for the period from July 1, 1974 through 

June 30, 1978 (Engdahl 1978, p. 1). 



The primary sources of research on the overall statistical 

trends in the characteristics of doctoral education are surveys and 

summary reports. Examples of these types of reports include the 
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Summary ~eport 1980 Doctorate Recipients From United States Universities 

and A Century of Doctorates, Data Analyses of Growth and Chan~ (Summary 

1981, Harmon 1978). These reports examined trends in doctoral education 

for areas such as enrollments, student characteristics, and employment 

patterns for graduates of doctoral programs. 

Solomon and others (1981) examined trends in unemployment pat

terns for those individuals with doctoral preparation in the humanities 

and in sciences and engineering (pp. v-viii). 

Tobin (1981) reported on a study conducted to "analyze Black 

women doctorate holders in predominantly Black colleges and univer

sities" (p. xi). Various characteristics, obstacles, and achievements 

related to such variables as choice of professional field were reported 

in the study ,(Tobin 1981, pp. 48-80). 

2. Research Conducted on a Specific Type of Doctoral Program 

for a Professional Field. The majority of research conducted on a 

specific type of doctoral program for a professional field has been 

done in education. Four research studies address this area. 

Basil (1980) reported on an analysis of doctoral programs in 

higher education. In the analysis, a comparison of curricula, program 

characteristics, and graduate perceptions was made for four institutj.ons 

to determine the validity of Dressel and Mayhew's typology for higher 

education programs (Basil 1980, p. 6). Findings indicated that 
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"most doctoral programs in Higher Education may follow a generally 

recognized pattern of preparation augmented by characteristics that 

reflect the particular nature of a program, a parent college or school, 

or university" (Basil 1980, p. 127). 

In a study by Palinchak (1970) 275 questionnaires were sent to 

faculty members teaching courses in higher education to determine the 

current and desired content in a graduate program in higher education. 

Findings were mixed regarding the types and amount of various content 

areas, such as student personnel administration, that should be in

cluded in higher education programs. In addition, findings regarding 

the type of degree structure (i.e., Ph.D. or D.A.) and type of research 

orientation necessary in these programs were mixed (Palinchak 1970, 

p. 8). 

Studies have also been conducted in the fields of social work 

and instructional technology in an effort to identify the nature and 

characteristics of doctoral programs in these fields. 

Loewenberg (1972) reported on a study conducted to determine 

the characteristics of doctoral students in schools of social work. 

Findings suggested that the high cost of doctoral education was a key 

limitation to the pursuit of doctoral degrees in social work and that 

an increase in stipends would make it possible for a larger number of 

social workers to commence doctoral study (Loewenberg 1972, p. 1). 

Snow (1969) presented findings related to an analysis of doc

toral programs in the field of instructional technology. Programs at 

selected institutions- were reviewed in terms of catalog information, 

course syllabi, promotional materials, student handouts, and a written 
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questionnaire that was sent to selected students, graduates, and staff 

(Snow 1969, pp. 9-12). Findings indicated that diversity among the 

programs at the different institutions was minimal and that the specific 

needs of doctoral programs in instructional technology may be at var

iance with policies and procedures of graduate and education colleges 

which house these programs (Snow 1969, pp. 104-112). 

3. Research Conducted to Compare Different Types of Doctoral 

Programs Within a Specific Field. A large number of professional doc

torates and Ph.D.s are awarded in education and social work. The 

primary research on the distinctions between these two types of degrees, 

in terms of content and purpose, has been done in these two fields. 

In social work, a study conducted by Crow and Kindelsperger 

examined twenty-eight of the thirty-four existing doctoral programs 

in 1975 that offered the Ph.D. degree and the Doctor of Social Work 

(D.S.W.) degree. Of the thirty-four programs examined, seventeen 

awarded the Ph.D. degree, and seventeen awarded the D.S.W. degree. 

Six components of the doctoral program were investigated: 1) length of 

time required for completion of the degree, 2) number of credit hours 

required, 3) hours given for the dissertation and the nature of the 

dissertation requirement, 4) examination requirements, 5) practicum 

requirements, and 6) language requirements. Findings indicated that 

there was little difference between the Ph.D. degree and the D.S.W. 

degree programs (Crow and Kindelsperger 1975, pp. 38-43). 

Moore and others (1960), in a study undertaken for The American 

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, examined "the nature of 
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selected conditions and requirements of doctoral programs in the field 

of professional education for the purpose of identifying areas needing 

improvement" (p. 1). The study was intended to reveal normative ten-

dencies among participating institutions and was not meant to be an 

evaluation of doctoral education per see Findings specific to the 

clarification of differences between Ph.D. degree and Ed.D. degree pro-

grams in education indicated that in terms of programming procedures 

no major differences were apparent. Moore and others stated that 

The effort to differentiate requirements for the two degrees 
on the basis that the Ph.D. degree serves research and scholarly 
purposes and the Ed.D. degree serves practitioner or profes
sional purposes may never gain wide acceptance. In the first 
place, the differentiation itself may not be an accurate one, 
since the definition of one degree as being professional im
plies, through a process of dichotomous thinking, that the 
other is nonprofessional. By the same token, the connotation 
that one degree is research-centered and scholarly sets up, by 
implication, an opposite connotation for the other degree. 
Such logic, of course, violates the spirit of the differen
tiation; but the logic, nevertheless, unwholesomely remains 
intact (1960, p. 78). 

Robertson and Sistler (1971) surveyed doctoral programs at 113 

institutions to identify differences and similarities between Ph.D. 

degree and Ed.D. degree programs in education. Findings indicated 

that, while the two degrees differed in their statements of purpose, 

only minor differences existed in the content of the two degrees 

(Robertson and Sistler 1971, p. 70). The dissertation, a key differen-

tiation between the two degrees, was required in 90 percent of the 

Ed.D. degree programs as well as the Ph.D. degree programs. Foreign 

language requirements provided the only significant difference in 

terms of program requirements. Three-fourths of the Ph.D. degree 



programs and none of the Ed.D. degree programs had a foreign language 

requirement (Robertson and Sistler 1971, p. 70). 

Trautman (1977) reported on a study of eighty-one institutions 

regarding residence and admissions requirements for the Ed.D. degree 

and Ph.D. degree programs in educational administration. Findings 

indicated that very few institutions had differing requirements for 

the Ph.D. and Ed.D. degree programs (Trautman 1977, pp. 208-209). 

66 

Richardson and Walsh (1978) reported on a study of the differ

ences and similarities in the practices of institutions offering the 

Ph.D. and Ed. D. degree programs in higher education. Questionnaire 

responses were received from thirty-eight institutions: twelve offering 

only the Ed.D. degree, eight offering only the Ph.D. degree, and 

eighteen with both degrees. Findings indicated no major differences 

in such variables as program length, foreign language requirements, 

and dissertation requirements (Richardson and Walsh 1978, pp. 6-10). 

The one major difference found dealt with the administrative unit for 

the programs: 1) Ph.D. degree programs were primarily administered 

by the graduate college, and 2) Ed.D. degree programs were administered 

by the graduate college ~ the college of education (Richardson and 

Walsh 1978, pp. 6-7). 

Jain and Carl (1978) reported on a survey conducted for the 

Graduate Student Section of the Adult Education Association to deter

mine the differences in requirements for the Ph.D. degree and Ed.D. 

degree in adult education programs. Forty-three institutions, offering 

both types of degrees, were surveyed regarding their requirements in 
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areas such as 1) policies for transfer credits, 2) policies for 

specialization and requirements for admission, 3) general course work, 

4) comprehensive examinations, 5) foreign languages, 6) internship 

experiences, and 7) residency requirements. Differences were found 

in three areas: 1) leveling requirements for students whose previous 

course work had been in another field, 2) minor/cognate requirements, 

and 3) number of research courses required. Considerable variance 

in the requirements for both degree types were found to exist from 

institution to institution (Jain and Carl 1978, pp. 1-2, 28-29). 

Profession of Nursing 

Current Program Issues and Trends. The current trends in the 

development of doctoral education in nursing reflect an effort on the 

part of nurse leaders to resolve questions related to several key 

areas. Leininger summarized these key areas when she encouraged grad-

uate nursing faculty to address twenty specific questions in the de-

velopment and/or maintenance of doctoral programs in nursing. While 

all of Leininger's questions are highly relevant to an overall examin-

ation of doctoral education in nursing, five of the questions more 

directly address the need to differentiate among the types of doctoral 

programs in nursing. These questions are 

1. What should be the major goals and interrelationships of 
doctoral nursing programs now and in the future? 

2. What kinds of doctoral programs do we need and why? 

3. What are the basic assumptions undergirding doctoral 
programs in nursing? 



4. What are the pros and cons of an academic research-oriented 
degree in contrast with a professional-oriented doctoral 
degree? 

5. How much diversity among doctoral programs in nursing will 
be needed to meet societal expectations in the future? 
How much program diversity within and between colleges 
of nursing seems indicated, and how can such diversity 
be accommodated in light of cost factors and well-pre
pared faculty and administrators for these programs, as 
well as maintaining ongoing quality research in differ
ent subfields of nursing (Leininger 1976, p. 202)? 

According to Leininger, the resolution of these questions is vital to 
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the on-going development of doctoral programs in nursing. This resolu-

tion can be accomplished most effectively through "open and active 

professional debate" among both nurse and non-nurse leaders within 

and outside institutions of higher education (Leininger 1976, p. 202). 

The resolution of key issues related to the growth of doctoral 

education in nursing has been slow due to the impact of broader con-

flict areas. These conflict areas have created dilemmas which have 

slowed the change process which underlies the development of a sound 

doctoral educational structure in nursing. The key conflict areas 

which have had a major impact on the development of doctoral education 

in nursing include 1) an uncertain and limited amount of federal and 

state funds for program support, 2) a shortage of well-prepared aca-

demic deans, 3) a discrepancy between the role and practice of pro-

fessional nursing and societal needs, 4) a lack of agreement regarding 

the essential features of nursing practice, 5) a serious service-

education gap in nursing, and ~) a lack of clarification regarding 

the values of practice-oriented and research-oriented doctoral degrees 

in nursing (Leininger 1976, p. 203). It is the sixth conflict area 
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that has had the greatest influence on the development of doctoral edu

cation in nursing. Inherent in this conflict is the historical philo

sophical issue concerning the combination of theory and practice within 

doctoral education. This conflict area reflects the central issue 

which confronts those involved in curriculum design of doctoral pro

grams in nursing: how to assure program quality and quantity as well 

as a balance between the ratio of clinical nursing, research, and func

tional components within the program to accomplish the achievement of 

specific program objectives (Kelley 1977, p. 16). At this point in 

the development of doctoral education in nursing, this conflict area 

remains unresolved. 

The rapid proliferation of doctoral programs in nursing has 

generated concern among nurse leaders. Central to this concern is the 

suspicion that a rapid increase of new doctoral programs "may not be 

good for nursing, our students, or the public, unless it is accompanied 

by a high quality of education" (Grossman 1972, p. 467). The profes

sion of nursing is currently undergoing internal scrutiny regarding 

the nature and role of graduate education in the growth of the profes

sion. Different orientations regarding the role of graduate education 

in nursing can be detected from statements made by two key nursing 

organizations, the American Nurses' Association (ANA) and the National 

League for Nursing (NLN). According to the American Nurses' Association, 

"The major purpose of graduate study in nursing should be the prepara

tion of nurse clinicians capable of improving nursing care through the 

advancement of nu.rsing theory and science" (1969, p. 2). The National 



League for Nursing has stated 

The significant general characteristics of graduate education 
in nursing derive from its essential purpose: the prepara
tion of leaders in nursing--that is, those who will influ
ence the practice and the study of nursing by generating 
higher levels of competence and by teaching, administering, 
and investigating professional practice (1974, p. 2). 

Clearly, the NLN statement reflects a broader viewpoint than the ANA 

statement which is more practice-oriented. This difference of opinion 

regarding the primary focus of graduate education in nursing echos the 

practice-theory controversy inherent in the establishment of graduate 

professional education in other fields. The practice-theory contro-

versy has had a key impact on the design of doctoral programs in nurs-

ing. 

In designing graduate nursing education, nurse leaders have 

had to determine what the field of nursing encompasses "without over-

lapping previously established fields of study, like the physical and 

social sciences, or, at least, by combining them in new ways" (Hammack 

1982, p. 12). In addition, these leaders have had to determine what 

type of doctoral degree structure is most suitable for achieving the 

ongoing professional needs of nursing. Many nurse leaders feel that 
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"the Ph.D. is not the only doctorate in nursing that is needed" (Future 

1971, p. 15). A pluralistic approach toward the types of doctoral 

programs in nursing has been advocated. However, along with the diver-

sity in types of doctoral degrees must come an evaluation of the cur-

riculum of doctoral programs in nursing which will allow for the 

"pruning away L-of_/ what is not relevant" and the development of "new 

areas of strength" in these programs (Future 1971, p. 25). 



As indicated in the background section of Chapter 1, the dif

ferences between the two emerging doctoral degree programs in nursing, 

the Ph.D. degree with a major in nursing and the D.N.S./D.S.N./D.N.Sc. 

degree, are difficult to derive from a review of program literature. 

As the demand for doctoral education in nursing continues to increase, 

the need for clarification between the Ph.D. degree and the D.N.S.I 

D.S.N./D.N.Sc. degree programs in nursing will become more acute. 

Do~~s, quoting from The Doctor's Degree in Professional Fields, has 

stated that "the number of different names for doctoral degrees should 

be kept as small as possible • • • and the distinction between them 

made as clear as possible" (1977, p. 27). In addition, Grace added 

that "while in nursing there are differentiations in the names of the 

degree offered at the varying schools throughout the country, the ob

jectives are not clearly differentiated nor the end products clearly 

distinguishe~' (1978, p. 24). 
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The lack of distinction between the different types of doctoral 

programs in nursing makes curricular evaluation difficult. The desire 

for pluralism in doctoral programs in nursing cannot be a~complished 

through the name of the degree alone. This lack of clarification be

tween degree types creates confusion in professional circles as well 

as among the public. In addition, it makes it difficult to establish 

standards for doctoral education in nursing and, subsequently, makes 

the assessment of quality more difficult (Future 1971, p. 30). 

Related Research. Research related to the nature of doctoral 

education in nursing is limited. Research investigations can be 
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grouped into four areas: 1) the overall emerging nature of doctoral 

education in nursing, 2) the characteristics of nurses with doctoral 

degrees, 3) student characteristics and perceptions of doctoral educa

tion in nursing, and 4) general curricular trends in doctoral education 

in nursing. Each of these areas have some impact on the nature of doc

toral programs in nursing. Each area will be discussed in terms of 

specific research investigations. 

1. Nature of Doctoral Education in Nursing. Leininger's study 

on trends in doctoral education in nursing has been the primary study 

conducted on the overall trends in doctoral education in nursing. Her 

findings indicated that 1) there would be a continued need for the 

development of doctoral programs in nursing until 1985 and 2) a ser

ious need existed for additional federal, state, and private funds for 

support of doctoral programs in nursing as well as nursing research 

(Leininger 1976, p. 210). 

2. Characteristics of Nurses with Doctoral Degrees. Three 

studies have been conducted in this area. 

In 1971, Taylor, Gifford, and Vian analyzed information col

lected for the American Nurses' Foundation's Directory of Nurses with 

Ealned Doctoral Degrees. Findings indicated that 1) a marked increase 

had occurred in the number of nurses with doctoral degrees since 1955; 

2) a majority of nurses with doctorates were employed as faculty mem

bers, many of them in top administrative posts; 3) the majority of 

nurses with doctorates working as faculty members were employed in 

nursing programs which offered graduate degrees; 4) about one-third 



of the respondents were involved in current research activities; and 

5) although there was a trend away from the Ed.D. degree and toward 

the Ph.D. degree, education remained the dominant area of doctoral 

study (Taylor and others 1971, p. 426). 
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A study conducted by Pitel and Vian (1975) reviewed data col

lected for the International Directory of Nurses with Doctoral Degrees. 

Findings indicated that there was 1) a continuing trend for nurses 

to earn the Ph.D. degree rather than the Ed.D. degree, 2) a difference 

between the initial field of doctoral study and the current field of 

research interest, and 3) a small number of doctorally prepared nurses 

actually participating in research of any kind (Pital and Vian 1975, 

p. 340). Additional findings of the study indicated that the majority 

of subjects were single and were employed in higher education as either 

full or associate professors. Although their doctoral studies were 

frequently done in disciplines other than nursing, most subjects still 

considered themselves to be in the field of nursing. When compared 

with holders of doctoral degrees in other fields, nurses earned their 

degrees later but took no longer to complete them. Universities in 

the mid-Atlantic states were found to produce the most nurses with 

doctoral degrees, however, universities in the midwest were the most 

frequent employers of doctorally prepared nurses (Pitel and Vian 1975, 

p. 340). 

In 1981, the Division of Research for the National League for 

Nursing published statistical information related to doctoral programs 

in nursing in the NLN Nursing Data Book 1981. In their study, the 
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Division of Research examined data for doctoral programs located in 

nursing education departments and those programs located outside of 

nursing education departments. Findings related to doctoral programs 

located in nursing education departments indicated that 1) during 

1980, thirteen institutions offered a major in nursing exclusively, 

nine offered a major in nursing or in related fields, and three offered 

a major in related fields only; 2) the n~ber of enrollments in doc

toral programs in nursing rose from 980 in 1979 to 1,019 in 1980, a 

4 percent increase; 3) all regions across the country, except the 

North Atlantic states, showed enrollment increases; 4) the proportion 

of full-time students continued to rise; and 5) graduations rose in 

all regions with the North Atlantic region accounting for two-thirds 

of all graduations (NLN 1982, pp. 79-83). Findings related to doctoral 

programs located outside of nursing education departments indicated 

that 1) 228 nurses were enrolled in twelve doctoral programs located 

outside nursing schools, an increase of 20 percent over the previous 

year and 2) thirty-nine registered nurses received the doctoral de

gree from these same schools during 1979-80 (NLN 1982, p. 83). These 

data are suspect, however, as there is no national listing of nurses 

engaged in study within these programs. 

3. Student Characteristics and Perceptions of Doctoral Educa

tion in Nursing. Limited research has been conducted in this area. 

Downs (1976) reported on a follow-up study of graduateS of the doctoral 

program in the Division of Nursing at New York University from 1964 

through 1974 (p. 375). Findings indicated that graduates viewed the 



program as valuable and that they had continued their involvement in 

research and other scholarly activities (Downs 1976, p. 375). 

Crowley (1976) reported on an examination of four aspects of 

doctoral education in nur~ing: 1) professional contribution, 2) 

individual gains, 3) influences in nursing coming forth because of 

doctorally prepared nurses, and 4) current and past opportunities 

for doctorally prepared nurses (p. 7). Findings indicated that gains 

were found in all areas. Crowley cautions that the study sample was 

"one of convenience" and that findings may not be definitive (Crowley 

1976, p. 7). 
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4. General Curricular Trends in Doctoral Education in Nursing. 

Only one study was found that directly addressed the nature of curricu

lar trends in doctoral education in nursing. Beare, Gray, and Ptak 

(1981) reported on an attempt to identify the essential core content 

of doctoral curricula in nursing. Faculty from twenty doctoral pro

grams in nursing identified their perceptions of what content was 

a:ctual1y included in program curricula and what they, ideally, felt 

should be included. Findings indicated that 1) a significant corre

lation existed between real and ideal core cognitive behavioral expec

tation in the programs and 2) a wide variation existed among 

respondents regarding perceptions related to the need for additional 

content. Core or essential content included such areas as nursing 

theory, theory development, concept formulation, and quantitative an

alysis. Additional content included such areas as computer instruction, 
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health care delivery, role theory, and accountability (Beare and others 

1981, pp. 313-314). 

Additional efforts to define the curricular parameters of grad

uate education in nursing have been undertaken at the master's degree 

level. Most of these efforts have not been research-based but, rather, 

have been designed to provide guidelines for the development of mas

ter's-level graduate programs in nursing. Many aspects of these guide

lines would seem to be applicable ~o the development and evaluation of 

doctoral-level graduate education in nursing. 

In a 1979 publication, the National League for Nursing identi

fied several opportunities that should be provided for students in a 

master's degree program in'nursing to support the advanced practice of 

nursing. These included opportunities to 1) acquire advanced knowl

edge from the sciences and humanities, 2) expand knowledge of nursing 

theory, 3) develop expertise in a specialized area of clinical nursing 

practice, 4) acquire knowledge and skills related to a functional 

area in nursing, 5) acquire initial competence in conducting research, 

6) plan and initiate change in the health care system, 7) develop and 

implement leadership strategies for improved health care, 8) colla

borate with other health care professionals to improve health care, and 

9) acquire a foundation for doctoral study (National 1979, p. 1). 

Epstein (1978) identified several factors which must be con

sidered when planning a master's degree program in nursing. These 

factors, derived from a feasibility study, can be listed under the 



categories of external and internal resources. External resources may 

include 

1. Needs and demands of students, community agencies, consum
ers, and state or regional planning groups (including the 
legislature) 

2. Availability of clinical resources adequate to graduate 
level experiences (including acceptance of philosophy, 
accessibility, and role models) 

3. Availability of faculty prepared to teach at the master's 
level and an effective relationship between these areas 
(Epstein 1978, p. 8). 

Internal resources may include 

1. Human resources (e.g., faculty, support for programs, 
supportive cognates and other graduate offerings, com
patibility of philosophy, policies, and practices of the 
university, graduate school, and the school of nursing) 

2. Adequate finances planned over a five-year period to' 
include faculty, support personnel, library funds, 
equipment, travel, consultation, and supplies 

3. Faculties that are adequate in number, size, location, 
and flexibility to provide for present and ongoing pro
gram needs (Epstein 1978, p. 8). 

Hoexter, in discussing the organization of curriculum content 

and learning experiences in graduate education in nursing, has stated 

that there is a need for the development of a sound knowledge base and 

conceptual framework for graduate education in nursing. In addition, 

graduate programs in nursing must have sound philosophical bases and 

objectives from which program content and learning experiences may be 

derived (Hoexter 1976, p. 9). 

Lodge, in a publication addressing the role of feasibility 

studies in the development of graduate programs in nursing, identified 
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several areas and questions that must be considered in the development 

of a master's degree program in nursing. These areas included 1) the 

nature of the program; 2) the use of a feasibility study; 3) finances; 

4) the relationship between baccalaureate and master's degree programs; 

5) leadership, faculty, and other participants in the initiating pro

cess; 6) students; and 7) resources and facilities (Lodge 1977, p. 

iii). Key questions that are related to these areas must be considered 

in program planning efforts when initiating a master's degree program 

in nursing. 

Each of these efforts at providing guidelines for the develop

ment of master's-level programs in nursing would seem to provide a 

framework for the development and evaluation of doctoral programs in 

nursing. However, due to insufficient research related to both mas

ter's and doctoral degree programs in nursing, it is unclear if var

iables utilized to evaluate master's-level programs can also be used 

to successfully evaluate doctoral-level programs in nursing. 

Summary 

The literature review revealed distinct historical developmen

tal patterns for doctoral education in the professions. These histor

ical patterns continue to have an influence on the nature, role, and 

structure of doctoral education for newer professional fields. Nursing, 

as a newer professional field, demonstrates growth patterns in its doc

toral education structure similar to other newer professions such as 

social work and engineering. 



Research on doctoral education for the professions in general 

and nursing in particular is limited in the area of curricular design 

and program evaluation. Specifically, limited research has been done 

regarding the distinctions between Ph.D. degree and professional doc

toral degree programs in professional fields in general. No research 

has been done in this area for doctoral programs in nursing. It is 

the purpose of this study to address this current area of concern to 

the profession of nursing. 

79 



METHODOLOGY 

The primary purpose of the study was to determine if differ

ences existed between two types of doctoral programs in nursing, the 

Doctor of Philosophy (Ph.D.) degree program with a major in nursing 

and the Doctor of Nursing Science (D.S.N., D.N.S., D.N.Sc.) degree 

program, in terms of selected environmental input, curricular design, 

and outcome variables. A secondary purpose of the study was to deter

mine the nature of any differences. 

The following research questions guided the study. 

1. Are there differences in selected envirol~ental input 

variables associated with Type I and Type II doctora.l programs in 

nursing in existence as of March, 1982? If so, what are the differ

ences? 

2. Are there differences in selected curricular design var

iables associated with Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing 

in existence as of March, 1982? If so, what are the differences? 

3. Are there differences in selected outcome variables as

sociated with Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing in 

existence as of March, 1982? If so, what are the differences? 

This chapter provides a description of the study methodology 

utilized to address the purposes and research questions generated for 

the study. Specifically, the study design, sample, questionnaire 
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development, and data collection procedures are detailed. In addition, 

the data analysis plan, assumptions, and limitations of the study are 

described. A summary section completes the chapter. 

Design 

The study was exploratory in nature. This design was considered 

the most appropriate due to the limited amount of research on doctoral 

education in nursing. Through an examination of comparable data for 

eight case samples, the study explored and compared selected environ

mental input, curricular design, and outcome variables related to Type 

I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing. The key advantage in using 

a case example approach was the depth of investigation which was pos

sible for each case example. 

Sample 

The study sample consisted of two types of doctoral degree pro

grams in nursing. These two types of programs, the Doctor of Philosophy 

(Ph.D.) degree program with a major in nursing and the Doctor of Nursing 

Science (D.S.N., D.N.S., D.N.Sc.) degree program, represented the doc

toral programs in nursing currently increasing in number. The explora

tory design of the study did not mandate the use of random sampling 

technique, however, since limited information was available concerning 

doctoral programs in nursing, random sampling was deemed the most appro

priate technique for achieving a cross-sectional representation of 

programs. 
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A double random sampling technique was used to select four case 

examples from each type of doctoral program. This technique involved 

an initial random selection of four case examples from each program 

population. Subsequently, a second random selection of three case 

examples from each remaining program population was done to insure a 

final sample of four case examples for each type of doctoral program. 

Case examples from the second random sample group were substituted only 

when responses were not received from programs selected for the initial 

random sample group. 

Type I doctoral programs included those programs which awarded 

a Ph.D. degree with a major in nursing. Four Ph.D. degree programs in 

nursing were randomly selected from among fifteen of the sixteen cur

rently existing Ph.D. degree programs in nursing (Table 1). The Uni

versity of Arizona's Ph.D. degree program with a major in nursing was 

eliminated from the total population of Ph.D. degree programs to control 

for possible investigator bias due to close association with this pro

gram. The sample for Type I programs was comprised of three publicly 

controlled and one privately controlled institutions. The overall en

rollment range of these institutions was approximately 4,700 to 43,100 

(Petersen and Davis 1980). The initial year of approval for Type I 

sample programs ranged from the early to the late 1970s. The randomly 

selected Type I sample programs were located in the Southern and Middle 

States Regions (Figure 1). 

Type II doctoral programs in nursing included those which 

awarded a D.S.N., D.N.S., or D.N.Sc. degree. Four of these programs 
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were randomly selected from among seven of the currently existing 

D.S.N., D.N.S. and D.N.Sc. degree programs (Table 1). The sample for 

Type II programs was comprised of two publicly controlled and two 

privately controlled institutions. The overall enrollment range of 

these institutions was approximately 950 to 21,600 (Petersen and Davis 

1980). The initial year of approval for Type II sample programs ranged 

from the middle to the late 1970s. The randomly selected Type II sample 

programs were located in the Southern, North Central, and Middle States 

Regions (Figure 1). 

Questionnaire Development 

Data were collected using a questionnaire designed by the in

vestigator. The development of the questionnaire in terms of content, 

design, and pretesting is discussed in the following sections. 

Content 

Questionnaire content included selected environmental input 

variables (Appendix A), selected curricular design variables (Appendix 

B), and selected outcome variables (Appendix C) that could not be con

sistently obtained for comparison from program literature (i.e., re

cruitment and information packets, school bulletins, and institutional 

catelogs). These variables were derived from Conrad and Pratt's Model 

for Curricular Decision-Making (Figure 2) and literature related to 

graduate education in general and, more specifically, graduate educa

tion in nursing. 



Design 

Several key factors were considered in the design of the ques

tionnaire. These included 1) instructions for questionnaire comple

tion, 2) content, 3) structure and type of questions, 4) question 

sequence, 5) structure and type of response alternatives, and 6) 

overall format of the questionnaire (Polit and Hungler 1978, pp. 325-

346). A copy of the questionnaire is presented in Appendix D. 

Pretesting 
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The draft version of the questionnaire was pretested by a panel 

of seven individuals from the University of Arizona. Panel members 

were salected based upon their knowledge and expertise in the area of 

instrument design and the content area of the study. Six of the seven 

panel members were from the College of Nursing. These members included 

the Dean; the Associate Dean for Graduate Programs; a former college 

of nursing dean and current Associate Professor of Nursing; the Division 

Coordinator for Medical-Surgical Nursing and current Assistant Profes

sor of Nursing; and two advanced doctoral students, one majoring in 

nursing and minoring in higher education administration and one major

ing in higher education administration and minoring in nursing. The 

final member of the panel was a Senior Systems Analyst for Institutional 

Studies in Higher Education. The panel of evaluators was asked to 

review the questionnaire from the perspective of a respondent and to 

provide a critique of questionnaire content and design using a Ques

tionnaire Evaluation Form (Appendix E). Following review, comments 



and suggestions from the questionnaire evaluation forms were used to 

revise the questionnaire. 

Data Collection 
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Data collection was accomplished with the questionnaire des

cribed above. When case examples are used in exploratory research, 

virtually all data collection methods, such as questionnaires, inter

views, and rating schemes, may be used individually or in combination 

to collect data (Polit and Hungler 1978, p. 231). The use of a ques

tionnaire for the study was undertaken for three reasons. FirDt, 

program literature had a wide range of variation in terms of currency 

and completeness of information, making it difficult to obtain compar

able data from this source. Second, collection of data through the use 

of a standardized instrument enhanced currency, consistency, and com

pleteness of data. Third, the pretest process during questionnaire 

development increased the potential for inclusion of key variables 

through the contributions of panel experts., This was particularly 

important due to the general lack of research in the area of doctoral 

education in nursing. 

Questionnaires were mailed on January 31, 1983 to the dean of 

each doctoral program in nursing included in the initial as well as 

the second random sample. Each questionnaire was accompanied by a 

cover letter explaining the nature of the study as well as a letter in 

support of the study (Appendix F). Each dean was requested to have the 

individual(s) most knowledgeable regarding the doctoral program complete 



the questionnaire and return it to the investigator by February 25, 

1983. A stamped preaddressed return envelope was included to facili

tate return mailing. The deans were assured confidentiality, and to 

implement this, identification numbers were precoded on each question

naire prior to mailing. Following the return of each questionnaire, 

all names and institutional identifiers were removed. 

Data Analysis Plan 

The research questions for the study were established to de

termine if differences existed between Type I and Type II doctoral 

programs in nursing based upon three main categories of variables: 

1) environmental input variables, 2) curricular design variables, and 

3) outcome variables. Data collection was based upon these three main 

categories and their subcategories as identified in Appendices A, B, 

and C. 

Data were analyzed for case examples of Type I and Type II 

doctoral programs using the descriptive statistical techniques of fre

quencies, ranges, and means. Due to the small number of case examples 

for each type of program, means were not calculated if the number of 

cases was less than three for any given subcategory. When five-point, 

Likert-type scales were used, the point value of three was considered 

average for narrative purposes. For purposes of analysis, comparative 

differences between variables for case examples for Type I and Type II 

programs were guided by the following criteria. 

Frequencies. Frequency differences of two points or greater 

were considered noteworthy. 
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Ranges. Range differences of five points or greater were con

sidered noteworthy. 

Means. Differences in means of .75 or greater were considered 

noteworthy. 

On occasion, differences were also discussed in terms of the variation 

in diversity of responses between case examples for Type I and Type II 

programs. Differences that did not meet any of these criteria were 

considered to be of minimal importance. 
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Data were displayed in three sets of data tables, each of which 

addressed 1) case examples for Type I programs, 2) case examples for 

Type II programs, and 3) a summary of findings for both Type I and 

Type II case examples. All tables were organized in accordance with 

the major subdivisions for each of the three main categories of var

iables described above. In addition, a table which characterized the 

respondents for case examples of Type I and Type II programs was in

serted into each set of tables. 

Assumptions 

The following assumptions underlie the study. 

1. Questionnaire content reflected the. key institutional, 

program, and curricular characteristics necessary for comprehensive 

investigation of sample case examples. 

2. Questionnaire responses accurately reflected the existing 

environmental input, curricular design, and outcome variables of sample 

case examples. 
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3. All Doctor of Nursing Science degree programs which awarded 

the D.S.N., D.N.S., and D.N.Sc. degrees were essentially the same type 

of program. 

Limitations 

Two limitations were identified for the study. First, the ap

plication of Conrad and Pratt's Model for Curricular Decision-Making 

as a conceptual framework for the study was concerned with the static 

components of the Model. The various interactive or d)mamic aspects of 

curricular decision-making addressed by that model were not investi

gated in the study. 

The second limitation concerned the use of eight case examples 

in the exploratory design of the study. This small sample size pre

cluded analysis of data ~o determine statistical significance of any 

observed differences, thus placing a limitation on the ability to gen

eralize findings. 

Summary 

This chapter has reviewed the purposes and research questions 

generated for the study. A description of the methodology of the study 

was done in terms of study design, sample, questionnaire development, 

data collection procedures, and the data analysis plan. In addition, 

the underlying assumptions and limitations of the study were described. 



CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS FOR TYPE I DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING 

The findings for Type I doctoral case examples are presented 

in this chapter. The findings are organized according to four main 

categories: respondent data, environmental input variables, curricular 

design variables, and outcome variables. Within the environmental 

input category, the subcategories of societal variables, institutional 

variables, and student variables are discussed. The curricular design 

variables category discusses the subcategories of curricular content 

and curricular form. The outcome variables category discusses the 

subcategories of educational and curricular outcomes. A summary sec

tion completes the chapter. 

Respondent Data 

The characteristics of respondents for Type I doctoral case 

examples are presented in Table 6. A variety of administrative posi

tions were occupied by respondents. In addition to administrative 

positions, respondents also filled a variety of other work roles with 

three of four respondents reporting a teaching role. The range of 

time associated with the case examples was from five to nine years with 

an average of 6.8 years indicating an extensive association with the 

program for all respondents. 
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Table 6. Characteristics of Respondents for Type I Doctoral Programs 

Ty~e I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Title: 
Dean X 
Associate Dean for Graduate 

and Undergraduate Studies X 
Assistant Dean X 
Director, Doctoral Program X 

Work Role: a 

Administrator X X 
Director X 
Coordinator X 
Teacher X X X 
Research Advisor X 

Length of Time Associated 
with Program: 

5 years X X 
6 years 
7 years X 
9 years X 

a Some respondents reported more than one work role. 

Freq. 

1 

1 
1 
1 

2 
1 
1 
3 
1 

2 

1 
1 

N 

4 

X ----

6.5 years 

\0 
o 
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Environmental Input Variables 

Environmental input variables included three main subcategories: 

societal variables, institutional variables, and student variables. 

The parameters of historical aspects, institutional governance struc

ture, financial resources, physical resources, faculty resources, and 

administrative personnel resources are discussed in the institutional 

variables subcategory. The parameters of demographic data, admission 

criteria, admission process, enrollment factors, attrition factors, 

financial assistance, employment status, and expressed educational 

needs are discussed in the student variables subcategory. 

Societal Variables 

The degree of influence of societal variables for Type I doc

toral program case examples are presented in Table 7. Only two of the 

six variables, external state governing/coordinating board and non

nursing graduate education groups, had an above average mean for rat

ings of influence on cases. All remaining variables were reported to 

have a below average mean for ratings of degree of influence. 

Institutional Variables 

Historical Aspects. Historical characteristics for Type I 

program case examples are presented in Table 8. Two of four respon

dents did not know the Carnegie Classification category of the insti

tution with the remaining cases located in the Doctoral-Granting 

University I and Research University I categories. Three of four cases 

were publicly controlled. Three of four cases identified the graduate 



Table 7. Degree of Influence of Societal Variables for Type I Doctoral Programsa 

T~pe I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Variable 1 2 3 4 Freg. 

Federal Guidelines (from all 
U.S. Government sources) 1 2 2 3 

State Credentialing Policies 
for Nursing 1 1 2 1 

Specialized Accreditation 
Requirements (e.g., National 
League for Nursing) 1 1 3 2 

Professional Nursing Organi-
zations (e.g., American 
Nurses' Association) 1 3 3 

No Response X 1 

External State Governing/ 
Coordinating Boards 5 3 3 4 

Non-Nursing Graduate Education 
Groups (e.g., The Council of 
Graduate Schools in the U.S.) 3 4 3 3 

~egree of influence based on a continuum of 1 (nonexistent) to 5 (great). 

N 

4 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

X 

2.00 

1.25 

1. 75 

2.30 

3.75 

3.25 

\0 
N 
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Table 8. Historical Characteristics of Type I Doctoral Programs 

Tl:2e I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 _3_ 4 Freg. 

Institutional Carnegie Classi-
fication Categor~ According 
to Res2ondents: 

Research University I X 1 

Doctoral-Granting University I X 1 

Unknown X X 2 

Source of Institutional Control: 

Public Control X X X 3 

Private Control X 1 

Institutional Unit Res20nsible 
for Awarding Doctoral Degree 
in NurSing: 

College/School of Nursing X 1 

Graduate School/College X X X 3 



school/college as the institutional unit responsible for awarding the 

doctoral degree in nursing. 

Institutional Governance Structure. The degree of influence 

of the institutional governance structure for Type I program case ex

amples is presented in Table 9. All four case examples indicated that 

congruence of institutional mission goals and program goals was, on 

the average, almost an excellent fit. In addition, institutional cen

tral administrative support was reported as we].l above average by all 

four cases. 
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Financial Resources. Characteristics for financial resources 

for Type I program case examples are presented in Table 10. The es

timated amount of program funding per year per source was generally 

unknown. Only one case could identify specific amounts for state and 

federal sources precluding comparisons across case examples. Likewise, 

the estimated annual direct cost per first, second, and third academic 

years per full-time student was unknown for all case examples. The 

adequacy of financial support to meet the needs of the program was 

reported to be well above average in all cases. All cases reported 

the lack of a separate budget for the doctoral program. Initial plan

ning of the program budget was done by the dean in three of four cases 

with the responsibility for final allocation of the program budget as

sumed by various levels of administrative personnel in three of four 

cases. 

Physical Resources. Type and rating of characteristics of 

physical resources for Type I program case examples are presented in 
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Table 9. Degree of Influence of Institutional Governance Structure for 
Type I Doctoral Prqgrams 

Tx::ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 N X 

Congruence of Institutional 
Mission Goals and Program 
Goals on a Continuum of 5 5 4 5 4 4.75 
1 (no fit) to 5 (excellent 
fit) 

Institutional Central Admin-
istrative Support of Program 
on a Continuum of 1 (not 5 5 4 4 4 4.50 
supportive) to 5 (extremely 
supportive) 



Table 10. Characteristics of Financial Resources for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~pe I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Fr-eq. N X 

Estimated Amount of Program 
Funding Per Year Per 
Source: 

State: 100 percent X 1 
$400,000 X 1 

Federal: $150,000 X 1 
Private: 100 percent X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Estimated Annual Direct Cost 
Per First! Second, and Third 
Academic Years Per Full-time 
Student: a 

Unknown X X X X 4 

Ade9uac~ of Financial Support 
to Meet Needs of Program on 4 5 4 4 4 4.25 
a Continuum of 1 (not at 
all) to 5 (extremely well)b 

Availabilit~ of a SeEarate 
Budget for Program: 

No X X X X 4 

\0 
Cl' 



Table 10, Continued 

Characteristic 

Institutional Administrator 
Responsible for Initial 
Planning of Program Budget: 

Vice-President for Finance 
Dean 

Institutional Administrator 
Responsible for Final 
Allocation of Program 
Budget: 

President 
Vice-President for Fiscal 

Affairs 
Dean 
Not Applicable 

Case 
1 

x 

x 

Ty~e ! __ Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

x 
x 

x 

x 

Case 
4 

x 

x 

Freq. 

1 
3 

1 

1 
1 
1 

N x 

aDirect cost defined as expenditures directly related to providing doctoral education to a full-time student 
per academic year. 

bFinancial support inclusive of total support from all sources. 

\0 
....... 
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Table 11. All cases reported availability of science and general 

libraries with three of four cases reporting availability of a medical 

library. The means of ratings of adequacy for available library re

sources were well above average. A variety of science laboratories 

were reported to be available in all cases. The most prevalent of 

these, a behavioral science laboratory, was reported as available in 

three of four cases. The means of ratings of adequacy for available 

science laboratories ranged from slightly above to well above average. 

All cases reported the availability of all three computer facilities 

listed in Table 11. The means of ratings of adequacy for these facili

ties ranged from slightly above average to well above average. All 

cases reported availability of college/school of nursi.ng facilities. 

The means of reported ratings of adequacy for these facilities ranged 

from average to slightly above average for student study areas and 

classroom space, respectively. The mean of ratings of adequacy for 

student office space was slightly below average. A variety of health 

care facilities were reported as available by cases. Three of four 

cases reported the availability of off-campus private hospitals/medical 

centers and on-campus hospitals/medical centers. The means of ratings 

of adequacy for all available health care facilities ranged from aver

age to above average. 

Faculty Resources. Characteristics for faculty resources for 

Type I program case examples are presented in Table 12. The total num

ber of faculty teaching in case programs ranged from ten to eighteen. 

Case 2 indicated that all faculty taught from baccalaureate through 



Table 11. Type and Rating of Characteristics of Physical Resources for Type I Doctoral programsa,b 

TlEe I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. 

Libraries: 

Medical 5 4 4 3 
Science 5 5 4 3 4 
General 5 5 4 2 4 

Science Laboratories: 

Animal Resources 4 3 2 
Biology 4 3 2 
Behavioral Sciences 4 4 4 3 
Bio-Chemistry 4 3 4 2 

Other: 
Science 5 1 
Physiology 4 1 
Unspecifiedd 4 1 

Computer Facilities: 

Main Campus Computer Center 5 4 4 4 4 
Health Sciences Computer Center 4 4 4 3 
College/School of Nursing Computer Center 4 3 4 4 4 

Average 
Rating 

4.30 
4.25 
4.00 

3.50 
3.50 
4.00 
3.70 

5.00 
4.00 
4.00 

4.25 
4.00 
3.75 

c 

\0 
1.0 



Table 11, Continued 

Characteristic 

College/School of Nursing Facilities: 

Classroom Space 
Student Office Space 
Student Study Areas 

Health Care Facilities: 

Private Hospital/Medical Center (off-campus) 
State Hospital/Medical Center (off-campus) 
Federal Hospital/Medical Center (off-campus) 
Public Health Agencies 
On-Campus Hospital/Medical Center 

Case 
1 

5 
5 
5 

4 

4 

Ty~e I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

3 
3 
1 

5 

4 
1 
4 

4 
4 

4 

aRatings based on a continuum of 1 (inadequate) to 5 (completely adequate). 

bRatings listed only for physical resources available to doctoral program. 

Case 
4 

3 
2 
2 

4 
2 
3 
3 
4 

Freq. 

4 
4 
4 

3 
2 
1 
2 
3 

c Average 
Rating 

3.75 
2.75 
3.00 

4.00 
3.00 
3.00 
3.50 
4.30 

c In categories wit~ a frequency of 1, a single raw data value is listed in the average rating column. 

dUnspecified category contains ratings of physical resources that were not specifically identified. 

..... 
o 
o 



Table 12. Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~.ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
16b Program 12 18 10 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program on a Full-time Basis 12 10 6 

No Response X 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program on a Part-time Basis 0 8 4 

Not Applicable X 

Total Number of Full-time Faculty 
Teaching in Program Licensed as 
Registered Nurses 12 14 10 6 

Total Number of Part-time Faculty 
Teaching in Program Licensed as 
Registered Nurses 0 8 2 

Not Applicable X 

Freq. N Range 

4 10-18 

3 6-12 

1 

3 0- 8 

1 

4 6-14 

3 0- 8 

1 

a 
X 

14 

9.3 

4.C 

10.5 

5.0 

...... 
o ...... 



Table 12, Continued 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case ' Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4· Freq. N Range a 
X 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program with a Doctoral Degree 
(any field) 0 16 18 9 4 0-18 10.75 

Total Number of Tenured Faculty 
Among Those Teaching Full-time 
in Program 0 7 10 4 4 0-10 5.25 

Total Number of Non-Tenured Faculty 
Among Those Teaching Full-time 
in Program 12 9 0 1 4 0-12 5.50 

Frequency of Faculty Input into 
Development of Program Policies 
on a Continuum of 1 (never) to 
5 (always) 5 5 5 5 4 5.00 

Number, Per Rank, of Faculty 
Teaching in Program: 

Professor 3 3 3 2 4 2- 3 2.75 
Associate Professor 6 7 14 4 4 4-14 7.75 
Assistant Professor 3 6 1 0 4 0-6 2.50 

Estimated Faculty Activity Hours 
Per Week for Faculty Teaching 
Full-time in Program: 

..... 
0 
N 



Table 12, Continued 

T~Ee I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg_ N 
a Range X 

Research and Writing: 10-12 12 2 10-12 
Unknown X X 2 

Classroom Instruction: 9-12 6 12c 3 6-12 
Unknown X 1 

Student Advisement: 6 6 ad 3 6- a 
Unknown X 1 

Clinical Practice: 3 0 2 0- 3 
Unknown X X 2 

Professional Activities: 6 1 6 
Unknown X X 2 
No Response X 1 

Public and Community Service: 3-6 2 2 2- 6 
Unknown X X 2 

Faculty:Student Ratio for Faculty 
Teaching Full-time in Program 1:10 1:6 2 1:6-1:10 

Depends on Class X 1 
Not Applicable X 1 

Course Credits (excluding research course 
credits) per Semester/Quarter for Fac-

6_ge ulty Teaching Full-time in Program 6 3 3 3-9 

Not Applicable X 1 

.... 
0 
VJ 



· Table 12. Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Type I Doctoral Programs, Continued 

TX:Ee I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 

Course Credits for Research Areas for 
Faculty Teaching Full-time in Program: 

Student Dissertation: f 15 4 2 4-15 
No Response X 1 

Faculty Research: 0 1 0 
Unknown X X 2 
No Response X 1 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b Faculty teach at all levels (B.S., M.S., Ph.D.). 

c Includes preparation. 

d Includes research advisement. 

eIncludes dissertations. 

fl credit/dissertation 

X 

..... 
o 
+:--
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doctoral levels. Three of four cases reported the total number of 

faculty teaching in the doctoral program on a full-time basis ranged 

from six to twelve. Three of four cases reported a range of zero to 

eight for the total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program 

on a part-time,basis. This breakdown was consistent with the earlier 

reported total number of faculty. The total number of faculty teaching 

in the doctoral program on a full-time basis who were licensed as 

registered nurses as reported by all cases ranged from six to fourteen. 

A figure reported by Case 2 indicated that two full-time faculty mem

bers were not licensed as registered nurses. A range of zero to 

eight was reported by three of four cases for those faculty members 

licensed as registered nurses and teaching in the doctoral program on 

a part-time basis. The figure reported by Case 4 indicated that of 

the total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral programs on a 

part-time basis, two were not licensed as registered nurses. The re

ported range for all cases was zero to eighteen for the total number 

of faculty teaching in the program with a doctoral degree in any field. 

Case 1 reported that zero of the twelve faculty members teaching in 

the doctoral program possessed a doctoral degree, and Case 4 reported 

that one of ten faculty members did not have a doctoral degree. The 

total number of tenured faculty members among those teaching on a full

time basis across all cases ranged from zero to ten. The total number 

of non-tenured faculty among those teaching in the program on a fu11-

time basis ranged from zero to twelve. Three of four cases reported 

figures in the tenured and non-tenured categories that were consistent 
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with earlier reported totals for number of full-time faculty. However, 

Case 4 reported a total of five full-time faculty members in the ten

ured and non-tenured categories which was inconsistent with an earlier 

reported total of six full-time faculty members. Accordi,ng to reported 

ratings, all cases indicated that faculty teaching in the doctoral pro

gram always have input into the development of progrum policies. All 

cases indicated that the predominant rank for faculty teaching in the 

doctoral program was that of associate professor. Three of four cases 

based the number of faculty per rank on the total number of faculty 

teaching in the program with the remaining case reporting a ranking 

based on the total number of full-time faculty only. Estimated faculty 

activity hours per week for faculty teaching full-time in the program 

were generally unknown. Three of four cases indicated a range of six 

to twelve hours per week for classroom instruction and six to eight 

hours per week for student advisement. Case 4 indicated that reported 

values for these two areas included preparation time and research ad

visement, respectively. Faculty-Student ratio for faculty teaching 

full-time in the program varied across cases with two cases reporting 

a range of 1:6 to 1:10. Three of four cases reported a range of three 

to nine course credit hours per semester/quarter for faculty teaching 

full-time in the program. Case 1 indicated that dissertation hours 

were included in the reported value. Course credit hours for student 

and faculty research areas were generally unknown. 

Administrative Personnel Resources. Characteristics of admin

istrative personnel resources for Type I program case examples are 



presented in Table 13. The total number of full-time graduate-level 

administrative personnel ranged from zero to two. The total number 
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of part-time graduate-level administrative personnel ranged from zero 

to three for all cases. The number of hours per week devoted exclu

sively to the program by full-time graduate-level administrative per

sonnel was generally unknown or considered not applicable. According 

to reported ratings, all cases indicated that administrative personnel 

always have input into the development of program policies. 

Student Variables 

Student Demographics. Student demographics for Type I program 

case examples are presented in Table 14. As indicated, three of four 

cases reported a modal age range of thirty-two to thirty-five years for 

students. As reported by all cases, the number of male students ranged 

from zero to eight while the number of female students ranged from 

twenty-one to 150. Racial/ethnic group representation was reported by 

three of four cases. The highest percentage values were reported for 

the white subcategory with remaining percentages indicating variation 

that was somewhat reflective of the geographical location of the case 

examples. 

Admission Criteria. Characteristics of admission criteria for 

Type I program case examples are displayed in Table 15. All cases in

dicated that the G.R.E. was required for admission to the program, 

however, the required score varied from no minimum to 1000 on the 

quantitative and verbal tests. One case also indicated that the M.A.T. 



Table 13. Characteristics of Administrative Personnel Resources For Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. N Range a 

Total Number of Full-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 0 1 1 2 4 0-2 

Total Number of Part-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 1 0 1 3 4 0-3 

Number of Hours Per Week Devoted Exclu-
sively to Program by Full-time Graduate-
level Administrative Personnel 40 1 40 Hrs. 

Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X X 2 

Frequency of Administrative Personnel 
Input into Development of Program 
Policies on a Continuum of 1 (never) 
to 5 (always) 5 5 5 5 4 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

v 
A 

1.0 

1.25 

5.0 

...... 
o 
00 



Table 14. Student Demographics for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~pe I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. N Range a 

Modal Age of Students 32 35 35 3 32-35 

Unknown X 1 

Number of Male Students 0 0 8 1 4 0-8 

Number of Female Students 75 21 150 36 4 21-150 

Racial/Ethnic Group Representation by 
Percentage: 

American Indian 0% 1 0% 
Asian American 1% 3% 2 1-3% 
Black 9% 8% 5% 3 5-9% 
Hispanic 5% 5% 2 5% 
White 85% b 84% 95% 3 84-95% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b Marked category but percentage not specified. 

X 

33 

2.25 

70.5 

...... 
o 
\0 



Table 15. Characterist:ics of Admission Criteria for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 

Required Entrance/Admission Exam(s) and 
Minimum Required Score: 

G.R.E. 
1000 (quantitative/verbal) X X X 
No Minimum 

M.A.T. 
50 X 
No Minimum 

Cumulative Undergraduate G.P.A. Required: 

3.0 G.P.A. X X X 

Cumulative Graduate G.P.A. Required for 
Admission: 

3.0 G.P.A. X 
3.5 G.P.A. X X 

Undergraduate Degree(s) Accepted for 
Admission: 

B.S.N. Degree X X X 

Case 
4 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Freq. 

3 
1 

1 
1 

4 

2 
2 

4 

.... .... 
o 



Table 15, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1 

Graduate Degree(s) Accepted for Admission: 

M.S.N. Degree X 
M.S. Degree 

Criteria Utilized in Admission of Students: 

Master's Level Course in Research X 
Basic Statistics Course X 
Master's Level Course in Theory X 
Professional Liability Insurance 
Prior Nursing Degree from an N.L.N. 

Accredited Program X 
Current R.N. License X 
Other: 

Writing Sample 

aSpecified "M.S. Degree in Nursing." 

Tx::ee I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

X 
Xa 

X X 
X X 

X 

X X 
X X 

X 

Case 
4 

X 

X 
X 

X 
X 

Freq. 

2 
2 

4 
4 
1 
1 

4 
4 

1 

I-' 
I-' 
I-' 
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was an additional required entrance exam, however, no minimum score 

was required. All cases required a minimum cumulative undergraduate 

G.P.A. of 3.0 for admission. The cumulative graduate G.P.A. required 

for admission ranged from 3.0 to 3.5. All cases reported that the 

only acceptable undergraduate degree for admission was the B.S.N. de

gree. Two cases accepted only the M.S.N. degree at the graduate level 

for admission while the remaining two cases accepted the M.S. degree 

with one case specifying that this degree had to be in nursing. Four 

criteria, a master's level course in research, a basic statistics 

course, a prior nursing degree from an N.L.N. accredited program, and 

current licensure as a registered nurse, were required for admission 

to all four case programs. The use of the remaining three criteria 

for program admission varied across cases. 

Admission Process. Characteristics of the admission process 

for Type I program case examples are presented in Table 16. Three of 

four cases reported the use of three admission process components, a 

faculty/applicant interview, faculty committee approval of the appli

cant, and letter(s) of recommendation. Two cases required applicants 

to take a written examination prepared by the department for admission. 

Three of four cases reported an average to above average use of special 

consideration in the admission of a member of a particular racial/ 

ethnic group. 

Enrollment Factors. Characteristics of enrollment factors for 

Type I program case examples are presented in Table 17. The maximum 

number of students admitted per year for all cases ranged from five 



Table 16. Characteristics of Admission Process for Type I Doctoral Programs 

TYEe I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Admission Process Components: 

Administrator/Applicant Interview X X 
Faculty/Applicant Interview X X X 
Initial Exam Prepared by the Department X X 
Faculty Committee Approval of Applicant X X X 
Letter(s) of Recommendation X X X 

Type of Required Initial Exam Prepared by 
the Department: 

Written X X 
Not Applicable X X 

Frequency of Use of Special Consideration 
for Admission of a Member of a Particu-
lar Racial/Ethnic Group on a Continuum 
of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 1 3 4 4 

Freq. N 

2 
3 
2 
3 
3 

2 
2 

4 

Range 

1-4 

X 

3.0 

..... ..... 
w 



Table 17. Characteristics of Enrollment Factors for Type I Programs 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 

Maximum Number of Students Admitted Per 
Year 20 5-7 60 

Current Full-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on disser-
tation) 50 18· 120 

Current Part-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on disser-
tation) 25 7 140 

Projected Trend in Enrollment in 
Program Over Next 5 Years on a 
Continuum of 1 (marked decrease) 
to 5 (marked increase) 4 3 5 

Case 
4 N 

15 4 

20 4 

17 4 

3 4 

Range 

5-60 

18-120 

7-140 

X 

25.25 

52 

47.25 

3.15 

..... ..... 
~ 
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to sixty. The current full-time student headcount range for all cases 

was from eighteen to 120. For part-time students, cases reported a 

headcount range from seven to 140. Case 2 and Case 3's total reported 

headcount for full-time and part-time students was inconsistent with 

earlier demographic data reported in Table 14 for the total number of 

male and female students enrolled in the programs. Total reported 

headcount for Case 2 in Table 17 was twenty-five as compared to a re

ported total of twenty-one male and female students in Table 14. Total 

reported headcount for Case 3 in Table 17 was 260 as compared to a re

ported total of 158 male and female students in Table 14. All cases 

reported a projected average to slightly above average increase in en

rollment over the next five years. 

Attrition Factors. Characteristics of student attrition fac

tors for Type I case examples are presented in Table 18. All cases 

indicated an average number of withdrawal range of zero to three during 

the first academic year for the past five years. This range decreased 

to zero to one during the second and third academic years. A range of 

zero to two was reported by all cases for the number of transfers out 

of the program to other universities in the past five years. All cases 

reported a range of zero to three for the number of transfers out of 

the program to other doctoral programs within the university over the 

past five years. 

Financial Assistance. Characteristics of student financial 

assistance for Type I program case examples are presented in Table 19. 

All sources of financial assistance listed in Table 19 were reported 



Table 18. Characteristics of Student Attrition Factors for Type I Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Average Number of Withdrawals Per First, 
Second, and Third Academic Years Over the 
Last 5 Years: 

First Academic Year 
Second Academic Year 
Third Academic Year 
No Response 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to Other 
Universities Over the Past 5 Years 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to Other 
Doctoral Programs Within the University 
Over the Past 5 Years 

Case 
1 

3 
1 
1 

a 

1 

Type I Programs 
Case 

2 

a 
o 
o 

o 

o 

Case 
3 

3 
1 

x 

2 

3 

Case 
4 

1 
o 
o 

o 

o 

Freq. 

4 
4 
3 
1 

4 

4 

Range 

0-3 
0-1 
0-1 

0-2 

0-3 

..... ..... 
0\ 



Table 19. Characteristics of Student Financial Assistance for Type I Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Total Number of Students Utilizing Specific 
Sources of Financial Assistance:b 

Guaranteed Student Loan 
Unknown 

G.I. Bill 
Unknown 

Scholarships 
Unknown 

Personal Income 
Unknown 

Fellowships 
Unknown 

Grants 
Unknown 

Tuition Waivers for Research/Teaching 
Assistantships 

Unknown 
Other: 

Tuition Waiver Only 
Teaching/Research Assistantships 
Military Funding 

Case 
1 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Type I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

x 

x 

X 
7 

c 
3 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Case 
4 

X 
2 

2 

25 

3 

3 

1 

1 

Freq. 

3 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

a Range 

2 

2 

25 

3-7 

3 

1 
3 
1 

aln categories witr a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bResponses listed only for sources of assistance identified by programs. 

cAll full-time students. .... .... ..... 
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by at least one case as currently being utilized by students. Two 

sources, the guaranteed student loan and personal income, were iden

tified by three of four cases. The total number of students utilizing 

specific sources of financial assistance was generally unknown across 

cases. 

EmplOyment Status. Characteristics of student employment for 

Type I program case examples are presented in Table 20. Three of four 

cases reported that the total number af students employed on a full

time basis was unknown. The types of full-time employment positions 

occupied by students varied across cases. Two of four cases reported 

a range of twelve to 100 for the total number of students employed on 

a part-time basis. Three of four cases reported that students occu

pied part-time employment positions as graduate assistants, research 

assistants, staff nurses, and teach~~s. 

Expressed Educational Needs. Characteristics of expressed 

educational need for Type I program case examples are presented in 

Table 21. As indicated in Table 21, various educational areas were 

available to both full-time and part-time students within the concen

tration area, functional area, and minor-cognate area. A diversity 

of responses was reported across cases for all areas. Two cases indi

cated that the concentration area was not applicable to their programs. 

The remaining two cases reported a variety of concentration areas with 

the total number of full-time and part-time students per area generally 

unknown. Two cases indicated that the functional area was not appli

cable to their program, and a third case did not respond. Two cases 



Table 20. Characteristics of Student Employment for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T;¥:I~e I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 _3_ 4 Freq. Range a 

Total Number of Students Employed Full-time 
(40 hours/week) 10 1 10 

Unknown X X X 3 

Types of Full-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown X X 2 
Educator X X 2 
Service Administrator X 1 
Inservice/Staff Development X 1 
Education Administrator X 1 
Clinical Specialist X 1 
Staff Nurse X 1 

Total Number of Students Employed Part-time 
(less than 40 hours per week) 100 12 2 12-100 

Unknown X X 2 

Types of Part-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown X 1 
Graduate Assistant X X X 3 
Research Assistant X X X 3 

.-.-
'-0 



Table 20, Continued 

T:2:Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Fr~ Range 

Staff Nurse X X X 3 
Teacher X X X 3 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

a 

.... 
N 
o 



Table 21. Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Type I Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Educational Areas Available for Study and 
Number of Full-time (F.T.~ and Part-time 
(P.T~) Students Per Area: 

Concentration Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to Program 
Child Health: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown 

P.T. Students 
Unknown 

Medical-Surgical: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown 
P.T. Students 

Unknown 
Psychiatric/Mental Health: 

F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Other: 
Research 

F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Case 
1 

x 

Type_~ Pr~grams 

Case Case 
2 3 

X 

X 

X 

X 

30 
11 

18 
7 

Case 
4 

X 

Freq. 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

N 
a Range 

30 
11 

18 
7 

x 

I-' 
N 
I-' . 



Table 21, Continued 

Tl::Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. N Range a 
X 

Functional Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to Program X X 2 
No Response to Category X 1 
Administration: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

Minor/Cognate Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to Program X X 2 
Student Preference Unknown for Area X 1 
Sociology: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

Biology: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown X 1 
P.T. Students 

Unknown X 1 

l-
N 
N 



Table 21, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1 

Statistics: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown X 
P.T. Students 

Unknown X 
Other: 

Psychology: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown X 
P.T. Students 

Unknown X 
Child Development: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown X 

P.T. Students 
Unknown X 

Frequency of Student Input into Development 
of Program Policies on a Continuum of 1 
(never) to 5 (always) 1 

TX:Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case 

2 3 4 

2 5 5 

Freq. N 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

Range a X 

3.25 

.... 
N 
W 



Table 21. Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Type I Doctoral Programs, Continued 

Tlpe I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 

Frequency of Student Participation in 
Continuing Formal Evaluation of Program 
on a Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 5 5 5 5 4 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bResponses for full-time and part-time students are listed only for educational areas reported as 
available by programs. 

X 

5.0 

..... 
N 
~ 
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also indicated that the minor/cognate area was not applicable to their 

programs, and a third case reported that student preference was unknown 

for this area. As reported by all cases, the mean of ratings of fre

quency of student input into the development of program policies was 

slightly above average. All cases reported that students always par

ticipate in continuing formal evaluation of the program. 

Curricular Design Variables 

Curricular design variables encompassed two main subcategories: 

curricular content and curricular form. Each subcategory is discussed 

in the following sections. 

Curricular Content 

Characteristics of curricular content for Type I program case 

examples are presented in Table 22. The mean of ratings reported by 

all cases revealed a philosophical orientation that was highly theoreti

cal in nature. All cases also indicated that the curricular theme for 

their program was based upon the academic discipline. All cases re

ported that a primary purpose of their program was the preparation of 

pure researchers (i.e., research generated and undertaken away from 

the clinical area). Three of four cases indicated that preparation of 

college teachers and applied researchers (i.e., research generated 

and undertaken in the clinical area) were also primary purposes of 

their programs. Three of four cases indicated that no conceptual frame

work was used or considered applicable to their program. Three of four 

cases reported that all objectives listed in Table 22 were utilized in 



Table 22. Characteristics of Curricular Content for Type I Doctoral Programs 

TYEe I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Philosophical Orientation on a Continuum of 
1 (clinical orientation) to 5 (theoretical 
orientation) 5 5 4 4 

Curricu:ar Theme: 

Academic Discipline X X X X 

Primary Purpose(s): 

Preparation of 
College Teachers X X X 
Administrators X X 
Clinicians X 
Consultants X 
Researchers-Applied X X X 
Researchers-Pure X X X X 

Conceptual Framework: 

Roy Adaptation Model X 
None X 
Not Applicable X X 

Importance of Objectives Used in Preparation 
of Graduates on a Continuum of 1 (minimal 
importance) to 5 (primary importance): 

Freq. 

4 

3 
2 
1 
1 
3 
4 

1 
1 
2 

N 

4 

X 

4.5 

..... 
I\l 
~ 



Table 22, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1 

Conceptualize Clinical Phenomena to Facili-
tate Further Clinical Research 4 

Evaluate Application of Research Designs, 
Measures, and Statistics to the Study of 
Nursing 5 

Design Research Studies Relevant to Nursing 
Practice 5 

Conduct Research Studies Relevant to Nursing 
Practice 5 

Communicate Research Findings Relevant to 
Nursing Practice 

Construct Conceptual Models and Nursing 
Theories 5 

Address Issues and Problems Related to 
Delivery of Health Care 

Devise Solutions to Health Care Issues in 
Collaboration with Clients and Other 
Health Care Professionals 

Implement Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and Health 
Care Services 

Design Programs and Policies for the Purpose 
of Improving Nursing and Health Care 
Services 

TXEe I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

5 3 

5 4 

5 3 

5 3 

5 3 

3 4 

5 4 

4 3 

4 3 

3 3 

Case 
4 Freq. N 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

5 4 

4 3 

5 4 

3 3 

3 3 

2 3 

3 3 

X 

4.25 

4.75 

4.5 

4.5 

4.0 

4.25 

4.0 

3.3 

3.0 

3.0 

..... 
N 
-...J 



Table 22, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1-

yo 

Evaluate Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and Health 
Care Services 

Apply Advanced Knowledge/Skills in the 
Area of Nursing Education 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

4 4 

1 4 

Case 
4 Freq. N 

3 3 

3 3 

X 

3.7 

2.7 

I-' 
N 
00 



preparation of graduates. The remaining case reported that five of 

the twelve objectives were used. The means of ratings of importance 

for eleven of twelve objectives, as reported by cases, ranged from 

average to well above average. The mean of ratings of importance for 

the remaining objective, application of advanced knowledge and skills 

in the area of nursing education, was slightly below average. Objec

tives that were rated particularly high in importance involved the 

conceptualization, design, implementation, and evaluation of research 

relevant to the profession of nursing. 

Curricular Form 
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Characteristics of curricular form for Type I program case 

examples ate presented in Table 23. The means of ratings for all 

organizational orientation continua, as reported by all cases, ranged 

from slightly above to well above average. The means of ratings of 

all cases reflected a curri~ular organizational orientation that was 

most consistent with the needs of the discipline, highly theory-based, 

and moderately oriented toward structure and compartmentalization of 

content. The mean of ratings of all cases indicated that the locus 

of learning was almost exclusively on-campus based. The mean of ratings 

for emphasis of content coverage for all cases was highly oriented 

toward depth. The mean of ratings for type of primary instructional 

strategies used as reported by all cases indicated a strong orientation 

toward traditional instructional strategies (i.e., lecture/discussion). 

The mean of ratings of emphasis of primary instructional strategies 



Table 23. Characteristics of Curricular Form for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T:2:pe I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Organizational Orientation on Continua of 
(1) to (5): 

Student Developmental Needs (1) to 
Disciplinary Needs (5) 4 5 4 5 

Application (1) to Theory (5) 5 5 4 5 
Flexibility (1) to Structure (5) 3 4 3 3 
Integration of Content (1) to 

Compartmentalization of Content (5) 3 4 3 3 

Locus of Learning on a Continuum of 1 
(on-campus based) to 5 (off-campus based) 1 1 1 2 

Emphasis of Content Coverage on a Continuum 
of 1 (breadth) to 5 (depth) 5 5 3 3 

Type of Primary Instructional Strategies 
Used on a Continuum of 1 (traditional) 
to 5 (non-traditional) 1 1 2 2 

Emphasis of Primary Instructional Strategies 
as They Relate to Student Development on a 
Continuum of 1 (cognitive) to 5 (affective) 2 1 3 2 

Freq. N Range 

4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

a 
X 

3.5 
4.75 
3.25 

3.25 

1.25 

4.0 

1.5 

2.0 

.... 
w 
o 



Table 23, Continued 

T~2e I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N 
a 

Range X 

Type of Coursework Areas Included in Curricu-
lum and Required Number of Course Credit 
Hours (post master's degree) Per Area: b 

Major Areas of Coursework: 

Nursing Content 
Lecture 3 7 2 3-7 
Clinical 9 1 2 1-9 

Research 9 12c 9 16 4 9-16 
Theory Development 6 6 5 3 5-6 
Field Experience, Internship, and 

Practicum 6 1 2 1-6 
Other: 

Values 3 1 3 
Issues 3 3 2 3 
Nursing Diagnosis 6 1 6 
Statistics 9 1 9 
Nursing Research 12 1 12 
Supporting Courses 9 1 9 

Minor/Cognate Areas of Coursework: 

Psychology 12-18 1 12-18 
Sociology 12-18 1 12-18 
Statistics 12-18 3 2 3-18 

.-
UJ .-



Table 23, Continued 

T~:l~e I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Biology 12-18 1 12-18 
Student Choice 12 9 2 9-12 

Institutional/Graduate College Coursework: 

Not Applicable to Program X X 2 
Foreign Languages 6 1 6 
Statistics 9 6 2 6-9 
Computer Programming and Use 6 3 2 3-6 

Total Number of Elective Course Credit 
Hours (includes elected minor/cognate 
course credit) 12 12 12 17 4 12-17 13.25 

Responsibility for Continuing Formal 
Evaluation of Doctoral Courses on a 
Continuum of 1 (faculty) to 5 (student) 1 1 2 2 4 1.5 

Calendar System: 

Semester X X X X 4 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Master's 
Degree for Completion of Program on a 
Full-time Basis 3 3 2-3 4 4 2-4 3 

...... 
W 
N 



Table 23. Characteristics of Curricular Form for Type I Doctoral Programs, Continued 

Tx:Ee I Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Master's 
Degree for Completion of Program on a 
Part-time Basis 6 6 2 6 

Depends on Student X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Credit Options (excludes credit by course 
completion): 

None X 1 
Transfer Credit from Another Institution X X X 3 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b All course credit hours based on semester calendar system. 

c Includes theory development course credit. 

I-' 
W 
UJ 
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as they relate to student development, as reported by all cases, in

dicated a strong emphasis on cognitive development. A wide variation 

was reported by all cases concerning the types of coursework areas 

included in the curriculum and the required number of course credit 

hours (post master's degree) per area. All cases identified research 

as a major area of coursework with a reported range of nine to sixteen 

required course credit hours. Three of four cases reported that theory 

development was a major area of coursework with a range of five to 

six required course credit hours. A variety of additional major areas 

of coursework and their required course credit hours were reported. 

Several minor/cognate areas of coursework were identified by all cases. 

An overall range of three to eighteen required course credit hours for 

this area was reported by all cases. Two of four cases reported that 

institutional/graduate college coursework was not applicable to their 

programs. The remaining cases reported a range of three to nine re

quired course credit hours for the various categories in this area. 

The total number of elective course credit hours ranged from twelve to 

seventeen for all cases. The mean of ratings of responsibility for 

continuing formal evaluation of doctoral courses, as reported by all 

cases, indicated that primary responsibility resided with faculty. 

All cases utilized the semester calendar system. The average number 

of calendar years, post master's degree, for completion of the program 

on a full-time basis, as reported by all cases, was three years. Two 

of four cases reported that the average number of calendar years, post 

master's degree, for completion of the program on a part-time basis 



was six years. Three of four cases accepted transfer cr~dit from 

another institution as a credit option. 

Outcome Variables 
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Outcome variables encompassed two main subcategories: educa

tional outcomes and curricular outcomes. Each subcategory is discussed 

in the following sections. 

Educational Outcomes 

Characteristics of educational outcomes for Type I program 

case examples are presented in Table 24. The total number of graduates 

since initial program approval was reported by all cases to range from 

none to forty-two. Three of four cases reported a range of zero to 

seven for the average number of graduates per year for the past five 

years. The mean of ratings for the projected trend in the number of 

graduates for the next 'five years, as reported by all cases, indicated 

a moderate increase. Three of four' cases reported that the average 

number of publications per year by students while enrolled ranged from 

one to two. Types of employment positions occupied by known graduates 

were not applicable in one case and varied among the remaining three 

cases. Number of graduates per type of position was generally unknown 

by cases. All four cases required a dissertation for completion of 

their programs. 

Curricular Outcomes 

Characteristics of curricular outcomes for Type I program case 

examples are presented in Table 25. All cases reported the availability 



Table 24. Characteristics of Educational Outcomes for Type I Doctoral Programs 

T~e I Pro8rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 l. Freq. N Ran8e 
a 

X 

Total Number of Graduates From Program Since 
Initial Approval 36 1 42 0 4 0-42 19.75 

Average Number of Graduates Per Year For 
Past Five Years 3-4 7 0 3 0-7 3.5 

Not Applicable X 1 

Projected Trend in Number of Graduates Per 
Year Over Next 5 Years on a Continuum of 
1 (marked decrease) to 5 (marked increase) 3 3 5 5 4 4.0 

Average Number of Publications Per Year by 
Students While Enrolled in Program 1 1. 2 3 1-2 1.3 

Unknown X 1 

Types of Employment Positions Occupied by 
Known Graduates and Number of Graduates 
Per Position: 

Entire Category is Not Applicable X 1 
Faculty Member-College/University 

Number of Graduates 1 1 1 
Unknown X X 2 

.... 
W 
0\ 



Table 24, Continued 

T~Ee I Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Researcher 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown X X 2 

Administrator (Service) 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown X X 2 

Administrator (Education) 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown X X' 2 

Type of Final Project Required for Completion 
of Program: 

Dissertation X X X X 4 

a1n categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

.... 
W 
"-J 



Table 25. Characteristics of Curricular Outcomes for Type I Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Availability of a Continuing Formal Evaluation 
Plan: 

Yes 

Types of Criteria Utilized in Formal Evalua
tion Plan: 

Input Criteria 
Process Criteria 
Outcome Criteria 

Frequency of Use of a Timetable Specified by 
Faculty in Continuing Formal Evaluation Plan 
on a Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Frequency of Use of Evaluation Findings in 
Curricular Decision-Making and Revision on 
a.Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Adequacy of Formal Evaluation Plan in 
Assisting with Curricular Decision-Making 
and Revision on a Continuum of 1 
(inadequate) to 5 (completely adequate) 

Case 
1 

x 

x 
X 
X 

5 

5 

4 

Typ~ I Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

x 

X 

X 

4 

4 

4 

X 

X 
X 
X 

3 

3 

3 

Case 
4 

X 

X 
X 
X 

5 

5 

4 

Freq. 

4 

4 
3 
4 

N 

4 

4 

4 

X 

4.25 

4.25 

3.75 

I-' 
W 
(X) 



139 

of a continuing formal evaluation plan. Three of four cases reported 

the use of input, process, and outcome criteria in their program's 

formal evaluation plan. The remaining program reported the use of 

input and outcome criteria only. The mean of frequency of use ratings 

of a time table specified by faculty in the continuing formal program 

evaluation plan, as reported by all cases, was well above average. 

The mean of frequency of use ratings of evaluation findings in cur

ricular decision-making and revision, as reported by all cases, was 

above average. The mean of ratings of adequacy of the formal evalua

tion plan in assisting with curricular decision-making and revision 

by all cases was above average. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented and discussed findings for four case 

examples of Type I doctoral programs in nursing. The presentation was 

organized around four main categories: respondent data, environmental 

input variables, curricular design variables, and outcome variables. 

Findings for various subcategories were presented within three major 

categories. These included societal, institutional, and student var

iables subcategories within the environmental input variables category; 

curricular content and form subcategories within the curricular design 

variables category; and educational and curricular outcomes subcate

gories within the outcome variables category. 



rnM~R5 

FINDINGS FOR TYPE II DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING 

The findings for Type II doctoral program case examples are 

presented in this chapter. The findings are organized according to 

four main categories: respondent data, environmental input variables, 

curricular design variables, and outcome variables. Within the en

vironmental input variables category, the subcategories of societal 

variables, institutional variables, and student variables are discussed. 

The curricular design variables category discusses the subcategories 

of curricular content and curricular form. The outcome variables 

category discusses the subcategories of educational and curricular 

outcomes. A summary section completes the chapter. 

Respondent Data 

The characteristics of respondents for Type II program case 

examples are presented in Table 26. A variety of administrative posi

tions were occupied by respondents. In addition to an administrative 

position, respondents also filled a variety of other reported work 

roles. The length of time associated with the case examples ranged 

from six months to eight years with an average of 4.9 years indicating 

an extensive association with the program for three of four respondents. 
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Table 26. Characteristics of Respondents for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee II Pro8rams 
Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 

Title: 

Associate Dean X 
Associate Dean for Graduate Programs X 
Assistant Dean, Graduate Programs in Nursing X 
Director of Graduate Programs 

Work Role: a 

Administrator X 
Director X 
Chairperson X 
Teacher 

Length of Time Associated With Program: 

6 Months 
5 Years X 
6 Years X 
8 Years X 

a Some respondents reported more than 1 work role. 

Case 
4 Freq. 

1 
1 
1 

X 1 

X 2 
1 
1 

X 1 

X 1 
1 
1 
1 

N 

4 

X 

4.9 
Yrs. 

...... 
+:...... 
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Environmental Input Variables 

Environmental input variables encompassed three main subcate

gories: societal variables, institutional variables, and student 

variables. The parameters of historical aspects, institutional gov

ernance structure, financial resources, physical resources, faculty 

resources, and administrative personnel resources are discussed in the 

institutional variables subcategory. The parameters of demographic 

data, admission criteria, admission process, enrollment factors, at

trition factors, financial assistance, employment status, and expressed 

educational needs are discussed in the student variables subcategory. 

Societal Variables 

The degree of influence of societal variables for Type II 

program case examples are presented in Table 27. Only one of six 

societal variables, external state governing/coordinating boards, 

had an average influence on cases. All remaining variables were re

ported to have a below average influence. 

Institutional Variables 

Historical Aspects. Historical characteristics for Type II 

program case examples are presented in Table 28. The Carnegie Clas

sification category of the institution was unknown by all respondents. 

Two cases. were publicly controlled, and two were privately controlled. 

Three of four cases identified the cQ11ege/schoo1 of nursing as the 

institutional unit responsible for awarding the doctoral degree in 

nursing. 



Table 27. a Degree of Influence of Societal Variables for Type II Doctoral Programs 

Variable 

Federal Guidelines (from all U.S. Government 
sources) 

State Credentialing Policies for Nursing 

Specialized Accreditation Requirements (e.g., 
National League for Nursing) 

Professional Nursing Organizations (e.g., 
American Nurses' Association) 

External State Governing/Coordinating Boards 

Non-Nursing Graduate Education Groups (e.g., 
The Council pf Graduate Schools in the 
U.S.) 

Case 
1 

1 

1 

1 

4 

3 

4 

Type II Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

1 3 

1 1 

1 1 

1 3 

1 4 

1 3 

a . 
Degree of influence based on a continuum of 1 (nonexistent) to 5 (great). 

Case 
4 

4 

5 

2 

2 

4 

2 

N 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

x 

2.25 

2.0 

1.25 

4.25 

3.0 

4.25 

I-' 
~ 
w 



Table 28. Historical Characteristics of Type II Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Institutional Carnegie Classification 
Category According to Respondents: 

Unknown 

Source of Institutional Control: 

Public Control 
Private Control 

Institutional Unit Responsible for 
Awarding Doctoral Degree in Nursing: 

College/School of Nursing 
Graduate School/College 

Case 
1 

x 

x 

x 

Type II Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

x x 

x 
x 

x 
x 

Case 
4 

x 

x 

x 

Freq. 

4 

2 
2 

3 
1 

..... 
~ 
~ 



Institutional Governance Structure. The degree of influence 

of the institutional governance structure for Type II program case 

examples is presented in Table 29. All four case examples indicated 

that congruence of institutional mission goals and program goals was 

an excellent fit. In addition, institutional central administrative 

support was reported to be well above average by all four cases. 
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Financial Resources. Characteristics for financial resources 

for Type II program case examples are presented in Table 30. The 

estimated amount of program funding per year per source was generally 

unknown. Only one case could identify a specific amount for the pri

vate funding source precluding comparisons across cases. The esti

mated annual direct cost per first, second, and third academic years 

per full-time student was generally unknown for all cases. Cases 3 

and 4 reported approximate, overall amounts but indicated that these 

amounts could not be divided into the direct cost per academic year 

and that costs varied with coursework and dissertation credit hours. 

The adequacy of financial support to meet the needs of the program was 

reported to be well above average in all cases. 

the lack of a separate budget for the program. 

All cases reported 

Initial planning of 

the program budget was done by the dean in two of four cases with the 

responsibility for final allocation of the program budget assumed by 

the dean in three of four cases. 

Physical Resources. Type and rating of characteristics of 

physical resources for Type II program case examples are presented in 

Table 31. All cases reported availability of medical, science, and 



Table 29. Degree of Influence of Institutional Governance Structure for Type II Doctoral Programs 

Type II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 N 

Congruence of Institutional Mission Goals 
and Program Goals on a Continuum of 1 (no 
fit) to 5 (excellent fit) 5 5 5 5 4 

Institutional Central Administrative 
Support of Program on a Continuum of 
1 (not supportive) to 5 (extremely 
supportive) 5 4 5 5 4 

X 

5.0 

4.75 

.... 
J:-. 
0\ 



Table 30. Characteristics of Financial Resources for Type II Doctoral Programs 

TlEe II Prosrams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N X 

Estimated Amount of Program Funding Per Year 
Per Source: 

State: 88% X 1 
Private: $100,000 X 1 
Other: 

Tuition: 12% X 1 
Unknown X 1 
No Response X 1 

Estimated Annual Direct Cost Per First, Second, 
and Third Academic Years Per Full-time 
Student: a 

$14,515 Per Student Per Year; No Yearly 
Breakdown Available X 1 

$140/Credit Hour; Varies with Coursework and 
Dissertation X 1 

Unknown X X 2 

Adequacy of Financial Support to Meet Needs 
of Program on a Continuum of 1 (not at 
all) to 5 (extremely well)b 4 4 5 4 4 4.25 

Availability of a Separate Budget for Program: 

No X X X X 4 .... 
+:-
....... 



Table 30, Continued 

TXEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 _4_ Freq. N 

Institutional Administrator Responsible for 
Initial Planning of Program Budget: 

Dean X X 2 
Not Applicable X 1 
No Response X 1 

Institutional Administrator Responsible for 
the Final Allocation of Program Budget: 

Dean X X X 3 
Directo1 of Graduate Students X 1 

aDirect cost defined as expenditures directly related to providing doctoral education to a 
full-time student per academic year. 

bFinancial support inclusive of total support from all sources. 

X 

t-o 
~ 
CD 



Table 31. a b Type and Rating of Characteristics of Physical Resources for Type II Doctoral Programs ' 

Tl2e II Pro~rams c Case Case Case Case Average 
Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. Rating 

Libraries: 

Medical 4 4 4 5 4 4.25 
Science 4 4 4 4 4 4.0 
General 4 4 4 3 4 3.75 
Other: 

Nursing Holdings 4 1 4.0 

Science Laboratories: 

Animal Resources 5 4 3 4 4 4.0 
Biology 5 4 3 4 4 4.0 
Behavioral Sciences 5 4 3 4 4 4.0 
Bia-Chemistry 5 4 3 4 4 4.0 
Other 

Unspecifiedd 5 1 5.0 

Computer Facilities: 

Main Campus Computer Center 4 5 4 3 4.3 
Health Sciences Computer Center 4 5 4 4 4 4.25 
College/School of Nursing Computer 

Center 4 4 4 3 4.0 

College/School of Nursing Facilities: 

Classroom Space 5 4 5 4 4 4.5 
Student Office Space 3 4 3 4 4 3.5 .... 

.;-. 
\0 



Table 31, Continued 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Student Study Areas 5 4 5 4 
Other: 

Research Center 5 
Learning Resource Center 5 
Unspecifieda 3 4 

Health Care Facilities: 

Private Hospital/Medical Center (off-
campus) 4 5 4 

State Hospital/Medical Center (off-campus) 5 
Federal Hospital/Medical Center (off-

campus) 4 5 
Public Health Agencies 4 5 
On-campus Hospital/Medical Center 4 5 
Other: 

Nursing Clinics 5 
No Response X 

~atings based on a continuum of 1 (inadequate) to 5 (completely adequate). 

bRatings listed only for physical resources available to doctoral program. 

Average 
Freq. Rating 

4 4.5 

1 5.0 
1 5.0 
2 3.5 

3 4.3 
1 5.0 

2 4.5 
2 4.5 
2 4.5 

1 5.0 
1 

cIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value is listed in the average rating 
column. 

dunspecified category contains ratings of physical resources that were not specifically 
identified. 

c 

I-' 
lJ1 
o 



general libraries with one of four cases reporting availability of 

nursing holdings. The means of ratings of adequacy for available 

library resources were well above average. A variety of science 

laboratories were reported to be available in all cases. The means 
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of ratings of adequacy for available science laboratories were well 

above average. Reported availability of computer facilities varied 

across cases. Three of four cases reported availability of a main 

campus computer center as well as a college/school of nursing computer 

center. All cases reported availability of a health sciences computer 

center. The means of ratings of adequacy for these facilities were 

well above average. All cases reported availability of college/school 

of nursing facilities in terms of classroom space, student office 

space, and student study areas. The means of reported ratings of 

adequacy for these facilities ranged from slightly above average to 

well above average. A variety of health care facilities were reported 

as available by cases. Three of four cases reported the availability 

of off-campus private hospitals/medical centers. The mean of ratings 

of adequacy for these facilities was well above average. 

Faculty Resources. Characteristics of faculty resources for 

Type II program case examples are presented in Table 32. The total 

number of faculty teaching in case programs ranged from twenty-one to 

twenty-eight. Case 2 indicated that all faculty taught from baccalau

reate through doctoral levels. The total number of full-time faculty 

for all cases ranged from zero to twenty-one. Three of four cases 

reported a range of eight to twenty-eight for the total number of 



Table 32. Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~e II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in Program 21 28b 25 21 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in Program 
on a Full-time Basis 4 0 17 21 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in Program 
on a Part-time Basis 17 28 8 

Not Applicable X 1 

Total Number of Full-time Faculty Teaching 
in Program Licensed as Registered Nurses 4 17 21 

No Response X 1 

Total Number of Part-time Faculty Teaching 
in Program Licensed as Registered Nurses 17 7 2 

Not Applicable X X 2 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in Program 
with a Doctoral Degree (any field) 21 28 25 21 

N Range a 

4 21-28 

4 0-21 

3 8-28 

3 4-21 

7-17 

4 21-28 

X 

23.8 

10.5 

17.7 

14.0 

23.75 

t
V! 
N 



Table 32, Continued 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 

Total Number of Tenured Faculty Among Those 
Teaching Full-time in Program 4 7 

Not Applicable 
No Response X 

Total Number of Non-Tenured Faculty Among 
Those Teaching Full-time in Program 0 10 

Not Applicable 
No Response X 

Frequency of Faculty Input into Development 
of Program Policies on a Continuum of 1 
(never) to 5 (always) 5 5 5 

Number, Per Rank, of Faculty Teaching in 
Program: 

Professor 4 12 
Associate Professor 0 13 
Assistant Professor 0 0 
Not Applicable X 

Case 
4 Freq. 

2 

XC 1 
1 

2 

XC 1 
1 

5 

4 
11 

6 
1 

N Range 

4-7 . 

0-10 

4 

3 4-12 
3 0-13 
3 0-6 

a 
X 

5.0 

6.7 
8.0 
2.0 

.... 
IJ1 
W 



Table 32, Continued 

T~Ee II Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Estimated Faculty Activity Hours Per Week 
for Faculty Teaching Full-time in Program: 

Research and Writing 8 4 8 3 4-8 
Not Applicable X 1 

Classroom Instruction 6 20 10 3 6-20 
Not Applicable X 1 

Student Advisement 8 8 6 3 6-8 
Not Applicable X 1 

Clinical Practice 0 4 8 3 0-8 
Not Applicable X 1 

Professional Activities 3 2 10 3 2-10 
Not Applicable X 1 

Public and Community Service 2 2 2 2 
Not Applicable X 1 
No Response X 1 

Faculty:Student Ratio for Faculty Teaching 
Full-time in Program 1:6 1:3 2:1 3 1:3-2:1 

Not Applicable X 1 

Course Credits (excluding research course 
credits) Per Semester/Quarter for Faculty 

2-4d Teaching Full-time in Program 6 2 2-6 

Not Applicable X X 2 .-
IJI 
~ 



Table 32. Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Type II Doctoral Programs, Continued 

Type II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. N Range a 
X 

Course Credits for Research Areas for 
Faculty Teaching Full-time in Program: 

Student Dissertation 12 2_3d 2 2-12 
Not Applicable X 1 
No Response X 1 

Faculty Research 3 e 1 3 
Not Applicable X 1 
No Response X 1 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b Faculty teach at all levels. 

c Tenure abolished by faculty vote in 1974. 

d Semester hours in a quarter term. 

e 10% of time reported by respondent. 

I-' 
I.n 
\J1 
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faculty teaching in the doctoral program on a part-time basis. This 

breakdown was consistent with the earlier reported total number of 

faculty. Three of four cases reported that the total number of fac

ulty teaching in the doctoral program on a full-time basis who were 

licensed as registered nurses ranged from four to twenty-one. The 

figure reported by these three cases indicated that all full-time 

faculty were licensed as registered nurses. Two of four cases reported 

that the total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program on 

a part-time basis who were licensed as registered nurses ranged from 

seven to seventeen. Of these two cases, the figure reported by Case 

3 indicated that, of the total number of faculty teaching in the doc

toral program on a part-time basis, one was not licensed as a regis

tered nurse. The total number of faculty teaching in the program with 

a doctoral degree in any field, as reported by all cases, ranged from 

twenty-one to twenty-eight. This range indicated that all faculty 

teaching in all programs had a doctoral degree. Two of four cases re

ported that the total number of tenured faculty among those teaching 

full-time in the program ranged from four to seven. The same two cases 

reported that the total number of non-tenured faculty among those 

teaching in the doctoral p~ogram on a full-time basis ranged from zero 

to ten. The figures for tenured and non-tenured categories reported 

by these two cases were consistent with their earlier reported totals 

for the number of full-time faculty. According to reported ratings, 

faculty for all cases always had input into the development of program 

policies. Three of four cases indicated that the predominant rank for 
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faculty teaching in the doctoral program was that of associate pro

fessor. Two of the three cases based the number of faculty per rank 

on the total number of faculty teaching in the program with the remain

ing case reporting a ranking based on the total number of full-time 

faculty only. Three of four cases reported estimated faculty activity 

hours per week for faculty teaching full-time in their programs for 

five areas. As indicated in Table 32, a wide variation in estimated 

faculty activity hours existed in the areas of classroom instruction 

and professional activities. Faculty-Student ratio for faculty teach

ing full-time in the program ranged from 1:6 to 2:1 for three of four 

cases. Course credit hours per semester/quarter for faculty teaching 

full-time in the program ranged from two to six for two of four cases 

and were reported as not applicable by the remaining two cases. A 

variety of responses were reported for course credit hours for student 

and faculty research areas across cases precluding comparison. 

Administrative Personnel Resources. Characteristics of ad

ministrative personnel resources for Type II program case examples are 

presented in Table 33. Three of four cases reported that the total 

number of full-time graduate-level administrative personnel ra~ged 

from zero to three. The total number of part-time graduate-level ad

ministrative personnel ranged from zero to six. The number of hours 

per week devoted exclusively to the program by full-time graduate-level 

administrative personnel was generally unknown or considered not 

applicable. According to reported ratings, all cases indicated that 



Table 33. Characteristics of Administrative Personnel Resources for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 

Total Number of Full-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 0 2 3 3 0-3 

Not Applicable X 1 

Total Number of Part-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 6 1 1 0 4 0-6 

Number of Hours Per Week Devoted Exclu-
sively to Program by Full-time Graduate-
level Administrative Personnel 20 1 20 Hrs. 

Not Applicable X X 2 
Unknown X 1 

Frequency of Administrative Personnel 
Input into Development of Program 
Policies on a Continuum of 1 (never) 
to 5 (always) 5 5 5 5 4 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

X 

1.25 

2.0 

5.0 

..... 
l.I1 
to 



administrative personnel always have input into the development of 

program policies. 

Student Variables 
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Student Demographics. Student demographics for Type II program 

case examples are presented in Table 34. The modal age of students 

was unknown by three of four cases. As reported by cases, the number 

of male students ranged from two to four while the number of female 

students ranged from 32 to 58. Racial/Ethnic group representation 

was reported by three of four cases. The highest percentage values 

were reported for the white subcategory; however, as indicated in 

Table 34, the total cumulative percentage value for all racial/ethnic 

group categories for Cases 1 and 3 was less than 100 percent indicating 

that reported data were incomplete. 

Admission Criteria. Characteristics of admission criteria for 

Type II program case examples are presented in Table 35. All cases 

indicated that the G.R.E. was required for admission to their programs; 

however, the required score varied from 1000 on quantitative and verbal 

tests to 1650 on quantitative, verbal, and analytical tests. A cumu

lative undergraduate G.P.A. of 3.0 was required by two of four cases. 

The cumulative graduate G.P.A. required for admission ranged from 3.0 

to 3.5 across all cases. All cases reported that the B.S.N. degree 

was an acceptable degree for admission; however, two cases also accepted 

the B.S. degree, and, in addition, one case accepted the B.A. degree. 

All cases reported that the M.S.N. degree w~s an acceptable graduate 



Table 34. Student Demographics for Type II Doctoral Programs 

TX1~e II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 

Modal Age of Students 34 1 34 

Unknown X X X 3 

Number of Male Students 2 2 4 2 4 2-4 

Number of Female Students 47 51 58 32 4 32-58 

Racial/Ethnic Group Representation by 
Percentage: b 

American Indian 0% 2% 
Asian American 1% 
Black 0% 6% 1% 
Hispanic 0% 1% 
White 48% 94% 58% 
No Response X 1 

Total 49% 100% 62% 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed iu the range column. 

b Summary data were not compiled for this category due to incomplete data. 

X 

2.5 

47.0 

.... 
0\ 
o 



Table 35. Characteristics of Admission Criteria for Type II Doctoral Programs 

TlEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 _3_ 4 Freq. 

Required Entrance/Admission Exam(s) and 
Minimum Required Score: 

G.R.E. 
1000 (quantitative/verbal) X X 2 
1100 (quantitative/verbal)' X 1 
1500 (quantitative/verbal/analytical) X 1 
1650 (unspecified) X 1 

Cumulative Undergraduate G.P.A. Required 
for Admission: 

3.0 G.P.A. X X 2 
Not Applicable X ·X 2 

Cumulative Graduate G.P.A. Required for 
Admission: 

3.0 G.P.A. (based on overall average 
of last 60 hours) X 1 

3.2 G.P.A. X 1 
3.5 G.P.A. X X 2 

Undergraduate Degree(s) Accepted for 
Admission: 

B.S.N. Degree X X X X 4 
B.S. Degree Xa X 2 .... 

0\ .... 



Table 35, Continued 

Characteristic 

B.A. Degree 

Graduate Degree(s) Accepted for Admission: 

M.S.N. Degree 
M.S. Degree 
M.A. Degree 

Criteria Utilized in Admission of 
Students: 

Master's Level Course in Research 
Basic Statistics Course 
Master's Level Course in Theory 
Professional Liability Insurance 
Prior Nursing Degree from an N.L.N. 

Accredited Program 
Current R.N. License 

aSpecified "If in Nursing." 

bMinor must be in nursing. 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case 

1 2 3 

X X X 
Xa 
Xa 

X 
X X 

X c 

X 
X X X 

c Required for enrollment in clinical practice courses only. 

Case 
4 

X 

X 
Xb 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 

Fr~. 

1 

4 
2 
1 

2 
3 
1 
1 

2 
4 

.-
0\ 
N 
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degree for admission, however, two cases also accepted the M.S. degr~e 

if it had been awarded in nursing or if a minor in nursing had been 

completed. One case also accepted the M.A. degree providing it had 

been awarded in nursing. Only one criteria, current licensure as a 

registered nurse, was utilized by all cases in the admission of stu

dents. One other criteria, a basic statistics course, was utilized 

-by three of four cases for admission of students. The use of the re

maining four criteria for program admission varied across cases. 

Admission Process. Characteristics of the admission process 

for Type II program case examples are presented in Table 36. Two 

admission process components, faculty committee approval of applicant 

and letter(s) or recommendation, were utilized by all cases. In 

addition, three of four cases reported the use of a faculty/applicant 

interview with one case specifically indicating that this was a team 

interview conducted by two faculty members with the applicant. Only 

one of four cases reported an average use of special consideration in 

the admission of a member of a particular racial/ethnic group. 

Enrollment Factors. Characteristics of enrollment factors for 

Type II program case examples are presented in Table 37. The maximum 

number of students admitted per year for two of four cases ranged from 

ten to twelve with the remaining two cases indicating this number 

varied or was not applicable. The current full-time student headcount 

range for all cases was sixteen to twenty-nine. For part-time students, 

cases reported a headcount range from nine to thirty-one. Case 1, 2, 

and 3's total reported headcount for full-time and part-time students 



Table 36. Characteristics of Admission Process for Type II Doctoral Programs 

TyEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 _3_ 4 

Admission Process Components: 

Administrator/Applicant Interview X X 
Faculty/Applicant Interview X Xa X 
Student/Applicant Interview X 
Faculty Committee Approval of Applicant X X X X 
Letter(s) of Recommendation X X X X 

Type of Required Initial Exam Prepared by 
Department: 

Not Applicable X X X 
No Response X 

Frequency of Use of Special Consideration 
for Admission of a Member of a Particular 
Racial/Ethnic Group on a Continuum of 1 
(never) to 5 (always) 1 3 

Not Applicable X 
Unknown X 

~eam interview done with 2 faculty and the applicant. 

Freq. 

2 
3 
1 
4 
4 

3 
1 

2 

1 
1 

Range 

1-3 

.... 
0\ 
~ 



Table 37. Characteristics of Enrollment Factors for Type II Programs 

!l2e II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic _1 _ _ 2 _ _ 3 _ _ 4_ Freq. li 

Maximum Number of Students Admitted Per 
Year 12 10 2 

Not Applicable X 1 
Varies X 1 

Current Full-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on dissertations) 16 25 29 25 4 

Current Part-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on dissertations) 30 27 31 9 4 

Projected Trend in Enrollment in Program 
Over Next 5 Years on a Continuum of 1 
(marked decrease) to 5 (marked increase) 5 3 3 3 4 

Range 

10-12 

16-29 

9-31 

_X_ 

23.75 

24.25 

3.5 

...... 
0\ 
\JI 



was inconsistent with earlier demographic data reported in Table 34 

for the total number of male and female students enrolled in their 

programs. Total reported head count for Case 1 in Table 37 was forty

six as compared to a reported total of forty-nine male and female 

students in Table 34. Total reported headcount for Case 2 in Table 

27 was fifty-two as compared to a reported total of fifty-three male 

and female students in Table 34. Total reported headcount for Case 
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3 in Table 37 was sixty as compared to a total of sixty-two male and 

female students in Table 34. The mean of ratings of the projected 

trend in enrollment over the next five years, as reported by all cases, 

was slightly above average. 

Attrition Factors. Characteristics of student attrition fac

tors for Type II program case examples are presented in Table 38. One 

of the four cases reported an average of one withdrawal per first, 

second, and third academic years over the past five years, while a 

second case reported an average withdrawal rate of 10 percent for all 

three academic years over the past five years. A range of zero to 

three was reported by three of four cases for the number of transfers 

out of the program to other universities in the past five years. Three 

of four cases reported a range of zero to one for the number of trans

fers out of the program to other programs within the university over 

the past five years. 

Financial Assistance. Characteristics of student financial 

assistance for Type II program case examples are presented in Table 

39. All sources of financial assistance listed in Table 39 were 



Table 38. Characteristics of Student Attrition Factors for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~]~e II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. Range 

Average Number of Withdrawals Per First, 
Second, and Third Academic Years Over the 
Past 5 Years 

First Academic Year 1 b 1 1 
Unknown X X 2 

Second Academic Year 1 b 1 1 
Unknown X X 2 

Third Academic Year 1 b 1 1 
Unknown X X 2 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to Other 
Universities Over the Past 5 Years 0 0 l c 3 0-1 

Not Applicable X 1 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to Other 
Doctoral Programs Within the University 
Over the Past 5 Years 0 0 1 3 0-1 

Not Applicable X 1 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 
b 10% attrition rate for all three years. 
c Total of 4 over past 8 years. 

a 

..... 
0\ ..... 



Table 39. Characteristics of Student Financial Assistance for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T:lEe II Pro8rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. Range 

Total Number of Students Utilizing Specific 
Sources of Financial Assistance: b 

Guaranteed Student Loan 
Unknown X X X 3 
No Response X 1 

G. I. Bill 
Unknown X X 2 

Scholarships 1c 1 1 
Unknown X 1 
No Response X 1 

Personal Income d 1 
Unknown X X 2 

Fellowships 2 5 2 2-5 
Unknown X 1 

Grants 18 1 18 
Unknown X X 2 
No Response X 1 

Tuition Waivers for Research/Teaching 
Assistantships 20 8 2 8-20 

Unknown X 1 
Other: 

Nurse Traineeships 11 1 11 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

a 

..... 
0'1 
00 



Table 39, Continued 

b Responses listed only for sources of assistance identified by programs. 

cSpecified "State" scholarship. 

d Indicated IIAII Students" fit in this category. 

.... 
0\ 
\0 
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reported by at least one case as currently being utilized by students. 

Only one source, the guaranteed student loan, was identified by three 

of four cases. The total number of students utilizing specific sources 

of financial assistance was generally unknown. 

Employment Status. Characteristics of student employment for 

Type II program case examples are presented in Table 40. The total 

number of students employed on a full-time basis was reported as un

known by all cases. Three of four cases reported four types of full

time employment positions, educator, service administrator, education 

administrator, and clinical specialist, as occupied by students. The 

total number of students employed on a part-time basis was reported 

as unknown by three of four cases. Three of four cases indicated that 

students occupied part-time employment positions as graduate assistants, 

research assistants, staff nurses, and teachers. 

Expressed Educational Needs. Characteristics of expressed edu

cational needs for Type II program case examples are presented in Table 

41. As indicated in Table 41, various educational areas were available 

to both full-time and part-time students within the concentration area, 

functional area, and minor/cognate area. A wide diversity of available 

concentration areas was reported across cases. Three of four cases 

reported the total number of full-time and part-time students per 

available areas of study, however, the variation across cases in the 

types of areas of study precluded comparison. Two of four cases iden

tified specific functional areas of study, however, the number of 

full-time and part-time students per area was either not reported or 



Table 40. Characteristics of Student Employment for Type II Doctoral Programs 

TXEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. Range 

Total Number of Students Employed Full-time 
(40 hours/week) 

Unknown X X X X 4 

Types of Full-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown X 1 
Educator X X X 3 
Service Administrator X X X 3 
Inservice/Staff Development X 1 
Researcher X 1 
Education Administrator X X X 3 
Clinical Specialist X X X 3 
Staff Nurse X X 2 

Total Number of Students Employed Part-time 
(less than 40 hours/week) 

Unknown X X X 3 
Not Applicable X 1 

Types of Part-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown X 1 
t-O ...., 
t-O 



Table 40, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1 

Graduate Assistant X 
Research Assistant X 
Staff Nurse X 
Teacher X 
Administrator X 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Case 
4 

X 
X 
X 
X 

Fr~ 

3 
3 
3 
3 
1 

Range 

1-0 
....... 
N 



Table 41. Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T!Ee.II Pro~rams 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N a Range X 

Educational Areas Available for Study and 
Number of Full-time (F.T.) and Part-time 
(P.T.) Students Per Area: b 

Concentration Area: 

Child Health 
F.T. Students 5 1 5 

Not Applicable X 1 
P.T. Students 3 1 3 

Not Applicable X 1 
Medical-Surgical 

F.T. Students 14 5 2 5-14 
Not Applicable X 1 

P.T. Students 17 2 2 2-17 
Not Applicable X 1 

Community Health 
F. T •. Students 1 1 1 

Not Applicable X 1 
P.T. Students 0 1 0 

Not Applicable X 1 
Psychiatric/Mental Health 

F.T. Students 4 10 2 4-10 
Not Applicable X 1 

P.T. Students 5 0 2 0-5 
Not Applicable X 1 .... 

" w 



Table 41, Continued 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Other: 
Nursing Administration 

F.T. Students 1 1 1 
P.T. Students 3 1 3 

Community Mental Health 
F.T. Students 7 1 7 
P.T. Students 5 1 5 

Nursing Synthesis 
F.T. Students 11 1 11 
P.T. Students 22 1 22 

Maternal/Child Health 
F.T. Students 8 1 8 
P.T. Students 11 1 11 

Anesthesia 
F.T. Students 1 1 1 
P.T. Students 1 1 1 

Gerontology 
F.T. Students 3 1 3 
P.T. Students 2 1 2 

Oncology 
F.T. Students 1 1 1 
P • T. Students 0 1 0 

Rehabilitation 
F.T. Students 0 1 0 
P.T. Students 1 1 1 

..... 
-...J 
.;-. 



Table 41, Continued 

Characteristic 

Functional Area: 

No Response to Category 
"All Students" Apply to Category Sections 
Administration 

F.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

Education 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
P.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
Clinical Specialist 

F.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

Other: 
Administrator-Educational 

F.T. Students 
No Response 

P.T. Students 
No Response 

Case 
1 

x 

x 

TYJle II ~r~rams 
Case Case Case 
234 

x 
x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

x 

Freq. 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

N 
a Range x 

..... 
" \.J1 



Table 41. Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Type II Doctoral Programs, Continued 

TlEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg,. N Ran8e 
a 

Minor/Cognate Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to Program X 1 
No Response to Category X 1 
Anthropology 

F.T. Students 
Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Sociology 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Biology 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable X 1 
P.T. Students 

Not Applicable X 1 

X 

I-' ..... 
0\ 



Table 41, Continued 

TyEe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Statistics 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Political and Environmental Affairs 
F.T. Students 

Unknown X 1 
P.T. Students 

Unknown X 1 
Religion 

F.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

P.T. Students 
Unknown X 1 

Philosophy 
F.T. Students 

Unknown X 1 
P. T. .Students 

Unknown X 1 

Frequency of Student Input Into Development 
of Program Policies on a Continuum of 1 
(never) to 5 (always) 5 5 4 4 4 4.5 .... ..... 

...... 



Table 41, Continued 

Characteristic 

Frequency of Student Participation in 
Continuing Formal Evaluation of Program 
on a Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Case 
1 

5 

Type II Programs 
Case Case Case 
234 

5 5 5 

Freq. N 

4 

a Range x 

5.0 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bResponses for full-time and part-time students are listed only for educational areas reported as 
available by programs. 

.... 

...... 
00 



indicated to be not applicable. Two of the four cases identified 

specific minor/cognate areas of study, however, the number of full

time and part-time students per area was reported as either unknown 

or not applicable. As reported by all cases, the mean of ratings of 

frequency of student input into the development of program policies 

was well above average. All cases reported that students always 

participate in continuing formal evaluation of the program. 

Curricular Design Variables 

179 

Curricular design variables encompassed two main subcategories: 

curricular content and curricular form. Each subcategory is discussed 

in this section. 

Curricular Content 

Characteristics of curricular content for Type II program case 

examples are presented in Table 42. The mean of ratings reported by 

all cases revealed a philosophical orientation that was moderately 

theoretical in nature. Three of four cases reported that the curricu

lar theme for their program was based upon the academic discipline. 

All cases reported that a primary purpose of their program was the 

preparation of administrators, clinicians, and applied researchers 

(i.e., research generated and undertaken in the clinical area). Three 

of four cases indicated that preparation of college teachers and con

sultants were also primary purposes of their programs. Three of four 

cases reported that no conceptual framework was applicable to their 

program. All cases indicated that all objectives listed in Table 42 



Table 42. Characteristics of Curricular Content for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N X 

Philosophical Orientation on a Continuum of 1 
(clinical orientation) to 5 (theoretical 

3a orientation) 5 4 3 4 3.75 

Curricular Theme: 

Academic Discipline X X X 3 
Student Development X 1 

Primary Purpose(s): 

Preparation of 
College Teachers X X X 3 
Administrators X X X X 4 
Clinicians X X X X 4 
Consultants X X X 3 
Researchers-Applied X X X X 4 
Other: 

Educators X 1 

Conceptual Framework: 

Variety Are Used and Explored X 1 
Not Applicable X X X 3 

Importance of Objectives Used in Preparation 
of Graduates on a Continuum of 1 (minimal 
importance) to 5 (primary importance): I-' 

co 
0 



Table 42, Continued 

Case 
Characteristic 1 

Conceptualize Clinical Phenomena to Facili-
tate Further Clinical Research 5 

Evaluate Application of Research Designs, 
Measures, and Statistics to the Study of 
Nursing 5 

Design Research Studies Relevant to Nursing 
Practice 5 

Conduct Research Studies Relevant to Nursing 
Practice 5 

Communicate Research Findings Relevant to 
Nursing Practice 5 

Construct Conceptual Models and Nursing 
Theories 5 

Address Issues and Problems Related to 
Delivery of Health Care 4 

Devise Solutions to Health Care Issues in 
Collaboration with Clients and Other 
Health Care Professionals 4 

Implement Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and Health 
Care Services 4 

Design Programs and Policies for the Purpose 
of Improving Nursing and Health Care 
Services 4 

TXEe II Pro~rams 
Case Case Case 

2 3 4 

4 5 5 

5 5 5 

5 5 5 

5 5 5 

5 5 5 

4 5 5 

4 5 5 

4 5 5 

2 4 5 

3 4 5 

Freq. N 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

X 

4.75 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

5.0 

4.75 

4.5 

4.5 

3.75 

4.0 

I-' 
CX) 
I-' 



Table 42, Continued 

T!Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 

Evaluate Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and Health 
Care Services 4 4 4 5 

Apply Advanced Knowledge/Skills in the 
Area of Nursing Education 4 2 5 5 

~rogram described as professional doctorate with strong theoretical base. 

Freq. N 

4 

4 

X 

4.25 

4.0 

..... 
00 
I\.) 



were utilized in preparation of graduates. Reported means of ratings 

of all cases indicated that four objectives were considered to be of 

primary importance to their programs. These objectives involved the 

design, implementation, evaluation, and communication of research 

relevant to the profession of nursing. The means of ratings of im

portance for the remaining eight objectives by all cases ranged from 

above average to well above average. 

Curricular Form 

183 

Characteristics of curricular form for Type II program case 

examples are presented in Table 43. The means of ratings for all 

organizational orientation continua, as reported by three of four 

cases, ranged from below average to slightly above average. The means 

of ratings of all cases reflected a curricular organizational orienta

tion that was located at a mid-point between student developmental 

needs and needs of the discipline, moderately theory'-based and mod

erately oriented toward flexibility as opposed to structure. The 

mean of ratings of three of four cases reflected a curricular organi

zational orientation that was geared toward integration of curricular 

content. The mean of ratings of all cases indicated that the locus 

of learning was highly oriented toward on-campus based learning. The 

mean of ratings for emphasis of content coverage for all cases was 

highly oriented toward depth. The mean of ratings for type of pri

mary instructional strategies used, as reported by all cases, indi

cated a moderate orientation toward traditional instructional 

strategies (i.e., lecture and discussion). The mean 6f ratings of 



Table 43. Characteristics of Curricular Form for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Organizational Orientation on Continua of 
(1) to (5): 

Student Developmental Needs (1) to 
Disciplinary Needs (5) 5 1 4 2 4 3.0 

Application (1) to Theory (5) 5 4 3 3 4 3.75 
Flexibility (1) to Structure (5) 2 3 2 2 4 2.25 
Integration of Content (1) to 

Compartmentalization of Content (5) 1 3 2 3 2.0 

Unknown X 1 

Locus of Learning on a Contimuun of 1 (on-
campus based) to 5 (off-campus based) 1 1 3 3 4 2.0 

Emphasis of Content Coverage on a Continuum 
of 1 (breadth) to 5 (depth) 5 5 5 3 4 4.5 

Type of Primary Instructional Strategies 
Used on a Continuum of 1 (traditional) 
to 5 (non-traditional) 1 3 3 3 4 2.5 

Emphasis of Primary Instructional 
Strategies as They Relate to Student 
Development on a Continuum of 1 
(cognitive) to 5 (affective) 2 2 2 3 4 2.25 ..... 

00 
~ 



Table 43, Continued 

Tx:.ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freg. N Range a 
X 

Type of Coursework Areas Included in 
Curriculum and Required Number of Course 
Credit Hours (post master's degree) Per 
Area:b 

Major Areas of Coursework 

Nursing Content 
Lecture 16 20c 13.3c 3 13-20 
Clinicsl 

20d Research 9 6 11.3 4 6-20 
Theory Development 6 3 4 3 3-6 
Functional 12 20 24 3 12-24 
Field Experience, Internship and 

Practicum 8 e 1 8 
Other: 

Research-Related 6 1 6 
Thesis Seminar 6 1 6 
Leadership 3 1 3 
Philosophy of Science 3 1 3 
Unspecified Courses 9 1 9 

Minor/Cognate Areas of Coursework 

Anthropology 12 12 2 12 
Psychology 12 12 2 12 
Sociology 12 12 2 12 .... 

00 
VI 



Table 43, Continued 

T~Ee II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Statistics 12 1 12 
Biology 12 12 2 12 
Other: 

Religion 12 1 12 
Public and Environmental Affairs 12 1 12 
Education 12 1 12 
Physiology 

No Response X 1 
Administration 15.3 1 15 
Research 

No Response X 1 
Optional on All X 1 

Institutional/Graduate College Coursework 

Category is Not Applicable to Program X 1 
No Response to Category X X 2 
Statistics 

Unknown X 1 
Computer Programming and Use 

Unknown X 1 

Total Number of Elective Course Credit Hours 
(includes elected minor/cognate course 
credit) 12 12 15.3 3 12-15 13.1 

Individualized Per Student X 1 ..... 
0) 
0\ 



Table 43. Characteristics of Curricular Form for Type II Doctoral Programs, Continued 

THe II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N 

Responsibility for Continuing Formal 
Evaluation of Doctoral Courses on a 
Continuum of 1 (faculty) to 5 (student) 1 2 3 3 

No Response X 1 

Calendar System: 

Semester X X 
Xf 

2 
Quarter X 2 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Master's 
Degree for Completion of Program on 
a Full-time Basis 3 3 2-3 2-3 4 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Master's 
Degree for Completion of Program on 
a Part-time Basis 3 5 2 

Varies X 1 
Unknown X 1 

Range a 

2-3 

3-5 

X 

1.5 

2.75 

~ 

co ...... 



Table 43, Continued 

Characteristic 

Credit Options (excludes credit by course 
completion) 

Transfer Credit From Another Institution 
Credit by Examination 

Case 
1 

x 

Type II Programs 
Case Case Case 
234 

x x 
X 

X 
X 

Freq. 

4 
2 

N 
a Range x 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b All course credit hours based on semester calendar system; case 4 hours converted from quarter 
to semester hours. 

cIncludes clinical course credit hours also. 

d Includes theory development course credit hours. 

eField experience, internship, and practicum course credit included in other major areas of 
coursework. 

f Semester hour credits taught in a 12-week quarter term. 

I-' 
00 
00 
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primary instructional strategies as they relate to student development, 

as reported by all cases, indicated a moderate emphasis on cognitive 

development. A wide variation was reported by all cases concerning 

the types of coursework areas included in the curriculum and the re

quired number of course credit hours (post master's degree) per area. 

All cases identified research as a major area of coursework with a 

reported range of six to ten required course credit hours. Three of 

four cases reported that nursing content, theory development, and func

tional courses were major areas of coursework with a range of thirteen 

to twenty, three to four, and twelve to twenty-four required course 

credit hours, respectively. A variety of additional major areas of 

coursework and their required course credit hours were reported. 

Several minor/cognate areas of coursework were reported by all cases. 

An overall range of twelve to 15.3 required course credit hours for 

this area was reported by all cases. Two of four cases did not res

pond to the institutional/graduate college coursework category while 

a third case reported that this category was not applicable. Three 

of four cases reported that the total number of elective course credi~ 

hours ranged from twelve to 15.3. The mean of ratings of responsibility 

for continuing formal evaluation of doctoral courses, as reported by 

three of four cases, indicated that primary responsibility resided with 

faculty. Two cases reported the use of the semester calendar system 

while the remaining two utilized the quarter calendar system. The 

average number of calendar years, post master's degree, for completion 

of the program on a full-time basis as reported by all cases was 2.75 



years. Two of four cases reported that the number of calendar years, 

post master's degree, for completion of the program on a part-time 

basis ranged from three to five years. All cases accepted transfer 

credit from another institution. In addition, two of four cases pro

vided credit by examination as a credit option. 

OUtcome Variables 
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Outcome variables encompassed two main subcategories: educa

tional outcomes and curricular outcomes. Each subcategory is discussed 

in the following section. 

Educational Outcomes 

Characteristics of educational outcomes for Type II program 

case examples are presented in Table 44. The total number of graduates 

since initial program approval was reported by all cases to range from 

two to thirty-two. Two of four cases reported a range of six to eight 

for the average number of graduates per year for the past five years. 

The mean of ratings for the projected trend in the number of graduates 

for the next five years, as reported by all cases, indicated a moderate 

increase. Three of four cases reported that the average number of 

publications per year by students while enrolled ranged from one to 

three. All cases reported that known graduates occupied faculty posi

tions in colleges and universities, however, the number of graduates 

in this type of employment position was known by only one case. A 

variety of additional types of employment positions were reported by 

cases. Number of known graduates per type of position was generally 



Table 44. Characteristics of Educational Outcomes for Type II Doctoral Programs 

T~e II Programs 
Case Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 4 Freq. N Range a 
X 

Total Number of Graduates From Program Since 
Initial Approval 17 2 32 8 4 2-32 14.75 

Average Number of Graduates Per Year For 
6b Past 5 Years 8 2 6-8 

Not Applicable X X 2 

Projected Trend in Number of Graduates Per 
Year Over Next 5 Years on a Continuum of 
1 (marked decrease) to 5 (marked increase) 4 5 4 3 4 4.0 

Average Number of Publications Per Year by 
Students While Enrolled in Program 1 1-3 1 3 1-3 2.0 

Unknown X 1 

Types of Employment Positions Occupied by 
Known Graduates and Number of Graduates 
Per Position: 

Faculty Member-College/University 
Number of Graduates 20 1 20 
No Response X X X 3 

.... 
\.0 .... 



Table 44, Continued 

TYEe II Programs 
Case Case Case 

Characteristic 1 2 3 

Educator-Hospital School 
Number of Graduates 
No Response 

Researcher 
Number of Graduates 1 
No Response 

Consultant 
Number of Graduates 1 
No Response 

Clinical Specialist 
Number of Graduates 
No Response 

Administrator (Service) 
Number of Graduates 1 3 
No Response 

Administrator (Education) 
Number of Graduates 6 
No Response 

Other 
Private Clinical Practice 

Number of Graduates 1 

Case 
4 Freq. 

X 1 

1 
X 1 

1 
X 1 

X 1 

2 
X 1 

1 
X 1 

1 

N Range 

1 

1 

1-3 

6 
1 

1 

a 
X 

I-' 
\0 
N 



Table 44, Continued 

Characteristic 

Type of Final Project Required For Completion 
of Program: 

Dissertation 
Thesis 

Case 
1 

x 

Type II Programs 
Case Case Case 
234 -- -- --

x x 
x 

Freq. 

3 
1 

N 
a Range x 

a . 
In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bFigure based on past 4 years. 

I-' 
\0 
W 



not reported by cases. Three of four cases required a dissertation 

for completion of their program while the remaining case required a 

thesis. 

Curricular Outcomes 
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Characteristics of curricular outcomes for Type II program 

case examples are presented in Table 45. All cases reported the 

availability of a continuing formal evaluation plan. Three of four 

cases reported varied criteria which were utilized in the formal pro

gram evaluation plan. The mean of frequency ratings of use of a time 

table specified by faculty in the continuing formal program evaluation 

plan, as reported by all cases, was well above average. The mean of 

frequency ratings of use of evaluation findings in curricular decis

ion-making and revision, as reported by three of four cases, was well 

above average. The mean of ratings of adequacy of the formal evalua

tion plan in assisting with curricular decision-making and revision 

by all cases was above average. 

Summary 

This chapter has presented and discussed findings for four 

case examples of Type II doctoral programs in nursing. The presenta

tion was organized around four main categories: respondent data, 

environmental input variables, curricular design variables, and outcome 

variables. Findings for various subcategories were presented within 

three major categories. These included societal, institutional, and 

student variables subcategories within the environmental input 



Table 45. Characteristics of Curricular Outcomes for Type II Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Availability of a Continuing Formal Evaluation 
Plan: 

Yes 

Types of Criteria Utilized in Formal Evaluation 
Plan: 

No Response 
Input Criteria 
Process Criteria 
Outcome Criteria 
Other: 

Annual Internal or External Evaluation by 
an Internal Interdisciplinary Faculty 
Team or by 3 External Nurse Leaders 

Evaluation by Graduate School Every 5-7 
Years 

Review by State Commission on Higher 
Education Every 5 Years 

Frequency of Use of a Timetable Specified by 
Faculty in Continuing Formal Evaluation Plan 
on a Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Frequency of Use of Evaluation Findings in 
Curricular Decision-Making and Revision on a 
Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Case 
1 

x 

x 
X 
X 

5 

Type II Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

X x 

x 

x 

X 

x 

4 3 

4 4 

Case 
4 

X 

x 
X 
X 

5 

5 

Freq. 

4 

1 
2 
2 
2 

1 

1 

1 

N 

4 

3 

X 

4.25 

4.3 ..... 
\0 
\JI 



Table 45, Continued 

Characteristic 

Unknown 

Adequacy of Formal Evaluation Plan in Assisting 
With Curricular Decision-Making and Review on 
a Continuum of 1 (inadequate) to 5 (completely 
adequate) 

Unknown 

~valuation plan not completed. 

Case 
1 

xa 

xa 

Type II Programs 
Case Case 

2 3 

4 4 

Case 
4 

4 

Freq. 

1 

1 

N 

3 

x 

4.0 

I-" 
\0 
0\ 
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variables category; curricular content and form subcategories within 

the curricular design variables category; and educational and curricu

lar outcomes subcategories within the outcome variables category. 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY AND COMPARISON OF FINDINGS FOR 
TYPE I AND TYPE II DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING 

This chapter summarizes and compares findings to determine any 

differences between case examples for Type I and Type II doctoral pro-

grams in nursin~. The discussion is organized according to four main 

categories: respondent data, environmental input variables, curricular 

design variables, and outcome variables. The last three main categories 

are discussed in terms of various subcategories. A summary section 

completes the chapter. 

Respondent Data 

The summary of characteristics of respondents for case examples 

for Type I and Type II doctoral programs is presented in Table 46. 

Findings suggested that the dual role of administrator and teacher was 

more prevalent among Type I case respondents. In addition, a slightly 

greater mean length of time of association with the program was reported 

by Type I case respondents. 

Environmental Input Variables 

Environmental input variables encompassed three main subcate-

gories: societal variables, institutional variables, and student var-

iables. Findings for these subcategories and their various parameters 
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Table 46. Summary of Characteristics of Respondents for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Title: 

Dean 
Associate Dean 
Associate Dean for Graduate Programs 
Associate Dean for Graduate and Under-

graduate Studies 
Assistant Dean 
Assistant Dean, Graduate Programs in 

Nursing 
Director, Doctoral Program 
Director of Graduate Programs 

a Work Role: 

Administrator 
Director 
Coordinator 
Chairperson 
Teacher 
Research Advisor 

Length of Time Associated with Program: 

6 Months 
5 Years 
6 Years 
7 Years 

Type I P~qgr ams 

Freq. 

1 
o 
o 

1 
1 

o 
1 
o 

2 
1 
1 
o 
3 
1 

o 
2 
o 
1 

N x 

4 6.5 Yrs. 

Type JLPrograms 

Freq. 

o 
1 
1 

o 
o 

1 
o 
1 

2 
1 
o 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
o 

N x 

4 4.9 Yrs. 

..... 
\0 
\0 



Table 46, Continued 

8 Years 
9 Years 

Characteristic 

Type I Programs 

Fre~ 

o 
1 

N 

a Some respondents reported more than 1 work role. 

x 
Tyj)e II Programs 

Freg. 

1 
o 

N x 

N 
o 
o 
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will be summarized and compared in the following sections to determine 

any differences between case examples for Type I and Type II programs. 

Societal Variables 

The summary of degree of influence of societal variables for 

case examples for Type I and Type II doctoral pr~grams is presented in 

Table 47. Differences in means of ratings of degree of influence were 

found between case examples for Type I and Type II programs for three 

societal variables: 1) state credentialing policies for nursing, 2) 

external state governing/coordinating boards, and 3) non-nursing grad

uate education groups. Type II case examples reported a higher mean 

of ratings of influence for state credentialing policies for nursing 

than did Type I case examples. Type I case examples reported a higher 

mean of ratings of influence for external state governing/coordinating 

boards and non-nursing graduate education groups than did Type II ex

amples. Minimal differences in means of ratings of degree of influence 

were found between case examples for program types for the remaining 

four societal variables. 

Institutional Variables 

The institutional variables subcategory included six parameters: 

1) historical aspects, 2) institutional governance structure, 3) 

financial resources, 4) physical resources, 5) faculty resources, and 

6) administrative personnel resources. The findings for these six 

parameters are summarized and compared in the following section. 



Table 47. a Summary of Degree of Influence of Societal Variables for Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee I Programs !xEe II Programs 

Variable 

Federal Guidelines (from all U.S. Govern
ment sources) 

State Credentialing Policies for Nursing 

Specialized Accreditation Requirements 
(e.g., National League for Nursing) 

Professional Nursing Organizations (e.g., 
American Nurses' Association) 

No Response 

External State Governing/Coordinating 
Boards 

Non-Nursing Graduate Education Groups 
(e.g., The Council of Graduate Schools 
in the U.S.) 

Freq. 

1 

N X Freq. 

4 2.0 

4 1.25 

4 1. 75 

3 2.3 

4 3.75 

4 3.25 

aDegree of influence based on a continuum of 1 (nonexistent) to 5 (great). 

N X 

4 2.25 

4 2.0 

4 1.25 

4 2.5 

4 3.0 

4 2.5 

N 
o 
N 
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Historical Aspects. A summary of historical characteristics 

of doctoral programs is presented in Table 48. Comparison of findings 

for these characteristics between case examples for both types of pro

grams suggested that differences existed only in the institutional unit 

responsible for awarding the doctoral degree in nursing. Three of four 

Type I case examples reported that the graduate school/college was the 

institutional unit responsible for awarding the degree while three of 

four Type II case examples reported that the college/school of nursing 

assumed this responsibility. Minimal differences were found between 

case examples for Type I and Type II programs for the remaining his

torical characteristics. 

Institutional Governance Structure. A summary of the degree 

of influence of institutional governance structure for doctoral pro

grams is presented in Table 49. Comparison of findings between Type I 

and Type II case examples indicated that only minimal differences 

existed between program types in terms of the means of ratings for the 

degree of influence of institutional governance structure. 

Financial Resources. A summary of characteristics of financial 

resources for doctoral programs is presented in Table 50. Comparison 

of findings between Type I and Type II case examples for financial re

sources revealed one difference between case examples. This difference 

suggested that the dean was the institutional administrator responsible 

more often for final allocation of the program budget in Type II case 

examples than in Type I case examples. In general, responses for case 

examples for both types of programs indicated that information 



Table 48. Summary of Historical Characteristics of Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Institutional Carnegie Classification 
Category According to Respondents: 

Research University I 
Doctoral-Granting University I 
Unknown 

Source of Institutional Control: 

Public Control 
Private Control 

Institutional Unit Responsible for 
Awarding Doctoral Degree in Nursing: 

College/School of Nursing 
Graduate School/College 

Type I Programs 
Freq. 

1 
1 
2 

3 
1 

1 
3 

Typ~ II Programs 
Freq. 

o 
o 
4 

2 
2 

3 
1 

N 
o 
.j::oo 



Table 49. Summary of Degree of Influence of Institutional Governance Structure for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Congruence of Institutional Mission Goals 
and Program Goals on a Continuum of 1 
(no fit) to 5 (excellent fit) 

Institutional Central Administrative Support 
of Program on a Continnuum of 1 (not 
supportive) to 5 (extremely supportive) 

N 

4 

4 

Type I Programs 

x 

4.75 

4.5 

Type II Programs 

N x 

4 5.0 

4 4.75 

N 
a 
IJ1 



Table 50. Summary of Characteristics of Financial Resources for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Estimated Amount of Program Funding Per 
Year Per Source: 

State 
100% 
88% 
$400,000 

Federal 
$150,000 

Private 
100% 
$100,000 

Other: 
Tuition 

12% 
Unknown 
No Response 

Estimated Annual Direct Cost Per First, 
Second, and Third Academic Years Per 
Full-time Student: a 

$14,515 Per Student Per Year: No 
Yearly Breakdown 

$140/Credit Hour; Varies with Course
work and Dissertation 

Unknown 

Type I Programs 

Freg. N 

1 
o 
1 

1 

1 
o 

a 
1 
o 

o 

o 

4 

x 
Type II Programs 

Freg. N 

o 
1 
o 

o 

o 
1 

1 
1 
1 

1 

1 

2 

x 

N 
o 
0\ 



Table 50, Continued 

Characteristic 

Adequacy of Financial Support to Meet 
Needs of Program on a Continuum of 
1 (not at all) to 5 (extremely well)b 

Availability of a Separate Budget for 
Program: 

No 

Institutional Administrator Responsible 
for Initial Planning of Program 
Budget: 

Vice-President for Finance 
Dean 
Not Applicable 
No Response 

Institutional Administrator Responsible 
for Final Allocation of Program Budget: 

President 
Vice-president for Fiscal Affairs 
Dean 
Director of Graduate Students 
Not Applicable 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 

4 

1 
3 
o 
o 

1 
1 
1 
o 
1 

N x 

4 4.25 

Type II Programs 

Freq. 

4 

o 
2 
1 
1 

o 
o 
3 
1 
o 

N x 

4 4.25 

N 
o ...., 



Table 50, Continued 

a Direct cost defined as expenditures directly related to providing doctoral education to a 
full-time student per academic year. 

bFinancial support inclusive of total support from all sources. 

N 
o 
00 



concerning amount and type of program funding and direct cost of edu

cating a full-time doctoral student was unknown. This was somewhat 

inconsistent with a reported mean of ratings of adequacy of program 

financial support that was well above average for case examples for 

both types of programs. This inconsistency suggested an intuitive 

evaluation of adequacy of financial support as opposed to one based 

on specific quantitative data. 
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Physical Resources. A summary of type and rating of character

istics of physical resources for doctoral programs is presented in 

Table 51. Comparison of findings for case examples for Type I and 

Type II programs suggested that the overall availability of types of 

science laboratories was greater for Type II case examples. The means 

of reported ratings of adequacy for available college/school of nursing 

facilities and health care facilities were generally higher for Type 

II case examples. Minimal differences were found between case examples 

for Type I and Type II programs in terms of type and rating for re

maining physical resource characteristics. 

Faculty Resources. A summary of characteristics of faculty 

resources for doctoral programs is presented in Table 52. Comparison 

of findings between case examples for·Type I and Type II programs 

suggested that the mean total number of faculty teaching in the pro

grams, as well as the mean total number of faculty teaching on a 

full-time and part-time basis, was higher for Type II case examples. 

Comparison of findings for Type I and Type II case examples also in

dicated that the number of full-time and part-time faculty licensed 



Table 51. a b Summary of Type and Rating of Characteristics of Physical Resources for Doctoral Programs ' 

T~Ee I Programs TIEe II Programs 

Average c Average c 

Characteristic Freq. Rating Freq. Rating 

Libraries: 

Medical 3 4.3 4 4.25 
Science 4 4.25 4 4.0 
General 4 4.0 "- 3.75 
Other: 

Nursing Holdings 0 1 4.0 

Science Laboratories: 

Animal Resources 2 3.5 4 4.0 
Biology 2 3.5 4 4.0 
Behavioral Sciences 3 4.0 4 4.0 
Bio-Chemistry 2 3.7 4 4.0 
Other: 

Science 1 5.0 0 
Physiology 1 4.0 0 
Unspecifiedd 1 4.0 1 5.0 

Computer Facilities: 

Main Campus Computer Center 4 4.25 3 4.3 
Health Science Computer Center 3 4.0 4 4.25 
College/School of Nursing Computer 

Center 4 3.75 3 4.0 

N 
I-' 
0 



Table 51, Continued 

T:Y]~e I Programs 

Average c 

Characteristic Freq. Rating 

College/School of Nursing Facilities: 

Classroom Space 4 3.75 
Student Office Space 4 2.75 
Student Study Areas 4 3.0 
Other: 

Research Center 0 
Learning Resource Center 0 
Unspecifieda 0 

Health Care Facilities: 

Private Hospitall~fedical Center (off-
campus) 3 4.0 

State Hospital/Medical Center (off-
campus) 2 3.0 

Federal Hospital/Medical Center (off-
campus) 1 3.0 

Public Health Agencies 2 3.5 
On-Campus Hospital/Medical Center 3 4.3 
Other: 

Nursing Clinic 0 
No Response 0 

~atings based on a continuum of 1 (inadequate) to 5 (completely adequate). 

T:XEe II Programs 

Average 
Fr-eg. Rating 

4 4.5 
4 3.5 
4 4.5 

1 5.0 
1 5.0 
2 3.5 

3 4.3 

1 5.0 

2 4.5 
2 4.5 
2 4.5 

1 5.0 
1 

c 

to.) .... .... 



Table 51, Continued 

b . 
Ratings listed only for physical resources available to doctoral program. 

c In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value is listed in the average rating 
column. 

dUnspecified category contains ratings of physical resources that were not specifically 
identified. 

N .... 
N 



Table 52. Summary of Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Doctoral Programs 

Type I Prosrams Type II Prosrams 

Characteristic Freq. !L 
a 

Ranse ---L Freq. !L Rangea 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
4b 4b Program 10-18 14.0 21-28 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program on a Full-time Basis 3 6-12 9.3 4 0-21 

No Response 1 0 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program on a Part-time Basis 3 0-8 4.0 3 8-28 

Not Applicable 1 1 

Total Number of Full-time Faculty 
Teaching in Program Licensed as 
Registered Nurses 4 6-14 10.5 3 4-21 

No Response 0 1 

Total Number of Part-time Faculty 
Teaching in Program Licensed as 
Registered Nurses 3 0-8 5.0 2 1-17 

Not Applicable 1 2 

Total Number of Faculty Teaching in 
Program with a Doctoral Degree 
(any field) 4 0-18 10.75 4 21-28 

X 

23.8 

10.5 

17.1 

14.0 

23.75 

N 
I-' 
W 



Table 52, Continued 

~e I Prosrams 

Characteristic Freq. !L Ranse a 

Total Number of Tenured Faculty Among 
Those Teaching Full-time in Program 4 0-10 

Not Applicable 0 
No Response 0 

Total Number of Non-Tenured Faculty 
Among Those Teaching Full-time in 
Program 4 0-12 

Not Applicable 0 
~o Response 0 

Frequency of Faculty Input Into 
Development of Program Policies 
On a Continuum of 1 (never) to 
5 (always) 4 

Number Per Rank of Faculty Teaching 
in Program: 

Professor 4 2-3 
Associate Professor 4 4-14 
Assistant Professor 4 0-6 
Not Applicable 0 

X Freq. 

5.25 2 

l c 

1 

5.5 2 

IC 
1 

5.0 

2.75 
7.75 
2.5 

1 

~e II Prosrams 

!L RangeS 

4-7 

0-10 

4 

3 4-12 
3 0-13 
3 0-6 

X 

5.0 

6.7 
8.0 
2.0 

I'.) .... 
.po 



Table 52, Continued 

Characteristic Freq. 

Estimated Faculty Activity Hours Per Week 
for Faculty Teaching FUll-time in 
Program: 

Research and Writing: 2 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 2 

Classroom Instruction: 3d 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 1 

Student Advisement: 3e 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 1 

Clinical Practice: 2 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 2 

Professional Activities: 1 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 2 
No Response 1 

Public and Community Service: 2 
Not Applicable 0 
Unknown 2 
No Response 0 

Type I Prosrams 

!L 
a 

Ranse _X_ Freq. 

10-l2 3 
1 
0 

6-12 3 
1 
0 

6-8 3 
1 
0 

0-3 3 
1 
0 

6 3 
1 
0 
0 

2-6 2 
1 
0 
1 

~e II Prosrams 

!L Rangea 

4-8 

6-20 

6-8 

0-8 

2-10 

2 

X 

N 
...... 
V1 



Table 52. Summary of Characteristics of Faculty Resources for Doctoral 
Programs, Continued 

!lEe I Programs !lEe II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. 1L Rangea 
_X_ Freq. 1L 

a Range 

Faculty:Student Ratio for Faculty Teach-
ing Full-time in Program 2 1:6-1:10 3 1:3-2:1 

Not Applicable 1 1 
Depends on Class 1 0 

Course Credits (excluding research 
course credits) Per Semester/Quarter 
for Faculty Teaching Full-time in 

3f 2g Program 3-9 2-6 

Not Applicable 1 2 

Course Credits for Research Areas for 
Faculty Teaching Full-time in 
Program: 

Student Dissertation: 2 4-15 2g 2-12 
Not Applicable 0 1 
No Response 1 1 

Faculty Research: 1 0 1 3 
Not Applicable 0 1 
Unknown 2 0 
No Response 1 1 

_X_ 

N ..... 
0'\ 



Table 52, Continued 

aIn categories with a frequency of I, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bFaculty teach at all levels (B.S., M.S., Doctoral) in 1 program. 

cTenure abolished by faculty vote in 1914. 

dIncludes preparation in 1 program. 

elncludes research advieement in 1 program. 

fIncludes dissertations in 1 program; all programs utilize semester course credit hour. 

gSemester hours in a quarter term in 1 program; other program utilizes semp.ster course credit hour. 

N ...... 
'-I 



as registered nurses was higher for Type II case examples. All case 

examples for Type II programs reported that all faculty teaching in 

their programs had doctoral degrees. This was not true of Type I 
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case examples. Inconsistencies in reported data for the total number 

of tenured and non-tenured faculty for case examples for both types of 

programs, as discussed earlier in Chapters 4 and 5, precluded compar

ison for differences between case examples for this area. The mean 

number of faculty per rank suggested that a greater number of faculty 

associated with Type II case examples held the rank of professor. 

In general, faculty activity hours were reported as known by Type II 

case examples and unknown by Type I case examples precluding comparison 

between case examples for program types for most categories. Faculty

Student ratios were generally lower for Type II case examples than 

for Type I case examples. Comparison of ranges for known non-research 

course credit hours per semester/quarter for faculty teaching full-time 

in the doctoral program between case examples for Type I and Type II 

programs yielded minimal differences. In general course credit hours 

for research areas, particularly faculty research areas, were not 

available for comparison to determine any difference between types of 

programs. 

Administrative Personnel Resources. A summary of characteris

tics of administrative personnel resources for doctoral programs is 

presented in Table 53. Comparison of findings between case examples 

for Type I and Type II programs for this subcategory suggested that 



Table 53. Summary of Characteristics of Administrative Personnel Resources for 
Doctoral Programs 

!n!e I Prol!jrams !n!e II Prol!jrams 

Characteristic Freq. !L Ranl!jea --L Freq. !L Ranl!jea 

Total Number of Full-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 4 0-2 1.0 3 0-3 

Not Applicable 0 1 

Total Number of Part-time Graduate-level 
Administrative Personnel 4 0-3 1.25 4 0-6 

Number of Hours Per Week Devoted Exclu-
sively to Program by Full-time Graduate-
level Administrative Personnel 1 40 Hrs. 1 20 Hrs. 

Not Applicable 1 2 
Unknown 2 1 

Frequency of Administrative Personnel 
Input into Development of Program 
Policies on a Continuum of 1 (never 
to 5 (always) 4 5.0 4 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1. a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

--L 

1.25 

2.0 

5.0 

N ...... 
\0 



the only difference was a slightly higher total number of part-time 

graduate-level administrative personnel for Type II programs. 

Student Variables 

The student variables subcategory included eight parameters: 

1) demographic data, 2) admission criteria, 3) admission process, 
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4) enrollment factors, 5) attrition factors, 6) financial assistance, 

7) employment status, and 8) expressed educational needs. The findings 

for these eight parameters are summarized and compared in the following 

section. 

Demographic Data. A summary of student demographics for doc

toral programs is presented in Table 54. Comparison of findings between 

case examples for Type I and Type II programs suggested that the only 

difference was a wider range of female students for Type I case ex

amples. Due to incomplete data from case examples for Type II pro

grams, comparison of racial/ethnic group representation could not be 

done. Minimal differences were found between case examples for Type 

I and Type II programs for the remaining student demographic variables. 

Admission Criteria. A summary of characteristics of admission 

criteria for doctoral programs is presented in Table 55. Comparison 

of findings between case examples for Type I and Type II programs in_
o 

dicated a greater variety in requirements for G.R.E. scores, cumulative 

undergraduate and graduate G.P.A.s, and types of undergraduate and 

graduate degrees accepted for admission by Type II case examples. In 

addition, for admission, Type II case examples placed less emphasis on 

the need for a master's level course in research and a prior nursing 



Table 54. Summary of Student Demographics for Doctoral Programs 

Type I Programs Type II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. N a -Range X Freq. !L Rangea X 

Modal Age of Students 

Unknown 

Number of Male Students 

Number of Female Students 

Racial/Ethnic Group Representation by 
Percentage: 

American Indian 
Asian American 
Black 
Hispanic 
White 
No Response 

1 

1 
2 
3 
2 
3 
1 

3 

4 

4 

32-35 33 

0-8 2.25 

21-150 70.5 

0% 
1-3% 
5-9% 

5% 
84-95% 

1 

3 

b 

1 

4 

4 

34 

2-4 

32-58 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1. a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bsummary data were not compiled for this category due to incomplete data. 

2.5 

47.0 

N 
N ..... 



Table 55. Summary of Characteristics of Admission Criteria for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Required Entrance/Admission Exam(s) and 
Minimum Required Score: 

G.R.E. 
1000 (quantitative/verbal) 
1100 (quantitative/verbal) 
1500 (quantitative/verbal/analytical) 
1650 (unspecified) 
No Minimum 

M.A.T. 
50 
No Minimum 

Cumulative Undergraduate G.P.A. Required 
for Admission: 

3.0 G.P.A. 
Not Applicable 

Cumulative Graduate G.P.A. Required for 
Admission: 

3.0 G.P.A. 
3.0 G.P.A. (based on overall average 

or last 60 hours) 
3.2 G.P.A. 
3.5 G.P.A. 

Type I Programs 
Freq. 

3 
o 
o 
o 
1 

1 
1 

4 
o 

2 
o 

o 
2 

Type II Programs 
Freq. 

2 
1 
1 
1 
o 

o 
o 

2 
2 

o 
1 

1 
2 

N 
N 
N 

.':1, 



Table 55, Continued 

Characteristic 

Undergraduate Degree(s) Accepted for 
Admission: 

B.S.N. Degree 
B.S. Degree 
B.A. Degree 

Graduate Degree(s) Accepted for 
Admission: 

M.S.N. Degree 
M.S. Degree 
M.A. Degree 

Criteria Utilized in the Admission of 
Students: 

Master's Level Course in Research 
Basic Statistics Course 
Master's Level Course in Theory 
Professional Liability Insurance 
Prior Nursing Degree from an N.L.N. 

Accredited Program 
Current R.N. License 

TyPe I Programs 
Freq. 

4 
o 
o 

2 
2a 
o 

4 
4 
1 
1 

4 
4 

TyPe II Programs 
Freg. 

4 
2b 
1 

4 
2b ,c 
Ib 

2 
3 
1 
1 

2 
4 

N 
N 
W 



Table 55, Continued 

Characteristic 

Other: 
Writing Sample 

a1 program specified "M.S. Degree in Nursing." 

b 1 program specified "If in Nursing." 

c 1 program stated minor must be in nursing. 

Type I Programs 
Freq. 

1 

Type II Programs 
Freq. 

o 

N 
N 
~ 



degree which had been awarded by an N.L.N. accredited nursing program 

than did Type I case examples. 
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Admission Process. A summary of characteristics of the admis

sion process for doctoral programs is presented in Table 56. Compar

ison of findings between case examples for Type I and Type II programs 

indicated a more frequent requirement for an initial written examina

tion of applicants during the admission process by Type I case examples. 

In addition, Type I case examples reported a more frequent use of 

special consideration in the admission of a member of a particular 

racial/ethnic group than did Type II case examples. Minimal differ

ences were found between case examples for Type I and Type II programs 

for the rema:f.ning admission process variables. 

Enrollment Factors. A summary of enrollment factors for doc

toral programs is presented in Table 57. Comparison of findings 

between case examples for Type I and Type II programs suggested two 

differences: 1) a greater flexibility in the maximum number of stu

dents admitted per year by Type II case examples and 2) a wider range 

in the number of full-time and part-time students enrolled in Type I 

case examples. Minimal differences were found between case examples 

for Type I and Type II programs for the remaining enrollment factors. 

Attrition Factors. A summary of characteristics of student 

attrition factors for doctoral programs is presented in Table 58. 

Comparison of findings between case examples for Type I and Type II 

programs indicated that average number of withdrawals per first, sec

ond, and third academic years for the past five years were generally 



Table 56. Summary of Characteristics of Admission Process for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Admission Process Components: 

Administrator/Applicant Interview 
Faculty/Applicant Interview 
Student/Applicant Interview 
Initial Exam Prepared by the Department 
Faculty Committee Approval of Applicant 
Letter(s) of Recommendation 

Type of Required Initial ~xam Prepared 
by Department: 

Written 
Not Applicable 
No Response 

Frequency of Use of Special Consideration 
for Admission of a Member of a Particu
lar Racial/Ethnic Group on a Continuum 
of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 

Not Applicable 
Unknown 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 1L 

2 
3 
o 
2 
3 
3 

2 
2 
o 

o 
o 

4 

Range 

1-4 

-L 

3.0 

aTeam interview done with 2 faculty and the applicant in 1 program. 

Type II Programs 

Freg. 1L Range 

2 
38 

1 
o 
4 
4 

o 
3 
1 

2 

1 
1 

1-3 

-L 

'" '" 0\ 



Table 57. Summary of Characteristics of Enrollment Factors for Doctoral Programs 

lY2e I Prosrams !I2e II Prosrams 
Characteristic Freq. !L Ranse _X_ Freq. !L Ranse _X_ 

Maximum Number of Students Admitted Per 
Year 4 5-60 25.25 2 l(H2 

Not Applicable 0 1 
Varies 0 1 

Current Full-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on disserta-
tions) 4 18-120 52.0 4 16-29 23.75 

Current Part-time Student Headcount 
(includes those working on disserta-
tion) 4 7-140 47.25 4 9-31 24.25 

Projected Trend in Enrollment in Program 
Over Next 5 Years on a Continuum of 1 
(marked decrease) to 5 (marked increase) 4 3.75 4 3.5 

N 
N 
-...J 



Table 58. Summary of Characteristics of Student Attrition Factors for Doctoral Programs 

T~e I Programs TYEe II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. Range Freq. Range a 

Average Number of Withdrawals Per First, 
Second, and Third Academic Years OVer 
the Past 5 Years: 

First Academic Year 4 0-3 Ib 1 
Unknown 0 2 

Second Academic Year 4 0-1 1 1 
Unknown 0 2 

Third Academic Year 3 0-1 1 1 
Unknown 0 2 
No Response 1 0 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to 
Other Universities OVer the Past 5 
Years 4 0-2 3c 

0~1 

Not Applicable 0 1 

Number of Transfers Out of Program to 
Other Doctoral Programs Within the 
University Over the Past 5 Years 4 0-3 3 0-1 

Not Applicable 0 1 

a In categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bIndicated an attrition rate of 10% for all 3 years. 

c1 program indicated a total of 4 transfers over the past 8 years with 1 in the past 5 years. N 
N 
00 
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unknown by Type II programs. This precluded comparison of this variable 

between Type I and Type II case examples. Minimal differences were 

found when remaining attrition variables were compared between Type I 

and Type II case examples. 

Financial Assistance. A summary of characteristics of student 

financial assistance for doctoral programs is presented in Table 59. 

Comparison of findings between case examples for Type I and Type II 

programs demonstrated minimal differences concerning characteristics 

of student financial assistance. In general, case examples for both 

types of programs identified similar sources -of financial assistance 

as being utilized by students, however, they were generally unable to 

identify the total number of students using specific sources of 

assistance. 

Employment Status. A s~ary of characteristics of student 

employment for doctoral programs is presented in Table 60. Comparison 

of findings between case examples for Type I and Type II programs in

dicated that the total number of students employed on a full-time or 

part-time basis was generally unknown to both types of programs. Case 

examples for Type II programs reported that students occupied the full

time employment positions of service administrator, education adminis

trator, and clinical specialist more frequently than did students of 

Type I case examples. Minimal differences were found between case 

examples for Type I and Type II programs for types of part-time employ

ment positions occupied by students. 



Table 59. Summary of Characteristics of Student Financial Assistance for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Total Number of Students Utilizing 
Specific Sources of Financial 
Assistance: b 

Guaranteed Student Loan: 
Unknown 
No Response 

G.1. Bill: 
Unknown 

Scholarships: 
Unknown 
No Response 

Personal Income: 
Unknown 

Fellowships: 
Unknown 

Grants: 
Unknown 
No Response 

Tuition Waivers for Research/Teaching 
Assistantships: 

Unknown 

Tuition Waiver Only 
Teaching/Research Assistantships 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 

3 
o 
1 
2 
1 
2 
o 
1 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
o 

1 

1 
1 

Rangea 

2 

2 

25 

3-7 

3 

1 
3 

Type II Programs 

Freq. 

3 
1 

2 
l c 
1 
1 
Id 
2 
2 
1 
1 
2 
1 

2 

1 

o 
o 

a Range 

1 

2-5 

18 

8-20 

N 
W 
o 



Table 59, Continued 

Characteristic 

Military Funding 
Nurse Traineeships 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 

1 
o 

a Range 

1 

Type II Programs 

Freq. 

o 
1 

a Range 

11 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bResponses listed bnly for sources of assistance identified by programs. 

cThis program specified "State" scholarship. 

dThis program indicated all students fit in this category. 

N 
W ..... 



Table 60. Summary of Characteristics of Student Employment for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Total Number of Students Employed Full
time (40 hours/week) 

Unknown 

Types of Full-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown 
Educator 
Service Administrator 
Inservice/Staff Development 
Researcher 
Education Administrator 
Clinical Specialist 
Staff Nurse 

Total Number of Students Employed Part
time (less than 40 hours/week) 

Unknown 
No!.: Applicable 

Types of Part-time Employment Positions 
Occupied by Students: 

Types of Positions Unknown 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 

1 

3 

2 
2 
1 
1 
0 
1 
1 
1 

2 

2 
0 

1 

a Range 

10 

12-100 

Type II Programs 

Freq. Range 

4 

1 
3 
3 
1 
1 
3 
3 
2 

3 
1 

1 
N 
UJ 
N 



Table 60, Continued 

Characteristic 

Graduate Assistant 
Research Assistant 
Staff Nurse 
Teacher 
Administrator 

Type I Programs 

Fr~ Range 

3 
3 
3 
3 
0 

Type II Programs 
a Freq. Range 

3 
3 
3 
3 
1 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

N 
W 
W 
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Expressed Educational Needs. A summary of characteristics of 

expressed educational need for doctoral programs in presented in Table 

61. Comparison of findings between case examples for Type I and Type 

II programs indicated a greater diversity of types of available con

centration, functional, and minor/cognate areas for Type II programs. 

Numbers of full-time and part-time students per area were generally 

not reported by case examples for Type I and Type II programs pre

cluding comparison for differences in terms of the number of students 

per educational area. Two of four case examples for Type I programs 

reported that the concentration area, functional area, and minor/cognate 

area were not applicable to their programs. This was reported by one 

case exemple for Type II programs for the minor/cognate area only. 

Comparison of the means of ratings of frequency of student input into 

the development of program policies indicated that this occurred with 

more frequency in Type II case examples. No differences were found 

for frequency of student participation in continuing formal evaluation 

of the program between case examples for Type I and Type II programs. 

Curricular Design Variables 

Curricular design variables encompassed two main subcategories: 

curricular content and curricular form. Findings for these two sub

categories will be summarized and compared in the following sections 

to determine any differences between case examples of Type I and Type 

II programs. 



Table 61. Summary of Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Doctoral Programs 

Type I Prosrams !lEe II Prosrams 

Characteristic Freq. !L Ranse a 
X Freq. !L 

a 
Ranse _X_ 

Educational Areas Available for Study 
and Number of Full-time (F.T.) and 
Part-time (P.T.) Students Per Area:b 

Concentration Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to Program 2 
Child Health: 

F.T. Students ~ 5 
Unknown 1 
Not Applicable 1 

P.T. Students 1 3 
Unknown 1 
Not Applicable 1 

Medical Surgical: 
F.T. Students: 2 5-14 

Unknown 1 
Not Applicable 1 

P.T. Students 2 2-17 
Unknown 1 
Not Applicable 1 

Community Health: 
F.T. Students 1 1 

Not Applicable 1 
P.T. Students 1 0 

Not Applicable 1 

I'.,J 
W 
l.n 



Table 61, Continued 

!n!e I Prosrams 

Characteristics Freq. 1L Ransea 

Psychiatric/Mental Health: 
F.T. Students 1 30 

Not Applicable 
P.T. Students 1 11 

Not Applicable 
Other: 

Research: 
F.T. Students 1 18 
P.T. Students 1 7 

Nursing Administration: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Community Mental Health: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Nursing Synthesis: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Maternal/Child Health: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Anesthesia: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Gerontology: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

-L Freq. 

2 
1 
2 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

!n!e II Prosrams 

1L Ranse 
a 

4-10 

0-5 

1 
3 

7 
5 

11 
22 

8 
11 

1 
1 

3 
2 

" 

--L 

N 
W 
0\ 



Table 61, Continued 

Characteristics 

Oncology: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Rehabilitation: 
F.T. Students 
P.T. Students 

Functional Area: 

Entire Area Not Applicable to ?rogram 
No Response to Category 
"All Student" Apply to Category Sections 
Administration: 

F.T. Students 
Unlatown 
Not .Applicable 

P.T. Students 
Unlatown 
Not Applicable 

Education: 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
P.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
Clinical Specialist: 

F.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 

Type I Programs 

Freq. 1L Rangea -L 

2 
1 

1 

1 

Type II Programs 

Freq. 1L a -Range _X_ 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
o 

o 
1 

N 
W 
-..J 



Table 61. Summary of Characteristics of Expressed Educational Need for Doctoral 
Programs, Continued 

Type I Programs 

Characteristic Freq. !L a -Range X 

Other: 
Administrator-Educational: 

F.T. Students 
No Response 

P.T. Students 
No Response 

Minor/Cognate Area: 

Entire Category Not Applicable to Program 2 
No Response to Category 
Student Preference for this Area Unknown 1 
Anthropology: 

F.T. Students 
Not Applicable 
Unknown 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 
Unknown 

Sociology: 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
Unknown 1 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 
Unknown 1 

Type II Programs 

Freg. !L a Range _X_ 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

....., 
w 
CD 



Table 61, Continued 

Characteristic 

Biology: 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
Unlmown 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 
Unknown 

Statistics: 
F.T. Students 

Not Applicable 
Unlmown 

P.T. Students 
Not Applicable 
Unknown 

Psychology: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown 
P.T. Students 

Unknown 
Child Development: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown 

P.T. Students 
Unknown 

Political and Environmental Affairs: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown 
P.T. Students 

Unknown 

Type I Programs 

Freq. !L a -Range _X_ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Type II Programs 

Freq. !L a Range _X_ 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

N 
W 
\0 



Table 61, Continued 

Type I Programs !I2e II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. !L Rangea X Freg. !L Rangea 

Religion: 
F.T. Students 

Unknown 1 
P.T. Students 

Unknown 1 
Philosophy: 

F.T. Students 
Unknown 1 

P. T. Students 
Unknown 1 

Frequency of Student Input Into Development 
of Program Policies on a Continuum of 1 
(never) to 5 (always) 4 3.25 4 

Frequency of Student Participation in Con-
tinuing Formal Evaluation of Program on 
a Continuum of 1 (never) to 5 (always) 4 5.0 4 

aIn categories with a frequency of 1, a single raw data value may' be listed in the range column. 

bResponses for full-time and part-time students are listed only for educational areas reported as 
available by programs. 

_X_ 

4.25 

5.0 

r-..:I 
+='
o 



241 

Curricular Content 

A summary of characteristics of curricular content for doctoral 

programs is presented in Table 62. Comparison of findings between case 

examples for Type I and Type II programs indicated that differences 

existed in program philosophical orientations, some program purposes, 

and some objectives used in preparation of graduates. 

A comparison of the means of ratings of philosophical orienta

tion between case examples for Type I and Type II programs suggested 

that Type I case examples had a more theoretical orientation than did 

Type II case examples. 

All case examples of Type I programs indicated that preparation 

of pure researchers (i.e., research generated and undertaken away from 

the clinical area) was a primary program purpose, whereas none of the 

case examples of Type II programs reported this to be a primary pur

pose. In addition, case examples for Type II programs indicated, with 

greater frequency than did case examples for Type I programs, that 

preparation of administrators, clinicians, and consultants were primary 

program purposes. 

Comparison of means of ratings of importance for program ob

jectives between case examples for Type I and Type II programs indicated 

that six objectives were rated as considerably more important by Type 

II than Type I case examples. These objectives included 1) communi

cation of research findings relevant to nursing practice, 2) devising 

solutions to health care issues in collaboration with clients and other 

health care professionals, 3) implementing programs and policies for 



Table 62. Summary of Characteristics of Curricular Content for Doctoral Programs 

Characteristic 

Philosophical Orientation on a Continuum 
of 1 (clinical orientation) to 5 
(theoretical orientation) 

Curricular Theme: 

Academic Discipline 
Student Development 

Primary Purpose(s): 

Preparation of 
College Teachers 
Administrators 
Clinicians 
Consultants 
Researchers-Applied 
Researchers-Pure 
Other: 

Educators 

Conceptual Framework: 

Roy Adaptation Model 
Variety Are Used and Explored 
None 
Not Applicable 

Type_I Prqgrams 

Freq. 

4 
o 

3 
2 
1 
1 
3 
4 

o 

1 
o 
1 
2 

N x 

4 4.5 

Type II Programs 

Freq. 

3 
1 

3 
4 
4 
3 
4 
o 

1 

o 
1 
o 
3 

N x 

4 3.75 

I\) 
.p
I\) 



Table 62, Continued 

T:n~e I Programs T:lI~e II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. N X Freq. N X 

Importance of Objectives Used in Prepar-
ation of Graduates on a Continuum of 1 
(minimal importance) to 5 (primary 
importance): 

Conceptualize Clinical Phenomena to 
Facilitate Further Clinical Research 4 4.25 4 4.75 

Evaluate Application of Research 
Designs, Measures, and Statistics to 
the Study of Nursing 4 4.75 4 5.0 

Design Research Studies Relevant to 
Nursing Practice 4 4.5 4 5.0 

Conduct Research Studies Relevant to 
Nursing Practice 4 4.5 4 5.0 

Communicate Research Findings Relevant 
to Nursing Practice 3 4.0 4 5.0 

Construct Conceptual Models and Nursing 
Theories 4 4.25 4 4.75 

Address Issues and Problems Related to 
Delivery of Health Care 3 4.0 4 4.5 

Devise Solutions to Health Care Issues 
in Collaboration with Clients and 
Other Health Care Professionals 3 3.3 4 4.5 

Implement Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and 
Health Care Services 3 3.0 4 3.75 

N 
~ 
W 



Table 62, Continued 

Type I Programs 

Characteristic Freq. N x 

Design Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and 
Health Care Services 3 3.0 

Evaluate Programs and Policies for the 
Purpose of Improving Nursing and 
Health Care Services 3 3.7 

Apply Advanced Knowledge/Skills in the 
Area of Nursing Education 3 2.7 

Type II Programs 

Freq. N x 

4 4.0 

4 4.25 

4 4.0 

N 
.J:-
.J:--
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the purpose of improving nursing and heal~h-care services, 4) design

ing programs and policies for the purpose of improving nursing and 

health care services, 5) evaluating programs and policies for the 

purpose of improving nursing and health care services, and 6) applying 

advanced knowledge and skills in the area of nursing education. 

Minimal differences were found between case examples for Type 

I and Type II programs for the remaining curricular content variables. 

Curricular Form 

A summary of characteristics of curricular form for doctoral 

programs is presented in Table 63. Comparison of findings between 

case examples for Type I and Type II programs suggested that major 

differences existed in six curricular form areas: 1) organizational 

orientation, 2) locus of learning, 3) type of primary instructional 

strategies used, 4) types of coursework areas included in the curricu

lum, 5) type of calendar system used, and 6) available credit options. 

Minimal differences were found between case examples for Type I and 

Type II programs for the remaining curricular form variables. 

Comparison of the means of ratings for various organizational 

orientation continua between case examples for Type I and Type II pro

grams indicated that Type I case examples had a greater orientation 

toward theory, structure, and compartmentalization of curricular 

content. 

Comparison of the means of ratings for the locus of learning 

between case examples for Type I and Type II programs suggested that 



Table 63. Summary of Characteristics of Curricular Form for Doctoral Programs 

~e I Prosrams ~e II Prosrams 

Characteristic Freq. 1L Ransea X Freq. 1L Range a 

Organizational Orientation on Continua 
of (1) to (5): 

Student Developmental Needs (1) to 
Disciplinary Needs (5) 4 3.5 4 

Application (1) to Theory (5) 4 4.75 4 
Flexibility (1) to Structure (5) 4 3.25 3 
Integration of Content (1) to Com-

partmentalization of Content (5) 4 3.25 3 
Unknown 1 

Locus of Learning on a Continuum of 1 
(on-campus based) to 5 (off-campus 
based) 4 1.25 4 

Emphasis of Content Coverage on a 
Continuum of 1 (breadth) to 5 (depth) 4 4.0 4 

Type of Primary Instructional Strategies 
Used on a Continuum of 1 (traditional) 
to 5 (non-traditional) 4 1.5 4 

Emphasis of Primary Instructional 
Strategies as They Relate to Student 
Development on a Continuum of 1 
(cognitive) to 5 (affective) 4 2.0 4 

X 

3.0 
3.75 
2.25 

2.0 

2.0 

4.5 

2.5 

2.25 

N 
+:-
0\ 



Table 63, Continued 

Characteristic Freq. 

Type of Coursework Areas Included in 
Curriculum and Required Number of 
Course Credit Hours (post-master's 
degree) Per Area:b 

Major Areas of Coursework: 
Nursing Content 

Lecture 2 
Clinical 2 

Research 4 
Theory Development 3 
Functional 0 
Field Experience, Internship, and 

Practicum 2 
Other: 

Values 1 
Issues 2 
Nursing Diagnosis 1 
Statistics 1 
Nursing Research 1 
Supporting 1 
Research Related 
Thesis Seminar 
Leadership 
Philosophy of Science 
Unspecified Courses 

Type I Prosrams 

1L Ransea X 

3-7 
1-9 
9-16 
5-6 

1-6 

3 
3 
6 
9 

12 
9 

Freq. 

3c 

0 
4d 
3 
3 

Ie 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

!lee II Prosrams 

1L Rangea 

13-20 

6-20 
3-4 

12-24 

8 

6 
6 
3 
3 
9 

X 

N 
~ 
....... 



Table 63, Continued 

Characteristic 

Minor/Cognate Areas of Coursework: 
Anthropology 
Psychology 
Sociology 
Statistics 
Biology 
Other 

Student Choice 
Religion 
Public and Environmental Affairs 
Education 
Physiology 

No Response 
Administration 
Research 

No Response 
Optional on All 

Institutional/Graduate College 
Courscwork: 
Category is not Applicable to Program 
No Response to Category 
Foreign Languages 
Statistics 

Unknown 
Computer Programming and Use 

Unknown 

Freq. 

1 
1 
2 
1 

2 

2 

1 
2 

2 

~e I Prosrams 

!L Ransea -L 

12-18 
12-18 
3-18 

12-18 

9-12 

6 
6-9 

3-6 

Freq. 

2 
2 
2 
1 
2 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
2 

1 

1 

!lEe II Prosrams 

!L Rangea 

12 
12 
12 
12 
12 

12 
12 
12 

15 

X 

N 
.po 
00 



Table 63. Summary of Characteristics of Curricular Form for Doctoral Programs, 

!n!e I Prosrams !Il!e II :trosr ams 
Characteristic Freq. ]L Ranse 

a 
_X_ Freq. ]L Rangea 

Total Number of Elective Course Credit 
Hours (includes elected minor/cogna~e 
course credit) 4 12-17 13.25 3 12-15 

Individualized Per Student 1 

Responsibility for Continuing Formal 
Evaluation on a Continuum of 1 (fac-
ulty) to 5 (student) 4 1.5 3 

No Response 1 

Calendar System: 
Semester 4 2 
Quarter 2f 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Kaster's 
Degree for Completion of Program on 
a Full-time Basis 4 2-4 3 4 2-3 

Number of Calendar Years Post-Kaster's 
Degree for Completion of Program on 
a Part-time Basis 2 6 2 3-5 

Varies 1 1 
Unknown 1 1 

Continued 

X 

13.1 

1.5 

2.75 

N 
~ 
\0 



Table 63, Continued 

Type I Programs Type II Programs 

Characteristic 

Credit Options (excludes credit by course 
completion) : 

None 
Transfer Credit from Another Institution 
Credit by Examination 

Freq. !L 

1 
3 
o 

a -Range _X_ Prell· !L 

4 
2 

a -Range _X_ 

a . 
In categories with a frequency of I, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

bAll course credit hours based on semester calendar system. 

c2 of 3 programs included clinical course credit hours with lecture course credit hours. 

d 1 program included theory development course credit hours with research course credit hours. 

~ield experience, internship, and practicum course credit incorporated into other major areas of 
coursework. 

fSemester hour credits taught in a 12-week quarter term for 1 program. 

} 

...., 
U1 
o 



Type II case examples had a greater orientation toward off-campus 

based learning. 

Comparison of the means of ratings for the type of primary 

instructional strategies used between case examples for Type I and 

Type II programs indicated that Type II case examples used more non

traditional instructional strategies (e.g., role-playing) than did 

Type I case examples. 
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Comparison of types of coursework areas included in the cur

riculum and required number of course credit hours (post master's 

degree) per area between case examples for Type I and Type II programs 

indicated a diversity of coursework areas and required course credit 

hours. A slightly greater diversity was suggested for case examples 

for Type II programs in terms of the types of available minor/cognate 

areas. Findings for Type I case examples suggested a slightly greater 

frequency of use of required course credit hours for institutional/ 

graduate college coursework than did findings for Type II case examples. 

Comparison of calendar systems for case examples for Type I 

and Type II programs indicated a greater frequency of use of the quarter 

system by Type II case examples. 

Comparison of available credit options for case examples for 

Type I and Type II programs indicated a greater frequency of use of 

credit by examination by Type II case examples •. 

Outcome Variables 

Outcome variables encompassed two main subcategories: educa

tional outcomes and curricular outcomes. Findings for these two 
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subcategories will be summarized and compared in the following sections 

to determine any differences between case examples of Type I and Type 

II programs. 

Educational Outcomes 

A summary of characteristics of educational outcomes for doc

toral programs is presented in Table 64. Comparison of the ranges for 

the total number of graduates since initial program approval between 

case examples for Type I and Type II programs indicated a wider range 

for Type I case examples. 

Comparison of ranges for the average number of graduates per 

year for the past five years for case examples for Type I and Type 

II programs indicated a wider range for Type I case examples. 

Comparison of types of employment positions occupied by known 

graduates between case examples for Type I and Type II programs demon

strated a greater diversity of types of positions reported by Type II 

case examples. In general, case examples for both types of programs 

did not identify the number of known graduates per type of employment 

position. 

Minimal differences were found between case examples for Type 

I and Type II programs for remaining educational outcome variables. 

Curricular Outcomes 

A summary of characteristics of curricular outcomes for doc

toral programs is presented in Table 65. Comparison of findings 

between case examples for Type I and Type II programs indicated 



Table 64. Summary of Characteristics of Educational Outcomes for Doctoral Programs 

!xl!e I Prosrams !lEe II Prosrams 

Characteristic Freq. !L Ranse _X_ Freg. !L Ranse 
a --L 

Total Number of Graduates From Program 
1"9.75 Since Initial Approval 4 0-42 4 2-32 14.75 

Average Number of Graduates Per Year for 
2b Past 5 Years 3 0-7 3.5 6-8 

Not Applicable 1 2 

Projected Trend in Number of Graduates 
Per Year Over Next 5 Years on a 
Continuum of 1 (marked decrease) to 
5 (marked increase) 4 4.0 4 4.0 

Average Number of Publications Per Year 
by Students While Enrolled in Program 3 1-2 1.3 3 1-3 2.0 

Unknown 1 1 

Types of Employment Positions Occupied 
by Known Graduates and Number of 
Graduates Per Position: 

Entire Category is Not Applicable 1 
Faculty Member-College/University 

Number of Graduates 1 1 1 20 
Unknown 2 
No Response 3 

'" \J1 
W 



Table 64, Continued 

Characteristic 

Educator-Hospital School 
No Response 

Researcher 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown 
No Response 

Consultant 
Number of Graduates 
No Response 

Clinical Specialist 
No Response 

Administrator (Service) 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown 
No Response 

Administrator (Education) 
Number of Graduates 
Unknown 
No Response 

Other 
Private Clinical Practice: Number of 

Graduates 

!Il!e I Programs 

Freq. 1L Range 

2 

2 

2 

.X . Freg. 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

!lEe II Prosrams 

1L 
a Range 

1 

1 

1-3 

6 

1 

_X_ 

N 
VI 
.po 



Table 64, Continued 

Characteristic 

Type of Final Project Required for 
Completion of Program: 

Dissertation 
Thesis 

Type 1 Programs 

Freq. !L Range 

4 

x 
Type 11 Programs 

Freq. !L 

3 
1 

Range 

aln categories with a frequency of I, a single raw data value may be listed in the range column. 

b i program based on the past 4 years instead of 5 years. 

_x_ 

N 
V1 
V1 



Table 65. Summary of Characteristics of Curricular Outcomes for Doctoral Programs 

T~Ee I Programs TyEe II Programs 

Characteristic Freq. N X Freq. N X 

Availability of a Continuing Formal 
Evaluation Plan: 

Yes 4 4 

Types of Criteria Utilized in Formal 
Evaluation Plan: 

No Response 1 
Input Criteria 4 2 
Process Criteria 3 2 
Outcome Criteria 4 2 
Other: 

Annual Internal or External Evalua-
tion by an Internal Interdisciplinary 
Faculty Team or by 3 External Nurse 
Leaders 1 

Evaluation by Graduate School Every 
5-7 Years 1 

Review by State Commission on Higher 
Education Every 5 Years 1 

Frequency of Use of a Timetable Specified 
by Faculty in Continuing Formal Evalua-
tion Plan on a Continuum of 1 (never) 
to 5 (always) 4 4.25 4 4.25 

N 
VI 
0'\ 



Table 65, Continued 

TXEe I Pro~rams 

Characteristic Freq. N X 

Frequency of Use of Evaluation Findings 
in Curricular Decision-Making and 
Revision on a Continuum of 1 (never) 
to 5 (always) 4 4.25 

Unknown 
Adequacy of Formal Evaluation Plan in 

Assisting with Curricular Decision-
Making and Revision on a Continuum of 
1 (inadequate) to 5 (completely 
adequate) 4 3.75 

Unknown 

~valuation plan not completed for this program. 

TXEe II Prosrams 

Freq. N X 

3 4.3 
la 

3 4.3 
la 

N 
\.11 
....... 



differences in terms of the variety of types of criteria utilized in 

the formal evaluation plan for the doctoral program. 

Comparison of the types of cr.iteria utilized in the formal 

evaluation plan for the program between case examples for Type I and 

Type II programs indicated a greater diversity of types of criteria 

in Type II case examples. 

Summary 
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This chapter has summarized and compared findings to determine 

the presence and nature of any differences between case examples for 

Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing. The discussion was 

organized according to four main categories: respondent data, environ

mental input variables, curricular design variables, and outcome var

iables. Findings for various parameters for the last three main 

categories of variables were discussed in terms of suggested differ

ences between case examples for Type I and Type II doctoral programs. 



CHAPTER 7 

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The primary purpose of the study was to determine if differ

ences existed between two types of currently growing doctoral programs 

in nursing, the Doctor of Philosophy degree program with a major in 

nursing (Type I) and the Doctor of Nursing Science degree program 

(Type II), in terms of selected environmental input, curricular design, 

and outcome variables. A secondary purpose of the study was to deter

mine the nature of any apparent differences. Through a comparison of 

reported findings between four case examples of Type I doctoral pro

grams in nursing and four case examples of Type II doctoral programs 

in nursing, three research questions were addressed. The reSUlting 

summary of findings, conclusions, and recommendations related to these 

research questions are presented in this chapter. In addition, areas 

for additional research are also discussed. A summary section com

pletes the chapter. 

Summary of Findings 

Differences emerged following comparison of findings for Type 

I and Type II case examples. These differences and accompanying inter

pretations are discussed in the foll~ing section as they pertain to 

the three research questions generated for the study. 
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Research Question 1 

Are there differences in selected environmental input variables 

associated with Type I (Ph.D.) and Type II (D.S.N., D.N.S., D.N.Sc.) 

doctoral programs in nursing in existence as of March, 1982? If so, 

what are these differences? 

Differences were apparent for selected environmental input 

variables between Type I and Type II case examples in the subcategories 

of 1) respondent data, 2) societal variables, 3) institutional var

iables, and 4) student variables. 

Respondent Data. Noted differences included the following: 

1) the dual role of administrator and teacher was more prevalent among 

Type I case examples and 2) Type I case respondents had been associated 

with their programs for a slightly longer period of time. 

The greater prevalence of the dual role of administrator and 

teacher among Type I case examples suggested three possible interpre

tations: 1) that there was a greater commitment to incorporating the 

teaching and administrative roles by Type I case examples; 2) that a 

smaller number of faculty in Type I case examples required that admin

istrative personnel assume teaching responsibilities; and 3) that 

administrative demands in Type I case examples were less, allowing for 

more time to assume the teaching role. The longer length of program 

association time by respondents of Type I case examples may have made 

them more familiar with administrative responsibilities thus providing 

a greater opportunity for assumption of the teaching role. 
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Societal Variables. Noted differences included the following: 

1) Type II case examples were more influenced by state credentialing 

policies for nursing, 2) Type I case examples were more influenced 

by external state governing/coordinating boards, and 3) Type I case 

examples were more influenced by non-nursing graduate education groups. 

These differences suggested two possible ~nterpretations: 

1) that Type II case examples placed a greater importance on profes

sional credentialing due to a more applied program orientation and 

2) that Type I case examples, due to their incorporation into the aca

demic degree structure of the graduate school/college, became more 

subject to influence outside of the school/college of nursing. 

Institutional Variables. Noted differences included the 

following: 

1. The graduate school/college was the institutional unit most 

frequently responsible for awarding the doctoral degree in nursing for 

Type I case examples while this responsibility was assumed most fre

quently by the college/school of nursing for Type II case examples. 

2. The dean was more often the institutional administratqr 

responsible for final allocation of the program budget in Type II case 

examples. 

3. Type II case examples had a greater variety of science 

laboratories available to their programs. 

4. Type II case examples had more adequate college/school of 

nursing facilities and health care facilities available to their 

programs. 



5. Type II case examples had a greater number of full-time 

and part-time faculty teaching in the doctoral program. 

6. Type II case examples had more full-time and part-time 

faculty teaching in their doctoral programs who were licensed as reg

istered nurses. 

7. Type II case examples had a greater number of faculty 

teaching in their doctoral programs who had a doctoral degree. 

8. A greater number of faculty teaching in the doctoral pro

grams for Type II case examples held the rank of professor. 

9. Type II case examples generally had lower faculty-student 

ratios. 

10. Type II case examples had a higher total number of part

time graduate-level administrative personnel. 
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The difference in the institutional unit responsible for 

awarding the doctoral degree in nursing was consistent with the tradi

tional practice in higher education of including Ph.D. degree programs 

under the auspices of the graduate school/college while control of 

professional doctoral degree programs comes under the auspices of a 

school or college. 

The greater prevalence of the dean as the institutional admin

istrator responsible for final allocation of the program budget in 

Type II case examples suggested the possibility of more financial 

autonomy in these programs. This is a somewhat hazardous interpreta

tion, however, due to 'incomplete data for the financial resources 

variables. 



Three possible interpretations were suggested by differences 

in availability and adequacy of physical resources. These included 
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1) more institutional and program funding was allotted tor construction 

of science laboratories and college/school of nursing facilities for 

Type II case examples, 2) more adequate health care facilities were 

available to Type II case examples due to geographical location, and/or 

3) a different frame of reference for defining adequacy may have been 

in operation between respondents for Type I and Type II case examples. 

The differences in faculty resource characteristics previously 

mentioned between Type I and Type II case examples must be viewed with 

caution as insufficient data were collected to allow adequate explana

tion of these differences. Likewise, the higher total number of part

time graduate-level administrative personnel available to Type II case 

examples could not be explained by available data. 

Student Variables. Noted differences included the following: 

1. Type I case examples had more female students. 

2. Type II case examples had a greater variety in admission 

requirements for G.R.E. score, cumulative undergraduate and graduate 

G.P.A.s, and types of acceptable undergraduate and graduate degrees. 

3. Type I case examples more frequently required a master's 

level research course and a prior nursing degree from an N.L.N. ac

credited nursing program for admission. 

4. Type I case examples more frequently required an initial 

written examination of applicants. 



5. Type I case examples more frequently used special consid

eration in the admission of a member of a particular racial/ethnic 

group. 

6. Type II case examples had greater flexibility in the max

imum number of students admitted annually. 

7. Type I case examples had a wider range in the number of 

full-time and part-time students. 
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8. Students in Type II case examples more frequently occupied 

the full-time employment positions of service administrator, education 

administrator, and clinical specialist. 

9. Type II case examples had a greater diversity of available 

concentration, functional, and minor/cognate educational areas. 

10. Students enrolled in Type II case examples had more fre

quent input into the development of program policies. 

The wider range of female students for Type I case examples 

was consistent with the larger overall enrollment range of these pro

grams. 

The differences in admission criteria, admission process, and 

enrollment factors noted in numbers 2 through 7 above suggested 

several things. First, Type II case examples could have been expressing 

a basic philosophical orientation that supported flexibility in student 

admission. Second, differences between case examples for program types 

might have been. reflective of underlying differences in program purposes 

and objecti.ves. Third, due to a smaller number of programs in the 

population, Type II case examples could have been reflecting competitive 
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market demands which required more flexibility in admission to maintain 

enrollment levels. Fourth, as a corollary to the previous statement, 

the slightly older Type I case examples may have been less concerned 

regarding enrollment levels due to a more established enrollment base, 

thus increasing the number and types of screening criteria used for 

admission. Finally, the more frequent use of special consideration by 

Type I case examples in the admission of members of a particular racial/ 

ethnic group presented an interesting contrast to the other generally 

less fl~~ible admission requirements for these programs. This flexi

bility may have reflected the close association of Type I case examples 

with the Graduate School/College. An emphasis on recruitment and en

rollment of minority students by the Graduate School/College could 

possibly have been reflected in the admission practices of Type I case 

examples. All of these suggested interpretations for differences must 

be viewed with caution, however, since all programs exhibited some 

admission variability depending upon the circumstances of individual 

students. The data for the study did not address these types of 

circumstances. 

The greater diversity among Type II case examples in types of 

full-time employment positions occupied by students, available educa

tional areas, and greater frequency of use of student input into 

development of program policies suggested a greater emphasis on market 

demands than indicated by Type I case examples. This was consistent 

with an earlier discussion regarding possible interpretations for 

differences in admission criteria between Type I and Type II case 

examples. 



Research Question 2 

Are there differences in selected curricular design variables 

associated with Type I (Ph.D.) and Type II (D.S.N., D.N.S., D.N.Sc.) 

doctoral programs in nursing in existence as of March, 1982? If so, 

what are these differences? 
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Differences were apparent for selected curricular design var

iables between Type I and Type II case examples in specific aspects of 

the curricular content and curricular form subcategories. 

Curricular Content. Noted differences included the following: 

1. Type I case examples had a program philosophical orienta

tion that was more theoretical in nature. 

2. Type I case examples more frequently considered the prepar

ation of pure researchers (i.e., research generated and undertaken 

away from the clinical area) to be a primary purpose. 

3. Type II case examples more frequently considered the 

preparation of administrators, clinicians, and consultants to be 

primary program purposes. 

4. Type II case examples considered the following six objec

tives to be more important to their programs: a) communication of 

research findings relevant to nursing, b) devising solutions to health 

care issues in collaboration with clients and other health care pro

fessionals, c) implementing programs and policies for the purpose of 

improving nursing and health care services, d) designing programs 

and policies for the purpose of improving nursing and health care ser

vices, e) evaluating programs and policies for the purpose of 



improving nursing and health care services, and f) applying advanced 

knowledge and skills in the area of nursing education. 

All differences between Type I and Type II case examples sup

ported the traditionally held belief that Doctor of Philosophy degree 

programs with a major in nursing are more theory-oriented and pure

research based than are Doctor of Nursing Science degree programs. 

The latter type of programs are portrayed as being more clinically 

oriented and applied in their research (i.e., research generated and 

undertaken within the clinical area). 

Curricular Form. Noted differences included the following: 

1. Type I case examples had a greater orientation toward 

theory, structure, and compartmentalization of curricular content. 

2. Type II case examples had a greater orientation toward 

off-campus based learning. 

3. Type II case examples used more non-traditional instruc

tional strategies (e.g., role-playing). 
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4. Type II case examples had a greater diversity in available 

types of minor/cognate areas of study. 

5. Type I case examples had a greater frequency of use of 

required course credit hours for institutional/graduate college course

work. 

6. Type II case examples used the quarter calendar system 

more often. 

7. Type II case examples used the credit option of credit by 

examination more frequently. 
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The differences in curricular form between Type I and Type II 

case examples suggested two possible interpretations. First, Type II 

case examples were generally more flexible and less traditional in 

their approach to establishing curricular form. This was consistent 

with an earlier discussion concerning admission characteristic differ

ences between program types. This difference suggested that the use 

of flexibility and non~traditional approaches on the part of Type II 

case examples could have been undertaken to enhance program market

ability. This flexibility could also have been related to underlying 

program philosophical orientation, goals, and objectives as discussed 

under curricular content. 

Second, the orientation of Type I case examples was consistent 

with a possible standardization of curricular form imposed by the cen

tralized graduate school/college on academic doctoral degree programs. 

This interpretation is advanced with some trepidation since the over

all influence of the graduate school/college as a standardizing force 

on doctoral programs has been discounted by various sources. This 

stance could also have been related to underlying philosophical orien

tation, goals, and objectives as discussed under curricular content. 

Research Question 3 

Are there differences in selected outcome variables associated 

with Type I (Ph.D.) and Type II (D.S.N., D.N.S., D.N.Sc.) doctoral 

programs in nursing in existence as of March, 1982? If so, what are 

these differences? 
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Differences were apparent for selected outcome variables be

tween case examples for Type I and Type II programs in specific aspects 

of educational outcome and curricular outcome areas. 

Educational Outcomes. Noted differences included the following: 

1. Type I case examples had a wider range for the total number 

of graduates since initial program approval. 

2. Type I case examples had a wider range for the average 

number of graduates for the past five years. 

3. Type II case examples had a greater diversity of types of 

employment positions occupied by known graduates. 

The differences in educational outcomes between Type I and 

Type"II case examples suggested three possible interpretations: 1) 

the older Type I case examples had an opportunity to graduate more 

students than did the younger Type II case examples, 2) a greater 

curricular diversity in Type II case examples provided a wider array 

of backgrounds among graduates thus increasing the diversity of types 

of post-graduate employment positions, and 3) Type II case examples 

might have had more available information concerning program graduates. 

Curricular Outcomes. Noted differences included the following: 

1. Type II case examples had a greater diversity of types of 

criteria used in the formal evaluation plan for the doctoral program. 

This diversity was primarily attributable to one response from 

one Type II case example. It was not certain if other case examples 

reported all criteria used in their formal program evaluation plans. 



Conclusions 

Based upon a comparison of findings for eight case examples, 

it was concluded that key differences did exist between Doctor of 

Philosophy degree programs with a major in nursing and Doctor of 

Nursing Science degree programs. 

Environmental Input Variables 

Differences in selected environmental input variables between 

Type I and Type II case examples indicated that Type I case examples 
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1) were more influenced by the overall academic structure of the 

institution, 2) had more administrators in the teaching role, 3) had 

more female students, and 4) were more stringent and less diversified 

in their admission requirements than Type II case examples. An ad

ditional difference for Type I case examples concerned admission prac

tices involving members of racial/ethnic groups. Type I case examples 

more frequently used sp~cial consideration in the admission of members 

of particular racial/ethnic groups than did Type II case examples. 

This difference reflected a possible extension of Graduate School/ 

College admission policies to Type I case examples, thus making it 

consistent with other differences associated with Type I case examples. 

In contrast, Type II case examples were less influenced by the 

overall academic structure of the institution. Instead, major influ

ences were derived from within the school/college as well as external 

sources related to the profession of nursing, e.g., state credentialing 

policies. This seemingly ~ncreased autonomy of Type II case examples 

was supported by the finding that deans were more often the 
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institutional administrator responsible for final allocation of the 

program budget in Type II case examples. Type II case examples also 

had a greater variety of physical resources, more faculty, and more 

administrative personnel than did Type I case examples. In terms of 

faculty characteristics, Type II case examples had more faculty 

teaching in their doctoral programs who were licensed as registered 

nurses, were doctorally prepared, and who held the rank of professor. 

In terms of student characteristics, Type II case examples had 1) 

fewer students, 2) greater variation in admission requirements, 3) 

greater flexibility in the maximum number of students admitted an

nually, 4) a wider range in the number of full-time and part-time 

students, 5) a greater number of students in full-time employment 

positions of service and education administrators and clinical spec

ialists, 6) more diversity in available concentration, functional, 

and minor/cognate areas, and . 7) more frequent student input into the 

development of program policies. All of these findings indicated that 

Type II case examples had a more diversified student population with 

more varied educational needs than did Type I case examples. 

Curricular Design Variables 

Differences in selected curricular design variables between 

Type I and Type II case examples indicated that in terms of curricular 

content Type I case examples were more theoretical in their philoso

phical orientation and more concerned with preparation of pure re

searchers (i.e., research generated and undertaken away from the 
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clinical setting). In contrast, Type II case examples are more 

clinically focused in their primary program purposes and objectives. 

Their emphasis was on preparation of administrators, clinicians, and 

consultants who could communicate and apply research findings in the 

course of clinical nursing practice. In terms of curricular form, Type 

I case examples had a greater orientation toward theory, structure, 

and compartmentalization of curricular content. In addition Type I 

case examples also had a greater frequency of use of required course 

credit hours for institutional/graduate college coursework. This 

finding supported other findings which emphasized" the influence of the 

Graduate School/College on Type I case examples. Type II case examples 

had more flexibility in their curricular form. They had a greater 

orientation toward off-campus based learning, used more non-traditional 

instructional strategies, and had greater diversity in available types 

of minor/cognate areas of study, types of calendar systems, and avail

able credit options. 

Outcome Variables 

Differences in selected outcome variables between Type I and 

Type II case examples revealed that in terms of educational outcomes 

Type I case examples had a wider range for the total number of grad

uates since initial program approval and a wider range for the average 

number of graduates for the past five years. These findings were con

sistent with the fact that Type I case examples were slightly older 

than Type II case examples. Type II case examples had a greater 



273 

diversity of types of employment positions occupied by known graduates. 

This finding was consistent with the greater curricular diversity of 

Type II case examples discussed in the previous curricular design var

iables section. By providing a more diversified curriculum, Type II 

case examples appeared to prepare graduates who were capable of occu

pying more types of employment positions. In terms of curricular out

comes, Type II case examples had more types of criteria used in their 

formal evaluation plans than did Type I case examples. 

Previous research conducted to compare academic and profes

sional doctoral programs is limited. The majority of studies have been 

conducted in the fields of social work and education. In addition, 

the primary emphasis of these studies has been on the comparison of 

environmental variables. More differences were found when case ex

amples for academic and professional doctoral programs in nursing were 

compared than have been found by similar research in the fields of 

social work and education. Crow and Kendelsperger (1975) compared 

the Ph.D. degree program in social work and the Doctor of Social Work 

degree programs and found little difference between the two types of 

degree programs. Likewise, Moore and others (1960) and Trautman 

(1977) reported no major differences following comparison of Ph.D. 

degree programs with a major in education and Ed.D. programs. Minor 

comparative differences between Ph.D. and Ed.D. programs were reported 

by Robertson and Sistler (1971), Richardson and Walsh (1978), and Jain 

and Carl (1978). These findings were supported by similar findings 

for Type I and Type II case examples. Robertson and Sistler (1971) 



found that all Ph.D. degree programs and none of the Ed.D. programs 

had a foreign language requirement (p. 70). Richardson and Walsh 

(1978) reported that the one major difference found between Ph.D. and 

Ed.D. degree programs dealt with the administrative unit for the pro

grams: 1) Ph.D. degree programs were primarily administered by the 

graduate college and 2) Ed.D. degree programs were administered by 

the graduate college or the college of education (pp. 6-7). Jain and 

Carl (1973) found differences in two areas when comparing Ph.D. and 

Ed.D. degree programs: 1) Ph.D. degree programs required students to 

complete more research courses and 2) minor/cognate requirements and 

to some degree the leveling requirements differed between the two de

gree programs (pp. 28-29). 

In contrast to research findings resulting from comparison 
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of academic and professional doctoral degree programs in other fields, 

comparison of Type I and Type II doctoral programs in nursing sug

gested major differences. These differences clearly supported previous 

definitions and purposes for these programs advanced by Schlotfeldt 

(1971) and Downs (1978). These definitions and purposes identified 

Ph.D. degree programs with a major in nursing as research and theory 

oriented and Doctor of Nursing Science degree programs as more prac

tice oriented. In addition, the findings also addressed concerns 

expressed by Leininger (1976), Scearse (1976), Downs (1978), and Grace 

(1978) regarding the lack of distinction between doctoral programs in 

nursing. Distinctions were apparent between the two types of programs, 



however, additional research is required to determine the extent of 

these distinctions. 

Recommendations 

The primary recommendation that emerged from the findings and 

conclusions of the study concerned the need for additional research 

to further elaborate the dimensions of doctoral education in nursing. 

Specific differences identified in the study, as well as areas where 

information is unknown, should provide a framework for additional re

search areas that are narrower in focus and directed at the entire 

population of doctoral programs in nursing. Findings from additional 

research will contribute greatly to the on-going curricular decision

making and revision necessary for the creation and maintenance of 

quality doctoral programs in nursing. 

Areas for Additional Research 

The following areas were identified as warranting further re-

search: 

1. Specific sources, amounts, and types of program funding 

utilized by doctoral programs in nursing. 

2. Educational costs, both direct and indirect, associated 

with educating a full-time doctoral student. 
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3. Characteristics of faculty teaching in doctoral programs 

in nursing in terms of academic preparation, professional preparation, 

activity hours, nature and amount of course credit hours, and tenure 

status. 



4. Characteristics of administrative personnel involved with 

doctoral education in nursing, specifically in the area of extent and 

nature of the administrative role. 
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5. Student characteristics specifically in the areas of demo

graphics, enrollment data, attrition factors, financial assistance, 

employment patterns, and educational interests over time. 

6. Curricular form specifically in.the area of available 

coursework areas and required number of course credit hours. 

7. Educational outcomes, particularly in the areas of student 

satisfaction and subsequent employment positions. 

Summary 

Thirty-one universities in the United States have reported that 

they are considering or definitely planning operation of a doctoral 

program in nursing in the foreseeable future (Vaughn 1982, pp. 450-451). 

This figure suggests a very real need to understand the current curricu

lar dimensions of doctoral education in nursing. only with such an 

understanding can new doctoral programs establish curricula which will 

meet the needs of the profession of nursing. 

This study has addressed the current curricular dimensions of 

doctoral education in nursing through an exploratory investigation of 

four case examples of Doctor of Philosophy degree programs with a major 

in nursing and four case examples of Doctor of Nursing Science degree 

programs. The comparison between these case examples yielded differ

ences in the areas of environmental input variables, curricular design 
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variables, and outcome variables. These differences had several pos

sible interpretations which were discussed in the summary of findings 

section of this chapter. Several conclusions were drawn based upon 

differences which emerged following comparison of findings for Type I 

and Type II case examples. OVerall, these conclusions indicated that 

according to reported findings Type I case examples were more tradi

tipnal in their program orientation, more influenced by the academic 

institution, in particular the Graduate School/College, were less well 

endowed in terms of personnel and physical resources, and were generally 

less oriented toward student needs and curricular flexibility than were 

Type II case examples. Type II case examples also indicated a greater 

commitment to flexibility and application in their curricular orienta

tion. This finding supported previously discussed literature which 

described Type II doctoral programs as clinically oriented. As rec

ommended in this chapter, additional research is needed to provide in

formation about little known areas of doctoral education in n~rsing. 

Several key areas requiring additional research were identified in this 

chapter. The primary purpose of the study was to determine if differ

ences existed between two types of doctoral programs in 'nursing and, 

if so, to determine the nature of these differences. The study accom

plished this purpose. It is now important to pursue individual dif

ferences more intensely to enhance the research literature concerning 

doctoral education in nursing. This literature will, in turn, provide 

support for the on-going development and quality of doctoral education 

in nursing. 



APPENDIX A 

SELECTED ENVIRONMENTAL INPUT VARIABLES 

1.0 Societal Variables 

1.1 Influence of federal guidelines (from all United States 
government sources) on doctoral programs 

1.2 Influence of state credentialing policies for nursing on 
doctoral program 

1.3 Influence of specialized accreditation (i.e., National League 
for Nursing) association requirements on doctoral programs 

1.4 Influence of professional nursing organizations (e.g., Ameri
can Nurses' Association, American Association of Colleges of 
Nursing, and the Western Council on Higher Education in Nurs
ing) on doctoral programs 

1.5 Influence of EXTERNAL state governing/coordinating boards 
(e.g., state coordinating board for higher education) on 
doctoral program 

1.6 Influence of non-nursing graduate education groups (e.g., 
the Council of Graduate Schools in the United States) on 
doctoral program 

2.0 Institutional Variables 

2.1 Historical Aspects 

2.11 Carnegie classification of institution 

2.12 Institutional control (public/private) 

2.13 Current source of control/responsibility for awarding 
of doctoral degree in nursing (i.e., Ph.D., D.N.S., 
D.S.N., D.N.Sc.) 

278 



279 

2.2 Institutional Governance Structure 

2.3 

2.21 Extent to which institutional missions are reflected in 
the goals of the doctoral program 

2.22 Perceived support of central administration of the uni
versity toward the doctoral program 

Financial Resources for Doctoral Program 

2.31 

2.32 

Funding sources per year 

2.311 Estimated amount of state support 

2.312 Estimated amount of federal support 

2.313 Estimated amount of private support 

2.314 Estimated amount of other types of support 
(specify source and amount of support) 

Program costs 

2.321 Estimated annual DIRECT cost per full-time student 
for first, second, and third academic years (Di
rect cost includes expenditures directly related 
to providing doctoral education to a full-time 
student each academic year) -

2.33 Adequacy of total financial support from all sources in 
meeting the needs of the doctoral program 

2.34 Use of separate budget for doctoral program 

2.35 Institutional administrator responsible for initially 
planning budget of doctoral program (e.g., dean, pro
vost, vice-president) 

2.36 Institutional administrator responsible for final allo
cation of budget of doctoral program (e.g., dean, pro
vost, vice-president) 

2.4 Physical Resources for Doctoral Program 

2.41 Library faci1ities--types, adequacy (e.g., medical, 
science, general) 
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2.42 Science laboratories--types, adequacy (e.g., animal 
resources, biology, behavioral sciences, bio-chemistry) 

2.421 Includes science laboratories both within and 
and outside the college/school of nursing 

2.43 Computer facilities~-types, adequacy (e.g., main-campus 
computer center, health sciences computer center, col
lege/school of nursing computer center) 

2.44 College/School of nursing facilities--types, adequacy 
(e.g., classrooms, student office space, student study 
areas) 

2.441 Excludes facilities addressed in previous types 
of facilities 

2.45 Health care facilities--types; adequacy, availability 

2.451 Off-campus facilities (e.g., private hospital/ 
medical center, state hospital/medical center, 
federal hospital/medical center, public health 
agencies) 

2.452 On-campus hospital/medical center 

2.5 Faculty Resources 

2.51 Total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program 

2.511 Full-time faculty 

2.512 Part-time faculty 

2.52 Total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program 
licensed as registered nurses 

2.521 Full-time faculty 

2.522 Part-time faculty 

2.53 Total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program 
with a doctoral degree (any field) 

2.54 Total number of tenured faculty among those teaching in 
the doctoral program on a full-time basis 

2.55 Total number of non-tenured faculty among those teaching 
in the doctoral program on a full-time basis 
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2.56 Amount of input into doctoral program policy development 
from faculty teaching in the doctoral program 

2.57 Number per rank of faculty teaching in the doctoral 
program on a full-time basis 

2.571 Professor 

2.572 Associate professor 

2.573 Assistant professor 

2.574 Instructor 

2.575 Other (specify rank and number) 

2.58 Activities of faculty teaching in the doctoral program 
on a full-time basis 

2.581 Estimated number of hours per week for personal 
research and writing 

2.582 Estimated number of hours per week for classroom 
instruction 

2.583 Estimated number of hours per week for student 
advisement 

2.584 Estimated number of hours per week for clinical 
practice 

2.585 Estimated number of hours per week for faculty 
professional activities (e.g., committees) 

2.586 Estimated number of hours per week for publici 
community service activities (e.g., guest 
speaker) 

2.587 Estimated full-time faculty/student ratio 

2.588 Estimated number of course credits in total 
course load (excluding research course credits) 
per semester/quarter for full-time faculty 

2.589 Estimated number of research course credits in 
the total course load per semester/quarter for 
full-time faculty (e.g., student dissertation, 
faculty research) 



2.6 Administrative Personnel Resources (Administrator = dean, 
associate dean, assistant dean, and directors) 

2.61 Total number of graduate-level administrators for the 
doctoral program 

2.611 Full-time 

2.612 Part-time 

2.62 Amount of time (hours per week) devoted exclusively 
to doctoral program by full-time graduate-level ad
ministrative personnel 

2.63 Amount of administrative input into doctoral program 
policy development 

3.0 Student Variables 

3.1 Demographic Data 

3.11 Modal age for the majority of doctoral students 

3.12 Number of male students 

3.13 Number of female students 
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3.14 Racial/Ethnic characteristics of student population 
(American Indian, Asian American, Black, Hispanic, and 
White) 

3.141 Type of representation 

3.142 Percentage of representation 

3.2 Admission Factors 

3.21 Admission Crite't'ia 

3.211 Type(s) of admission/entrance exams required 
and minimum score of each 

3.212 Required cumulative undergraduate grade-point 
average 

3.213 Required cumulative graduate grade-point average 

3.214 Type of undergraduate degree(s) required 
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3.215 Type of graduate degree(s) required 

3.216 Additional admission criteria (e.g., master's 
level research course, basic statistics course, 
master's level theory course, professional 
liability insurance, prior nursing degrees from 
N.L.N. accredited programs, current license as 
an R.N., other (specify» 

3.22 Admission Process 

3.221 Administrator/Applicant interview 

. 3.222 Faculty/Applicant interview 

3.223 Student/Applicant interview 

3.224 Initial examination prepared by department 

3.2241 Requirements 

3.2242 Process (i.e., oral, written, other) 

3.225 Faculty committee approval of applicant 

3.226 Letter(s) of recommendation 

3.227 Other (specify) 

3.23 Special consideration for admission of selected racial/ 
ethnic group members 

3.3 Enrollment Factors 

3.31 Annual enrollment limits 

3.32 Current headcount number of full-time students (includes 
students working full-time on dissertations) 

3.33 Current headcount number of part-time students (includes 
students working part-time on dissertations) 

3.34 Projected enrollment pattern for doctoral program for 
next five years 

3.4 Attrition Factors 

3.41 Number of withdrawals per year over the past five years 
from the doctoral program for the first, second, and 
third academic years of program 



3.42 Number of transfers out of the doctoral program per 
year over the past five years 

3.421 To other universities 

3.422 To other doctoral programs within the same 
university 

3.5 Student Financial Resources 

3.51 Sources of student aid for doctoral students 

3.52 Number of students receiving support per 'source of 
student aid 

3.6 Employment Status 

3.61 Number of students employed full-time (40 hours per 
week) 

3.611 Type of employment positions occupied 

3.62 Number of students employed part-time (less than 40 
hours per week) 
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3.621 Types of employment positions occupied 

3.7 Expressed Educational Needs of Doctoral Students 

3.71 Type(s) of concentration area(s) chosen by students 
(e.g., child health, medical-surgical, community 
health, psychiatric-mental health) 

3.711 Number of students per concentration area(s) 

3.72 Type(s) of functional area(s) chosen by students 
(e.g., administration, education, clinical specialist) 

3.721 Number of students per functional area(s) 

3.73 Type(s) of minor/cognate area(s) chosen by students 
(e.g., anthropology, sociology, biology, statistics) 

3.731 Number of students per minor/cognate area(s) 

3.74 Amount of student input into doctoral program policy 
development 

3.75 Amount of student participation in continuing formal 
evaluation of the doctoral program 



APPENDIX B 

SELECTED CURRICULAR DESIGN VARIABLES 

1.0 Content Variables 

1.1 Program philosophy (i.e., clinical ••• theoretical) 

1.2 Underlying organizational principles (themes) for structure 
of knowledge in the doctoral program 

1.21 Academic discipline (i.e., needs of nursing as a disci
pline) 

1.22 Student development (i.e., growth needs of students) 

1.23 Selected competencies (e.g., special skills such as 
physical assessment) 

1.3 Program purpose(s) {e.g., college teachers, administrators, 
clinicians, consultants, researchers-applied, researchers
pure, other (specify» 

1.4 Program conceptual framework (e.g., Roy's Adaptation Model, 
Orem's Self-Care Nursing Model) 

1.5 Program terminal objectives(s) 

1.51 Identify objective(s) 

1.52 Rank importance of objective(s) to the doctoral program 

2.0 Form Variables 

2.1 Curricular organizational vehicles underlying the doctoral 
program 

2.11 Student • Discipline 

2.12 Application ••• Theoretical 

2.13 Flexible ••• Structured 
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2.14 Integration ••• Compartmentalization 

2.2 Curricular instructional vehicles underlying the doctoral 
program 

2.21 Locus of Learning 

Based on-campus • • • Based off-campus 

2.22 Content Coverage 

Breadth Depth 

2.23 Instructional Strategies 

Traditional • • • Nontraditional 

2.24 Student Development 

Cognitive • • • Affective 

2.3 Curricular delivery systems underlying the doctoral program 

2.31 Flexibility of program 
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2.311 Required course credit hours post master's degree 

Major Coursework 

Nursing content courses (lecture/clinical) 
Research courses 
Theory development courses 
Functional courses (e.g., administration, educa

tion, clinical specialist) 
Field experience, internship, and practicum 

courses 
Other (specify) 
Total required course credit hours 

Minor/Cognate Area Coursework 

Anthropology 
Psychology 
Sociology 
Statistics 

Biology 
Other (specify) 
Total required course 

credit hours 

Institutional or Graduate College Coursework 

Foreign language 
Statistics 



Mathematics 
Computer programming and use 
Other (specify) 
Total required course credit hours 

2.312 Total number of elective course credit hours 
(include elected minor/cognate course credit 
hours) 
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2.32 Responsibility for continuing formal evaluation of 
doctoral program courses (i.e., faculty ••• student) 

2.33 Calendar system 

2.331 Semester 

2.332 Quarter 

2.333 Other (specify) 

2.34 Number of calendar years post master's degree for pro
gram completion 

2.341 Full-time student 

2.342 Part-time student 

2.35 Credit options 

2.351 Transfer credit from another institution 

2.352 Credit by examination 

2.353 Credit for practice (i.e., clinical experience) 

2.354 Other (specify) (e.g., credit for life exper
ience) 



APPENDIX C 

SELECTED OUTCOME VARIABLES 

1.0 Educational Outcome Variables 

1.1 Production of graduates from doctoral program 

1.11 Total number of program graduates since program init
ially approved 

1.12 Average number of program graduates per year for past 
five years 

1.13 Projected trend in the average number of program grad
uates over the next five years 

1.2 Average number of publications per year by doctoral students 
in nursing while enrolled in the doctoral pro~ram 

1.3 Number of known graduates from the doctoral program per type 
of employment position 

1.31 Faculty member--college/university 

1.32 Faculty member--two-year college 

1.33 Educator--diploma school 

1.34 Researcher 

1.35 Consultant 

1.36 Administrator (service) 

1.37 Clinical specialist 

1.38 Administrator (education) 

1.39 Other (specify) 
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1.4 Type of final project required for completion of doctoral 
program 

1.41 Dissertation 

1.42 Thesis 

1.43 Project 

1.44 Other (specify) 

2.0 Curricular Outcome Variables 
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2.1 Continuing formal evaluation plan for evaluating the doctoral 
program 

2.11 Continuing formal evaluation plan of the doctoral pro
gram includes input, process, and outcome criteria 

2.12 Continuing formal evaluation plan for the doctoral pro
gram follows a time table specified by doctoral faculty 

2.2 Continuing formal evaluation findings are used in curricular 
decision-making and revision 

2.3 Adequacy of continuing formal evaluation plan for curricular 
decision-making and revision of the doctoral program 



APPENDIX D 

QUESTIONNAIRE ON DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING 

fQM: I I PLEASE ~ this questionnaire. in 
the return envelope provided. to 

NOTE: All questionnaire information 
will be treated in the strictest 
confidence. 

Rita Snyder-Halpern 
4842 East 12th Street 
Tucson. Arizona 85711 
(602) 323-9832 

RESPONDENT INFORMATION 

To facilitate any necessary follow-up regarding the questionnaire. the 
individual responsible for completion of the questionnaire is requested to provide 
the following information. . 

Name: Title: 

Date Questionnaire Completed: 

Length of Time Associated with Doctoral Program: 

Role (i.e •• work capacity) in the Doctoral Program: 

Phone Number: 

Please check the box if you are interested in receiving a summary of the 
results of the study. 

INSTRUCTIONS 

D 

The questionnaire contains a combination of closed and open-ended questions. 

For each question. circle ~~. 1 through 5 • .Q! complete the question with 

the ~ accurate response. When appropriate. check the "N/A" box for questions 

that are not applicable .Q! the "unknown" box for questions you are unable to com-

plete due to insufficient information. 

Some completion questions contain individual instructions. Please read 

these instructions carefully to enhance the accuracy of all information provided. 
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I. I ENVIRONMENTAL INPUT VARIABLES I 
A. I SOCIETAL VARIABLES I 

1. The influence of federal guidelines (from all U.S. Government sources) on the 
doctoral program is 

1 2 3 4 5 D unknown 
Nonexistent Great 

2. The influence of state credentialing policies for nursing on the doctoral program is 

2 3 4 5 D unknown 
Nonexistent Great 

3. The influence of specialized accreditation (i.e., National League for Nursing) 
requirements on the doctoral program is 

2 3 
Nonexistent 

4 5 
Great 

o unknown 

4. The influence of professional nursing organizations (e.g., American Nurses' Associa
tion, American Association of Colleges of Nursing, and The Western Council on 
Higher Education in Nursing) on the doctoral program 1s 

1 
Nonexistent 

2 3 4 5 
Great 

o unknown 

5. The influence of external state governing/coordinating boards (e.g., State Coordin
ating Board for Higher Education) on the doctoral program is 

2 3 
Nonex:l.stent 

4 5 
Great 

o unknown 

6. The influence of non-nursing graduate education groups (e.g., The Council of Grad
uate Schools in the U.S.) on the doctoral program is 

2 
Nonexistent 

B. I INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES I 

B-1: Historical Aspects 

3 4 5 
Great 

o unknown 

1. The Carnegie Classification of the institution is (check the ~ that applies) 

Classification f 
esearch University_ I o unknown 
esearch University II 
octoral-Granting University I 
octoral-Granting University II 
ther (Specify) 

2. In terms of control, the institution is best classified as (check~) 

Control Tvpe I 
Public o unknown 
rivate 

pther (Specify) 
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3. The unit of the university that is responsible for awarding the doctoral degree in 
nursing (i.e., Ph.D., D.N.S., D.S.N., D.N.Sc.) is the (check the ~ that applies) 

Unit -I 
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ollege/Schoo1 of Nursing 
raduate Schoo1/Co11eRe 

o unknown 

pther (Specify) 

B-2: Institutional Governance Structure 

1. How good a fit is there between the goals of the institutional mission(s) as a 
whole and the goals of the doctoral program? 

2 3 4 5 
No Fit Excellent Fit 0 unknown 

2. How supportive of the doctoral program in nursing is the central administration of 
the university? 

Not 
Supportive 

2 

B-3: Financial Resources 

3 4 5 
Extremely 
Supportive 

o unknown 

1. What estimated ~ of program funding for the doctoral program in nursing is 
derived from the following sources per year? 

Source unknown 

tate 
edera1 
rivate 
ther (Specify Source) 

2. What is the estimated annual direct cost per full-time student of the doctoral 
program for students in the first, second, and third academic years respectively 
(note: direct cost includes expenditures directly related to providing doctoral 
education to ~ full-time student each academic year)? 

cademic Year Direct Cost unknown 

irst IS 
econd IS 
hird IS § 

3. How well are the needs of the doctoral program met by the current level of total 
financial support from all sources? 

2 3 4 5 0 unknown 
Not at 

all 

4. Does the doctoral program have a separate budget? 

1 
No 

2 
Yes 

Extremely 
Well 

o unknown 

5. What institutional administrator (e.g., dean, provost, vice-president) is respon
sible for the initial planning of the budget of the doctoral program? 

DN/A 

o unknown 



6. What institutional administrator (e.g., dean, provost, vice
president) is responsible for the final allocation of the 
budget of the doctoral program? 

B-4: Physical Resources 
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ON/A 

o unknown 

1. Instructions: For facilities charts A, B, C, D, and E,check the type(s) of facili
ties available ~ the doctoral program. For each facility checked, circle ~ 
number which ~ indicates the adequacy of th~ facility to support the needs of 
the doctoral program. 

~hart A: Libraries { 
Completely 

Inadeauate Adequate unknown 
Medical 1 2 3 4 5 
Science 1 2 3 4 5 
General 1 2 3 4 5 
Other (Specify} 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

Note: Includes scieDce laboratories both within and outside of the College/School 
of Nursing. 

!Chart B: Science Laboratories ., Completely 
Inadeauate Adeauate unknown 

Animal Resources 1 2 3 4 5 
Biolo~ 1 2 3 4 5 
Behavioral Sciences 1 2 3 4 5 
Bio-Chemistry 1 2 3 4 5 
Other (Specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

hart C: Computer Facilities I{ 
Completely 

Inadeauate Adequate unknown 

Main-Campus Computer Center 1 2 3 4 5 
Health Sciences Computer Center 1 2 3 4 5 
College/School of Nursing 

Computer Center 1 2 3 4 5 
Other (Specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

Note: Exclude special types of facilities addressed in previous questions. 

Chart D: College/School of 
Nursing Facilities .; 

Completely 
Inadequate Adequate unknown 

Classroom Sp_ace 1 2 3 4 5 
Student Office Space 1 2 3 4 5 
Student Stugy Areas 1 2 3 4 5 
Other (Specify) 1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 



~hart E: Health Care .; Completely 
Facilities Inadeauate Adeauate 
Private Hospital/Medical 

Center (Off-Campus) 1 2 3 4 5 

State Hospital/Medical 
Center (Off-Campus) 1 2 3 4 5 

Federal Hospital/Medical 
Center (Off-Campus) 1 2 3 4 5 

Public Health Agencies 
(Off-Campus) 1 2 3 4 5 

On-Campus Hospital/ 
Medical Center 1 2 3 4 5 

Other (Specifv) 1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

,B-5: Faculty Resources 

1. The total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program is 

2. The total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program on 
a full-time basis is ___________ _ 

3. The total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program on 
a part-time basis is ___________ _ 

4. The total number of full-time faculty teaching in the doctoral 
program licensed as registered nurses is ___________ _ 

5. The total number of part-time faculty teaching in the doctoral 
program licensed as registered nurses is _____________ _ 

6. The total number of faculty teaching in the doctoral program with 
a doctoral degree (any field) is ______________ __ 

7. The total number of tenured faculty among those teaching full-time 
in the doctoral program is ______________ _ 

8. The total number of non-tenured faculty among those teaching full-
~ in the doctoral program is ______________ _ 

9. Faculty teaching in the doctoral program have input into the 
development of doctoral program policies. 

2 3 4 
Never 

5 
Always 

10. The number. per rank. of faculty teaching in the doctoral program on 
a full-time basis is 

Rank Number unknown 

rofessor 
~sociate Professor 
ssistant Professor 
nstructor 
ther (Specify rank and number) 
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unknown 

0 
0 
0 
D 
D 

§ 

o unknown 

o unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

o unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

o unknown 



5 

11. Indicate the estimated hours/week for each type of faculty activity for faculty 
working in the doctoral program on a full-time basis. 

Activity 
esearch and Writing 
lassroom Instruction 
tudent Advisement 
linical Practice 
rofessional Activities 

(e.g., committees) 
Public and Community Service 

(e.g., guest speaker) 
pther (Specify) 

Hours/Week unk 

~~ 
o 
o 
o 

12. The faculty/student ratio for faculty teaching in the doctoral 
program on a full-time basis is ____________________ ~ ___ 

13. The estimated number of course credits in the total course load 
(excluding research course credits) per semester/quarter for 
faculty teaching in the doctoral program on a full-time basis 
is . ----

8N/A 
unknown 

o unkuown 

14. Indicate the estimated numb'er of course cred:l.ts for the following research areas 
for faculty teaching in the doctoral program on a full-time basis. 

Research Area Course Credits unknown N/A 
Student Dissertation 
~acul ty Research B 0 
Other (Specify) o 

B-6: Administrative Personnel Resources (includes deans, associate deans, assistant 
deans, and directors) 

1. The total number of full-time graduate-level administrative personnel BN/A 
is unknown 

2. The total number of part-time graduate-level administrative personnel 
is __________ _ 

3. The number of hours per week devoted exclusively to the doctoral 
program by full-time graduate-level administrative personnel is 

El N/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

4. Doctoral program administrative personnel have input into the development of 
doctoral program policies 

Never 

C. ~tudent Variablesl 

C-l: Demographic Data 

2 3 4 5 
Always 

1. The modal .!S! for students in the doctoral program is __________ __ 

2. The number of ma.le students enrolled :l.n the doctoral program is 

3. The number of female students enrolled in the doctoral program is 

o unknown 

o unknown 

o unknown 

o unknown 
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4. Indicate all racial/ethnic groups represented by the doctoral student population 
by checking the appropriate box(es). For each group checked, indicate the esti
mated percentage represented by the group. 

Racial/Ethnic Group ~ 
Unerican Indian 
.sian American 
lack 
ispanic 
lUte 

t-E_s_t_i_m_a_t_e_d_p_e_r_c_e_n_t_a_lg_le-/ 1-
C-2: Admission Criteria 

1. Check all entrance/admission exams required by the doctoral program. For each 
~ checked, indicate the minimum score required for admission. 

Exam 
GRE (Aptitude) 
MAT 
Other (Specify) 

2. 

Y 

BN/A 
unknown 
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The cumulative undergraduate grade point average required for admission a N/A 
to the doctoral program is unknown 

3. 

4. 

The cumulative graduate grade point average required for admission to a N/A 
the doctoral program is unknown 

Check the type of undergraduate degree(s) required for admission to the doctoral 
program. 

De~ree Y 
.S.N. 
.S • o N/A 
• A. 
ther (Specify) o unknown 

5. Check the type of ~raduate degree(s) required for admission to the doctoral program. 

Des;tree I 
.S.N. 
.S • o N/A 
• A. 
ther (Specify) o unknown 

6. Check all criteria utilized in the admission of students into the doctoral program 
(excludes criteria addressed in questions 1-5 above). 

Criteria ~ 
~ster's Level Course in Research 
asic Statistics Course 
~ster's Level Course in Theorv ON/A 
rofessional Liability Insurance 
rior Nursing Degree Required from 

N.L.N. Accredited Programs o unltnown 

urrent R.N. License 
pther (Specify) 
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C-3: Admission Process 

1. The admission process for the doctoral program involves (check all that apply) 

Admission Process -I 
Administrator/Applicant Interview 
~acultv/Applicant Interview 
Student/Applicant Interview 

o unknown 

nitial Examination Prepared bv the Department 
Faculty Committee Approval of Applicant 
etter(s} of Recommendation 

Other (Specify) 

2. The initial exam prepared by the department consists of (check those that apply) 

Exam ."-
Pral Exam DN/A 
Written Exam 
pther (Specify Exam) 

I o unknown 

3. Among criteria for admission, special consideration is given to a member in a 
particular ethnic/racial group 

C-4: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

1 
Never 

2 

Enrollment Factors 

3 4 5 
Always o unknown 

The maximum number of students admitted each year is ______________________ ___ 

The current headcount of full-time students in the doctoral program (include 
students working full-time on dissertations) is ______________________ ___ 

The current headcount of part-time students in the doctoral program 
(include students working part-time on dissertations) is __________ _ 
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4. The projected trend in enrollment for the doctoral program over the next 5 years is 

1 
Marked Decrease 

C-5: Attrition Factors 

2 3 4 5 
Marked Increase o unknown 

1. Indicate the average number of withdrawals per year over the last 5 years for the 
first, second, and third academic years of the doctoral program. 

=§-!\.cademic Year Withdrawals 
!First 
Second 
Irhird 

2. The number of transfers out of your doctoral program to other 
universities over the past 5 years is ____________________ __ 

3. The number of trausfers out of your doctoral program to other 
doctoral programs within the university over the past 5 years 
is __________ ___ 

BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 
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C-6: Student Financial Assistance 

1. Check each financial aid source currently used by doctoral students. For each aid 
source checked. identify the ~~ of doctoral students receiving support 
from that source. 

Sources of Student Financial Aid -I Number of Students unknown 
Guaranteed Student Loans 
G.I. Bill 
Scholarships 
Peraonal Income 
Fellowships 
Grants 
~uition Waivers for Research/ 

Teaching Assistantships 
pther (Specify) 

C-7: Employment Status 

1. The total number of students employed full-time (40 hours per week) is ___________ _ BN/A 
unknown 

2. The type(s) of full-time employment positions occupied by doctoral students 
include (check all that apply) 

Position { 

Educator DN/A 
Service Administrator 
nservice/Staff Development 
~ltant 
Researcher 

D unknown 

ducation Administrator 
linical Specialist 

!Staff Nurse 
!Lther(S~ecifv) 

3. The total number of students employed part-time (less than 40 hours 
per week) is ____________ __ 8N/A 

unknown 

4. The type(s) of part-time employment positions occupied by doctoral students 
include (check all that apply) 

Position y 

~raduate Assistant 
Research Assistant 
Staff Nurse 

eaching o unknown 
bther (Specifv) 
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C-8: Expressed Educational Needs 

1. Instructions: For Charts A, B, and C, check all areas available to students in 
the doctoral program. For each area checked,~dicate the number of full-time 
and part-time students enrolled in that area in the approprT"'tbox --'--a e 

hart A: Concentration Area " n of F.T. Students n of P.T. Students 
Child Health 
Medical/Sur2ical 
Community Health 
Psychiatric/Mental Health 
Other (Specifv) 

299 

D unknown 

hart B: Functional Areas " II of F.T. Students n of P.T. Students 
Administration 
Education 
Clinical Specialist 
Other (Specify) 

D unknown 

Chart C: Minor/Co2nate Areas f n of F.T. Students n or P.T. Students 
Anthropolo2Y 
Sociolo2v 
Biolo2v DN/A 
Statistics 
Other (Specify) 

D unknown 

2. Students have input into the development of doctoral program policies 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Always 

3. Students participate in the continuing formal evaluation of the doctoral program 

1 2 3 4 5 
Never Always 

II. tuRRICULAR DESIGN VARIABLE@ 

A. ICurricular Contentl 

1. The philosophy upon which the doctoral program is based is best characterized as 

1 
Clinical in 
Orientation 

2 3 4 5 ON/A 
Theoretical 

in Orientation 0 unknown 

2. The theme upon which the curriculum of the doctoral program is organized is best 
characterized as (check the ~ best answer) --

Theme " ~cademic Discipline (i.e •• Needs of Nursin2 as a Profession) 
!Student Development (i.e. Growth Needs of Students) o unknown 
~elected Competencies (e.g., Special Skills such as 

Physical Assessment) 
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3. The primary purpose(s) of the doctoral program include preparation of (check all 
that apply) 

Purpose { 

ollege Teachers 
!Administrators D unknown 
~linicians 
Consultants 
~esearchers-Applied 
Researchers-Pure 
Other (Specify) 

4. Identify any specific conceptual framework (e.g., Roy's Adaptation Model, Orem's 
Self-Care Nursing Model) used as the framework for the doctoral program. 

5. Check all objectives utilized by the doctoral program in preparation 
of graduates. To the right of each checked objective, circle the 
number which is most indicative of the importance of that objective' 

·to the doctoral program. 

Minimal 
Objective .; Importance 

Conceptualize clinical phenomena to facilitate 
1 2 further clinical research 

Evaluate the application of research designs, measures 
1 2 and statistics to the studv of nursin2 phenomena 

DesiRD research studies relevant to nursin2 oractice 1 2 
Conduct research studies relevant to nursin2 practice 1 2 
Communicate research findings relevant to nursing 

1 2 practice 
Construct conceptual models and nursin2 theories 1 2 
Address issues and problems related to the delivery 

of health care 1 2 
Ui:lV.L".. SO.1.uJ;~ons I'U 11 .... .1. .. 11 care 1ssues 1n CO.L.LaDorat1on 

1 2 with clients and other health care professionals 
Implement programs and policies for the purpose of 

1 2 improving nursin2 and health care services 
Design programs and policies for the purpose of im--

1 2 
_provin~_nursing and health care services 

Evaluate programs and policies for the purpose of 
1 2 improvin-.& nursing and health care services 

Apply advanced knowledge/skills in t.he area of 
1 2 nursing education 

Other (Specify) 1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 
1 2 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

BN/A 
unknown 

DN/A 
D unknown 

Primary 
. Import-An" .. 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 
4 5 
4 5 

JJ. -..i 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 5 

4 '5 
4 ..5. 
4 5 
4 5_ 
4 ..5.. 
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B. (Form Variablesr 

1. The organizational variables that underlie a curriculum will range along several 
continuums. For each continuum listed below, circle the point that accurately 
reflects the organizational or:l.ent.aticln of the doctoral program. 
A. 1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 

Curriculum Curriculum 
Reflects Student Reflects A 

Developmental Needs DisCiplinary 
Orientation 

B. 1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 
Application Theory 
Oriented Oriented 

C. 1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 
Flexible Structured 

Orientation Orientation 
D. 1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 

Integration Compartmentalization 
of Content of Content 

2. The locus of learning for the doctoral program curriculum is 

1 2 3 4 5 D unknown 
Primarily Primarily 

Based On-Campus Based Off-Campus 

3. The content coverage of the doctoral program curriculum emphasizes 

1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 
Breadth DF,lpth 

4. The primary instructional strategies used in the doctoral program are 

1 2 3 4 5 
Traditional Non-traditional 

D unknown 

(e.g., lecture, seminar) (e.g., role-playing) 

5. The primary emphasis of the instructional strategies as they relate to 
student development in the doctoral program is 

1 
Cognitive 

2 3 4 5 
Affective 

D unknown 

6. Instructions: For Charts A, B, C, check all coursework areas included in the 
curriculum of the doctoral program.~the right of each checked area of coursework 
indicate the reguired number of course credit hours, ~ master's degree per area 
of coursework. 

Chart A: Major Areas of Coursework of Course Credit Hours 
I Lecture 

Nursing content courses IClinical ON/A 
Research Courses 
Theorv development courses 
Functional courses (e.g., education, o unknown 

administration~ clinical' specialis~ 
Field experience, internship and 

practicum courses 
Other (SP.ecif),) 



hart B: Minor/Cognate Areas of Coursework ." ourse Credit Hours 
Anthropology 
Psychology 
Sociology 
Statistics 
Biology 
Other (Specify) 

Chart C: Institutional/Graduate College I Coursework ~ourse Credit Houre 

Foreign languages 
Statistics 
Mathematics 
Computer Programming and Use 
Other {Specify} 

7. The total number of elective course credit hours in the doctoral 
program (include elected minor/cognate course credit hours) is 

8. Responsibility for continuing formal evaluation of doctoral courses 
resides with 

1 
Faculty 

2 3 4 5 
Student 
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o unknown 

ON/A 

o unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

9. The doctoral program calendar system is based on (check appropriate box) 

Calendar System ., 
Semester 
Quarter o unknown 
Other (Specify) 

10. The number of calendar years post master's degree for completion of 
the doctoral program for a full-time student is ________________ _ 

11. The number of calendar years post master's degree for completion of 
the doctoral program by a part-time student is ________________ __ 

12. Doctoral program credit options include (check appropriate box(es» 
Note: Excludes credit by course completion 

Credit Options ." 
ransfer credit from another institution 
redit by examination 
redit for practical (Le., clinical) experience 
ther (e.g., life experience) 

o unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 



III. PUTCOME VARIABLES! 

A. (Educational Outcomes' 

1. The total number of graduates from the doctoral program since its 
initTalilp'jirOVaI is _____________ _ 

2. The average number of graduates per year for the past 5 years from 
the doctoral program is ______________ _ 
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BN/A 
unknown 

BN/A 
unknown 

3. The projected trend in the average number of graduates from the doctoral program 
per year ~ the ~ .2. years is 

1 2 3 4 5 o unknown 
Marked Decrease Marked Increase 

4. The average number of publications per year by doctoral students 
while enrolled in the program is ______________ . ________ _ o unknown 

5. Check all employment positions occupied by known graduates of the doctoral program. 
To the right of each checked position, indicate the number of graduates employed 
in each type of position. 

Position "- Number 
Facultv member - college/university 
Faculty member - two-year college 
Educator - hospital school DN/A 
Researcher 
Consultant 
linical sp~cialist o unknown 

Administrator (service) 
Administrator (education) 
Qther(Speci~t 

6. Check the type(s) of final project required for completion of the doctoral program. 

Project { 

Dissertation DN/A 
hesis 

Project 
Other (Specify) o dnknown 

B. !Curricular Outcomes! 

1. Is there a continuing formal evaluation plan for evaluating the doctoral program? 

1 
No 

2 
Yes 

o 
unknown 

2. The continuing formal evaluation plan of the doctoral program contains the following 
types of criteria (check all that apply) • 

Criteria .; 
nput 

Process DN/A 
Outcome 
pther (Specify) o unknown 
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3. The continuing formal evaluation plan for the doctoral program follows a time-table 
specified by the faculty. 

1 
Never 

2 3 4 5 
Always 8N/A 

WlknOwn 

4. The evaluation findings from the continuous formal evaluation of the doctoral program 
are used in curricular decision-making and revision. 

1 
Never 

2 3 4 5 
Always BN/A 

unknown 

5. How adequate is the continuing formal evaluation plan for curricular decision
making and revision in the doctoral program? 

1 
Inadequate 

IV. POMMENT SECTION! 

2 3 4 5 
Completely 
Adequate 

8N/A 
unknown 

Instructions: Please use this section to make any additional comments or suggestions. 



APPENDIX E 

EVALUATION FORM FOR QUESTIONNAIRE ON 

DOCTORAL PROGRAMS IN NURSING 

Name: Date: 

Phone: 

Instructions: Using this evaluation form, please evaluate the attached 
questionnaire. Should you have comments regarding particular questions 
on the questionnaire, please note the question number next to your com
ment on the evaluation form. Your assistance is greatly appreciated. 
Thank you. 

Section I: Content Evaluation 

1. Are key content areas represented? 
If not, what should be added? 

2. Are there additional questions that should 
be added? If yes, what are they? 

3. Are there questions that should be deleted? 
If yes, what are they? 

4. Are any of the questions "emotionally loaded" 
or obviously biased? If yes, what would you 
change? 
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Yes No __ 

Yes No __ , 

Yes No __ 

Yes No __ 



5. Would you feel comfortable answering all of 
the questions on this questionnaire? If no, 
please explain. 

Section II: Form Evaluation 

6. Are the instructions for the questions concise 
and clear? If no, please explain. 

7. Do the questions, individually, ask for only 
one piece of information? If no, please 
explain. 

8. Do the questions use unfamiliar abbreviations 
or technical terms? If yes, please explain. 

9. Are any of the questions vaguely defined or 
overly general? If yes, please explain. 

10. Are any of the questions ambiguous or do they 
convey double meanings which may cause mis
understandings? If yes, please explain. 

11. Does the wording of any of the questions imply 
a desired answer? If yes, please explain. 

306 

Yes No __ 

Yes No __ 

Yes No __ 

Yes No __ 

Yes No 

Yes __ No __ 

Yes No __ 



12. Are the types of question structures used 
(e.g., open-ended and closed) appropriate 
for each question? 

13. Do the response options cover all reasonable 
alternatives? If no, please explain. 

14. Are response options in the correct sequence/ 
order for each question? If no, please explain. 

15. Are response options of a sufficient length 
to answer questions effectively? If no, 
please explain. 

16. Are response options mutually exclusive for 
each question? If no, please explain. 

17. Is the sequence and grouping of questions 
clear and logical? If no, please explain. 

18. Is the questionnaire too short? If yes, 
what would you add? 

19. Is the questionnaire too long? If yes, what 
would you delete? 

307 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 

Yes No 
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20. What additional comments and/or suggestions do you have regarding 
the questionnai.re (please use the other side of this page)? 



APPENDIX F 

QUESTIONNAIRE COVER LETTERS 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
T U C SON, A R I Z 0 N A 8 5 7 I 9 

COLLEGE OF EDUCAll0N 

CENTER. FOR THE STUDY OF HIGHER EDUCAll0N 

January 28, 1983 

Dear Dean 

I am a doctoral candidate at the University of Arizona with a major in 
higher education administration and a minor in nursing. 

My particular research interest is in graduate education in nursing, 
specifically doctoral education. The research intent of my doctoral 
dissertation is to investigate the institutional, program, and curricu
lar distinctions between Doctor of Philosophy degree programs in nursing 
and Doctor of Nursing Science degree programs in nursing. I am seeking 
support of deans of a randomly selected sample of doctoral degree pro
grams in nursing in the collection of my study data. The study is 
being conducted under the directorship of Dr. Fred Harcleroad, Professor 
for Higher Education and a current member of the National Advisory 
Council on Nurse Training. Please see the accompanying letter by Dr. 
Madeleine H. Leininger addressing the importance of the study. 

The growth in the number of doctoral programs in nursing and the sub
sequent pluralism of the doctoral degree structure has made doctoral 
education in nursing an important area for research. In the future, 
administrators and faculty will face difficult program decisions during 
increasingly stressful fiscal times. Because of tbe dearth of research 
in the area of doctoral education in nursing~ it is important to assess 
the current curricular directions of the two types of doctoral programs 
that are increasing in number. Hopefully, information from this study 
will facilitate future program planning decisions related to doctoral 
education in nursing. 

Data collection for the study involves completion of the enclosed ques
tionnaire. It will be very helpful 1£ you or persons you choose, who 
are knowledgeable regarding the doctoral program, would complete the 
questionnaire and return it to me by February 25, 1983. A stamped self
addressQu envelope is enclosed for your convenience. If you are intereste~ 

1415 N. FREMONT PHONE: (602) 62602213 
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Dean 
Doctoral-Program Research 
January 28, 1983 
Page 2 

a summary of the study results will be sent to you upon completion 
of the st.udy. This will be for your information and, if you desire, 
for circulation to the faculty. All data will be kept confidential. 

I am grateful for your assistance in this endeavor and eagerly await 
your reply. 

Sincerely, 

Rita Snyder-Halpern, R.N., H.S.N. 
Doctoral Candidate 
Center for the Study of Higher Education 
University of Arizona 
Home Phone: (602) 323-9832 

RSH/jh 

Enclosure 
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Ms. Rita Snyder-Halpern 
4842 East 12th Street 
Tucson. Arizona 85711 

Dear Ms. Snyder-Halpern: 

5557 Coss Avenue 
Detroit. Michigan 48202 
(313) 577-4085 

January 10. 1983 

This is a letter of support for your doctoral dissertation focused o~ 
examining differences between various types of doctoral degree programs in 
nursing. 

Nearly a decade has passed since ~ survey study was done to identify 
the kinds of doctoral programs in nursing. and it is important to study the 
purposes. goals. curricular designs of these programs today. Your proposal 
is designed to systematically investigate the purposes and any significant 
differences between different types of doctoral programs in nursing. It is 
indeed a timely and important study since there are 25 doctoral programs 
offered for nurses and more being considered. Your study appears soundly 
conceived with an appropriate research tool to achieve the goals of your 
investigation. 

In general. your study of doctoral education in nursing is a major 
need in nursing in that we need to explicate these various types of pro
grams and their outcomes. The findings should be of much help to guide 
in future developments of doctoral education. Most importantly. it will 
provide a current picture of dominant characteristics of various doctoral 
programs for nurses in the United States to share in the literature. 

I commend you for pursuing this type of study. and hope that you will 
receive full support from other academic and professional colleagues. 

fl4L:ap 

sey. /-
~~nger, R.~., P.O., F.A.A.N. 
Professor of Nursing and Anthropology 
Director. Center for Health Research 
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