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ABSTRACT 

The primary purpose of this descriptive study was to examine the relationships 

between W-year and second-year nursing shidents' perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative teaching style and their self-efficacy for collaborative learning. Bandura's 

theory of seIf-eEcacy was used as a framework to guide the shidy. Subjects were 174 

nursing students, 49 first-year and 56 second-year students, enrolied in a humanistic- 

educative Curriculum, and 69 second-year students enrolled in a traditional cunidum. 

Students completed the Student Plinciples of Adult Learning S d e  (SPALS) to masure 

their perceptions of their teachers collaborative teaching style, and the Self-Efficacy for 

Collaborative Learning Questionnaire (SECL) to measure their self-efficacy for 

collaborative leaming. Eight teachers fiom the humanistic-educative curriculum, 

cornpleted the Teacher Principles of Adult Leaming Scale (TPALS) Questionnaire to 

measure their perceptions of their coilaborative teaching style. Nursing students' 

perceptions of teachers collaborative teaching style were positively related to their self- 

eEcacy for collaborative leaming (1 = .28, p < .O 1). Al1 students reported hi& self- 

eficâcy, regardess of their year in tlie program, or the nirricuiwn in which they were 

enrolled. Teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style were significantly 

greater than students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style (l = 6.0, p = 

-000). Second-year students enrolled in the humanistioeducative cumculum perceived 

their teachers to be signiticandy more wllaborative in teaching style than did second-year 

çtudents in the traditional ~ c u l u m  (t = 4.6, p = -000). The implications ofthe hdings 

are primarily related to nursing education. Teachers need to recognize that they are a 

source of eEcslcy USormation for students and that their own behaviors may influence 

students' perceptions. 
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CXiUWTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In this chapter, background for the study is provided, and its significance is 

descnbed. The need for the study is explained and the study purpose is presented. 

Need for the Study 

"Collaborative learning" is an educational approach involwig joint intellectual 

effort by students or students and teachers together. It holds great promise for enhancing 

student leaming and adding vit* to education (Smith & MacGregor, 1991). The 

definition of collaboration most often used in the nwing literature is " to work together, 

especidy in a joint intellectual effort" (Baggs & Schmitt, 1988; Evans, 1994; Sheer, 

1996). During the collaborative process, the successfùl achievements of one person amuse 

the inteilectual passions and enthusiasm of others. Often, a fact expressed by one 

individuai can become a common intellectual possession instead of fading away in isolation 

(Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991). 

The traditional nursing curriculum is based on the Tylerian mode1 of the 1950's 

that reigned without cornpetition for 35 years. The Tylerian model supported 

submissiveness, obedience, and the '%anking modei" of education (Bevis & Watson, 

1989). Freire (1987,1993) describeci the "banking model" as one in which f a d t y  deposit 

information in student receptacles. He suggested that real teaching is the ability to 

dialogue with students in a mode of reciprocity (1987). There are several Limitations to the 

Tylerian approach. One is the need to develop behavioral objectives for ail planned 

leamùig expenences. A second is "the rigidity and narrowness of the model's 

conceptualization of behavioral objectives" (Bevis & Watson, 1989, p.30). Behavioral 

objectives reflect the fàdtyYs perception of what is important and may ignore the 

students' values and interests. Such objectives are out of step with transfomative 

education and nursing as a human science. As a result, in the late 1980's " a ~ c u 1 u . m  

revolution" began and nursing education cumcula began shifting &om the behavioral 

objective to a more collaborative approach inherent in the humanistic-educative paradigm 

(O7ConnerY 1986). Many educators moved away fiom the banking concept toward an 



empowerment model in which students leam to acquire and -se information 

collaboratively. 

Nursing education c-cula based on this open ended, educative-humanistic model 

integrate a collaborative approach to teaching and leaming wherein students work in 

partuership with one another and with the teacher. Such tacher-student partnerships 

develop the mïnd of individual students through intimate give and take (deTornyay, 1990). 

Student learning experiences are therefore enhanced. The collabo rative approach lay s 

d o m  the burden of traditional models for teacher control (Allen, 1990). Instead, the 

teacher is used as a resource and the student is encouraged to ask questions and 

collaborate with the teacher and other colieagues. Fleniility and recognition of individual 

differences in how and what one lems are valued, Nurse educators who teach in 

humanistic-educative curricula mua use a teaching style that is congruent with a 

collaborative approach Being more accustomed to a teacher-centered mode1 this 

approach to teaching denotes a considerable deviation fiom conternporary practices for 

many nurse educators. In hplementing a wfiaborative approach, they must consider ways 

of increasing -dentsy self-efficacy for collaborative learning, so students may learn to 

value and use such approaches in their l d g .  

This change in approach to teachuig presents a signiscant challenge for nurse 

educators who apply the humanistic-educative curriculum in their teaching. Although 

experts in the nursing field agee that a wllaborative approach is effêctive, collaborative 

teaching-learning in nursing education has not been adequately explored. The purpose of 

this study, therefore, is to explore the relationship between teachers' collaborative 

teaching style and nursing -dentsy self-efncacy in using collaboration as a style of 

leaming. 

Elernents of Collaboration 

In order to implement the humanistioeducative approach in a collaborative 

teaching-learning environment one must understand the elements of a collaborative 

relationship. Such a relationship is an evolvuig one in which a bond or synergistic alliance 

is present and participants are trusted and respected for the work and perspectives they 



contribute to the l e h g  srperïence. The conmbutions of each participant are maximized 

as individuals are encouraged to share their knowledge, skilis, and abilities with other 

group members (Keenafl 1982; Sheer, 1996; Weiss & Davis, 1985). In a collaborative 

relationship, all members have power and are satisfied with th& level of power. They hear 

the same music and dance in step to this music (Coehg & Witcox, 1994). Experts agree 

that a coilaborative approach to teaching-1earning is integral to effective student learning 

wherein the student is supported in an environment of tmst and mutual respect (Men, 

1990; Bevis & Murray, 1990; Bwis & Watson, 1989; Reilly & Oennaan, 1992; SeIlers & 

Kaag, 1992). To this end, teachers are experimenting with approaches that respect the 

capabilities that learners b ~ g  to the teaching-learning situation, capitalinng on student 

strengths and empowering them. 

Bevis and Murray (1990) defined curriculum in the educative-humanistic paradigm 

as '%the interactions and transactions between and among teachers and students with the 

intent that Ieaming take place" ( p.326). In this paradigm, the environment is interactive 

and students are actively involved in the learning experiences. It is one which supports the 

process of leaniing and is dependent on a caring relationship between tacher and student. 

Caring requires couperation and collaboration among those involved in the teachg- 

learning endeavour and promotes equity among them @eUy & Oermann, 1992). High 

quality -dent-fadty interactions are paramount in equity education and are structured 

so that the student, and not the educator, is the centre of the of the educational process. 

The process is humanized so that egalitarian interactions eau occur. These interactions are 

based on mutual respect rather than power and oppression. This approach in student- 

faculty relationships liber- students so that they cm develop self-respect, value the 

contriiutions of others, and focus on scholarship (Sellers & Haag, 1992). 

Theoreticai Framework 

Self-efficacy is a belief or measure of confidence that a person possesses for the 

perKormance of a skill or task (Bandura, 1977, 1993). It determines an individual's 

decision to engage in a behavior and the amount of effort and persistace to put forth. 

Efncacy expectations are beliefs that one can successfûlly perfom behaviors to achieve 



the expected outcornes (Bandura, 1977, 1993). Teachers' methods of instruction have 

been found to innuence students' seKefficacy to achieve in fields other than nursing 

(Schunk, 1984). 

Bandura's (1977) theory of self-efficacy was adopted as the theoreticai fiamework 

for the study. Efficacy expectatioos are derived fiom four sources of efficacy information 

influencing self-efficacy perceptions of individuals: (a) performance accomplishments, 

personal Inastery experiences, have the moa innuence on self-efficacy expectations; @) 

vicarhs observation, seeing others mode1 the behaviour, leaves one with the expectation 

that the activity can be performed without adverse consequemes; (c) verbal persuasion, 

convinhg others that they have the ability to perfonn a behaviour by others t e h g  them 

they uin do it; and (d) emotional arousal or physiological state, the degree of tension 

individuals experïence related to their confidence level for performance in a given 

situation, 

In several investigations, self-efficacy has been positively related to student 

achievement in education parling & Snipelislq, 1983; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990; 

Schunk, 1981, 1984; Thomas, Iventosch & Rohwer, 1987). It is not known whether those 

f'indings are generalizabIe to nursing students' self-efficacy for collaborative leaming. 

Bandura's (1977) self-efficacy theory needs to be further tested in a population of nursing 

students before it is used as the theoretical basis for collaborative teachùig-leaming 

approaches in this discipline. 

Although a coliaborative approach to teaching and leamhg is integral to the 

implementation of the humanistic-educative cumdum, research is lacking on the effective 

implementation of this approach. In this investigation., two settuigs were used to shidy the 

collaborative teaching-learning approach while applying Bandura's seIf-efficacy theoxy . In 

the ikst setting, an interactive approach to teaching-ledg was supporteci in a 

humanistioeducative c h c u l m .  In the second setting, a traditional approach to teaching- 

learning was employed. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose ofthis study was to test the foilowing aspects of Bandura's self- 



efficacy theory: performance accomplishments, Vicarious obse~ation, and verbal 

persuasion. Those aspects were tested by (a) examining the relationship between nursing 

students' perceptions of their teachers' cullaborative teachuig style and their self-eficacy 

in using collaboration as a learning style. (b) comparing ht-year nursing students' self- 

&cacy for collaborative leaming to second-year nursing students where both groups 

were enroiled in the same collaborative program, and (c) comparing self-efficacy of 

second-year nursing students enroUed in a milaborative program to that of second-year 

aming students enroiied in a traditional nursing program The relationship between 

teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style and students' perceptions of 

teachers' collaborative teaching style was also examuied. 

This report is divided into four remaining chapters. In chapter two, the literature 

related to collaboration is examine& Bandura's theory of self-efficacy is presented, and the 

research related to self-eflicacy and academic performance is reviewed. The research 

design, çample, instrumentation, and data collection procedures are described in chapter 

three. In the fourth chapter, the results of the data analyses are presented. Discussion of 

the results and recommendations for wntinued investigation comprise chapter five. The 

report closes with a su- and a conclusion. 



CHAPTER 2 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK, LXTERATJRE REVIEW, DEFINITION OF TERMS, 

RESEARCH HYPOTHESES AND RESEARCH ASSUMPTLONS 

Chapter 2 is compriseci of two sections. In the fkst section, the theoretical 

frarnework used in this study is presented and the fiterature review relevant to the theory is 

reviewed. The literature review Uicludes: self-efficacy and academic achievement, self- 

efficacy and nursing education, and self-eaicacy anci collaboration The second section 

hcludes a description of collaboration, the concept of interest in this study. The fiterature 

review relevant to this concept includes: the defkition of collaboration, the collaborative 

relatioaship, collaboration in general education, and collaboration in nursing education. 

The nursing education review will be M e r  subdivided to include collaborative 

approaches to nmsing strident education, and collaborative approaches to education in 

nursing practice. The above areas coliectively provideci the theoretical foundation for the 

study- The literature reflects the period 60m 1977- 1998. The data bases utilized to 

explore the relevant research were the Cumulative Index of Nursing and AUied Health 

Literature (CINAHL), the Educationai Resource Index Cumicdum (ERIC), and 

MEDLINE. Sel£-efficacy publications held in the Nursing Research Unit at the School of 

Nursing, The University of Western Ontario, were also examined. Data-based and 

expository literature were explored. The definition of terms, research hypotheses and 

questions, followed by the research assumptions, are presented at the end of the chapter. 

Theoretical Framework: Self-Efficacy Theory 

Self-eaicacy is derived f?om Bandura's (1977) social cognitive theory. Within this 

theory, psychological fhctioning was explained by using the term "triadic reciprocal 

causation" to describe the result ofthe interactions among behavior, cognitive factors, and 

environmental events. Wahin the dynamic of triadic reciprocal causation, cognitive 

processes significantly influence the development of behavior. Bandura (1977, 1993) 

views self-eEcacy as a cognitive process in which individuals evaiuate their capabilities to 

cope with Werent realities and execute required behaviors. 

SeK-efficacy is based on two types of expectations: outcome and efficacy 



expectations (Bandura, 1977). The difference between self-efncacy expectations and 

outcome expectations is depicted diagrammatially in Figure 1. 

Efficacy expecîations are beiiefk that one can successfdiy perform behaviors to 

achieve the expected outcomes; whereas, outcome expectations are defineci as one's 

estimate that a given behaviour wiU lead to a partiailar outcome (Bandura, 1977, 1993). 

Outcorne and efficacy expectations are differentiated, because individuals cm believe that 

a partidar course of action will produce certain outcomes; but ifthey entertain serious 

doubts about whether they can perform the necessary activities, such information does not 

influence their befiavior- 

Figure 1 - Diagrammatic Representation of the difference between Self-Efncacy 

Expectations and Outcome Expectations (Bandura, 1977, p. 1%). 

Self-efficacy expectations are the aspects ofBandura's self-efncacy theory that are 

of interest in this study. Efficacy expectations are derived fiom four sources of efficacy 

information influencing self efficacy perceptions of individuds: (a) performance 

accornplishments, @) viwious observation, (c) verbal persuasion, and (d) emotional 

arousal (Bandura, 1977). 

Performance accornplishments, Performance accornplishments are beiieved to be 

the most innuential source of information, because they lead to enhanced ~e~efficacy 

expectations through mastery of experiences (Bandura, 1977). Performance 

accomplishment is usually achieved by participation in and repeated exposure to activities, 

or through seif-UIStnicted perfomance (Bandura, 1977, 1988). HÏgher degrees of success, 



particulariy &y in learning, r d t  in higher self-effiwcy. On the other hand, fdures 

undermine self-efficacy, especially ifthe faiure ocairs before a sense of efficacy is 

estabfished. Following failure, a person is able to strengthen perceived self-efficacy if the 

fdure is overcome and success is obtained in another attempt. Once strong seIf-efficacy 

expectations have been established, the negative impact of occasional fdures on self- 

perceptions of efficacy is reduced (Bandura, 1977, 1988). 

wcanous exoerience, Self-efficacy appraids are partly innuenced by vicarious 

experiences pandura, 1977). Self-efficacy may be strengthened vicariously as the 

individual sees others mode1 the behavior successfùiiy. This ieaves one with the 

expectation that the adv@ can be performed without adverse consequenees. The more 

sùnilar and credi'ble the mode1 is to the leamer, the more confident the ieamer will be in 

the perception that the task is attainable (Bandura, 1988). Vicarious experience can 

therefore increase or decrease one's seE-efficacy expectatiom through social cornparison. 

Verbal oersuasion. A third source of information may be provided by verbal 

persuasion People who are persuaded verbaliy that they possess the capabilities to master 

given tasks are likely to mobilize greater sustained effort than if they harbor selfaoubts. It 

encourages individuals to believe that they have the ability to perform a behavior. Similar 

to vicariously-induced efficacy information, self-appraisds based on the opinions of others 

are weaker than those arïsïng nom one's own accomplishments, because they do not 

provide an authentic experiential base (Bandura, 1977). However, the impact of persuader 

opinions on self-efficacy is strengthened by the recipient's cofidence in, and similarity to 

the persuader, as welI as credibiiity of the persuader (Bandura, 1986). 

Physiologwl ArouspL A f i d  source of information about seif-efficacy is the 

physiological state that individuals experience related to their codidence level for 

performance in a given situation. Individuals u d y  interpret high levels of physiological 

arousal and anxiety as signs of vulnerabiiity or failme. Conversely, they tend to associate 

low States of anxiety to situations in which they are self-eEcacious. Accordingly, these 

intemal cues may iduence their perceptions of the situation and their related performance 

abilities (Bandura, 1 977). A positive interpretation of physiological symptoms enhances 



self-efficacy while a despairing interpretation lowers it. Therefore, eficacy ulfomation 

evoked by physioIogica1 arousal is an important determinant in judging human capabilities. 

Intemal messages of arousal such as rapid heart rate and sweating may undermine self- 

efficacy and impair performance @andura, 1977). 

de. nenerality- and stren-gth, Bandura (1 977) conceptualizes self-eficacy 

as a multi-dimensional phenornenon with three aspects considered to be variable in 

efficacy expectations: magnitude, generality, and strength. Magnihide determines the level 

of difnnilty of a task that WU be attempted. Au experience may generalize efficacy 

expectations to mother situation. This is referred to as generality. Self-eEcacy may also 

be enhanced through previous experience with dficult tasks in other situations pandura, 

1977). However, prior self-efficacy is not the only way to gain performance 

accomplishments. Strength is the degree of confidence an individual possesses in 

performing a certain behavior. Self-efficacy can iduence an individual's decision to 

engage in a behavior and the amount of effort and persisteme to put forth. Students with a 

low sense of ~e~eff icacy for acquiring cognitive skills may attempt to avoid tasks, 

whereas those who judge themselves more self-efficacious may participate more eagerly. 

When facing diffidties, students who have a high sense of seIf-efficacy for leamhg 

expend greater effort and persist longer than those who doubt their capabiïites (Schunk, 

1990). 

Review of the Self-Efficacy Literature 

Self-efficacy t h e q  has been used by researchers as a mode1 to examine studies in 

many domains. It has been demonstrated to be predictive of health behaviors (Bandura, 

1986; OYLeary, 1985); cognitive development and hctioning (Bandura, 1993); and 

academic achievement (Zimmennan, 1995). The theory has been found to be usefùl in 

predicting recovering wdiac patients' seKefficacy expectations for activity Ievel (Gortner 

& Jenkùis, 1990), smoking abstinence versus relapse (Woj* 1988), and outcornes of 

chronic pain treatment (Kores, Murphy, Rosenthal, Elias & North, 1990). The concept has 

also been applied to weight loss (Chamblis & Murray, 1979), management of childbirili 

pain (Manning & Wright, 19831, and management of self-are by diabetic UidMduals 



(Hwley & Shea, 1992). 

The self-efficacy berahire examined in this review includes seIf-efficacy and 

academic achiwement. CrÏteria used to detemine inclusion in this review were: (a) self- 

efficacy and generai academic achiwement, and (b) self-efficacy and academic 

achievernent in n u k g  education A su~lllllary of the gaps in the literature are presented at 

the end ofthe chapter. 

Self-Efficacy and Academic Achievemmx 

A major belief of Bandura's (1977) seIf-efficacy theory is that self-eEcacy 

influences performance. Researchers who have conductecl studies related to sîudent 

education have found positive relationships between self-efficacy expectations and shident 

achievement (Zil~~llllc.rman, 1995). The explanation for this relationship is that when 

students face ~ c u l t i e s ,  those with high self-eEcacy perceptions will expend greater 

effort and persist longer than those who doubt their capabilities (Bandura, 1993; Schunk, 

1990). 

Schunk (1981, 1984 1985) used the concept of self-efficacy in several studies 

related to academic achievement. Schunk (198 1) studied the relationship between the 

innuence of self-efficacy and arithmetic achievement in a sarnple of 56 low-achieving 

children whose average age was nine years. The chiIdren, drawn nom five elementary 

schools, participated in a division competency-development program and received either 

modehg or didactic instruction Both cognitive modeling and didactic forms ofaritbnietic 

instruction led to signincant increases in self-efficacy, skill, and task persistence, but 

s ignif idy higher SU was associated with modeling. This dinerence was found despite 

many sunirlarities between the two treatments. The major merence between the two 

treatments was that children in the modeiing condition observed division strategies 

modeled with diffierent exemplars during periods of instruction and feedback. Path analysis 

of causality revealed that the instructional treatments iduenced children's arithmetic skills 

directly as well as indirectly, thmugh their perceived efficacy beliefs. Students' perceived 

self-efficacy innuenceci their skilI acquisition both direaly and indirectly by heightening 

their persistence. The direct effect indicates that perceived self-efficacy influences 



shidents' I&g through cognitive as weil as motivational processes. Further research is 

needed to investigate how children weigh and integrate eficacy-relevant information in 

fonnùg efficacy judgments. 

Schunk (l984,l98S), in two review articles, addressed the idea that perceived self- 

efficacy is an important variable in understanding achievement behavior. Schunk (1984) 

indicated that educational practices differ in the type of information they convey. Even 

when students acguire efficacy information fiom self-performances, subsequent eflicacy 

judgments are not mere reflections of those perfomances. In the context of competency 

developrnent, students begin to devclop a sense ofefficacy as they work at a task and 

experience some success. Some educational practices may validate this sense of efficacy 

by clearly conveying to students that they are becorning more capable, which in tum, may 

s u d  ta& motivation and Iead to M e r  increases in self-efficacy and skills. Other 

educational pradces may offer ambiguous idonnation about students' capabiiities, or 

convey to the students that they are not skillful.  In the latter situations, increases in seK 

efficacy and skilis should be iower than those resulting fiom efxicacy-validating practices. 

In this way, educatiooal practices constmite an important contextual duence on students' 

precepts of effieacy. Schunk (1985) indiateci that -dents enter classroom activities with 

various attitudes and prior experiences, which affect their initial sense of self-efficacy for 

learning. During task engagement, students may assess ~e~eff icacy by utilizing cues made 

cugniùvely salient by educational practices and which convey information about capability 

to acquire knowledge and skills, such as performance outcornes and perceived mode1 

similarity. In tum, students' increased iearning self-efficacy enhances their motivation for 

Iearniug, or motivation to acquire knowledge and skilis. How students weigh and combine 

efficacy information fiom diverse sources needs to be explored. Further educational 

research is necessary to promote understanding of the interrelationship of educational 

practices, self-efficacy, and achievement (Schunlg 1985). 

A shidy was conducted to investigate the infiuence of goal setting and progress 

feedback on self-efficacy and writing achievement (Schunk & Swam 1993). Participants 

included 33 fourth-graders f%om two ciasses in one elementary school who were 



academidy @ed in language arts. A pre-test, post-tee and maintenance test were 

completed. Children were raudomly assigned to one of three experimental conditions: 

paragraph goal, strategy goal, and strategy goal plus feedback The instructional program 

extended over a 20 day penod, with 5 sessions devoted to each of 4 areas (descriptive 

paragraphs, informative paragraphs, narrative story, and narrative descriptive paragraphs). 

Each student assigned to the strategy goal plus feedback condition received feedback 3 4  

times during each session The feedback conveyed that the children were making progress 

toward their goal of I&g to use the strategy to Wnte paragraphs. In the other two 

conditions, the chikiren were given instructions at the start of the first five sessions and the 

instructions to each group were diEerent. Progress feedback was not given. CWdren in 

the strategy goai plus feedback group judged their self-efficacy higher @ < .OS), and 

scored higher on skill@ < .Os), than did the children in the paragraph goal group, and 

outperfomed the children in the strategy goal only group @ < -05). The group also swred 

higher than children in other conditions @ < .OS) on the post-test, and maintenance test on 

strategy use. Providing gifted students with a goal of le-g a wrïting strategy and 

feedback on their progress r a i d  achievement outcomes and transfer. The findings are 

important given that, wmpared with average achievers, gifted students are more likely to 

generate strategies on their own Self-efficacy was found to be influenced by performance, 

supporting Bandura's self-eEcacy theory- Further research is needed to compare @ed 

students' goal orientations with those of students in regular ctasses. 

In a replication study assessing the determinants of children's academic self- 

efncacy beliefi, pdormance accomplishments with feedback was a more effective 

determinant of efficacy and response outcome expectations îhan modeling (Barhg & 

Snipelisky, 1983). A sample of 358 schoolchildren in grades 2-7, whose average age was 

10 years, wmpleted a Children's Schoiastic SeIf-Efficacy and Intelligence Achievement 

Responsibility Scales while their mean grade score was obtained. Teachers completed the 

Tacher Self-Efficacy Scale. Age and locus of control (LOC) attributionai style mediated 

the influence of performance accomplishments on efficacy and outcome expectations while 

attributional style interacted with modehg in predicting efficacy expectations. Multiple 



regression analysis showed that Performance Ammplishments x Age interaction 

explained a signincant proportion of the variance in efficacy expectations (3 1.1%), while 

the Performance Accornplishnients x LOC interaction contnbuted 4.9% ofthe eflicacy 

expectation variance- Only the Modehg x LOC attribution explained a significant 

proportion of the variance in efficacy expectations (2.94 %). The results are supportive of 

self-eaicacy predictions, that performance accomplishments would be the most influentid 

source of~e~ef f icacy  information, In this study, the teachers were used as a source of 

modeling innuence. It may have been beneficial to assess the role ofpeers as a source of 

potential mode1 influence. 

Lent, Brown, and Larkin (1984, 1987) examined self-efficacy beliefs in relation to 

-dents7 persistence and academic success in pursuing a major in coiiege. A study 

involving 42 science and engineering students, both male and fernale, revealed that higher 

grades and greater persistence in science and engineering were found in students who had 

a strong self-efncacy for technical studies than those shidents with low self-efficacy 

(1984). The subjects completed a pre-test, post-test, and the-lapse test which dealt with 

feelings of self-efficacy, career persistence, aptitude, and Merences in efficacy between 

male and female subjects. During a one-year follow up, -dents with a strong belief in 

their ability displayed greater persistence and achieved si@cantly higher grades in 

science and engineering courses than those with low confidence. Dependent variables 

were the cumdated grades after one year in science or technical course work, and 

percentage of students who completed the subsequent academic quarters. Oniy 50 % of 

shidents with low ratings of self-efncacy persisted in the selected couege major, whereas 

10W of the students with high ratings were enrolied for ad four quarters. In this study, 

the self-efficacy scores were positively correlated with the mathematics aptitude test and 

hi&-school achievement. FÜrther research is needed to examine the relationship between 

career outcomes and both efficacy and academic indices of ability. 

Lent, Brown, and Larkin (1987) suggested that self-etncacy may be especidly 

useful in predicting academic achievement and persistence behavior. In a sample of 105 

fieshman and sophomore undergraduates who were considering science and engineering 



weers, measures of self-efficacy, carcar indecision, and seIf-esteem were performed. 

SeK&cacy scaies had reported values for intenial consistency reliability, with a 

Cronbach's alpha of -89. Multiple regression analysis was used to determine the Merent 

contil'bution of the three theoretical variables on academic performance, persistence, range 

ofcareer options7 and career indecision Self-efficacy showed the most potential in 

predicting academic achievement and persistence behavior than did career indecision and 

seIf-esteem- Students who rated high in self-efEcacy, were less likely to report negative 

consequences of their choice of subject major and more likely to report positive 

consequences. 

In a study conducted to explore the sources of information that students employ in 

appraising their mathematics seIf-eficacy, students cited personal performance 

experiences as the most cornmon, and the most influentid bais oftheir efficacy beliefs 

(Lent, Brown, Gover & Mjjer, 1996). Participants were 103 students whose average age 

was 19.75 years, enroIled in introductory psychology courses at a university. Self-efficacy 

was measured by the Self-Efficacy-College Courses Scale. FoUowing completion of the 

scale, participants were asked to wrîte down, and then rank the factors that they 

considered in making their conndence ratings, in order of importance. Perçonal 

performance ernerged as the most fiequently iisted basis for self-efncacy beliefs, 

accounhng for 58 % of al1 classsable responses. Nearly ail participants iisted at least one 

instance of personal performance experience. Vïcarious leaming and psychologieal arousal 

were cited less often by 37 % and 9 % of participants respectively. Participants also rated 

personal performance (63 %) as having the most influence on their academic self-efficacy 

judgments. The thought-listing procedure used did not allow the authors to clearly 

distinguish between the type of information that students used to construct their efficacy 

beliefs and the decision rules that they employed to weigh and integrate various types of 

efficacy infonnatioe Also, subjects may not have been capable of recounting f-y the 

mental processes affecthg their own judgments and behavior- 

A study was designed to investigate if perceived self-efficacy will, by way of a 

person's feelings about his or her wmpetence, contribute to level of performance (Vmgt, 



1994). The sample consisted of 206 university students enroiled in a fit--year psychology 

course. Perceived self-efficacy was mea~u~ed  by the Self-Eficacy-Magnitude (SEM) 

guestionniiire- Six questions were posed to measure the participants' feelings about their 

study skills and results. Intelligence was rnea~u~ed in order to control for actual abilities. 

Perceived seif-eficacy contnblrted to the positive feelings of students regarding their skius 

(9 < -00 1), and these feelings also iduenced their course grades @ < -00 1). ResuIts are 

consistent with the literature that perceived self-efficacy influences people's affective 

reactioas or feelings regarding their own sWs, which in tum, innuence self-efficacy 

achievement. In the weeks between the SEM and examinations, other factors rnay have 

operated which influenceci subjects' feelings and course grades. A h ,  because subjects had 

just begun their acadernic study, their judgments of their capabilities may have been 

Inaccurate and unstable- 

The self-efficacy titerature lends considerable support to the positive relationship 

between self-efficacy and achievernent. When facing difficulties, students who have a high 

sense of eficacy for leaming expend greater effort and persist longer than those who 

doubt their capabilities (Schunk, 1990). Individuals who demonstrate strong self-efficacy 

are more likely to undertake challenging tasks, and perform more successfiüly than those 

with lower selfdcacy beliefs (Bandura, 1993). Bandura's (1977) theory of self-efficacy 

is supported, in how efficacy information is derived, and how it influences self-efficacy 

expectations. For example, performance accomplishments with feedback were shown to 

be a more effective determinant of efficacy and response outcome expectations (Barling & 

Snipelisky, 19831, than modeling. Modehg as a fom of Uzstruction was shown to 

increase -dents7 self-efficacy beliefs (Schunlg 198 1). The literature lends credibility to 

the fàct that instructional practices rnay influence self-efficacy expectations. However, 

m e r  educational research is necessary to promote understanding of the 

interrelationship of educational pradces, self-efficacy, and achievement. 

If-Effi cacy and Collaborative Teachuig and Leamine in Nurs in8 E ducatio n Se 

Whiie collaboration has been recognised in ment years as a valueci approach to 

shident learning in nursing education (Bevis, & Watson, 1989), only one study was found 



involving self-efficacy and collaborative teaching-learning- This study consistecl of a 

convenience sample of 63 third-year nursing students enrolled in a baccalaureate nursing 

prograrn where a collaborative practice mode1 was used in providing fim1.3~ mirsing Gare. 

Students' seIf-efficacy for collaborative f d y  nursing practice skills was increased (Ford- 

Gilboe, Laschinger, Laforet-Fliesser, Ward-Grif& & Foran, 1997). A pre-test-post-test 

design was used to assess the impact of a 13-week f a d y  nwsing clinical practicum on the 

perceived self-efficacy of trvo groups ofnursing d e n t s  in three areas: f d y  visiting, 

home visiting, and collaborative practice. Students completed the Family Nursing Self- 

Efficacy Questionnaire @SE) at the beginning of the academic year, four, and eight 

months later to coincide with the timing ofthe practicum for each group. A two-factor, 

repeated measures analysis of variance (ANOVA) reveded a signincant Group x Time- 

effect. Students' self-eEcacy dafered signincantly by group at tirne two ody, supportkg 

the positive effects of the clinid practicum on shidents' self-efficacy. Consistent with 

Bandura's (1977, 1986) theory, students rated the performance of family nursing skilis in a 

chical setting as the most important source of efficacy uiformation. Exposure to the 

sources of efficacy information present in a practicurn learning experience was cmsidered 

to have a positive effect on the students' self-efficacy. In the study, the shidents' 

performance of coiiaborative behaviors was not measured, only their perceived seff- 

efficacy of those behaviors. 

Aithough research is lacking on the study of self-efncacy and collaborative 

teaching approaches in nursing education, ~e~ef f icacy  and nursing ducation in other 

domains has been researched. The Iiterature provides support for a direct relationship 

between seKeficacy and academic achievement. 

Seif-Efficacy and Nursin~ Education 

Although support has been provided in the literaturey of the effects of teaching 

strategies on the development of student self-efficacyy and the positive innuence of self- 

eEcacy on academic performance, only two -dies were found which related to nursing 

students. SeE-eacacy was found to be directly related to academic achievement in a 

sample of 134 first-year nursing students enrolled in a nursing theory course in a 2-year 



mmmunity wllege pro- (Chacko & Huba, 1991). The relationships among language 

abilityi reading ability, self-efficacy, and academic achievement were studied. Self-efficacy 

was measwed by the selfmonitoring/learning strategy subscale of the Leaming and Study 

Strategy hventory (LASSI) mowed by the researchers to improve vfidity. Academic 

achievement was measured by the final grades in the nursing theory course. Language 

ability, reading ability, and self-effcacy (1 = -29, = .28, = -33, p < -01) respectively, had 

a direct effect an academic achievement. The study is Limited by the use of seif-report 

instruments to measure all  the independent variables with the exception of reading ability, 

language abiiity, and math ability. Self-report measures may have renected subjects' 

perceptions rather than thei. actual behaviors. Additionally, interpretations of causality 

cannot be made- 

Further support for self-efncacy was found by Foran (1994) who recently tested 

aspects of Bandura's (1977) theory of self-efficacy, by examinuig the Merential impact of 

two leamùig experiences, which contained ditferent mounts of efficacy information. A 

two group pre-test, post-test design was used to study self-efficacy expectations and 

performance prior to, and foifowing a module designed to develop helping relationships. 

Group A engaged in microcounselhg tutorials and Group B engaged in independent 

study. AU students completed the Helping Relationship Behavior Self-Efficacy Scale and 

responded to a videotape of a simulated client before and after the module. The 

videotaped responses were rated using Carkhufl? s Communication Index (1 969). 

Students dso completed the Sources of Efficacy Informaton S d e  at the end of the 

module and a demographic questionnaire. 

Both teaching methodologies were effective in increasing student self-efficacy 

expectations and for improving actual performance of the skills. Accordhg to Bandura, 

leamhg takes place in situations which include sufEcient sources ofthe efficacy 

information to increase learner self-efficacy- Although the microcounse1ling approach was 

thought to include more sources of self-efficacy information, it appeared that both learning 

experiences included sufficient sources of the efficacy information to increase ~e~eff icacy  

and performance in a simulated sÏtuation. It was speculated that the performance and self- 



efficacy expectations of the microcounselling group would exceed those of the 

independent learning group. This hypothesis was not supporteci since both groups 

demonstrated considerable levels of selfefficacy expectatiom and actual ability to perform 

these s a s  in a lab setting. It was recommended th& M e r  investigation be conductecl to 

ver@ this finding since only a small portion of the independent study students submitted 

complete data sets. W e  seIf-efficacy and performance levels within each group 

inaeased, the groups did not differ on the amount of change at post-test. A positive 

correlation was found between self-eEcacy expectabons and performance but the 

relationship was not significant (c = -28, p > -05). Self-efficacy perceptions were 

significantly enhanced, supporthg Bandura's theory tbat a d  performance of the 

behavior was perceived to be the most important source of efficacy information for those 

students. Due to the use of a convenience sample, the generalizability of the findings is 

rimiteci. The small number of completed data sets raises the possibility of Type 1 1 error. 

A descriptive study was employed to detemiine if there was a Merence in the self- 

efficacy scores of fourth-year baccalaureate nursing students before, and after a 12-week 

preceptored ciinical experience (Goldenbers Iwasiw & MacMaster, 1997). The 

researcher-designeci student questionnaire requested students to rate their self-efficacy on 

each of 52 behaviors. The researcher-designed preceptor questiomaire requested 

preceptors to rate their self-efficacy in assisting students with each of the 52 behaviors, 

and on six specific items related to being a preceptor. Andysis, using paired t-tests, was 

perfionned on the scores of 23 students and 24 preceptors, who completed the pre-and- 

post tests. There was a sigrdiant increase in the post-test self-efficacy mean scores of 

students @ < 0.01) in ail subscales. Preceptors' post-scores remained hi& suggestuig 

confidence in their role. Supporting Bandura's theory, four sources of efficacy information 

may have affecteci the students' self-efficacy- Generalizability of the resuits is limited due 

to the small non-probability convenience sampte, where there was 1it.e opportunity to 

control for biases. 

Review of the Collaboration Literature 

Collaborative approaches to teacbing and learning are not restricted to educational 



institutions but are behg used in clinicai settings and have been well received in nursing- 

This is important because it indicates that the approach is not out of touch with clinical 

praaice. Much has been d e n  about the coilaborative approach in the clinical setting in 

nursing education and also in the practice of nursing. Howeva, research has been Limited 

to these areas and M e  research has been done on the collaborative approach to nursing in 

the classroom setting. 

In tbis section, collaboration d be reviewed as follows: (a) the concept of 

collaboration, @) collaborative approaches in education, and (c) collaborative approaches 

in nursing education. Coilaborative approaches in nursing education will include nursing 

student education and nursing practice education. 

The Concept of Collaboration 

The word, "milaborate", is derived &om the Latin words "col", meaning 'W7 or 

cctogether", and " laborare", meaning 'aiork". Collaboration has also been associated with 

words such as cooperation, coaction, mutualism, joint effort, and fusion (Chaprnan, 1992). 

Collaboration is utilized in places of business, in work teams, and as a shategy for conflict 

management (Quinn, Faerman, Thompson & McGrath, 1996). 

The d e w o n  of coilaboration most fkequently found in the nursing literature is 

"to work together, especially in a joint Uitellectual efforty7 ( B a s  & Schmitt, 1988; Evans, 

1994; Sheer, 1996). Coilaboration signifies an evolving relationship (S hem, 1 W6), 

wherein exists a sharing of knowledge, values, responsibility, outcornes, and vision. 

Collaboration is fiequentiy equated with a bond or partnership, characterized by mutual 

goals and cornmitment (Baggs, Ryan, Phelps, Richeson & Johnson, 1992; Henneman, Lee, 

& Cohen, 1995). In a collaborative relationship there is shared power and authority. 

Power is based on knowledge or expertise, as opposed to role or hction. 

Collaboration is promoted tbrough excellent commURication skills. 

Communication is an important antecedent to collaboration, as it serves as a vehicle for 

articulating the necessary elements to collaboration, such as respect, sharing, and trust 

Wememaq Lee, & Cohen, 1995). Codirmhg, nonaggressive, and afErmhg behaviors 

are all necessary components to a co~aborative communication style (Coeling & Wdcox, 



1994). Coilaborative interactions are characterized by a search for understanding, interest- 

based bargairiing, and face-to-face discussions. The approach broadens the field of 

options, and redts  in respect, satistaaion with outwmes, and positive relationships over 

the,  

While d e s  of collaboration provide for structure in collaborative practice, only 

the participants can make it work Coilaboration begins with mutual respect for each 

other's skis and expertise, a firm belief that participants are inherently good and trying 

their best (Alpert, Goldman, Kilroy & Pike, 1992). Mutual trust and respect, the basic 

building blocks of collaboration, may take a long time to develop. Mutual respect irnplies a 

recognition for the body of howledge, talents, and skilis of each participant (Henneman, 

Lee, & Cohen, 1995). Individuals involved with collaboration benefit fiom the supportive 

and numiring environment it mates as feelings of collegiality, self-worth, and importance 

are reinforced. 

Çollaborative Teachine Style 

The humanistic-educative approach to teaching, based on collaborative learNDg, is 

being adopted by some colleges. With this approach, knowledge is constnicted, 

discovered, transformed, and ext ended by students. Facul@'s effort is airned at develo ping 

-dents' cornpetencies and talents while students actively constnict their own knowledge. 

Students view classmates and fadty as collaborators rather than as obstacles to their own 

academic and personal success (Johnson, Johnson, & Smith, 1991). In a collaborative 

leaming classroom the instnictor, therefore, does not assume a passive role. The 

traditional structure of the learning experience is replaced with a collaborative structure 

1986). Leaming in a cooperative way promotes higher achievement, more 

positive relationships, and better psychological adjustment, than individual or cornpetitive 

leaming (Cooper & Mueck, 1990; Johnson, & Johnson, 1994; Johnson et al, 1991). 

Leafning activities focus on the students' understanding and application of the course 

materid Teachers who use collaborative learning approaches see themselves less as 

expert transmitters of knowledge and more as expert designers of intellechial experiences 

for students (Belenlq, Chchy, Goldburger, & Tarule, 1986). 



The relationship between teaching style and learning style on student achievement 

was examined among non-traditional h d t h  professions in degree credit conVi11uing 

education (Conti & Welbom, 1986). The sample wnsisted of 256 adult students in health 

profession classes in a cokge  setting. Subjects, whose average age was 34 years, taught 

by a total of 18 instnictors, attended evening classes. The teacher style of the 18 

instnictors was m e a ~ u ~ e d  using the P~c ip Ie s  of Adult Leaming Scale (Conti, 1979). 

Student achievement was indicated by the final course grade. An d y s i s  of covariance 

was employed to determine the relationship between teacher style and student 

achievement. Students' leamhg style was measured by the CanfieId Leaming Styfe 

hventory. The strongest fincihg was that teaching style made a significant difference in 

student achievement. The greatest achievement was among the students of the teachers 

who practiced the collaborative approach Students who expected to do either above 

average or superior preferred teachers who practiced a collaborative teachhg approach 

which included consistently treating them with dignity and respect. Further r e m c h  is 

needed about shidents' learning styles in order to improve the quality of teaching and 

learning. In the study, leaming style was treated as a trait and many of the computed 

statistics indicated that student m e s s  was unrelated to a speci6c iearning style. 

Situational factors such as the nature of the curriculum, and maturity of the students 

innuence the degree to which the collaborative approach can be advantageously applied in 

adult education. The study addressed the broad field of adult education but did not explore 

the degree to which wllaborativeness was appropnate for each part of this diverse field. 

ClinicaI Nursingi Education 

Researchers examining the concept of coilaboration in nursing education found 

value in collaborative teaching approaches in the cl inid practicum experiences. An 

exploratory approach was used to examine third-year baccalaureate nursing students' 

perceptions of a shared assignment approach to leaming (Warner, Ford-Güboe, Laforet- 

Fliesser, Olson & Ward-GntFui, 1994). The sample consisteci of 112 nursing students who 

were complethg their chical rotation in f d y  nursing. Students selected a partner with 

whom to work fiom among the members of their clinid team. Effective team work 



required collaboration and involved sharing goals and responsibilities. Data were coilected 

using a tacher-developed questionnaire and students' chical journals. Spradley's 

qualitative method of domain analysis was used to organize and interpret data fiom 

students' clinicaI joumals. Students who made a greater number of joint home visits 

reported a higher degree of sharing, and perceived the teamwork expenence more 

positively wïth respect to their learning and the quaiity of nursing m e e  The perception 

scores were examineci separately for students in the first and second year of the study. For 

both groups of students positive perceptions were si@cantIy correlated with the degree 

of sharing of nursing activaies (r = -.42, p = .000I, and r = 4 6 ,  p = -0003 respectively). 

The shared assignment method of ciinical instruction was considered to be a desired 

educational strategy. In this study, students made few home visits together, and the degree 

to which they shared responsibility for nursing their assigned families was lower than the 

authors anticipated. Students may not have defhed teamwork as "shared responsibility". 

Further support was found for collaborative leaming between peers in a midy 

hvolving nwsing students during a clinicai expenence (Iwasiw & Goldenberg, 1993). The 

non-probability convenience sample consisted of 50 second-year students in a four-year 

baccalaureate oursing program, randomly assigned to an experimental and control group. 

Students in the experimental group had oppominities to be both peer supervisors and peer 

supervises. In the cmntrol group, the usual cllliical teaching procedures were followed, 

including on occasion, a student-peer teaching expenence. Data were collected f?om pre- 

and post-psychomotor and cognitive tests of a surgical dressing procedure and eom a 

Clinical Teaching Preference Questionnaire (CTPQ). The experimental group had 

significantly higher cognitive improvement scores (t = 1-67; p < 0.05) and moderately 

higher psychomotor improvement scores. The hypothesis that students who were taught 

by peers will achieve signiticantly higher improvement scores than students taught by 

teachers alone was supported. Responses to the CTPQ showed that students rate their 

preference for peer teaching equal to or higher than instnictor teaching. Students taught 

by peers achieved significantiy higher scores than students taught by clinical teachers 

alone. A methodological limitation of the shidy was that all experimental subjects were 



located in one hospital and a l l  control subjects in another hospital. Also, one clinical 

instructor supervised the experimental subjects, and a different one the mntrol subjects. 

In a fùture study environmental variables may be controiled by having both groups located 

in the same clinical unit. 

Support for a collaborative approach was found when empowering strategies were 

implemented in a nwing practicurn course of a baccalaureate program in Omaha @wks 

& Hromek, 1992). This clinical course, the final one in the program, was designed and 

developed using elements of empowerment strategies. Faculty with a person-centered 

approach to education were asked to participate in the praaicum course. Such teachers 

encouragecl students to think for themselves, and became involved in the process of 

leaming with the students. Students completed 128 clinical hours and attended 161 one- 

hour seminars. Students, in their evaluations, reported that this approach promoted 

independence, decision-making, and integrated their classroorn learning to the c h c a l  

area. In the descriptive article, it was suggested that empowering students through 

provision of a positive and interactive environment was supportive to critical thinking, 

caring, and enhanced learning- The study was limited to one nursing course in one nursuig 

program; nonetheless, it adds to the Literature on collaboration 

Clinical Teaching Associates (CTA) at a local health care agency and 

badaureate f à d t y  at a Midwestem university designed a management course ushg a 

coilaborative clinical teaching mode1 (Weber, 1993). The course was developed to 

enhance shidents' clinical preparation and was precipitated by cornplaints fkom nurse 

managers that new graduates were unable to transfer management theory into practise. A 

clinical teaching associate (CTA), an experienced baccalaureate-prepared nurse employed 

by the agency, provided role modeliag in collaborative teaching expenences with 24 

baccalaureate students. Chical Teaching Associates taught students to o r g e  all their 

daily tasks and skills unique to that unit. Students, with assistance of the CTAs, wrote 

their leaming objectives and took tums leading the two-hour weekly post-conference that 

focused on the application of thwry in the clinical setting. Student evaluation of the CTA 

experience revealed that 87% of the students valued the close working relationship with 



the CTA and felt more prepared for graduation. The model promoted a positive and 

meanin@ clinical experience for the majority of students. Students suggested that their 

clinid judgments improved as they leamed to coordkiate care for a group ofcfients. 

They indicated that they would recommend the expenence to other students. The srnall 

sample and the anecdotai evaluations preclude generalizability to other settings- 

An innovative collaborative educational mode1 on collaboration between the 

education and the service secton was developed and implemented by McMaster 

University SchooI of Nursing and the Nursing and Education Deparünents at HamiIton 

Psychiatric Hospital, Hamilton, Ontario (Kirkpatrick Byrne, M m h ,  & Roth, 1990). An 

awareness of the difliculties in providing a positive leaming environment prompted the 

development of this approach for the ciinical supervision of undergraduate students. The 

basic premise of the mode1 was the recognition that both practice and education are 

essentid and equal wntnbutors to nursing care and service. The front-line nursing staff 

were the clinical supervisors who were supported by clinical nurse specialists, the hospital 

educator and the University faculty member. Each term approximately six third-year 

nursing students were placed at Hamilton Psychiatric Hospital (HPH) for their &st 

psychiatrie nursing expenence. For 12 hours per week, students participated as members 

of the multi-disciplinary team The model provided students with variety and individual 

consideration in their choice of placement that could not have been possible when one 

fad ty  accompanieci a goup of students to a ward. The students' learning was 

strengthened through assistance in identifjing personal values, learning how to collaborate 

and solve problems, and by encountering a positive attitude toward faculty and students. 

The clinid supervisors ïndicated that they felt rewarded by th& professional self- 

development and their close relationship with students. Links between practice and 

education were enhanaxi resulting in improved information exchange. This article was 

limited to expository information 

A hospital-based clinical nurse specialist (CNS) and a university-based fadty 

member who shared a nursing student clinical group proposed to show th* through their 

collaborative efforts, they would promote a positive and effective learning experience for 



the shidents (Shah & Pennypacker, 1992). The C N S  was hired by the University for the 

semester on a per diem basis. Students reported that with a collaborative approach, they 

enjoyed leaming different ways of perfiorming skills, and having the fieedom to choose a 

particular clinical style. The shared clinid rotation provided students with the advantage 

of merging theory with ciïnical practice. Io addition, when students worked colIaboratively 

with advanced practice nurses and nurse educators, an ideal setting for student 1e-g 

was created. This article was limited by the anecdotal nature of the information. 

In an expositov article, Conn (1995) described teachkig nming research to 

advanced pradce graduate students by involvùig them in nurse educators' and advanced 

practice nurses' collaborative research. The author suggested that when advanced pradce 

nurses enact the research component of their nursing role, the value of nursing research is 

reinforced and the graduate student is provided with the opportunity to observe modehg 

of Me-long leaming. The open communication approach, that allows expression of 

divergent views and flexible decision making, is valuable to the leaming process. 

CoUaborative research faciltates the development of students' research skills while 

advancing knowfedge within the discipline. 

Collaboration in Nursine Practice Education 

The Greater Cincinnati Orientation Instructors (GCOI), who worked as nursing 

instnictors at area hospitals, initiated a collaborative experiment (Albunck & Scarbeny, 

1991). A cornmittee of 11 GCOI members nom 11 hospitals participated in the 

development of a common dysrhythmia course for several area hospitals. This was 

prompted by the inability of hospitals to use their staffto full potential when classes were 

only offered every six months. Through collaboration they proposed to offer the course 

each month, with the added benefit of al so reducing duplication of effort by participating 

hospitals, thereby decreasing costs. 

Throughout the collaborative process of developing the 3-day course, the 

cornmittee members experienced an attitude of open communication, with a willingness to 

share knowledge and experience. A spirit of flexibility, cooperation, and compromise was 

present as the members meshed their individual goals, objectives, skius, and interests. As a 



result of their c o ~ o r a t i v e  effort, they s b e d  their viewpoints and developed new 

perspectives in applying theories and concepts. The close peer interaction resulted in 

accornplishments superior to those that couId have been accomplished by a single person 

The coilaborative program was successfidiy cornpleted by 1500 individuals four years 

following its inception. Other advantages of the collaborative effort were the ma 

effedveness of the course to the hospitalg the utltization of staff to their full potential, 

and the sharing of resources and open communication of the GCOI's among the area 

hospitals. In the expository article, a description was presented of the collaborative 

experirnent among hospital staff development educators. The results add to the literature 

on collaboration, 

A study was conducted with a non-randorn sample of 124 nursing staff 

development educators fiom hospitafs within two New England States 1994). Ln 

this study, investigative efforts were directeci at exploring the extent to which adult 

Ieaming principles guided the practice of staff development educators. Nmety-two percent 

of the participants in this nonrandom sample had a baccalaureate level of education or 

higher. The Principles of Adult Learning Scde (PALS) was used in the study to measure 

the degree of support of the principles of collaborative learning (Conti- 1979). PALS 

consists of 44 questions using a standardized summative Likert rating scaie. The mean for 

PALS is 146 with a standard deviation of 20. 

A mean score (147.41) on the PALS inventory provided support for the idea that 

educators practised a combination of teacher- and leamer-centered behaviors, meeting 

institutional goals and maintainhg standards of care. A reliability coefficient ushg 

Cronbach's Alpha (r = 0.80) supported the intemal consistency of PALS to measure the 

educators' overall preference for teaching behavior in the hospital setting. The learner- 

centered process of instruction is one in which decision-making regarding curriculum 

issues is shared jointly by the learner and practitioner. Multiple regression analysis 

identified educational level as significant in explaining PALS scores for the sample. 

Interestingly, educators with a master's degree or doctorate scored significantly higher, 

indicating their preference for a leamer-centered approach to prognun development. 



Support was found for the introduction of students to the basic assumptions of adult 

education and how it related to their role as client educator and self-directed leamer. 

This exploratory study was limited by its nonrandom sample nom a h i t e d  

geographic area. The respondents were not diffërentiated by employment status or work 

schedule. The participants' years ofexperience wuld have had an impact on the r d t s .  

Collaborative approaches to education are purported to produce the following 

results: promotmg a joint intelledual effort by students or students and teachers together 

(Smith, & MacGregor, 1991); faciltahg e f f d v e  partnerships between students, f a d t y  

and students, fadty,  students and organkations; and maximkhg contributions ofeach 

participant as individuals are encouraged to share their knowledge, skiüs and abilities with 

other members of the group (Sheer, 1996). In a collaborative approach to teaching and 

learning, an environment of mtst and mutual respect is created (Allen, 1990; Bevis & 

Murray, 1990; Bevk & Watson, 1989; Reiily & Oermana, 1992; Sellers & Haig, 1992). 

While studies have been mnducted on collaborative learning in education, research is 

limited to a large body of expository literature, and ody a few data-based studies. 

Additionalfy, Littfe research has been conducted on collaborative teaching and leaming 

approaches to nursing education in the classroom setting. Research is needed to examine 

students' self-efficacy in dlaborative leamùig as it relates to how collaborative they 

perceive their teachers to be. 

Relatiomhip Between Self-Efficacy and Collaborative Leaming 

Coilaborative approaches in nming education are advocated and implemented, 

but, in truth, not much is known about what influences successful collaborative taching 

and leaming. It would be helpfùl to know ifteacher behavior innuences successfùl 

students' collaborative learning, because ifit does, then those teacher behaviors need to be 

enhanced. Self-efkacy theory lends itseif well to studying the collaborative leaming 

approach to determine if teacher behaviors innuence student behaviors. 

Coilaborative karning (CL) self-efficacy is a student's perce~ed ability to l e m  in 

a collaborative way. Performance accomplishment, vicarious expenence, verbal 

persuasion, and psychological arousal affect the collaborative learning process. The 



coliaborative learning pro- is innuenced by the teaching-learning enviromnent which 

the teacher provides. In a collaborative teaching-learning environment nursing students 

may receive efficacy information and, in tum, those sources ofefficacy information Skct  

-dentsy implementation of collaborative leaming behaviors. The result may be expansion 

in snidents' thÏnkïng about leamhg collaboratively, and subsequently increased 

coliaborative leaming self-efficacy and performance. Alternately, students' self-efficacy 

may decrease dependhg on their cognitive appraisal of the sources of efncacy information, 

and hence their evaluation of their ability to execute the required behavior. 

In a collaborative teachuig (CT) environment, students derive self-precepts of 

efficacy nom (a) teachers and students modehg collaborative behaviors (viarious 

experience), (b) verbal persuasion provided by peers and teachers, (c) opportunities to 

enact or perfonn the collaborative behavior (performance accomplishments) and, (d) 

learning the physiological reactions associated with the performance of the behavior. As a 

result of these events, a collaborative leaming (CL) environment provided by a 

wllaborative teacher may lead to the development of wllaborative leaming self-efficacy. 

The hypothesized relatioliship among self-efficacy information, coiiaborative teachg and 

learning, and collaborative learning self-efficacy is illustratecl in Figure 2. 

Summary, Critique, and Gaps in the Literature 

Self-efficacy theory has been well developed. Perceived self-eficacy has been 

shown to play a signifiant rote in health behaviors. In addition, a substadal body of 

research lends support to the hi& predictive validity of seIf-efficacy in academic 

performance. This suggests that nursing students' self-perceptions of efficacy for 

collaborative leaming may be an important predictor of actual coliaborative leaming 

ab@. Although teachers' instructional style has been shown to have an impact on 

students' self-efficacy and academic achievement (Schunlg 1984; Bandura, 1993)' 

researchers have not used the concept of self-efficacy to examine the relationship between 

teachers' collaborative teaching behavior and nursing students' learning behavior. This 

area needs to be explored. Therefore, the relationship between students' perceptions of 

coilaborative teaching, and their self-efficacy expectations for learning coilaboratively will 



Figure 2. Hypothesized relationship among self-efficacy information, collaborative 

teaching and leaming, and collaborative learning self-efficacy. The blades represent the 

four sources of efncacy information. The collaborative tacher promotes the efficacy 

information by creating and facilitahg a collaborative teaching and learning environment. 

This results in student collaborative leaming self-efFcacy, and nibsequently to 

collaborative learning performance. 

be examined in this study. 

While the use of collaborative approaches in nursing education has been well 

documenteci in the literature, research is limited to a large body of expository Iiterature. 

Only a few data-based studies were found. Although there is general agreement among 

researchers about elements that constitute a collaborative teaching and leaming approach, 

it cannot be concluded whether a collaborative approach to teaching will influence 

students to leam in a collaborative way. 

A clear definition of collaboration was not readily apparent in most of the 



literature, but the elements of collaboration were usually explicit. Although the 

collaborative teaching and ieaming process was describeci, conceptual clarity is required 

so that the approach can be measured and implemented. 

Several investigations involving teacher style and academic achievement were 

found, but were limited to the non-nursing fiterahire base. Literature was lacking on  

whether teacher style has an impact on student learnhg style. The absence of a clearly 

defined definition of collaboration, and of collaborative teaching and learning, and the 

iduence of teacher behavior on student collaborative leaming behavior, represent gaps in 

the literature. Shce collaborative approaches are recomended as desired approaches to 

nursing education, then research on collaborative teaching and Iearning, for theoretical and 

practical reasons, is required. This study wül address the gaps in the literahue by 

examinhg if teacher behavior affects students' self-efficacy for colIaborative 1e-g. 

Definition of Terms 

The terms used in the research are defined as follows: 

College Nursinn Students; Students enrolled fÙII-time in a three-year diplorna 

nursing program at a Canadian Coliege of Arts &Technology. 

Self-Efficacy; A belief or measure of confidence that a person possessed for the 

performance of a skill or task. It determined an individuai's decision to engage in a 

behavior and the amount of effort and persistence put forth. Students' self-efficacy for 

collaborative leamhg was measured by using the Self-Efficacy for Collaborative Leamhg 

Sale (Appendac A). 

Çollaborative Teaching An educational approach that involved joint intellectual 

effort by students or students and teachers together (Smith, & MacGregor, 1991). W~th 

this approach, knowledge is consttucted, discovered, transformed, and extended by 

students. Collaborative teachers using this approach see themselves less as expert 

transmitters of knowledge and more as expert designers of imeLiectual expenences for 

students (Belenky, CLinchy, Goldburger, & Tarde, 1986). Student-facdty interactions are 

stnichired so that the student, and not the educator, is the centre of the of the educational 

process. Egalitarian interactions are based on mutual respect rather than power and 



oppression. This approach in student-f8aity relationships hierates students so that they 

can develop self-respect, value the contn'butions of others, and focus on scholarship 

(Seners & Haag, 1992). Perceptions of collaborative teachuig style were measured usïng 

the Student PnEciples of Adult Leaming S d e  (Appendix B), and Teacher Principles of 

Adult Leaming Scaie (Appendix C). 

Collaborative Learninq; An educational approach that involved joint intellectual 

effort by students or students and teachers together (Smith, & Maceregor, 1991). Ln this 

approach, students view clasmates and faculty as coliaborators rather than as obstacles to 

their own academic and personal success (Johnson et al, 1991). The teacher is used as a 

resource and the student is encouraged to ask questions and collaborate wÏth the teacher 

and other culleagues (Allen, 1990). Flenbiliiy and recognition of individuaï differences in 

how and what one learns are valued. The interactions are the same as those described for 

collaborative teaching. Collaborative leamuig was meanired by the Self-Efficacy for 

Collaborative Leaming Scale (Appendix A). 

Demo-phic Variables: Characteristics or attribut es of the subjects including age, 

sex, educational level, marital stahis, and prior collaborative experiences. Student 

demographic variables were measured using the Student Demographic Questionnaire 

(Appendix D). Teacher demographic variables were measure by using the Teacher 

Demographic Questionnaire (Appendix E). 

Research Hwotheses 

1. Students' self-efficacy for using collaboration as a learning style will be positively 

reked to theû perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style. 

2. Second-year nursing -dents will have signincantly higher self-efficacy scores for 

coliaborative learning than kst-year nursing students. 

3. Second-year nursing students' ~e~e f f i cacy  for collaborative leaming in a 

humaoistic-educative curriculum will be significantly greater than that for second-year 

nming students in a traditionai nursing airriculum. 



1. What is the relationship between fht-year nursing students' perceptions of their 

teachers' collaborative teaching style and thei. seE-efficacy in using collaboration as a 

1e-g style? 

2. What is the relationship between second-year nursing students' perceptions of their 

teachers' collaborative teaching style and their ~e~efficacy in using coUaboration as a 

Iearning style? 

3. What are the relationships between selected demographics (age, se- educationai 

Ievel, previous collaborative leaming experience) and students' self-efficacy? 

4. What is the relatioaship between the teachers' perceptions of their collaborative 

teaching style, and the students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style? 

The çtudy was carrieci out under the foilowing assumptions: 

1. Subjects will participate fairlyI honedy, and thoughtfuly in the research study. 

2. Students' perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style can be 

measured by the Student Principies of Adult Learnllig Scde. 

3. Students' collaborative learning seIf-efficacy can be measured by the Self-Efficacy 

for Collaborative Leanùng Questionnaire. 

4. Teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style cm be measured by the 

Teacher Principles of Adult Learning Scale. 

5. The teachiug styles of faculty in the two wlIeges are congruent with the 

philosophical bases of the curricuia. 

Summarv 

In this chapter the theoretical fiamework used to guide the study was descnbed. A 

review of the self-efficacy and collaboration literature then fuiIowed. The chapter 

wncluded with a presentation of dehitions of research terms, research hypotheses and 

questions, and assumptions. The study rnethodology is descriied in chapter 3. 



CHAPTER 3 

METKODOLOGY 

The methodology of the shidy is descnbed in this chapter. Descriptions of the 

design, setting, sampie, instruments, data collection procedures, and data analysis 

processes are presented. The chapter will wnclude with an outhe of the measures used to 

protect human r i a s  of the subjects. 

Research Design 

In this study, a descriptive correlational survey design was employed to examine 

the relationship between the students' perceptions oftheir teachers' collaborative teaching 

style and their perceived self-efficacy in using collaboration as a leaming style. Students 

completed two instruments, one which m e a ~ u ~ e d  thei. perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative teaching style and the other which measured their ~e~ef f icacy  for 

collaborative learning. The teachers also cornpleted measures of their perceptions of their 

collaborative teaching style. 

S etting 

Participants were selected tiom diploma nursuig programs at two colleges in 

Central Ontario. The first, College A, is in north-central Ontario, with a fb.ü-time 

enrollment exceeding 5,000 and an additionai 25,000 students who access 1ea-g 

resources on a pari-the, and continuhg leaming basis. The nursing program, three years 

in length, was selected to access students enrolled in a humanistic-educative auTidum. 

The second, Coilege B, also in central Ontario, is one of Canada's largest 

community colIeges amacting approximately 11,000 W-time and 50,000 part-thne 

students. The nursing program, three years in iength, was selected to access students 

enrokd in a traditional curriculum- 

Sample 

Non-randomized, convenience sampling was employed. The study population 

consisted of 14 nursing fadty,  67 nrst-year nursing students, and 90 second-year nursing 

students fiom College 4 and 240 second-year nursing students fiom CoUege B. Students 

who were registered practical nurses, enrolled part-the, repeating the program, or under 



1 8 years of age were excluded. 

The sample f?om College A included eight nurskg faculty, 49 first-year students, 

and 56 second-year students. The nursing program at College A was based on a 

humanistic-educative Cumculum and congruent wah a collaborative approach to teaching 

and iearning. Selecting students h m  the program allowed a comparison to be made 

between first-year nursing students' self-eEcacy for collaborative learning, to that of 

second-year nursing shidents, enrolled in the same collaborative program Teachers fiom 

this program were selected to determine the relationship between -dents7 perceptions of 

their teachers' collaborative teaching style and students' self-efficacy for collaborative 

learning. In addition, the reIationskÜp between teachers' perceptions of their collaborative 

teaching style and -dents7 perceptions of teachers collaborative teaching style was 

explorecl. 

The sample nom Ccllege B included 69 fU-tirne students enrolled in the second- 

year of the nursing program. The program was based on a traditional c ~ c u i u m ,  which 

may be mûthetical to collaborative teaching approaches. Selecting students fiom a 

traditionai program, dowed a comparison to be made between the self-efficacy of second- 

year students for collaborative leaming to that of second-year students enrolled in a 

collaborative program. Second-year -dents were selected because, based on Bandura's 

theory of self-efficacy, it was assumed that they would be more self-efEcacious in 

collaborative leaming than first-year students. According to Bandura's theoxy of self- 

efficacy, students wodd have had more opportunities to perform the collaborative 

behavior and, therefore, would be more confident. 

Teachers were selected fkom CoUege A only, and included those who tau@ k t  

and second-year students in the collaborative program. Teachers who were casual 

replacements were excluded. Teachers who taught in the traditional program, College B, 

were not included, as the focus of the study was on teachers' perceptions of the 

collaborative teaching styles of those teachers who taught in a humanistic-educative 

curriculum. 

To assure representativeness of the sample, a minimum of 138 (46x3) subjects was 



reqwred for the study. Using the power table for r, with a 0.05 level of si@cance and a 

power of0.80, a medium effect size (0.40) wdd be detected by a sample size of46 

(Cohen, 1988, Table 3 -4.1, p. 10 1 ). To ensure the minimum of participants was achieved, 

al1 potentiai subjects were asked to participate. 

Instrumentation 

Four instruments were used to collect the data. Two instruments, the Principles of 

Adult Leaming Scale (PALS) (Conti, 1979), and the Collaborative Behaviour Sale  (CBS) 

(Stichler, 1989, 1990) were adapted with permission for the study. The researcher- 

developed Demographic Questionnaires for Students @QS) (Appendix D) and 

Demographic Questionnaire for Teachers (DQT) (Appendix E) were used to coiiect 

information about the participants. 

Nursing students &om College A, enrolled in the second semester of year one and 

year two of the program, were asked to wmplete three questionnaires. Nursing students 

nom College B, enrolled in the second semester of year two of the program, were asked 

to wmplete tbree questionnaires. Teachers were selected nom Coiiege A only, and 

completed two questionnaires during the çame time period. 

Princi~les of Adult Leamine Scate (PALS) 

"CoIIaborative leaniing" is an educational approach involving joint inteilectual 

effort by students or students and teachers together (Smith & MacGregor, 199 1; Evans, 

1994). In a collaborative approach to teaching and learning, *dents work in partnership 

with one another and with the teacher (deTomyay, 1990). Student-faculty interactions are 

stnactured so that the student, and not the educator, is the centre of the educational 

process. These interactions are based on mutual respect rather than power and oppression 

(Sellers & Haag, 1992). Conti's definition of collaborative teacbing and learning was 

derived f?om the aduli education literature and is congruent with the above principles. 

Collaborative taching and Leamïng was dehed as a process-oriented/leamer-centered 

approach to teaching, with an emphasis on what the lemer does (Conti, 1985). The 

approach depends on active student participation where the teacher hctions as a 

facilitator whose task is to create a supportive environment where the learner is fiee to 



take Bsks. When this approach is use& education becornes a woperative art. The 

P ~ c i p i e s  of Addt Leaming Scafe (PALS) developed by Conti (1979), is congruent with 

the concept of collaborative teaching and feaming; therefore, the PALS instrument was an 

appropriate one to use in this study. 

The Principles of Addt Learning Scale was developed to measure the degree of 

practïtioner support for principles of collaborative teaching-leaniing when teaching adults. 

The Principles of Adult Learning Scale was designed to masure congruency between 

adult education practitioners' actual, observable classroom behavior and their expressed 

belief in the coilaborative teaching and learning approach. It has since been used in over 36 

dissertations (Draessler, 1991; Viau, 199 1; Wegge, 199 1). The instrument was designed 

to be completed by teachers, rneasuring their expressed beiief in collaborative teaching 

learning approaches. Conti suggested utilization of the instrument in research studies on 

leaming efficiency in spe&c teaching and leamhg modes (Conti, 1979, 1983). 

Practitioners may use the sale to assess their teachuig style. m e r  variables that may be 

shidied are student growth in the cognitive and affective domain, the relationship between 

teaching and leaming style, and factors influencing the situational setting such as the 

nature of the curriculum or the Uistitutional setîing. 

The 44-item instrument is a ~uflfnative rating s d e  using a rnodined Likert scde. 

Respondents indicate the frequency with which they practice the action descnied in the 

items. One-halfofthe items are stated positively so that their action is congruent with the 

collaborative mode. The actions of the other half are aatithetical to the collaborative 

mode. Scores may range fiom O to 220. The mean score in the instrument is 146 with a 

standard deviation of 20. These normative scores for PALS rernain consistent across 

various groups that practice addt education. The instrument can be completed in 

approximately 10 minutes (Conti, 1983). 

Validity and Reliabiiity, Constnict validity of PALS was established by the 

testimony of two juries of adult educators. The first jury consisted of three adult education 

professors fiom Northern TUinois University who analysed the items, commentai on the 

validity of the constnicts in the items, and suggested irnprovement for variai items. The 



second jury, a national jury, consistecl of ten professors, with a high pro& in the field of 

ad& education Seventy-eight percent d e d  that the concept ofeach item was congruent 

with adult education 1e-g principles associated with coilaborative teaching and learning 

(Conti, 2983). 

The content validity was estabiished by field-testing. In phase 443 practitioners at 

three different educational sites were tested. In phase 2, the same form of the instrument 

was aininistered to 57 practitioners enrolIed in different fU-time programs. The scores 

Eom the field-tests were used to assess the content validity of each item. Pearson product- 

moment correlations were calcdated to evaluate the relationship between each individual 

item and the criterion measure of total score, and indicated that of the 44 items in the 

questionnaire, 25 items were signincant at the -001 level, eight at the -01 level, seven at 

the -05 level, and four at the .10 level (Conti, 1979). 

Criterion related validity was estabiished by comparing the scores on PALS to 

those of the Flanders Interaction Andysis Categories (HAC). Both instruments measure 

initiahg and responsive actions. The eighty percent who scored two standard deviations 

above or below the mean on PALS were observed, and their classroom behaviors were 

evaluated by means of the FIAC. These data were subsequentiy rated according to the 

FIAC, and these scores were compared to PALS. Pearson product-moment correlations 

between PALS and each of the three possible FIAC ratio scores of teacher response ratio, 

teacher question ratio, and pupil initiation ratio, showed a positive correlation of -85, -79, 

and -82. The high correlations statistically confinneci that PALS consistently measures 

initiating and responsive constnicts and that PALS is capable of consistently differentiatiug 

among those who have divergent views conceniing those constnicts (Conti, 1979, 1983). 

A follow up and factor analysis of PALS lent support to the constnict validity of 

the instrument (Conti 1985). Seven fàctors were statisticaiiy derived £iom the o v e d  

PALS score, supporthg the collaborative approach to teaching and learning. By d y s i n g  

those factors, tachers may gain a clearer understanding of thei. classroom behavior. High 

scores in each area represent support for the concept implied in the factor name. 

The seven fâctors are: Leamer Centered Activities; Personalizing Instruction; 



Refating to Experience; Assessing Student Needs; C h t e  Building; Participation in the 

Learning Process; and Flmibility for Personal Development (Conti, 1985). The Leamer 

Centered Activities factor is considered the main factor and comprises 12 of the negatbe 

items in the instrument. Opposition to these items implies that teachers practise behaviors 

which dow initiating action by the student and encourage students to take responsibility 

for their own leamkg- Personaliting Instruction, the second factor, consists of six positive 

items and three negative items. Teachers who score high on this factor do a variety of 

things that personalize leaniing to meet the uniqiie needs of each student. RelaMg to 

Experience, the third fàctor, is composed of six positive items, and teachers who score 

high take into account their students7 pnor experiences and encourage them to relate thsir 

new learning to experiences. The fourth &or, Asseeskg Shident Needs, is made up of 

four positive items, and teachers who treat students as an adults, by finding out what 

students want and need to kmw, would score high. In the fifth factor, Climate Building 

includes four positive items which are congruent with a fkïendly and informal environment, 

where dialogue and interaction with others is encourageci. The sUah factor, Participation 

in the Leaniing Process, contains four positive items, designed to measure the amount of 

student involvement in detemuning the nature, and evaluation of the content material. 

Flexibility for Personal Development is composed offive negative items. Those who 

oppose the collaborative approach to teaching and leaming view thernselves as providers 

of lmowledge rather than as facilitators. 

The reliability of PALS was established using the test-retest method using the final 

44-item f o m  The Pearson Correlation for the 23 practitioners in the sample group 

yielded a reliability coefficient of' -92 (Conti, 1983). 

Permission was obtained fiom the author of the instrument 

to adapt and use the PALS instrument (Appendix F). The original instrument was used for 

classroom teachers only. The Principles of Adult L e h g  Scale was adapted to be 

completed by teachers (TPALS) who teach in eithedboth classroodclinical area. The 

directions outlined on the survey were changed fiom: "The following survey contains 

several things that a teacher might do in a classroom", to T h e  following survey contains 





enrolled in a 3-year wilege diplorna program, who completed them. The students assessed 

the instruments for relevance, wording, clarity and flow. The &ter and two University 

professors also assessed the adapted questiomaires, and no f i d e r  changes were made. 

Th e Co lI borative Behavior Sçale (CBS) 

The CBS was designed by Stichler (1989) as a self-report measure utilized to 

determine the extent of respondents' perceptions of collaborative relationships. It was 

developed to measure respondents' collaborative behaviors between the nurse and the 

physician (Part A) and between the nurse and the manager (Part B) in a specifïc 

departmental relationship. Nurse-physician collaborative behavior and nurse-manager 

collaborative behavior sigmricantly predicted job satisfaction. The CBS was deveIoped 

using a conceptual 6amework related to interactional theory and social theory. It 

measures the amount ofpower balancing, interachng, and interpersonal valuing that 

occurs in a collaborative relationship. Stichler refers to coilaborative behaviors as assertive 

and cooperative behaviours that promote a feeling of muhiality, partnership, or teamwork- 

The questions used in instrument support the related literature on collaboration and are 

congruent with the purpose of this shidy. 

The CBS is a four point Likert-type scale with response options ranging nom 

"rarely" (1) to "nearly always" (4). The higher the total score, the more collaborative the 

relationship. The 20 item CBS was developed using the theoretical work of Deutsch 

(1973, cited in Stichler, 1990), and Homans (1950, cited in Stichler, 1990). 

Validity and Reliability, The Weiss and Davis Collaborative Practice Scale (CPS) 

(1985), was administered to test the convergent validity of the Stichler Collaborative 

Behavior Scale (CBS) (1989). Weiss and Davis designed the CPS to measure the 

collaborative practice between nurse and physicians. The s a l e  had a nurse and physician 

version, but only the nurse version was used by Stichler. Weiss and Davis reported 

Cronbach's alpha coefficients for intemal consistency as -80 for the nurse CPS (NCPS) on 

initial testing and -83 on a subsequent test. The test-retest reiiability was -79. Conshuct 

vaIidity testing using factor aualysis yielded two factors for NCPS: 1) direct assertion of 

professional expertise and opinion, and 2) active clarification of mutual responsibilities. 



The content validity index (CVI) for the uistrument was reported as -91 (Stichler, 

1989). Factoral validity was established using an alpha factoring technique. Var- 

rotation yielded a simple structure with seventy-three (73%) of the variance attributed to 

factor 1 (direct assertion of professional expertise and opinion). Factor ioadings ranged 

fkom -79 to -92. Reliability was initially teste. using Cronbach's alpha wah item total 

correlations ranging from .78 to -90 and a standardized item alpha of -98. Further 

psychometric t e d g  (Sticfiler, 1990) of the CBS-A had a Cronbach's alpha of -96 with an 

inter-item correlation of -5 7, and the CBS-B a Cronbach's alpha of -98 with an inter-item 

correlation of -68 (N = 1 88). Convergent and dismminate validity of the instrument was 

confïrmed by examinhg correlation coefficients between the CBS-A and the CBS-B with 

the Coilaborative Practice Scale (Weiss, 1985). 

Adaptation of CBS, Permission was obtained f?om the author to adapt and use the 

scale to measure nufsing students' seE-efficacy for using collaboration as a learning style 

(SECL) (Appendix G). AU questions were adapted. Directions were changed fiom 'The 

purpose of this scale is to determine the extent of collaboration behaviors which generally 

exist between you and the physiçïana with whom y o ~  work", to "The purpose of this scale 

is to determine how you feel in performing the following behaviors in your current 

leaming environment. When learning new things with your classmates/clinical group in 

your nursing program, how confident are you in your ability to learn by:" Examples of 

how three questions were adapted are: 

1. Wre feel fke to share ideas with one another", was changed to " Freely sharing 

ideas with one anothef. 

2. " There is a feeling of muhial regard and respect", became Waving a feeling of 

mutuai regard and respect for one another". 

3. "We tmst one another" was altered to "Trusting one another". 

Feedback for the adapted instrument was obtained, fkom eight nursing students, 

enrolled in a 3-year college diploma program which was not, hcluded in this study. The 

students assessed the instruments for relevance, wording, clarity and flow. The &ter and 

two University professors also assessed the adapted questionnaires, and no further changes 



were made. 

Student D e m o m c  Ouestionnaire ISDQ 

The researcher-designed SDQ was comprised of ten items, eight to which mbjects 

responded by either filling in the biank or circling the number that corresponded to their 

m e r .  Data about age, sex, level of education, marital status and previous collaborative 

leaming experience were collected. To collect data about previous coiiaborative 

experience, four questions were designed, to which students were asked to respond on a 

scale of 1-5. These variables were selected to control for the potential of previous 

coiiaborative experience on students' self-efficacy for collaborative learning. Two open- 

ended questions measured student coUaborative learning &-eEcacy since entering the 

nursing program The demographic questionnaire was reviewed by two nursing experts for 

content and clanty. No pilot testing was performed. 

Teacher Demopra~hic Questionnaire (TDQ) 

The researcher-designed TDQ is comprised of six items to which teachers were 

asked to respond by either filling in the bIank or circling the number that corresponded to 

their answer. Data about age, gender, marital status, level of education, employment 

status, and years of experience were measured. These variables were seiected because of 

their potential influence on teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teachuig style. The 

demographic questionnaire was reviewed by two nursing experts for content and clarity. 

No pilot testing was performed. 

Data Collection Procedures 

Approvd to wnduct the research was received @orn the University of Western 

Ontario Review Board for Health Sciences Research involving Human Subjects 

(Appendix H). Permission to access the subjects was sought fiom the Academic Directors 

at the ColIeges in which the study was conducteci. 

The researcher met with the Academic Director, Health Sciences Program, at 

Coiiege 4 descnied the study, and requested permission verbally and in writing, to 

conduct the study in the nming program- Verbal approval was granted to coikt data 

fiom the teachers, first-year, and second-year students in the program. 



The researcher spoke with the Academic Director of the H d t h  Sciences Program, 

at College B, by telephone. The study was explaïnecl and permission requested to conduct 

the study in the nursing program Verbal permission was granted to collect data nom 

second-year nursing students. 

Students From Collgge A 

The researcher met with the fanilty at College A who taught year one and year 

two students. Permission was requested h m  the teachers to explain the study to their 

classes and d o w  for d i s t r i ion  and completion of three questionnaires during class time- 

The researcher spoke to students fiom six classes, with the teachers absent nom the 

classroom. The study was explained and students were given the opportunity to ask 

questions. -Assurances of anonymity and con6dentialZ.y were provided. Students' 

participation was requested and they were told that their consent to participate would be 

indicated by return of the questionnaires. The students were given a letter of information 

(Appendix I), and three questionnaires (Appendix A, Appendix B, Appendix D) which 

were expected to take, in total, 20-25 minutes to complete. They were asked not to put 

their names on the questionnaires and had the choice of complethg the three 

questionnaires during class time or dropping them off in a designated locked box within 

forty-eight hours. AU students who participateci completed the questionnaires during class 

time and delivered thern & d y  to the researcher. A SuffiCient sample size was 

accomplished nom students who were approached during class time; therefore, it was 

unnecessary to post a memo to access more students. 

Students From C o I l e e  

The researcher met with two teachers at College B, who tau& year two students. 

Permission was requested nom the teachers to explain the shidy to their classes and d o w  

for distribution and completion of three questionnaires during class time. Students fkom 

five classes were approached. The rernainiog data collection procedure was identical to the 

procedure followed at College A 

Teachers 

The researcher requested permission £tom the nursing program coordinator at 



CoUege A to explain the study to the teachers during a facuty meeting. Ten icadty 

mernbers were present. hiring the meeting the study was explaïneci, a letter of information 

distn'buted (Appendix J), and tacher participation requested. Teachers' questions about 

the study were answered. Assurances of anonymity and confidentially were provided. Due 

to time limitations, teachers were unable to complete the questionnaires during the f i d t y  

meeting. The teachers were informed that the two questionnaires (Appendk C,  Appendix 

E), which took in total 20 mimites to cornplete, could be obtained firom the nursing 

program secretary, and their consent to participate would be indicated by the? retum of 

the completed questionnaires. Teachers were instnicted not to sign the questionnaires. 

Teachers were asked to r e m  the completed questionnaires to a designated locked &op 

box in the nursing office, within one week A memo was posted to access teachers who 

were not at the faculty meeting, giving them the opportunity to participate (Appendk K). 

Infiormation about the study was provided in Wntten f o m  (Appendix I). M e r  a period of 

ten days, a follow-up memo was posted to remind teachers to retum the completed 

questionnaires (AppendÏx L). 

Data Analysis Plan 

The data were analyzed using the SPSS/PC+. Descriptive and inferentiai statistics 

were calculated. A level ofsignüïcance of -05 was used for ail inferential statistical 

analysis. Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were proposed to test 

hypothesis one which was to determine the relationship between students' self-eEcacy for 

using collaboration as a leaming style and their perceptions of their teachers' coilaborative 

teaching style. For hypothesis two, an independent t-test was proposed to compare the 

collaborative self-efficacy scores of first-year and second-year nursing students. An 

independent t-test was also plauned to test hypothesis three, to compare the means of 

collaborative self-efficacy scores of second-year nusing students in a humanistic- 

educative CUrncuIwn to those of second-year nursing students in a traditional curridum. 

The use of Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients was proposed to 

answer research questions one and two, to examine the relationship between both first and 

second-year nursing students' perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style 



and îheir self-efficacy in using collaboration in their style of learning. For research 

question three, ANOVA was planned to examine the relationship between age and 

students' seif-efficacy, and educationai laie1 and students' seIf-efficacy. An independent 

t-test was proposed to measure the relationship between gender and student self-eEcacy- 

Pearson Product Moment Coefficients was proposed to correlate the relationship between 

previous collaborative experience and student-self-efficacy- For research question four, 

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was proposed to examine the 

relationship between teachers' perceptions of their coilaborative teaching style and the 

students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style. 

The two open-ended questions allowed for unstnictured responses, so that 

respondents had greater response flexiiiIity. Participants could respond more than once to 

each question, or not at all. One response fiom each participant was to be counted for 

each category and subcategory. It was planned to group conceptuaDy sunilar responses, 

and taUy the number of responses for each category. Because students may respond more 

than once to each question, and some may not respond, the total number of responses may 

not equal the total number of -dents. It was agreed that a second reader wodd examine 

the responses for conceptual similarity. 

Protection of Human Rights 

There were no laiown nsks to subjects in this study. Permission to approach 

nursing students and teachers for participation in the research study was granted by the 

appropriate authorities in the nursing programs. 

Students 

Faculty were absent during explanation ofthe study to the class, and during 

completion of the questioMaires. Time was planned for students to ask questions during 

this time. Students were assured both verbally and in writing, that their participation in the 

study was voluntary, and rehuning the questionnaires would be indicative oftheir consent 

to participate. Students were infomed that facuty wodd have no knowledge of their 

participation status, and that they could refuse to m e r  any of the questions, and could 

withdraw fiom the study at any time without consequence. Study results were not 



revealed until final grades were submitted. Results were reporteci as group results, so that 

no one would be able to i d e m  participants by their answers. 

Students were advised not to put their names on the questionnaires. Ail answers 

would remain anonymous. Only group data were report&. Completed questionnaires 

were kept in a locked nling cabinet at the home of the investigator, and only the researcher 

and data analysis advisor had access to the raw data. Questionnaires were destroyed after 

data were abstracted firom them- 

Teachers 
Faculty were provided with an explmation of the study during a f a d t j  meeting 

and had an opportunity to ask questions. Faculty were assured, both verbdy and in 

writing, that participation in the shidy was voluntary and there would be no conseqyences 

to their participation or non-participation Participants were informeci that they could 

refuse to answer any of the questions or withdraw fkom the study at any time without 

penalty. AU the results fiom the midy were reporteci as group results so that participants 

would not be identifid by their answers. Questio~aires were destroyed after data were 

abstracted fhrn them 

s-ary 

This chapter included a description ofthe study design, instruments, setting, 

sample, and data collection procedures. The data analysis plan and the measures to protect 

the rights of participants were presented. Results of this research are presented in 

chapter 4. 



CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS 

In this chapter is included a description of the sample, and the m m ,  standard 

deviations, and range of scores for the major study variables. The results of the inferentai 

statistical analysis are reported for eacb hypothesis and research question Additional 

andysis is also presented. 

Sample 

The sample consisted of 174 -dents, 105 were f?om College 4 and 69 fiom 

College B (Table 1). Ofthe 105 students f?om College 4 49 were enrolled in fht-year, 

and 56 in second-year. Only second-year students fiom College B were included. Most of 

the students (9 1 %) were female. The majority (79 %) were between the ages of 18-25 

years. Most (85 %) were single. Prior to their nwsing education, 60 % (a = 105) had 

sewndary ducation, 35 % (a = 61) post-secondary, 3 % (g = 5) undergraduate, and 2 % 

(a = 3) had a graduate degree. 

Dem-?hic Characteristics of Teachers 

The sample consisted of 8 teachers corn College 4 the college using a humanistic- 

educative curridum (Table 2). ALmost all(87 %, n = 7) teachers were female. Teachers' 

age ranged nom 35-52 years, with a mean age of 44 years (S&! = 6). HaIf(n = 4) of the 

teachers were manieci; 25 % (n = 2) were separated/divorced, 12.5 % (n = 1) single, and 

one widowed. Teachers' years of teaching experience ranged from 3-19 years (M = 9.75, 

= 4.7). Halfthe teachers (n = 4) had a graduate degree, 25 % (n = 2), had an 

undergraduate degree, and 25 % (a = 2) were diplorna-prepared. Thirty-seven and a half- 

percent (a = 3) were employed fidl t he ,  50 % (Q = 4) were employed on a sessional basis, 

and 12.5 % (a = 1) were employed on a partial load basis. 

Descriptive Statistics for Measurec of Major Shidy Variables 

In this section the means and distribution of scores for the Principles of Adult 

Leaming Scale (PALS), the Self-Efficacy for Collaborative Leaming Sale  (SECLS), and 

the Previous Collaborative Leaming Scale (PCLS) are reported. Cronbach's alpha for 



each questionnaire is also reported 

Pearson Skewness Coefficient was calculated tshg the formula reported by 

M m e  and Page (1993, p. 30) to detemine that the interval-level data were nomally 

distributed. Thus, parametric statistical tests were used. Pearson Product Moment 

Correlation Coefficients, independent t-tests, and adys is  of Vanance (ANOVA) were 

determined to be appropriate for use in the study. 

Table 1 

D e m w ~ h i c  Chafactensttcs o 
- .  

f Students N = 174) 

Sex Male 

Female 

Age 18 - 25 

26 - 30 

31  - 3 5  

36 - 40 

41 - 50 
Swe 

Mamed 

Separated/Divorced 

Widowed 

F o n d  Education Secondaq 

Post Secondary 

Undergraduate 

Graduate 



Table 2 

Dernomphic Charactensûcs o 
- - 

f Teachers IN = 8) 

Characteristic 

Sex 

Employment Status 

Male 

Female 

Mean 

Single 

Marrieci 

Separated/divorced 

Widowed 

Diplorna 

Undergraduate Degree 

Graduate Degree 

Partial Load 

Sessional 

Full Thne 

- -- 

Student Principles of Adult Leaming Scale {SPALS) 

The intemal consistency of SPALS was adequate with Cronbach's alpha of -77, 

above the minimum standard value of -70 for a new instrument (Burns, & Grove, 1987)- 

The internai consistency for the seven subscales was dso tested using Cronbach's alpha. 

The Cronbach's alpha for the subscdes of Leamer Centered Activities (factor l), Relating 

to Experience (factor 3), and Assessing Student Needs (factor 4), were -70, -70, -75, 

respectively, at or above the required minimum standard of -70. Climate Building (factor 

5) subscale had a Cronbach's alpha of.68, close to the minimum standard, and was 

included in the analysis. Thus, ody the four subscaies deerned to be retiable were ùicluded 

in the analysis. Because the intemal consistency for the additional three subscales, 



Personalizing Instruction (fàctor 2), Participation in Leaming Process (factor 6), Personal 

Development (factor 7), was less than -70 (with values of -57, -48, -39, respectnrely) they 

will not be presented. The mean, standard deviation, and range of scores for the total 

scores on SPALS, and total scores for the SPALS Learner Centered Activities, Relating 

to Experience, Assessing Student Needs, and Cihate Building subscales are reported in 

Table 3. Students' total scores on SPALS ranged between 72-184, with a mean of 122.8, 

Located in the upper halfof the possibie range of scores for all subscales. 

Table 3 

Mean, S-dard Devidon and Rame of Sco res for Student P rinci~les of Adult Leaniine Scale 

(SPALS) (N = 174) 

Student Principles of Adult Mean SI2 Range of Possible 

Learning Scale Scores Range 

Learner Catered Activities 34.0 8-7 7 -57  O - 60 

Re- to Experience 18-8 5 -3 O -29 0 -30  

Assessing Student Needs 12.6 4.4 1-20  O - 20 

C l .  Buil- 14.7 3 .O 6 -20 0 -20  

Total Swre (7 Subscales) 122.8 18.7 72-1 84 O - 220 

Teacher Princioles of Aduit Learnin~ - Scale (TPALS) 

The internal consistency (reliabüity) for TPALS was not calculated, as the sample 

size (a = 8) was insutFcient. The mean, standard deviation, and distribution of scores of 

the TPALS and subscaies are reported in Table 4. Calculations showed that teachers' 

TPALS scores ranged fiom 147-171, with a mean of 159.9, in the upper halfof the 

possible range of scores. 

Self-Efficacy for Collaborative Leamina Scale [SECLSI 

The intemal consistency was calculated for SECLS using Cronbach's alpha and 

found to be -96. Out of a possible score range of 20-80, students' (n = 174) mean scores 

= 66.4, = 1 1.2) were high, indicating a high level of confidence. Students' scores 



Table 4 

Mean, Standard Deviaîion and Rame - of Scores for Tacher Prnici~ks of Adult Leamine Sc& 

Teacher Principks of A M  Mean SD Range of Possible 

Leamhg Scafe Scores Range 

Learner Centered ActMties 

Personaliang Instniction 

Reiating to Experience 

Assessing Student Needs 

Climate Buildmg 

Participation in Leaming Process 

Fiexibiiiîy for Personal Development 

Total Score 

ranged fiom 23-80. 

Previous Collaborative Learninn Scale CPCLS) 

The PCLS, part of the demographic questionnaire, consistai of four questions 

designed to measure previous collaborative experience of students (n = 174). The 

reliability for internai consistency was caldated for PCLS using Cronbach's alpha, and 

found to be -9 1. Students' mean score was ('M = 15.6, SI) = 3.9)' out of a possible score 

range of 4-20. Students' scores ranged from 5-20. 

Inferential Statistics 

Hypothesis 1 

The relationship between students' seif-eEcacy for ushg coilaboration as a 

leanillig style and their perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style was 

examined by calcuiating Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients between the 

SPALS scores and SECL scores (Table 5). Moderate correlations were found between the 

SPALS total scores and SECL scores, and between the SPALS Relating to Experience, 



AssesSng Student Needs, and Climate Building subscale scores and the SECL scores. 

These fhdings provide support for the nrst hypothesis, that students who reported high 

seIf-efficacy for collaborative learning ais0 reported higher scores regarding their 

perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style. 

Table 5 

Coml&ions Between Students' Perce~tions ofTeachex-s' Coltabrative T e a c m  Style and TheÎr 

Seif-Efficacv in Coilaborative 

--- 

Student Principles of Ad& Leaming S d e  Self-Ef6icacy 

Total Score 

Subsdes 

Learner Centered Activities 

Reiating to Experience 

Assessing Studetxt Needs 

ClunateBdding 

** 0 < -01 

mothesis 2 

It was hypothesized that second-year nursing students enrolled in a humanistic- 

educative cUmculum will have signincantly higher coilaborative self-efficacy scores than 

fist-year nursing students enrolled in a humanistic-educative curriculum. This hypothesis 

was tested by using an independent t-test to compare the merence in means between the 

self-efficacy coilaborative leaming (SECL) scores of first-year students to those of 

second-year students. There was no sigdicant difference between first-year nursing 

students' seif-efficacy = 65 -9, = 13.3), and second-year nursing students' self- 

efficacy for coilaborative leamhg (EI = 66.0, = = 1 1.5; f [ 1,lO3] = -. 07, p = -94) and, 

therefore, the hypothesis was not supported. 

othesis 3 

The third hypothesis was that nursing students' seIf-efficacy for collaborative 



leaming in a humanistic-educative ~ c u l u m  will be signiflcantly greater than that of 

students enrolled in a traditionai nursing curridum, This hypothesis was examineci by 

using an independent t-test to determine the dBerence in rneans between the ~e~eff icacy 

collaborative learning (SECL) scores of students in the two c-da (Table 6). No 

signincant merence between the two groups was found for students' self-efficacy for 

coUaborative leaming @ [1,172] = -.07,g = -48). In addition, there was no signiscant 

diffaence (t [1,123] = -0.6, p = -54) in the self-efficacy of second-year students in the two 

cwicula. Thus, this hypothesis was not supporteci. 

TabIe 6 
. . 

and Standard Deviations of Student SECL Scores a Humanistic-Edw 
. . 

and Students in a Traditional Curriculum 

-- 

Self-Efficacy Total Score 

- 

Humanistic-Educative Curridum 

First-Year 49 65.9 13.3 

Second-Year 56 66.0 11.5 

First and Second Year 105 66-0 12.3 

Traditionai CUmculum 69 67.2 9.3 

Research Ouestion I 

The relationship between est-year nursing students' perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative teaching style and theû self-efficacy in using collaboration as a learning styie 

was examineci. Correlations between flrst-year students' SPALS scores and SECL scores 

were calcuiated (Table 7). A significant moderate relationship (L. = -28, p < -05) was found 

between first-year nursing students' total scores on SPALS and their self-efficacy in using 

coliaboration as a le-g style. Additionally, a moderate correlation (E = -29, p < .OS) 

was found between first-year nursing students' total scores for the Assessing Student 

Needs subscale and their self-efficacy in using collaboration as a learning style. 



Table 7 

Correlations between Fi-Year Students' Perceptions of Teachers' Collaborative Teachine S-e 

md Their SeW-Efficacy in CoIlaborative Leamin g- 

Total Score 

Subscales 

Learner Centered ActivIties 

Relating to Experience 

Assessing Student Needs 

Ciim=itp. Building 

*p< .OS 

Research Question 2 

The relationship between second-year nursing students' perceptions of their 

teachers' collaborative teaching style and their self-efficacy in using collaboration as a 

leamhg style was examined. Pearson-Product Moment Correlations w-ere used to 

caiculate the relationship between second-year students' SPALS scores and SECL scores 

(Table 8). A significant relationship (E = -41, p < -01) was found between second-year 

nursing students' perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style and their self- 

efficacy in using collaboration as a leamhg style when the total scores were calculated. In 

addition, a significant relationship was found between the scores ofthe Relating to 

Experience (1 = .42, Q < .01), Assessing Student Needs ( L = -34, p < .01), and C h a t e  

Building ( r = -50, p < -0 1) subscales and second-year student s' self-efficacy for 

collaborative learning. 

Research Ouestion 3 

The relatiomhips between selected demographics (age, sex, marital status, 

educational level, previous collaborative leaming experience) and students' self-efficacy 

were exsrnineci. To measure the relationship between age and student self-efficacy, 



Table 8 

t - Corre mens between Second-Year Students7 Pereons of Teachers' Qkborative Teaching 

Stvle and Their Self-EEcacv in Collaboraîive Les- -J = 561 

Student Pnnciples of Addt Learning ScaIe Self-Efncacy 

-- -- 

Totai Score 

Subscaies 

Learner Centered Activities 

Relating to Experience 

Assessing Student Needs 

C W e  Building 

** 0 < -01 

ANOVA was employed to compare the means of student self-efficacy scores according to 

the various age groups. There was no statistically sign5cant difference among the means 

@ [1,4] = 1.8, p = -13). Additionally, a t-test was used to compare self-efficacy for 18-25 

year old shidents (g = 138) to all the other students (n =36) but no significant ciifference 

was found (t [1,168] = -0.7, p = -47). 

To measure the relationship between gender and student self-efficacy7 a t-test was 

employed to compare the means of the self-efficacy scores for the two groups. The self- 

efficacy mean for fernale students (Q = 158) was similar to that of male students (Q = 16) 

with no signifiant merence existhg between the means (t [l, 1721 = 0.2, p = -84). 

To measure the relationship between maritai status and student seif-efficacy, 

ANOVA was employed. No signincant difference existeci among the means of students' 

self-efficacy scores according to their rnaritai stahis @ [1,3] = .28, p = -84). 

To rneasure the relationship between educational level and student self-efficacy7 

ANOVA was used. No signincant difference was found among the means of -dents' 

self-efficacy scores for collaborative leaming and their previous formal education 

(E [1, 33 = -26, p = -86). 



The relationship between previous collaborative experience and student self- 

efficacy for using collaboration as a leanüng style was examined by caiculating the 

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficients between scores on the SeIf-Eacacy for 

Collaborative Learning S d e  (SECLS) and Previous Collaborative Learning Scale 

(PCLS). The Previous Collaborative Leaming Scale (PCLS), consisting of four questions 

(demographic questionnaire), designed to masure students' previous collaborative 

experience pnor to nursing program. The PCLS scores were caldated by adding 

responses to the four questions. A signifiant relationship was found when the scores for 

second-year students in both the humanistic-educative program (z = -29, p < .OS), and 

traditional program (r = -33, p c -01) were caiculated. Signincant correlations were also 

found when the scores for all students (E = -21, p < -01) were caldateci. A signincant 

relationship was not found when the scores for fht-year d e n t s  were calculateci 

Research Ouestion 4 

Teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style and the students' 

perceptions of teachers collaborative teaching style were examuied. A t-test was used to 

compare the means of teachers' TPALS scores and students' SPALS scores (Table 9). A 

significant merence in means was found when both the total (a = 105) and separate 

scores of fbt-year (n = 49), and second-year (a = 56) students were compared to the 

teachers' TPALS scores. 

Teachers perceived themselves to be more coliaborative in teaching style, = 

159.9, SP = 7.9), than students perceived them to be (M = 128.5, = 14.52; (2 [1,111] 

= 6.0, p < 0.00 1). The différence in the means between the Leamer Centered Activities 

(t [l, 11 11 = 2.6, p < .OS), Relating to Experience (l [l, 1 111 = 2.9, p < .005), and 

Climate Building (g [ 1,111-j = 2.7, p = -009) subscales were si@cant. 

Additional analysis for students by year was conducted. A t-test comparing the 

means of first-year students =127.9; So =13.5) and ail teachers (n = 8) (Ea = 159.9; 

SD = 7.9) reveaied a signiscant difference in teachers' perceptions of their collaborative 

teacbing style and the students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style. 

Teachers perceived themeIves to be more collaborative in teaching style than first-year 



Table 9 

Differences in Means Retween P A L S  Scores and SPALS Scores of Students in Humanistic- 

Total Score 

Teacher 

Student 

Learner Centered Activities 

Teacher 

student 

R e m  to Experience 

Teacha 

Student 

Assessing Student Needs 

Teacher 

Student 

Ciimate Building 

Teacher 

Student 

students perceived them to be (1 [I,55] = 6.5, g < 0.00 1). A t-test cornparhg the means 

of second-year students (E1S = 129.0; = 15 -5) and teachers (M = 159.9; = 7.9) 

revealed a signincant diffierence in teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching 

style and the students' perceptions of teachers' coUaboratBre teaching style. Teachers 

percebed themselves to be more collaborative in teacbg style than second-yea. -dents 

perceived them to be (t [1,62] = 5.5, p < 0.001). 

Two open-ended questions were included in the demographic questionnaire. The 

questions were developed to dow for an unstrucîured response, so that respondents had 



greater response fiexibilày. The mstructured response is a responsive form over which the 

researcher attempts to exert Little control (Tuckmm, 1994). In responding to the 

questions, some participants made more than one comment, while others made no 

comment. No more than one response fkom each participant was counted for each 

category and subcategory. Conceptuaiiy similar responses were sorted, and the number of 

responses tallied in each ofthe categories. The categories were obvious as students' 

comments were consistent and sirdar. Therefore, no interpretation ofwhat comments 

implied was required. Categorization of respomes was verified by a research expert. 

Because some students made more than one response to each question while others did 

not respond, the total number ofresponses did not equal the total number of students. 

Remonses to Open-Ended Question 1 

Shidents' comments to the question 'What has contrï'buted to your self-efficacy in 

coUaborative leaming over the past year?" were organized into 7 categones (Table 10). 

The category "Workuig with Peers7' had the greatest number of responses (48.8 %). This 

category consisted of four subcategories, all relating to working with peers. The fmt 

subcategory "feeling valued and respected" consisted of 17.8 % of student comments; for 

example, "knowing that my ideas and opinions are valueci", "my ideas are always listened 

to, valued, and respected", "accepted and respected by all classmatesy ', "being treated as 

though my ideas have merit". In the second subcategory "group worK', 17.2 % of the 

students commented that working in groups contnbued to their sel£-confidence in 

collaborative leaming; for example, "workhg in srna groups and participating more and 

more", c'group interaction", "experience in group leamingf'. In the third subcategory 

"supportive shidentsyy were 8.6 % of the responses; for example, "classrnates 

encouragement", ''he1pfÙ.l peers", "'help of others", "confidence of peers", " we 

are a team". The fourth subcategory "increased comfiort level" had 5.2% of student 

responses and included Yeeling codortable with everyone", "getthg to know your peers 

makes me feel more cornfortable and confident around them", C"feeling cornfortable 

learning fiom one another". 

The next largest category related to "Teachers". Thirty-one percent of the students 



Table 10 

Comments Related to Question 1 W a t  has contributed to your self-efficacy in collaborative leaming over the past year?" 

Number of Students Who Noted the Comment 

Comment Categories Traditional Curriculum (a = 69) Humanistic-Educative Curriculum (Q = 105) Total (D = 174) 

II % Year 1 (a = 49) Year 2 (n = 56) El % 

n Q/o n % 

Working with Pers 

Feel Valued & Respected 

Group Work 

Supportive Students (pecrs) 

Increased Comfort Level 

Teachers 

Encouragement & Positive Feedback 

Interactive Style 

Supportive Teachers 

Expericnce 

School 

Personal 

Previous Work Expericnce 

Knowledge 



wrote a teacher-related comment. Three subcategones fornned this category, as it was 

obvious thst the comments related to teachers. In the first subcategory, "encouragement 

and positive feedback?', were 12.1 % of student comments; for example '%eing told you 

are doing a good job", "my tacher's enc~uragement~~, "knowing that my cornpetence is 

recognized by my teachers". In the subcategory "interactive style" were 11.5 % of the 

-dent comments; for example, 'teachers treating me like an equaf", "facilitators who are 

easily approached when there is a problem", "one-to-one interaction with instiu~tors", 

3eachers who are open and you c m  talk to them about anything7", "a tacher who listens 

and respects their students as peopley7. The subcategory "supportive teachers" consistai of 

8.6 % of the responses; for example "teachers who are caring and ~nderstanding~~, 

"support fiom teachers", 'kachers who really care". 

The remaining categories were: 'Txpenence" (1 3 -8 %), for example: "building my 

self-confidence through experience", "ongoing nuning experiences'; "School" (12.6 %), 

for example, " opedeamhg concepts here" "the nature of the program"; 'Tersonal" 

(1 2.1 %), for example, "supportive family", "confidence family have instillecl"; 'Trevious 

Work Experience" (6.9 %), for example, "learning fiom past experiences in school ", 

'past experiences with working7'; and "Knowledge" (6.3 %), for example, "my lmowledge 

base has increased", "trernendous arnount of knowledge obtained through classes77. 

Responses to Ouen-Ended Ouestion 2 

The second question was "Are you currently more confident in ushg collaboration 

in your leaming than you were at the beginning of the nursing program? Please explain-" 

Students' comments to the question were organized into 10 categories (Table 11). Of the 

174 respondents, 71 -8 % were more confident in coilaborative learning than they were at 

the beginning of the nursing program. The most fkequently mentioned comment, by 

14-4 % of the students, was ''Increased Cornfort In Class" that contributed to their self- 

confidence, for example, "because I've become more comfortable with group members, 

"more comfortable as part of a leaming team", "1 know everyone really weIl, so I'm 

cornforable s p d g  in fiont of them". Ofthis total, 28 % were first-year students, 

accounting for the largest category within this group. 



Table 11 

Comments Related to Question 2 "Are you currently more confident in using collaboration in your leaming than you were at the beginning of the 

nursing program? Please explain." 

Number of Students Who Noted the Comment 

Comment Categones Traûitional Curric~l~m (n = 69) Humanistic-Educative Cumculum (a = 105) Total (4 = 174) 

n % Year 1 (n = 49) Year 2 (al = 56) n % 

n % ~à % 

Increased Comfort In Class 

Group Work 

Increased Knowledge 

Feelings Related to Peers 

School Program 

Experience 

Personal 

Teachers 

Relationship With Teacher 

Encouragement From Teacher 

Feelings Regarding Tacher 

Yes 

No 



The second largest category, "Group WorK', was cded by 13.8 % of the students. 

Examples included: "because of the amount of group work I have leamed to work better 

in a group setting, " because we work together as a group all the timei7. Group work was 

not mentioned by students in the traditional curriculum as contn'buting to their self- 

confidence in collaborative karting. c'Increased Knowiedge", the third most fiequently 

mentioned comment; was included by 13.8 % of the students, for example, "more 

knowledgeable in what 1 am doing". 'Teehgs Related to Peers", the fourth largest 

category, included 8 % of the responses; for example, "opinions and ideas are valued by 

my peersY7. The sixth category, "School Program," consisteci of6.9 % of the responses; for 

example '?he program deals with a lot of knowledge and you need to collaborate to keep 

up with ït". In the seventh the category, "Expenence", there were 4.6 % of the responses; 

for example; " yes, in the dinical setting where it is best to work together", "because of 

more experience". Increased confidence related to experience was rnentioned ody by 

students in the traditional program. Under the category c'Personal" were 4 % of the 

responses; for example ''maturity", "1 now have a higher self-esteem, and am more willing 

to collaborate". 

Under the category "Teachers7' were three subcategories which included 8 % of 

the responses. The first subcategory "Relationship With Teachei' consisted of 4 % of the 

responses; for example "enjoy interaction with teachers", " encouraged to address teachen 

by uieir first names, and fiee to talk to them about anything", "1 feel I can freely approach 

my teacher". The second subcategory " Encouragement From Teacher" included 2.3 % of 

the responses; for example, "encouraged by teachers", "encouraged by teachers to tell our 

opinions". The third subcategory, "Feelings Regarding Teacher" consisted of 1.7 % of the 

responses; for example "because of my teachers and how they've dowed me to grow", 

'' feel accepted by my teacher". 

Additional Analyses 

othesis Two 

Hypothesis two was not supported as there was no significant merence between 

est-year nursing students' self-efficacy and second-year nursing students self-efficacy for 



collaborative learning- A significant relationship was found between previous collaborative 

experience scores and self-efficacy for collaborative leaming scores for second-year 

students ( 1 = -29, p < -05). Gben that a sigdicant correlation was found, tùaher analysis 

was wnducted related to hypothesis two. Analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used to 

control for the influence of previous collaborative learning experience when comparing the 

selfefncacy between nrst-year and second-year students. Although the F value 

approached the -10 Level of signifïcance when PCLS scores were considered as the 

covariate, there was still no statistidy sigrifkant difference in self-efficacy for the year 

groups- 

Research Questions One and Two 

Fisher Z transformation (Cohen & Cohen, 1983) was used to compare the 

wmelation coefficients between ht-year and second-year students' perceptions of their 

teachers' collaborative teaching style and their self-efficacy in using collaboration as a 

learning style. The correlation between students' perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative style and their self-efficacy for collaborative learning was significantly 

stronger for second-year students than for first-year students for the Climate Building 

subscale (z = 1.98, p < -05). AltIiough the second-year student correlation for the Relatîng 

to Experience nibscale was stronger than that of first-year students, it was not 

si@cantly diffèrent. 

- aison of al1 Sem Cornr, nd-Year Students' Perceotions of their Teachers' Collaborative 

Teazhing Stvle 

A t-test was used to compare the mean scores of al1 second-year students' 

perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching styIe (Table 12). A significant 

dserence was found for the total scores (z = 4.6, p = .000), and subscale scores Relating 

to Experience (& = 4.6, p = .000), Assessing Student Needs Q = 2.2, p = .027), and 

C b t e  Building (z = 3.3, p = -001). Second-year students in the humanistic-educative 

curridum perceived that their teachers were more coilaborative in teaching style than did 

second-year students in the traditional cUmculum. 



Table 12 

in Means Between SPALS Sco 
- 

res of Second-Year Students in a Humamsûc-Educative 

C&culum and Second-Year Students in a TraditionaI Curridum 

Total Score 

Humanistic-Educative Curriculum 

Traditional CUmcuium 

Learner Centered Acîivities 

Humanistic-Edudve Curriculum 

Traditional Curriculum 

Relaîing to Experience 

Humanistic-Educative CUmculum 

Traditional CUTncuium 

Assessing Student Needs 

Humanistic-Educative Curriculum 

Traditional Curriculum 

Climaîe BuiIding 

Hurnanistic-Educative Curriculum 

Traditional Curriculum 

- - 

Teacher DemQgaphic Data Analvsis 

Teacher demographic variables (age, marital status, years of teaching experience, 

employment status, educational level) were examined to determine their relationship to 

teachers' perception of collaborative teaching style. Each variable is reviewed. 

nie relationship between the age of teachers and their perceptions of collaborative 

teaching style was examined using Pearson Product Moment Corrdations. No significant 

relationship was found. 

The relationship between marital status and teachers' perceptions of collaborative 



teaching style was examined by using ANOVA to compare the means ofeach group. One 

si@cant difference was found among the means of scores on the TPALS Relating to 

Experience subscde (E [1,33 = 6.9, p = -05). The mean scores for single, marrie4 

separatedldivorced, widowed were M = 28.0,23.0,25.0, and 27.0 respectively. 

The relationship between teachers' years of teaching experience and teachers' 

perceptions of collaborative teaching style was examined. Pearson Product Moment 

Correlations were ddated ,  and no signiscant relatiomhip was found. 

The relationship between teachers' perception of collaborative teaching style and 

their employment status was exarnined by using ANOVA to compare the meam of each 

group. No signincant differences were found. 

The relationship between educational level and teachers' perceptions of 

collaborative teactiing style was examineci using ANOVA A significant Merence was 

found between graduateprepared teachers on the Assessing Needs subscale and the 

scores of the other groups (E [ 1,2] = 7.5, = -03). The mean scores of graduate- 

prepared, undergraduate-prepared, and diplorna-prepared teachers were M = 18.5, 1 1 .O, 

and 14.0 respectively. 

Finally, the reiationship between educational level and teachers' perceptions of 

collaborative teaching style, examined by using ANOVA, revealed a signifiant clifference 

between diplorna-prepared teachers on the Climate Building subscale (s: [1,2] = 11, 

p = -02) and the scores of the other groups. The means of graduate-prepared, 

undergraduate-prepared, and diplorna-prepared teachers were M = 18.5, 15 -5, 19.0, 

respectively. 

Summary of StuQ Redts  

Shidents' seIf-efficacy for using collaboration as a learning style was positively 

related to their perceptions of their teachers' collaborarive teaching style (1 = -28, p < -0 1). 

Hypothesis one was supported. 

Hypothesis two stated that second-year nursing students' self efficacy for 

collaboraiive learning would be significantly greater than thaî of first-year nursing 

students. This hypothesis was not supported. The difference in means between the self- 



efficacy scores of second-year nursing students and W-year nursing shidents who were 

enrolled in a humanistioeducative curriculum was not si@cant. 

The third hypothesis, that nmsing studentsy -seif-efficacy for collaborative learning 

in a humanistic-educative curriculum wiiI be signincantly greater than that fix nursing 

saidents in a traditional nursùig curricuium, was not supported. There was no signincant 

difference between the mean scores of second-year nursing students enrolled in a 

traditional curricdurn and those enroUed in humanistic curriculum, 

A significant relationship (1 = -28, p < -05) was found in response to research 

question one, when the relationship between first-year nursing students' perceptions of 

their teachers' collaborative teaching style and their self-efficacy in using collaboration as 

a leamhg s@e was examineci. As students' seIf-e-fficacy increased, so did th& SPALS 

scores. 

For research question two, a significaot relationship (1 = -41, p < -0 1) was found 

when the relationship between second-year nursing students' perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative teaching style and their self-efficacy in using collaboration as a kaniing style 

was examineci- As studaits' self-efficacy increased, their SPALS scores also increased. 

For research question three7 the relationships between selected demographics (age, 

sex, marital status, educational level) and students' self-efficacy were examined. No 

sisnificaat results were found. 

When the relationship between previous collaborative experience and student seif- 

efficay was examined, a si@cant relationship was found for second-year -dents in 

both the humanistic-educative program (1 = .29, p < .OS), and traditional program (r = -33, 

p < -01). A sigdïcant relationship was not found when the scores for fïrst-year students 

were calcdated. 

A signifiant relationship was found Li response to research question four. The 

difference between teachers' perceptions of theû collaborative teaching style and the 

students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teachg style was exanrined. There was a 

signiIicant merence between the means of teachers' TPALS scores, and students' 

SPALS scores. The mean score for teachers was higher, indicating that teachers perceivecl 



themselves to be more coilaborative in teaching style than students perceived them to be. 

For the first open-ended question ' m a t  has contributed to your self-&cacy in 

collaborative learning over the past year?", there were 7 categories. The category 

Working with Peers" had the greatest number of responses (48.8 %)). The second largest 

category related to "Teachers". Thkty-one percent of the students wrote a teacher-related 

comment. 

To the second open-ended question "Are you currently more confident in using 

collaboration in your learning than you were at the beginning of the nursing program? 

Please explain", student comments were organized into 10 categories. Of the 174 

respondents, 71 -8 % were more confident in collaborative learning than they were at the 

beginning of the nursing program- '?ncreased Cornfort in Class", the largest category, 

consisted of 14.4 % of the responses. 

The correlation value between second-year students' perceptions of their teachers' 

collaborative style and their self-efficacy for collaborative Ieaming was significantly 

stronger @ < -05) than that of fkst-year shidents for the Climate Building subscale. 

When a t-test was used to compare the mean scores of all second-year students' 

perceptions of their teachers collaborative teachhg style, there was a sigdicant merence 

for the total scores (1 = 4.6, p = .000), and subscale scores Relating to Experience (Z = 4.6, 

p = .000), Assessing Student Needs (t = 2.2, p = .027), and Chnate Building (t = 3 -3, p = 

-001). Second-year students in the humanistic-educative curriculum perceived that their 

teachers were more collaborative in teaching style than did second-year students in the 

traditional curriculum. 

Severai significant results were found when the relationship between tacher 

demographics and teachers' perception of coilaborative teaching style was examined. Due 

to the smafl sample size, the fuidings must be interpreted with caution. A sigdicant 

difference was found among the means of scores on the TPALS Relating to Expenence 

subscale (E [1,3] = 6.9, p = .OS), when the relationship between maritd status and 

teachers' perceptions of collaborative teaching style was examined. A sig&cant 

merence was also found when the relationship between educational tevel and teachers' 



perceptions of collaborative teaching style was examineci. There was a signiscant 

ciifference between graduate-prepared teachers on the Assessing Needs subscale 

[1,2] = 7.5, p = -03) and the scores of other groups. FinsiUy, there was a signincant 

clifference between diplorna-prepared teachers on the Climate Building subscde 

(F_ [l,2] = 11, p = -02) and the scores of other groups. 

Siimmary of the Chapter 

In chapter 4, the results of the data analysis were presented. A summary of the 

resuits followed. A discussion of the results will be included in chapter 5. This discussion 

will include Iimitations, implications and conclusions of the study. 



CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION, LIMITATTONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter begins with a summary of the research results. The reçults are then 

discussed in relation to the hypotheses and research questions. The chapter concludes with 

the saidy limitations, implications for nursing education, administration, practice, and 

research, and a summary. 

Discussion 

The research findings will be discussed in relation to self-efficacy theory and 

collaboration literature- The examination of the study results will be preseated according 

to the research hypotheses and research questions. 

Hwothesis 1 

The hypothesis that students' self-efficacy for using collaboration as a 1ea-g 

style will be positively related to students' perceptions of their teachers' coilaborative 

teaching style, was supported, as predicted, withui the tiamework ofBandura7s self- 

eficacy theov (1977), and in the domain of self-efficacy and academic accomplishment 

@andura, 1993; Schunk, 1981, 1984; Schunk & Swartz, 1993; Zimmennan, 1995). 

There was a significant relationship between the students' selflefficacy scores and their 

perceptions of their teachers'mllaborative teachhg style in both the total score, and in 

three of the four subscale scores (Relating to Expenence, Assessing Student Needs, and 

Climate Building). 

Schunk (1985) suggested that educational practices can moderate the effects of 

task outcornes on self-eecacy. For example, in the context of classroom Leanllng, students 

should develop a higher sense of self-efficacy for leaming as they work at a task and 

receive some success. For this hypothesis, the task, students' Rbility to learn 

collaboratively, was positively relat ed to the collaborative educational practice of teachers. 

Pefiormance accomplishment, deemed to be the most influentid source of efficacy 

information (Bandura, 1995; Schunk & Swartz, 1993), may have had the most innuence 

on shidents' self-efficacy in this study. In a collaborative environment of the classroom or 

clinicai area, shidents had more opportunities to perform collaborative leaming behaviors. 



Accordhg to Bandura's theory of ~e~efficacy, this would have raised their seIf-efficacy 

for coliaborative learning. Bandura (1988) contends that repeated successes raise self- 

eficacy, whereas, Mures may lower it. Estudents becorne assueci of their successes 

through repeated successfid performmces, they may be able to manage setbacks and 

failures without being adversely affecteci by them (Bandura, 1988). In a coilaborative 

teaching and leaming environment, fdures are wnsidered to serve as a feedback device to 

direct fùture positive leaming (Conti, 1985). Students in this study may have interpreted 

fdures as opportunities to grow and learn, ultimately leaving their self-efficacy intact. 

A second source of eEcacy infomiation is vicarious experience. In classrooms, 

students acquire much information about their own capabilities through knowledge of how 

others perfonn (Schunk, 1985). Seeing teachers and peers perfonn collaborative behaviors 

in the wntext of leaming, raises self-efficacy. Observing similar others, however, offers 

the best basis for cornparison. Students, obseMng peers succeed in collaborative leaming 

behaviors, may have conveyed to them a vicarious sense of efficacy that they too can 

accompli& the task Performance accomplishments and vicarious experiences are the two 

most important sources of self-efficacy information, and this may have held true in this 

mdy. 

ReceMng positive encouragement fiom teachers and peers may have also 

intluenced students' self-efficacy through persuasion. Being told by the teacher that 'vou 

are doing a good job", may increase self-efficacy, but this may be short-lived if the shident 

does not truiy believe it or expenences failure shortly afterwards mandura, 1977; Schunk, 

1985). In a coilaborative leaming environment where teachers promote a climate in which 

dialogue and interaction with other students are encourageci, and students' interpersonal 

skiils developed, shidents may becorne more codïdent in using those approaches to leam. 

A si@cant relationship for the Climate Building nibscale scores and -dents3 self- 

efficacy implied that they percei\ed theû teachers promoted such an environment. When 

students experience a positive clunate and receive encouragement for their behaviors, they 

wiii Iürely also experience positive physiological responses. Thek appraisal of their 

physiological responses is that they are doing welI, that they are self-efficacious with the 



behavior. Receiving positive encouragement and experiencing physiological reactions, 

however, are considered to be weaker sources of information which students may have 

used in judging their self-&cacy. 

For the subscale, Assessing Student Needs, a sipniticant relationship between 

students' scores on this scale and -dentsy self-efficacy for collaborative leamuig implied 

that -dents perceived that their teachers treated them like adults by hd ing  out what they 

wanted and needed to h o w  and assisted them in developing short range as well as long- 

range goals (Conti, 1985). A signincant relationship between the Relating to Experience 

subscale scores and students' seIf-&cacy for collaborative learning Unplied that students 

perceived that their teachers took into account their prior leaming experiences, and 

encouraged them to relate their new learning to experiences (Conti, 1985). By assessing 

students needs and relating to the experiences that students have, teachers help students 

iden* their own leamïng needs and strengths. When assessing student needs, teachers 

focus on what is significant to the student, and by relahg to expexiences, commdcate to 

students that they have expenences that have relevance and value for the present learning 

situation. This helps students cognitively appraise their own learning skills, and, thus, to 

appraise themselves as having skills in relation to that learniag event. Additiondy, the 

behaviors, assessing shident needs and relathg to expenence, provide opportunities for 

teachers to give encouragement to the students, and to reinforce their strengths. Those 

tacher behaviors contribute to student self-efficacy. 

The impact of the sources of efficacy information depends on how the information 

is cognitively appraised by the individual (Bandura, 1977, 1993; S c h a  1981, 1984). In 

this study, students appraised themselves as having hi& ~e~efficacy for learning 

collaboratively. The sources ofefficacy information c m o t  be identifid with confidence; 

however, it seems reasonable to believe that the teachers' collaborative teaching was an 

important source of efficacy information for the students. This may be explained in 

relation to the nature of the concept, wliaborative learning behavior. Because the nature 

of collaborative behaviors are associated with interactions that fkcilitate respect and value 

the contributions ofeach participant, it would be logical for students who feel valued in 



the leamhg activity to appraise themeIves as confident in collaborative tearning. 

The hypothesis that second-year nursing students wiiI bave signincantly higher 

self-efficacy scores for collaborative leamhg than first-year nursing students, waç not 

supporteci within the h e w o r k  of Bandura's self-efficacy theory. Accordhg to Bandura, 

Iearning takes place in situations which include sufficent sources of efficacy information 

to increase leamer self-efficacy- Because a humanistic-educative d d u m  lends itseif to 

a wllaborative teaching and leaming approach, it was assumed that second-year students, 

having more opportunities to perform collaboraiive behaviors, would be more self- 

confident in using this approach. Having spent one year longer in the program, those 

students would have had more oppominities to see the behavior modeled, receive 

encouragement f?om peers and teachers, and associate positive physiological reactions 

with performance of the coilaborative behavior. This was not the case. In fàct, the mean 

scores between first-year and second-year students were similar, and in the top 

interquade range, indicating that both groups had a very high sense of self-efficacy for 

collaborative learning. 

It may be suggested by the results of this finding that students may not need a long 

time to become confident in their ability to leam coliaboratively. This can be interpreted as 

an advantage, since students in this study were self-efficacious in collaborative leamïng 

within one year nom the start of the program. It is important to consider that the students 

in the fht-year of study are leaming many Werent things about the program. In addition 

to getting to know their peers and teachers, they are leamhg about coilaborative le-g 

approaches. By the end of first-yeaq they were familiar with the program and became 

cornfortable using the collaborative approach to learning. Therefore, in the second-year of 

the program, their self-efficacy was high. Bandura (1982) suggested that enicacy 

appraisals occur most often when people encounter new task demands, and more 

cognitive processing should be expected dong with instructional information, during a 

ieamùig endeavor. The concept of coilaborative learning, having been learned in first-year, 

did not rquire M e r  cognitive processing for -dents in second-year. Furthermore, 



coliaborative edudonal practices may have validated students' sense of efficacy for 

collaborative learning, by conveying that they were practicing the behavioc This may have 

helped sustain their motivation and seIf-eEcacy for collaborative learning into the second- 

year of the program (Schunk, 1985). 

There have been no studies to date in which the relationship between collaborative 

teachhg style and collaborative leaming styie have been examine& using seIf-efficacy 

theory. According to the conceptual fiamework used to guide the study, a relationship 

was implied between self-efficacy for coilaborative Iearning and sources of collaborative 

efficacy information. F d e r  testing of Bandura's self-ef£icacy theory is recommended 

before sound conclusions can be drawn about the importance of seIf-efficacy to 

collaborative teaching and leaming. 

Hypothesis 3 

nie hypothesis that second-year nursing shidents' self-efficacy for collaborative 

learning in a humanistic-educative Cumcuium would be sigrificantly higher than that of 

second-year nursing students in a traditional nursing curridum, was not supported. It 

was assumai that, because the nature of the humanistic-educative curriculum lends itself 

to a coUaborative teaching-learning approach, students in this program would have 

received more sources of efficacy information, and therefore, would be more self- 

confident. This assumption was based on Bandura's theory of seIf-eEcacy that repeated 

successes in performing collaborative leaming behaviors, raise self-efficacy. Although the 

humanistic-educative program was thought to include more sources of self-efficacy 

information, it appears that both programs included sdicient sources of efficacy 

information to increase self-efficacy for collaborative learning. 

An explanation for this kding may be that second-year students having 

demonstrated some measure of success, are more self-confident regardless of the 

curriculum that is in place. This may be atniuted to their familiarity with the curriculum 

and trust that the program will be deIivered as intended. 

A second explanation for this h d i n g  may be that in either curriculum, teachers 

may have used a variety of teaching approaches. There may have been no real CiifFerences 



in the teaching and fearning processes in spite of the espoused philosophies. Bevis (1 989) 

suggested that there exists an illegitimate curriculum that values and teaches such things as 

caring and compassion This curricuium e&s in the behaviorist curriculum and is ofien 

taught openly because teachers feel a moral responsibility to their students to recognize 

things beyond the explicit. Therefore, teachers in a traditional environment may have used 

coliaborative approaches to teaching and ieamïng. On the other hana teachers in a 

humanistic-educative curridum may have utilized more traditional approaches to 

facilitate Iearning. 

To explore M e r  whether there were Merences in the teaching approaches used 

by teachers in spite of espoused philosophies, fùrther analjjsis was conducted. The mean 

SPALS scores of second-year nursing students in the traditional program were compared 

to those of second-year students in the humanistic-educative curriculum A signiscant 

merence was found between the students' perceptions of their teachers collaborative 

teaching style. Students in the traditional program perceived their teachers to be less 

collaborative in teaching style than did students in the hummistic-educative curriculum. 

Since the self-efficacy scores between traditional students and humanistic-educative were 

not signin.cantIy different, it may be concluded that teachers' collaborative teaching style is 

not the ody way that students becorne self-efficacious in collaborative learning. Students 

receive efficacy information f?om other sources. There is support for this in students' 

comments to the first open-ended question, that asked students to iden* what fàctors 

contributed to thek self-efficacy over the past year. Forty-eight percent of the responses 

were grouped into a categoy labeled "Working with Peersyy. Self-efficacy for 

collaborative le-g rnay have occurred through performing collaborative leaming 

behaviors in group work, seeing peers mode1 the behavior, and fkom the encouragement 

received Eom peers. 

Second-year students in the traditional curriculum may have also developed self- 

efficacy for collaborative leamkg through th& clinical experiences. During clhical 

learning experienoes, students rdy on each other, no matter what the curriculum type, 

because they want to help one another get through the experïence. They also attend post- 



clinical con fer en ce^^ which may involve opportunities for group work, and learning to 

collaborate with staff. The nature ofnursing climcal education, and nursing praaice lads  

itseifto collaborative learning, although the program may not be identifid as using a 

humanistic-educative approach When C'traditionai shidents'' were asked if they were more 

confident in collaborative learning than at the beginnùig ofthe nursing program 65 % said 

"yesn, and the two most Eequently cited comments for feeling more confident were 

increased knowIedge and experience. In contrast, students in the humanistic-educative 

curridum attriiuted their increased self-codidence to increased cornfort in class, and 

group work It may be that coilaborative work is an inherent part of aIl nursing curricula. 

Research Question 1 

A modest correlation was found between first-year nursing students' perceptions of 

their teachers' collaborative teaching style and their seIf-efficacy in using collaboration as 

a leaming style. This supports Bandura's self-efficacy theory and suggests that students 

receive efficacy information from their leaming environment. Additiody, a signifiant 

relationship was found between the Assessing Student Needs subscde and their self- 

efficacy in using collaboration as a learning style. According to Conti (1985)' this implies 

that students felt they were being treated as aduits; their teachers were finding out what it 

is they needed and wanted to know. The teacher assisted them in developing short-range 

as weli as long-range goals. When assessing students' needs, the teacher focuses on what 

is signiscaot to them, helping identiQ goals that are reaiïstic. This assias shidents in 

i d e n m g  their leaming needs and strengths. As students cognitively appraise their own 

leaming skills, they appraise themselves as having some skills in relation to that goal. By 

cognitively appraising themselves as being able to accomplish the goal, their confidence in 

ability to acwmplish those goals is increased. Teacher behaviors7 such as assessing student 

needs, contribute to students' self-efficacy. 

Although the corre1ations between the students' perceptions of teachers' 

collaborative teaching style and theu self-efficacy for collaborative leaming were modest, 

students' efficacy at the end of fïrst-year was high, indicating that they received efficacy 

Somation f?om sources other than £rom their teacher. When correlations were calculated 



between nrst-year students' self-efficacy for collaborative leaming and thei. previous 

collaborative leaniing, there were no SigniIicant correlations. This suggests that students 

developed efficacy for collaborative Ieaming during the first-year of the program. Since 

students became self-efficacious during the fkst year, and only a modest correlation was 

related to thek tacher, then it can be concluded that students received eEcacy 

information ftom other sources, 

An exphnation for this fhding may be that the SPALS questionnaire did not 

sufncîentiy assess -dentsy perceptions of signincant aspects of collaborative teaching. 

As aIrady mentioned, in response to the i h t  open-ended question, where students were 

asked to iden* what contn'buted to their seIf-efficacy oves the past year, 48 % of the 

responses were grouped into the category "Working with Peers". Worbg  in groups is a 

strategy which is used by a teacher who implements a collaborative teaching approach. 

Although -dents did not directly refer to their perceptions of thek teachers as 

conm'buting to thek self-efficacy, it may be irnplied that a teachers' collaborative teaching 

style promoted a collaborative learning environment, particularly worlang in groups. It 

would then be logical to assume that students' self-efficacy was ultimately related to 

teachers' collaborative teaching style. While the SPALS scale measured students' 

perceptions it may not have measured ail the important behaviors. 

Research Question 2 

A signifiant relationship was found between second-year nursing students' 

perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teachg style and their sellèacacy in using 

collaboration as a leaming style, supporthg Bandura's theory of self-eficacy. A Sgnincant 

relationship was also found between students' ~e~efficacy for collaborative leaming and 

their s u b d e  scores of Relathg to Experience, Assessing Student Needs, and Climate 

Building- 

For the subscale, Assessing Student Needs, the £inclhg was also congruent with 

findings f?om students in the first-year of the program A signiscant relatiomhip between 

the Relating to Expenence subscale scores and Climate Building subscale scores and 

students' self-efficacy for collaborative learning was found only wÏth the second-year 



students, and was disaissed as part of the hdings for hypothesis one. By implementuig 

those behaviors, teachers create opportunities for themselves to provide encouragement to 

students, and to reinforce their strengths. Those teacher behavion contriiute to student 

self-efficacy. 

Additional d y s i s  was conducted, and the Fisher Z transformation test used to 

compare the correlation coefficients between fïrst-year and second-year students' 

perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teacbing style and their self-efficacy in ushg 

collaboration as a learning style. The second-yûar correlation value for the Climate 

Building subscale and shidents' self-efficacy for collaborative le-g was significantly 

stronger. An explanation for this hding may be that in second year, students wodd have 

had more expenences with a collaborative climate in their teaching and 1e-g 

environment. This allowed them to have a greater understanding of the elements that 

comprise c h a t e  building, and to be more confident in using the behavior in their learning. 

Both trust and respect are essentid elements to the promotion of clirnate building, and are 

eamed over t h e  (Aipert, Goldman, Kiîcoy & Pike, 1992). Development of trust and 

respect requires that indMduals must get to laiow one another. By the seco~d semester of 

second-year, students may have developed a greater trust and respect with their teachers 

and peers, and learned about cfimate builcüng while working collaboratively. Because they 

had more opportunities to experience it, second-year siudents more easily recognized it, 

were more cornfortable with it, and, thus, were more confident using it. Therefore, their 

perceptions of their teacher as creatuig such a climate and their selfefficacy for 

coilaborative 1-g would be çtronger than that of first-year students. This is congruent 

with Bandura's theory of self-efficacy, that by having had more expenences with the 

behavior, second-year students' correlation value for the Climate Building subscale and 

their self-efficacy for coilaborative leaming would be signifidy stronger than that of 

fus-year students. 

esearch Ouestion 3 

There were no signincant relationships between the selected demographics of age, 

sex, marital status, previous formai education and students' self-efficacy. A significaut 



relationship was found between previous coliaborative experïence and students' self- 

efficacy- These relationships are discussed. 

There was a signincanî relationship between previous collaborative experience and 

students' seIf-efiicacy. Second-year students reported significantly higher self-efficacy 

related to previous collaborative experience ( = -29, p < -05). No sigdiicant relationship 

was found between 6irst-year students' previous collaborative experience and their self- 

efficacy. An explanation for why ody second-year students related previous collaborative 

experience to seIf-eEcacy may be their difnculty in diffërentiating between collaborative 

learning experiences before the start of the program, one and a haif-years previousIy, and 

experiences within the program First-year shidents may have had a better r e d  of how 

they feIt since the start of the program, seven months earlier. 

Another explanation for this kdhg rnay be that the PCLS, rnay not have 

adequately measued students' previous coflaborative leaming experiences. It does not 

seem logical that the first-year and second-year students wodd have sigificantly different 

coilaborative learning experiences prior to the nursing program. 

Research Question 4 

The relationship between teachers' perceptions of their coflaborative teaching 

style, was signiIicantly greater than students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative 

teaching style. Teachers perceived themselves to have a cofiaborative teaching style. The 

mean score 459.9) of teachers was in the upper haff of the TPALS scale, and above 

the average mean score of 146 for the PALS scale (Conti, 1985). An explanation for diis 

finding may be that teachers who faciltate learning in a humanistic-educative curriculum 

use collaborative approaches in thek teaching. Perceptions of their teaching style wodd 

then be congruent with a collaborative teaching approach. Banbura (1993) contends that 

the task of meating enWonments conducive to leamiog rests heavily on the seIf-efficacy of 

teachers. Classroom atmospheres are partiaiiy determined by teachers' beliefs in their 

Uistiuctionai eficacy. In this study, teachers' perceptions ofthemselves in using a 

collaborative teaching approach were high. This may suggest that their self-efficacy for 

coilaborative teaching was also high. 



Teachers' perceptions of th& collaborative teaching style @f =159.9), were 

signiscantly greater than students' perceptions = 128 -5) of teachers' wilaborative 

teachiag style. Althou& teachers perceived thernselves as using coilaborative teachiag 

approaches, their perceptions were not congruent with how their students perceived them. 

An explanation may be that, because the SPALS scale was designed for use with teachers, 

and adapted for students, it may not have adequately rneasured students' perceptions of 

teachers' collaborative teaching style. Teachers' and students' understandkg of the 

concept may have been different, and students may have interpreted the questionnaire 

differently than did teachers. 

In e x p i o ~ g  M e r  the students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching 

style, the perceptions of the ncst-year and second-year students in the humanistic- 

educative program were compared. There was no signifiant clifference in the mean scores 

between first-year a = 127.9) and second-year student (M = 129.0). A significant 

merence, however, was found when the mean scores of the SPALS scores of second- 

year students in the traditional curriculum (M = 1 14, = 20.9) were compared to those 

of second-year students (M = 129, = 15.5; t [1,122] = 4.6, p = -000) in the humanistic- 

educative currkulum Students in the humanistic-educative curriculum perceived their 

teachers to be more wliaborative in teaching style than did those students in the traditional 

program. This suggests that teachers in the humanistic-educative curridum rnay have 

been performing more couaborative behaviors than teachers in the traditional curriculum. 

Also, students in the humanistic-educative curriculum may have received more explicit 

information about collaboration, so that they recognked it. 

Since shidents' perceptions of teachers' coilaborative teaching style are related to 

students' self-efficacy for coilaborative leaniuig, then students' perceptions of teachers 

should be congruent with teachers' perceptions of thernselves. Teachers need to recognize 

that they are a source of efficacy information for students, and that their own behaviors 

may influence shidents' perceptions. SeKefficacy is an important variable in educational 

settings and can influence student leaming (Sch* 1989), thus teachers must keep 

promothg students' integration and validation of efficacy information 



Open-Ended Questi0r-u 

Responses to @en-Ended Question One 

Student responses to the question "What has contriiuted to your ~e~eff icacy in 

coUaborative learning over the past year?,, should be considerd by teachers as they plan 

and structure collaborative learning activities for their students. nie category, 'tcrorking 

with peers", consisted ofthe largest category of student comments (48.8 %). Teachers 

need be aware that students develop self-confidence for collaborative learning while 

working in groups. Coliaborative leaming involves much more than randomiy placing 

students in s m d  discussion groups. Students need to be first taught the fbndarnentals of 

successfid group collaboration (Cinelli, Syrnons, BechteI & Rose-Colley, 1994). 

Educators should structure group activities where students are encouragecl to value, 

respect and support one another. First-year students commented most frequentiy that 

"feeling valued and respected" and "group work? contributed to their selfconfidence for 

collaborative learning. Since students at the end of their first-year were self-etncacious for 

collaborative learning, teachers should consider the factors to which students attributed to 

selfanfidence, so they can promote -dents' integration ofefficacy information. The 

most nequently mentioned comment by second-year -dents in both programs was that 

"experience" contributed to their self-efficacy for collaborative learning. This supports 

Bandura's contention that successfully performing the behavior has the most innuence on 

self-efficacy- Teachers need to provide students with opportunities to perform 

collaborative leamhg behaviors. 

Thirty-one percent of the responses included a teacher-related comment. Students 

felt that their teachers contnbuted to their self-efficacy for coHaborative learning by 

providing them with encouragement and positive feedback by being supportive, and 

through their teachers' interactions with them Teachers need to be aware that their 

behaviors may influence students perceptions, and that they are a strong source of efficacy 

information for students. Since educational practices may validate a students' sense of 

self-efficacy by wnveying to students that they are acquiring skills and knowledge which 

develops self-&cacy skills (Schunk, 19841, teachers' behaviors need to be congruent with 



desired student behaviors. 

R e s p p  -on 2 

When students were asked ifthey were men t ly  more confident in using 

collaboration in their learning than they were at the beginning of the nursing program, 

71.8 % stated that they were more coddent. Fewer traditional -dents (65 %) were 

more confident than either students in first-year (77.5%) or second-year (75 %) of the 

humanistic-educative curriculum, nie most Eequently rnentioned comment was students' 

increased cornfort in class, also cited by &st-year students as the most important 

contributor to their self-confidence. 

Group work, the second most Bequently mention& response, was also mentioned 

most ofien by second-year students in the humanistic-educative curriculum However, it 

was not mentioned by students in the traditional curriculum, as contributhg to their self- 

confidence in collaborative leaniing. An explmation may be that teachers who facilitate 

leaniing in the humanistic-educative d d u m  use collaborative approaches in their 

teaching. Working in groups is a strategy which is used by teachers who implement a 

coilaborative teachg approach. hcreased bowledge was the third most fiequently 

mentioned comment, and the moa fiequentiy mentioned comment made by students in the 

traditional cumculum. An explanation for this may be that in a traditional cumcufum, 

teachers may not have utilized group work as a leaming strategy. Because of the 

behavioral orientation of the curriculum mevis, 1989), students may have translated th& 

increased knowledge and experience, perhaps attributed to the clinicaI setting, to thek 

self-efficacy for collaborative leaming. Only students in the traditional curriculum stated 

that experience contributeci to their confidence since the start of the nursing program. 

Conclusions of the Study 

The kdings in this shidy add to the seKefficacy and coilaborative karning 

Literature and provide a b a i s  for fiirther research. Valuable data-based information was 

gained about collaborative teaching and Ieaming and students' self-efficacy- It can also be 

concludeci that the red t s  of the study provided support for Bandura's theory of self- 

efficacy. 



Students' self-efficacy for collaborative leaming was positively related to their 

perceptions of teachersy collaborative teaching style. This held tme for both the nnt-year 

and second-year *dents. Additionally, first-year shidents' seK-efficacy for collaborative 

learning was positively related to their perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching styIe 

for the Assessing Shident Needs s u b d e -  Second-year students' self-efficacy for 

collaborative learning was positively related to th& perceptions of teachers' coilaborative 

teaching style for Assessing Student Needs, Relating to Experience, and Climate Building 

subscales. Finaliy7 second-year students' perceptions oftheir teachers' collaborative 

teaching style and their seIf-efficacy in using collaboration as a learning style was 

signjficantly stronger when cornpared to kst-year students for the Clunate Building 

subscaIe. 

For second-year -dents in both kinds of programs, a signincant relationship was 

found between previous collaborative leamhg and self-efficacy for collaborative leaming. 

Although this fkding was signifiant, it needs to be interpreted with caution. 

Teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style were signincantly 

greater than students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style, although 

students in the humanistic-educative curriculum perceived their teachers to be more 

collaborative in teaching style than dÏd those students in the traditional program. Since 

students' perceptions of teachers' coilaborative teaching style are related to students' self- 

eficacy for collaborative learning, teachers need to recognize that they are a source of 

efficacy information for students and that their cwn behaviors may influence students' 

perceptions. Thus, teachers must keep encouraging students' integration of the efficacy 

information, 

Limitations 

There were several limitations in this study. The first limitation relates to the 

design, and type of sample. Pre-program data were not collected, and therefore, changes 

in self-efficacy couid not be assessed. Data collected at the beginning and end of both 

years of the program would allow for stronger interpretation about the influence of the 

two pro- on students' self-efficacy for collaborative learning. Testing the sarne 



groups ofshidents over two years would add to the strength of the design. Additionally, 

because of the use of a convenience sample, generalizations can not be made beyond the 

population studied. 

Variations in teaching styles presented a second limitation. Teaching styles Vary 

witbin the same, and across different types of curricula. Teachers may implement 

collaborative or traditional teaching styles, no matter what the curriculm type. Although 

a collaborative approach to teaching would be expected by teachers who facilitate in a 

humanistic-educative c-culum, this approach may not be used. The author made an 

assumption, which may not be true, that the teaching styles of fàcuIty at the two colleges 

would be congruent with the philosophicd bases ofthe curricula AIthough teaching styles 

for teachers were assessed in the humnktic-educative program, to determine ifthe 

teacbing style was congruent with the c u r r i d m  philosophy, results were iimited by the 

smd sample size of teachers. Traditional aimnilum teachers' style was not assessed. 

A third limitation is related to the reliability of second-year students' responses to 

both the Previous Collaborative Leaming Scale (PCLS), and the second open-ended 

question. Second-year students were asked to recall information prior to their entry into 

the nursing program- Since that time name represents eighteen months, they may not have 

clearly differentiated between the t h e  spent in the nursing program, and time prior to the 

Pr('-- 

A fourth Limitation may be that while the PALS sa le  was adapted for the midents, 

the SPAL,S was not assessed for use with the students. Therefore, it may not have 

adequately measured students' perceptions of teachers collaborative teaching style. 

Testing of the instrument is recommended pnor to fiture use. Also, in relation to the 

reiiab- of the scale, the intenial consistency reliability was acceptable; however, three of 

the seven subscales were not reliable. 

AU data were self-reported. Performance in collaborative teaching and leanllng 

was not obsemed, and conclusions cannot be drawn about this. 

A ha1 limitation is related to the field of study. There is paucity of research about 

coliaborative teaching and learning, and about their relationship to self-efficacy theory. 



Bandura's theory of seIf-efficacy was used as the fhmework for the study and 

assumptions were made based on the theory. The assumptions need to be tested M e r  to 

demonstrate the usefihess of the theory in studying collaborative teaching and leaming 

approaches. 

Implications 

The results of the study have implications for nursing. The implications are 

discussed in relation to nursing educatioq nursing administration, nursuig practice, and 

nursing research. 

Nursina Education 

Students' perceptions ofteachers' collaborative teaching style positively related to 

students' self-efficacy for collaborative learning, no matter what the curridum type, or, 

year of student in the program Educators need to provide students with as many sources 

of efficacy information as possible about collaborative learning, by encouraguig them, 

modehg for them, and providing information in a way so that students can cognitively 

appraise themselves as confident in performhg the behavior. Nurshg educators need to be 

aware that students' self-efncacy for collaborative leaming can be simifar in spite of the 

espoused Cumdum approach. 

During the first-year of the nursing program, students had already developed high 

~e~eff icacy for collaborative learning- Nurse educators must consider this when planning 

educational sessions for students. Since the ht-year students rated themselves highly in 

self-efficacy, teachers need not be hesitant about implementing the approach. 

Educators must be cognizant of the fact that student-graduates who are self- 

efficacious in collaborative leanring, rnay feel cornfortable using collaboration in their 

workplace. This may have implications for the kinds of approaches agencies are using for 

i n s e ~ c e  education, and professional development. 

Students enrolled in the humanistic-educative curriculum perceived their teachers 

to be more collaborative in teaching style than did those students in the traditional 

program However, teachers' perceived themselves to be more coliaborative than their 

s~idents' per&ed them to be. Educators need to recognize that their own behaviors may 



innuence students' perceptions and that they are a source of eEcacy information for 

students. If collaborative le-g is z behavior that nwsing educators want to promote, 

then they need to ensure that their behaviors are percebed by the students as congruent 

with the philosophy. Nursing educators can encourage students' integration of the efficacy 

idionnation by serving as sources of vicarious information, fâcilitating opportunities for 

performance, and providing explicit persuasory information (Tresolini & Stritter, 1 992). 

M y  when s p d c  coliaboratke education practices becorne a matter of standard practice 

wilI students' self-eEcacy for using collaborative approaches be widespread, and the 

benefits of this approach reatized. 

Nurshg administrators are in an ideal position to afEect change within their 

respective institutions. They need to foster work environments that wiU support 

collaborative approaches to ongoing learning. Administrators need to recognize that 

students who have experienced collaborative approaches in their educational programs 

may be desirous of collaborative approaches in other aspects of their work environment. 

I?Eaabx 
For student-graduates, self-efficacy in collaborative learning behaviors may 

translate to self-efficacy in other kinds of collaboration. For example, after working with 

teachers as relative peers, they rnay expect the same of managers. Also, while 

implementing collaborative behaviors, shident-graduates may use dinerence approaches to 

provision of client we,  and when working with a multi-discipluiary team. Graduates for 

whom partnership building is the nom will change the nahue of health care tearns. 

Nursing educators need to aware oftheîr teaching style in order to make decisions 

for fbture pradce and staffdevelopment. Completing an instrument such as PALS, can be 

an important step in the professional development of the teacher. Additionally, feedback 

fkom students, feedback fkom colleagues, and self-observation by videotape, are other 

suggested ways for educators to assess and m o w  their practice, thus, closing the gap 

between perceivecl and actual collaborative practice behaviors. 



Research 

This study gives direction for friture research. For example, in studies of self- 

efficacy for collaborative learning, a pre-test, post-test design rnay be implemented, using 

the same group of students in their füst-year and second-year of the program. This type of 

design would allow for cornparison of the self-efficacy scores of the same student in both 

years. A pre-test and post-test would be administered at the beginning, and at the end of 

each year. A pre-test would serve as a baseline measure of self-eEcacy for coliaborative 

leaming and would aflow more confidence in determining the influence of the curridum. 

In a fùture study, it rnay be beneficial to observe by video-tape or in-class 

observation the collaborative teaching and learning behaviors ofthe teachers and the 

students. This would be helpfùi in ident-g the collaborative teaching and leaming 

behaviors that are oc&g so that they can be docurnented and their relationship to self- 

efficacy assessed. 

Furthemore, the traditional teachers' perceptions of their coilaborative teacbg 

style could be measured to determine whether the teachers in a traditional & d u m  

perceive themselves to use coliaborative or traditional approaches in thek teaching. This 

would allow a cornparison between the traditional students' perceptions of teachers 

collaborative teaching style and teachers' perceptions of collaborative teaching style. 

Considering that there is a signiscant correlation, although modest, between 

students' perceptions of teachers' coilaborative teaching style and their self-efncacy for 

collaborative learning, M e r  research should be conducted to examine collaborative 

teaching and learning in relation to self-efficacy theory. Given the purporteci benefits of 

collaborative approaches, it would be ofbenefit to develop the knowledge base in this 

area. 

S i i m m q  of the Study 

The purpose ofthe study was to examine the relationships between first-year and 

second-year nursing students' perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style 

and their self-efficacy for collaborative learning. Bandura's theory of self-efficacy was 

used as a fiamework to guide the study. 



Subjects were 174 nursing students, 49 firsî-year and 56 second-year students, 

enrolled in a humanistic-educative curriculum, and 69 second-year students enrolied in a 

traditional Cumdutn  Students completcd the Student P~c ip les  of Adult Leaniing Scale 

to measure their perceptions of their teachers' collaborative teaching style, and the Self- 

Efficacy for Collaborative LeanMg Questionnaire to measure their self-efficacy for 

coilaborative learning- Eight teachers fiom the humanisti~educative curriculum, 

completed the Teacher Principles of Adult Learning Questionnaiïe to rneasure their 

perceptions of their collaborative teaching style. 

This study provided support for Bandura's theory of self-efficacy. Nursing 

students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teacbing style were positively related to 

their self-efficacy for collaborative leaming. AU students reported high seIf-efficacy, 

regardless of their year in the program, or the cuniculum in which they were enrolled. 

Teachers' perceptions of their collaborative teaching style were signincantiy greater than 

students' perceptions of teachers' collaborative teaching style. Second-year students 

enrolled in the humanistic-educative curriculum perceived their teachers to be sigdicantly 

more coiiaborative in teaching style than did second-year students in the traditional 

curriculum, 

Although generbt ion ofthe results ofthis çtudy is lunited by the convenience 

sample, insights were gained into collaborative teaching and learning and self-efficacy. 

The implications ofthe fudhgs are primarily related to nursing education. Teachers' need 

to recognize that they are a source of efficacy information for students, and that their own 

behaviors may innuence students' perceptions. The data-based information will add to the 

literature, and provide direction for &tue  research. Further testing of Bandura's self- 

eEcacy theory is recommended before solid conclusions can be drawn about the 

relationship of self-efficacy and coilaborative teaching and learning. 



Self-efficacy for Collaborative Leaming Scale 

Directions: The purpose ofthis sale is to determine how confident you feel in perforrning the 

fouowing behaviours in your cwent learning envionment. For each statement circle the number 

that indicates your level of confidence in performing that behaviour. There are no right or wrong 

aoswers. Please answer each item as best you can. 

When Ieaming new thuigs with 

your classmates/clinical group 

in your nursing program, how 

confident are you in your ability 

to l e m  by: 

1. Freely sharing ideas with one 

anoîher. 

2. Acknowledging one another's 

cornpetencies. 

3. Supporting one another as 

classmatedclinical group. 

4. Working as classmates/clinical 

P U P *  

5. Being commated to working 

together as a clasdclinical group. 

6. Trusting one another. 

7. S haring experîise and talents. 

8. Working as "equalsn or "partners" 

for accomplishment of the same 

goals. 

Rarely 

Confident 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Sometimes 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Often 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Neariy 

Aiways 

Confident 



9. Working together as a team. 

10. Feeling that my opinions 

are listened to, 

1 1. Feeling that my input is tnily valued. 

12. Working together as 

classmates/c~cal group. 

13. Having a feeling of mutual regard 

and respect for one another. 

14. Trying to resolve any connicts 

Rareiy 

Confident Sometimes 

1 2 

1 2 

which arise to our mutual satisfaction. 

15. Actively participating in the 1 

relationship as classrnatedclinical 

group in order to meet 

our learning goals. 

16. Sharing information openly. 1 

17. Problern solving together. 1 

18. Recognizing the need to have a 1 

sense of "give and take". 

19. Recognkhg our interdependence 1 

with one another in order to 

meet our goals. 

20. Committing myseifas part of my 1 

clasdclinicd group to the 

process of working together. 

Neariy 

Mways 

Confident 

4 

4 



Student Principfes of Adult Leaming Scale 

Directions: The following survey contains several things that your teacher might do in the 

classroodclinical area For each item please respond to the way in which the teachers with 

whom yon worked most closely in the current academie year practice the action describeci in 

the item Your choices are: Aiways, Ahost  Always, men, Seldom, Aimost Nwer, and Never. 

Circle O if you teacher always does the event; circle number 1 ifyour teacher almoa aiways does 

the event; circle number 2 ifyour teacher ofien does the event; circie number 3 ifyour teacher 

seldom does the event; circle number 4 ifyour teacher almost never does the event; and circle 

number 5 if your teacher never does the event. Ifthe item does not & to your teacher, circle 

number 5 for never. 

Almost Aimost 

Aiways Ahivays Often Seldom Never Never 

1. My teacher aiiows us to participate in O 1 2 3 4 5 

developing the criteria for evduating 

our performance in clasdclinical area. 

2. My teacher uses disciplinary action 0 1 2 3 4 5 

when it is needed- 

3. My teacher aUows older students 

more time to complete assignments 

when they need it. 

4. My teacher encourages us to adopt 

accepted middle clsss values. 



5. My teacher helps us diagnose the gaps 

between our goals and our present level 

of performance- 

6. My teacher provides us with knowledge 

rather than s e h g  as a resource person. 

7. My teacher sticks with the instructional 

objectives that we receive at the beguining 

of the program. 

8. My teacher participates in infiormal 

counseuing with us. 

9. My teacher uses lecturing as the best 

method for presenting the subject 

material to us- 

10. My teacher arranges the classroom so 

that it is easy for us to interact. 

1 1. My teacher determines the educational 

objectives for each one of us. 

12. My teacher plans units which m e r  as 

widely as possible fkom our 

socio-economic backgrounds. 

13. My teacher tries to motivate us by 

conf?onting us in the presence of our 

classmates during group discussions. 

14. My tacher plans leaming episodes taking O 1 2 3 4 5 

into account Our prïor experiences. 

15. My teacher allows us to make decisions O 1 2 3 4 5 

about the topics that wdI be covered in 

cIass/clinical area. 



16. My teacher uses one basic teaching method 

assurning that most adults have a similar 

style of learning. 

17. My teacher uses different techniques 

depending on what the student is being 

taught- 

18. My tacher encourages dialogue arnong us. 

19. My teacher uses written tests to assess the 

degree of our academic growth rather than 

to indicate new directions for learning- 

20. My teacher utilizes the cornpetencies that 

rnost addt students aiready possess to 

achieve educational objectives. 

2 1. My teacher uses what history has proven 

that adults need to Ieam as the chief criteria 

for planning learning episodes. 

22. My teacher accepts errors as a natural part 

of the leaming process. 

23. My teacher has individual conferences to 

help us idente our educational needs. 

24. My teacher lets us work at our own rate 

regardes of the amount of tirne it takes 

to leam a new concept. 

25. My teacher helps me develop short-range 

as welI as long-range objectives. 

26. My teacher maintains a well disciplined 

class/clinical group to d u c e  interferences 

to leaming. 



27. My teacher avoids class/clinical discussion of O 

controversial abjects that involve value 

judgment S. 

28. My tacher allows us to take periodic O 

breaks during clasdclinical area. 

29. My teacher uses methods that foster quiet, O 

productive desk work 

30. My teacher uses tests as the chief method O 

of evaluating us. 

3 1. My teacher plans activities that encourage O 

our growth from dependence on others to 

greater independence. 

32. My teacher gears instructional objectives O 

to match our individual abiiities and needs. 

33. My teacher avoids issues that relate to O 

our self concept. 

34. My teacher encourages us to ask questions O 

about the nature of our society. 

35. My teacher d o w s  our motives for O 

participahg in OLX continuhg 

education to be a major determinant 

when planning 1e-g objectives. 

36. My teacher has us i d e n e  our own 

problems that need to be solved. 

37. My teacher gives ail of us the same 

assignment on a @en topic. 

38. My teacher uses materials that were 

originally designed for students in 

elementary and secondary schools. 



39. My teacher encourages aduit learnuig 

episodes according to the problems 

that we encounter in evqday Miee 

40. My teacher measures our long tem 

educational growth by comparing our 

total achievement in class to an expected 

performance as meamred by national noms 

fiom standardized tests. 

41. My teacher encourages cornpetition 

among us. 

42. My teacher uses different materials with 

different students. 

43. My teacher helps us relate new leamhg to O L 2 3 4 5 

our prior experiences. 

44. My tacher teaches units about problems O 

of everyday living. 



Appendix C 

Teacher h c i p l e s  of Addt Leamhg Scale 

Directions: The foilowing survey contains several things that a teacher of adults might do in a 

classroom/cIinical area. You may personaiiy h d  some of them desirable and find others 

undesirable. For each item please respond to the way you most fiwluentiy practice the action 

descnbed in the item. Your choices are: Always, Almost Always, Often, Seldom, Almost Never, 

and Never. Circle O ifyou dways do the event; circle number 1 ifyou almost always do the event; 

circle number 2 ifyou often do the event; circie number 3 ifyou seldom do the event; circle 

number 4 ifyou almost never do the event; and circle number 5 ifyou never do the event. Ifthe 

item does not & to you c"cle number 5 for never. 

Almost Almost 

Always Aïways Often Seldoun Never Never 

1. 1 ailow students to participate in O 1 2 3 4 5 

developing the aiteria for evaluating 

our performance in clasdclinicai area. 

2. 1 use disciplinary action 

when it is needed- 

3. 1 allow older students 

more tirne to complete assignments 

when they need it. 

4. 1 encourage students to adopt 

accepted middle class values. 

5.  I he$ students diagnose the gaps 

between their goals and their present 

level of performance. 



6. I provide students with howledge 

rather than serving as a resource 

person. 

7- 1 stick to the instructional 

objectives that I write at the 

begiming of the program. 

8. I participate in the inforna1 

counselling of students. 

9.1 use lecturuig as the best 

method for presenting my subject 

material to aduft students. 

1 O. 1 arrange the classroom so 

that it is easy for students to interact. 

1 1 . 1  detennine the educational 

objectives for each of my students. 

12.1 plan units which Mer as widely as 

possible fiom my students' 

socio-econornic backgrounds. 

13.1 get a student to motivate bimselVherself O P 2 3 4 5 

by codkonting himmer in the presence of 

peers during group discussions. 

14.1 plan leamhg episodes to take into O 1 2 3 4 5 

account my students' pnor experiences. 

15. I d o w  students to participate in O 1 2 3 4 5 

making decisions about the topics that 

d be covered in class/cMcal area, 

16.1 use one basic teaching method because 1 O 1 2 3 4 5 

have found that most adults have a similar 

style of leaming. 



17.1 use different techniques depending 

on what the student is being taught. 

18.1 encourage dialogue among my students. 

19.1 use d e n  tests to assess the degree 

of our academic growth rather than 

to indicate new directions for learning. 

20.1 utilize the many cornpetencies that 

most adult students already possess to 

achieve educational objectives. 

21.1 use what history has proven that 

adults need to leam as the chief criteria 

for planning leaming episodes. 

22.1 accept errors as a natural part 

of the leaming process. 

23.1 have individual conferences to help 

çaidents i d e n e  their educational needs. 

24. I let each student work at his/her own rate 

regardes ofthe amount of tirne it takes 

hiniher to learn a new concept. 

25.1 help my students develop shcrt-range 

as well as long-range objectives. 

26. I maintain a well disciplined 

class/clinical group to reduce 

interferences to leaming. 

27.1 avoid cIass/clinical discussion of 

controversial abjects that hvolve 

value judgments. 



28. I allow rny students to take periodic 

breaks during class and in clinical 

setting. 

29.1 use methods that foster quiet, 

productive desk work. 

30-1  use tests as the chiefmethod 

of evaluating students. 

3 1.1 plan activities that will encourage 

each student's growth fiom dependence 

on others to greater independence. 

32.1 gear instructional objectives to match 

the individual abf ies  and needs of 

the students, 

33 .1  avoid issues that relate to O 1 2 3 4 5 

the -dent's concept of himseWherseif 

34.1 encourage my students to ask questions O 1 2 3 4 5 

about the nature of our society. 

3 5.1  allow a student's motives for O 1 2 3 4 5 

participahg in continuhg 

education to be a major d e t e d a n t  

when pi&g 1-g objectives. 

36.1 have my students i d e m  their own 

problems that need to be solved. 

37. I give al1 *dents in my class the same 

assignment on a given topic. 

38.1 use materials that were 

originalIy designed for students in 

elementary and secondaqr schools. 



39.1 organize aduit le-g episodes 

accordhg to the problems that 

my students enCounter in everyday Mie. 

40.1 measure a student's long tenn 

educational growth by comparing 

hidher total achevernent in class to 

his/her expected performance as 

mea~u~ed by national n o m  

fiom standardized tests. 

4 1.1 encourage cornpetition among 

my students- 

42-1 use dierent materials with 

different students. 

43.1 help students relate new learning to 

their prior experiences. 

44.1 teach units about problems 

of everyday Iiving. 



Appendk D 

Student Demographic Questiomake 

Background Data: Please check the information as indicated. 

Age to your nearest birthday : 1 .-Under 1 8 3 .- 26-3 0 5-  36-40 7. ûver 50 

2 - 1 8 - 2 5  4. 31-35 6. 41-50 

Highest level of education Secondary Post Secondas. Undergraduate degree 

completed: Graduate degree Doctorate Other 

Marital status: Single Married SeparatedlDivorced Widowed 

Gender: - Male Female 

Prior to your nursing program, have you had experience: 

none moderate amount great deal 

1. Shariag ideas with classrnates. 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Probiem solving with one another. 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Working together as a team. I 2 3 4 5 

4. Sharing expertise and talents. 1 2 3 4 5 

Please answer the folIowing questions. 

1. What has contriiuted tu your self-confidence in collaborative learning over the past year? 

2. Are you currently more confident in using collaboration in your leaming than you were at the 

beginning of the nursing program? Please explain. 

Please return the completed questionnaires direetiy to me or place in the desipated locked 

drop box. Thank yoa for yoor participation. 



Teacher Demographic Questionnaire 

Background Data: Please ch& the information as indieated. 

In what year were you boni? 

(Please record your answer in the space provided.) 

Highest level of education Diplorna - Undergraduate degree 

completed: Graduate degree Doctorate 

e t a l  status: - Single Married Separatedn>ivorced - Widowed 

Gender: Male Femaie 

Employment stahis: Full time Sessionai Partial load 

How many years of teaching experience do you have? 

(Please record your answer in the space provided.) 



Appendix F 

Letter of Permission t o  Adapt the Principles of Adult Leamhg Scde 

N i c k i  Puksa 
? . O -  BOX 15 
Oro, O n t a r i o  L o t  2x0 

Dear M k k i :  

It is always exciting to hear of n e w  x ~ y s  t h a t  
resear~hrs have found to use the P r f n c i p l a s  OZ A d u l t  Sea,zninç 
Scale ( P A U ) -  PALS has Seen pcblished In ERIC end several  
journaî~ so thnt researchers l i k e  yourself can use it nc no 
COSE- Derefore, feel frea to use ft in the vays ycu Selfeve 
are most appropriate; since 1 am t h e  c o p y r i q h t  holCer f o r  
P A U ,  YOU nay consider this letter as youz f o m a l  p e n i s s i o n  
t0 reproduce PALS. Enclosed a r e  some meterials t3at ycu JaY 
f i n d  useful  f o r  your study. If you need azy technical 
asBistance while varking on ycur study, at siaer 4 0 5  
7 4 4 - 9 1 9 2  (office) or 405 6 2 4 - 3 2 6 3  (hone ar.6 fax) - kt se hov 

what you find. Good luck. 

G a r y  3. ~onti 
Professor of 
Adult Educzt i c n  



Appendix G 

Letter of Permission to Adapt the Collaborative Behavior Scale 

T H E  

STICHLER 
OESICN CROUP. INC 

Ms- Micki Puksa 
P.O. Box 25, Oro 
Ontario, Canada LOL ZXO 

Re: Collaborative Behavior ScaIe 

Dear Mi&- 

Thank you very much for your inquiry requesting pe-allssion to utilire CBS as a research irtsmtmerit in 
your study of the effects or'impienentation of Primary Nursing. 1 an very pleased that you wouId like 
to utilize the instrument. and certainly you have my permission to use thïs study, and to make minor 
word changes to meet your srudy's parameters. so long as the following criteria are m e t  

1. References are made to the suthor of the irstrument in the body of the text and in the rer'erence 
Iis t- 

2. Tne statistical fkdings of your study are iorwarded to me upon completion of the study so chat 
1 o n  use it for furthcr reiiabiiity testing of the CBS instrument. 

PIease note that if even one word is changed in the title, directions, or items oi the instrument. it may 
&ange the psychometic properties of the instrument 

As you know, the Collaborative Behavior Scale has two parts. Part A measures the coiIaborztion 
between the nurse and the physician. and Par: B measures the degree of coUaboration benveen the nuïse 
and the manager. Essentialty the took are the sarne, but some of the wording is slightly ciiferent for 
each of the iterns. Fe attached page desaibes the psyckornetric properties of the Lztirzment as 
described in rny doctoral dissertation- Refer-ces to the instrument should be: Stichler. J.F. (1990). -= 

if f o l a  - e. ects o c 1 boratmn, orzanizatïonal climate. and ioh.. stress on iob satisfaction and antieoated 
turnover in nursing, k u ~  Arbor, ML Miaofdms. hternationat 

The CBS has also been published in "Snared Govemance impkmentation Manual" eàite* by Dr. "TLL 
P o n x  O'Grady and published by Mosby Year Book (1992). I've endosed a copy of the instru,.rieqt as it 
appean in this manual. 

1 hope that you will keep me updatec! as to the progress of the study, and please feel free to let me h o w  
if there is any other way that I can assist in your study. I'd be happy to do  whatever 1 c m  to ensure the 
success of your study. 

Enclosures 



Appendk H 

Letter of permission fiom the Ethical Review Board 

RRrlEW BOARû FOR FEALTH RESEARCH W O L V M G  HUMAN SUBJECTS 

1997-98 CERTXFICATION OF APPROVAL O F  WUMkX RESEARCH 

1997-98 R E W  BOARD MEMBERSHIP 

1) Dr. B. B~mzia. AssismL Dcan-Rtsearch - Medicine (Chairman) (AnatomyIOphlhalmoIogy) 
2) Ms, S. Hoddinoit, D i m o r  of Rcsurch =ces (Epiduniotogy) 
3) Dr. R Gagnon, SL Joseph's Hcalth Cuirrc Reptcscntative (Obsturics & GymccoIogy) 
4) Dr. R-McM3nrrs. London H u i &  Sei- Ccnk - Victoria Campus Reprcscntative (Endouinology-& Mc~bolism) 
5) Dr. D. Bocking, London HuIth Scicnocs Ccnm - University Campus Rcprcsuitative (physician - ïnicrnal Medicine) 
6) Dr. L. Hdlcr. Offia of îhc P6dcnt Rcpnrenutive (Frcnch) 
7) h k  E Sons, O1Iicc OC fhc Prcsidcat Reprcscnmtiye (Communiry) 
8) Ms. S- Finihcr-SioU, OIIiœ of fhc Prcsident Rcprcscntathc (Lcgal) 
9) Dr. D, Framan, Faculry of Medicine & Duilisuy Rcprcsuiiativc (Cluiicai) 
10) Dr, D, Sim. Facuity of  Mcdicinc & Duitistry Rcplcs~ntati~~(Baric)(EpidemioIogy) 
11) Dr. M L  KavaIicn. School of Dcntislry Rcprtsentativc (Denristry4ral BioIogy) 
IL) Dr. H, W n g c r .  Sdiool of Nursing Rcprcsaiativc (Nursing) 
13) Faculty of H d t b  Sciuiccs Representalîve , 
14) Mr M. L o d i .  London Cl in id  Rcscarch Association Rtpccsu i ta~~  
15) Rcsardi Irlstitulcs Rcprrscniativc 
16) Mn. R Y o t u u ' ~  Admininrative O 5 a r  

AILerna~es arc appointcd for cach mcmkr. 

iKE R ? Z  BOARD HAS UCAMZNED ïHE RESEARCH PROJECT ENTITLED: 
Tursing studcnd sclfkfücaq- for coliaborativc Icarning' 

REVIEW NO: E6317 

CONSIDERS i ï T 0  BE ACCEPTABLE ON ETHICAL G R O W S  FOR RESEARCH INVOLVING HUMAN SUBIEcTS 
UNDER CONDITIONS OF THE W S  POLICY ON W€ARCH INVOLVING EiUhUN SUBJECTS. 

APPROVAL D A E :  12 F c b m ~  1998 (rnV0 PmtocoI. huer of Information & Conscnl) 

AGENCT: 

nTtE: 

London. Onkrïo - Canada NM SCL Tekphonc (519) 6613036 Fax (519) 661-3875 



Appendaz 1 

Letter of Information For Students 

Title of the Studv: Nursing Students' Self-efficacy for Coilaborative Leaming 

Researche~: Micki Puksa RN, BScN, MScN student 

Dr. Carroll Iwasiw. Acting Director, School of Nursing, UWO 

Dear Participant, 

"Collaborative learnitlg'' involves joint inteflectual effort by students or students and teachers 

together (Smith, & MacGregor, 1991). The collaborative approach promotes a positive 

atmosphere where the contr i ions ofthe parties involved are separate but equal and where good 

communication, rapport, muhial trust and respect are present (Kirkpatrkk et al, 1990). 

Collaboration prcmotes effective partnerships between students, faculty and students, facdty, 

students and organizations. The contributions of each participant are maximized as individuals are 

encouraged to share their knowledge, skiUs and abilities with other mernbers of the group 

(Keenan, 1982; Sheer, 1996; Weiss & Davis, 1985). This results in a quality leamhg experience 

for the student and a rewarding experience for the tacher. 

I am conducting a research project as part of the requirements for the Master's of Science in 

Nurshg Program at the University of Western Ontario. The purpose of this research project is to 

examine the relationship between your perceptions of your teachers' collaborative teaching style 

and how mafident you feel in using collaboration as a style of learning. 

As a participant in this project you d be asked to complete three questionnaires. Questionnaire 

1, the first questionnaire you wiU complete, will idente your perceptions of your teachers' 

teaching style. Questionnaire 2, the second questionnaire you will complete, will rneasure your 

level of confidence in a particular learning style. The demographic questionnaire, the last 

questionnaire you wiU complete, will idente some background information. The questionnaires 

will take a total of approxhately 20-25 minutes to complete. 



Taking part in this study is volunfar~. Your participation or non-participation wiii not be known 

by your teacher and will not Muence your grade in the course. You may choose not to answer 

any question or stop answetiag questions at any tirne as you proceed. AN the results Eom this 

study wiü be reported as group results, so that no one wiii be able to i d e n e  your answers. I wiIl 

not be able to iden* you by your answers, therefore your choice to respond to these questions, 

or not, poses no risks to you. The questionnaires may be retunied to me directly, or placed in a 

designated locked drop box Your r e m  of the questionnaires wili indicate your consent to 

participate. Please do not A t e  your name on the forms. AU of your answers wili remain 

anonymous. 

Ifyou have any questions about the shidy, please contact me at (705) 487-3922. My advisor, Dr. 

Carroll Iwasiw may be reached at the University of Western Ontario, (5 19) 67 1-21 1 1. Th& you 

for your support- 

Sincerely, 



Appendk J 

Letter of Information For Teachers 

Title of the Studv: Nursing Shidents' Self-efficacy for Collaborative Leaming 

Researchers: Micki Puksa RN, BScN, MScN student 

Dr. Carroll Iwasiw Acting Director, School of Nursing, UWO 

Dear Participant, 

"Coilaborative leambg7' involves joint intektual effort by students or students and teachers 

together (Smith, & MacGregor, 1991). The collaborative approach promotes a positive 

atmosphere where the contributions of the parties involved are separate but equal and where good 

communication, rapport, mutual trust and respect are present (Kkkpatrick et al, 1990). 

Collaboration promotes effèctive partnerships between sîudents, faculty and students, fadty,  

*dents and organïzations. The contributions of each participant are maximked as individuals are 

encouraged to share their knowledge, s H s  and abilities with other members of the group 

@Ceenan, 1982; Sheer, 1996; Weiss & Davis, 1985). This results in a quaiity Ieaming experience 

for the student and a rewarding experience for the tacher. 

1 am conductuig a research project as part of the requirements for the Master's of Science in 

Nursing Program at the University of Western Ontario. The purpose of this research project is to 

examine the relationship between your students' perceptions of your collaborative teaching style 

and how confident they feel in using coUaboration as a style of Leaming. 

As a participant in this project you will be asked to complete two questionnaires. One 

questionnaire will iden* your perceptions of your teaching style. The second questionnaire wiil 

identify some background information The questionnaires will take a total of approxhately 20 

minutes to complete. 

Taking part in this study is voluntary. You may choose not to answer any question or stop 



answering questions at any t h e  as you proceed. Ali the redts f?om thîs study wiU be reported as 

group results, so that no one will be able to ide* your answers. 1 will not be able to identifjr 

you by your answers; therefore your choice to respond to these questions, or not, poses no risks 

to you. The questionnaires may be rettuned directly to me, or placed in a desigoated locked box. 

Your retum of the questionniiires will indicate your consent to participate. Please do not mite 

your name on the forms. AU of your answers will remain anonymous. 

Ifyou have any questions about the study, please contact me at (705) 487-3922. My advisor, Dr. 

Carroll Iwasiw may be reached at the University of Western Ontario, (5 19) 67 1-2 1 1 1. Thank you 

for y o w  support. 

Sincerely, 



Title of the Studv: Nursing Students' Self-efficacy for Collaborative Leamhg 

Researchers: Micki Puksa RN, BScN, MScN student 

Dr. Carroll Iwasiw. Acting Director, School of Nursing, UWO 

Nursing Faculty Volunteers Requested 

(~i rs t  and Second ~ e a r )  

1 am conduethg a research project as part of the requirements for the Master's of Science in 

Nwsing Program at the University of Western Ontario. The purpose of this research project is to 

examine the relationship between your students' perceptions of your collaborative teaching style 

and how confident they feel in using collaboration as a style of leamkg. 

As a participant in this project you will be asked to complete two questionnaires. One 

questionnaire will i d e n e  your ~erceptions of your teaching style. The second questionnaire will 

identifi some background idormation. The questionnaires will take a total of approximately 20 

minutes to complete. 

Taking part in this study is voluntary. All the results fiom this study will be reported as group 

results, so that no one will be able to idente  your answen. Al1 of your answers will remah 

anonyrnous. 

For information about the study, please contact Mickï Puksa at (705) 487-3922. 



Follow UD Letîer for Teacher Participants 

Title of the Stu- Nwsing Students' Self-eEcacy for Coilaborative Learning 

Researchers: Micki Puksa RN, BScN, MScN student 

Dr. Carroll Iwasiw. Acting Director, School of Nursing, UWO 

Dear Participant, 

In March, 1998 you picked up a package nom the nursing program secretary which contained an 

information letter and two questionnaires related to a nursing research study. The purpose of the 

research project was to examine the relationship between your students' perceptions of your 

collaborative teaching style and how confident they feel in using collaboration as a style of 

learning- 

Your answers to the questions are valuable and important to the results of the study. 

Participation is voluntary, and 1 understand that you may have chosen not to take part. However, 

ifyou are stiU interested in participating in the study, there is stiU time to do so. 

Ifyou have already responded, 1 thank you for your time and support. Should you have any 

questions regarding this study, please do not hesitate to contact me at (705) 487-3922. 

S incerely, 

Micki Puksa 
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