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S : ABSTRACT

o =

The purpose of this study was éé identify
of nurse édugatgfs in two Angfta Diploma Scho
regarding thegpéflgnal and professional chame
instructional and non-instructional activitie
tate or detract from the teacher/atudgntirela
Data were collected using a questionnai : of

. F ) o '
secbtions related to: (1) personal - onal

L

four
data: (2) personal and professional char -*» -+ g of
teacher: (3) instructional related activities and 4) non-
instructional activities. Prior to being used gn the major

investigation, the questionnaire was subjected to a pilaE
r

]

study and revised.  All data from the 43, completed and

returned questionnaires was analyzed.

Data were -analyzed‘ uaing frequency and percentage
distribtuions to describe the personnal and professional
data; ranking of items by means was performed to identify
both the facilitator profile and detractor profile; t-test
and one-way analysis of variance procedures were used to
determine differences in perceptions of respondents regard-
ing the importance of personal and professional character-
istics, instructional and non-instructional activities as
facilitators and deér*ctﬂfg; t-test and one-way analysis of

L2
variance procedures were psff?:mcd to identify differences

in perceptions of respondents regarding discrepancies

]

iv



. ' . .

between facilitators and detractors and importance of per-

sonal and professional characteristics, instructional and
—3

non-instructional activities.
Analysis of the data revealed that nurse educators

nal

' N
considered most important in facilitating the teacher/

[N

H\
a\

hd professional characteristics

perceived the _pe

student relationship to be: demonstrates skills, attitudes

and values to be devi}cpgd by the student; concern for each

tudent .as a person; and welcomes and respects differences
| J

of opinion. Personal and professional characteristics were

generally considered, by the respondents, to be fac 1 a-
tors. The nurse educators perceived size of grgup* in

=

clinical instruction and size of classes in classfoom

[a]

instruction, which appeared in,  the area o nstructional
L

activities, to both, facilitate and detract equally from the

teacher/student relationship. The. respondents considered

the non-instructéanal activities of time spent establishing

al area, preparing for cliniecal

‘I"l

rapport with staff in clini
assignments and communicating with supervisory personnel to
have the most important facilitating effect on the teacher/
~student relationship. The non-instructional activities),
perceived by the nurse educators, to detract from the rela-

tionship to the greatest extent were: time spent on clerical
gétivitigi. faculty :Gmmitt;e work and faculty meetings.
Nurse educators genegglly did not perceive non-instructionail
activities to have a facilitating effect on the teacher/.

student relationship.
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Society today is demanding accountability from persons
employed in social in;ﬁituti@ngs Professional associations,
including nursing and education, are also demanding account=
ability from their members. Poulin (!%77) states that
nurses are accountable to the clients they sé%%e.. It might
also be said that teachers are accountable to the students
they serve. Nurse educators, however, have a dual role,
that of a nurse and an educator. One might, therefore,
correctly assume that the nurse educator is accountable to
two groups of clients: the student and the patient.
Williamson (1967:82) points out: "The instructor cannot act
as primary initiator of nursing practice; he guides the
student to think through and initiate patient care.” Nurses
today are becoming more concerned with accountability to

f

Q

their clients, in addition to the quantity and quality
their care. It is also true that nurse educators are con-
cerned with both accountability to their students as well as
the quantity and gquality of time spent with their students.

One of the functions of social  institutions is the

defines

aspect of caring. Funk and Wagnalls



In

caring as: "To have or show regard, interest or congern.™
order for caring to be operationalized, some interabtion must
occur between the provider and recipient. 1 ,

Another aspect of sé:ial institutions is thaﬁgaf help-
ing. Helping people has been the foundation of nursing.
Nurse educators focus their helping rglat;an;hipg upon the
student (Clark, 1978). This same relationship is no doubtt
evident in the educational scene -- teachers helping students
to learn.

In ordér:far*a facilitativé interaction of caring and
helping to occur, job satisfaction must be Pragéﬂtl What
then constitutes job satisfaction for the nurse educator who
has this dual role of nurse and educator?

In Nursing Manpower, a study commissioned by the

Alberta Hospitals Association (1980), Alberta nurses ranked
personal feelings of accomplishment as most important to gen-
eral job satisfaction. This item related to the paired
factors of "achievement/self-fulfillment and patient care."
Alberta nurse educators identified working with students as
one of the most imp%ftant facets leading to job satisfaction
(Davis, 1980). According to Sergiovanni (1967:77)
Teachers tend to focus on psychic gratifications as
‘a primary source of reward in their work. One of the
ma jor sources of psychic gratification is the
interaction the teacher has with individual students
and classes.
It appears then, that good relationships with clients/

students serves as a primary reward in the work place for

both nurses and teachers. Different aspects of the teacher/



student rglatiéﬁihip have been researched in school systems
and educational programs (Ashley and LaBelle, 1967;
Sergiovanni, 1967; Wittmer and Myrick, 1974). It seems,

ion has been devoted

r

however, that relatively little atten

to the specific topic of the teacher/student relationship in

Recent literature suggests humaéiam and/or humanistic
psychology must be emphasized in the social institution in
order for facilitative relationships to develop. There is
growing evidence that humanism is being incorporated into
and Huckins, 1974; Bower, 1977; Clark, 1978). In their
uniqgg dual role, nurse educators must emphasize humanism
equally in the classroom and clinical practice setting. The

work environment, be it the classroom or clinical practice

setting, must provide job satisfaction in order for this
facilitative relationship to be maximized.

Recent Alberta studies (A.H.A., 1980; Davis, 1980)
tasks interfere with the most important facet of the job,
interaction between nurse/nurse educator and the client/
student. To date the literature regarding studies examining
the manner in which related job activities affect the pri-
mary source of job satisfaction, the teacher/student relat-
tionship is sparse. A study involving nurse educators con-

cerning the manner in which activities of their job affect

e

the teacher/student relationship would be an appropriate

endeavor.



THE PROBLEM

The purpose of this study was to identify perceptions
of nurse educators in two Alberta Diplamé Schools of Nurs-
and instructional and non-instructional activities which

Several sub-problems emerged from the basic problem.

1. What personal and professional characteristics do
nurse educators perceive as facilitating teacher/student
relationship?

2. Which personal and professional characteristics are
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/
student relationship?

3. What facets of instructional activities of nursing
education are perceived as faéilitatigg the teacher/student

relationship?

4. What facets of instructional activities of nursing
education are perceived as detracting from the teacher/

student relationship?

un

. Which taaks of the non-instructional activities in

student relationship?
q 6. Which tasks of the non-instructional iactivities in
nursing education are perceived as detracting from the
teacher/student relationship?

7. To what extent do personal and professional vari-

ables of age, teaching, experience, general nursing experi-



extent and status of employment affect perceptions of res-
pondents regarding the facilitators and detractors in the
teacher/student relationship?

8. To what éggfeg do the respondents perceive a dis-
crepancy of personal and professional characteristics and

instructional and non-instructional activities as facilitat-

ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship?

IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY

The study s8hould have value in that it will add to the
rather limited amount of research on the effect of job-
related activities to the teacher/student relationships in
nursing education. The information should be of interest to
those concérned with the “"helping” relationship of the
teacher with her students as it relates to students growth
and performance in their chosen career. Nurses in Alberta
have recently expressed the following specific concerns
regarding their profession, "I would instill within all
nurses a more empathetic attitude” and "Instill compassion
and caring into the 'new generation'."” (A.H.A., 1980:134).
Clark (1978:22) states the "qualities of caring need to
become part of the educational climate in which nurses
learn.”

At this time in history, nurse educators are being
challenged to be accountable. The student is the product of
their endeavors and it is by the student's behavior in the

work environment that the educator is being judged. Clark

\



(1978:22) beligves that "since nursing is a helping profes-
sion, the aduégtiénal Cclimate must be a humanizing one,
students cannot be expected to éf human with clients without
role models for the helping rglaticnghip:.“ It is the nurse
educator who is held responsible to nurture this helping
relationship in the students. Further, it is believed the
nurturing can best be accomplished by a facilitative
teacher/student relationship. Sinee nurse educators find
this rglatiénsﬁip a source of job satisfaction, the students
will no doubt also benefit. This study should, therefore,

be of interest to those nurse educators who believe that a

helping relationship fostered between teacher/student will

spill over to the student nurse/client relationship.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Nurse educators are defined as registered nurses who

teach in A& nursing education program in a variety of
settings such as a hospital, college, or Suniveriity_
Although most nurse educators have a baccalaureate degree,
there are those who may possess a certificate, a diploma or

a master's degree.

Registered nurse is a nurse who is granted registration
’

by the professional association.

Client refers to patient, group of patients, family or
community (A.A.R.N., February 1981).
in learning in a " pragram of studies. He/she, him/her shall

be used interchangeably.



A.A.R.N. refers to the Alberta Association of Register-

ed Nurses. In Alberta, the professional licensing body i
the A.A.R.N.
A.H.A. refers to the Alberta Hospital Association.
Facet refers to some activity in the work situation of

the nurse educator.

Facilitator refers to a situation or work-related

activ%ty which is perceived as enhancing the teacher/student

relationship.

Detractor refers to a situation or work-related

activity which is perceived as impeding the teacher/student
relationship.

Instructional related activities refers to those facets

of the work situation which directly affect the teaching-

=
m

1)
arning situation and usually involve student contact.

Non-Instructional activities refers to those facets of

he work situation which indirectly affect the teaching-

learning situation but does not involve student contact.

ASSUMPTIONS, LIMITATIONS AND DELIMITATIONS

Assumptions

1. It was assumed that the respondents would be
motivated to answer the questionnaire, tﬁﬁiiilgctcd research
tool, and understood the intent of the questions.

2. It was assumed that the respondents were honest in

their responses.



3. It was assumed that teachers demonstrating human-
istic qualities developed warm, empathetic relationshipa
with their students which contributed to their learning.

Limitations

1. The findings should be applied to the population
being studied and inferences made to any other nurse
educator population should be made with ;;utiani

2. The questionnaire was limited to thirty-four data-
gathering items.

3. The survey instrument did not allow the respondents

to make a "don't-know" response to any section of the

rt

instrument.

Delimitations

This study was delimited in that

1. the survey was restricted to nurse educators %n
diploma programs offered in one college and one hospital
school of nursing.

2. perceptions of teacher/student relationships held

by students in the surveyed programs were not considered.

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS
This chapter contained an introductory section describ-
bing the area of research. It also identified the problem,
and the :ub!préblgmi which emerged from the basic problem.
The importance of the study was then discussed followed by
definition of terms. Finally, assumptions, limitations and

delimitations of the study were outlined. .



Chapter 1I1I éfa:gnt: a review of the literature and
Chapter II1 discusses the development of the instru-
ment. It also deacribes the sample selected to participate
in the study. Further it deals with the methodology
employed in collecting and analyzing the data.

The results of the responses and data analysis are
discussed in Chapter 1V.

A gummgry*af findings, conclusions and implications of

the study are contained in Chapter V, the final chapter.



CHAPTER 11
REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE AND RESEARCH

This chapter explores facilitative relationships, and

the various components of the educational environment which

are considered essential to developing. these relationships.
w

A brief examination of the importance of facilitative

relationships and career choice is included 'in the first

sectio _The factors of humanism and humanistic education,

characteristics of a Thumanistic environment and the

effective teacher which contribute to a facilitative

teacher/ student relationship are also discussed.

FACILITATIVE RELATIONSHIPS AND CAREER CHOICE

education, are viewed as crucial to the helping professions
such as teaching and nursing. When students are questioned

as to why they have chosen to be a teacher, inevitably

responses include statements such as: a desire to help

»f service to others and a sense of

Q

people, a desire to be
personal fulfjllment (Altman, cited in Morrison and Mcintyre
1963) .

Bernard and Huckins (1974:54) state:

The real, basic down-to-earth reason for teaching
is because the human interaction opportunities it pro-
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vides to do something for the self-realization and

growth of the teacher. Teachers teach because they
hope to get something for themselves from the exper-
ience. .

These and other such responses are similar to those
given by students entering the nursing profession. It
becomes clear, then, that relationships with others is of
primary concern when embarking on a career of teaching or
nursing. !

Although many studies abound regarding the students'
perceptions of the teacher-student interaction, it is only
recently that interest in the tggcﬁgr‘i response to this
relationship is growing. Several studies have shown that
many of the immediate satisfactions of teacﬁing result from
meaningful contacts with students.

The classroom 1is considered the workplace of the
teacher and studehts! Educators who create humanizing class-
room environments facilitate the helping relationship, as
well as stimulate learning. Students cannot be expected to
demonstrate caring without role models for this helping relga
tionship and an environment in which to practice this con-
cept.

The nurse educator's role, according to Williamson
(1976), has been much maligned. She ié often accused of
abdicating her practitioner role. In addition, teaching
loads are high while these educators are also responsible
for clinical supervision (both time consuming and frequently
frustrating). The clinical facility often glaegi_ extra

demands on the nurse sducator.



Sergiovanni (1967:103-104) states that “the job of
teacher requires considerable attention to maintainance type
activity . . . that leads to dissatisfaction.” Herzberg,
Mausner, and Synderman (1959:48) believe that "the actual
doing of the job or tasks of the job are sources of good or
bad feelings about it." The contact with students is one of
the most rewarding aspects of the job as perceived by school

teachers and nurse educators. Satisfaction factors, there-

fore, tend to focus on humanism and teacher/student rela-
tionships. Dissatisfaction factors appear to focus on tasks
and activities which interfere or have disrupting effects on

this relationship.
HUMANISM AND HUMANISTIC EDUCATION

Facilitative relationships are fostered by both human-
ism and a humanistic philosophy. Within the last decade
much has been written about humanistic education, the

teacher as a helper and helping‘rglaﬁiaﬁghigg (Ear}ird and

Huckins, 1974: Bossert, 1979y Brophy & Good, 1974; wWittmer &
Myrick, 1974).

"Third Force psychology focuses upon the individual,
seeing him as a growing, dynamic arggni;m in the process of
bﬁcémiﬁgi constantly striving for self-fulfillment” (Pugh
1976:50). However, Brown (1971:3) discusses "“Confluent
education” as "the integration or flowing together of the
affective and cognitive elements in individual and group

learning - sometimes called humanistic or psychological



[
education.” Since the emergence of “Third Force" or humanis-

tic psychology, more emphasis has been placed on attempts to

humanize education. Stanford and Roark (1974:2) state:

Our position rests on three basic ?finﬁtpléﬂ;
which should serve as the foundation for any attempts
to humanize education: education is a social process,
significant learning occurs through human interaction,
and education must include self-knowledge and self
understanding.

Creating a humane atmosphere has been the concern of
teachers (and administrators) for many years. However, it

is generally the teacher who is responsible for setting the

Wawod for learning in the classroom. Archer (1973:2) states,
"A humane atmosphere allows development of the individual,
his dignity and self concept through the academics." Brophy
& Good (1974:27) believe that:

Teaching means more than simply transmitting
information and skills to nameless and faceless learn-
ers; it also involves personal, one-to-one relation-
ships with each student. By continually observing and
interacting with their students, teachers become very
familiar with both their general personalities and
their specific characteristics as learners.

Regardless how each author defines or defends humanjism,
humanistic education, or facilitative teaching, it becomes
apparent that a positive interaction must occur between
teacher and students in order for a humane atmosphere to be
created. Further, there appears to be support from thé\
literature that teachers must be concerned with both cogni-=
tive and affective elements in the individual. Flanders
(1970:269) identifies these elements as follows: “"Cognitions

consist of thoughts in our heads and affective sensations

are said to be emotions we feel." He elaborates further:



"Teachers and pupils think about their feelings and often
feel strongly about their thoughts" (p. 269) and ". . .
every pattern of interaction has a cognitive and an affect-
ive component. To understand what goes on in the classroom
is to take both into consideration" (p. 270). It becomes
clear that thougﬁt: and feelings of both teacher and

students must be considered if humanistic education is to be

a reality.

ponsible for creating a humanistic classroom environment.
There also appears to be agreement that a humane atmegpheré
is desirable from the standpoint of both teacher and

students.
CHARACTERISTICS OF A HUMANISTIC ENVIRONMENT

Much has been written about the learning environment in

which teachers and students find themselves. Communication

appear to greatly affect teacher/student interaction in the
learning environment. This environment has been described
as that which either facilitates or creates barriers to
teacher/student relationships and ultimately to the learning
process. Degrees between these contrasts are also discussed
in the literature.

Communication

Education may be considered to be a social interaction.

Teachers talk and (it is presumed) students listen. Hoy,

14



cited in Morrison and McIntyre (1973:160), states:

Humanistic orientations . . . conceive of the
school as an educational community in which students
learn through cooperative interaction and experience
. . . self-discipline is substituted for strict teacher
control. Humanistic orientations lead teachers to
desire a democratic atmosphere with open channels of
two-way communication between pupils and teachers and
increased self determination.

Pine and Boy (1977:10) believe that "ecommunication
between.teacher and students is expressed through affective,
cognitive, verbal and non-verbal means.” Teachers must also
be cognizant that they teach not only by what they say but
also what they are and do.

Effective communication is considered to be necessary
for "effective interpersonal re;atignahipg and consequently
for learning to be enhanced. Archer (1976:2) believes that

"Effective commuriication between the students and teachers,

By

amongst students and teachers is a primary prerequisite in
creating an atmosphere of free exchange and a learning
environment."” He goes on to say that "if students are to be

ccessful and productive, genuine rapport should be

1]
e

established initially" (p. 3). Paduano (1975:20) says

hours really getting to know

“Spend those first few clas
each other." 'Henson & Henry (1976:83) bejleve that "the
process of teaching involves the suéﬁegggzl interaction
between the teacher and students.” It seems, therefore,
that establishing rapport early ingsthg teaching-learning
process is vital, if effective teacher-student interaction

is to occur.

Considerable research has been conducted regarding this



interac

? Flanders (1970:33) developed a ten category
Fitled "Flanders Interaction Analysis Categories”

which has been utilized by many researchers to determine

system

?\

teacher-student interaction. He felt that as "far as com—

munication is concerned, three conditions, (a) teacher talk,

Q

(b) pupil talk, and (c) silence or caﬁfusiaﬁ. are said t

exhaust a1l the possibilities. The use of this classifica

tion system allows an observer to estimate the percent time

\h—'
o
o
o}
m
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of interaction in each of the three conditions. F]

(1970:35) states, "The major feature of this category system

has in the analysis of initiative and response which is a

characteristic of interaction between two or more

\ﬂm
o
™

individuals.” The reader must be cautione however, tha

the gquality of the statements must also be considered and
may very well not be documented when using this interaction
tool.

Stuebbe (1980:9), while she was a senior nursing
‘student, conducted a student survey and found that:

Increased communication between instructors and

students, as to what each of their own objectives are
and how they view each other's roles, is mandatory in
order to facilitate increased understanding and working
together to reach common goals.

Pugh (1976:55) indicates that:

Communication is facilitated if the social dis-
tance between teacher and learner is reduced and mutual
respect is maintained. As each participant is able to
trust the other, both of them are able to trust the
other, both of them are able to truly be themselves and
to enter into sensitive and open interaction which
reveals their needs within the learning situation.

Communication, in a classroom, that occurs between in-

16
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dividuals, groups of pupils, or the entire class, is also
seen as vital to creating a humanistic environment. Commun-
ication is, therefore, more than merely talking and listen-
ing. Both the affective and cognitive elements, as well as
verbal and non-verbal means of interaction, must be taken
into account. In addition, the gquality of the communciation

also adds to the effectiveness of the interaction. When

comminication occurs in an atmosphere of trust, the affec
tive goals of both teacher and learner are more likely to be

achieved.

y >

As stated previously, Ee classroom is considered to be
the workplace of teachers and students. It has been stated
that the teacher is generally considered to be responsible
for the climate of the learning environment. The nurse
educator, however, finds she is responsible to create a
humane atmosphere in two learning environments -- the class-

'
room and the clinical practice setting.

Classroom Environment '

Teachers who embrace humanistic education, believe it
is the teacher's responsibility to create an atmosphere of
warmth, trust and openness in the classroom. Gorman

(1974:x), in Teachers and Learners, diieugsgg "setting the

classroom stage” for student learning. He believes that

"this stage setting should create a readiness for teaching

and learning by reducing the social distance between teacher

and student while maintaining mutual respect.” Reducing the

17



social distance does not imply that the teacher abdicates
his role, but rather, it sets the stage where students feel
the teacher is more approachable. Pine and Boy (1977:8)
believe the humanistic teacher is a "learner-centered
teacher” who "works to develop a positive, humanizing and
paychologically nourishing climate.*”

Nursing students, 1like other students today, also
reject a cg%d, impersonal learning environment. They, too,
are demanding a more "human" atmosphere. Paduano (1975:21)
states that many nursing students found that a “relaxed
atmosphere and informal teacher-student relationship result-
ed in a more mature ®pproach to their learning needs.”

It is believed that a humanistic environment allows for
effective interaction between teachers and students. The
process of teaching 1is facilitated by this effective
interaction, and, therefore, learning should also be
facilitated. Henson and Henry (1976:68) itgtgs

The results of teacher-pupil interaction in the

Classrooms are as real as the outcomes from formal

academic study. Although the teacher is affected by

his perception of the class and its collective
behavior, he is in the better position to manipulate

the environment so that certain types of behaviors,
feelihgs, and attitudes have a good opportunity to

The various authors who are proponents of humanistic
education believe that an affective or humanizing environ-
ment is one that is characterized by an atmosphere which

contains the qualities of empathy, warmth, concern and
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understanding. Busl (1981:43) states:

A favorable atmosphere for learning will be
present if the teacher makes himself available to
students, is responsive to the students' 1learning
needs, values and respects the learner, and minimizes
the inhibiting effects of emotions in learning.

It is generally agreed, by various authors, that it is
the teacher who sets the "tone" for the classroom. Further-
more, classroom management is one of the vital factors in
the role of teacher. Some educators have been of the opin-
ion that structuring the learning environment to provide for
an optimum emotional-educational climate is difficult.

Other educators believe that creating a humanizing

\\gsvironment is the teachers's responsibility and is readily

attained. In addition, beneficial affects such as making
teaching and learning interesting and enjoyable are incurred
when the classroom environment is a humanistic one.

Busl (1981:43) indicates that:

The teacher has a great influence on the learning
environment. His attitude towards the students is
extremely important: he will usually get the kind of
behavior from the students that he expects.

In order for the helping relationship to be nurtured in
students, in addition to establishing effective teacher-
student jnteraction, the teacher has the responsibility to
set a classroom stage which is pleasant and comfortable.
}ho atmosphere in this work en&ironment of teacher and
students should also contain those identified qualities in

which teacher-student Eenefits are enhanced and barriers are

diminished or eliminated.
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Clinical Practice EnbirQQ@int

Nurse educators must be concerned not only wiﬁh the
classroom environment but also with the clinical practice
setting. It is in this setting that student nurses are
socialized into the role of the nurse. Cotanch (1981:6)
indicates, "For proper socialization to occur a positive
relationship must exist between faculty and hospital nursing
personnel and nursing students.” The nurse educator must,
therefore, attempt to create a humanistic environment in the
clinical practice setting since it is here where the
students, accordi&g to Meleca et al (1981:33), "acquire the
kinds of professional and‘ personal skills, attitudes and
behaviors thought essential for entering-the health care
system." ;

Studies have shown that the clinical practice setting,
the hospital, is the nursing student's most difficult
adjustment. Wittmeyer and others cited in Williamson (1979)
found that almost all of the attrition in students occurred
after clinical courses started. A study conducted by

student nurses (Garrett et al 1976:17) also found that

of stressful experiences by nursing students. Since the
nurse educator is the primary link between the student nurse
and the learning enviranﬁgnt, the task of providing a
clinical setting conducive to learning is considered to be
her responsibility.

Barr (1980:49) writes:
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The teacher's role in the clinical getting is very
much that of catalyst and she is involved in many
interactions -- with staff, patients, students -- all
with different responsibilities attached.

Stone and Bergar (1978), however, state that an unfortunate
separation of (nursing) service and education has occurred.
They feel that nurse educators have taken the path of least
resistance by assuming the posture of "guests” in the
clinical setting. Also, as Mauksch (1980:23) states,
"Hospital staff view nursing faculty as intruders and at
best as guests in the clinical settings.”

According to Mesolella (1970), the key factor respon-
sible for the hostility which exists between nurse educators
and nursing service personnel is "territory." The é?ini:al
practice setting is considered, by nursing service person-
nel, to be §tivate territory, where the clinical instructor
and her students are considered to be intruders. It is in
this setting that nurse éducatgfs find it more difficult to
provide an affective, humanizing environment. Ensuring a
climate conducive to learning in the clinical setting is
critical since, according to Williamson (1978:5-6), “there
have been indications that the clinical experience influ-
énces success or fajilure in the nursing program to a greater

extent than do other factors." It may be considered impera-
A Y

tive, therefore, that the activity of establishing a human-
ising clinical environment be a primary concern of the nurse
educator.

According to Carter (1979:7-8), “An effective clinical



learning experience requires the development of sound work-
ing relationships between head nurse, staff and the nurse
educator.” To work towards establishing an effective clin-
ical 1learning environment, the nurse educator has a
responsibility to orient all levels of staff to the school
philosophy, course objectives, ntu%;ht objectives and
expectations of student needs. She must also become
oriented to the agency, unit, and staff in order to be
perceived more as a competent nursing colleague rather than
a guest or intruder. The nurse educator and head nurse,
together, should meet with unit staff to discuss the goals
of student experience and the roles they are expeéted to
play. This information sharing is necessary since clinical
teaching reflects the values of the educational institution,
faculty apd students, as well as those of the staff and
agency providing clinical experience for the students.

The unit staff is :ital to the learning experiences of
the student since the "learning 1aboratory~" significantly
different from that created by the busy teacher in an active
ward who dashes from one{Peophyte to another as each is in-
volved in clinical activf!&es for the first time"™ (Smith,
1976:86). 1t is believed that a positive relationship with
the agency staff, results in a group of nurses eager’to
assist the learning process as yell as to insure a climate

conducive to learning. As Little and Carnevalli, cited in

Carter (1979:;5, point out:

. « . the staff with\whom the students will work

’
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and who directly influence the quality and quantity of
the learning experiences to be obtained must trust the
nurse educator and want, to facdlitate the goals held
for the students. .

o -
Positive relationships devalap through open communica-

tion, shared interest (in students and patients), trust,

informal socialization, and mutual respect for the
i .
contributions which both nursing education and nursing

service bring to the profession of nutsing. Carter (1979:9)

believes that: -

Role modeling of the<rglati§nship betweean nursing
education and service is inspiring to students and
provides them with the foundation they need to become
socialized into the professional. role of the nurse. -
Students believe that the nurse edficator's major con-
cern and efforts should go into tgachiﬁg; It is often
forgotten by unit staff that the student is not a nurse but
rather is learning to become a nurse. Therefore, creating
an affective climate in the clinical practice setting to

enhance students' learning and decrease streasful factors

must then certainly be a major concern and responsibility of

Facilitative characteristics of thes teacher are

believed to contribute to an effective teacher-student

interaction. 1In addition, it appears to be the opinion of

various authors that the nurse-educator demonstrates caring
qualities and is therefore considered to be a role model to

studant nursaes.

Teacher Chargeter;: tics Determined by Evaluations

What makes a good instructor? This is an age-old



question which has been researched extensively. Jaek;an
(1977:9) states:

Students want to evaluate, many are demanding to
evaluate the faculty and education environment in which

they are involved. They believe their opinions are
worthwhile and of value in the improvement of educa-
tion.

DeTornyay (1977:188) believes that “Students have taken the
rhetoric of democracy ,eriaﬁsly and are insistent on
becoming partners in the educational endeavor.”

Students, in fact, have long been involved in teacher
evaluation. Flanders & Nuthall (1972:431) cite a 1936 study
done by Hart polling the apiniaﬁs of 10,000 students,

regarding the characteristics which discriminated the best

lixed from least liked teachers. The following characteris-
tics identified the best liked teachers:
r
1. teaching skill (clear explanations, use of
examples etc.)
2. cheerful, good natured, patient, not irritable.
3 friendly, companionable, not aloof.

3.
4. interested in pupils, understands them.

5. impartial -- does not have "teacher pets“.
6. fair in grading and marking.

Hart found this list was typical of those obtained in
other studies. A 1929 study, also cited in Flanders and
Nuthall (1972:432), lists the following six traits which
were identified when researchers asked the vigws of experts
(i.e., school administrators, professors of  education and
others)

1. adaptability
2. consideration
3. enthusiasm

4. good judgement

5. honesty
6. magnetism e
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Evans, cited in Morrison and McIntyre (1973:130), sum
marized the results of studies regarding students' preferen-
ces of teacher characteristics as follows:

Children like teachers who are kind, friendly,

cheerful, patient, helpful, fair, have a sensa of hum
or, show an understanding of children's problems . .

They dislike ééééhers who use sarcasm, ridicule .

fail to provide for the needs of individual pupils.

Nugeing students have also idéﬁtifigd characteristics
of effective teachers. Rauen (1974) conducted a study in
which d;la were collected from freshman and senior students
in three diploma programa in the Milwaukee, Winsconsin area.
The data tool selected was “Clinical Instructor Characteris-
tics Ranking Scale” (CICRS). The findings of this study
revealed that the nurse role characteristics were signifi-
cantly more important than either person role or teacher
role characteristics. Senior students indicated the "nurse”
role characteristic of demonstrating the ability to function

in a real nursing situation was most important while fresh-

snthusiastically of primary importance.

In another study utilizing the CICRS scale, Stuebbe
(1980:9) fcung that "students value the learning of observed
nursing skills and theory most, while instructors valued
teacher-student relationships more.* Kiker (1973:721) found
that students perceptions and evaluations of their teachers
indicated that:

Among the characteristics identified as important
are professional competence, positive personal rela-
tionships, ability to identify principles, availability



of instructors to students, consideration of students
time.

Itrgppgaf: that nurse educators, unlike teachers in a school
system, are evaluated in two areas. Student nurses desire
to evaluate the instructor on her nursing abilities-as well
as the teacher gualities.

" Brown (1981) found that although much research had been
should possess, the literature was relatively sparse with
regard to studies conducted on characteristics of clinical
teachers. Brown, therefore, conducted aiﬁtﬂdzitég}éintify
those characteristics of the clinical teacher EBZ?;VCG to be
important by both faculty and students. Her "Clinical

both students and faculty members. It was found that both
groups (students and faculty) unanimously identified the

following characteristics as important:

1 Conveys confidence in and respect for the student.

2 Is well informed and able to commnicate knowledge
to students.

3. Supervises and helps in new experiences without
taking over. .

4, Provides useful feedback on student progress.

5. Is realistic in expectations of students.

6. Ia honest and direct with students.

7. Encourages students to feel free to ask questions
or to ask for help. ;

8. Is objective and fair in the evaluation of the
student.

9. Is flexible when the occasion calls for it.

Literature supports a variety of terms describing the
effective or easential characteristics of ; teacher. It is
of interest to note however, that there appears to be con-

sensus in both general and nursing education, that humanist-



e

tic gqualities such as warmth, understanding, respect for
student, honesty, etc. are desirable qualities for the

instructor to possess. In addition, students indicate that

e

-accessibility and approachability to the nstructor is
important.

Faculty  or "peer"” evaluation tools contain the same
general characteriastics as do those research in truments for
surveying students. Characteristics such as, willingness of
instructor to help, genuine interest in student progress,
openess %? others' viewpoints, classroom climate conduciv
to learning, availability to assist students, etc. (Nash,
1977; Kinsey, 1981; and othefs) are apparently of as much
concern for faculty as they are for studgnt;;

Regardless of which population was surveyed, (regarding

teacher characteristics) there aeamed to be a consensus that

humanistic qualities are valued by students, teachers and
experts in education. Identifying teacher characteristic

which enhance learning and foster a humane classroom

environment has merit for teachers and students alike.

Role. Model | ,,
Nursing, as well as teaching, is viewed as a helping
profession where clients also benefit from the relationshyps
established. The quality of clring is viewed as an gssen;
tial element in the helping relationship. |
Adam (1980:49) states, "The helping relationship is not

{ ,
«" » . something that'is unique to nursing . . .. It is,



however, essential for effective nursing care." Nursing

curricula stresses the importance of a positive relationship

Mot

between a nurse and patient. La Monica and Karshmer (1978
point out that very little nursing literature addresses
itself to how or when the qualities cfsthg helping relation-
ship are learned and developed in curricula, or maintained
in nursing practice. Hall and Mitsunaga (1979:19) found
that:A

e . ) -
. ™ there are no actual research data that
indicate a good relationship leads to good care . .

the assumption that connects good relationships to goﬂd’

care is largely an untested hypothesis of the nursing
profession.

How students develop a caring attitude has long been a
topic of concern for nurse educa;arg. Teachers are general-
ly considered to be role models for their students and, as
such, should demonstrate those qualities which they desire
of their students. Bandura and McDonfld, .cited in Durrant
(1978), tested the hypothesis that subjects would learn to
imitate behavior exhibited by an experimenter-model and that
“nuturant” (i.e., rewarding, warm) interaction between model
and learner would enhance this imitative learning. Research
confirmed their hypothesis. Other studies cited in Durrant
(1978:18) indicate that “the presence af certain character-
istics were found to be necessary to the 'succesasful' model
teacher-student relationship.”

carkhuff, cited in LaMonica and Karshmer (1978), des-
c es the primary characteristics in a helping relationship

a empathy, respect, wa:mth, genuiness, self-disclosure,

L]
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concreteness and immediacy of relationship. - Adam (1980)
lists empathy, respect, authenticity, specificity, confront-
ation and immediacy as the necessary attitudes for helping
others. Pine and Boy (1977) would add mutual trust,
concern, listening, éampassian and honesty to the list of
desirable attitudes. Pine and Boy (1977:26) also state:
Teacher educators need to pay more attention to
the dimension of personal growth. Students tend to
model their teaching behavioras and attitudes on their

interactions with and observationas of professors and
supervisors. The professor or supervisor who is grow-

ing and learning; who trusts his studente and ie real
with them, who 1igtens to students and ccnfrants them
in facilitative ways "“teaches” humaniam.

The literature regarding nursing instructor and student
relationships alaso supports the premise of the role model
phenomenon. According to Jones and Jones (1977), Stuebbe,
(1980), and others, student nurses report that the
instructor, especially the instructor encountered early in
the program, is the most iﬁflﬁéntial source as role model.
Mesolella (1974:15) says:

By being caring, open individuals with students, I
believe we set an example of the behavior that will
enable them to provide good nursing care . . . the
teacher is a role model. She teaches effective inter-
personal relationships by her own example with her
students.

Scheideman, cited in Durrant (1978:17) and supported by— “xﬁa
Adam (1980), draws a parallel between the right of a patieét
as a consumer of health and the right of a student as a
consumer of education.
<« » . nurses are often criticized for not finding

time to draw up a chair by the patients bedside and
listen to what he has to say. Similarily, nursing



educators need to clear the cluttered schedules ‘and

provide times for "listening" that are distinct from

teaching content.

Scheideman perceives that this practice of "listening"®
serves a double purpose: 1) to acquaint educators with
student needs and thus enable them to do something about
them, and 2) to allow educators to serve as role models.
The demonstrating of the qualities of a helping relationship
by the teacher appears to be essential in the role model
phenomenon.

Other :t;dig; add that student nurses do not only model
after nurse educators but‘ also unit staff personnel.
Mauksch (1980:21) believes that "nursing students have had
to seek rolé models among nursing staff in the institutions
where they affiliate rather than from among their teachers.”

The reason identified is that nurse educators were not
perceived to be nurse practitioners despite the fact many of

the clinical nursing faculty are also superbly prepared

="

nurses. There is some indication according to Hicks an
Westphal (1977) that student nurses, rather than selecting
the nurse educator, view the head nurse as the major role
model and other staff members as secondary role models. On
tthchEf hand, Cotanch (1981:6) cites the results of a 1974

study by Brown, Braders, and Oberman which found that

"clinical instructors were seen as positive role models and
staff nurses were seen as negative role models." Cotanch

of a therapeutic agent that exists between instructor-

30



student-patient is often a theoretical rather than an actual
model.” A study conducted by Matarazzo and Weins, cited by
Durrant (1978:18), would dispute Quint's findings. They
asked, "Would a teacher 'caring'’ gttitud;g;bg in turn
reflected in a student nurse behavior vis-a-vis he}
patient?" Their findings, in fact, provided a positive
answer to this query.

Although some litEFQtufe.inaicages that nurse aducagcfi
are not always the preferred role models, there seems to be
consensus that they are the ones most likely to be chosen.
The same is true for those students embarking on teaching
careers; the preferred role models are their teachers/pro-
fessors. The Jliterature generally supports Durrant
(1978:18) who says, "a key component for student acceptable
performance is for the role model to model the behavior he/

she wishes to see established as a norm in that student.

TEACHERS ROLES: TASKS AND ACTIVITIES

The teachers's central or primary role (responsibility)
is related to instructional functions. However, numerous

subroles or functions also compete for the time and energy

of the 1individual teacher. Lortie, 1in Schoolteacher

(1975:111), states, "Much of the teacher's role is defined

by his position in the division of labor established by the
school curriculum.” Heidgerken (1965) identified three

major role functions of the teacher, namely: instructional,
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faculty and individual. Ketefian (1977) idéntified subroles
such as resgearch, professional writing, involvement with
professional organizations and service to community agen-
cies. Williamson (1976) indicated that the nurse educator,
in addition to teaching, must also be involved in various
functions such as research, publications and public service.
The teaching role itself often has bath instructional and
non-instructional activities associated with it. Students,
the acknowledged consumers of the instructional process,
believe that the teacher's time and energy should go inte
teaching them.

Instructional Activities

Bossert (1979:11) believes that "Classrooms themselves
might be characterized by their digtinétivg utilization of
instructional activities -- by their task organization.”
Heidgerken' (1965) states activities such as planning and
organizing courses, creating and maintaining a xégiirable
climate (which will encourage and enhance lagfﬁiﬂg)i in
addition to adaptive teaching and preparing and adopting
instructional materials to the varying interests, needs and
abilities of the students are a part of the instructional
role of a teacher.

Edgerton (1977) vividly describes the teachers'
numerous activities which she believes to be contradictory
and in conflict with the primary role of teaching. She
identifies a variety of instructional activities, such as
paper grading, collecting late assignments, devising lesson

plans, etc., as only a few of the numerous tasks and
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activities a teacher does throughout the day. Edgerton
(1977:121) also believes that teachers develop "distinctly

cs" because of the rols

-

unpleasant personality characterist
conflicts, for example, the executive, evaluative and
counselor roles, a teacher encounters during the school day.
Bossert (1979:11) states, "the organization of classroom
tasks may influence the types of ;a:ial relationships that
develop between teacher and pupils and ameng pupils.”

Research has documented that the teacher has the res-

ponsibility to create a warm, caring environment which
} ;
I

facilitates teacher-student intgfgﬂtian and enhanceas

learning. The teacher's instructional activities, however,
often place her in the exelutive role of enforcing rules or
evaluative role, where she not only evalg;tai academic
performance but also "character development.” This creates
a conflict with the counselor role, which is perceived as
supportive and advisory. The result is an environment which
may in fact inhibit learning and effective interaction.

Non-Instructional Activities

There seems to be a consensus that non-instructional

roles or activities (sometimes viewed as extraneous dutiaﬂt;
o

clearly detract from the teacher's primary activity
teaching. This is shown by student comments such as “the

instructor was not on the ward enough -- she had too many
meetings to attend” (Telnes et al, 1966:54). Etzioni

(1969:36) notes, "The teachers may pArticipate (often voic-

ing complaints) in committees which deal with school-wide
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matters . . ." Lortie (1975:65) reports, “Generally,

with the one exceptiorn of clerical tasks . .

Many observational studies have been done on teacher
roles. Flanders and Nuthall (1972:443) cite two of the most
comprehensive studies undertaken in Great Britain (Hilsum &
Crane, 1971; Duthie, 1970). Results of the Hilsum and Crane
study showed that 4.76 hours per day were devoted to teach-
ing and a substantial amount (42% of work done) to out-of-
school work. The study also found that: (1) approximately
one-quarter of school time was spent on non-professional
activities, (2) thatéfree periods became chore periods, and
that (3) disruptions of classroom time occurred. The Duthie
study found that teachers were involved in housekeeping and
supervision duties guffi:igntly-aften and uniformly across
grades to warrant the advocating of several auxilary
programmes.

The concern with non-instructional activities interfer-
ing with or disrupting the class day is not unique cniy to

teachers in the school system. Holliman (1977), a nurse

educator, conducted an in-depth analysis of faculty members'

workload at the school in which she was curriculum coordin-
ator. The results of this study, which established an
"Individual Teacher Workload Profile,” indicated that of the
225 productive days available per year, 170 days were avail-
able for class/clinical preparation (C/C/P). When the total

hours required for C/C/P were calculated, it was determined
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that the faculty member was overextended by 503 hours per
year. Committee work, faculty meetings and attending work-
shops, etc. accounted for the discrepancy between productive
days available and actual days available for C/C/P. Another

nurse educator, Trautman (1977), in An Instructor's Diary,

also identified similar non-instructional activities. These
activities kept the teacher busy and were perceived as
taking time away from student contact.

Miller and Rose (1975:8) suggest, “The instructor
should discuss non-instructional responsibilites with admin-
istration in order Ehat there will be a clear understanding
of the expected role.” Because of concerns expressed
regarding the time spent on non-instructional activities,
Barritt (1978:41-42) postulates several gquestidns nurse
educators should ask themselves, for example:

- What if we held fewer committee meetings? -

- What if we limited our office hours to students in
the same way that the rest of the university does,
thus discouraging the constant - availability
syndrome?

- What if we learned to feel less guilty about sitting
and thinking instead of always doing?

- What if we used non-nursing personnel more fully
rather than feeling that every detail of nursing
education, research, and service was the sole prerog-
ative of the registered nurse?

Barritt also believes that "many times the overexten-
sion of faculty occurs because faculty members themselves
have not been able to turn down students, colleagues, admin-
istration, or the public" (p. 42). Heidgerken (1965:200)

suggests that "often, much time is wasted in nonlearning

activities, such as dictating directions, when mimeographed
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material could be used just as satisfactorily.” McPhail
(1970:37) on the other hand, suggests the use of part-time
teachers could effectively free the permanent teachers to
"attend conferences and workshops, to take a leave of
absence if necessary, and to work on committees."™

Nurse educators, like teachers in the school system,
appear to have a substantial amount of their time devoted to
non-instructional activities. Since this fact concerns both
groups of educators, studies have been done identifying all
aspects of the teachers workload. Suggestions have been
presented by some authors in an effort to relieve the teach-
er of some of those activities which detract from the
primary activity of teﬁching.

Professional Role Versus Academic Role

Nurse educators, unlike other educators, have a dual
role for which they must remain competent. This duality of
roles often creates dissonance in the nurse educator.

Williamson (1976:82) states, “The nurse in academia
carries an additional burden unknown to many disciplines

-+ « The professional role is the role that is identified,
much more commonly than the academic role.” &Illiam:cn also
suggests another issue of concern to the nurse in academia,
the need for all nurse educators to be licensed to practice
nursing. Panicucci (1978:48) believes that “nursing faculty
are becoming aware of the need to remain clinically compe-
tent in order to be effective teachers.”

This indicates then that, in addition to the teaching



responsibilities, some of the instructors' time should be
devoted to developing and/or maintaining clinical competen-
cies.

Teacher's Role and Accountability

Another factor which affects the educator's role i’

that of accountabilty. The nurse educator is pro feasianally
accountable ‘to the client by preparing competent nurse
practitioners (Kramer, 1976: Williamson, 1976). Student
nurses often hold their teachers responsible for the educa-
tion provided to them. Kramer (1976:115) stresses that:

) Probably the one group of nurses that has consist-
ently attempted to hold nurse educators accountable for
the products they prepare is nursing service employers.
Nurse educators, however, find they are not alone in

being held accountable for the education provided to their

students. In The New Teacher, Heath (1973:59) states,

"Accountability simply means that the educator and school

are responsible for the learner demonstrating measurable
achievement following the educational experience."”

Some aspects of the job for which they have little con-
trol are viewed, by the educators, to impede the teaching-
learning process. Pine and Boy (1977:228), for example, are
of the opinion that the demandﬁcf accountability for teacher
performance is contingent upgﬁ "externally controlled pre-
rogatives like pupilstggchng ratios, availability of special
services, budgets for textbooks, and so on." The Coleman
Report of 1966, Eitiﬁ in Heath (1973), which precipitated

the movement toward accountability does not support this



premise. The findings of this report determined that the
crucial factors occurred in human interaction contexts,
within authority relations among people. Other factors
acéording to Coleman, such as the satudent's home environ-

ment, ' the social composition of the student body, and the

quality of teachers (quality being contingent upon the rela-

tionship of teacher to learners) were considered to be the
critical determinents of educational motivation and achieve-
ment. Although the teacher is held responsible for the
students learning, he has little or no control over external
factors such as home environment.

Nurse educators have similar concerns (such as faculty
student ratios) when supervising students in the clinical
agencies. The concern expressed by teachers regarding
students home. environment is not as éfitiealrté the nurse
educator. However, the inical agency environment over
which the nurse educator &ften has little or no control is
viewed as a crucial factor to the learning process. Fry
(1975:6) paints the following scenario:

The nurse-educator brings her students to floor X
for their semester experience during which she encount-
ers many unforseen difficulties. The head nurse pre-

tends you are non-existent, and your requests fall on
deaf ears. Therstaff are abrasive to your students and

take. The head nurse becomes irate if the nursing
tasks are not done on time. A judgmental attitude
hangs in the air and your atudents are constantly
"scrutinized.

In spite of these difficulties, the nurse educator must
still facilitate the learning process for which she is held

accountable. Pugh (1976) suggests that nurse educators

L]
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should, in fact, view their role as that of facilitator and
helper rather than the old concept of teacher.

Regardless of all the factors which the teacher faces
during the school day, according to numerous authors, the
téaéh;r is accountable to the students for creating a class-
fa&m.(and cliniéal) environment in which they are encouraged
to learn. Further, by re-examining the teacher role, Pugh
(1976:57-58) believes, "Only then will we be able to
e@urageghsly and optimistically interact with the learner in

a rewarding relationship.”

SUMMARY

In this chapter theoretical and research literature

were reviewed in an attempt to provide arid develop the back-
ground for the study. The literature suggested that human-
ism or humanistic psychology was important in establishing
facilitative relationships in the educational setting. The

helping relationship was considered to be equally important

in both the school system and nursing education.

The literature also suggested the properties ngcgs:gryi

to create a humane environment. The importance of “cogni-
tive" and “"affective” elements in education were also dis-
cussed.

Facets in the learning environment which either facili-
tated or created barriers in the development of supportive

rclatigﬂjhiég between teachers and pupils, and consequently
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in the learning process, were identified and discussed. The
literature also suggested that nurse educators are confront-
ed with many of the factors Eanficnting teachers in the
school systems. Nurse educators, however, must be cégcgfngé
with two areas in the lgar;ing environment: the classroom
and clinical practice settings, each with their own unique
charactafiatici.

The characteristics of a humanistic environment were
extrapolated from the literature. An attempt was made toO
jdentify those characteristics which were considered to
foster a humanistic environment. Also, the characteristics
which were viewed as inhibiting the development of a human-
istic environment were identified.

No evidence was found in the literature to support the
hypothesis that good relationships lead to good care. How-
ever, the role-model concept was well documented in the
nursing and general education literature.

The literature also seemed to indicate that .student
evaluation was an important factor in developing a humane
environment. This includes itudantgiarceptian: of which
factors contributed to or detracted from a facilitative
learning milieu. Accountability for the student's education
was also reviewed, along with factors that enhance and

Aetract from a teacher's responsibility.
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INSTRUMENTATION AND METHODOLOGY

This &thapter contains a description of the instrument
used in this ;ﬁuéyiand the methods employed to collect and
analyze the data. fhe first section diascusses the conastruc-
tion of a survey questionnaire. The remainder of the chap-
ter deals with data collection procedure and analysis of the

data.
INSTRUMENTATION

Choice of Instrumentation

A questionnaire was utilized to collect data for this
study. Questionnaires are relatively inexpensive and less
time consuming than other research methods, such as inter-
view procedures or observation studies. since the research-
er is not present during the completion of the question-
naire, reseacher bias is eliminated and anonymity is assur-
ed. Also, because the questionnaire offers the best oppor-
tunity for anonymity it is believed that the information
elicited is most likely to be accurate. The, questionnaire,

entitled Teacher/Student Relationship in Nursing Education,

=

was developed for this study from information gathered from

various sources.
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Development Of The Instrument

*

The development of the research instrument for the pur-
pose Oof collecting data involved the modification of qugit;
ionnaires used in previous studies.

Section A of the questionnaire, designed for the pur-
pose of collecting personal and professional data, was
adapted from the Cadman (1977:150-151) instrument titled,

"Evaluation of Nursing Instructor

Items ig Section B of the questionnaire, dealing with
personal and professional characteristics of the teacher,
were modified from various sources. Items 10 and 11 from
the Richardson (1979:228) instrument titled, "Special Pur-
pose Master's in Nursing Program For Alberta Nurse Educa-
tors." The Rogers (1972:139) instrument titled, "Teacher
Evaluation Questionnaires for School Principals,” provided
items 12, 13, 14 and 15. Item 18 was obtained from Cadman
(1977:154). The remainder of the items in this section were
constructed from ideas obtained from the nursing literature.

Section C, titled 1Instructional Related Activities
contains items 19-25 which were modifed from the Holdaway
(1978:170-171) study titled, "Satisfaction of Teachers in
Alberta With Their Work and Working Coditions." The last
item in this section, #26, was constructed from the writer's
personal experience in the instructional role.

The final section, Section D, relating to naﬁiiﬁitfgaﬁ
tional activities, was also constructed from the writé:‘g

experience in the role of nurse educator, as well as Eipgri!

ences of colleagues which were obtained through discussion.



Validation Of The Instrument

In order to establish content and face validity the

pilot questionnaire was distributed to five individuals with

nursing backgrounds. These inéiViduai% were requested to
review the questionnaire for clarity, format, content and
length of time for completion. Four of the respondents were
graduate students in the Department of Educational Admin-
istration, University of Alberta and were nurse educators
immediately prior to their student status. The fifth re-
veiwer was the Chairman, Health Sciences Department, Grant
MacEwan Community College in Edmonton, Alberta.

The four graduate student réspéndgntsi completed all
sections of the questionnaire and in addition all respond-
ents wrote comments regarding their reaction to the content,
appropriateness of items, wording about direction prévideé
and length of time for completion.

The Direct@r = Nursing Education at the Royal Alexandra
Hospital School of Nursing perused the pilot questionnaire
and offered verbal comments regarding clarity, content and
projected completion time. ;il t questionnaire was also
reviewed by Dr. A.G. Konrad, the researcher’'s thesis advisor
in the Department of Educational Administration, University
of Alberta. )

Responses received from the reviewers resulted in minor

revisions of the questionnaire. ° The items were generally

L ]

considered to be appropriate, however, some minor modifica-

tions were made in directions provided to the respondents.
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Placement of the response key was also changed on the basis
of comments received. The length of time for completion
varied from 15 to 20 minutes which was considered to be

asonable. After making the necessary changes a final

draft of the questionnaire was constructed.

The Instrumgnt

A copy of the final form of the questionnaire is in-

composed of four

cluded in Appendix A. The gquestionnaire i
sections relating to: (1) personal and professional data:
(2) personal and professional characteristics of teacher:
(3) instructional relat&d- activities; and (4)
non-instructional activities.

Section A, Personal ané Professional Data, contains the
following eight variables: type of program, age, highest
level of education, status and extent of present employment,
areas of major teaching responsibility, amount of nursing

work prior to teaching, amount of teaching experience, and

length of employment.

Section B, Teacher/Student Relationships inc s items
numbered 9 to 18 which identify personal and professional
characteristics of the teacher. Respondents were asked to

indiea%g their perceptions of the manner in which the ident-
ified chafactariqﬁf@;iaffecteﬂ the teacher/student relation-
ships. Each item was rated two times on a Likert-type
scale, as to its perceived importance i; facilitating the

relationshipa, and second as to the extent the character-
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istic.detracted from the relationship. The following res-

ponse keys were utilized:

Facilitates Detracts
1. No importance 1. Eg extent
2. S;me importance 2. Some extent
3. Moderate importance 3. Moderate extent
4. Great importance 4. Great extent
S. Very great importance 5. Very great extent

Section C, Instructional Related Activities, ukilized
the same response key. Items 19 through 26 identified items
of the teaching-learning situation which generally involve
students.

In Section D, Non-Instructional Activities, the same
response key was again used. The items 27 through 34 in-
cluded’ items which involve the teacher's time and are
related to her work situation, but do not involve student

-

contact.

Provision was made at the end of the questionnaire for

- @
comments concerning teacher/student relationships and/or the

questionnaire itself.

METHODOLOGY

Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire was distributed to 52 nurses in two
diploma Schools of Nursing in Edmonton. Prior to the die~
tribution of the questionnaire, permission and assistance

was sought from the senior administrators of the two pro-

/



grams. On April 27, 1981, a meeting to explain the nature
of the study and to request a meeting with the faculty mem-
bers “took place with the Chairman, Health Sciences
Department, Grant MacEwan Community College. The date of

this meeting coincided with the monthly Health Sciences

granted to meet with the faculty to explain the study and to
solicit support for completing the questionnaire.

On the same date, initial contact was made by phone to
_request a meeting with the Directcr!i Nursing Education,
Royal Alexandra Hospital School of Nursing. The meeting was
scheduled for May 7, 1981, to explain the study and to
request a meeting with faculty members of this program.
Once again, permission was granted and a luncheon meeting

with faculty members was scheduled for May 22, 1981. In

both institutions, the senior administrators offered the
services of the secretaries in the collection of the com-

pleted questionnaires from their faculty members.

Meetings with the nurse educators took place April 27
and May 22, 1981 respectively. At each meeting with the
faculty members, the nature of the study was explained and
assurance given regarding confidentiality and anonymity.
Questions raised were answered. In each instance interest
in the study was expressed and agreement to participate was
verbalized.

Faculty lists were provided by the senior administra-
tors. Between May 22 and May 29, 1981 questionnaires were

1
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either distributed by the secretaries via faculty §ailbﬁxag
or delivered by the researcher. A small percentage of
questionnaires were mailed to those faculty members who
would not be present at their pl&éﬁ of employment within a
one week period. A letter accompanying each questionnaire
explained the purpose of the study and requested each res-
pondent to return the completed questionnaire in the self-
addressed envelope which was then to be returned to a desig-
nated secretary in.each institution. Of the total 52 ques-
tionnaires distributed 30 were: distributed at thé Royal
Alexandra Hospital School of Nursing and 22 were distributed
to the faculty at Grant MacEwan Community College.

Of the questionnaires completed, twenty respondents
elected to return the questionnaire by mail. These were

h

[p]

added to the remainder of the completed questionnaires whi
were collected from the instituti@ns two and three weeks
from the time of distribution. In order to avoid identify-
ing the institution from which the guestionnaires were col-
lected, all questionnaires were placed together with those
received in the mail.

On June 12, 1981, a follow up letter was sent to the
participating nurse educators thanking them for their assis-
tance, and reminding them to return the completed question-
naire if they had not already done so. A stamp was included
with the letter as an incentive to encourage any remaining
study participants who wished to complete the questionnaire

to do so as soon as possible. All correspondence is includ-
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ed in Appendix B.

A total of forty-three questionnaires or 82.7 percent
were returned by June 26, 1981. All returns were usable.
Table 1 summarizes information related to the distribution

and return of questionnaires.
DATA ANALYSIS

The survey instrument was constructed to facilitate key
punching of the raw data which could then be transferred
directly to computer data cards. The following statistical
analysis were utilized in this study.

1, Frequency and percentage distribution was used to
describe the personal and professional data.

2. Ranking of items by means was performed to identi-
fy both the facilitator profile and detractor profile,

3. Di fferences in perceptions of respondents regard-
ing the importance of personal and professional characteris-
tics, instructional and non-instructional activities as
facilitators and detractors were examined by t-test and one
way analysis of variance procedures.

4. Differences in perceptions of respondents regard-
ing discrepancies between facilitators and detractors and
importance of personal anad professional characteristics,
instructional and non-instructional activities were examined
by t-t‘lt and one-way Snalylis of variance procedures.

5. Open-ended responses were classified and summarigz-

’

ed. ’ ’



Table 1

Distribution And Return Of Questionnaires

T I —
Questionnaires
School of Nursing Distribution Return
N ]
Royal Alexandra Hospital 30 24 80
’
Grant MacEwan Community College 22 19 86.4
Total 52 43 82.7
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SUMMARY

A questionnaire was used for the collection of daég for
this study. Questions. concerning personal and professional
characteristics, and instructional and non-instructional
activities were included in the questionnaire. All nurse

educators in two diploma Schools of Nursing were included in

Data were analyzed to provide frequency distributions,

means, one-way analysis of variance and t tests.
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CHAPTER 1V

=

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA AND DISCUSSION OF THE FINDINGS

This chapter describes the findings of the study. The
initial section, dealing with the personal and professional
data, provides a profile of the respondents. Subsequeant
sections discuss the respondents' perceptions of the
importance of the questionnaire items as facilitators or
detractors to the teacher/student relationship in the three
major areas: personal and professional, instructional
related activities, and non-instructional activities. The

final section presents a summary of the chapter.

PERSONAL AND PROFESSIONAL DATA PROFILE

= 4

-,

qﬁcstiang regarding personal and professional data. Infor-
mation concerning place of employment, age, leavel of educa-
tion, status and extent of employment, major teaching
responsibility, amount of nursing work prior to teaching,
amount of teaching experience, and length of present employ-
ment was obtained. Table 2 presents the frequency and per-
centage distributions that summarize the responses to the

eight items.
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Table 2

Frequency And Percentage Distribution For Personal
And Professional Data

Data Frequency Percent®*
Present Program
College 19 44.2
Hospital 24 55.8
AGE
41 and over 9 20.9
36 - 40 12 27.9
31 - 35 11 25.6
30 and under 11 25.6
Level of Education
Masters 1 2.3
Baccalaureate 35 81.4
R.N. + Post Basic Diploma 6 14.0
R.N. 1 2.3
Type of Employment
75 - 100% Temporary 3 7.0 |
75 - 100% Permanent 21 i?i‘l
0 - 74% Temporary 5 11,7
O - 74% Permanent 5 7.0




Table 2 (continued)

53

Data !

Frequency Percent

Major Teaching Responsibility

Classroom only 5 11.6
Clinical 16 37.2
Both 22 51.2
Years of Nursing Prior to Teaching

5 years or more 16 37.2
3-4 years llO 23.3 ‘
2 years or less 17 39.5
Years of Teaching Experience

9 years or more 19 44.2
3-8 years 15 34.9
2 yoa;;ﬁaﬁ less Y9 20.9
Length of Present Employment

7 year or more 15 34.9
3-6 years 14 32.6
1-2 years 7 16.3
less than 1 year 7 16.3

* Where totals do not equal 100% error due to rounding.



Place of Employment

Table 2 shows that of the 43 respondents in the survey

24 or 55.8 percent were employed in a hospital diploma
program. The remaining 19 respondents or 44.2 percent were
employed in a college diploma program.

Table 2 indicates that an equal number

A
ents were 30 and younger and between 31 ar

the respond-

Theae groups
comprised 25.6 percent each of the total éf@up. Therefore,
slightly more than one half (51.28%) of the respondents were
35 years of age or younggr. The greatest p-rgentaéa (27.9%)
were in the age group 36-40 years, with the smallest

percentage (20.9%) occurring in the 41 and over age group.

-

evel of Education

The majority of the respondents (81.4%) indicated a
baccalaureate degree as their highest level of -duegtign.
The number of nurses prepared at the Master's level (2.3%)
and R.N. diploma level (2.3%) comprised the smallest group.
Although the majority of the respondents had a baccalaureate
degree, 6 or 14 percent indicated they had a post-basic
diploma in addition to their R.N. diploma. This study in-

cluded the perceptions held by all nurse educators in the

survey. ' .

Type of Employment

As shown in Table 2, the majority of the respondents
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(72.1%) were employed in a full-time permanent position.
The remainder of the nurse educators surveyed were employed
Oon a temporary or part-time basis (18.7%) or permanent part

time basis (7%).

Areas of ﬁgj;rATaaehiaéiﬁegpcngib{;itg

Table 2 shows that 37.2 percent of the respondents in-

icated clinical instruction as their major area of respon-

(™ ‘

sibility, while classroom instructors (11.6%) comprised the
smallest group. However, slightly more than @n; half of the
respondents (51.2%) were empléyed in both classroom and
clinical instruction. The fact that the majority of the
respondents had teaching responsibilites in both areas might
have an effect on their responses regarding the teacher/
student felgticnihié since they interact with students in

two different educatiénal settings. It is generally believ-

ed that nurse educators who are in both the classroom and

clinical practice area are likely to have more contact with

atudents.

Years qglﬂurging_P:iaf_taff;;gﬁégg

An almost equal proportion of nurse educators had 2
years or less (39.5%) or 5 years or more (37.2%) of nursing
work prior to teaching. The remainégr of the respondents
(23.3%) indicated they had 3 to 4 years of nursing experi-
ence prior to becomirig nurse educators. However, slightly
more than one third of the respondents worked 5 years or

more in general nursing before embarking on a teaching

career, whereas approximately two-thirds or 62.8 percent



™,

had 4 years or less nursing experience. It appears, there-
fore, that the decision to teach rather than practice nurs-
ing was made relatively early in the career of the nurse

educator.
|

gmagngrcfﬂ:g;&higgﬁ;;pe;%gngg infﬂu::ingfgdg:ag;én

Table 2 8hows that 44.2 percent of the respondents
indicated they had 9 years or more experience as nurse edu-
cators. Approximately 34.9 percent indicated they had been
teaching 3 to 8 years, while 20.9 percent stated they had 2
years or less experience as nurse educators. Apparently,

once the nurse has made the decision to teach she appears to

remain in nursing education.

Length of EreseqthmE;qymgpt

‘Table 2 reveals an equal number of respondents (16.3%)
had 1 to 2 years, or less than one year's service 1in théir
present employment. An almost equal number indicated they
were employed 3 to 6 years (32.6%) or 7 Years or more
(34.9%) in their present place of work. The majority of the
respondents (67.5%) were employed iﬁ their present place of
work for 3 years or more. These nurse educators should,
therefore, be fairly knowledgeable in their nurse educator
role, as well as being familiar with all facets of the posi-

tion.

FACILITATORS AND DETRACTORS OF TEACHER/STUDENT RELATIONSHIP

' Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of



the level of importance of items in facilitating the
tionship in three major areas: ©personal and professional,

instructional related activities, and non-instructional

activities. Ranking of items by meana was utilized to
identify both the facilitator profile and detractor
profile ’

This section ident;fies and discusses the three items

in each section which were perceived as having the greatest

effect and the three items considered to have the least

effect on the teacher/student ralaﬁicn:hig.

The final section diseusse: the overall facilitator

profile and detractor profile.

- Sub-problem 1

What personal and professional characteristics do nurse
educators perceive as faeilitaging teacher/student relation-
ship?

Respondents were invited to indicate the importance of

personal and professional characteristics in facilitating
the teacher/student relationship. Table 3 contains the

means and rank order of means showing the perceived import-
ance of each item.
The three items ranked as having the greatest import-

9. Damonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be

developed by student. (Mean = 4.63)

13. Concern for each student as a person.(Mean = 4.61)
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Means and Rank Order af Means of Responses on

to Facilitating Teacher/Student Relationship
Rank
_ . Item | Mean] order
9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values tqd 4.63 1
be developed by student.
13. Concern for each student as a person. 4.61 2
17, Welcomes and rg;gezt: differences of 4.40 3
opinion. \
16. Regarded with resppct by students. 4.26 4
15. Regarded as loyal/and dependable by 4.19 5
students.
14. Provides for meeting student group needs.| 4.16 6
18. Shares thinking with students. 3.91 7 ,
12. Concerned with students character 3.79 8
development.
10. Emphasizes learning about mutually 3.62 9
satisfying teacher/student relationships.
l11. Stresses counselling to assist student. 3.19 10




17. Welcomes and respects differences of opinion.
(Mean = 4.40)

Items which ranked lowest in importance in the opinions
of the respondents were:

11. Stresses counselling to assist students. (Mean =
3.19)

10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying
teacher/student relationships. (Mean = 3.62)

12. Concerned with students character development.
(Mean = 3.79)

As indicated in Table 3 all ten items in this section
were perceived by the respondents to have moderate to very
great importance in facilitating the teacher/student rela-
tionship.

Six of the ten items in this section were, in fact,

perceived as having great or very great importance in facil-

itating the teacher/student relationship, while the remain-
ing four items were perceived as having moderate importance.
It appears that nurse educators perceive the area of pesonal
and professional characteristics is of value to relation-
ships with students.

Sub~-problem 2

/
Which personal and professional characteristics are
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/

student relationship?

Respondents were requested to indicate the degree to

which personal and professional characteristics detracted
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from the teacher/student relationship.

Table 4 summarizes the means and rank order of means
showing the degree to which each item was perceived as
detracting from the relationship.

three items ranked as detracting to the greatest

The

extent weare:

16. Regarded with respect by students. (Mean = 2.10)

1l1. Stresses counselling to assist students. (Mean

vides for meeting student group needs (Mean =

s
>
Ly |

r

o]

The items which\ ranked as detracting to the least
extent were:
10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying

teacher/student relationship. (Mean = 1.77)

13. Concern for each student as a person. (Mean =
1.81)

15. Regarded as 1loyal and dependable by students.
(Mean = 1.88)

All the items, as shown in Table 4, were pearceived as
detracting only to some extent from the teacher/student

relationship. It appears that nurse educators perceive

betwaen teacher and student.
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Means and Rank Order of Means of Rasponses on

Table 4

Extent to Which Personal and Professional Characteristics

Detract From The Teacher/Student Relationship

Rank
Item Mean Order
16. Regarded with respect by students. 2.10 1
11. Stresses counselling to assist student. 2.02 2.5*
14. Provides for meeting student group needs.| 2.02 2.5*
9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values td 1.98 4.5*
be developed by student.
17. Welcomes and respects differences of 1.98 4.5+
opinion.
12. Concerned with students character 1.95 6
development.
18. Shares thinking with students. 1.90 7
o
15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by l1.88 8
students.
13. Concern for each student as a person. 1.81 9
10. Emphasizes learning about mutually 1.77 10

satisfying teacher/student relationship.

\

* Indicates tied ranks

E4



What facets of instructional activities of nursing
education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/student
relationship?

The survey participants were requested to indicate the
importance of instructional activities in facilitating the
teacher/student relationship. The means and rank order of
means showing the perceived importance of each item are
contained in Table 5.

\ The three items ranked as most important in facilitat-
ing the teacher/student relationship were:

25. Size of group in clinical instruction. (Mean =
4.67)

20. sStudent contact hours available to assist individ-
ual students. (Mean = 4,0S5)

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. (Mean =
4.02)

The three items which ranked as having least importance
to the relationship were:

23. Time spent correcting assignments per week. (Mean

- 2@72)

26, Ti spent on curriculum planniﬁg meetings. (Mean
= 2,77)

19. Hours of classroom t;gching per week. (Mean =
3.12)

As indicated in Table 5, six of the eight items in this



Table 5

Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on
Importance of Instructional Related Activities to

Facilitating Teacher/Student Realtionship

— ltem I . _| _Mean | Order
25. Size of group in clinical instruction. 4.67 1
20. Student contact hours available to 4.05 2

assist individual students.

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction.| 4.02 3

21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. 4.00 4

22. Preparation time available during work- 3.49 5
day-. :

19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. 3.12 6

26. Time spent on curriculum planning 2.77 7
meetings.

23. Time spent correcting assignments per 2.72 8

wveek. ,

!




section were perceived as having moderate to very great
importance in facilitating the teacher/student relationship.
It appears that nurse educators perceived only two of the
eight instructional items to having less than a moderate
degree of impo;tance to the relationship.

Sub-problem 4

What facets of instructional activities of nursin
education are perceived as detracting from the teachay/
student relationship?

The survey participants were requested to indicate the
degree to which instructional activities detracted from the
teacher/student relationship.

Table 6 indicates the means and rank order of means of
the items to the extent that the items detract from the
teacher/student relationship.

The three items perceived as detracting to the greatest
extent were:

25. Size of group in clinical instruction. (Mean =

3.74)

24. Size of classes in clinical instruction. (Mean =
3.26)

26. Time spent on curriculum planning me&tiﬁg;.: (Mean
= 2.77) -

.Those three items which were perceived as detracting to
the least extent were:

21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. (Mean = 2.12)

20. Student contact hours available to assist

1
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Table 6

Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on
Extent to Which Instructiqnal Related Activities
Detract From Teacher/Student Relationship
Rank
Item - B _ _Mean Order
RN
A
25. Size of group in clinical instruction. 3.74 1
24. Size of classes in classroom instruction.| 3.26 2
26. Time spent on curriculum planning 2.77 3
meetings.
23. Time spent correcting assignments per 2.62 4
week.
22. Preparation time available during work- 2.33 5
day.
19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. 2.19 6.5*
20. Student contact hours available to 2.19 6.5*
assist individual students. N
21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. 2.12 8

* Indicates tisd ranks.
- ]



individual students. (Mean = 2.19)

19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. (Mean =
2.19)

As indicated in Table 6, six of the eight items in this
section were perceived as detracting only to some extent
from the teacher/student relationship. Only two of eight
instructional items were perceived as detracting to a great
extent from the relationship. Apparently class and group
size is of <concern to educators in facilitating a
fél&ti@ﬁihﬁp with students.

-

Sub-problem 5

Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in

Respondents were invited to indicate the importance of

non-instructional activities in facilitating the teacher/

-
[ o
=

udent relationship. Table 7 contains the means and rank

order of means showing the paréiivad importance of each

i

tems which were perceived as having the most

3
[
"
=4
"‘1\
»
»
e

importance in facilitating teacher/student relationship
were:

31. ;img spent establishing rapport with staff in
clinical area. (Mean = 3.95)

24, Time spent preparing for clinical assignments.
(Mean = 3.74) |

32. Time spent communciating with supervisory person-
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HigPi and Rank Order of Means of Responses on

Importance of Non-Instructional Activities to

Facilitating Teacher/Student Ralgtién:hip
\
— = . == — —_ S = = = — = —— =T =
Rank
_ _Item e } Mean Order
31. Time spent establishing rapport with 3.95 1
staff in clinical area.
24. Time spent preparing for clinical 3.74 2
assignments.
32. Time spent communicating with supervisoryl 3.40 3
personnel in clinical, area.
28. Time spent on teaching aids. 2.51 4
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. 2.33 5
29. Time spent in faculty committee work. 2.31 6
27. Time spent on clerical activities. 2.05 7
33. Time spent preparing for committee 1.91 8
meetings.
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nel in clinical area. gHg;ﬁ = 3.40)

The three items perceived as having the least amount of

importance to the relationship were: _
¥/
33, Time spent preparing for committee meetings.
(Mean = 1.91) "

27. Time spent on Elnriéal activities. (Mean = 205)

29. Time spent in tachlty committee work. (Mean =
2.31)

Table 7 indicates only three of the eight items in this
section were perceived to have great importance in facil-
itating the teacher/student relationship. It appears that
nurse educators perceived the remaining five non-instruc-
tional items to have little or no importance in facilitating
the relationship between between teacher and student.

Sub-problem 6

Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in
nursing education are perceived as detracting from the
teacher/student relationship?

Respondents were invited to indicate the degree to
which non-instructional activities detracted from the
teacher/student relationship. Table 8 presents the means
and rank order of means showing the extent the items
detracted from the f:latiqnghip_ 3
the greatest extent were:

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Hllw;{;3;i4)

4

29. Time spent in faculty committee work. ' (Mean =
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Table 8

Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses on

Extent to Which Non-Instructional Activities

Detract From Teacher/Student Relationship

== 7
Rank
I tem '77 Mean Order
27. Time spent on clerical activities. 3.14. 1
29. Time spent in faculty committee work. 2.95 2
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. 2.64 3
28. Time spent on teaching aids. 2.42 4
33. Time spent préparing for committee 2.37 5
" meetings.’
34. Time spent preparing for clinical 1.95 6
assignments.
»
31. Time spent establishing rapport with 1.79 7
staff in clinical area.
32. Time spent communicating with superVLsory 1.65 8

personnel in clinical area.
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2.95) '

30. Time spent in faculty meetings. (Mean = 2.64)

In the opinion of the respondents, the three items per-
ceived as detracting to the least extent from the teacher/
sﬁudent relationship were:

32. Time spent communicating with supervisory person-
nel in clinical area. (Mean = 1.65)

31. Time spent establishing rapport with staff in
clinical area. (Mean = 1.79)

34. Time spent preparing for clinical assignments.
(Mean = 1.95)

Table 8 shows that nurse educators perceived only one
of the eight items in this section as detracting to a moder-
ate extent from the teacher/student relationship. Indeed,
seven of the eight non-instructional items were perceived as

having little or no affect in detracting from the relation-

ship between teacher and student.

In order to clearly identify those items which were
perceived to have the greatest and least importance 1in
facilitating the teacher/student relation hip an overall
summary of Epe facilitator profile was prE§3fEd- This sec-
tion discusses those items which the respondents perceived
as having the most importance in facilitating the teacher/
s tudent ;elationshipa.

Table 9 contains a summary of the means and rank order



Table 9

Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses

Overall Importance of Items to Facilitating

Teacher/Student Relationship

Rank
— Item e - Mean Order
Personal and Erafgg;iqngli;hagggtgri*;igg
9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values td 4.63 2
be developed by student
10. Emphasizes learning about mutually 3.62 15
satisfying teacher/student relationships.
l1l1. Stresses counselling to assist student. 3.19 18
12. Concerned with students character devel- 3.79 13
opment.
13. Concern for each student 48 a person. 4.61 3
14. Provides for meeting student group needs.| 4.16 7
15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by 4.19 6
studants.
16. Regarded with respect by students. 4,26 5
17. Welcomes anda respects differences of 4.40 4
opinion.
18. Shares thinking with students. 3.91 12




Table 9 (Continued)
Rank
- ___Item = o __ ] Mean | Order
Instructional Related Activities
19. Hours of classroom teaching per week. 3.12 19
20. Student contact hours available to 4.05 8
assist individual students.
21. Hours of clinical teaching per week. 4.00 10
22. Preparation time available during work- 3.49 16
day.
23. Time spent correcting assignments per 2,72 21
week. '
24. size of classes in classroom instruction.| 4.02 9
25. Size of group in clinical instruction. 4.67 1
26. Time spent on curriculum planning 2.77 20
meetings.
, ) \
‘( LA \
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Table 9 (Continued)

73

Rank
Item Mean Order
Non-Instructional Activities
27. Time spent on clerical activities. 2.05 25 )
’
28. Time spent on teaching aiads. 2.51 22
29. Time spent in faculty committee work. 2.31 24
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. 2.33 23
31. Time spent establishing repport with 3.95 11
staff in clinical area.
32. Time spent communicating with supervisoryl 3.40 17
personnel in clinical area.
33. Time spent preparing fbt committee 1.91 26
meetings.
34. Time spent preparing for clinical 3.74 14

assignments.




of means of each item. The five items ranked as having most

importance to facilitating the teacher/student relationship

ware:
25, Size of group in clinical instuction. (Mean =
4.67)
9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be

developed by student. (Mean = 4.63)

13. Concern for each student as a person. (Mean =
4.61)
17. Welcomes and respects differences of opinion.

(Mean = 4.40)

16. Regarded with respect by students. (Mean = 4.26)

The five items which ranked lowest in importance in the
opinions of the respondents were:

33. Time spent preparing for committee meetings.
(Mean = 1.91)

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 2.05)

29. Time spent in faculty committee work. (Mean =

30. Time spent in faculty meetings. (Mean = 2.33)

28. Time spent on teaching aids. (Mean = 2.51)

Of the 26 items listed, ten items were rated as having
"Great" or “Very Great Importance” in facilitating a
taachar/:tuﬂ:ﬁt relationship. A total of seven items were
of "Some Iﬁgartgnec“ or "No Importance."

The item which was rated as most important related to

ti- area of instructional activities while the four remain-

74



ing items which rated in the top five related to the area of
personal and professional characteristics. It would appear
that the respondents perceived personal and professional
ceharacteristics as the most important items in facilitating
the teacher/student relationships. Since these items appear
to relate to humanism, it would seem that these are the
areas most valued by the nurse educators. However, the
"size of group in clinical instruction,” where the instruc-
tor generally has a closer relationship with students, was
perceived to be of greatest importance in fabtilitating
teacher/student relationships.

According to the respondents, the five items which con-
tributed the least to facilitating teacher/student relation-
ships were in the area of non-instructional activities. 1In
the opinion of the nurse educators, time spent in meetings
‘?r activities which did not involve student contact, were

not perceived as facilitating a relationship with students.

Overall Level of Importance of Detractor Profile

In order to more clearly identify those items which
wérc perceived to detract from the teacher/student
relationship to the greatest or least extent, an overall
summary of the detractor profile is presented in Table 10.
In this section those items which were perceived as having
the most and least importance in detracting from the
teacher/ student relationship are discussed.

The five items ranked as detracting to the greatest

~J
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Means and Rank Order of Means of Responses

Overall Extent That Items Detract From

Teacher/Student Relationship

Personal and Profess

| e

onal Characteristics

9. Demonstrates skills, attitudes, values ta

be developed by student

10. Emphasizes learning about mutually
satisfying teacher/student relationships.

11. Stresses counselling to assist student.
12. Concerned with students character devel-
opment.

13. Concern for each student as a person.
l4. Provides for meeting student group needs.
15. Regarded as loyal and dependable by

students.

16. Regarded with respect by lt}*lnﬁi-
assignments.

17. Welcomes and respects differences of
opinion.

18. Shares thinking with students.

* Indicates tied ranks

14

17.5*
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Table 10 (Continued)

¢ Rank
o _ Item i o o Mean )rder

Instructional Related Activities

9. Hours of classroom teaching per week.

[

Student contact hours available to
assist individual students.

21. Hours of clinical teaching per week.
Preparation time available during work-
day.

Time spent correcting assignments per
wesk.

Size of classes in classroom instruction.

Size of group in clinical instruction.

E

meeting

Time spent on curriculum planning
5. /

* Indicates

tied ranks

11.5+

ey




Table 10 (Continued)™
Rank
_ _Item - . Mean | Order
Non-Instructional Activities
27. Time spent on clerical activities. 3.14 3
28. Time spent on teaching aids. 2.42 8
29. Time spent in faculty committee work. 2.95 4
30. Time spent in faculty meetings. 2.64 6
31. Time spent estabiishing rapport with 1.79 24
staff in clinical area.
*32. Time spent communicating with supervisoryl 1.65 26
personnel in clinical area.
33. Time spent preparing for committee 2.37 9
meetings.
34. Time spent preparjing for clinical 1.95 19.5¢*

assignments.

* Indicates tied ranks
\’ 1
. ‘f;'



extent from the teacher/student relationship were:

25. size of group in clinical instruction. (Mean =
3.74)

24. Size of classes in classroom instruction. (Mean =

3.26)

27. Time spent on clerical activities. (Mean = 3.14)

29. Time spent in.faculty committee work. (Mean =
2.95)

26. Time spent on curriculum planning meetings. (Mean
= 2.77)

The five items which were perceived as detracting the
least from the teacher/student relationship were:

32. Time spent communicating'with supervisory person-
nel in clinical area. (Mean = 1.65)

10. Emphasizes learning about mutually satisfying
teacher/student relationship. .(Mean =1.77)

31. Time spent establishing rapport with staff in
clinical area. (Mean = 1.79)

13. Concern for each student as a person. (Mean =
1.81)

15. Regarded as 1loyal and dependable by students.
(Mean = 1.88) ,

In the opinion of the ﬁurlc educators, student body
size in both Flasnroom and clinical area was considered to
greatly detract from eétablinhing a'facilitativn relation-
ship. Time spent in meetings and other activities which did

- not include students was perceived to moderately detract
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from the relationship.
According to the respondents of the five, items which

were perceived as affecting the teacher/student relationship

to the least extent, three were from the giricﬁ;l and

professional area. The remainder of the five items were

:ontained in the area of non-instructional activities.

Of the 26 items listed, only three items were rated as
éatfgctigg to a "Moderate Extent” or “"Great Extent." The
remaining 23 items were pPerceived by nurse educators as
detracting to "Some Extent” or "No Extent” from the teacher/

student relationship. c1early§thi majority of the items

were perceived as detracting from lationship very

slightly.

Sub-problem 7

To what extent do personal and professional data of
age, teaching experience, general nursing experience prior
to teaching, educational preparation, and place, extent and
status of employment affect the perceptions of respondents
regarding the facilitators and detractors in the teacher/
student relationship?

Respondents were asked to indicate their perceptions of
the level of importance selected personal and professional
data had in facilitating the teacher/student relationship or
in detracting from the relationship. The statistical
Procedures of one-way analysis of variance and t-tests were
used to test statistical differences in their perceptions.

-
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One-way analysis of variance is generally considered to
be an appropriate statistical technique in a situation when
intirval'datg are available from more than two groups of
respondents. However, where the data are drawn from two
groups, the t-test is considered to be an appropriate stat-
istical technique. |

This section identifies and discusses those items in

which statistically significant mean differences occurred.

Personal and Professional Data as Facilitators

! Age. Table 11 presents the findings of the perceived
importance of items to facilitating the teacher/student
relationship on the basis of age. All instructors who were
31 years of age or older perceived that "time spent on cur-
riculum planning meetings,” which appears in %nltfu&tiﬂﬁ&l
gctiviti:;. facilitated the teacher's relationships with her

students more than did those instructors who w 30 years

of age or younger. : Those instructors who wefe between the
ages of 36 and 40 perceived that "time spent ‘in faculty com-
mittee work,"” from the area of non-instructional activities,
facilitated the relationship to a greater degree than did
those who were between the ages of 21 to 30. One mighi
assume that nurse educators who were older had also been
teaching longer and thcrafiﬁg viewed time spent on activi-
ties which 4id not include students could still positively
affect teacher/student relationships. |

However, on all remaining items, age did not affect the



,27
o

-
-
v sanped>oad 8JJoyos 1
|
| |
ﬁ, .
, - | , - :
, 1 ﬁ *RIOM 997
| -3Tumod A3pnoey
T <€ 0°0 | 1°¥ LT 6°T | o0°¢ - 9°1 | uy Jueds swmyL -67
| | 1 | '
, ﬁ |
T < ¥ ﬂ | *sbuyjeewm buyu
T <€ | | | ‘ ‘tuerd eninoyIand
T <2 joco | v» T°€ 0°€ | 0°€ 81 uo usds suwylL -9z
| | (6=N) | _
[1oae @) 3o | | | aepr0 (ZT=R) (1T=N) (11=R) we 3l
JuerejzTp A1aued Qoigd pyIvd | Jo Ty 0¥-9¢ SE-T1¢ 0E-1Z"° |
-J3Tubte wayweg E| d | ¥ dnoag £ dnoag z dnoap | 1 dnoxo |

891008 URSN

by jo sysed uo dyysuoj3iwiey Juepnig/ieydoesl buyrearfriowd

03} swe3ll jo sduwilodwu] jo souwjiep JO sysAieuy Aep-sug

11T ®1qeL



perceived importancé. of the facilitators on the teacher/

student relationship.

Majopeteaching responsibility. Table 12 shows the

degree of imp;rtance of items in facilitg;ing the relation-
lhip, between teacher and ;tudents on the basis of major
teaching area. Those nurse educators who taught in both
clinical and classroom areas perceived that "concern with
students ch?racgpr development” had a greater importance in
facilitating the teacher/student relationship than did
nurses who taught only in the i}inical area. This finding
is not surprising since nurse educators are concerned with
gocializing the student into the role of nurse where
lpecific~9ehaviors and attitudes are often considered essen-
ti;i for d‘nufse to possess. It appears that only one item,»
from the area of pe?sonal and professional characteristics,
was significant. All remaining items did not affect the
perceived importance of facilitators in the teacher/student

relationship when considering major teaching fesp@nsibility.

Nursing work prior to teaching. Table 13 shows that

instructors who had two years or less nursing experience
prior to teaching placed more importance on "time spent on
teaching aids" as facilitating the teaéher/;tuaent relation-
ship tha/n those instructors who had 3 to 4 years nursing
vork prior to teaching. Perhaps those instructors who had

>een teaching lonjer had most of their teaching aids prepar-

:d previously, therefore, placed less value to this item.

his item, from thd_area of non-instructional activities,
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was the only item to be perceived ai ;ignificani; by the
nurse educators. On all remaining items, however, nursing
work prior to teaehiﬂé was n?t perceived as important in
facilitating the relationship Eetwgen teacher and student.

Teaching experience. The five items which showed

statistically signi}icant meaﬂgﬂgffgrgn:es in their .perceiv-
ed effect as facilitators on the EQQGth/ltuaint‘fél!tiaﬂi
shié on the bagi; of*amount of teaching experience in nurs-
ing education are shown in T:ble 14, Instructors who had
the most téé:hing experience (9 years or more) perceived
significantly greater importance to the item “concern ‘for
each student as a person,"” from the area personal and
professiénal characteristics, than did the group who had the
least teaching experience (2 years or less).

Group 2, those instructors who had 3 to 8 yYears teach-
ing experience, perceived that ’thg item "student contact
hours [ available to assist individual students,” which
appearp in the instructional activities section, was of
greater importance in facilitating the teacher/student :;}a—
tionship than did instructors with two or fewer yYears of
experience. -

Table 14 also shows instructors who had 3 Yyears or more
experience in teaching, pgfégiv:d the items of "time spent
establishing rapport with staff in clinical area® and "time
spent preparing for clinical assignments,” both from the
non-instructional area, contributed more to facilitating the

teacher/student relationship than those instructors with two
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years or less teaching experience. One can only speculat-
that the role of teacher is relatively new to inst-
with 2 years or less teaching expe}ience and there’

may not be totally familiar with'a11 aspects of th: .
) -

which might affect teacher/student relationships.

Those instructors with the most tea:hiﬁg -

%

also perceived that the "time spent communci

upe v13@fy personnel in the clinical argea,* al

* [

non- tructional area, was of greater importance

tating the relationship between teacher and studen- - s he

instructors with the least teaching experience,

tion had less importance to the teé:her/studeat relationship
than did the instructors who h§d more teaching experience.

Length of present employment. {seven items had statis-

tically significant mean differences when the instructors

\r]\

-y

indicated their perceptions of the items as facilitators on

the teacher/student relationship on the basis of length of
)

present employment according to Table 15. Of the seven

items presented, the first shown was from the areéa of per-

sonal and professional characteristics. The. remaining six

items in this section appear in the ngn—instfuctiangl area.

Nurse educators who had the longest tenure in their
present employment (7 years or mare# pgr231ved that "concern

for each student as a person" haﬂ greater importance to the

teacher/student relationship than dld the educators who were
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in their present place of employment less than 1 year. How-

" ever, all instructors perceived this activity as having

- . -
great or very great importance to facilita}ing the
¢ ) [

teacher/student relati@nshipﬁF Instructors who were in their
present employment 1 to 2 years perceived "time spent on
teaching aids" was of greater importance as facilitator than
did those ingtfuctarégfwith less .than one year in their

p%esent employment.

]
. The nurse educators who were in their place of employ-
f
ment 1 to 2 years or 7 years or more perceived that “time

. _ L ,
spent in faculty committee work" was more important to

facilitating the teacher{stuaent relationship than did those
instructors who were employed for the shortest time (less
than one year) iﬁ their present employment.

Table 15 shows that the instructors who were in their
present employment 1 to 2 years perceived that "time spent
in faeul£y meetings” had gfé&té{f}ﬁpﬁftangé to facilitating
a relationship between teacher and student, than did those

instructors with less than one year in their present employ-
J: =

ment. . ‘ T

mployment perceived that the items "time spent establishing

rapport with staff" and "communicating with supervisory
personnel in the clinical area" was of greater importance

than those instructors with less than one year in their

tionship.

Nurse educators with 3 to 6 years in their prasantr5

9Q



Table 15 also shows that the instructors who were in
their place of employment 3 years: or more jindicated they
perceived tgat “timE‘ spent preparing for clinical
assignments"” was more important in facilitating the
relationship between teacher and student than did those
instructors with 1less than one year in their present

edﬁlaxﬂiagg

¢ The instructors with least amount of time (less than
- -~
one year) indicated they perceived all the items in the’

section of non-instructional activities to have les
importance in facilitatgng the teacher/student relationship
than did a1l E}her instructors. Perhaps these findings are

due to the fact they were not familiar J!Eh all activities

P

of the teacher role. pparently, no item from the

instructional area had an effect on fhe perceived importance
gf facilitator on the teacher/student relationship on the
basis of length of employment.

Program. Table 16 shows the two items which had
statistically significan;fﬁean differences between the two
programs surveyed in this ;tgéyg The instructors in the
h@gpi€;l pragr;m ascribed greater impcftaﬁce to "concern
with the students character development” in facilitating the
teacher/ student relationship than did the instructcfs

teaching in the college program. The instructors in the

|
o

llege program, however, ascribed greater importance for

"concern for each student as a person” as a facilitator for

a8

the teacher/student relationship than did ins ructors
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in the hospital program. Both of tﬁege items appeai)in the
“ -~
area of personal and professional chatacteristics. It

appearé that both programs ‘are concerned about students as
individuals. Owever, on all remaining items, program &id
not affect the perceived importance of the facilitators on

%

the teacher/student relationship. .

Level of education. Table 17 shows that those
instrdetors who did not have a degree beyond the registered

nurse level of preparation ascribed greater importance to

"“"emphasizes learning about matually satisfying

teacher/student relationships,® appearing, in the area of
gy

personal and professional characteristics, as a facilitator

of the relationship between teacher| and student than did

those nurse educators who had a university degree in

1

addition to the diploma level of education. Possibly, the

nurse educators who had attended university had undertaken
studies dealing with teacher/ student relationships and
therefore placed less importance on this item.

All other items, hcwéver; did not affect the perceived
importance of the facilitators on the teacher/student rela-
tionship, when considered on the basis of level of educa-

tion.

Status of employment. Table 18 indicates that nurse
educators who had permanent status ascribed greater import-
ance to the instructional related activity of "student con-

tact hours available to assist individual students” as a

/
/

93
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facilitator than did those instructors who were employed in
a temporary capacity. Possibly the nurse educators who were
employed in a permanent capacity felt more involvéd in the
education program than did those employed in a temporary
capacity. The remaining items apparently did not affect the
_ perceived importance of the facilitators on the basis of

status of employment.

Extent of employment. Table 19 illustrates that the

nurse educators who were employed part-time placed greater
imporéance on the personal and professional charactefiggic
of "provides for meeting student group needs"” than did those
nurse educator;7employed in a full-time capacity. Possibly,
the nurse educators employed on a part-time basis had limit-
ed contact time with students and therefore placed more
importance on meeting group needs. However, on all the
remaining items, extent of employment did not affect the
perceived importance of the facilitators on the teacher/

student relationship.

Personal and Professional Data as Detractors
-

Age. fable 20 indicates that the instructors who were

%gﬁto 35 years of age perceived the item of "emphasizes
lggrning about mutually satisfying teacher/student relation-
ships," which is in the personal and professional character-
istic area, detracted to a greater extent from the teacher/

student relationship than did all the other instructors.

Instructors who were 31 to 35 years of age also per-

%6
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éeiveq that the item, from the area of non-instructional

activities, of "time spent in facult ty committee work"

detracted from the teacher/student relationship to a greater
extent than did those instructors who were 41 years of age
or older.

The remainder of the items did not affect the perceived

extent of importance of the detrac tors on the hasis of age.

Major teaching responsibility. The three items which

showed statistically significant mean differences in their
perceived effect as detractors on the teacher/student rela-

tionship on the basis of major teaching responsibility

appear in Table 21. The first two itemsﬂappeared in the
personal and professional characteristics while the third

item came from the section of instructional activities.
Table 21 indicates that insthkuctors whose major area of

teaching was in the clinical erceived that being

o

"regarded as loyal and dependable by students" detracted

from the relationship between teacher and student to a

greater extent than did those instructors who taught in the

classroom.  The clinical teachers also perceived that being

"regarded with respect by students” detracted to a greater

extent from the teacher/ student relationsip than did the

rn

5 .
classroom teachers. Possibly clinical instructors are
concerned with the care provided to clients as well as their

students which might account for these findings. The

instructors who tadght in both classroom and clinical areas

99
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detracted to a greater extent from the teacher/student
relationship than did those instructors who taught only in

the clinical area. This finding is to be expected since

Of the three items identified as having statistically
L9
significant mean differences the instructors who taught only

n the classroom area perceived the two items from the

[ 8

personal and professional characteristic section as detract-
ing to a lesser extent from the teacher/student relationship
than d4id the other instructors who taught in either the
clinical area or both areas. The remaining items, however,

were perceived not to effect the extent of importance of the

detractors on the basis of major teaching responsibility.

Nursing work prior to teaching. Table 22 shows the
four items in which statistically significant mean differen-
ces of their perceived effect as detractors on the relation-
ship- between teacher and student on the basis of nursing
work pridr to teaching. Nurse educators who had 5 years or
more of nursing experience prior to teaching perceived that
“éemﬂnstrates skills, attitudes, values to be developed by

students” detracted from the teacher/student relationship to

a greater extent than did those nurse educators who had 3 to

4 years nursing experience prior to teaching. This is
rather surprising as one might expect that the instructors

able of the characteristics of the nurse role. Similarily,
this group of instructors also perceived that being "regard-

+

L
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L 4

ed as loyal and dependable by students” and "regarded with

respect by students" also detracted to greater extent from
the teacher/student relationship than did the group of
instfuctors with 3 to 4 years nursing experience>\\Perhaps,
this indicates this group of instructors wer having
difficulty assuming the instructor rather than ntrse role.
However, the nurse educators with 2 years or less ; nursing
¢
work prier to teaching perceived that "time spent on
clerical activities" detracted to a greater extent the rela-
tionship between teacher and student than did nurse educa-
tors with S‘years Or more nursing experience. Possibly
these instructors were not aware of this activity in-the
teacher's role which might account for this finding.
The instructors with 3 to 4 years experience perceived
3 of the 4 items with statistically significant mean differ-
ences,__/Ss affecti.ng the teacher/student relationship to a

lesser extent than did all other instructors. However, in

all remaining items, nursing work prior to teaching had no

affect on the perceived extent of detractors on the teacher/-

student relationship. ‘

Teaching experience. Nurse educators who had been

teaching 9 years or more perceived that the item "size of

group 4in «clinical instruction,"” from the instructional

section, detracted to a greater extent from the teacher/

student relationship than did those instructors with 3 to 8
Years of teaching experience, as shown in Table 23. All

remaining items did not affect the perceived extent of

103
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detractér: on the teacher/student relationship on the basis
'S
of teaching experience in nursing education.

Length of present employment. Table 24;;hawa that the

nurse educators who were in their present employment 1 to 2

years considered that “time spent on teaching aids" detract-

ed to a greater extent from the teacher/student relationship

than did those who were employed less than one year in their
present employment. This single item comes f?am the non-
instructional section. All other items, on the basis of
length of present employment, were not perceived to any

extent as detracting to the teacher/student relationship.

statistically significant difference occurred between the
two programs. The first three of the four items apmeared in

the personal and professional characteristics, with the

fourth item coming from the instructional activity section.
The instructors in the hospital program perceived that the
following characteristics "provides for meeting student

group needs," "regarded with respect by students”, and

"welcomes and respects differences of opinion" detracted to

a greater extent from the teacher/student relationship, as
'did the 'activity "time spent correcting assignments per
week."” All other items, on the basis of program, did not
effect the extent of the detractors on the teacher/student
relationship.

26 indicates that the

Status of emp loyment. Tabl

Table 25 shows the four items in which a

105



108

sanpasoxd 233°8yds g

T

118A@7 1°0 3I®
IusiIe3zyIp Ky3ued
~JF3Tubte sBiTRg

spre Buyryowe3

uo Juade swyl -gz

(ST=N)

@aow J0O
saevalk g
¥ dnoan

e ———— e e

(v1=N) |
1008 9-¢ Rrvek z-1
£ dnoas

(L=N)

7z dnoan
¥

(L=N)
aeak 1 >
1 dnoag

$9310D0G uwal

we3r

30 yzbuas jo syseg uo dyysuojjeray JuepniIs/Iayoea

-y

Juawfordwy jussaag

woxd butjioeileg o3 swail jo IvuRTIRN JO sTBATRUY hﬂrTQEQ

¥Z a1qel



107

S0°0 » = 4 ¢

BE

9¢

{84

| so-o z0°z-

500 Z0°g¢~-

200 5¢€°2-

E0"0 12°¢-

16°2

SE°T

~ubtsse
9z !

95 1

08" 1

19°1

| *yoom i18d sjusw

buy3oceiioo
Juads aumTy

‘uotutdo jo

88duaiayyTp sided
-831 pUR SPWODTaM

*S3uapnys Aq 3o0e8d
821 y3Tm pepawbay

*Bpeeu
dnoib juepnis burt
—389w JIOJ eepTAOCI4

‘el

LI

91

LA

uosyreduo)

Ip

;4014 | antep 3
pattey

81005 uval

 weaboag
| Te3Tdsoy
Z dnoas

| weaboag

(61=N)

abatt10D |
1 dnoag

I

wa3 1

e e ]

Eﬂgmﬂua jo syseg uo diys

woid buyloriiag 03 swaig 30 ®edouejaodwy jo u

slr
uQTIeTay Iulpniyg/isyoea]

ST °T1qeLl

ostiedwo) 3I89L-3



educators employed in a permanent capacity believed that
"time spent correcting askignments per week," from the
instructional activity section, detracted from the
teacher/student relationship more than did those teachers
who were employed in a itemparary capacity. One migﬁi
speculate that instructors employed in a permangnt‘capagity
had more assignments to mark and therefore perceived this
activity as having a greater detracting effect than did

those employed in a temporary capacity who presumably did
not have as many assignments to mark. All other items
apparently did not affect the extent of the detractors on
the teacher/student relationship on the basis of status of
employment. o

Extent of enployment. Table 27 shows the two items,

one from instructional activity area 8nd the second from the
non-instructional area, which were considered to be signifi-
cant. Nurse educators employed in a part-time .capacity
believed that both items "hours of clinical teaching per
week" and "time spent on teaching aids" detracted to a
greater extent from tﬁe teacher/student relationship than
did those instructors employed in a full-time capacity
indicated in Table 27-;>Hawever. in all the rgmaiéiﬂg items,
extent of employment did not affect the perceived extent of

detractors on the teacher/student relationship.

DISCREPANCY OF ITEMS BETWEEN FACILITATORS AND DETRACTORS

This section discusses the findings of the items in

.,
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which a discrepancy occurred as to whether an item facilita-

ted or detracted from the teacher/student relationship. The

™~

discrepancy of items was determined by subtracting the means
of the items deemed to be detractors from the means of the
same jitems which were also considered to be facilitators.
Respondents were requested to indicate their percep-
tions of the level of importance selected personal and

professional characteristics, instructional and non-instruc-

tivities had in facilitating the teacher/student

ional a

rt
n

relationship or in detracting from the relationship.
To test statistical differences in their perceptions
the statistical procedures of one-way analysis of variance

and t-tests were used.

Sub-problem 8

To what degree do the respondents perceive a discrepan-

cy of pers

Ll

nal and professional characteristics an

o

instructional and non-instructional activities as facilitat
ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship?

Age. Table 28 shows the perceived discrepancy of five
items which occurred on the basis of age. The first item
shown was from the personal and professional characteristics
section, the second item appearing from the instructional
area an§ the remaining three were from the non-instructional
section. . -

Instructors who were 21 to 30 yearsh@f age and 36 to 40

-years of age perceived that "emphasizes learning about
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mutually lg‘ng teacher/student relationships” was more

of a facilitator than a detractor than did the instructors
who were 31 éé 35 years of age.

The instructors who were 21 to 30 yYyears of age also
considered "time spent on curriculum planning meetings" was
more of a detractor than a facilitator, than did those
instructors who were 36 years of age or older.

The group of instructors who were between the ages of
31 to 35 perceived thaz "time spent on clerical activities"
was more of a detractor than a facilitator than did instruc-
tors who were 36 years of age or older.

Table 28 also indicates that the instructors who were
between the ages of 21 and 35 believed that "time spent in

faculty committee work" was more of a detractor than a

[a.]

facilitator, than did their colleagues who were 41 years o

age or older. However, instructors who were 31 to 35§ years

of age perceived this item to be more of a detractor than
facilitatcf‘than did the instructors who were between the
ages of 36 to 40 years.

The item "time spent in faculty mggtings“ was viewed as
more of a detractor than facilitator by the younger instruc-
tors (those between 21 and 30) than did the instructors who
were 36 years of age and older. “Instructérs who were 31 to
35 years of age also viewed this item to be more of a
detractor than facilitator then did imstructors who were 41
Years of age or older.

Of the five items identified which were perceived to



have a discrepancy, the item which came from the personal

and professional characteristics section was considered to
I -

be more of a facilitator than detractor. The remaining four
items, however, were considered to have more of a detracting
than facilitating effect on the teacher/student relation-
ship.

The youngest group of instructors perceived a greater

discrepancy in four of the five items. However, the older

, f
The items which ware

All four items appearing in this table were from the section

of personal and professional characteristics.

Instructors whose majaf responsibility was in the
classroom area perceived three of the four items "stresses
counselling to assist student," ‘'"regarded as 1loyal and

dependable by students” and “"welcomes and respects differen-

to be more of a facilitator than a detract-

n

es of opinion,
or to the teacher/student relationship than did instructors

whose primary responsibility was in the clinical area.

Instructors who taught in both the classroom and clini-
cal area perceived that being "concerned with students

character development was more of a facilitator than

Qu
led
H
ﬂ
n

etract than did the instructors who taught only in the

clinical area.
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According to Table 29, instructors who taught in the
clinical area only perceived all four items identified as
having less of a facilitating effect than did the instruct-
ors who taught in the classroom on three items and instruct-
ors who taught in both areas on one of the four items. One
can only speculate that perhaps instructors whose primary

oser contact

-t

rea have ¢

" responsibility is in the clinical
with their students and thergferg'place less importance on
these items.

Amount of nursing work prior to teaching. The perceiv-

ed discrepancy of items on the basis of amount of nursing

work prior to teaching is indicated in Table 30. Two items

appear in this table. /The first item was from the personal

e

and professional section while the sedond item appeared i
the non-instuctional activity section.

Table 30 shows that instructors who had 3 to 4 years
nursing experience prior to teaching perceived the item
"demonstrates skillg: attitudes, values to be developed by
students” was more of a facilitator than detractor to the
teacher/student relationship than did those instructors with
5 years or more nursing work prior to embarking on a teach-
ing career. ﬁcuever, this same group perceived "time spent
on clarical activities" to be more of a detractor than

facilitator than did those instructors who had worked 5§

years or more in nursing.

Teaching experience in nursing education. Table ~ 31

indicates the perceived discrepancy of the four items as
facilitators or detractors on the basis of teaching

experience in nursing education.
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"Hours of classroom teaching per week” was perceived by
nurse educators who had been teaching 3 to B8 years to have
more of a facilitating rather than detracting effect, to the
relationship between teacher and student, than did instruct-
ors who had 2 years or gasg experience as a nurse educator.

The item "size of group in cliniecal instruction” was
viewed by the nurse educators who had 3 to 8 years experi-
ence in teaching to be more of a facilitator than did the
remaining instructors (those with 2 years or less and 9
years or more teaching experience).

The nurse educators with 9 years or more teaching
experience perceived that "time spent communicating with
:upervisaty. personnel in clinical area” was more of a

facilitator than a detractor than did the instructors with 2

years or less teaching experience.

"Time spent preparing for clinical assignments" was

also viewed to be a greate}i facilitator than ‘;ractt:tr by

the nurse educators with 3 to B8 years than those with 2
;ygar: or leés teaching gxperigncei

With the exception of tg;iitgm "time spent communicat-

ing with supervisory personnel in clinical area” it appears

that the instructors who had 3 to 8 years teaching experi-

ence perceived that all other items identified had more of a

facilitating than detracting effect to the relationship than -

did the instructo® with less experience.

Length of present employment. According to Table 32,

"instructors who had been in their present employment for 3
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to 6 years perceived that th; “time spent preparing
committee meetings” detracted more than facilitated the
teacher/student relationship than did those instructors who
had 1 to 2 years in their present employment. This single
item identified as discrepancy appeared in the non-instruc-
tional activity section.

Program. The two items which the respondents perceived
to have a discrepancy on the basis of program appear in
Table 33. The first item was from the area of personal and
professional characteristics while the second item was from
the area of non-instructional activities.

The instructors who taught in a college program believ-

ed that the items "regarded with respect by students” an%!

a facilitator than a detractor than did the instructors from
the hospital program.

Education. According to Table 34 the items “emphagiées
learning about mutually satisfying _teacher/student relation-
ships" was perceived, by the instructors who did not have a
degree, to have more of a facilitating than detracting

effect to the relationship between teacher and student than

did those instructors who had a degree.

COMMENTS ON THE STUDY

<4

Respondents were invited to make comments concerning

teacher/student relationships or about the study itself.

o et
‘N,
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Twelve, or twenty-eight percent of the respondents, accepted
the Opportﬁnity to make such comments. Although the number
of comments was not large, there were some interesting con-
cerns expressed reéarding teacher/student relationships.

The comments were classified under the following head-

ings:
l. General reaction to the instrument.
2. Interest in the study.
3. Issues related to teacher/student relationships.

Comments from each category are included in this sec-
tion. The comments selected for inclusion represent the
major concerns within each category.' When the number of
comments were few, all comments were included. Contrasting
points of view have slso been included. In most instances
the comments have been reproduced in their entirety although

in some cases only excerpts are included.

General Reaction to the Instrument

Most Qf'the comments in this category expressed concern
. regarding the response key provided in the 'instrument.
Difficﬁlty was encountered when respondents were required to
respond to each item using two response keys. Some respond-
ents had difficulty perceiving each item as both a facilita-
tor and a detractor. Comments regarding clarity of ques-—
tions also were expressed.

I found detract part of questionnaire a bit difficult

at times as I wasn't always clear on what exactly was

meant with some statements eg. students regard me as
loyal and dependable.

124
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I had difficulty in responding to the "D" part as there
could be several ways of interpreting the statement eqg.

size of classes -- when there are large numbers it
greatly detracts, when numbers are small there 1is
minimal influence. The same holds true for clinical

group size.

Ambiguous questions -- what is really meant could
change response.

I found the format of this questionnaire somewhat dif-
ficult to initially interpret.

Found it difficult to respond to most of the items in
terms of facilitating, detracting as I could interpret
the item as being equally the same in terms of promot-~

ing or deterring an effective relationship.

I found the key at times confusing, that is, it was
difficult . . . to apply all these aspects to each
statement.

The questions are too general to give a very specific
answer (e.g., if, 6 the committee work is affecting
,8tudents and is important or if it does not have a
direct relationship to the student).

I worked general duty 7 months then taught 1 vyear,
worked 2 years general duty, then taught again 3 years,
worked 2 years industrial insur. health and taught
again. Would the question be clearer if stated “prior
to initial teaching experience?"

Thought that the characteristics, activities, tasks
listed in the questionnaire pPlayed very significantly
in developing teacher/student relationships.

Interest in the Study Topic

Comments in this category indicated that nurse educator
activities and the teacher/student relaéionsip was a pert-
inent and relevant ,topic for investigation. However, the
number of responses in this area was sparse. The following
comments indicate the expressed interest.

glad to see that you are looking at all the extra
obs" that detract from teacher/student relationship.

- I%am pPleased to see a study being carried out in this
area and will be intefested in the results.



Issues Related to Teacher/Student Relationships

A wide variety of comments were included in this area,
and they dealt primarily with problems encountered in the
work setting such as marking papers, committee work, and
clinical practice area. Workload of instructors almso
appeared to be an area of concern. Nurse educators appeared
to be greatly concerned about the work environment in the
classroom and clinical practice area. Concern regarding
communication between studenté and staff personnel was also

expressed. An interesting comment was made regarding

faculty personnel dispcassing faculty members with students.

The following comments were offered:

organized, this takes away ffam time thgt could be
spent in direct contact with students. There is little
time during tHe week and during trimester breaks for
planning and updating work -- a meeting or several
meetings or workshops are scheduled. 1 mark papers at
home, so 1 spend more time with students.

I spend an enormous amount of time doing work at home
because there isn't enough time to do it at the office
and see students -- a considerable detracting factor.

Our committee load is far too heavy and so is our clin-
ical load -- both in numbers of students and in number
of hours -- our present clinical calculation for LSEH's
is unrealistic.

The amount of time spent in clerical activities is atag
a detracting factor: writing up student evaluation
takes up a.considerable part of my time, if this coulad
be dictated and then typed by a secretary there would
be a considerable time saving.

teachers say ab@ut ‘each other ta student; {.e. a
student during counselling may complain about another
teacher; they may also be varied by "ward" acceptance
of the educational program; there should be an ongoing,

126



assertive presentation of the program at a supervisor

level.

A direct line from instructor to administration (simi-

lar to head nurse to Bupervisor) with resulting action

re: new .ideas, improvements, suggestions would no doubt

increase student respect for the instructor as a member
of her profession.

We have all seen situations where all recognize that
change would be better but we're powerlesas to effect
change (e.g., a standing order that omits the dose of a
medication).

- improvements in procedures.

= policy that permits R.N.A.'s to catheterize 8 days
post op but intermediate students must wait till 15
days post op on anterior repairs.

- the need for instructors to be able to attend inserv-
ice programs in tMeir specialty, etc.

SUMMARY

 This chapter presented the data gathered from the
respondents and provided a discussion of the data analysis.

Frequency and percentage distributions 'were presented to

jon

escribe the personal and professional daﬁi) of the

Ranking of items by means was utilized to identify both

respondents.

the faciltator profile and detractor profile,

T-tests and one-way analysis of variance were used to
determine statistically significant mean differences in the
’egéeptiang of respondents regarding the importance of

1 characteristics, instructional and

e

personal and professiona
non-instructional activities as facilitators and/or detract-
ors. ;

Dpen:endgg responses were classified aﬁé summarized. A
sample of comments representing the concerns were presented

and discussed.



CHAPTER V

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

»

This chapter includes the summary, conclusion and imp-
lications of the study. The initial section of the chapter
provides a summarization of the study, including its
purpose, methodology, data analyses and findings. The
second section presents the conclusions derived from the
findings. The final section deals with jome implications

for education and for further research.

SUMMARY

The research literature suggests that interpersonal
relationships and humanism are _gaining importance in the
field of education. Many curricula in nursing stress these
concepts. This is evidenced by the inclusion of courses
such as communications and human relations in the program of
studies. Students are our hope for the future and theréforo
should expect a helping relationship from their teachers.
Teachers also derive satisfaction from this relationship,
but often they believe that maintainance activities; task;
and  workload negatively affect the amount and kind of

teacher/student interaction possible.



»

Purpose

The purpose of this study was to identify perceptions
of nurse educators, in two Alberta Diploma Schools of Nurs-
ing, regarding the personal and professional characteristics
and instructional and non-instructional activities which

facilitate or detract from the teacher/student relationship.

Sub=problems

The following subproblems were addressed in this study:
1. What personal and professional characteristics do

nurse educators perceive -as facilitating teacher/student
relationship?

2. Which personal and préﬁessianal characteriatics are
perceived by nurse educators as detracting from the teacher/
student relationship?

. 3. What facets of instructional activitie: of nursing

\
education are perceived as facilitating thé teacher/student

.

relationship?

4. What facets of instructional activities of nursing
education are perceived as detracting from the teacher/
student relationship?

5. Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in
nursing education are perceived as facilitating the teacher/
student relationship.

6. Which tasks of the non-instructional activities in

Ty

nursing education are perceived as detracting rom the

teacher/student relationship?



7. To what extent do personal and professional varia-
bles of age, teaching experience, general nursing exper-

ience prior to teachjng, educational preparation, plac
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ondents regarding the facilitators and detractors in the
teacher/student relationship?

8. To what degree do the respondents perceive a dis-
crepancy of personal and professional characteristics and

instructional and non-instructional activitjes as facilitat-

ors and detractors to the teacher/student relationship?

Methoégiggz

A Teacher/Student Relationship in Nursing questionnaire
was developed for data collection. The instrument con sisted
of four sections related to: (1) personal and professional
data; (2) personal and professional characteristics of
teacher; (3) instructional related activities; and (4) non-
instructional activities, In the final section the nurse
educators were invited to comment on teacher/student rela-
tionships and/or the study. The questionnaire was distri-
buted to all nursing instructors in two diploma :chaéli‘cf
nursing. Ih order to guarantee anonymity, no ide entifying
marks appeared on any of the questionnaires or any of thé
envelope: in which the questionnair were rsturned. Each
study participant was offered a iummary of the stady find-

ings.



Data Analyses

Frequency qu percentage distributions were used to
discuss the personal and professional data profile gf the
nurse educators who participated in the study. |

Means and rank order of means were used to determine
importance of items in facilitating or detracting from the

;r/student relationship on the basis of personal and
professional characteristics, instructional related activit-
ies and non-instructional activities.

One-way analysis of variance and t-tests were used to

v

determine statistically significant mean differences among

thi perceptions of respondents, to identify the extent to

instructional related activities; and non-instructional
activities affected the teacher/student relationship.

To determine the discrepancy gap of whether an item
was considered to be more of a facilitator or detractor, the
mean value of the detractor was subtracted from the mean
value of the facilitator. The statistical analyses utilized
were one-way analysis of variance and t-tests.

Nurse educator comments were classified under the
following headings: General Reaction to the Instrument,

Interest in the study, and Issues Related to Teacher/Student

Relationships.

Findings

Personal and professional data profile. Slightly more

than one half of the respondents were 35 years of age or

[fpmat
["}



younger. Apprbximately one half (51.28%) of all respondents
indicated they had instructional responsibilities in ?oth
classroom and clinical areas. Fifty-five percent of the
nurse educators reported they were involved in the hospital
based nursing program with the remainder teaching in the
college nursing progran. -

The largest proportion (81.4%) of nurse educators were
prepared at the baccalaureate level while the next largest
group indicated an R.N. plus post basic diploma as their
highest level of education.

., Seventy-two percent or slightly less than three quart-
ers of the nurse educators indicated they were employed in
full-time permanent positions. The remainder were employed
in permanent part-time, temporary gart-timc or temporary
full-time positions. The majority of the respondents ind}-
cated they had less than 9 years experience as a nurse
educator and were in their present place of employmgnt at
least 3 years. Two-thirds of the nurse educators had 4
years or less nursing work experience prior to embarking on

a teaching career.

Facilitators and Detractors

Personal and professional characteristics. Respondents

identified the characteristic of demonstrating skills, atti-
tudes and values to be deveioped by the student as the most
important item in facilitating the teacher/student relation-

ship. Concern for each student as a person and welcomes and
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second

"

respects differences of opinion ranked

respectively, in importance.

The characteristic regarded with respect which was

ranked as the item which detracted to the greatest extent
from the relationship of teacher with student was also found
th position as a facilitator.

to occupy the four Stresses

asist the student ranked second as a detrac-

counselling to
tor while provides for meeting student group needs was rank-
ed in the third position.

Nurse educators, however, indicated they perceived per-
professional characteristics to have little or no

detracting from the teacher/student relationship.

Size of group in clinical

daetractor. The item student contact hours available to

assist individual students was considered to be the second
The item size

most important facilitator. of classes in

the third most

0
et

assroon instruction which was perceived as

ortant facilitator was also perceived by the respondents

the

"

o detract to second greatest extent. Time spent on

curriculum planning meetings ranked as the third greatest

detractor.

Non-instructional activities. Nurse educators perceiv-

ed that time spent establishing rapport with staff in the
clinical area was the most important facilitator from the
The items time spent prepar-

non-instructional activities.

ing for clinical assignments and time spent communicating



with supervisory personnel in clinical area ranked aecond
and thirq, respectively, in perceived importance as

facilitators in the teacher/student relationship.

Time spent on clerical activities was perceived by th
nurse educators to detract from the teacher/student rela-
tionship to the greatest extent. The items considered to
occupy the second and third positions as detractors was time

spent in faculty committee work and time spent in faculty

meetings. These items were generally considered to have
little facilitating effect to the teacher/student relation-
ship.

FEEi;%EQ£QZ§7 Profile Three out of the twenty-six

items were considered to be of very great importance to
facilitating the teacher/student relationship. These items
were (1) size of group in clinical instruction: (2) demon-
strates skills, attitudes, values to be developed by stud-
ents; and (3) concern for each student as a person. Twelve
of the femginin;atwentyéthrge items were rated as being of
great importance. The respondents also indicated of the ten
items in the area of personal and professional characterist-
ics, nine were rated as having great to very great import-

ance. The item stresses counselling to assist students in

the area of personal and professional characteristics was
considered to have moderate importance. It would appear

nurse educators consider this area as being of great import-

nce in facilitating the teacher/student relationship.

o

eview of the literature supports this premise.



Detractor profile From the twenty-six items in the

questionnaire, the one item that rated to the greatest

extent as a detractor was size of group in clinical

instruction. Size of classes in classroom inatruction was
rated in the second position as a detractor. Those items

which were perceived by the respondents to detract to a

sted in either the

\H

moderate or great extent were 1li
instructional or non-instructional activitiesa, whereas, in
the area of personal and professional characteristics the
items were considered to have the least detracting effect.

Mean differences in perceptions

of importance of

ersonal and professional characteristics as facilitators.

FH

Four of the ten items in this section demonstrated stat-
istically significant mean differences ijxggercaytianﬂ of
impcrta nce as facilitators in the teacher/student relation-
ship. The personal and professional characteristic which
most frequently demonstrated a statistically significant

mean difference was concern for each svudent as a person.

Concern with students character development rated second
highest in demonstrating a statistically significant mean

difference. The third and fourth characteristics with stat-

e
o
r
o
e
o
w
r
rt
o]
g
o

istically signikficant mean differences
perception of importance were emphasizes learning about
‘mutually satisfying tegchgr/!tﬁdent relationship and provid-

es for meeting student group needs. The remainder of the

ed with statistically significant mean differences in per-

ceptions of importance.
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Mean differences igﬂ;ggrggggiaﬁ:f of importance of

instructional ac,;v@tigg_gg_féciliggtggg. Only 25 percent

of the possible statistically significant mean differences

in perceptions of importance of instructional activities as
¢ facilitators were demgnstfateﬂf Student contact hours

available to assist individual students was the activity
which most frequently demonstrated a statistically signifi-
cant mean difference in perceptions as a facilitator in the
teacher/student relationship. The second activity of the
@ight instructional activities in which a statistically

nt mean difference occurred related to time spent

o

signific
on curriculum planning meetings. The remaining six instruc-
tional activities were not associated with statistically
significant mean differences in ingtfuétarsf perceptions as -

facilitating to the teacher/student relationship.

Mean differences in perceptions of importance of non-

’in:trucgiaggl activities as facilitators. The majority of

non-instructional activities (75%) demonstrated statistical-

ceptions of impaftaﬂge as fac ;11tgt1ng the teacher relation-

1th students. Four non-instructional activities

/;

ed statistically significant mean differences .equally.
They were: time spent in faculty committee wark: time spent

establishing rapport with staff in clinical area; time spent

communciating with supervisory personnel in clinical area;

and time spent réparing for clinical assignments. The

s

activities @f time spent on teaching aids and time spent in



faculty meetings also had equally occurring statistically
significant mean differences in perceptions of importance in
facilitating teacher/student relationships.

Mean differences in perceptions of importance of

personal and professional characteristics as detractors.

More than one half (60%) of the personal and professional

8]

haracteristics demonstrated statistically significant mean
differences in nurse educators perceptions of importance as
detractors. Regarded with respect by students was the char-
acteristic which most frequently demonstrated a 3ta£i;;i:al=

ly significant mean difference as a detractor. The charact-

W

eristic which rated s

statistically significant mean difference in perceptions as
a detractor was regarded as loyal and dependable by
gstudents. Four other personal and professional character-
_ _istics showed statistically significant mean djifferences in

pe?eeptians of importance as detracting from teacher/student

raiatienship. They were: demonstrates skills, attjitudes,

values to be developed by student: emphasizes ié&fﬂiﬁé about
mutually satisfying teacher/stulént relationship; provides
meeting student >up needs; and welcomes and respects

groug
differences in opinion. No statistically significant mean

s

differences were identif

ed in perceptions of importance as
detracting from the teacher/student relationship in the four
remaining personal and professional characteristics.

s _in perceptions of importance of in-

cond highest in demonstrating a

Mean differenc

r

structional activi

ies as detractors. One-half of the eight
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instructional activities demonstrated atatiatjcally signifi-
cant mean differences in perceptiona of nurse educators of
importance in detracting from teacher relationships with
students. The instructional activity which most fregquently

«©

agsociated with statistically significant mean differences

in perceptions as detractor was time spent correcting
assignments per week. The remaining three instructional
activities in which statistically significant mean differen-
ces occurred were: hours of classroom teaching per week;
hours of clinical teaching per week; and size of group in
clinical instruction. These activities had equal represent-
ation in demonstrating statistically significant mean
differences in importance as detractors to the teacher/

"student relationship.

Mean differences in perceptions of importance of non-

instructional activities as detractors. Only three of the
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as detractors. The most frequently occurring statistically
significant mean difference was in time spent on teaching
aids. Time spent on clerical activities and time spent in
faculty committee work were equally represented in
demonstrating statistically significant mean differences in
perceptions of nurse educators of importance as detractors
to the relationship of teacher with students. No

statistically significant mean differences were identified

in perception of importance as detractors in the remaining
&

bt
ok
oo




five non-instructional activities.

Discrepancy in mean differences in perceptions of

importance of personal and professional characteristics as

facilitators or detractors. Seven of the ten personal and

professional characteristics demonstrated a discrepancy in
statistically significant mean Adifferences in nurse educa-
tors perceptions of importance as a facilitator to the
teacher/student reiationship. These characteristics were as
follows: demonstrates skills, attitudes, values to be
developed by students:; emphasizes learning about mutually
satisfying teacher/ student relationships:; stresses counsel-
ling to assist students; demonstrates. concern for character
development of student: regarded as loyal and dependable by
students; regarded with respect by stdéénts; and welcomes
and respects differences of opinion. Each of these charact-
eristics showed a discrepancy in statistically significant
mean differences equally. No discrepancy occurred regarding
characteristics as detractors.

Discrepancy in mean differences in perceptions of

importance of instructional activities as facilitators or

detractors. Two of the eight instructional activities dem~

onstrated a discrepancy in statistically significant mean
differences as facilitating the teacher/student relation-
ship. The two activities which were perceived with the same
frequency were hours of classroom instruction and size of
group 1in clinical instruction. Only the instructional

activity of time spent on curriculum planning meetings dem-
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onstrated a discrepancy in statistically significant mean
differenctes in nurse eaucatafs’percéptians of importance as
detracting from the relationship of teacher and student.

Discrepancy in mean differences in perceptions of

importance of non-instructional activities as facilitators

or detractors. Of the eight activities appearing in this

area, six were perceived by the nurse educators to show a

discrepancy in statistically significant mean differences as

facilitating the teacher/student relationship. Time spent

preparing for clinical assignments was the most frequently

occurring activity in which a discrepancy was perceived.

The non- instructional activities of time spent on clinical

activities and time spent communciating with supervisory
personnel in clinical area were perceived by instructors to
show a discrepancy in statistically significant mean differ-
ences® as a facilitator with equal frequency. However, time
spent on clerical activities also dermonstrated a perceived

discrébancy as a detractor. A perceived discrepancy by

nurse educators in the %statistically significant mean

differences as detracting from the teacher/student relat?gg:\\

ship also occurred with the activities of time spent in

faculty committee work, time spent in faculty meetings, and

time spent preparing for committee meetings. Of the
¥

activities which demonstrated a discrepancy in statistically

significant mean differences, only time spent on clerical

[

activities was perceived as both a facilitator and a

detractor to the teacher/student relationship.
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CONCLUSIONS

The following conclusions were based on the findings of the

study

1. Nurse educators perceived the following personal

and professional characteristics as most important in

facilitating the teacher/student relationship: demonstrate
skills, attitudes and values to be developed by the student:;
concern for each student as a person; and welcomes and
respects differences of opinions.

2. Personal and professional characteristics were

generally considered to be facilitators and have little or

er and student.

3. In the area of instructional activities, size of
group in clinical instruction was perceived by the féspﬁn&—
ents to be the most important item in facilitating the rela-
tionship between teacher and student. However, this item
was also considered to detract from the relationship to the
greatest extent.

4. Hgéie educators viewed size of classes in class-
room instfﬁctién of great importance as both a facilitator

and detractor to the relationship between teacher and

student.
5. From the non=instructional area instructors per-

ceived time spent establishing rapport with staff in clini-



cal area, time spent preparing for clinical

"]

ssignments and
time spent communicating with supervisory personnel to have
the most important facilitating effect on the teacher/
student relitignshipg

6. The respondents perceived the non-instructional
items of time spent on clerical activities, time spent on
faculty_c@mmittee work and meetings detracted to the great-
est extent from the teacher/student relationship.

: ]
7. Non-instructional activities were generally not

- perceived by the respondents to facilitate the teacher/

student relationship.-

The data provided by this investigation resulted in
some significant findings, however, it is recognized that
much more empirical work is needed in the research area.
Suggestions concerning implicati@ns for education must,

therefore, be regarded cautiously.

The findings of this study indicate that several tasks
in instructional and non-instructional acgivitigg require
further study. In most instances, personal and professional
characteristics af‘faculty were considered to be facilita-
"tive, whereas, several instructional and non-instructional

activities were viewed as detractors. This finding might
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imply nurse educators valu these humanistic qualities.

-Socialization of students into the nursing role is also
L)

indicated by the findings of demonstrating skills, attitudes
and values to be developed. Possibly nurse educators
perceive themselves as role models. Since students general-
ly, according to the literature, model after the first
clinical instructor they encounter, nurse educators should
be cognizant of this supposition.

The findings indicate that concern is expressed regard-
ing ‘clinical size numbers. The f;gg that this item was
rated highly as both a facilitator and detractor, indicatas
Clearly, clinical group size is an area of great concern.
In addition, size of classes in classroom instruction was
considered, by the respondents, to have a facilitating and a
detracting effect. It appears that the nursing program
administrators might do well to consider what size of group
i; an optimal number in both areas. With increasing
emphasis on humanism, in classroom/clinical areas, students
as well as faculty may very well desire group sizes which

allow for adequate interaction.

o]

th

Nurse educators apparently consider the climate o

clinical environment as very important and, therefore, see.

the time spent preparing for clinical assignments and estab-

lishing rapport with hospital personnel as a valuable func-

‘*1

tion. The result of this finding would suggest a close
working liaison between nurse educators and nursing service

personnel shouid improve clinical climate and thereby
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enhance student learning. The liég:atgfg supports the need
for a humanisitic climate in order to decrease the stress
level experienced by students in the clinical area. Fur-
ther, the literature also suggests that establishing rapport
between nurse educator and clinical agency personnel is one

method toward humanizing the clinical Climate.

Impli:atiaﬁ:7fg:fﬁggg;§§h

Although this stué& provided -some useful information
regarding the effects of personal and professional charact-
eristics, and tasks and activities of nurse educators on
teacher/student relationship, further research in the area
might either support or refute the conclusions of this
study. Mhile it appears a great deal remains to be learned
about all the variables and relatianshipséuith which this
study was concerned, further research regarding teacher/
student relationships in nursing education might expand the
data Yase as follows:

1. Replication of this study with a larger sample to

[n]

include nurse educators from university, college and hospi-
tal based nursing programs to determine if their pgfgepticn:
of personal and prcfg:gicnai characteristics, instructional
and non-instructional activitiaaga: facilitators or detract-

ors in teacher/student relationships differ :igéifiggntly

from the findings of this study.

14



2. Further research should be conducted using
different methodologies to ascertain variables that
facilitate and detract from the teacher/student relationship
in nursing education.

3, Further research should be conducted involving the
studon£ nurse population to determine how their perceptions
compare to those of nurse educator on the variables.

4, Further research should be conducted ingalving
nurse educators, nursing service personnel and student
nurses to determine the variables which facilitate a human-
istic clinical environment and enhance student learning.

5. Replication of this study involving teachers in
another college program, which includes practice setting
experience, to determine if there is any similarity of the
variables which are percieved as facilitators and detractors

to the teacher/student relationship in nursing education.
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CENTRE FOR THE STUDY
OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

(§\/ }é FACULTY OF EDUCATION
Cman™  THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

T aogit

1981-05-19

Dear Nurse Educator:

Teacher relationships with their students may be of interest

to you. The purpose of the attached questionnaire is to

cbtain input concerning your perceptions of which tasks and “a
activities in your current teaching position affect _ ‘
teacher/student relationships. This questionnaire is being

circulated to one college and one hospital diploma program

in Edmonton. The data received will be analyzed and a

project prepared. The project is being perused under the

direction of Dr. A. G. Konrad and will be placed in the

Department of Educational Administration library at the

University of Alberta.

I would request your assistance in completing the
questionnaire and returning it in the envelope provided.
The questionnaire should take 15 - 20 minutes of your time
to complete. I hope the results of the study will be of
value to you. A summary of my findings will be sent as a
toxen of my appreciation for participating in my project.

I am looking forward to receiving your input. Thank you faor
your assistance.

Sincerely yours,

MARIE L. MIDDLETON, R.N., B.Sc.N. ’
Enclosures
1Y
7-133B. EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA - T8G 2G5 * TELEPHONE (403) 432-2217 /
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QUESTIONNALIRE

For Keypunch
Use Only

1 2 3 4

Perscnal and Professional Data

In the box prc:wniaﬂ please write the letter which
represents the most accurate response to each item

l. Program in which you presently teach:
a, ollege diplama program 5
b. Hospital diplama program

2. Age to nearest birthday _

a. 21 to 25 e. 41 to 45 6
b. 26 to 30 f. 46 to 50 —
c. 31 to 35 . g. over 51
d. 36 to 40
3. Highest level of education:
a. R. N. Diplam .
b. R. N. plus post-basic diplama 1n nursing 7
c. Baccalaureate degree ]
d. Master's degree, Please specify , i
e. Other, Please specify o ~

Eﬁglayrer:t

a. 0 to 49% of a temporary full time position,
b. 0 to 49% of a permanent full time position,
c. 50 to 74% of a tesmporary full time pﬂglucn,’*ﬁ

[nn]

d. 50 to 74% of a permanent full time position,
e. 75 to 100% of a temporary full time position,
f. 75 to 100% of a perranent full time position,

5. Areas of major teaching responsibility
a. Classroom instruction —
b. Clinical instruction 9
c. Appmxj;mtely equal classroom and clinical




6. Total amount of nursing work prior to teaching
experience in nursing education.
a. less than 1 year d. 5 to 6 years —
b. 1 to 2 years e. 7 to B years 10
c. 3 to 4 years f. over B years

7. Total amount of teaching experience in
nursing education:

a. less than 1 year d. 5 to 6 years :
b. 1 to 2 years e, 7 to B years 11
c. 3 to 4 years f. aver B years

8. Length of present employment:
a. less than 1l year d. 5 to 6 years ‘
b. 1 to 2 years e, 7 to 8B years E: 12
c. 3 to 4 years f. over 8 years —

, quegtimrg_ For yt;ng convenience, the key is repfﬂ&md at the tcjp
of each subsequent page.

Response Key
Facilitates: 1 2 3 \ 4 5

No Same Moderate Great Very Great
Detracts: 1 2 3 4 5

No Some Moderate Great Very Great

Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent

B. Teacher/Student Relationshipe

The following list identifies personal and professional characteristics
which may affect teacher/student relationships in nursing education. Using
the key provided, pleasec indicate your perception of the level of importance
of each characteristic in facilitating this relationship and the extent to

which this characteristic detracts from the relationship in your current
program.

Example Item:

Salary you receive: (Facilitates) F1@ 345
(Detracts) p@P2345
(Using the key pﬂ:widaﬂ, the number circled indicates that the respondent

perceives the salary received as hgving some importance in facilitating the
relationship; however, he/she per‘::ei\rs that salary received does not
detract from the relationship.)
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Personal and Professional Characteristics
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14.

15!

16.

Deronstrates skills, attitudes,
and values that are to be
developad by the studentsa

Erphasizes laarning about the
development of mutually
satisfying teacher/student
relationships

Stresses counselling to assist
the student with personal
problems

Derrnstrates concermn for

character development of
students

Detrnstrates concern for each
student as a person

Makes{provision for meeting
student group neads

Students regard me as loyal and

.dependable
‘Students regard me with respect

Welcomes differences of opinion
and treats them with respect

Shares own thinking with
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Facilitates: 1 2 3 4
No Scme Moderate Great
Detracts: 1 2 3 4

C. The following represents a range of instructional
activities which may be viewed as facilitating e
the teacher/student relationship or detracting fram

the relationship. Please circle the number which

indicates your perception of the level of importance
which each activity facilitates and the level of
inmportance which each activity detracts from the

teacher/student relationship. T

F = Pacilitates D = Detracts

Instructional Related Activities

19. Number of hours of classroom

20. Number of student contact hours
available to assist individual
students

345 33
} & 34

o
-
[V N ]
L™
F
L

b=t
[ 5N %

45 a5
45 36

o
et

37
a8

21. Number of hours of clinical

22. Preparation time available
during official workdd
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23. Amount of time spefit correcting
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24. Size of classes in classroom
instruction
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26. Time spent on curriculum
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Response Key
Facilitates: 1 2 3 4
No Some Moderate Great

Detracts: 1 2 : 3 4 5
No Some ' Moderate Great Very Great
For Keypunch
D. The following represents a range of non-
instructional activities which may be viewed as
facilitating or detracting fram the teacher/student

relationship. Please circle the number which

indicates your perception of importance which each

activity facilitates and the level of importance

which each activity detracts from the teacher/

student relationship.

F = Facilitates D = Detracts

Non - Instructional Activites Importance s

27. Amount of time spené‘on F 12345 49
clerical activities D 12345 50

28. Amount of time engaged in F 12345 51
setting up and operating D 12345 52
teaching aids for instructional
purposes

29. Time spent in faculty committee F 1 2 3 4 § 53
wQrk . D 12345 54

30. Amount of time spent in faculty F 12345 55
meetings D 12345 56

31. Time spent establishing working F 1234 5 57 ¢
rapport with unit staff in D 12345 58
clinical area

32. Time spent commnicating F 12345 | s9
with supervisory personnel in D 12345 60 -
clinical area
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Response Key
Facilitates: 1 2 3 4 5
No Same Moderate Great Very Great
Importance Importance Importance Inportance Importance
Detracts: 1 2 3 4 5
No Some Moderate Great Very Great
Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent
. For
Use '4
Non - Instructional Activities Inportance
33.Alnntofthnatpmtpreparing F 12345 61
. for committee meetings D 12345 62
34. Time-pmtinpreparingfor 12345 63
clinical assignments 12345 64 -

Any comments which you have concerning t.a\asor/studmt relationships and/or
this particular questionnaire would be appreciated. +

I3

Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Your input is appreciated.
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CENTRE FOR THE STUDY

OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION
FACULTY OF EDUCATION

THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

11732 = 39 Averue
T6J OP2

May 21, 1981

Health Sciencds Department

Dear Judy,

Further to our meeting of April 27, 1961 regarding the

of my questionnaire on Teacher/Student Relationships in
Nursing Education, I wish to thank you for allowing me to
speak to the faculty on this topic at the Faculty Depart-

I will be circulating my questionnaire within the next week
and am appreciative of your offer of assistance in the
distribution and collection of the carmpleted question—

Sincerely yours, : ;

MARIE L. MIDOLETON



CENTRE FOR THE STUDY
OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

11732 - 398 Averue
TGJ QP2

May 21, 1981

Miss Gloria Bauer

Director - Nursing Education

Royal Alexardra Hospital

School of Nursing

Dear Gloria,

Further to cur meeting of May 7, 1981 regarding the
explanation of my project plans and request for cir-ulation
of my questionnaire on Teacher/Student Relationships in
Nursing Education, I wish to thank you for allowing me to
speak to the faculty on this topic at your weekly luncheon
I will be circulating my questionnaire within the next week ,
and am appreciative of your offer of assistance in the
distribution and collection of the campleted questiocnnaire.
Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

MARIE L. MIDDLETON
MIM/dg

r

=

7-1338. EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA - T8G 2G5 - TELEPHONE (#403) 432-2217
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CENTRE FOR THE STUDY

FACULTY OF EDUCATION
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION

1981 06 11

Dear Nurse Educator:

xﬁﬂgantly aqxutimin mhadﬁ:/&uﬂmt lhlat;cﬂﬂu;: in

@:ﬁwdtytcﬂm;ﬁ;agm far’msgm Lf}m
mﬁmtumfmﬂmtcrm I would request that

you do 80 at your earliest convenience
Sincerely yours,
Marie L. Middle:or,, R.N. B.Sc.N.

MIM/dg

7-133B. EDUCATION NORTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA -

T8G 2G6 -

I look forward to
receiving your input which is a@r&:iat;d.
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