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Abstract

Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon with student
enrollment spanning three generations. Classrooms of theeury include the
occasional Baby Boomer and a large number of Generation X and Generation Ysstudent
Each of these generations has its own unique set of characteristics that inesieaiped
by values, trends, behaviors, and events in society. These generationatdlsticact
create vast opportunities to learn, as well as challenges. One suchgehadldre use of
teaching methods that are congruent with nursing student preferences.

Although there is a wide range of studies conducted on student learning styles
within the nursing education field, there is little research on the prefeeeing
methods of nursing students. The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to
compare the preferred teaching methods of multi-generational bacestanuesing
students with faculty use of teaching methods. The research study included 367
participants; 38 nursing faculty and 329 nursing students from five differengeslle
within the Midwest region.

The results of the two-tailgetest found four statistically significant findings
between Generation X and Y students and their preferred teaching methodsig)cludi
lecture, listening to the professor lecture versus working in groups; agieigipating
in group discussion; and the importance of participating in group assignments. The
results of the Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) found seventeen statistis@gnificant
findings between levels of students (freshmen/sophomores, juniors, & seniors) and their
preferred teaching methods. Lecture was found to be the most frequently ubeadyteac
method by faculty as well as the most preferred teaching method by studemédl, @ee

support for a variety of teaching methods was also found in the analysis of data.
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Generational Differences in Baccalaureate Nursing StudentgrRyef
Teaching Methods and Faculty Use of Teaching Methods
CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon with student
enrollment spanning three generations. Classrooms of theeRtury include an
occasional Baby Boomer and a large number of Generation X and Generation Ysstudent
Each of these generations has its own unique set of characteristics thatdmaskdped
by values, trends, behaviors, and events in society. These generationatdlstcact
create vast opportunities to learn, but the differences can also creleagbs. One such
challenge is the use of teaching methods that are congruent with nursing stude
preferences.

Problem Statement

Although there is a wide range of studies conducted on student learning styles
within the nursing education field (Dunn & Griggs, 1998; Kelly, 1997; Laschinger &
Boss, 1984, Linares, 1999; Lohri-Posey, 2003), there is little research on thieegrefe
teaching methods of nursing students. Few studies have examined the generational
impact of student preference on teaching methods or faculty use of teaching methods.
This study was conducted to compare preferred teaching methods of multtigeaéra
baccalaureate nursing students with faculty use of teaching methods.

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this quantitative, descriptive study was to compare thegueferr

teaching methods of multi-generational baccalaureate nursing studdnfaawity use of

teaching methods.
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Context and Background

With an increasingly diverse age range of students in college classrbenesist
a variety of generational preferences for teaching methods (Coates, R@he first
time in American history, classrooms of thé'2&ntury are a mix of four generations;
Veterans, Baby Boomers, Generation X and Generation Y. Each generatien bring
forward its own unique characteristics.

The Veterans, also known as the Silent Generation, are those individuals born
between 1925 and 1942 (Strauss & Howe, 1991). This generation values tradition,
patriotism, and hard work. Although it would be rare for a Veteran to be enrolled as a
college student in the ZTentury, this generation may have a few nursing faculty who
are still teaching. Because Veterans are very traditional, teegcaustomed to a teacher-
centered classroom and are not as comfortable with using technology ageoérations
(Coates, 2007).

The Baby Boomers, born between 1943 and 1960, are the largest generational
cohort (Strauss & Howe, 1991). This generation values hard work and determination to
succeed in life. The Baby Boomer generational cohort also comprisge alanber of
nursing faculty. This group of individuals is extremely competitive and motivated t
learn if it will help them get ahead. Any college student from this geaeriatmost
likely not new to the college scene, but perhaps seeking a second careesbyhe B
Boomer generation also relates best to a traditional classroom and can firie mgohg
to work with Generations X and Y students (Coates, 2007).

The Generation Xers are the smallest generational cohort born betweemd961 a
1981 (Strauss & Howe, 1991). This generation values a balance between faraihyglife

career, is extremely independent, and thrives on change. Generation Xers hawe bee
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the college scene for over a decade; however, some are first time stivtiants
Generation X students, like the Baby Boomers, are also seeking second careers.
Generation Xers are resourceful and independent and do not like to be micromanaged
(Coates, 2007).

The Millennials, also known as Generation Y, were born between 1982 and 2002
(Strauss & Howe, 1991). This cohort is the largest and most diverse of angtmpenie
history. They are the first cyber generation, having grown up with techndlagjtlzeir
lives, and are therefore very technologically savvy. This geaeredmprises the largest
number of students in college classrooms. Generation Y students have learned to work
together with their peers when accomplishing a task and are very good aaskiltg
(Coates, 2007).

Nursing educators face the challenge of meeting the needs of a multtgeradr
classroom. The reality of having Baby Boomers in a classroom with &@emeK and Y
students provides an immediate need for faculty to examine students’ teacthod me
preferences as well as their own use of teaching methods. This resedychssists
faculty members in determining how congruent their use of teaching metieodita
student preferences by comparing what teaching methods students prefer, with wha
teaching methods are actually used. Ultimately, this researchfhelpty to facilitate an
effective multi-generational learning environment.

Research Questions
1) What types of teaching methods do different generations of baccalauresatg nur
students prefer?
2) lIs there a relationship between the levels of baccalaureate nursing samdents

their preferred teaching methods?
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3) Is there a specific teaching method used in the classroom by faculty more
frequently than others?
4) Is there a relationship between preferred teaching methods of baccalaureat
nursing students and faculty use of teaching methods?
Method
This quantitative study used two descriptive surveys to compare gendrationa
differences in preferred teaching methods of baccalaureate nursingtstade the use
of teaching methods by nursing faculty. One survey assessed nursing students’
preferences for teaching methods and a second survey assessed facultyagkengf te
methods in the classroom. The student survey was an adapted version of Walker’s
Teaching Method Survey (WTMS) developed in 2004 and the faculty survey was newly
created for this study. Dr. Jean T. Walker, author of the original WTMS, grantéshw
permission to use, modify, or adapt the survey for this particular study. Timg et
this study included five small, private colleges located in the Midwestrregio
Definition of Terms
For the purpose of this study, the following operational definitions (as defined by
Strauss & Howe, 1991) were used:
= Veterans (Silents): those individuals born between 1925-1942,
= Baby Boomers: those individuals born between 1943-1960,
= Generation X: those individuals born between 1961-1981,
= Generation Y: those individuals born between 1982-2003.
For the purpose of this study, the following operational definitions (as defined by the

researcher) were used:
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= Multi-generational: a mix of two or more generations; most commonly
generations X and Y.
= Learning: an individual’'s ability to comprehend, retain, and apply new content.
= Teaching methods: strategies used by educators to facilitate stiatamdeof
new concepts.
= Teaching method preference: an individual's favorite way to be taught new
information.
= Lecture: ateaching method used in which faculty members discuss tagics a
students are passive listeners.
= Active learning: engaging learners in the application of concepts beigigtia
= Passive learning: providing learners with information, but not applying the
concepts taught.
Assumptions
The underlying assumptions of this study included the following: learning is
based on teaching; students are in college to learn; and students of simiatigesne
have similar educational and life experiences and therefore have siadaingg method
preferences. One final assumption was educators have the option to use awariety
teaching methods to facilitate learning.
Hypotheses
The following hypotheses were formulated for this research study:
= Different generations of baccalaureate nursing students will haversimila
preferences in teaching methods.
= Different levels of baccalaureate nursing students will have similar

preferences in teaching methods.
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= There will be a teaching method used more frequently than others by
faculty.
= There will be a relationship between faculty use of teaching methods and
student preferences.
Significance
This study is significant because little research has been conducted on the
preferred teaching methods of nursing students. In addition, few studies haveezkami
the generational impact of student preference on teaching methods or facolty use
teaching methods in nursing education. This study adds new knowledge to the nursing
education field and provides opportunities for future research in this area.
Another significant aspect of this study is it provides nurse educatorshwith t
opportunity to learn more about the generational differences of theingstsdents. It
also allows faculty to reexamine their own generational biases and howgbeif
teaching methods correlates with student preferences. Ultimateslgtdioly enhances
nursing education and assists educators in facilitating an effectimeniganvironment

for the multi-generational classroom.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

This chapter discusses the historical perspective, method for theititeraview,
and the theoretical base for the research study. It also discussdgrit@associated with
the four current generational cohorts, learning styles and preferencemddheorists,
generational differences in nursing students and their preferred teachhmagsdaculty
use of teaching methods, and the matching of teaching methods with student preferences.

Historical Perspective

Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon with student
enrollment spanning three generations. Classrooms of theetury include a few Baby
Boomer students and a large number of Generation X and Generation Y students. Each of
these generations has its own unique set of characteristics that have been shaped by
values, trends, behaviors, and events in society. These generationakcisticactreate
vast opportunities to learn, but the differences can also create challenges.

To better understand the unique differences of students, it is important to
investigate how generations are defined, what learning styles and teadthmayls
students prefer and if there is a relationship between these variablesviéheafe
literature served as means of providing a baseline of information as the fonridat
this research study.

Method for Literature Review

A computer literature search on generational characteristichjriganethod
preferences, and learning styles of nursing students was conducted using EBSCOhost
CINAHL, eLibrary, Goggle, and Wilson. The following key words were used: “tagchi

strategies and generations”, “teaching methods, generations, and prefergmeterred
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teaching methods and generations”, “learning preference”, “learnileg stiyd nursing
students”, “learning styles and nursing education”, “learning preferemcks
generations”, “generational styles”, “teaching method preferesfamsrsing students”,
and “preferences for teaching methods”.

Over 160 abstracts between the years of 1983-2008 were reviewed, as well as
over 20 books on the topics of adult learning theories, learning style theoriestoges,
nursing education, teaching methods for nurse educators, statistics, and survey
development. The majority of the literature emerged from the United StatesepicAm
(USA); however, other countries represented in the review of literaiciieded Canada,
the United Kingdom (UK), The Netherlands, China, Hong Kong, Ireland, Israel, Japan,
Portugal, and Spain.

Theoretical Base

The theoretical base for the research study was Malcolm Knowles’s Agdralgo
Theory of Adult Learning. Andragogy, as defined by Knowles (1980), is tharidrt
science of helping adults learn” (p. 43). According to Malcolm Knowles (1978), se
directed learning is a process “in which individuals take the initiative, withitbout the
help of others, in diagnosing their learning needs, formulating learning goaisfyidg
human and material resources for learning, choosing and implementiiog agier
learning strategies, and evaluating learning outcomes” (p. 18). Malcolml&sisw
theory sought to explain the characteristics of adult self-directed Igarnder the
following assumptions: the need to know, the learner’s self-concept, the role of the
learner’s experience, readiness to learn, orientation to learning, and root{¥atowles,

1984).
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The first assumption of Knowles’s theory is the need for adults to know why they
are learning something. According to Knowles (1984), adults need to understand the
relevance of the learning before partaking in the learning. Adults st when
information has meaning that can be applied to real-life experiences.

The learner’s self-concept is the second assumption in Knowles’s theory. This
assumption implies adults need to be responsible for their own learning and their own
decisions; in essence, self-directed. According to Knowles (1984), adult@duteed
to assist individuals to be responsible for their own learning and make the drafrsitn
dependent to self-directed learners.

The third assumption in Knowles’s theory is taking into account the role of the
learner’s experience. Adult learners come with a wide array of expesi@md
differences to consider. Knowles (1984) emphasized the need to individualizi@geac
and learning strategies and stated, “in any situation in which adultsiexgers ignored
or devalued they perceive this as not rejecting just their experience, lotingejeem as
persons” (p. 58). Adult learners learn best when they can connect their peoieexe
with newly learned information.

An individual’s readiness to learn encompasses the fourth assumption in
Knowles’s theory. According to Knowles (1984), the critical aspect of thisygstson is
the importance of timing educational experiences with developmental tasks. Adul
learners have a strong desire to direct their own learning and will choosentovigen
they are ready and have a need or interest to learn.

An adult’s orientation to learning and motivation are the fifth and sixth
assumptions in Knowles’s theory. According to Knowles (1984), students are “life-

centered in their orientation to learning” (p. 59). In other words, students are mativated
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learn based on how content learned will help them in real-life situations (Ks)d/@ig4).
Both external and internal pressures are motivators for learning; howaduéis tend to
be more motivated to learn by internal pressures including job satisfactioity qtiafe,
and self-esteem (Knowles, 1984).

In his theory of adult learning, Knowles (1984) discussed how the andragogical
model is not an ideology, but rather a “system of alternative sets of assurhfatrons
adults (p. 62). The difference between the pedagogical model and the andragodial
is the pedagogical model for educating children excludes all of the assumptibas of
andragogical model (Knowles, 1984). The andragogical model, however, does include al
of the pedagogical assumptions and works to transition the learner to becoming self-
directed in their learning. To facilitate this process, it is the respétysdiiall educators
to determine which assumptions are realistic for a learner in a givetiasit(nowles,
1984).

College students are assumed to be adult learners based on their biotggical a
However, not all students are ready to be self-directed in their learning acll fsam
teacher-centered to student-centered environments. Whether or not studentyyaardea
able to move from the pedagogical model of educating children to the adragogylehl m
of adult learning depends on numerous variables; including how each of the assumptions
outlined in Knowles’s theory are addressed based on teaching methods usedyay facul
Knowles’s Andragogical Theory of Adult Learning principles aligns wht population
of students being studied in this research because all student participarissadered
to be adult learners. This research study sought to discover what teachiogsnet
students preferred to help them learn and what teaching methods facultyxtualy a

using in the classroom to facilitate learning.
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Organization of Literature Review

The literature review revealed a vast array of information on the values,
behaviors, and characteristics of each generation including Baby Boomeesatiza X,
and Generation Y. It also provided a large amount of information on learning styles and
teaching methods/strategies. However, only a minimal amount of informatioouvas f
in the literature related to teaching method preferences of nursing students.

The findings of the review of literature are presented under the follawajor
headings: definition of a generation, generational cohorts, generatioealgess,
definition of a learning style, definition of a learning style preference atitey
method preference, learning style theorists, learning style preferenuersiofly students,
generational differences in preferred teaching methods of students, a safthimg
paradigms, teaching methods used by faculty, and matching teaching mettmods wit
student preferences.

Definition of a Generation

When an individual is born, he or she becomes part of a specific cohort or group
of individuals all born within a certain time frame. These time frames, whichoE a
designated number of years, become the cornerstone for classifyingfia gpeeration.
As defined by Strauss and Howe (1991), a generation is “a cohort-group wingtbe le
approximates the span of a phase of life and whose boundaries are fixed by peer
personality” (p. 60). Straus and Howe’s definition of a generation included twotanpor
elements: the length of a generational cohort and its peer personality.
Length of a Generational Cohort

The length of a generational cohort has been debated for years. Strauss and Howe

(1991) base the length of each generation on the length of a phase of life; apptpximate
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within 22 year time frames. As a result, they have created four coloonpsgreach
approximately 22 years in length and each possessing a specific peerlperSireauss
and Howe (1991), defined the four generations as the following: Veteraast)Sil
generation born 1925 to 1942; Boom generation born 1943-1960; Generatiofl X (13
generation) born 1961-1981; and the Millennial generation born 1982-2003.

Johnson and Romanello (2005) have defined each generation similarly to Strauss
and Howe (1991) according to length in number of years. The only difference in Johnson
and Romanello’s (2005) research is the length of time for Generation Y, which they
defined as lasting from 1982-2002.

The review of literature does show variations in the length of each generation.
One example is Julie Coates’ (2007) research with generations and igeaétearning
styles. While others have identified only four living generations, Coates dithée
generations into five categories; splitting the oldest generation intwitiv@ span of
only 13 years each. Coates’ (2007) definition of each generation wasoasfdhe
Veteran generation, born 1920-1933; the Silent generation, born 1933-1946; the Baby
Boom generation, born 1946-1964; Generation X born, 1964-1980; and Generation Y,
born 1980-2000.

The study for which the current research is based upon also defined each
generation in different time spans. Walker, Martin, White, Elliott, Norwood, Marggum
al., (2006) conducted a study that examined the generational differeneashimg
method preferences among nursing students, and defined each generationgatordin
the following time frames: Baby Boomers, born 1946-1964; Generation X, born 1965-

1979; and Generation Y, born since 1980.
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Regardless of the variations, most of the literature reviewed, condheledare
four distinct generations: Veterans (Silents), Baby Boomers, Gemekrs, and
Generation Y (Millennials). Each member of a generation relates to etllens the
same generation through trends and historical events that have occuoeétyy s
otherwise known as cohort experiences. Cohort experiences help to shape the values,
perceptions, and behaviors within a specific generation. Because cohortrecgsehave
such a profound impact on norms within each generation, Coates (2007) concluded that
learning styles and preferences are also affected by these agpsrie
Peer Personality

Strauss and Howe (1991) further defined cohort experiences, in their definition of
a generation, as the term peer personality. A “peer personality” wasdla$iria
generational persona recognized and determined by (1) common age lo@ation; (
common beliefs and behavior; and (3) perceived membership in a common generation”
(Strauss & Howe, 1991, p. 64). It is known as a collection of behavioral traits and
attitudes that later expresses itself in each individual’s life S¢r& Howe, 1991). For
example, Strauss and Howe (1991) stated how a child is raised will affechdiow t
individual will parent, and how a student is taught will affect how that individilal
teach.

A similar phrase used in the literature to describe shared beliefs andesitit
within a cohort is the term generational characteristics. Accordidgpperschmidt
(2000), generational characteristics include such things as “valuesjedtipreferences,
and behaviors that form the filter through which cohorts interpret subsequent life
experiences” (p. 66). These shared generational characteristicsralloMmiuals within

each generation to relate to one another.
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Generational Cohorts

Differences in generations have existed since the beginning of time diurto
Scott (2007), “generational differences are based on variations in valuesvitlapdd
as each generation was coming of age and becoming adults” (p. 7). These ddéfatemce
lead to challenges in the multigenerational classroom. Coates (2007) expladay’s
generation of learners are quite different from past generations wétsarprimarily
because the world is quite different” (p. 38-39). Each generation has unique
characteristics and presents with a different set of learning.néeedsp to educators to
become knowledgeable of both. As stated by Scott (2007), knowledge of differances ¢
create an environment respectful of differences.
Veteran (Silent) Generation

The Veteran Generation, also known as the Silent Generation, is a cohort of
individuals who were born between the years 1925-1942 (Strauss & Howe, 1991). This
generation grew up during the stock market crash, the Great Depression add\&/for|
Il. The Veterans are small in overall number and sandwiched betwedarger
generations; the G.I. generation and the Baby Boomer generation (Coates, 2007)
Because of the time frame in which these individuals were born, they argérseme
referred to as “depression babies” and experienced only a seven peneagann
population during the 1930’s (Strauss & Howe, 1991).

The world events and harsh economic times faced by those in the Veteran
generation formed this cohort’s values of traditionalism, conservatispgatefer
authority, hard work and loyalty to country. This generation, ever mindful of the eklue
saving, was willing to sacrifice to provide for their Baby Boomer children

(Kupperschmidt, 2000). Individuals from this generation married and had children at a
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young age. According to Strauss and Howe (1991), the Veterans or Silents, “were the
earliest-marrying and earliest-babying generation in Americaariigip. 284). As a

result, many from this generation did not finish high school and an even smaller number
attended college. Those who did attend college were mostly men because wdngen in t
generational cohort showed no gain in educational achievement (Strauss & Howe, 1991).

The generational characteristics of Veterans transfered over taolassettings
as well. Their school-age experiences were very structured withgeiekelines and rules
(Weston, 2001). Veterans are formal, traditional learners who are @o&asto teacher-
centered activities and prefer an orderly classroom environment (Coates, 12087).
generation prefers teaching methods such as lecture where informaticsoisgtigr
delivered to them (Kupperschmidt, 2000). Because of this, Veterans sometimele strugg
with a more informal student-centered learning environment.

In their lifetime, Veterans have experienced the explosive transformatiba of
world from the industrial age to the informatics age. Although this generation
characteristically struggles with technology, the literature supgi@tsnany in this
cohort are willing and able to use it. According to Coates (2007), it is eddbati
educators accept that older learners are “willing and able to take on ¢earthmew
technology, even if it is a bit more challenging and they are a bit sloweastering it”

(p. 82).
Baby Boomer Generation

The Baby Boomers, born between the years of 1943-1960 were the product of a
“boom” in births following World War 1l (Strauss & Howe, 1991) and quickly became
the largest generation of their time. This generation’s values anéslvediee shaped by

events such as the Civil Rights Movement, the advent of the birth control pill,
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Woodstock, the assassination of President John F. Kennedy, and the Korean and Vietnam
Wars. Baby Boomers grew up in a time of economic prosperity and educational
expansion. Therefore, a record number of individuals from this generation wenelye
opportunity to attend college. According to Coates (2007), “their sheer numbers
motivated them to do whatever they could to become successful and to stand out from the
crowd” (p. 85).

As a result of having to work hard and compete in every aspect of life to get
ahead, Baby Boomers are extremely competitive as well as lopkbwes. This
generation’s obsession for work and intense competitiveness has resulted initttem be
labeled as work-a-holics, self-centered, self-deluded, judgmental, and ovielenonf
(Coates, 2007). Kupperschmidt (2000) described this generation as not only workaholics,
but also as strong-willed individuals who are concerned with material gagntdDevents
such as the Vietham War and the Watergate scandal, this generation learned not to
respect authority and at times was rebellious. However, in classrooned as the
workforce, Baby Boomers exhibit a good work ethic and can at times becotnatéds
with younger generations who have a different set of values (Coates, 2007).

Baby Boomer students in 2tentury classrooms are often seeking a second
career. They too are accustomed to traditional pedagogy and prefer leahdeuts and
taking notes; however they also like interactive activities such as grouyssises
(Coates, 2007; Johnson & Romanello, 2005). These individuals will arrive on time and
come prepared for class. Johnson and Romanello (2005) described this cohort as very
concerned with grades, yet conscientious and willing to accept help daetithough

Baby Boomers may struggle with technology, they are willing to leaoncontinue to be



35

competitive. According to Weston (2001), Boomers’ adaptations to technology are
largely due to their motivation to be more productive as well as have more free time
Generation X

Generation Xers, the 3jeneration studied in history, were born between the
years of 1961-1981 and are the smallest generational cohort in history (Stidosge&
1991). Generation X was shaped by world events such as the Challenger disastiér, the f
of the Berlin Wall and Operation Desert Storm. Individuals within this genargtew
up in a time period in which 50% of all marriages ended in divorce and record numbers
of children were being raised by single parents and coming home after schaol
empty house (Coates, 2007). As a result of having to fend for themselves, this@enera
quickly became the most independent and resourceful group of individuals and
subsequently earned the label “latch-key kids”.

Generation X learned quickly not to take anything for granted due to the
uncertainty of their future. According to Kupperschmidt (2000), this generation
“inherited Boomers’ social debris: self-absorbed parents, divorce, latéidsysoaring
national debt, an educational system that emphasized social skills ansteseif-eather
than academic achievement, an anti-child society, and reality driven t@hesiows and
movies” (p. 69). Amidst these challenges, this generation adapts well to cingnge a
assertive and self-directed (Weston, 2001).

Generation X does not exhibit the same commitment to organizations in the
workforce as previous generations. This generational characteristiacéctrdsult of the
environment in which these individuals were raised. Generation X watchedreBabhgi
Boomer parents gave up spending time with their families in order tantje¢f ahead in

their careers. As a result, this generation collectively seeks batance in their lives and
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values spending time with family at home even if it means making less r{fooates,
2007). They also expect work to be fun as they balance leisure and work time
(Kupperschmidt, 2000). Therefore, Generation X has “little regard for cdepldet and
will “frequently challenge authority and status quo” (Walker et al., 2006, p. 371y. Bab
Boomers have frequently labeled Generation Xers as having a poor work ethic due to
these generational characteristics.

Members of Generation X have been on the college scene for over twenty years,
and have been studied extensively within the literature. According to Walker e
(2006), Generation X will continue to be a dominant force in college classrooms as many
individuals from this generation are seeking second careers. The prefi@rence
independence by Generation X students carries over into the classroomasettielf
Collins and Tilson (2006), found that Generation X students like to perform tasks
independently and prefer a variety of teaching methods such as self-directi@scti
on-line courses, and activities with visual aids (e.g. photos, graphics).d8eufaneir
preference for independence, the literature also found Generation X studedistéikee
learning (Johnson and Romanello, 2005).

Individuals in the Generation X cohort prefer a more casual and informal learning
environment than previous generations. However, they also like detailed stddy god
test reviews and prefer all assignments and expectations be cleanhunarated in a
straightforward manner; have real-life applicability; and have poitdshasd to each one
(Collins & Tilson, 2000; Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Having grown up with technology since their early years, members Gemexati
are very technologically literate and good at multi-tasking. Accordidghnson and

Romanello (2005), they are not only comfortable with technology, but they also adapt
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well to change. Generation Xers use technology on a daily basis and expsetiits
college classrooms. According to Weston (2001), the use of technology has resulted in
this generation’s expectation of instant response and satisfaction.sTanpgecious
commodity for this generation, therefore, these individuals prefer thetemsieguickest
way to learn and have little regard for wasted time or non-relevant inform@&oates,
2007; Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Generation Y

Generation Y, also known as the Millennials or the Net Generation, were born
between the years of 1982 and 2003 (Strauss & Howe, 1991). According to Strauss and
Howe (2000), the term Millennial refers to a rising force. This generatitanticipated
to come forth with the combined best of the previous generations to make a Historica
mark on this country” (Walker et al., 2006, p. 372). These expectations have led to this
generation being coined as the next great generation.

The Millennials are three times larger than the Baby Boomers and aneshe
culturally diverse and globally mobile generation in our nation’s historynbées of this
generational cohort are either in college or entering the workforce athihe same time
facing a rapidly changing world. Millennials were raised during a tifmenverrorism,
violence and drugs were realities in their everyday lives (Sherman, 200¢we&he
shaped by events such as the terrorist attacks of 9/11, school shootings, the War in Iraq,
and the explosion of technology.

Parental supervision took on a new meaning with Millennial children. As a result
of societal and world events, Generation Y became the most protected genarati
history. Millennials are drawn to their parents for safety and securityauetherefore

developed close relationships with them (McGlynn, 2005; Sherman, 2006). According to
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Coates (2007), Millennials have grown up in “a very structured, busy, and over planned
world” (p. 113). Consequently, they have relied on their parents to take care of
everything and at times struggle with organizing their own time or dealinghveithawn
conflicts because they are used to having this done for them (Coates, 2007).

Millennials are the most technologically savvy generation in historngajor
difference among the four current generations. They have grown up with thieause
wide array of technological devices; including personal computers, laptops, celsphone
i-Pod$’, and video games. As compared with previous generations, the Millennials have
never known life without technology. According to Skiba (2005), “computers and
technology are embedded within their world...existing when they were born and just a
part of life” (p. 370). They utilize it in every aspect of their daily nogitinot only for
communicating with others, but also as a way to find information quickly and msHti-t
They also have the technological ability to stay connected with their pa&nesm when
living apart from them.

This generation is accustomed to having immediate access to information 24/7
and therefore tends to exhibit short attention spans and expect instant feedbhack. (A
Johnson-Mallard, 2003; Johnson & Romanello, 2005; Skiba, 2005). Prensky (2001)
attributed their short attention spans to the use of technology and states thedi
undergo different developmental experiences develop differently, and tha¢ péapl
undergo different inputs from the culture that surrounds them think differently” (p. 3).
They have a preference for learning on their own time and also on their own terms
(McGlynn, 2005).

These generational characteristics also transfer to the classeting. The

integration of technology in the classroom is an expectation for Generation Ysdéey
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the use of technology as a way to communicate, explore and socialize, asaxtelbki®
facilitate their learning (Hartman, Dziuban, & Brophy-Ellison, 2007). Tioeeethey

have a strong preference for the incorporation of technology into the learning
environment and prefer to find information and knowledge from the internet instead of
using a textbook (Skiba & Barton, 2006). Although Generation Y students have a high
preference for distance learning, they also like detailed study guidegsaneMiews to
facilitate their learning (Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Millennials, having grown up since elementary school working with their peers to
complete assignments, have a strong preference for working in groups. Thaiganer
prefers active and interactive learning activities such as gantesimulation with peer
to peer collaboration in group settings (Carlson, 2005; Johnson & Romanello, 2005;
Skiba, 2005). The review of literature found that if the classroom does not provide
opportunity for interaction with their peers, members of Generation Y will not tmme
class (Skiba and Barton, 2006).

Millennial students are very positive and assertive. They are respafctful
authority, but will not hesitate to challenge it (Walker et al., 2006). Milldésyri&e
Generation X, possess the generational characteristic of expectingltheztienal
experience to have relevance. According to Prensky (2007), they warndet be
“meaningful, worthwhile, and relevant to the future” (p. 1). It is not merédyaace this
generation prefers, but engagement in their learning (Prensky, 2005).

Generational Stereotypes

Differences among each of the four current generations can creaietcomd

misunderstandings not only in society, but also in college settings. Stereotyypescan

lead to feelings of resentment. According to Lancaster and Still2@é@%), the only way
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to stop the stereotypes and resentment is to get to know each generation and why they
value the things they do.
Definition of a Learning Style

All students, regardless of the generational cohort in which they belong, have a
specific learning style for which information is retained best. A legratyle
encompasses how an individual acquires, processes, and retains informationtelhere a
many definitions of learning styles within the literature. Dunn and Dunn (1978gdef
learning styles as how an individual processes, internalizes, and remembers new
information. Laschinger and Boss (1984) defined learning styles as anwaglividual
organizes and experiences information.

In a study conducted by Noble, Miller, & Heckman (2008), the researchers
defined how a student learns and processes information in a similar term known as a
“field preference”. A field preference includes the characteristics ofehlmarner
perceives, acquires, processes, organizes, and applies information KIVE3R4).
Regardless of the definition, the learning styles of students are anamigfaxttor to
consider in education.

Definition of Generational Learning Style.

Learning styles manifest differently within each generational cobosedl. As a
result of these differences, a more specific learning style term knowtgasexational
learning style” has been coined in the literature. As defined by Ce&@es)( a
“generational learning style” is the unique set of learning style cleaistats within a
generation that is shaped by cohort experiences. Educators need to examiaetdraw f
such as society, culture, values and experience also influence how a stachesnhésst.

(Coates, 2007). Because each generation of learners presents with dégarang
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needs, educators need to: expect that younger adults will learn differemtigttidren or
older adults, expect that learning styles will change over time, and elkpeldarning
environments may influence how individuals prefer to learn (Coates, 2007).

Definition of Learning Style Preference and Teaching Method Preference

All students have specific learning style preferences and teachihganet
preferences that work best to facilitate learning new material. Tims tégarning style
preference” and “teaching method preference” are often used interchnigethe
literature when discussing students’ preferences for learning nesnigifion. Linares
(1999), defined a learning style preference as an individual’'s personal likes akesdisli
related to how they learn. Cassidy (2004) referred to learning sefler@nces as the
favoring of one method of teaching over another. The preference for instruction is
directly related to what the student favors for methods, resources or appr@acdes,
Griggs, Dunn, & Ingham, 1994) and is also directly affected by what facaty us

Regardless of how learning styles are defined, each individual has a certain
preference or way of learning new material. Some students may be seti¢dliretheir
learning “in which the person’s primary intention is to gain certain definite lauy& or
skills” while others may need more organized instruction (Cross, 1981, pp. 186-187).
Despite their preference, students do not always know when or how they learn best
(Davis & Franklin, 2004) and many try various strategies and methods.

Students’ learning styles and/or preferences for learning are not rrdgesatc.
Pedrosa de Jesus, Almeida, and Watts (2004) discovered “as students proceed in their
learning process, they can discover new and better ways of learning” andringeal/
their learning styles (p. 533). A learning style or preference nagtlsé same over time

or it may change with each new situation or experience (Cassidy, 2004). Mabogaa
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Osterbrink (2005) agreed stating, “learning styles are not static andhaage as a

result of the type of instruction to which the student is exposed” (p. 91). This change is
known as style-flexing and occurs when an individual uses a learning style that s not hi
or her preferred learning style (Jones, Reichard, & Mokhtari, 2003).

The literature has shown that students are able to style-flex from on@dearni
style to another when studying different subjects to meet requiremenpsudicalar
course (Jones, Reichard, & Mokhtari, 2003). This style-flexing is often encoumaged t
expose students to using a variety of different learning styles and teachimagime

Learning Style Theories

There are many theories on learning styles within the literature. 8ootihne more
well-known theorists include; Kolb, Myers’-Briggs, Dunn and Dunn, and Howard
Gardner. A brief summary of each of these theories as well as thaintpatyle
instruments is described.

Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory

Kolb’s Experiential Learning Theory (1976) described learning dslarlg cycle
that includes the following four modes: concrete experience (CE),trefl@bservation
(RO), abstract conceptualization (AC), and active experimentation (AE)inNhis
model, the learner follows a cycle that first involves experience, followedflagtion,
then thinking, and finally doing.

The four modes of learning occur on two continuums. The first continuum runs
horizontally and includes concrete experimentation and abstract conceptoalizae
second continuum runs vertically and includes active experimentation and veflecti
observation. When these two axes cross at midpoint, four quadrants are formed with four

learning styles: the diverger, the assimilator, the converger, and the acdatom(Kolb,
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1976). Each learning style has specific characteristics for which indivipkedts to
learn. According to Kolb (1984), students develop a preference for learning taia cer
way and will adopt different learning styles for different learning sanat However,
most learners favor certain learning styles over others.

The diverger learns through concrete experience and reflective obseriatib,
1976). According to Pedrosa de Jesus et al. (2004), this type of learner is “timagina
understands people, perceives relationships between situations, and is good at
brainstorming” (p. 534). The diverger has strengths in problem-solving, practical
application of materials, and decision-making (Kelly, 1997). The assimidator
individual who learns through reflective observation and abstract concepioalizat
(Kolb, 1976). This type of learner prefers to develop models and theories through
inductive reasoning (Lashinger & Boss, 1984).

The converger learns through abstract conceptualization and active
experimentation (Kolb, 1976). Convergers prefer to apply theory to practicati@ns
and are good at decision making and problem solving (Lashinger & Boss, 1984; Pedrosa
de Jesus et al., 2004). The accommodator is an individual who learns through active
experimentation and concrete experience (Kolb, 1976). An accommodator learns bes
through trial and error and is good at getting things done (Kelly, 1997; Pedrosaisle Je
et al., 2004).

To determine individual learning styles, Kolb originally developed a 9-item
Learning Style Inventory (LSI) in 1976. This measurement tool was latseceto a 12-
point item LSI. The review of literature found Kolb’s LS| as the most fredypased
learning style assessment tool, especially when determining the teatylies of nursing

students.
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Myers-Briggs Type Indicat8r(MBTI)

Personality types can have a direct affect on an individual's learning Asyke
result, Isabel Myers developed a personality assessment tool, calMgedireBriggs
Type Indicatof (MBTI) based on Carl Jung’s four basic psychological functions:
thinking, feeling, sensation, and intuition (Myers, 1980). The MBTI is used to “abgess
strength of the four pairs of dichotomous processes (Barr, 1998). These four pairs
include: extraversion versus introversion (El); sensing versus intuition (8hRing
versus feeling (TF); and judging versus perceiving (JP) (Myers, 1980).

The extraversion versus introversion (EI) reflects an individual’s “ori@mta
either the outside world of people and things or the inner world of concepts and ideas”
(Kitchie, 1997, p. 77). The sensing versus intuition (SN) describes how individuals
perceive things either through their senses or unconsciously through intuitionnghinki
versus (TF) feeling refers to how an individual arrives at judgments, ditioeigh
“impersonal, logical, or subjective processes” (Kitchie, 1997, p. 78). Finally, jgolgm
versus perception (JP) is how a person comes to a conclusion or becomes aware of a
situation (Kitchie, 1997).

Dunn and Dunn Learning-Style Model

The Dunn and Dunn Learning-Style Model is based on the theory “that each
person has biologically and developmentally imposed characteristics that regpend e
positively or negatively to a variety of environmental, emotional, sociological,
physiological, cognitive, and instructional variables” (Dunn & Griggs, 1998, p. 11). Dunn
and Dunn (1978) identified 21 different elements that influence the way an individual
learns into their model. These 21 elements are further divided into five sttiuliling:

environmental dimensions (sound, light, temperature, design); emotional dimensions
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(motivation, persistence, responsibility, structure); sociological dirmesgself, pairs,
team, varied); physiological dimensions (intake, time of day, mobility); and
psychological dimensions (global/analytic, right/left, impulsive/mile).

The Dunn and Dunn Learning-style model not only assumes most individuals can
learn, but also assumes knowledge of learning styles can facilitate acadeness in
students (Dunn & Griggs, 1998). To measure individual learning styles, two assessm
tools; the Learning Styles Inventory (Dunn, Dunn, & Price, 1985) for grades 3-12 and the
Productivity Environmental Preference Survey (Dunn, Dunn, & Price, 1982) for adult
learners were developed (Griggs, 1991).

To further understand the learning styles of nursing students, Griggs, Griggs,
Dunn, and Ingham (1994), presented a framework that incorporates their model into
Curry’s Onion Model of Learning and Cognitive Style (Curry, 1987). Griggs, Griggs
Dunn, and Ingham (1994) described the first layer of Curry’s Onion Model as the-Myer
Briggs Type Indicatdt (Myers, 1962), the second layer as Kolb’s Learning Style
Inventory (Kolb, 1976), the third layer as the Witkin’s Embedded Figures Test (Witkin,
Oltman, Raskin, & Karp, 1971), and the final layer as the Productivity Environmental
Preference Survey (PEPS) of Dunn, Dunn, and Price (1982). All layers are used to
determine students’ learning styles.

Howard Gardner’s Theory of Multiple Intelligences

Howard Gardner (1983) originally developed a theory of multiple intelligences
that assesses seven different kinds of intelligences. These seven irdedligesiuded:
linguistic, logical-mathematical, spatial, musical, bodily-kinesthetterpersonal, and
intrapersonal (Gardner, 1983). Later, additional intelligences were anltiesitheory

including verbal intelligence and the naturalistic intelligencesveeided (Nolen, 2003).



46

Individuals who have verbal intelligence like the mastery of language. These
individuals learn best by reading, writing, telling stories, and jokes (Nolen,.2003)
Linguistic intelligence learners work well with grammar andadrie to explain things
well to others. This individual learns best in an environment that uses language he or she
can fully comprehend and relate to (Nolen, 2003). Musical intelligence leareers us
sound, rhythm, and pitch to convey their emotions. Consequently, these learners excel at
reading, writing, and singing music and learn best when this can be incorporeted i
learning new material (Nolen, 2003).

Mathematical-logical intelligences like the use of numbers and figorkearn.

These individuals are able to think logically, detect patterns, and learn loesfithr
logical sequencing in classroom settings (Nolen, 2003). An individual with spatial
intelligence prefers to learn by solving problems through manipulation and mental
images. These individuals learn best with the use of pictures, photographsgdrawin
films, diagrams, or other visual aids (Nolen, 2003).

Bodily-kinesthetic intelligences understand the world and learn best through
movement. These individuals need physical movement, including something to keep their
hands busy, to enable learning to take place (Nolen, 2003). Interpersonal intedigenc
have the ability to perceive and understand people’s feelings and moods. These
individuals work very well in groups with others (Nolen, 2003). In contrast, intrapersonal
intelligence individuals know themselves well, but not necessarily others. These
individuals are patient and motivated, but prefer to work individually (Nolen, 2003).
Finally, the naturalistic intelligence individual learns from observing higeor
environment. This individual learns best being outdoors in a natural setting (Nolen,

2003).
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Learning Style Preferences of Nursing Students

Many studies within the review of literature utilized various theoanststheir
assessment tools to determine learning style preferences of nuusiegtstfrom all
types of programs including practical nursing programs, associateedagpgrams,
diploma programs, and baccalaureate programs.

Kolb’s learning theory and Learning Style Inventory (1976) were found to have
been utilized frequently in the review of literature. In a study conductéddshinger
and Boss (1984), researchers sought to determine learning style prefefenassg
students from a variety of programs; including diploma and baccalaureate. The
assessment tool for the study was Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory (K&f6)1 A total
of 268 nursing students from two undergraduate nursing programs participated in the
study.

The results of Laschinger and Boss’s (1984) study found that the majority of
nursing students (59%) were concrete learners and supported Kolb’s theoontirate
learners tend to choose people-oriented careers. Overall, the reseanshe th &b
students learned best in environments that involved direct experience and suggested
faculty can facilitate this by incorporating activities such asIsgnalip discussion,
visual aids, role playing, and simulations (Laschinger & Boss, 1984).

In a similar study, Cavanagh, Hogan, and Ramgopal (1995) also sought to
examine the learning style preferences of nursing students as deteasine if there
was a relationship between learning style, gender, age, previous work especaied
educational attainment. The study involved 192 nursing students in the United Kingdom.
All students were given Kolb’s Learning Style Inventory 1l (Kolb, 1985\vall as a

guestionnaire about his/her demographic and biographic information.
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The results of the study showed students had a fairly even distribution of learning
styles with 53.7% preferring the concrete learning style and 46.3% preféreing
reflective learning style (Cavanagh et al., 1995). Like LaschingeBassis (1984)
study, the results supported Kolb’s theory that “concrete learners tend to peopse
oriented professions” (Cavanagh et al., 1995, p. 181). The results of the study showed no
significant findings with gender, age, previous work experience, or educational
attainment. Overall, the findings supported the need for using a variety ohtgatylies
as well as a variety of teaching delivery styles to encourage adiveng and
participation with students.

Although there have been many studies on the learning styles of students, few
studies have examined both student and educator learning styles. JoycetNafifijta
conducted a study to “identify learning styles of traditional baccalauneaseng
students, registered nurse baccalaureate students, baccalaureate tugsintg solding
a previous non-nursing degree, and nursing educators; and to determine thefeffects
teacher/student learning style congruency on academic performance” (p. 69).

Joyce-Nagata’'s (1996) study consisted of 353 participants from two schools of
nursing in Mississippi with 19 nurse educators, 229 traditional baccalaureate stddents
registered nurse baccalaureate students, and 60 baccalaureate stitidl@ots-mursing
degrees. All participants of the study were given the Kolb’s Learnilg Biventory
(Kolb, 1976) to determine preferred learning styles/preferences. The redhksstddy
found the majority of participants, students and educators alike, were agsigil

When examining for differences in traditional versus nontraditional nursing
students, no statistically significant difference was found in the leastyfes of

traditional and nontraditional nursing students (Joyce-Nagata, 1996). The redudts of t
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study also found no statistically significant difference in the acadenfarpeamce of
students when type of learning style was matched by the faculty. The eottotwded
that further investigation was needed to determine the relationship of lestylm¢p
teaching style (Joyce-Nagata, 1996).

Lohri-Posey (2003) sought to determine the learning style preferences among
baccalaureate nursing students by using Felder's and Soloman’s Indexroinlg Styles
guestionnaire (Felder, 1993). This survey tool was administered to a total of 44 students;
27 baccalaureate nursing students and 17 RN to BSN students. The results of ithis smal
study showed 65% of students were active learners who preferred sensopligrescé
total of 67% of students preferred visual learning and 85% preferred sequantizide
while only 33% preferred verbal learning and 38% preferred global learning{Lohr
Posey, 2003). The study found that “students whose learning styles are comy#tible
the teaching style of the course instructor tend to retain information landdrave a
more positive learning attitude” (Lohri-Posey, 2003, p. 54). Therefore, nursing faculty
should use a variety of teaching methods to meet the needs of different learming styl
preferences.

Research has shown that all individuals learn differently and have a certain
preference for learning that develops over time. In a study conducted by Balalvi
Sabry (2003), Felder and Soloman’s Index of Learning Styles questionainesed to
explore the learning style profiles of computer science students. TheiBaldavSabry
(2003) study explored how students’ learning styles can be used with an interactive
learning system (ILS); defined as a teaching method that activedgesdearners,
provides meaningful feedback, is learner-centered and provides choices witttyaofar

ways to interact. An ILS must take into consideration the content to be taught, individual
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teaching method preferences, technology used, pedagogy, and interactioh with al
components (Baldwin & Sabry, 2003).

A total of 168 questionnaires were distributed to first and second year students in
the Department of Information Systems and Computing at Brunel University in the
United Kingdom with a total response rate of 88% (Baldwin & Sabry, 2003). The sample
consisted of 65% of students in their first year of study (L1) and 35% in tkemdgear
of study (L2). Overall, the study found that learners in both groups exhibited stronge
preferences for visual, active, sequential, and sensing learning styleswestsals
reflective, global and intuitive learning styles (Baldwin & Sabry, 2003).

Although there were multiple learning preferences chosen, both groups of
students may have preferred visual rather than verbal because of reppataeio
various types of multimedia (Baldwin & Sabry, 2003). According to Baldwin and Sabry
(2003), multimedia instruction “results in better learning than instructionedetl solely
in a single medium” (p. 333). Although the use of multimedia can result in bett@ntpar
its use does not ensure an effective interactive learning system. The ungdixdyne in
Baldwin and Sabry’s study (2003) was that when information is presented in the
individual's preferred learning or teaching method style, the individual with leeore
effectively.

Generational Differences in Preferred Teaching Methods of Students

The review of literature found many studies that examined students’ learning
styles (Baldwin & Sabry, 2003; Joyce-Nagata, 1996; Laschinger & Boss, 1&i&4;

Posey, 2003); however, few investigated the generational impact of studestigigea
method preferences. The generational differences of students creatggeadaillenge

for faculty to balance student preferences with the appropriate teachimgdsébr
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effective instruction. According to Johnson and Romanello (2005), generationaltgliversi
“presents important teaching and learning considerations” (p. 212). To enhance the
learning experience for all generations of students, it is important for edsit@do the
following: educate themselves about generational learning styles, acknowieoigavn
generational characteristics and learning styles, and use a véatieagloing methods

with a variety of assignments (Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Meeting the learning needs of students can be a daunting challenge. As ndentione
earlier, the review of literature provided some insight into what teachitigoase
students prefer, but very little on generational differences. However atirealk study
in the review of literature was found to have examined generational differanoag a
nursing students and their preferred teaching methods.

Walker et al., (2006) conducted a research study to compare “generatim)al (a
differences among nursing students to their perceived preferences imge@aetihods”

(p- 372). The sample for the study included a total of 134 nursing students. All nursing
students involved in the study were enrolled in a four year undergraduate baatalaur
nursing program in a large, metropolitan health science university located outhers
United States. The sample included 88 juniors and 83 seniors with 25 students from
Generation X and 105 students from Generation Y (Walker et al., 2006).

All students in the study (Walker et al., 2006) were given a 30-item Litale s
survey, developed by Dr. Walker, and were asked to identify their preferiemazertain
teaching methods as well other variables such as their classroom strueterenoes
and motivation for learning. The newly developed research tool was piloted and found to

have a reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) of 0.82 (Walker et al., 2006).
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The results of the study (Walker et al., 2006), found no statistical significant
difference in preferences for teaching methods between Generation X a@chiien Y
nursing students. However, significant implications for application into nurdingaéon
were discovered. One of these was the students’ preference for lectustudyheound
the majority of students (83%) preferred lecture more than any other teachhagimet
The study results also found the majority of students from both Generatiots¥X a
preferred lecture over group work, preferred to practice and apply skills;rpoefe read
the assignment prior to class and then have the professor lecture over ¢imé, et
preferred case studies to learn new material (Walker et al., 2006). OVeratiajority of
students from both generations did not prefer any type of group work, either dagsg c
or outside of class, unless this teaching method was to follow difficult to understand
material (Walker et al., 2006).

An overwhelming majority of students (90%) from both generations did not
indicate a preference for any type of web-based course or a combinatidrasezb-
course with classroom study (Walker et al., 2006). According to Walker et al., (2006),
these data results reiterate students’ preferences for facestteéahiing methods.

Students from both generations (72%) indicated a strong preference for hearing
stories to help them learn and 96% indicated a very strong preference for hamdouts
follow in conjunction with lecture material in class (Walker et al., 2006). Whemi¢ ¢a
the importance of faculty knowing students’ names, the study results found students we
equally divided in this response with no majority preference one way or the other.

Approximately 60% of students indicated an occasional preference for grades to
be assigned to all course work while 56% of students had a strong preference for

classroom structure and faculty guidance (Walker et al., 2006). All stud€0&) from
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both generations indicated always wanting to know why they are learninghatanial.
According to Walker et al. (2006), this finding “suggests the pragmaticenatur
Generation X and Y learners and indicates the need for faculty to tell studerttseyhy
are learning certain material” (p. 373). The results of the study also fawdehtt from
both generations frequently or always trust faculty to tell them what thetodaow
(87%); have a moderate interest in learning for learning sake (80%); andhtigquie
always indicated the grade is all that really matters (72%) (Watkadr, 2006).

Although Walker’s research study did not have any statisticallyfsignt
findings, it was one of the few in the review of literature to explore geopéehti
differences in students’ preferred teaching methods. According to Walkier @006),

“to prepare future generations of nurses, nurse educators must look for ways to enhance
the learning environment and develop teaching methods that fit with the values,
expectations, and needs of these students” (p. 374).

Another study that examined generational differences among nursing student
was conducted by Merritt (1983). In this research study, the learning ctytasitional
versus nontraditional students and differences in learning styles based on age and
employment experience were examined. The participants of the stlujed@16
generic (traditional) nursing students and 127 RN (nontraditional) students atigoaursi
baccalaureate degree.

The participants were divided into two age categories; 18-22 years, and 23 years
and older. The majority of basic students were 17-22 years of age and théyroajRN
students were 29 years and older (Merritt, 1983). Participants were also ditaleda
categories based on their employment experiences; 0-39 months of emplayohdoit

or more months of employment. All students were given Canfield’'s Learnjfes St
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Inventory (Canfield, 1980) based on Canfield and Kolb’s learning style models to

determine each individual’s learning style preference.

The results of Merritt's (1983) study found that neither age nor length ohgurs

experience accounted for any differences in learning preference. The fidairegdibit

specific teaching method preferences between the two age groups. Tteeleasiuthe

following propositions by the Merritt (1983):

1.

Nontraditional students are less positively oriented toward their
learning environment than traditional students.

Both traditional and nontraditional students prefer structured
learning environments presented in a logical manner with clear
expectations.

Nontraditional learners prefer both passive and active methods of
learning while traditional students prefer mostly active methods of
learning.

Both traditional and nontraditional learners do not prefer to set
their own goals or pursue their own interests. Traditional learners
do prefer to develop positive relationships with peers and
instructors while nontraditional students do not.

Both traditional and nontraditional learners prefer competitive and
teacher-controlled environments.

Nontraditional learners do not prefer reading as a learning method,
but are more positive about reading than traditional learners

(pp. 371-372).
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Overall, Merritt suggested that faculty needed to consider the leatyieg sf all
students. This consideration of learning styles is important to develop diffexehinig
methods for younger students versus older more experienced students.

Burnard and Morrison (1992) also designed a study to explore nursing faculty and
nursing students’ preferences in teaching strategies. The sample includeding
teachers’ responses and 110 nursing students’ responses from 14 differesridanatie
United Kingdom. The participants in the study were asked to fill out a questionnaire
eliciting answers to 12 different questions about teaching and learningissategh as
lesson structure and sharing of information in the classroom. The overall resh#s of
study found no one teaching method was preferred over another by students. The results
did conclude that a student-centered approach to learning was more supporteddny teach
than students and students reported wanting more structure of the learnimgnegpe
from teachers (Burnard & Morrison, 1992).

Cavanagh, Hogan, and Ramgopal (1995) conducted a study to determine what the
learning preferences of a select group of nursing students were adatiohships among
learning style, gender, age, previous work experience, and educational attaerisid.
Although the study found students had a fairly even distribution of learning styles, no
significant relationship between learning style, gender, age, previous xya@kence, or
educational attainment was supported in the results (Cavanagh, Hogan, & Ramgopal,
1995). Overall, the findings supported the need for using a variety of learningastyles
well as a variety of teaching methods.

Aviles, Phillips, Rosenblatt, and Vargas (2005), interviewed college studemts
each of the three different generations to compare their preferemd¢eadhing methods

in classroom settings. A total of one Baby Boomer student, one student from Generation
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X, and two students from Generation Y were interviewed. The Baby Boomer student
stated he preferred to have the facts and theory presented first byulhedad then

have hands-on experience to use what he learned; the Generation X student preferred to
be responsible for her own learning with faculty taking on the role of fa@ltati group
activities; and both Generation Y students stated they preferred the askraflogy in

the classroom and would like to see faculty utilize it more (Aviles, PhillipseRblatt, &
Vargas, 2005).

Windham (2005) also interviewed students from Generation Y to find out what
teaching methods they preferred from faculty. The students indicated prefefenc
meaningful interactions with student-led classroom discussions and group prdajects
the opportunity to interact with faculty (Windham, 2005). Furthermore, the Generation Y
students interviewed stated faculty should toss the lecture and use aafameyi-
media to keep their attention in class (Windham, 2005).

Differences among Levels of Nursing Students

Only one study in the review of literature examined any type of relationship
between levels of students and their preferred teaching methods. Wells andl98§)s (
conducted a study to examine the predominant learning style and learning pestérenc
baccalaureate nursing students as well as to determine if there welifferences in
levels of students. The study involved 129 students; 49 juniors and 80 seniors. The
learning styles for each student were determined by use of the GreglerD8tneater
(Gregorc, 1982), while the Wells Learning Style Preference was usecdttoutet
student learning preferences (Wells & Higgs, 1990).

Wells and Higgs (1990) found the juniors and seniors exhibited no significant

differences in learning styles. However, several distinct learnefgnences were found
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among the junior group of students and the senior group of students. Group discussion
(n =41, 80%) was the highest learning preference overall among the juniors, while
television/movies and drill and practice (n = 66, 82.6%) was the most preferred by
seniors (Wells & Higgs, 1990).

The study also found several statistically significant differsmcereferred
teaching methods between levels of students. The juniors had a higher preference for
lecture p = .04); slide/filmstrip with audiotapep € .01), and group discussion¥ .02)
as compared to the seniors (Wells & Higgs, 1990). The seniors, on the other hand, had a
higher preference for gamgs= .02) as compared to the juniors (Wells & Higgs, 1990).

Overall, the results of Wells and Higgs (1990) study, found drill and practee wa
the most preferred learning method, followed by television/movies, group discussion,
short lecture with question and answer, computer assisted instruction, lectures
slide/filmstrip, independent study, open-ended problem solving, workbook, games, and
supplemental readings between both levels of students within the study. Ttefresul
this one research study indicated students prefer a variety of teachimapmet

A Shift in Teaching Paradigms

Many educators utilize traditional pedagogy in which the teachdulas
responsibility for “what will be learned, how it will be learned, when it willésned,
and if it has been learned” (Knowles, 1984, p. 52). With the diversity of today’s earner
the literature supports the need for a shift in paradigms from traditional ggoaga
more self-directed andragogical approach.

Although traditional pedagogy has consistently been utilized within college
classrooms for many years, the review of literature discovered eduagdisding this

old paradigm to be ineffective for all learners. According to Coates (2007), st@dent
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still being taught using #Bcentury pedagogy. However, education does not have the
same meaning for students as it did in the past.

According to Prensky (2001), the education system in the United States was not
designed to teach new generations of students. Gonick (2006) agreed and stated, the
classroom setting of the 2tentury does not meet the needs of the global culture that has
been created by technology and the Millennial generation. Faculty who com@n&om
pre-digital age are “struggling to teach a population that speaks ariyeméne
language” (Prensky, 2001, p. 2).

According to Coates (2007), educators must begin to develop new pedagogy that
serves the learners’ needs of th& 2éntury. Prensky (2007) agreed and stated, “the
twenty-first century is all about creating and inventing...and sharing thosa thitigan
increasingly connected world” (p. 3). Change, including the integration of tecindog
necessary to transform higher education (Smith, 2004).

In their research with teaching and learning, Barr and Tagg (1995) found that a
paradigm shift was occurring on college campuses as institutions moved froyn solel
providing instruction to instead producing learning. The institutions making this shift
found learner-centered teaching actively involved students through the disaader
construction of knowledge and promoted cooperative and collaborative learning between
students and teachers (Barr & Tagg, 1995).

There is however, disagreement within the literature as to whether or not a
learner-centered philosophy is being implemented. According to Smith (2004), “the
sameness of teaching methods from one campus to another is staggéamdty..
expect students to “come as they are, to be ready to learn, to absorb the teaching, to prov

they learned it, and to go on” for more of the same (p. 49). McGlynn (2005) stated, what
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is needed in our “diverse classrooms is a variety of teaching methods whiehadile

us to meet the needs of as many students as possible” (p. 13). Faculty need to engage
students; moving them from being mere participants to active learners aonkedess
(Windham, 2005).

The effectiveness or efficiency of traditional pedagogy with newer gtoes of
nursing students is a continual debate within the nursing education literatueg#. as w
Historically, nursing education has also used a traditional pedagogicahappr
According to Noble, Miller, and Heckman (2008), “the preparation of nursing students
for health care in the 21century requires that programs deliver instruction in the most
effective and efficient manner possible” (p. 245). Although the pedaga@gppabach has
value, “it may not be sufficient to meet the contemporary challenges within the
profession or the unique learning style of Generation Y students” (Arhin & Cormier
2007, p. 563). Student-centered approaches to teaching should be considered especially
when teaching scientific topics and preparing students for the nursing professi
(Banning, 2005).

According to Dinkelmann (1997), “in the new pedagogy for nursing, teachers
become explorers of meaning in addition to their roles as information-givers and
facilitators of learning” (p. 147). This shift in paradigms necessitatestyato expand
their creativity in teaching methods. Rakoczy and Money (1995) stated, “thefgoal
nursing education is to provide the student with an opportunity to experience a variety of
learning styles” (p. 173). This can be facilitated by the use of “multimetiadesching”
(Kelley, 1997, p. 156).

Technology adds another curve in the shift for a new approach to education.

Arhin and Cormier (2007) encouraged “new techno-literacy pedagogies’ctinblered
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in the nursing education field to facilitate an effective learning enment for newer
generations (p. 563). This is echoed in a statement made by Clausing, KurtzyiReende
and Walt (2003), who urge nursing educators to consider how computers have idfluence
Generation Y’s way of thinking and consider altering their traditional teachatigats
based on this.

Knowles’s Theory of Andragogy supports a paradigm shift in education that
includes helping learners become more self-directed. However, not all nstxsilegts
prefer self-directed learning. In a study conducted by Burnard and Morrison ,(1892)
researchers sought to examine nursing faculty and nursing students’ pesdagnc
teaching methods and found a student-centered approach to learning was moredupport
by the nursing faculty than the nursing students. The results found studentdraporte
preference for faculty to lead the structure of the learning experiBaceard &
Morrison, 1992). Overall, the study concluded that in order to promote an effective
learning environment, a balance between teacher-centered and studeetdcente
approaches is needed to provide direction while also promoting independence.

Although college students are considered adult learners, whether or not they are
able to move from the pedagogical model to the adragogical model of adult learning
depends on numerous variables; including the teaching methods used by faculty. Because
not all adults are self-directed, O’Shea (2003) reinforced the need fayfaralso
“assess the learning styles and preferences of their students in orderrartethe
appropriateness of self-directed learning” (p. 68). Similarly, SayldsShelton (2005)
stated, “the changing student populations identified in society by genexgiem &long
with emerging technologies, require a continuous assessment” by facgagching

methods used (p. 99).
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Educators need to assume that most learners are multi-style |¢&Sades &
Shelton, 2005). Faculty need to facilitate learning and serve as guides amd conte
resources (Pardue & Morgan, 2008). Munro and Rice-Munro (2004) stated, “if a topic is
important for students to learn, present it in a variety of ways that will stienul
learning...there is no one instructional method that will reach all learnerstdtegrit is
up to those designing and delivering the instruction to offer a variety of appsd@ohe
29). According to Laschinger and Boss (1984), regardless of the generational cohort,
“individuals require all learning modes to maximize learning” (p. 379).

Of course this type of paradigm shift does not come without its challenges.
Utilizing teaching methods that “foster self-direction and independencéanallow the
student to acquire useful, practical knowledge take time and energy on the part of
committed faculty” (Beeman, 1988, p. 370). However, by combining several different
teaching methods, educators can tap into more than one student’s learning style,
challenge students along a learning continuum and build on previous knowledge learned
(Stanberry & Azria, 2001).

Teaching Methods Used by Faculty

The types of teaching methods used by faculty in the classroom setting depend
many variables, including familiarity of the strategy. According ta&ts and Howe
(1991), how an individual is taught will in turn affect how that individual will teach
others.

Traditional lecture, which follows the pedagogical model of teacher-centere
education, was found in the review of literature to be the most utilized teackihgdn
by faculty in classrooms today. Many faculty use lecture as a prieacking method in

part because they are most familiar with it. According to Hartman, DziubdrBraphy-
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Ellison (2007), approximately 80 percent of college instruction occurs utilizotgy &
As a result of its widespread use, all four generations have been exposed axkhngte
method.

Lecture does have the advantage of being a very effective way to cokge a la
amount of information in a limited amount of time. Young and Diekelmann (2002)
concurred that lecture is a “strategy teachers use when they wart¢iendif cover a
great deal of information” (p. 405). It is a process that should involve re8dtinking
on the part of faculty and can be improved over time with practice and experience
(Diekelmann, 2002). However, the disadvantage of lecture is that its passivedoasa
not allow for active interaction between professor and student.

Dinkelmann (2002) stated that lecture should involve “a certain degree of
interaction between teacher and students” (p. 97). However, Adams and Gilman (2002)
discovered most educators think the lecture format “leaves a lot to be desiradsinfe
student-faculty interaction” (p. 282). To combat this problem, faculty need to inatepor
the use of active learning methods such as questioning, discussion, case studies, writing
activities and concept mapping into the lecture format (Oermann, 2004).

Adams and Gilman (2002) incorporated active learning with the development of a
new teaching method for a maternal/child nursing course. The new teachimayime
consisted of students listening to pre-recorded audiotaped lectures on their evandim
then participating in interactive activities such as games and case studigscthss.

Overall, Adams and Gilman (2002) found this teaching method was widely favored by
both students and faculty and the majority of students (43 out of 56 students) indicated

they preferred active participation in class over traditional lectureesschihg method.
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Pugsley and Clayton (2003) found similar results in their study that invedtigate
the differences in attitudes of students taught using traditional lecture apddhght
with interactive teaching methods. The participants in the study included 25 janebrs
19 seniors who were all enrolled in a nursing research course. The juniors \gate tau
using an experiential model of teaching; including interactive teachatiganls such as
hands-on problem solving activities, mini-research projects, and class issyggile
the seniors received the traditional lecture teaching method (Pug€itgy&n, 2003).

At the end of the course, all student participants were given a 15 item survegdora
their attitudes and perceptions about nursing research.

Pugsley and Clayton (2003) found the juniors who received the interactive
teaching methods exhibited a significantly more positive attitpee.Q01) about nursing
research than the seniors who received the traditional lecture format.|Gheredsults
indicated that attitudes and appreciation of nursing research increased whetsstude
were exposed to a variety of interactive teaching methods (Pugsley &K12903).

Educators must also look at the generational impact of traditional lecture as a
teaching method. According to Oblinger (2003), “the lecture tradition of cslizge
universities may not meet the expectations of students raised on the internet and
interactive games” (p. 44). This can create what is referred to in tladielas a
teaching style mismatch between students and faculty. In other words)Jalance
between students’ expectations of the learning environment and what they find in
colleges and universities” (Oblinger, 2003, p. 44).

In their work studying engineering students and their preferred leargieg,st
Felder and Silverman (1988) found that faculty predominantly used auditorygbectur

teaching methods even though visual learning (diagrams, pictures) wasférence of
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most students. Felder and Silverman (1988) concluded this type of practice among
educators has resulted in a teaching style mismatch between theegréfgodality of
most students and the preferred presentation mode of most professors” (p. 677).

Similar studies, like that of Felder and Silverman’s (1988), have been conducted
in the field of nursing education. Reynolds and Beeman (1999), who conducted a study to
determine nursing students’ preferred sensory mode, found the majoritytohtgac
strategies used in nursing education are auditory. They also discovered they auditor
learning style is the least preferred sensory mode by nursing stugleptedessing
information (Reynolds & Beeman, 1999).

In another study, Johnson and Mighten (2005) attempted to identify the most
effective teaching methods for nursing students by comparing two teaclaitegs:
lecture only versus lecture notes combined with structured group discussion. khe stud
included 169 nursing students taking a medical-surgical nursing course in an urban
college of nursing. All students were divided into two groups; a control group (n = 88)
and an experimental group (n = 81). The control group received lecture as the only
teaching method for the entire course while the experimental group ktectare notes
one week in advance and then participated in group discussions over the material during
class (Johnson & Mighten, 2005).

Overall, those in the experimental group who participated in group discussions
during class had significantly higher examination scores with feweretaitsres than
those in the control group who were exposed to lecture only (Johnson & Mighten, 2005).
The findings of this study support the use of a variety of teaching methods. Agdardin

Johnson and Mighten (2005) “traditional lecture is not the most effective teaching
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method” and a combination of teaching strategies is necessary to ensesssnc
nursing education (p. 321).
Time in the classroom is limited and utilizing various teaching methods can be
challenging. According to Amerson (2006), faculty often have concerns abogtaide
to cover all of the material in a given amount of time and feel the need to use tecture
accomplish this. Utilizing only lecture as a teaching method does notdtecait
students’ learning. When lecture is not supplemented by other teaching methods suc
discussion, the teacher does not know if students have been reached (Boman, 1986).
Amerson (2006) stated that with a little planning and “willingness of the tatuosstep
outside the normal traditions of the classroom” more student learning needs and
preferences can be met” (p. 196).
According to Arhin and Johnson-Mallard (2003), to meet the needs of Generation

Y’s learning style, educators need to “explore different and innovative teaching
strategies” (p. 121). To examine this, Arhin and Johnson-Mallard (2003) developed a
study utilizing case studies activities to address its effectivenessdiotine needs of
Generation Y’s learning style. In the study, junior nursing students taking atrimisst
course were required to create individual case studies and then preseisthsiudies
to their class. Students were allowed to take control of their own learningvemdtige
following three requirements for the presentation.

1. Be as creative as possible

2. Actively engage their colleagues in teaching and learning and

3. Employ strategies to capture and maintain the attention of the audience

(Arhin & Johnson-Mallard, 2003, p. 122).
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The project was deemed a success due to excellent student participation and
because of the independence students were allowed to control their own learning. As a
result, this project was made a requirement in the curriculum. According to &udi
Johnson-Mallard (2003), although Generation Y learners pose new challenges, it is
important to take into consideration the unique characteristics this generatitandfier
and “integrate those factors into modern curriculum and teaching stratgniég?).

Concept mapping, a method of integrating and relating information, is a tool
widely used in the field of education. However, the use of concept mapping in nursing
education as a teaching method to help students organize material andef@cititatl
thinking is relatively new. A concept map is defined as drawings that sygtaliya
represent the meanings of ideas (Schuster, 2000). According to All, Hugpdkieisher
(2003), concept maps “visually represent and integrate ideas and concepts of tige nursi
process” (p. 312).

In a study conducted by Laight (2004), the use of concept mapping was examined
in a large class setting as a preferred learning style of pharmaablmgnts and was
used to evaluate its effectiveness to reach all types of learners.siilie of Laight’s
(2004) study showed a statistically significant majority of students exptire pre-
prepared concept maps were useful in their learning, however there wagsstioadtat
significance between the usefulness of the concept maps and students2gietaning
styles. Overall, the concept maps were found to be useful to students’ learning and
appealed to a variety of learning styles. The findings supported the usgcept maps
as a flexible teaching strategy in a large classroom setting to “peateeper student

engagement and learning” (Laight, 2004, p. 232).
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The use of storytelling in the classroom setting has been an effectiventgachi
method used by faculty to share with students how the information learneded telat
real-life experiences. According to Brown, Kirkpatrick, Mangum, andrA¢2008),
storytelling is one of the most effective ways to relay information, capterest, and
bring facts to life. It not only allows for personal narratives, but alsdesd¢lae capacity
for understanding caring and culture as well as the capacity for deveé&ipiog|
knowledge (Brown, et. al., 2008).

In an article written by Arhin and Cormier (2007) the use of a combination of
transformative, narrative, and techno-literacy teaching methods toheaete¢ds of
newer generations of students were discussed. The first approach, known as
transformative pedagogy, allows for students to “critically analyzad through a
process of collaborative dialogue” and includes the use of teaching methods such as
group discussion and debate (Arhin & Cormier, 2007, p. 563). Narrative pedagogy is an
interpretative approach to learning and includes the use of role playiegtodges,
simulations, storytelling, and journaling (Arhin & Cormier, 2007). These tegchi
methods allow students to be more actively engaged in the learning environment.

The techno-literacy approach to learning involves the use of technology and
digital communication. According to Arhin and Cormier (2007), this approach “fits we
with the learning style of Generation Y students” and “leads to increasedrlear
autonomy and cooperation, which can stimulate the desire and motivation to learn for the
sake of learning” (p. 564). Regardless of the approach used, when teaching Generation Y
students, “nurse educators need to tap into the inherent strengths and virtues this
postmodern generation has to offer and explore innovative pedagogical approaches of

nursing education” (Arhin & Cormier, 2007, p. 562).
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Matching Teaching Methods with Student Preferences

The shift from pedagogy to andragogy, as well as the recommendation to use a
variety of teaching methods brings up the debate of matching student preference
learning with faculty teaching methods. In a study conducted by Rochford (2003) on the
preferred learning styles of students, the researcher found that studeos fextter if
they are given the option to learn with their preferences and recommended that
instructors learn how to design lessons to accommodate students’ preferenaesimg te
methods. O’'Shea (2003) also found that “matching teaching methods with sekdlirect
learning readiness offers the best opportunity for learning” (p.66).

However, not all studies in the review of literature agree with matchiuigist
preferences for learning with faculty teaching methods. According tooMgiand
Osterbrink (2005), there is “little agreement regarding the importancetofimg the
learning styles of the student with instructional methodology used in teachir@l)(

Spoon and Schell (1998) sought to examine the alignment of student preferences
with instructor teaching styles. The study examined if there was anslaip between
student learning styles and teacher teaching styles on the acadeveaent of
students. The participants included 189 students and 12 teachers from a technical college.
The results of the study found no relationship between the matching of student learning
styles and teacher teaching styles with students’ overall academarement (Spoon &
Schell, 1998). Overall, the study concluded there was no benefit in attempting to match
teaching methods with student preferences.

In a separate study, Dux (1989) sought to determine what types of teaching
methods teachers were using and if the teaching methods being used rdfected t

teachers’ own personal learning style or that of the students’. The participauated
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119 students and 13 teachers from one College of Nursing Education in the United
Kingdom. The results of the study indicated both teachers and students exhibited a
variety of learning styles. More interestingly, the teachers raptrey rarely
“considered the needs of their students with regard to their preferred lestiylegywhen
planning teaching strategies” (Dux, 1989, p. 189). The teacher survey showed a variety of
teaching methods were used including, but not limited to; self directed learamgsg
visual aids, hands on, simulations, and case discussion (Dux, 1989).

Overall, the results of the study found there was a wide range and combination of
learning styles for both faculty and students with no prominent learningcyitfied.
No data were given to determine if the teaching methods used reflected tes’seawn
personal learning style or that of the students’ learning style. The resesuggested
that teacher preferences need to be examined further to determine the rgason wh
teachers choose one teaching strategy over another (Dux, 1989).

The matching of student teaching method preferences with faculty useloiig
methods is somewhat controversial, however the review of literature found support f
the use of a variety of teaching methods. In a study conducted by Kizilay (16@ity fa
were encouraged to use of a variety of teaching methods to create a maednbe
instruction and learning style preferences. Although many students learrhieest w
teaching methods are matched with preferred learning styles, it is anptortexpose
students to alternative learning preferences as well to allow them to géiorzal
insight into their educational experience (Johnson and Romanello, 2005). Loo (2004) also
recommended educators use a variety of teaching methods and encouragedtstbdents

receptive to different teaching methods.
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Overall, when determining what teaching methods to use, educators can apply
Friedman and Alley’s six principles of learning (as cited in Kitchie, 1997gs@& six
principles include the following:

1. Both the style for which the educator prefers to teach and the way a
student prefers to learn can be identified;

2. Educators must be careful not to overuse teaching methods they prefer;

3. Educators should assist students in identifying and utilizing their own style
preferences;

4. Students should be given an opportunity to learn through their preferred
style;

5. Students should be exposed to different teaching methods to diversify their
style preferences; and

6. Educators can develop teaching methods to meet the needs of a variety of
learners (p. 70).

According to Kitchie (1997), “the more flexible the educator is in using teaching
methodologies...the greater the likelihood that learning will occur” (p. 70). Bquall
important is for faculty to examine their own use of teaching methods to detenow
these methods will facilitate or hinder the learning environment (Seidl & 1S4980).
Getting to know students and addressing them by their name is another valutdgyg stra
to facilitate the learning environment (Boman, 1986).

Summary of Chapter II

Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon in‘tcergiry

with student enrollment spanning three generations. This presents uniquegesafta

faculty when trying to balance the learning needs of a combination of Baby Boomer
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Generation X and Generation Y students. The review of literature revealaeligen
characteristics and learning preferences for each of these threatgerseas well as
specific characteristics of nursing students.

Although traditional lecture was found to be the most frequently used teaching
method within the review of literature, the call for a shift in paradigms teacher-
centered learning to student-centered learning was evident throughout. THis islaét
the needs of different generations of learners included moving from tradpedadogy

to a more self-directed andragogy through the use of a variety bfrtganethods.
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CHAPTER IlIl: METHODS AND PROCEDURES
Introduction

This chapter presents the methods and procedures that were used in this study. In
addition, the sample size, data collection procedures, and survey tools are digsussed
well as statistical tests used to analyze the data.

Research Design

This quantitative, descriptive study used surveys to examine the preferred
teaching methods of different generations and levels of students andcthiageaethods
nursing faculty use. Differences in preferred teaching methods of bacctdaunesing
students were compared with the teaching methods being used by nuslhg fa

Identification of Sample

This study used a purposive sampling of baccalaureate nursing studentsé
small private colleges in the Midwest. All nursing students (freshmen thisrrgors)
enrolled in baccalaureate nursing programs (BSN) programs at each of tralégesc
were asked to complete the student survey. The study also asked all nurdiggiac
taught in the same BSN programs as the students to complete the faculty survey

Demographics

The research study included 367 participants; 38 nursing faculty and 329 nursing
students from five different colleges within the Midwest region. A total of sdkestts
were from the Baby Boomer generation, 49 were from Generation X and 272overe f
Generation Y. Females outnumbered the males with 297 female participants3(&rs
male participants. Six students were freshmen, 98 students were sophomores, 110
students were juniors and 110 students were seniors. Two hundred and fifty six students

were enrolled in a traditional four year BSN program, 38 students wereeehnirotn
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accelerated (one year) BSN program and 29 students were enrolle&h @Bipletion
program. Only four students indicated they were enrolled in a LicenseccBrabirse
(LPN) to BSN program.

The demographics of the faculty included a total of 19 participants from
Generation X and 18 from the Baby Boomer generation. Only one faculty partwigsnt
from the Veteran Generation. The years of faculty experience rangedegsitihan a
year to thirty-eight years with a mean of 11.14 years of experience.

Description of Setting

The setting for this research study included five small private collagbs i

Midwest. All five colleges had a BSN program.
Survey Tools

The survey tools used in the research study included two 30-item Lakést s
surveys; one for student participants and one for faculty participants. Thgswee a
modified and adapted version of “Walker’'s Teaching Method Survey” (WTMS) used in a
study conducted by Walker et al (2006) to examine the teaching method pretemadc
expectations of students from different generations. Walker’s original sua&jownd
to have a reliability coefficient, Cronbach’s alpha of .82 as well as cons#ilidity from
a panel of fifteen experts in nursing education (Walker et al., 2006). Permssisa, t
modify, and adapt the original survey tool was obtained from Dr. Walker prior to the
study.

Student Survey

The original survey was modified based on the review of literature to include

more specific examples of teaching methods students from different gensraty

have a preference for, as well as a section for students to choose their togchivegte
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method preferences in the classroom. Additional demographics including; aga ye
current nursing program, type of program, gender, and if this was the ssutlsht’
degree were added to the student survey. The newly developed student survey was named
the “Walker/Delahoyde Teaching Method Survey” (see Appendix A for stsdevnty).
Faculty Survey

To determine what teaching methods faculty were actually using imadass, a
separate faculty survey was created and given the title “Delahoydkiig&lethod
Faculty Survey” (see Appendix B for faculty survey). The faculty survkgdaguestions
related to the same types of teaching methods to which student participamtssked to
respond. However, instead of asking faculty to rank their preferenceatdrirng
methods, the faculty survey asked participants to rank their actual eselointy
methods in a classroom setting. The faculty survey included a sectiootitty fa
participants to choose the top five teaching methods they used most frequently in a
classroom setting. Additional demographics added to the faculty survey included age,
years of teaching experience, and type of program in which they were guteacthing.

Construct Validity and Reliability of Survey Tools

Prior to use in the study, both surveys were piloted with faculty and students at a
small private college in the Midwest, separate from those who participeatieel actual
study. Feedback from the pilot was integrated into the survey tools. In addition, donstruc
validity was obtained by eliciting feedback from ten experts in the nurdingagon
field.

Cronbach’s Alpha was run to determine the internal reliability foh sarvey.
The student survey had a Cronbach’s alpha of .67 and the faculty survey had a

Cronbach’s alpha of .56. According to Rudner and Schafer (2001), reliabilificcares
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of .50 or .60 may be satisfactory for tests which are not administered for the purpose of
standardized achievement or academic progression. The Cronbach’satphas
determined to be an ineffective measure of reliability for this types#farch tool
because each item on the faculty and student survey were measured gepaeatee
of a test-retest may have been a better choice to determine the tglibbtlwas not
completed due to the time frame for which the study took place and the inability to have
the same participants each time.

Ethical Considerations

Prior to initiation of the research study, approval was obtained from each of the
participating five colleges’ Institutional Review Boards (IRB). Psgsiain to complete
the study was also obtained from each Dean of Nursing.

All surveys were distributed with a cover letter outlining the purpose,
methodology, and procedure for obtaining data in the study (see Appendix C for cover
letter example). At the top of each student and faculty survey, all pant€ipare
informed of the following: purpose of the study, confidentiality of the sunsyoreses,
and information regarding consent to participate in the study based on each staté’s ag
majority. The top of each survey also included a statement that informed all stndent
faculty participants that voluntary completion of the survey provided consent to
participate in the study (see Appendix A and B for student and faculty surveys).

The age of majority varied in each of the three states where surveys we
distributed for the study. Because of this variation, three separate sweggy/ printed
with information at the top regarding the ability to consent. In the statelwfialska the
age of majority was 19 years of age; therefore any student 18 years orryeasget

able to consent to participate in the research study without parental approvalstatées
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of lowa and South Dakota, the age of majority was 18 years of age; thergf@tedent
17 years or younger was not able to consent to participate in the research gtady wi
parental approval.

The research study did not pose any risk or discomfort to participants. All
participation in the survey was voluntary. All surveys were anonymous and no student or
faculty participant was identifiable by name or college attended. Aleguesponses
were confidential, coded for the data analysis, and kept in a secure locaticeemlyy
the researcher. The benefit to the participant was the ability to paeiaipa research
study which added knowledge to the overall body of nursing education.

Procedure

Participants for this study were recruited by contacting the Dean ofrigursm
each of the five colleges of nursing. After obtaining IRB approval, the siwvese
mailed directly to the Dean or delivered in person to each respective colléges Le
explaining the purpose of the research study, how to fill out the survey tool, and the
contact information of the researcher were attached to the surveys. lasen¢he
researcher visited the college participating in the study, spoke with the nasirty f
about the research study, and delivered the surveys in person. In the case of tberother f
colleges that were not visited in person, each Dean of Nursing was contacted via
telephone and asked to distribute the surveys to the nursing faculty.

All nursing faculty and nursing students from each of the five institutions in the
study were invited to participate in the survey, however participation wamapti
Nursing faculty teaching in each BSN program were asked to fill odiatdty survey
and were also asked to distribute the surveys to the nursing students in thamprogr

Surveys were distributed by faculty at a time that was convenient for thamrsot to
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interrupt any class time. Each survey was estimated to take betweandiven minutes
to complete.

All colleges patrticipating were given approximately four weeks to Heaie t
faculty and students complete the surveys. More time was extended to one program based
on college calendar breaks. Each Dean of Nursing was contacted on a weekly basis via e
mail or phone to answer any questions. Three out of the five colleges participateng
provided with self-addressed postage paid envelopes for the completed surveys to be
returned via mail. Two of the colleges had the completed surveys picked up in person by
the researcher. All data were then compiled and statistical anabsisompleted using
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), Version 16.0.

Type of Data

In addition to the survey tool, the demographic data in this research study for both
the student and faculty surveys were quantitative in nature (nominal and ortiead.
were two instances where student participants were asked to specigntheer in
written format. If a student participant marked “yes” to having a firstededghe survey
asked the participant to specify the first degree and write in an answer.

Student participants were also given an option for “other” when selectinddpeir
five most preferred teaching methods if an option they preferred was not on. tHi¢Hest
“other” category was chosen, student participants were asked tomitie $pecific
teaching method they preferred most. Faculty participants were also giegti@n for
“other” when selecting their top five most used teaching methods if the method was not
listed. Like the student participants, if this option was chosen, participantsasked to
write in the specific teaching method they used most. All data from the student and

faculty responses were then coded and analyzed using SPSS.
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Statistical Tests

All data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for thel Smiénces
(SPSS) Version 16.0, a software program to analyze multiple variabledalibtcsl
tests used in the research study included descriptive data and frequentass, and an
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA).

Methodological Limitations

The most significant methodological limitation was the inability to obtaiebet
reliability of the survey tools due to the modification of the original tool and thkeofac
time to complete a test - re-test. Another limitation was the use of purmasiyaing
which did not allow for random selection of participants and may have been atypical of
the population, therefore affecting the variables being studied.

Summary of Chapter IlI

This quantitative and descriptive research study examined the prefexchohte
methods of baccalaureate nursing students and faculty use of teaching methods. The
setting for the study included five small private colleges in the Midwektwedic a
baccalaureate nursing program. Approval for each IRB was obtained fromodlagle c
prior to the initiation of the study. All nursing faculty and nursing students freim afa
the five institutions in the study were invited to participate in the survey,Jeswe
participation was optional. The research study included a total of 367 participants; 38
nursing faculty and 329 nursing students.

Two 30-item Likert scale survey tools were created specifiéailthis research
study; one for student participants and one for faculty participants. Each swavey
modified and adapted version of “Walker’s Teaching Method Survey” (WTMS) (Walker

et al., 2006). Analysis of all data was completed utilizing SPSS, Version 16.0.
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CHAPTER IV: RESULTS
Introduction

This chapter will discuss the statistical tests used to analyze theetatiss of the
data analysis, and the significant findings of the research study for eacHairthe
research questions. The research study included a total of 367 participantsjt$&fet
329 nursing students from five different colleges within the Midwest region.ahdbt
two participants were deleted from the final data analysis as a reaanigjefdmounts of
missing data.

Statistical Tests

The statistical program SPSS, Version 16.0 was used to analyze all ofale dat
this research study. The specific statistical tests used includaltweimg: descriptive
analysis and frequencies; a two-tailed, independent sdrgse Levene’s test of
Equality of Error Variances; and an Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). Thareaf each
statistical test used in the analysis of the data for each researclbmjigediscussed
within the text in its respective section.

Student Demographics

Each student participant was asked to complete a student survey. The student
survey included demographics as well as 30 questions related to specifingeaethod
preferences (see Appendixfér a copy of the student survey). The following
demographic questions were asked on the student survey: age, gender, year in nursing
program (freshmen through senior), first or second degree, and type of program
(traditional four year, accelerated BSN, BSN completion, or other). Arlest who
responded to having had another degree was asked to specify in writing the higie of t

first degree.
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Student Generational Cohorts

The first question asked each student participant to write in their exact age
During the data analysis, each participant’s age was categorized p#oifécs
generational cohort based on Strauss and Howe’s (1991) definition of a length of a
generation: Veteran (Silent), Baby Boomer, Generation X, or GeaeMt The results
of the student generations represented in the study are outlined in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Student Generation
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Two students did not indicate their ages on the survey and were therefore not
included in the data for this category. The survey results found almost all students
surveyed were from Generation X (n = 272, 83.2%) or Generation Y (n = 49, 15.0%).
Only six student participants represented the Baby Boomer generationefgtaf this
disproportionally low number, the data from these six Baby Boomer studengtsiate
used when analyzing the relationships between different generations of student
Therefore, only the differences between Generations X and Y were examined la@ring t

data analysis.
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Student Gender

The survey asked student participants to circle their gender as eitlade fam
male. The results of the survey indicated a total of 90.8% (n = 297) of the student
participants were female and only 9.2% (n = 30) were male. Two stud&oipaats did
not include their gender in the survey and were therefore not included in these results.
The N for this demographic was 327 students.
Student Year in Nursing Program

All student participants were asked to identify their current year in their
undergraduate baccalaureate nursing programs. Students chose from one of thgfollow
options; freshman, sophomore, junior, or senior. Table 1 depicts the distribution of the
data for this variable.
Table 1

Student Year in Nursing Program

Generation f P
Seniors 110 34.0
Juniors 110 34.0
Sophomores 98 30.2
Freshmen 6 1.9
Note.N = 324

The majority of student participants were juniors (n = 110, 34%) or seniors (n =
110, 34%). A total of 98 student participants or 30.2% were sophomores. Only six
students (1.9%) identified themselves as freshmen. Five student participants did not
indicate their current year in their respective nursing programs and weztotbenot

included in the results.
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Students’ Type of Program

The survey asked students to identify which type of baccalaureate nursing
program they were enrolled in and provided four options to choose from, including;
traditional four year BSN, accelerated BSN, BSN completion, and an option for*‘othe
Those who chose “other” were asked to be more specific by filling in what type of
program. All four students who chose “other” indicated they were enrolled in atdLPN
BSN program. Table 2 outlines the distribution of data for each of the four options.
Table 2

Type of Baccalaureate Program Students Enrolled In

Generation f P
Traditional 4 Year BSN 256 78.3
Accelerated BSN 38 11.6
BSN Completion 29 8.9
Other (LPN to BSN) 4 1.2
Note.N = 327

The majority of students, 78.3% (n = 256), identified themselves as being enrolled
in a traditional four year BSN program. A total of 38 (11.6%) student particip@nés w
enrolled in an accelerated BSN and 29 (8.9%) student participants were emralled i
BSN completion program. Only four students (1.2%) chose the “other” option. All four
of these students indicated they were enrolled in an LPN to BSN program. dlhe tot
number of student participants in this demographic category was 327. Two students di
not identify the type of program they were enrolled in and were thereforelecetsi

missing data.
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Students’ First Degree

All student participants were asked if the degree they were curreelting was
their first degree or if they held another degree. Students were asked toydsfak this
was their first degree or “no” if it was not. Students who responded “no” were theh aske
to fill in what type of degree they had previously obtained. A total of 325 students
responded to this question with four students having missing data.

Of the students who responded, 258 (78.4%) identified that “yes” this was their
first degree and 67 (20.4%) indicated “no” this was not their first degree. Thdsatst
who responded “no” were asked to write in their other degree. The degrees statzhts |
included an Associate Degree in Nursing (ASN) as well as degrees inltheérigl
disciplines: Restaurant Management; Management; Biology; Chentigigral Arts;
Liberal Studies; Professional Sciences, Health Care Administration; iHRewsource
Management; Art; Biological Sciences; Medical Assistant; Psadeal Studies of
Applied Science; Health Promotion; Business; Marketing; Pre-professiomsinty;
English; Cosmetology; Human Development and Family Studies; Applied Medical
Office, Coding, Billing and Transcription; Arts and Science; Health amck &3t
Nutrition, Exercise and Health Science; and Psychology.

Descriptive Results of Student Survey

The student survey asked participants to rank their preferences for teaching
methods used in the classroom and rank the importance of specific classrisenpes
on a four point Likert scale. The Likert scale used in the student survey madified
and revised version of Walker's Teaching Methods Survey (WTMS) developed in 2004
by Walker et. al., for a research study titled “Generational (Agegi@ifices in Nursing

Students’ Preferences for Teaching Methods”.
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Number one on the scale referred to having no preference at all for acspecifi
teaching method, number two indicated having an occasionally preference, tiuraber
indicated frequently having a preference, and number four indicated alwaysipgede
certain teaching method. Students were also given the option to choose number five, not
applicable, if the teaching method was not applicable to their classroom enviramrfent
they had not been exposed to a particular teaching method or leaning preference.

During the data analysis process, if option number five was chosen, the data for
that question was not included in the results. Table 3 depicts the frequency for questions
1-30 where option number five “not applicable” was chosen by students.

Table 3

Frequency of Students’ Choice for Option Number 5: “Not Applicable”

Option N P
Q2 - apply skills in the classroom 1 0.3
Q9 - web based course 10 3.0
Q10 - storytelling 1 0.3
Q11 - read the assignment before class 1 0.3
Q12 - handouts provided by professor 1 0.3
Q13 - classroom interaction with peers and 1 0.3
professor
Q14 - combination of web-based and 7 2.1
classroom study
Q15 - read prior to class, then listen to lecturel 0.3
Q16 - use of technology 3 0.9
Q17 - Iistin to professor lecture versus groupl 0.3
wor

Q18 - active participation in group discussions 1 0.3
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Table 3 - Continued

Frequency of Students’ Choice for Option Number 5: “Not Applicable”

Option N P
Q19 - play games 2 0.6
Q24 - professor knows my name 3 0.9
Q27 - work on group assignments with peers 1 0.3
Q29 - learning just for learning sake 3 0.9
Q30 - grade is all that matters 2 0.6

Students most frequently chose “not applicable” as an option when answering
guestions related to a web-based course of study and a combination of web-
based/classroom course of study.

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Student Survey

The first23 questions on the student survey asked participants to rank their
preferences for specific teaching methods. These teaching methods inHatied;
application of skills in the classroom, group work versus individual work, case studies
visual aids, listening versus actively participating in group discussicas|rdy or
making diagrams of concepts on the board, having a web based course or a combination
web-based and traditional classroom course, storytelling, reading thenaessidrefore
versus after class, having handouts provided versus taking their own notes, classroom
interaction with professor and peers, use of technology, games, and havirgpolass
structure and guidance by the professor.

Students were also asked to rank their preference for the use of a variety of
teaching methods. The mean and standard deviation of questions one through 23 on the

student survey are depicted in Table 4.



Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Student Survey

* *

Question M SD
QL1 - listen to professor lecture 3.20 763
Q2 - apply skills in the classroom 3.36 754
Q3 - work in groups with peers on an assignmer.46 .866
Q4 - case studies 241 T72
Q5 - visual aids 3.50 .664
Q6 - work individually on an assignment 2.58 .790
Q7 - listen versus participate during group 241 .838
discussion
Q8 - have professor draw concepts on board 3.16 .807
Q9 - web-based course 1.77 .857
Q10 - storytelling 3.39 767
Q11 - read the assignment before class 2.20 941
Q12 - handouts provided by professor 3.69 .593
Q13 - classroom interaction with peers and 3.13 746
professor
Q14 - combination web-based and classroom 2.35 .896
study
Q15 - read prior to class, then listen to lecture 2.59 935
Q16 - use of technology 2.75 734
Q17 - listen to professor lecture versus group 2.64 .898
work
Q18 - active participation in group discussions 2.84 .843

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.
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Table 4 - Continued

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Student Survey

* *

Question M SD
Q19 - play games 2.49 913
Q20 - read the assignment after class 2.48 931
Q21 - classroom structure from professor 3.16 .823
Q22 - take own notes 1.87 .870
Q23 - variety of teaching methods 3.15 .837

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Overall, students had a high preferende ¥ 3.0) for the following teaching
methods: having handouts provided by the professor to follow along with leldtare (
3.69,SD=.593); use of visual aidd(= 3.50,SD =.664); storytellingi = 3.39,SD=
.767); application of skills in the classrooM € 3.36,SD=.754); lectureNl = 3.20,SD
= .763); drawing concepts on the boawl£ 3.16,SD= .807); classroom structure and
guidance from the professdv E 3.16,SD = .823); and classroom interaction with peers
and the professoM = 3.13,SD=.746). Students also ranked the use of a variety of
teaching methods including lecture, group work, case studies, diagramminly] etc. (
3.15,SD=.837) as a high preference.

Five teaching methods had means less than 2.9, but greater than 2.5 indicating the
majority of students preferred them. These teaching methods included: actively
participating in group discussionsl & 2.84,SD = .843); having activities that involve
technology during clas$A = 2.75,SD = .734); listening to the professor lecture rather
than working in groups with peersl = 2.64,SD = .898); reading the assignment prior to

class and then listening to the professor discuss key pMnts2(59,SD = .935); and
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working individually on an assignment versus in a group with péérs2.58,SD =
.790).

Seven teaching methods had means less than 2.49, but greater than 2.0 indicating
more students preferred them than those who did not. These teaching methods included:
playing gamesM = 2.49,SD = .913); reading the assignment after cld4s(2.48,SD=
.931); working in groups with peers versus individually< 2.46,SD = .866); having
case studies to learn new conceMs=(2.41,SD = .772); listening versus participating in
class discussion®/= 2.41,SD = .838); having a combination web-based study and
classroom studyM = 2.35,SD= .896); and reading the assignment prior to clislss (
2.20,SD=.941).

The only two teaching method preferences that students had a low preference for
were taking their own notes and having a totally web-based course of studyedihe m
for both of these variables were less than 2.0 and included a mean @D87870) for
having to take their own notes and a mean of 1ISIY<.857) for a totally web-based
course of study with no classroom meetings.

Overall, the results indicated students had the highest preference for having
handouts with which to follow along while the professor lectuvks 3.69,SD = .593)
and the lowest preference for having to take their own nbtes.87,SD = .870).

Students had very close preferences for working in groups on an assighhet4p,
SD=.866) and working individually on an assignmevit{ 2.58,SD = .790). When
examining preferences for participating in group discussion, slightlg stadents
preferred to actively participate in group discussidns=(2.84,SD = .843) versus only

listen to group discussiondi(= 2.41,SD = .838).
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When examining the students preferences for reading the assignments, more
students preferred to read the assignment after having Blas2.48,SD = .931) than
read the assignment prior to having cldds=(2.20,SD = .941). Students did, however,
indicate a higher preference for reading prior to class and then having thgsprof
discuss key points on the topic based on the reatMrng2.59,SD = .935).

Two questions on the survey asked students to rank their preference for web-
based study with no classroom meetings and a combination of web-based dtudy wit
some classroom meetings. Students indicated a very low preference fordwelpa
web-based course of study with no classroom meetMigs1.77,SD= .857). However,
students were about even in their preference for a combination web-based cstudg of
with classroom meeting®8/A(= 2.35,SD = .896) with a slight majority preferring this
teaching method.

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 24-30 on Student Survey

Items 24 through 30 on the survey asked students to rank the importance of
specific things in the classroom environment. The items of importance incheled t
following: the professor knowing my name; having all papers and course work count
toward a grade; knowing why new material is being learned; particigatogup
assignments with my peers in the classroom; and having the profesaue tellat | need
to know.

The last two questions asked students to rank whether or not they liked learning
just for learning sake; and whether or not the grade is all that realgrsma@ able 5

depicts the mean and standard deviation for items 24 through 30 on the student survey.
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Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 24-30 on Student Survey

* *

Question M SD

Q24 - professor knows my name 3.53 791

Q25 - all papers and course work count toward 3.46 776
grade

Q26 - know why | am learning new material 3.64 .594

Q27 - work on group assignments with peers 2.66 .982

Q28 - expect professor to tell me what | need t03.50 746
know

Q29 - like learning for learning sake 2.67 .789

Q30 - grade is all that matters 2.10 .897

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Students ranked four questions from this section in the survey as highly
important; each with a mean greater than 3.0. These included the followingnignowi
why | am learning new materidli(= 3.64,SD = .594); the professor knowing my name
(M = 3.53,SD=.791); expecting the professor to tell me what | need to kivow 3.50,
SD=.746); and having all papers and course work count toward a §facl8.46,SD=
.776).

Two questions had means greater than 2.5, but less than 3.0, indicating the
majority of students viewed them as important for the classroom environmerg. Thes
included working in groups with their peers on an assignmiént 2.66,SD = .982); and
learning just for learning sak#(= 2.67,SD=.789). The results found students were
almost evenly distributed in ranking the importance of the grade being akk#tigt r

mattered with a mean of 2.18[Q = .897).
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Most Preferred Teaching Methods Chosen By Students

The last section of the survey asked students to check the five teaching methods
they preferred the most to help them learn. Students were given the folloachgte
methods to choose from: lecture, case studies, storytelling, hands on acttitrégesa
with technology, worksheets, handouts, visual aids (video, pictures, diagrams, etc.),
group activities (presentations, working with peers), diagramming (conegys, iienn
diagrams, drawings, etc.), games (Jeopardy, etc.), and group discussiorpgbiagicn a
classroom discussion on a topic). Teaching methods that were marked by students on the
surveys were coded as a “yes” and those that were not marked were coded as a “no”.
Table 6 depicts the four most preferred teaching methods of all the studeeiedur
One student did not fill in the top five most preferred teaching methods; thefedore t
results of this portion of the survey included 328 student participants.
Table 6

Most Preferred Teaching Methods Chosen by Students

Teaching Method f P
Lecture 252 76.8
Hands on activities 247 75.3
Visual aids 240 73.2
Handouts 184 56.1
Note.N = 328

The results of the data found there were a total of four teaching methods that were
chosen most frequently by students with lecture being the highest prefatéitcg% (n

= 252). The second most preferred teaching method chosen was hands on activities at
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75.3% (n = 247). Visual aids at 73.2% (n = 240), and handouts at 56.1% (n = 184) were
the third and fourth most preferred teaching methods chosen by students.
Least Preferred Teaching Methods Chosen By Students

A total of eight teaching methods were chosen by less than 50% of all student
participants. The least preferred teaching methods chosen by students included the
following: diagramming, activities with technology, group activities, gamase studies,
worksheets, group discussion, and storytelling. Table 7 depicts the least dreferre
teaching methods students chose out of the options given.
Table 7

Least Preferred Teaching Methods Chosen by Students

Teaching Method f P
Diagramming 30 9.1
Activities with technology 57 17.4
Group activities 72 22.0
Games 92 28.0
Case studies 93 28.4
Worksheets 101 30.8
Group discussion 133 40.5
Storytelling 140 42.7
Note.N = 328

The results of the survey found only 30 (9.1%) students chose diagramming as a
preferred teaching method. Activities using technology was only chosen(lhy.8%)
students and group activities was chosen by 72 (22%) of students as a prefehniagd teac

method. Other teaching methods not chosen by students as a top teaching method
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preference included; games (n = 92, 28%); case studies (n = 93, 28.4%); worksheets (n =
101, 30.8%); group discussion (n = 133, 40.5%); and storytelling (n = 140, 42.7%).

At the end of the survey, all student participants had the option of choosing an
“other” category if the most preferred teaching method was not listed in be®pt
given. Students who chose this option were asked to write in the preferred teaching
method that was not listed. A total of eight out of 329 student participants chose the
“other” option. The following teaching methods were listed as additionalrprefes by
students and included: reading (n = 2), online learning (n = 1), note cards (n = 1), taking
own notes (n = 1), clinical setting (n = 1), and National Council of Licensing
Examination (NCLEX) style questions (n = 1). One student wrote in “not on-l;a” a
teaching method preference.

Faculty Demographics

A total of 38 nursing education faculty from five private colleges in the Midwes
region participated in the study. All nursing faculty participants wenmetly teaching
in the same baccalaureate nursing programs as the student participafasuliize
survey asked participants for demographic information as well as whatigacbihods
they were actually using in the classroom (see Appendix B for a copy fafctley
survey).

Each faculty survey asked participants to disclose the following demographics
age in years, number of years of teaching experience in nursing educatiadirfopppart-
time), and the type of program each participant was currently teachimgditiginal four

year, accelerated BSN, BSN completion, or other).
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Faculty Generational Cohorts

The generations of faculty were categorized in the same manner aglir st
generations using Strauss and Howe’s (1991) definition of a length of a gamerat
Veterans, Baby Boomers, Generation X or Generation Y. The results of gratyams
represented among the nursing faculty surveyed are depicted in Figure 2.

Figure 2. Faculty Generation
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The results of the data found the only generation that did not have any
representation among nursing faculty was Generation Y. The results did haleplay
a nearly even distribution of faculty within the Baby Boomer generation aner&en
X. A total of nineteen (50%) of faculty were from Generation X and eighteen (47.4%)
were from the Baby Boomer generation. Only one faculty participantraasthe
Veteran Generation.
Faculty Years of Teaching Experience

All faculty were asked to fill in their number of years of experience isingr
education including full-time and part-time experience. The years of yaexerience
ranged from less than a year to thirty-eight years with a mean of 11/54(Vea 1.14).

Figure 3 outlines the frequency of faculty teaching experience in years.
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Figure 3.Faculty Years of Teaching Experience
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Descriptive Results of Faculty Survey

The faculty survey was created utilizing the same 4-point Likate snd the
same questions as the student survey. Instead of ranking their preferencehiiog tea
methods, faculty were instead asked to rank what teaching methods theygtwally a
using in the classroom. Therefore, number one on the scale indicated not ever using a
specific teaching method, number two indicated an occasional use of a teacliad, met
number three indicated a frequent use of a teaching method, and number four indicated
always using a certain teaching method. Faculty, like students, wereedadig
option to choose number five, “not applicable”, if the teaching method did not apply to
their classroom environments or if they had not been exposed to a particular teaching
method or leaning preference.

During the data analysis process, if faculty participants chose option number five
the data for that question was not included in the results. Table 8 depicts thadyeque

for questions 1-30 in which faculty participants chose option number five.



Table 8

Frequency of Faculty Choice for Option Number 5: “Not Applicable”

Option N P

Q1 - lecture 1 2.6

Q5 - use of visual aids 1 2.6

Q8 - draw concepts on the board 1 2.6

Q9 - teach a web-based course without class 14 36.8
meetings

Q11 - have students complete an assignment pi3or 7.9
to class

Q12 - provide handouts 2 5.3

Q14 - use a combination of web-based and 7 18.4
classroom study

Q15 - expect students to read prior to class, the 5.3
listen to lecture

Q16 - use technology 2 5.3

Q17 - spend more time lecturing versus having 1 2.6
student work in groups

Q19 - play games 1 2.6

Q20 - expect students to wait and read the 2 5.3
assignment after class

Q21 - provide a lot of classroom structure 2.6

Q22 - have students take own notes 2 5.3

Q25 - emphasize the grade is all that matters 5.3

Q27 - have students participate in group activitids 2.6

Q29 - emphasize learning for learning sake 2.6

96
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Faculty participants, similar to student participants, most frequentlhe ¢hos
applicable” as an option when answering questions related to a web-basedtourse
study and a combination of web-based/classroom course of study.

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Faculty Survey

The first23 questions on the faculty survey asked faculty participants to rank their
use of specific teaching methods. These teaching methods included the following:
lecture, application of skills in the classroom, group work versus individual work, case
studies, visual aids, encouraging active participation in group discussions)gloaw
concepts on the board, teaching a web based course or a combination web-based and
traditional classroom course, sharing personal stories, having students eanplet
assignment over the reading before versus after class, providing handouthaensgs
students take their own notes, encouraging classroom interaction with prefegsor
peers, using technology in the classroom, using games, and providing lots of classroom
structure and guidance.

Faculty were also asked to rank their use of a variety of teaching methods. The
mean and standard deviation of items one through 23 on the faculty survey are depicted
in Table 9.

Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Faculty Survey

* *

Question M SD

Q1 - lecture while students listen 2.89 .614
Q2 - apply skills in the classroom 2.92 .632
Q3 - have students work in groups with peers 02.66 .708

an assignment

Note values rounded to the nearest thousandihdicated a wide distribution of data among faculty
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Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Faculty Survey

Question M’ SD

Q4 - case studies 2.82 .652

Q5 - visual aids 3.19 776

Q6 - have students work individually on an 2.58 .599
assignment

Q7 - encourage patrticipation in group discussioBs'9 A74

Q8 - draw concepts on board 2.25 .874

Q9 - teach a web-based course 1.79 977

Q10 - tell stories 3.32 .662

Q11 - have students complete assignment over 1.97 .857
reading before class

Q12 - provide handouts 3.33 1.01

Q13 - encourage classroom interaction with pee8s/6 431
and professor

Q14 - teach a combination of web-based and 2.42 1.08
classroom study

Q15 - expect students to read prior to class .692

Q16 - use of technology 2.42 .841

Q17 - spend more time lecturing than having 2.76 723
students work in groups

Q18 - facilitate active participation in group 3.45 .686
discussions

Q19 - play games 1.92 .682

Q20 - expect students to read assignment after 1.11 523

class

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandhidicated a wide distribution of data among faculty
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Table 9 - Continued

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 1-23 on Faculty Survey

Question M’ SD

Q21 - provided lots of classroom structure 3.16 .646
Q22 - have students take own notes 2.39 1.07
Q23 - use a variety of teaching methods 3.18 .801

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandifdicated a wide distribution of data among faculty

The results of the faculty survey found eight teaching methods with a mean
greater than 3.0. The eight teaching methods faculty indicated using most fieguent
classroom settings included the following: encouraging all studentsticigete in
group discussion = 3.78,SD = .474); encouraging classroom interaction among
students and the professtM € 3.76,SD = .431); expecting students to read prior to class
(M = 3.58,SD = .692); facilitating active participation of all students in classroom
discussion! = 3.45,SD = .686); providing handout$A= 3.33,SD= 1.01);
storytelling M = 3.32,SD=.662); visual aidsM = 3.19,SD=.776); and providing lots
of classroom structure and guidance for studevits 3.16,SD = .646).

Faculty also ranked a high use of a variety of teaching methods in the classroom
with a mean of 3.183D = .801). The results of providing handouts to students showed a
standard deviation greater than 1.0 as indicated by an asterisk in Table 9. dhis res
indicated faculty respondents were in wide disagreement in their use péatticsilar
teaching method.

Five teaching methods had means less than 2.9, but greater than 2.5 indicating a
majority use by faculty in the classroom setting. These teachirngdsincluded the
following: application of skills in the classroomil = 2.92,SD = .632); lectureNl = 2.89,

SD=.614); case studiedI(= 2.82,SD = .652); spending more time lecturing than having
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students work in group$A = 2.76,SD = .723); having students work in groups €
2.66,SD=.708); and having students work individually on an assignnvwenrtZ.58,SD
= .599).

Four teaching methods had means less than 2.49, but greater than 2.0 indicating
more faculty use these than those who do not. The teaching methods in this category
included: teaching a combination web-based class with classroom Btud@2.42,SD=
1.09); using technology in the classrooM € 2.42,SD = .841); having students take
their own notesNl = 2.39,SD= 1.02); and drawing on the board to help students
visualize new conceptdA= 2.25,SD = .874). Teaching a combination web-based course
with classroom study and having students take their own notes both had standard
deviations greater than 1.0 as indicated by the asterisk. These values indidate fa
respondents were in wide disagreement in their use with each of these teatchodsme

There were four teaching methods that faculty indicated using very littiet @it
all with a mean of less than 2.0. These included teaching a totally welhdmasse of
study with no classroom meetindd € 1.79,SD = .977); having students complete an
assignment over the reading prior to clads=(1.97,SD= .857); playing game# =
1.92,SD = .682); and expecting students to wait and read the assignment until after class
is held M =1.11,SD= .523).

Overall, faculty chose encouraging all students to participate in growssisn
as the most frequently used teaching metie: (3.78,SD = .474). The least used
teaching method was having students wait and read the assignment untibasifl
1.11,SD=.523). When examining use of group discussion as a teaching method, faculty
ranked facilitating active participation in group discussin=(3.45,SD = .686) and

encouraging all students to participate in group discusMon 8.78,SD= .474) as
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highly used teaching methods. Faculty also ranked the use of group work and individual
work in the classroom as nearly the same. The results indicated facultpugewvgrk in

the classroom slightly mor&/A(= 2.66,SD = .708) than having students work

individually (M = 2.58,SD = .599).

When examining expectations for student reading assignments, the results
indicated faculty assign a reading assignment as a teaching methexpactstudents to
read the assignment prior to class where key points over the reading arsediddus
3.58,SD=.692). Faculty ranked having students complete an assignment over the
reading prior to clasdM = 1.97,SD = .857) and having the students wait to complete the
reading assignment until after clabé € 1.11,SD= .523) as less than occasional or not
used at all for teaching methods.

Two questions on the survey asked faculty to rank how frequently they teach a
web-based study with no classroom meetings and a combination of web-bagedtstud
some classroom meetings. A high percentage of faculty responded “not lalpplica
each of these items. A total of 36.8% of faculty chose “not applicable” for welkbas
study with no classroom meetings and 18.4% of faculty chose “not applicab&e” for
combination of web-based study with some classroom meetings.

With those faculty who did respond to these two questions, more indicated they
used a combination of web-based study with some classroom me&lirg®.42,SD =
1.09) than faculty who used a totally web-based study with no classroom nse@lirg
1.79,SD=.977). Once again, the standard deviation for the combination web-based and
classroom meetings was greater than 1.0 due to the wide disagreementasuting f

respondents in their use of this teaching method.
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Descriptive Statistics for Questions 23-30 on Faculty Survey

Questions 24 through 30 asked faculty about the importance of specific things in
the classroom environment including the importance of the following: knowing the
student’s name; having all papers and course work count toward a grade; tellingsstude
why new material is being learned; having students participate in gragprassts in
the classroom; telling students what they need to know; emphasizing the value of
learning just for learning sake; and emphasizing the grade each studemsrexall that
really matters. Table 10 depicts the mean and standard deviation for questiommsigh
30 on the faculty survey.
Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Questions 24-30 on Faculty Survey

*

Question M SD

3.87 .343
Q24 - knowing each student’'s name

Q25 - having all papers and course work count 2.75 937
toward grade

Q26 - telling students why new material is bein¢.39 679
learned

Q27 - having students work on group assignmetg2 .659
with peers

Q28 - telling students what they need to know 2.68 .662

Q29 - emphasizing learning for learning sake 2.61 .994

Q30 - emphasizing the grade is all that matters 1.03 162

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The results found the majority of faculty ranked two questions as very important
with a mean of greater than three. The two statements of most importancedhcl

knowing each student’s nam € 3.87,SD = .343); and discussing with students why
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they need to learn new concepd £ 3.39,SD= .679). Four questions had means
greater than 2.5, but less than 2.9, indicating the majority of faculty viewed them as
important. These included having all papers and course work count toward a\jrade (
2.75,SD=.937); having students participate in group discussidrs 2.72,SD = .659);
telling students what they need to kndw £ 2.68,SD = .662); and emphasizing learning
just for learning sakeM = 2.61,SD=.994). The only question ranked as not important
by an overwhelming majority of faculty included emphasizing that theegsaall that
really matters. This question had a mean of 1SI3< .162) indicating that faculty do
not emphasize this to students.

Most Used Teaching Methods as Chosen by Faculty

The last section of the faculty survey asked faculty to mark the tehiteg
methods they used most in the classroom. Faculty, like students, were givetotiiadol
teaching methods to choose from: lecture, case studies, storytelling, handsitesact
activities with technology, worksheets, handouts, visual aids (video, pictures, diagram
etc.), group activities (presentations, working with peers), diagramnonggpt maps,
Venn diagrams, drawings, etc.), games, and group discussion (participating in a
classroom discussion on a topic).

Teaching methods chosen by faculty on the faculty survey were codedess a “y
and those not chosen were coded as a “no”. Two faculty respondents did not filap the
five teaching methods they used most frequently; therefore, the refidtsed 36
faculty participants. Table 11 depicts the teaching methods faculty indicatgchusst

frequently.
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Table 11

Most Used Teaching Methods Chosen by Faculty

Teaching Method f P
Lecture 29 80.6
Group Discussion 24 66.7
Case Studies 23 63.9
Group Activities 19 52.8
Note.N = 36

The top teaching methods chosen as most frequently used by faculty égnclude
lecture, group discussion, case studies, and group activities. The facultyesurvey
indicated lecture was the most frequently used teaching method (n = 29, 80.6%). The
second most used teaching method was group discussion at (n = 24, 66.7%). Case studies
(n =23, 63.9%) was the third most used teaching method and group activities (n = 19,
52.8%) was the fourth most used teaching methods chosen by faculty.

Least Used Teaching Methods as Chosen by Faculty

Eight teaching methods were chosen by less than 50% of all faculty patiscipa
indicating faculty do not use these teaching methods as frequently. Table 18 tepic
data for the least used teaching methods chosen by faculty.

Table 12

Least Used Teaching Methods Chosen by Faculty

Teaching Method f P
Diagramming 2 5.6
Worksheets 5 13.9

Games 6 16.7
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Table 12 - Continued

Least Used Teaching Methods Chosen by Faculty

Teaching Method f P
Activities with technology 10 27.8
Handouts 13 36.1
Hands on Activities 14 38.9
Visual Aids 15 41.7
Storytelling 16 44.4
Note.N = 36

The least used teaching methods included diagramming, worksheets, games,
activities with technology, handouts, hands on activities, visual aids and stogyt€him
results of the survey found only two faculty (5.6%) chose diagramming as agulefer
teaching method. In addition, five (13.9%) faculty chose worksheets and six (16.7%)
faculty chose games as a frequently used classroom teaching methode&ithierg
methods not as frequently used by faculty included; activities with temimh = 10,
27.8%), handouts (n = 13, 36.1%), hands on activities (n = 14, 38.9%), visual aids (n =
15, 41.7%), and storytelling (n = 16, 44.4%).

Faculty were also given the option of choosing an “other” category if the most
used teaching method was not listed in the options given. If this option was chosen,
faculty were asked to write in the teaching method that was not listed. Onfigonty
participant surveyed wrote in “having presenters from the field” as a teacleithgd

used most frequently that was not already listed in the options given.
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Research Question #1

What types of teaching methods do different generations of baccalauresiteg nur
students prefer? To determine the answer to the first research questioriadetly
independent samptetest was performed to compare the means of Generation X and
Generation Y students. Levene’s test of Equality of Error Varianceslsasia on each
variable to ensure no psychometric rules were violated in the data analysis proces

The sample size of the student participants included representation frenofthre
the four current generations including: Baby Boomers, Generation X, and Gan&ta
The majority of students were from Generation Y which included a samplefs?z2
participants (83.2%); the second largest was Generation X with a sangpteé 40
student participants (15.0%); and the Baby Boomers had the lowest number of student
participants with only six (1.8%). Because of the disproportionally low numbernxf Ba
Boomers, the data from these six students was not used for this analysis.

The results of the survey found some distinct differences as well as a few
similarities among the preferred teaching methods of Generation X and Y stuient
first two teaching methods examined on the student survey included lecture and the
application of skills in the classroom. Table 13 depicts the differencéstistiss

between Generation X and Y students for these two teaching methods.
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Table 13

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — lecture and application of skills

Question Generation N M’ SD

Q1 - lecture Generation X 49 3.41 .705
Generation Y 272 3.17 .758

Q2 - apply skills Generation X 49 3.45 .709
Generation Y 271 3.36 747

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The results of the survey data found Generation X students had a higher
preference for traditional lecture as a teaching method with a mean o5841705)
compared to Generation Y students with a meahbf SD=.758). The application of
skills in the classroom was another variable in the data analysis thaeckaesdight
difference between Generation X and Y students. The results of the study found
Generation X students had a higher preference for the application of skilteashing
method with a slightly higher mean of 3.48)= .709) compared to Generation Y
students’ mean of 3.3&D=.747).

The data also found differences between Generation X and Y students eelated t
preferences for working in groups versus individually on an assignment. Theralseere
differences in the two groups related to students’ preference for listenliecture versus
participating in group work. Table 14 depicts the differences in statistitiseee group-

related variables between Generation X and Y students.
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Table 14

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — working in groups vs. individually

Question Generation N M’ SD

Q3 - work in groups Generation X 49 2.27 811
Generation Y 272 251 872

Q6 - work individually Generation X 49 2.67 .826
Generation Y 271 2.54 778

Q17 - listen to lecture Generation X 49 2.92 .838

vs. group work
Generation Y 272 2.60 904

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The preference for working in groups with their peers was higher among
Generation Y students with a mean of 2.5D € .872) compared to Generation X
students with a mean of 2.23@ = .811). A similar question on the survey also asked
students to rank their preference for working individually versus in groups on an
assignment. The results found Generation Y had a lower preference for working
individually on an assignmenti(= 2.54,SD = .778), while Generation X students
indicated a higher preference for working individuaNy € 2.67,SD = .826). When
asked about their preference for listening to the professor lecture versus working
groups with their peers on an in-class assignment, students from Generatdioaxed a
higher preference for this teaching method with a mean of 3D2 (838) compared to
Generation Y students with a mean of 2.80 € .904).

The differences in preference for the use of case studies, visual aids argd havi

the professor draw or diagram new concepts on the board are depicted in Table 15.
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Table 15

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — case studies, visual aids & drawings

Question Generation N M’ SD

Q4 - case study Generation X 49 2.45 .765
Generation Y 271 2.38 .769

Q5 - visual aids Generation X 49 3.59 .643
Generation Y 271 3.48 671

Q8 - draw concepts Generation X 49 3.29 .764
Generation Y 271 3.14 .804

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Using a case study to learn new concepts was slightly more preferred by
Generation X students with a mean of 2.8 & .765) in comparison to Generation Y
students who had a mean of 2.8®¢ .769). Generation X students indicated a higher
preference for the use of visual aids such as video, pictures, diagramstretcnmeian of
3.60 SD=.643) compared to Generation Y students who had a mean ofSB48 (
.671). Having the professor draw out new concepts on the board for visualization was
also more highly preferred by Generation X students with a mean ofSI29.764)
compared to students in Generation Y with a mean of SD4-(.804).

When examining preferences for actively participating in classroom disouss
versus listening, the results found some distinct differences between Garekadnd Y
students. The differences in statistics for working in groups versus individaally a

preferred teaching methods for these two generations are depictaioléenl®.
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Table 16

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — participation in class discussion

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q7 - listen vs. Generation X 49 2.31 .796
participate
Generation Y 271 241 .838
Q18 - active Generation X 49 3.27 .785

participation
Generation Y 271 2.77 .831

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The preference for listening during a classroom discussion was only slightly
higher among Generation Y studen£ 2.41,SD= .828) as compared to Generation X
studentsil = 2.31,SD=.796). However, the results found Generation X had a much
higher preference for actively participating in classroom discussitntieir professor
and peersMl = 3.27,SD=.785) as compared to Generation Y studavits ¢.77,SD=
.831).

Overall, Generations X and Y both indicated a low preference for web-based
study. The group statistics for a web-based course of study with nmolasseetings
and a combination web-based course of study with classroom meetingéeasedr

teaching methods are depicted in Table 17.
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Table 17

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — web-based

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q9 - web-based courseGeneration X 49 1.76 .855
Generation Y 261 1.74 .841
Q14 - combo web & Generation X 49 2.43 979
class
Generation Y 264 2.31 .869

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The means for Generations X and Y students found both generations had a low
preference for a totally web-based course of study with no classroctingse&he
results found Generation X had a mean of 1518%.855) while Generation Y had a
mean of 1.743D = .841). The results were slightly different when examining the
combination of web-based study with classroom study as a teaching method.
combination course was more preferred overall by both generations. However,
Generation X students had a higher preference for a combination web-tualseas!
classroom studyM = 2.49,SD = .979) compared to Generation Y studeMs=(2.31,SD
= .869).

Storytelling, activities that involve technology during class and playamges to
learn new material were all more highly preferred by students from &emel. Table

18 depicts the group statistics for these preferences in teaching methods.
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Table 18

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — storytelling, tech, & games

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q10 - storytelling Generation X 49 3.27 811
Generation Y 270 3.43 147
Q16 - technology Generation X 49 2.43 979
Generation Y 264 2.31 .869
Q19 - games Generation X 48 2.38 .890
Generation Y 272 251 913

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Storytelling as a teaching method was more highly preferred by Generation
students with a mean of 3.43@=.747) compared to Generation X students with a mean
of 3.27 SD=.811). The use of activities that involve technology during class to learn
new concepts in the classroom was also more highly preferred by Generationntsstude
with a mean of 2.755D = .739) compared to Generation X students with a mean of 2.68
(SD=.663). In addition, Generation Y indicated a higher preference for playing ¢g@mes
learn new materialM = 2.51,SD=.913) compared to GenerationM € 2.38,SD=
.890) students.

When analyzing the students’ preference for reading the assignmenbmi@asg,
the results found some distinct differences between the two generations. The group
statistics and generational differences for reading prior to classsvafter class are

depicted in Table 19.
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Table 19

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — reading before vs. after class

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q11 - read prior to Generation X 49 2.31 1.06
class
Generation Y 270 2.17 918
Q15 - read, then listen  Generation X 49 2.43 979
Generation Y 264 2.31 .869
Q20 - read after class  Generation X 49 2.39 .885
Generation Y 272 2.50 937

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Generation X students had a higher preference for reading prior to dlass wi
mean of 2.313D= 1.06) compared to Generation Y students with a mean of @017 (
.918). The standard deviation of 1.06 for Generation X indicates the data were widely
distributed between those students within this generation and their prefereneglifog re
prior to class. Generation X students also indicated a higher preferemeadorg the
assignment prior to class and then discussing key points during class. Th@mean f
Generation X students for this teaching method was &05-(.863) compared to
Generation Y students with a mean of 2.5 € .945).

In addition, students were also asked a question about their preference fay readin
after class. The results found Generation Y students had a higher preferaeegling
the assignment after class with a mean of 230+ .937) compared to Generation X

students who had a mean of 2.3®D( .885).
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The results of students’ preference for having handouts versus taking their own
notes found only slight variations between the two generations. The groupcstatisti
generational differences for students’ preference to have handouts to falaywath
while listening to the professor versus taking their own notes is depicted & 2@bl
Table 20

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — handouts vs. own notes

Question Generation N M’ SD

Q12 - handouts Generation X 49 3.67 516
Generation Y 270 3.70 .607

Q22 - own notes Generation X 49 1.80 .866
Generation Y 272 1.87 .864

Note. values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Both generations had a high preference (Gén X3.67; Gen YM = 3.70) for
having handouts to follow along with while listening to the professor lecture. &iemer
Y students had a slightly higher preference for this teaching method withraoh3.70
(SD=.607) compared to Generation X students with a mean of S[B¥ (516). Both
Generations X and Y had a low preferende<(1.9) for taking their own notes, however
of the two, Generation Y students had a slightly higher preferéheel(87,SD = .864)
compared to Generation X studers£ 1.80,SD = .866) for this teaching method.

The preference for having classroom interaction with peers and professors, the
amount of structure in the classroom provided by the professor, and the preference fo

learning with a variety of teaching methods is depicted in Table 21.
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Table 21

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — interaction, structure, & varie

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q13 - interaction Generation X 49 3.27 .670
Generation Y 270 3.12 749
Q21 - structure Generation X 49 3.10 .848
Generation Y 271 3.13 .815
Q23 - variety of Generation X 49 3.16 .898

teaching methods
Generation Y 272 3.14 .830

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

Having classroom interaction with their peers and professors was more highly
preferred by Generation X students with a mean of B®/=(.670) compared to
Generation Y with a mean of 3.12@ = .749). The preference for having a lot of
classroom structure and guidance from the professor however, was more hitgrhegre
by students from Generation Y who had a mean of BD3-=(.815) as compared to
Generation X with a mean of 3.18[} = .848) for this particular teaching method.

Overall, students from Generations X and Y indicated having a high preference
for a variety of teaching methods, including lecture, group work, case studies, etc.
Students from both generations had nearly identical means in their prefereace for
variety of teaching methods with a mean of 33B € .898) for Generation X students
and a mean of 3.146D= .830) for Generation Y students.

The results of questions 24 through 30, asking students to rank the importance of
specific things in the classroom environment, also found generational differ€hees.

results for each question are depicted in Table 22.
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Table 22

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — classroom environment

Question Generation N M’ SD
Q24 - professor Generation X 47 3.43 .853
knows my name
Generation Y 271 3.57 .751
Q25 - grade for all Generation X 49 3.43 .817
work
Generation Y 272 3.47 .753
Q26 - knowing why I Generation X 49 3.65 597
am learning
material
Generation Y 272 3.64 597
Q27 - participate in  Generation X 49 2.27 .908
group work with
peers
Generation Y 271 2.75 971
Q28 - professortell  Generation X 48 3.38 .866
what | need to
know
Generation Y 272 3.53 .718
Q29 - learning for Generation X 48 2.77 .905
learning sake
Generation Y 270 2.65 755
Q30 - grade all that Generation X a7 1.89 .938
really matters
Generation Y 270 2.14 .881

Note: values rounded to the nearest thousandth.

The importance of the professor knowing the student’'s name was ranked as more
important by students in Generation Y with a mean of 33&y=.751) than students in

Generation X with a mean of 3.43@ = .853). Having all papers and course work count
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toward a grade was also ranked higher by students in Generation Y; howeverithe me
was only slightly higher for Generation ¥i(= 3.47,SD = .753) compared to Generation
X (M = 3.43,SD= .817).

Understanding the relevance and knowing why new material is being learsed wa
ranked as nearly identically by both generations X and Y students. The data showed
students exhibited only a .01 difference in means with this question. Generation X
students had a mean of 3.6(= .597), while Generation Y students had a mean of 3.64
(SD=.597).

There was a larger difference in the means between Generations X and Y when
examining how students ranked the importance of participating in group assignments
with peers during class time. Generation Y ranked this type of classroorarenegint
and teaching method as more important with a mean of 8305 (971) compared to
Generation X with a mean of 2.23 = .908).

The results of the study found students in Generations X and Y expect the
professor to tell them what they need to know. However, students from Generation Y had
a higher mean of 3.58D = .718) compared to Generation X with a mean of 35E8H
.866) for this particular question. Generation X students ranked learning for the sake of
learning higher than Generation Y students with a mean of 30% (905) for
Generation X compared to a mean of 28P € .755) for Generation Y. Both
Generations X and Y ranked “the grade received is all that really mMatselisy.

However, of the two generations, Generation Y students ranked this stateghent hi
with a mean of 2.143D = .881) as compared to Generation X with a mean of EB%(

.938).
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The results of the two-taildgetest found four statistically significant findings

between Generations X and Y and their preferred teaching methods. The altatistic

significance of each item on the survey is depicted in Table 23. The four dentstb

be statistically significant at@value of < 0.5 are identified by an asterisk in Table 23.

Table 23

Differences between Generation X and Y Students — two-tailed t-test

Question t-value Sig. (2-tailed)
Q1 - lecture -2.086 .038
Q2 - apply skills -.759 448
Q3 - work in groups 1.807 072
Q4 - case study -577 564
Q5 - visual aids -1.083 .280
Q6 - work individually -1.105 270
Q7 - listen vs. participate in  .801 423
group discussion
Q8 - draw -1.174 241
Q9 - web-based course -0.90 .928
Q10 - storytelling 1.429 154
Q11 - read prior to class -.815 418
Q12 - handouts 247 .805
Q13 - interaction with peers  -1.249 213
and professor
Q14 - combination web-based -.855 .393

and classroom study

Note. Indicates a statistically significant valyge< 0.5)
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Differences between Generation X and Y Students — two-tailed t-test

Question t-value Sig. (2-tailed)

Q15 - read prior, then listen -1.345 .180

Q16 - technology 561 575

Q17 - listen to lecture vs. work-2.323 021
in groups

Q18 - active participation in ~ -3.892 .000
group discussion

Q19 - games 981 327

Q20 - read after class .804 422

Q21 - structure from professor .242 .809

Q22 - own notes .562 575

Q23 - variety of teaching -.181 .857
methods

Q24 - professor knows my 1.178 240
name

Q25 - grade for all course work .386 .700

Q26 - know why | am learning -.144 .886
new material

Q27 — participate in group 3.266 .001
assignments with peers

Q28 - professor tells me what 11.194 237
need to know

Q29 - learning for learning -.975 .330
sake

Q30 - grade is all that really 1.758 .080

matters

Note: Indicates a statistically significant valyz< 0.5)
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The first statistically significant finding was in students’ prefieeefor lecture.
Thet-test value for lecture as a preferred teaching method was -2.086 and wa®found t
be statistically significant gt = .038. Generation X students had a higher preference for
lecture as a teaching method with a mean of 3=.704) compared to Generation Y
students who had a mean of 3.8DE .758).

The second statistically significant finding was students’ preferenicsien to
the professor lecture versus work in groups with their peers on an in-class asgignm
Lecture versus group as a preferred teaching methodthiadtavalue of -2.325 and was
statistically significant gp = .021. This teaching method was more preferred by
Generation X students with a mean of 2.9P € .838) compared to Generation Y
students with a mean of 2.680@ = .904).

Actively participating in group discussion was the third statisticadiyicant
finding between Generations X and Y wglr .000. The-test for this teaching method
preference was -3.892. The results of the survey data found this teaching method was
highly preferred by Generation X students with a mean of SP#(.785) compared to
Generation Y students with a mean of 2.3D € .831).

The fourth statistically significant finding in preferred teaching methoamg
Generations X and Y was the importance of participating in group assignmeénts wit
peers during class time. Théest for this variable was 3.266 and was statistically
significant afp = .001. Generation Y students indicated a higher level of importance for
this teaching method with a mean of 2.8DE .971) as compared to Generation X

students with a mean of 2.23{ = .908).
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Summary of Research Question #1

In summary, the data analysis found students from Generations X and Y preferred
a wide variety of teaching methods. The data analysis found four st#titigaificant
differences between Generation X and Y students’ preferred teachingdseelated to
lecture, working in groups, actively participating in class discussions, atcigzgting in
group assignments with peers during class time. Many similaritiegfierped teaching
methods were also found between each of these two generations as evidenced by the
narrow range of means for many of the variables analyzed. Therefoothésis number
one was supported and different generations of baccalaureate nursing students do have
similar preferences in teaching methods.

Research Question #2

Is there a relationship between the levels of baccalaureate nursing samdents
their preferred teaching methods? To examine research question number twoysia anal
of variance (ANOVA) was performed on each of the thirty individual questions on the
student survey. Levene’s test of Equality of Error Variances was atddubn each
variable to ensure no psychometric rules were violated in the data analysis pifcees
variable was found to have a statistically significant difference, Tuk&y ptSt hoc tests
were run to determine where the differences were between the differelstdé
baccalaureate nursing students.

The majority of student participants in the study were juniors and seniors;
including 110 juniors (34%) and 110 seniors (34%). A total of 98 student participants
(30.2%) were sophomores. Only six students (1.9%) identified themselves as freshmen
Five student participants did not indicate their current year in their respaatsing

program and were therefore not included in the results.
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Due to the low number of freshmen students, when analyzing research question
number two, the six freshmen students were combined with the 98 sophomore students to
make the groups more evenly distributed. The data from the freshmen, briginal
categorized as number one, was transformed and recoded into a new category. Those
students who were originally freshmen were re-coded into category nundyevhigh
included the sophomores. The newly formed category number two was subsequently
given the label “freshmen/sophomores combined” and included the 98 sophomores and 6
freshmen for a total of 104 student participants. The juniors were coded@wgate
number three and the seniors were categorized as number four in the data.analys

Analysis of Variance Results

A total of 17 out of the 30 questions on the student survey were found to have
statistically significant differences among the different lewélnursing students;
including freshmen/sophomores, juniors, and seniorsFN@ue, degrees of freedom,
error, and significance for each question is outlined in Table 24.

Table 24

Analysis of Variance Between Levels of Baccalaureate Nursing Students

Question df F n’ p

Q1 - lecture 2 5.039 .030 .007
Q2 - apply skills 2 5.962 .036 .003
Q3 - work in groups 2 2.440 .015 .089
Q4 - case studies 2 4.356 .027 014
Q5 - visual aids 2 1.140 .007 321
Q6 - work individually 2 5.111 .031 .007

Note. Indicates a statistically significant value
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2

Question df F n p
Q7 - listen vs. participate 2 .070 .000 .932
in class discussion

Q8 - draw concepts 2 3.531 022 .030

Q9 - web-based course 2 1.975 .013 141

Q10 - storytelling 2 1.497 .009 225

Q11 - assignment prior to class 2 1.971 .012 141

Q12 - handouts 2 5.374 .033 .005

Q13 - classroom interaction with 2 2.585 .016 077
peers and professor

Q14 - combination web-based and 2 4.622 .029 011
classroom study

Q15 - read assignment prior 2 4.655 .028 .010
to class

Q16 - use of technology 2 .360 .002 .698

Q17 - listen to lecture vs. 2 461 .003 .631
work in groups

Q18 - active participation in 2 .163 .001 .850
group discussions

Q19 - play games 2 .606 .004 546

Q20 - read assignment after 2 5.334 .032 .005
class

Q21 - classroom structure from 2 6.532 .039 .002
professor

Q22 - own notes vs. handouts 2 2.138 .013 120

Note. Indicates a statistically significant value
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Table 24 - Continued

Analysis of Variance Between Levels of Baccalaureate Nursing Students

Question df F n? p

Q23 - variety of teaching methods 2 3.182 .043 .043

Q24 - professor knows my name 2 3.053 .019 .049

Q25 - grade for all course work 2 .184 .001 .832

Q26 - know why | am learning 2 3.714 .023 .025
new material

Q27 - group assignments 2 10.698 .063 .000
with peers during class

Q28 - expect professor to tell 2 5.341 .032 .005
me what | need to know

Q29 - like learning for learning 2 3.153 .020 044
sake

Q30 - grade is all that matters 2 3.156 .020 .044

Note: Indicates a statistically significant value

Each question on the student survey and the ANOVA results are discussed in the
following section.
Lecture

The analysis of students’ preference for traditional lecture found aisagnif
difference F (2, 321) = 5.039 = .007] among levels of baccalaureate nursing students.
As a result of the significance of tkevalue on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests
were calculated to determine where the differences in levels of studeuntsedc Table

25 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
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Table 25

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for lecture

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.212 103 977
2vs. 4 270 103 025
3vs. 4 291 102 013

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found the freshmen and sophomores combined had
a statistically significant difference with the senior level stuglatg = .025. The
freshmen and sophomores as a combined group had a higher preference for traditiona
lecture with a mean of 3.28D = .806) when compared to the seniors with a mean of
3.01 6D= .818).

The results also found junior level students had a statistically sgmifi
difference with the senior level studentpat .013. The juniors indicated a higher
preference for traditional lecture with a mean of 38D £ .629) when compared to the
seniors with a mean of 3.08D = .818). Overall, the results showed the freshmen and
sophomores combined and the juniors all had a higher preference for traditional lecture
than the senior level students. There was no statistically significationship between
the freshmen and sophomores combined and the junior level students.
Apply Skills

When analyzing students’ preference for applying skills in the classeoom,
significant difference among levels of baccalaureate nursing styéefs320) = 5.962,

p = .003] was found. Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated as a result of the
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significance of thé value on the ANOVA, to determine where the differences in levels
of students occurred. Table 26 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests foritetiappl

of skills.

Table 26

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for application of skills

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 .236 102 .055
2vs. 4 345 102 .002
3vs. 4 109 .100 521

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found the freshmen and sophomores combined had
a statistically significant difference with the senior level studetjis= .002. The
freshmen and sophomores as a combined group had a higher preference for applying
skills in the classroom that were covered in class with a mean ofS56 .681) when
compared to the seniors with a mean of 322 € .861). All other pairings of levels of
students were non-significant.
Work in Groups

No significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureategursi
students when analyzing students’ preference for working in groups with[p€@er
321) = 2.440p = .089]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were calculated. When
examining the means for this variable, the freshmen and sophomores combined had a

higher preference for this teaching method with a mean of 3B6& (898) when
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compared to the juniordA = 2.48,SD=.798) or the seniordA = 2.34,SD = .891).
However, no findings were statistically significant.
Case Studies

The analysis of students’ preference for using a case study to apply neywtsonce
learned found a significant differende (2, 320) = 4.356p = .014] among levels of
baccalaureate nursing students. As a result of the significancefo/ttiee on the
ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were run to determine where the differences i
levels of students occurred. Table 27 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
Table 27

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for case studies

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.155 .105 301
2vs. 4 150 .105 .326
3vs. 4 .305 103 .009

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniorstaIues

rounded to the nearest thousandtindicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found juniors had a statistically significant
difference with the senior level studentgpat .009. When examining the means, the
results indicated juniors had a higher preference for using case studies ttelea
concepts with a mean of 2.530 = .774) when compared to seniors with a mean of 2.26
(SD=.762). All other pairings of levels of students for this particular teaching method

were non-significant.
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Visual Aids

There was no significant difference among levels of baccalaureategurs
students when analyzing students’ preference for using visual aids sude@spiitures
and diagrams to learn new concepigd, 320) = 1.140p = .321]. Therefore, no further
statistical tests were calculated. When examining the means for tlaisleathe
freshmen and sophomores combined had the highest preference for this teaching method
with a mean of 3.579D = .635) when compared to junioid € 3.43,SD = .685) or
seniors 1 = 3.51,SD = .660). Even with these differences in means, no findings were
statistically significant.
Work Individually

The analysis of students’ preference for working individually on an assignment
versus in groups with their peers found a significant differeR¢2,[320) = 5.111p =
.007] among levels of baccalaureate nursing students. Tukey HSD post hoc tests were
calculated as a result of the significance ofRhaalue on the ANOVA, to determine
where the differences in levels of students occurred. Table 28 depicts the oEHudt
post-hoc tests.
Table 28

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for working individually

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.072 107 778
2vs. 4 -.322 .106 .007
3vs. 4 -.250 105 047

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniorstaIues

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value
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The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differerteesba
freshmen and sophomores and senior level studepts #&07. When examining the
means, the results indicated seniors had a higher preference for waddndually with
a mean of 2.759D = .826) when compared to freshmen and sophomores with a mean of
2.43 SD=.773). Seniors also had a higher preference for working individually than
junior level students with a statistically significant difference ef.047. The results
found that seniors’ preference for working individually was higher with a mean of 2.75
(SD=.826) when compared to junior level students with a mean of 336 (728).

There was no statistically significant relationship between freshmerophdraores
combined and juniors.
Listen vs. Participate in Group Discussions

There was no significant difference found among levels of baccalauresiiegnu
students in the analysis of students’ preference for listening versuspadiigiin group
discussionsH (2, 320) = 0.70p = .932]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were
calculated. When examining this variable, the three levels of students had siedns
in their preference for listening versus participating in group dismssiuniors had the
highest preference for this teaching method with a mean of 23 (896), followed by
freshmen and sophomores combined with a mean of 332 (833) and then seniors
with a mean of 2.395D = .791).

Draw Concepts

A significant difference among levels of baccalaureate nursing studast®und
in the analysis of students’ preference for having the professor draw oubne&pts for
visualization F (2, 320) = 3.531p = .030]. Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated as

a result of the significance of tikevalue on the ANOVA, to determine where the
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differences in levels of students occurred. Table 29 depicts the resultgobtHeoc
tests.
Table 29

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for drawing concepts

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 143 .109 .393
2vs. 4 290 .109 .023
3vs. 4 147 .108 .361

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differerteesba
freshmen and sophomore students and senior level studerts@23. When examining
the means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomores collectively hag a high
preference for having concepts drawn on the board with a mean oS8031.738) when
compared to seniors with a mean of 3.8D € .813). All other pairings of levels of
students were non-significant.

Web-based Course

The analysis of students’ preference for having a web-based course of gtudy w
no classroom meetings did not find a significant differeRc@[ 310) = 1.975p = .141]
among levels of baccalaureate nursing students. As a result, no furthecatdists
were calculated. When examining the means for this variable, seniors had & high
preference for a web-based course of study with a mean of3086€.046) when
compared to juniordq = 1.71,SD= .813) or freshmen and sophomores as a combined

group M =1.69,SD=.797).
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Storytelling

No significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureate nursing
students in the analysis of students’ preference for having the professopstsmal
stories F (2, 319) = 1.497p = .225]. As a result, no further statistical tests were
calculated. When examining the means for this variable, freshmen and sophonaores as
combined group had the highest preference for storytelling with a mean oE847 (
.763). Seniors had the second highest preference for this teaching method with a mean of
3.41 D= .735) while juniors had a mean of 3.8D(= .797).
Complete an Assignment Prior to Class

The analysis of students’ preference for completing an assignment priasgo c
did not find a significant differencé&[(2, 319) = 1.971p = .141] among levels of
baccalaureate nursing students. As a result, no further statistical¢estsalculated.
When examining the means for this variable, freshmen and sophomores as a combined
group had the highest preference for completing an assignment priorstavittag mean
of 2.33 SD=.960) when compared to juniors with a mean of 2SID=< .862) and
seniors with a mean of 2.03D = .983).
Handouts

A significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureatenggidents
in the analysis of students’ preference for handouts to follow along with wideilig to
the professor lecturd-[(2, 319) = 5.374p = .005]. As a result of the significance of the
F value on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to determine whe
the differences in levels of students occurred. Table 30 depicts the reshéégpobkt-hoc

tests.
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Table 30

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for handouts

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 .045 .081 .843
2vs. 4 247 .081 .007
3vs. 4 202 .080 031

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differerteesba
freshmen and sophomores and senior level studepts #&07. When examining the
means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomores had a higher preference for
handouts with a mean of 3.780 = .461) when compared to seniors with a mean of 3.53
(SD=.752). Juniors also had a higher preference for handouts than seniors with a
statistically significant difference at=.031. The results found that juniors preference
for handouts was higher with a mean of 3.3B € .503) when compared to senior
students with a mean of 3.58 = .752). There was no statistically significant
relationship between freshmen and sophomores combined and junior level students.
Classroom Interaction with Professor and Peers

The analysis of students’ preference for having classroom interactiorheiith t
peers and the professor did not find a significant difference among levelafduaeate
nursing studentd (2, 319) = 2.585 = .077]. As a result, no further statistical tests
were calculated. When examining the means for this variable, freshmen and sgshom

as a combined group had the highest preference for classroom interactionensthnme
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the professor with a mean of 3.Z5Y= .650) when compared to juniors with a mean of
3.02 SD=.757) and seniors with a mean of 3.$D€ .813).
Combination Web-based and Classroom Study

The analysis of students’ preference for a combination web-based course with
classroom meetings was found to have a significant differén(® B13) = 4.622p =
.011] among levels of baccalaureate nursing students. Tukey HSD post hoc tests we
calculated as a result of the significance offhalue on the ANOVA to determine
where the differences in levels of students occurred. Table 31 depicts theakthdts
post-hoc tests.
Table 31
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Preference for combination web-based course and classroom study

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 360 122 .010
2vs. 4 .265 122 .079
3vs. 4 -.950 120 .709

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jundbr-sseniors*;VaIues rounded

to the nearest thousandth|ndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomores and junior level studemtsa®10. When examining the
means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomores had a higher preference for a
combination web-based course plus classroom meetings with a mean GR25964)
when compared to juniors with a mean of 2.3D € .901). All other pairings of levels of

students for this teaching method were non-significant.
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Read the Assignment Prior to Class

A significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureate nistsidents
in the analysis of students’ preference for reading the assignmentopeiass and then
listening to the professor discuss key poift$d, 319) = 4.655p = .010]. As a result of
the significance of thE value on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were
calculated to determine where the differences in levels of students ocdlaipésl 32
depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
Table 32
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Preference for reading prior to class, then listening to lecture

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 331 127 025
2vs. 4 340 127 021
3vs. 4 .009 125 997

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniorstaIues

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomores and junior level studemisad25 level. When examining
the means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomores had a higher preference for
reading the assignment prior to class and then listening to the professor kiéscpests
during class. The mean score for freshmen and sophomores combined for this teaching
method was 2.825D = .911) when compared to juniors with a mean of 239= .899).

The results also indicated a statistically significant relationshipdesn freshmen

and sophomores combined and seniorspat 2021. When examining the means for this
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relationship, the results found freshmen and sophomore level students had a higher
preference for reading prior and then listening in class, when compared to sdm@ors
only had a mean of 2.4BD = .958). There was no statistically significant difference
between freshmen and sophomores as a combined group and junior level students for this
teaching method.
Use of Technology

The analysis of students’ preference for the use of technology in the alassro
did not find a significant difference among levels of baccalaureate nstsidgntsi (2,
318) = 0.360p = .698]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were calculated. When
examining the means for this variable, senior level students had the higlesrue for
the use of technology in the classroom with a mean of 8% (.755) when compared
to juniors with a mean of 2.7&D = .719) and freshmen and sophomores combined with
a mean of 2.71§D= .739).
Listen to Lecture vs. Work in Groups

There was no significant difference found among levels of baccalauresiiegnu
students in the analysis of students’ preference for listening to lectiuee tiaan working
in groups with peers on an in-class assignmeri2| 320) = .461p = .631]. As a result,
no further statistical tests were calculated. When examining the noeahgsfvariable,
juniors had a higher preference for listening to lecture versus working in grabps w
peers with a mean of 2.68D = .798) when compared to senioké £ 2.63,SD = .966)
and freshmen and sophomores as a combined gkbeg2(57,SD = .925).
Active Participation in Group Discussions

The analysis of students’ preference for actively participating gsiam

discussions did not find a significant difference among levels of baccalantesireg
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studentsf (2, 320) = 0.163p = .850]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were
calculated. When examining the means, the freshmen and sophomore combined group
had the highest preference for this teaching method with a mean o588 §55).
Junior and senior level students had exactly the same means of 2.82 indicating similar
preferences for this teaching method. Juniors had a standard deviation of .890 and seniors
had a standard deviation of .795.
Play Games

There was also no significant difference found among levels of baccalaureate
nursing students in the analysis of students’ preference for playing g@aeasn new
material F (2, 319) = .606p = .546]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were
calculated. When examining the means for this variable, juniors had the highest
preference for playing games to learn new material with a mean ofS65.884) when
compared to the freshmen and sophomore combined gvbe®(49,SD = .898) and
seniors 1 = 2.42,SD=.971).
Read the Assignment After Class

The analysis of students’ preference for reading the assignment aemas
found to have a significant differende (2, 321) = 5.334p = .005] among levels of
baccalaureate nursing students. As a result of the significancefo/ttiee on the
ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were run to determine where the differences i

levels of students occurred. Table 33 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
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Table 33

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for reading after class

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.323 125 027
2vs. 4 -.378 125 .007
3vs. 4 .897 123 .897

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
juniors and freshmen and sophomore students combiqed &27 level. When
examining the means, the results indicated juniors had a higher prefererezing the
assignment after class with a mean score of Z56=(.841) when compared to freshmen
and sophomore students who had a mean of 324 (908).

The results of the Tukey HSD post hoc test also found a statistically sagmific
difference between senior level students and the combined freshmen and sophomore
group atp = .007. The means for these two levels of students found seniors had a higher
preference for reading the assignment after cidss 2.62,SD=.977) when compared
to freshmen and sophomore studeMs=(2.24,SD = .908).

Classroom Structure from Professor

A significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureate nistsitgnts
in the analysis of students’ preference for classroom structure and cpiidam the
professorF (2, 320) = 6.532p = .002]. As a result of the significance of thealue on

the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to determine where the
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differences in levels of students occurred. Table 34 depicts the resukspafsthkhoc
tests.

Table 34

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Preference for structure and guidance from professor

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 .180 111 .239
2vs. 4 399 111 .001
3vs. 4 219 109 112

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomore students combined and senior level students=at@bé
level. When examining the means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomore students
had a much higher preference for classroom structure from the profedsarmean
score of 3.32%D = .714) when compared to senior level students students who had a
mean of 2.923D = .920). All other pairings of levels of students for this teaching
method were non-significant.
Own Notes vs. Handouts

No significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureat@qurs
students when analyzing students’ preference for taking their own notes dassg
versus having handouts from the profesgo?, 321) = 2.138p = .120]. As a result, no
further statistical tests were calculated. The examination of thesneathis variable

found all three levels of baccalaureate nursing students had a low preférethis
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teaching method with a mean less than 2.0. Of the three levels, juniors were found to
have the highest preference for taking their own notes with a mean o5D&7.8§77).
The seniors were the next highest with a mean of 5B2-(.930). The freshmen and
sophomore combined group had the lowest preference for taking their own notes with a
mean of 1.73§D=.791).
Variety of Teaching Methods

The analysis of students’ preference for a variety of teaching methoddingl
lecture, case studies, visual aids, etc. was found to have a significant ddfgréRac
321) = 3.182p = .043] among levels of baccalaureate nursing students. As a result of the
significance of thé value on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to
determine where the differences in levels of students occurred. Table 35 tepicts
results of the post-hoc tests.
Table 35

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Preference for use of variety of teaching methods

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.043 114 .926
2vs. 4 221 114 127
3vs. 4 264 112 .050

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniors*;VaIues rounded to the nearest

thousandth®” Indicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
junior and senior level studentspat .050 level. When examining the means, the results
indicated juniors had a higher preference for a variety of teaching methbds nvéan

score of 3.26%D = .774) when compared to senior level students who had a mean of
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3.00 €D =.909). All other pairings of levels of students for this teaching method were
non-significant.
Professor Knows My Name

The analysis of the importance of the professor knowing the student’'s name was
found to have a significant difference among levels of baccalaureate nutslagts F
(2, 318) = 3.053p = .049]. As a result of the significance of the@alue on the ANOVA,
Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to determine where the diffeneteeels of
students occurred. Table 36 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
Table 36
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Importance of professor knowing my name

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 215 109 118
2vs. 4 246 .108 .060
3vs. 4 .031 107 .955

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniors*;VaIues

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

Although there was a significaRtvalue, the Tukey HSD post hoc test however,
did not find any statistically significant differences among any lesfedsudents. The
means indicated freshmen and sophomore level students ranked the professor knowing
their name as more important than what junior or senior level students indicated.
Freshmen and sophomores as a combined group had the highest mean3i3.68 (
.686) when compared to junior level students who had a mean ofSP47.744); and

senior level students who had a mean of 33< .914). Even though the means were
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different between levels, there were no statistically signifiagadirfgs between levels for
this particular question on the survey.
Grade for All Course Work

No significant difference was found among levels of baccalaureate nursing
students when analyzing students’ preference for having all course workpeand paunt
toward a gradeH (2, 321) = 0.184p = .832]. Therefore, no further statistical tests were
calculated. The examination of the means for this variable found all threg \attehery
close means. Freshmen and sophomores combined had the highest mearSai3.49 (
.800) while juniors had a mean of 3.4)= .724) and seniors had a mean of 33B £
.818). Although all three levels of students indicated a high preference for hlving a
course work count toward a grade, there was no statistical significanog éewels.
Knowing Why | am Learning New Material

The importance of knowing why new material was being learned was found to
have a significant differencé& [(2, 321) = 3.714p = .025] among levels of baccalaureate
nursing students in the analysis of data. As a result of the significanceFovéhge on
the ANOVA and to determine where the differences in levels of students had dgcurre
Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated. Table 37 depicts the reshispoft-hoc

tests.
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Table 37
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Importance of knowing why | am learning new material

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 124 .076 234
2vs. 4 206 .076 .019
3vs. 4 .082 .075 518

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomore level students and seniprs #119 level. When examining
the means, the results indicated freshmen and sophomore level students ranked the
importance of knowing why new material was being learned as higher witaraohe
3.77 SD=.423) compared to senior level students who had a mean ofSD56.643).
All other pairings of levels of students for this question were non-significant
Groups Assignments with Peers during Class

A statistically significant difference was found among levels of bauoeate
nursing students when analyzing students’ ranking of the importance of parigipat
groups assignments with peers during clas@[ 320) = 10.698y = .000]. As a result of
the significance of thE value on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were
calculated to determine where the differences in levels of students ocdiaipésl 38

depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
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Table 38
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Importance of working on group assignments with peers in class

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 450 131 .005
2vs. 4 592 131 .000
3vs. 4 182 128 334

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomore level students and juniqgrs-a®05 level. When examining
the means, the results found freshmen and sophomore level students ranked the
importance of working in groups with their peers as higher with a mean of SDGA. (
.955) when compared to junior level students who had a mean ofSD60.931). A
statistically significant difference was also found between frestand sophomore
students combined and senior level students=at000. The examination of the means
found freshmen and sophomore students also ranked the importance of working in groups
with their peers as higher than senior level students who had a mean GR242{1).
Expect Professor to Tell Me What | Need to Know

When analyzing students’ ranking of the following question: “I expect the
professor to tell me what | need to know”, a statistically significantreifiee was found
[F (2, 320) = 5.341p = .005] among levels of baccalaureate nursing students. Due to the

significance of thé value on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to
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determine where the differences in levels of students occurred. Table 39 tlepic
results of the post-hoc tests.

Table 39

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test

Expect professor to tell me what | need to know

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 229 .099 .057
2vs. 4 316 .100 .005
3vs. 4 .088 .098 .647

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
freshmen and sophomore level students and sepiersO05) when asked to rank their
level of expectation of the professor to tell them what they need to know. When
examining the means, the results found freshmen and sophomore level students ranked
this question higher with a mean of 3.@D(= .609) when compared to senior level
students who had a mean of 3.3®¢ .803). All other pairings of levels of students for
this question were non-significant.

Like Learning for Learning Sake

A statistically significant difference among levels of baccalaigraursing
students was found when analyzing students’ ranking of their preferenearant just
for learning sakeH (2, 317) = 3.153p = .044]. Due to the significance of tRevalue on

the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc tests were calculated to determine where the
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differences in levels of students occurred. Table 40 depicts the resukspafsthkhoc
tests.
Table 40

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Like to learn just for learning sake

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 -.264 .109 041
2vs. 4 -.079 109 .750
3vs. 4 185 .106 192

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = jurdorsseniors:Values

rounded to the nearest thousandthndicates a statistically significant value

The Tukey HSD post hoc test found a statistically significant differeneeebat
junior level students and the freshmen and sophomore gocu@é1). When examining
the means, the results indicated junior level students ranked their prefienetiearning
just for learning sake” as higher with a mean of 232+ .826) compared to senior
level students who had a mean of 2.5B € .741). All other pairings of levels of
students for this question were non-significant.

Grade is All That Matters

A significant difference among levels of baccalaureate nursing studast®und
in the analysis of “the grade | receive is all that really matt&r¢2] 317) = 3.156p =
.044]. As a result of the significance of theralue on the ANOVA, Tukey HSD post hoc
tests were calculated to determine where the differences in levelslehts occurred.

Table 41 depicts the results of the post-hoc tests.
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Table 41

Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test — Grade is all that matters

Levels of Mean SE p
Students Difference

2vs. 3 .289 123 .051
2vs. 4 242 123 124
3vs. 4 -.047 122 922

Note.2 = freshmen and sophomores combined; 3 = junﬂor-sseniors*;VaIues

rounded to the nearest thousandttndicates a statistically significant value

Although there was a significaRtvalue, the Tukey HSD post hoc test however,
did not find any statistically significant differences among any lesfessudents. The
Tukey HSD post hoc test found a difference between junior level students and freshmen
and sophomore students combined at.051. The examination of the means indicated
the freshmen and sophomore level students had the highest ranking for this vatiable w
a mean of 2.299D = .952). The juniors and seniors were nearly equal in their ranking of
“the grade is all that really matters” with a mean of 28D £ .871) for the juniors and a
mean of 2.058D = .862) for the seniors. Even though the means were different between
levels, there were no statistically significant findings betweenddwelthis particular
guestion on the survey.

Summary of Research Question #2

In summary, the Analysis of Variance found many statistically sagmt
differences among levels of baccalaureate nursing students, especiadigrioéte
freshmen and sophomore combined group of students and senior level students. Research
data supported a relationship between the levels of baccalaureate nuidamgssand

their preferred teaching methods.
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The data analysis also found many similarities in preferences for vésmelang
methods among different levels of baccalaureate nursing students as thdycatagrow
mean scores for certain variables. Therefore, hypothesis number two wasesipgor
the research data and different levels of baccalaureate nursing stabatse similar
preferences in teaching methods.

Research Question #3

Is there a specific teaching method used in the classroom by faculty more
frequently than others? To determine the answer to research question number three,
descriptive statistics for items 1-30 on the faculty survey as well asrtengeges of
faculty’s choice for teaching methods were analyzed. Table 42 depicts éhs arel
standard deviations for items one through thirty on the faculty survey.

Table 42

Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty Data — Questions 1-30

Question M SD
Q1 - lecture 2.89 .614
Q2 - apply skills 2.92 .632
Q3 - work in groups 2.66 .708
Q4 - case studies 2.82 .652
Q5 - visual aids 3.19 776
Q6 - work individually 2.58 .599
Q7 - listen vs. participate 3.79 A74

in class discussion

Q8 - draw concepts 2.25 874

Note. Indicates &8D> 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.
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Table 42 - Continued

Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty Data — Questions 1-30

Question M SD

Q9 - web-based course 1.79 977

Q10 - storytelling 3.32 .662

Q11 - complete an assignment 1.97 .857
prior to class

Q12 - handouts 3.33 1.014

Q13 - classroom interaction with  3.76 431
peers and professor

Q14 - combination web-based and 2.42 1.089
classroom study

Q15 - read the assignment prior ~ 3.58 .692
to class

Q16 - use of technology 2.42 .841

Q17 - listen to lecture vs. 2.76 723
work in groups

Q18 - active participation in 3.45 .686
group discussions

Q19 - play games 1.92 .682

Q20 - read the assignment after  1.11 523
class

Q21 - classroom structure from 3.16 .646
professor

Q22 - own notes vs. handouts 2.39 1.022

Q23 — variety of teaching methods 3.18 .801

Q24 - know my name students’ 3.87 346
names

Note. Indicates &8D> 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.
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Table 42 - Continued

Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty Data — Questions 1-30

Question M SD
Q25 - grade for all course work 2.75 .937
Q26 - tell students why they need 3.39 .679

to learn new material

Q27 - group assignments 2.72 .659
with peers during class

Q28 - tell students what they 2.68 .662
need to know

Q29 - emphasize learning for 2.61 .994
learning sake

Q30 - emphasize the grade isall  1.03 162
that matters

Note! Indicates 68D > 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.

The results of the analysis for questions one through 23 on the faculty survey
found the teaching method with the highest mean was group discugsiof.78,SD=
474). The results indicated faculty use of this teaching method was more frigGurent
any other teaching method when examining items one through 23 in the survey.
Facilitating interaction with peers and the professor was the second gidgtranked
teaching method used by faculty with a mean of 3SIB< .431).

For items one through 23 on the survey, the results found the least used teaching
method by faculty was having students wait and read the assignment untleefsewith
a mean of 1.118D = .523). Conducting a web-based only course with no classroom
meetings was also ranked low in use as a teaching method by faculty with a rhé&&h of

(SD=.977). All other results for items one through 23 are depicted in Table 42.
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When analyzing questions 24 through 30 on the faculty survey, the question with
the highest level of importance to faculty was knowing each students’ Mim&.87,
SD=.343). Faculty also ranked informing students of the reason for learning new
concepts as important with a mean of 33D € .679). The least important item for
faculty on the survey was emphasizing to each student that the grade is ablthat r
matters 1 = 1.03,SD=.162). The rest of the questions in this section of the survey
(items 24-30), as depicted in Table 42, were given nearly equal ranking by &stdt
their level of importance; all having means greater than 2.60.

To further analyze research question number three, data from the faculty&s choic
for the five most used teaching methods were analyzed. The percentagezadhingy
methods faculty identified as using were all examined. The results, includingrtiteer
of faculty who chose each teaching method and the related percentagepiched de
Table 43.

Table 43

Reported Use of Teaching Methods by Faculty

Option N P
Lecture 29 80.6
Case Studies 23 63.9
Storytelling 16 44.4
Hands on

activities 14 38.9

Activities with

technology 10 27.8

Worksheets 5 13.9
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Table 43 - Continued

Reported Use of Teaching Methods by Faculty

Option N P
Handouts 13 36.1
Visual aids 15 41.7
Group Activities 19 52.8
Diagramming 2 5.6
Games 6 16.7
Group Discussion 24 66.7
Note.N = 38

The results found four teaching methods that were used by the majority (> 50%)
of faculty. These included lecture, group discussion, case studies, and grotigsctivi
The overwhelming majority of faculty indicated lecture as the most esetiing method
in the classroom with n = 29, (80.6%) choosing this option. The second most used
teaching method was having students participate in group discussion with n = 24,
(66.7%). The third most used teaching method was case studies with n = 23, (63.9%) and
the fourth most used was group activities with n = 19 (52.8%).

The results found eight teaching methods with less than 50% of faculty indicati
their use in the classroom. These teaching methods included; diagramming, eitstkshe
games, activities with technology, handouts, hands on activities, visual aids, and
storytelling. The teaching method with the least number of faculty indica$inge was
diagramming; with only n = 2, (5.6%). All other teaching methods and their pegesnta

are depicted in Table 43.



152

Summary of Research Question #3

Overall, the results of the data analysis for this research question fourtg facul
indicated lecture as being the most used teaching method in the classroom with n = 29,
(80.6%). Therefore, hypothesis number three; stating there is a teachimngl mstil
more frequently than others in the classroom, was supported by the researchalata
and group discussion were both found in the data analysis as being used in the classroom
by faculty more frequently than other teaching methods. However, the r@sthiésdata
analysis also indicated the utilization of a variety of teaching methatie iclassroom by
baccalaureate nursing faculty.

Research Question #4

Is there a relationship between preferred teaching methods of baccalaureat
nursing students and faculty use of teaching methods? To analyze reseaticm que
number four, the descriptive statistics for items 1-30 as well as the topdisiarg
methods on the faculty survey were compared with the student responses for each of
these items. Table 44 depicts the comparison of means and standard deviatienssfor
one through thirty on the faculty and student survey.
Table 44

Comparison of Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty and Student Data
Questions 1-30

Question Faculty Use Student
M (SD) Preference
M (SD)
Q1 - lecture 2.89 (.614) 3.20 (.763)
Q2 - apply skills 2.92 (.632) 3.36 (.754)
Q3 - work in groups 2.66 (.708) 2.46 (.866)

Note! Indicates 68D > 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.



Table 44 - Continued

Comparison of Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty and Student Data

Questions 1-30

Question Faculty Use Student
M (SD) Preference
M (SD)

Q4 - case studies 2.82 (.652) 241 (.772)

Q5 - visual aids 3.19 (.776) 3.50 (.664)

Q6 - work individually 2.58 (.599) 2.58 (.790)

Q7 - listen vs. participate 3.79 (.474) 2.41 (.838)

in class discussion

Q8 - draw concepts 2.25 (.874) 3.16 (.807)

Q9 - web-based course 1.79 (.977) 1.77 (.857)

Q10 - storytelling 3.32 (.662) 3.39 (.767)

Q11 - complete an assignment prior 1.97 (.857) 2.20 (.941)
to class

Q12 - handouts 3.33 (1.014) 3.69 (.593)

Q13 - classroom interaction with 3.76 (.431) 3.13 (.746)
peers and professor

Q14 - combination web-based and  2.42 (1.089 2.35 (.896)
classroom study

Q15 - read the assignment prior 3.58 (.692) 2.59 (.935)
to class

Q16 - use of technology 2.42 (.841) 2.75 (.734)

Q17 - listen to lecture vs. 2.76 (.723) 2.64 (.898)
work in groups

Q18 - active participation in 3.45 (.686) 2.84 (.843)

group discussions

" Indicates 88D > 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.
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Table 44 - Continued

Comparison of Mean and Standard Deviation for Faculty and Student Data

Questions 1-30

Question Faculty Use Student
M (SD) Preference
M (SD)
Q19 - play games 1.92 (.682) 2.49 (.913)
Q20 - read the assignment after 1.11 (.523) 2.48 (.931)
class
Q21 - classroom structure from 3.16 (.646) 3.16 (.823)
professor
Q22 - own notes vs. handouts 2.39 (1.022) 1.87 (.870)
Q23 - variety of teaching methods 3.18 (.801) 3.15 (.837)
Q24 - know students’ names 3.87 (.346) 3.53(.791)
Q25 - grade for all course work 2.75 (.937) 3.46 (.776)
Q26 - tell why learning new material 3.39 (.679) 3.64 (.594)
Q27 - group assignments 2.72 (.659) 2.66 (.982)
with peers during class
Q28 - tell what is needed to know  2.68 (.662) 3.50 (.746)
Q 29 - learning for learning sake 2.61 (.994) 2.67 (.789)
Q30 - grade is all that matters 1.03 (.162) 2.10 (.897)

" Indicates 68D > 1.0 due to a wide distribution of data for thatiable.

The results of the comparison of data found students had a higher mean
preference for fifteen of the thirty items on the survey as compared tdachéy
indicated using in the classroom. These fifteen teaching methods includeat, lectur
application of skills, use of visual aids, drawing concepts on the board, storytelling,
reading the assignment prior to class, having handouts, using technology, gkayies),

reading the assignment after class, having a grade attached tasdl wouk, knowing
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why new material is being learned, being told what is needed to know, learning for
learning sake, and the grade is all that really matters.

When analyzing the means from faculty data, the results found the mean use by
faculty was higher on thirteen out of thirty items on the survey than what wasredef
by students. The thirteen teaching methods in this category included: workiogipsg
case studies, listening versus participating in class discussion, a welctase] having
classroom interaction with peers and professor, having a combination web-based cour
and classroom study, reading the assignment prior to class, listening to lecduse ve
working in groups, actively participating in group discussions, taking own notassver
having handouts, using a variety of teaching methods, knowing students’ names, and
working on group assignments with peers during class.

Two teaching methods were found to have the exact same mean when comparing
faculty use with student preference. These two items included: working indiyiduaall
an assignment; and the classroom structure and guidance from the pradesspclass.
Each item on the faculty and student survey is discussed in the following section.
Lecture

Students had a high preference for the use of lecture with a mean o&B.20 (
.763). A total of 270 students indicated they either frequently (n = 140, 42.6%) or always
(n =130, 39.5%) preferred to have the professor lecture on a topic. Even though the
faculty mean was loweM = 2.89,SD = .614) for this teaching method, the majority of
faculty (n = 26, 68.4%) indicated frequently using lecture in the classroom satting
four (10.5 %) indicated always using it. The results concluded that students prefee the

of lecture in the classroom setting and faculty are using it as a methodlohtga



156

Apply Skills

The preference for applying skills in the classroom from the reading agsignm
was highly preferred by students with a mean of 3338< .754). For this teaching
method, 114 (34.7%) students indicated frequently preferring this method and 169
(51.4%) indicated always preferring this method. When comparing student ang facult
responses, the faculty indicated frequently using this teaching method iagemom
with a mean of 2.923D = .632). Twenty-six (68.4%) faculty responded as frequently
using this teaching method and five (13.2%) responded as always having students apply
skills in the classroom. Therefore, the results of this variable indicatedajoeity of
faculty are using this highly preferred teaching method by students.
Work in Groups

Having the students work in groups was ranked by the majority of faculty as a
teaching method used occasionally (n = 12, 31.6%) or frequently (n = 21, 55.3%) in the
classroom setting with a mean of 2.&D(= .708). Overall, students had a slightly lower
mean for working in groupsV = 2.46,SD = .866) as compared to faculty use of this
teaching method. The majority of students ranked occasionally (n = 160, 48.6%) or
frequently (n = 87, 26.4%) preferring to work in groups with their peers on an
assignment. The results of the data indicated faculty use of this gackihod is about
the same amount as what students indicated preferring it.
Case Studies

Case studies were found to be used on an occasional (n =9, 23.7%) to frequent (n
= 24, 63.2%) basis by the majority of faculty with a mean of 2382<.652). Students
had similar preferences in their ranking for this teaching method, althougmten

was 2.41$D=.772). The majority of students indicated occasionally (n = 160, 48.8%)
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or frequently (n = 110, 33.5%) preferring to have a case study to apply new concepts
learned. Therefore, the results found faculty are using this teachihgdredtout the
same amount as what students indicated preferring it.
Visual Aids

The use of visual aids was highly preferred by students with a mean oS&50 (
.664). A total of 101 (30.8%) students indicated frequently preferring this teaching
method and 196 (59.8%) indicated always preferring visual aids. Although the mean for
faculty use was slightly loweM = 3.19,SD = .776) than students, the results found the
majority of faculty surveyed indicated frequently or always using Vveda when
teaching in the classroom. A total of 14 faculty (36.8%) indicated frequently and 15
(39.5%) indicated always using visual aids. There were no faculty who responded to not
using visual aids at all. The results of data analysis concluded that studémtecpthe
use of visual aids in the classroom and faculty indicated using them.
Work Individually

The results for students’ preference to work individually on an assignment and
faculty use of this teaching method resulted in the exact same mean of 2.58 for both
groups. The standard deviation for the students was .790 and the standard deviation for
the faculty was .599. The majority of students preferred to work individually eithe
occasionally (n = 150, 45.7%) or frequently (n = 116, 35.4%) on an assignment. The
majority of faculty also indicated having students work individually; eitheasiooally
(n =15, 39.5%) or frequently (n = 21, 55.3%). In conclusion, the results of the data
analysis found the faculty surveyed indicated using this teaching method iapaiedy

the same amount as what students indicated they preferred it.
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Listen versus Participate in Class Discussion

Overall, students ranked their preference for listening versus patiig during
class discussions as relatively equal with a mean of 3B% (838). One hundred and
fifty four students (47.0%) indicated occasionally preferring to listesugeparticipate in
class discussion while 99 students (30.2%) indicated frequently prefersrigabhing
method. In comparison, the faculty ranked the use of this teaching method much higher
than students with a mean of 3. BD(= .474). The majority of faculty (n = 31, 81.6%)
indicated always encouraging students to participate in class discuss$ienssillts of
this teaching method showed that although faculty are encouraging actiegpaton in
the classroom, the students surveyed did not indicate having a high preference for it.
Draw Concepts

Having the professor draw concepts on the board for visualization was a highly
preferred teaching method by students with a mean of 3.16 (.807). The results found the
majority of students either frequently (n = 131, 39.9%) or always (n = 128, 39.0%)
preferred this teaching method to be used by faculty in the classroom. However, the
comparison of data found that faculty did not rank their use of this teaching metkiod ver
high with a mean of 2.2550 = .874). The majority of faculty indicated only occasionally
using this teaching method (n = 19, 51.4%) while seven faculty (18.9%) indicated
frequently drawing concepts on the board. The results of this data comparison found that
although students indicated highly preferring the professor to draw concepts on the boar
the majority of faculty are only using this teaching method occasionally.
Web-based Course

The preference for a totally web-based course and the faculty use oftmgezb

course both had low means between the two groups. The overall mean for student
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preference of a web-based course was ISD/=.857) with the overwhelming majority
of students indicating they either did not prefer this teaching method at all (n = 147,
44.8%) or only preferred it occasionally (n = 113, 34.5%). Faculty had a low ranking of
use for a totally web based course and the majority indicated they do not use kigyteac
method at all (n = 13, 34.2%). Only four faculty (10.5%) indicated using it occasionally
The comparison of data between the students and faculty found that both students and
faculty had low preferences for the use of a totally web-based course witisamoim
meetings.
Storytelling

The results of the data analysis found storytelling was highly preferred by
students and highly used by faculty as a teaching method. Overall studergmreffor
this teaching method was high with a mean of 339 .767). The majority of students
either frequently (n = 91, 27.7%) or always (n = 183, 55.8%) preferred this teaching
method. The faculty use of storytelling in the classroom was very clesedent
preference with a mean of 3.3200= .662). The results found the majority of faculty
frequently (n = 18, 47.4%) or always (n = 16, 42.1%) shared personal stories related to
their experience on the topic being taught. Therefore, the results for thsgeaethod
found faculty are using a teaching method that is also highly preferreddents.
Complete an Assignment Prior to Class

Both students and faculty ranked completing an assignment over the reading prior
to class as low. Students had a higher preference for this teaching methadwaan of
2.20 SD=.941) as compared to faculty use with a mean of EB#(.857). The
majority of students occasionally (n = 115, 35.1%) or frequently (n = 94, 28.7%)

indicated a preference for this to help them learn new concepts. The faagégty la
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indicated not having students complete an assignment over the reading priorwothlass
16 faculty (42.1%) indicating occasionally doing this and 11 faculty (28.9%) indicating
not doing this at all. Overall, the results found this teaching method was not préierre
students and faculty were not using it.
Handouts

Having handouts provided to them in class was the most highly preferred teaching
method of students on the entire 30 question survey with a mean oE58695%93). The
majority of students (n = 243, 74.1%) indicated always wanting handouts provided while
the next majority (n = 68, 20.7%) indicated frequently wanting handouts to follow along
with while listening to the professor lecture. Faculty also had a high meanrfgrthis
teaching method\{ = 3.33, 1.014) with the majority of faculty indicating always (n = 23,
60.5%) providing handouts. Although the standard deviation for this variable was over
1.0 indicating a wide distribution of data among faculty, the results found thetsnajor
faculty provided handouts which is a highly preferred teaching method among students.
Classroom Interaction with Peers and Professor

The results found faculty ranked classroom interaction between students and
themselves as a highly used teaching method with a mean oSD#6.431). The
majority of faculty indicated always encouraging classroom intera¢t = 29, 76.3%)
and nine faculty (23.7%) indicated frequently doing this. There were faculty who
indicated not using this teaching method. Students also ranked this teaching method high
with a mean of 3.133D = .746) indicating the majority of students preferred classroom
interaction. A total of 146 students (44.5%) indicated frequently preferringetithing

method and 113 students (34.5%) indicated always preferring classroom interaction.
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Therefore, faculty indicated they are encouraging classroomatitarand students
indicated they prefer it.
Combination Web-based Course and Classroom Study

The results of having a combination web-based course and classroom study had
similar means between student preference and faculty use. Overatly fadidated
using this teaching method more with a mean of 242<1.089) than what students
preferred; however, the standard deviation of 1.0 indicated a wide disagreement among
faculty. There was no real consensus of majority among faculty in their resgonsise
of this teaching method.

Student preference for a combination web-based and classroom course of study
was higher than a strictly web-based course, but still had a slightly logaaT than
faculty M = 2.35,SD = .896). The majority of students indicated occasionally (n = 134,
40.9%) or frequently (n = 95, 29.0%) preferring this teaching method. Overall, faculty
were very divided on this teaching method, but students indicated they preferred using i
some of the time.
Read the Assignment Prior to Class

Students had a lower preference for reading the assignment prior to class with a
mean of 2.598D = .935) as compared to faculty use of this teaching method with a mean
of 3.58 (.692). The majority of students indicated occasionally (n = 105, 32.0%) or
frequently (n = 119, 36.3%) reading the assignment prior to class. An overwhelming
majority of faculty indicated always expecting students to read priorge @te= 25,
65.8%). These results indicated that although faculty are expecting studes@ts pvior

to class, the majority of students indicated not always preferring tosdo thi
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Use of Technology

Students indicated a preference for the use of technology in the classroom with a
mean of 2.758D = .734). The majority of students frequently (n = 161, 32.8%) preferred
the use of technology in the classroom, however a large number of students alsedndicat
only occasionally (n = 108, 32.8%) preferring this. Faculty had a slightly lowean for
this teaching methodV = 2.42,SD = .841) with the majority indicating either an
occasional (n = 17, 44.7%) or frequent (n = 11, 28.8%) use of providing activities that
involve the use of technology to teach new concepts. Although the means for both groups
are similar, the results indicated students preferred activitiestr@ved the use of
technology slightly more than what faculty reported for actual use of Huhitey
method.
Listen to Lecture versus Work in Groups

The majority of facultyi = 2.76,SD = .723) spend more time lecturing than
having students work in groups with their peers with 22 faculty (57.9%) indicating the
frequently do this. Students had a lower mean preference ofS264 .898) for listening
to lecture versus working in groups than faculty use of this teaching method. éftotal
113 students (34.3%) indicated an occasional preference, while 121 students (36.8%)
indicated frequently preferring this teaching method. The comparison of meaeebet
the two groups found that students preferred this teaching method less tharculhat fa
reported actually using it.
Active Participation in Group Discussions

When analyzing active participation in group discussions as a teaching method,
the results found students ranked their preference for this teaching metieodniamw

faculty reported using it. The overall mean for students was 3B4 (843) with the
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majority frequently (n = 135, 41.0%) or occasionally (n = 99, 30.1%) preferring to
actively participate in group discussions. Faculty on the other hand, ranked this teaching
method as high in use with a mean of 3.8b € .686). The majority of faculty
frequently (n = 13, 34.2%) or always (n = 21, 55.3%) facilitated active partoopati
classroom discussion. Although the majority of faculty used this teaching m#tkod
results indicated not all students preferred to participate in classrmoom discussions.
Play Games

Playing games was more highly preferred by students than what faepdiyed
its use as teaching method. The students mean for this teaching method prefesenc
2.49 SD=.913) while the mean for faculty use of games in the classroom was only 1.92
(.682). The majority of students ranked their preference for playing gamesassonal
(n =128, 38.9%) or frequent (n = 104, 31.6%). Only twenty (52.6%) of faculty indicated
they occasionally used games to teach or review new material and 19 (26.826)
indicated not using games at all in the classroom. Although students indicfedipy
the use of games in the classroom to learn or review new material, theéyntdjtaculty
reported not using this teaching method.
Read the Assignment after Class

Students were about equal in their preference for reading the assigntaent af
class with a mean of 2.48D = .931). The majority of students responded to either
occasionally (n = 116, 35.3%) or frequently (n = 112, 34.0%) reading the assignment
after class. Faculty however, ranked encouraging students to wait dnehtéafter
class as very low with a mean of 1.BD(= .523). An overwhelming majority of faculty
(n = 34, 89.5%) indicated they do not encourage or expect students to wait and read the

assignment until after class. Although almost half of the students surveyedgudd
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read after class, the results found the majority of faculty surveyed diddicdte
encouraging this.
Classroom Structure

The second teaching method with the exact same mean of 3.16 for both faculty
use and student preference was classroom structure. The students had a standard
deviation of .823 while the faculty had a standard deviation of .646. The majority of
students indicated they frequently (n = 132, 40.2%) or always (n = 122, 37.2%) preferred
classroom structure and guidance from the professor. Similarly, theitjnajdiaculty
either frequently (n = 24, 63.2%) or always (n = 10, 26.3%) indicated providing lots of
classroom structure and guidance for the students. Therefore, the rethdtslata
analysis found students’ preference for classroom structure matchedaihef Istructure
faculty indicated providing.
Own Notes

Having students take their own notes was more highly used by faculty than
preferred by students as a teaching method. The mean for faculty use @ldhisge
method was 2.39 (1.022) with the majority of faculty either frequently (n = 13, 34.2%) or
occasionally (n = 9, 23.7%) expecting students to take their own notes. The students
however had a much lower mean of 1.87 (.870) for this teaching method with the
majority indicating they either occasionally (n = 126, 38.3%) or not at all (n = 132,
40.1%) preferred to do this. Therefore, the results indicated faculty have sttadent
their own notes more than what students actually preferred.
Variety of Teaching Methods

Both students and faculty indicated a high preference for, and use of, a variety of

teaching methods in the classroom such as lecture, group work, case studies, etc. The
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student mean for this variable was 3.8DE .837) with the majority of students
indicating a preference for always (n = 136, 41.3%) or frequently (n = 113, 34.3%)
learning with a variety of teaching methods. The faculty mean for this vaxatd 3.18
(SD=.801) with the majority of faculty indicating they either frequently (n = 16, 42.1%)
or always (n = 15, 39.5%) utilized a variety of teaching methods in the classroom. The
results of the data indicated faculty are using a variety of teachimpdsgust as
students indicated preferring variety in the classroom setting.
Know Students’ Names

Students and faculty were also very similar in their rankings for knowing
students’ names. The faculty indicated a high importance of knowing students na
with a mean of 3.873D = .346). All faculty surveyed either ranked this as frequently
important (n =5, 13.2%) or always important (n = 33, 68.8%). Students also ranked this
variable as important with a mean of 3.5DE .791). The majority of students (n = 223,
67.8%) ranked the importance of the faculty knowing their name as always impértant.
total of 64 students (19.5%) ranked this as frequently important to them. Theiedore, t
data analysis found both faculty and students viewed the importance of knowing student
names as almost equal.
Grade for All Course Work

Having all papers and course work count toward a grade was highly pidfgrre
students with a mean of 3.48[)= .776). The majority of students indicated they always
(n =201, 61.1%) preferred course work to count toward a grade. An additional 84
students (25.5%) indicated they frequently preferred all course work to count toward a
grade. The mean from the faculty responses to this item was lower aEP.#5937)

than student responses. The majority of faculty indicated having graddeedtta all
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course work was either frequently important (n = 21, 55.3%) or always important (n = 6,
15.8%). Although the majority of students indicated having a grade attacheddarsk
work was important, the results found faculty do not always think this.
Tell Why Learning New Material

Being informed of why new material is being learned was ranked as highly
important by students with a mean of 3.6DE .594). An overwhelming majority of
students indicated it was always important (n = 229, 69.6%) to know why new material is
being learned while another 84 students (25.5%) indicated they frequently thought this
was important. When comparing the student mean with the faculty mean, theynadjorit
faculty also ranked the importance of discussing with students why tedgadhéo learn
new concepts as very high with a mean of 339<% .679). The majority of faculty
indicated they always (n = 19, 50.0%) or frequently (n = 15, 39.5%) viewed this as
important. Overall, both students and faculty viewed knowing the relevance of why ne
material was being learned as important.
Group Assignments with Peers during Class

The faculty had a slightly higher mean than the students with regard to the
importance of participation in group assignments. The faculty mean for trableanas
2.72 D= .659) with the majority of faculty indicating student participation in group
assignments was frequently (n = 18, 48.6%) or occasionally (n = 14, 37.8%) important to
them. Although the student mean was slightly lower than faculty at 3[6 (982), the
majority of students indicated participating in groups assignments withpteis during
class was either occasionally (n = 111, 33.7%) or frequently (n = 96, 29.2%) important to
them. The results of the data analysis indicated similar levels of impoliatveeen

faculty and students for this variable.
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Tell What is Needed to Know

The student mean for expecting the professor to tell them what is needed to know
was very high at 3.500 = .746). The overwhelming majority of students indicated they
always (n = 209, 63.7%) or frequently (n = 81, 24.7%) expected this from their
professors. The faculty did not have as high of a mean for this vafabie(68,SD =
.662) as compared with students. The majority of faculty indicated they freq(rently
21, 55.3%) or occasionally (n = 13, 34.2%) told students what they needed to know.
Therefore, the results of the data indicated students expect to be told whagatiey n
know by faculty, however, faculty did not always indicate doing so.
Learning for Learning Sake

Both students and faculty had similar means for the question addressing learning
for learning sake. When asked if they liked learning for learning sake, thatsthde a
mean of 2.67§D = .789). The majority of students indicated they frequently (n = 142,
43.3%) or occasionally (n = 118, 36.0%) liked to learn just for learning sake. The results
of the data found the faculty had a mean of 282+ .994) when asked if they
emphasized learning for learning sake. The majority of faculty indi¢hty
occasionally (n = 12, 32.4%) or frequently (n = 11, 29.7%) emphasized this. In
conclusion, the data results for this variable found students indicated they likeddear
for learning sake and the majority of faculty indicated emphasizing treasit |
occasionally.
Grade is All That Matters

The grade being all that matters was a variable more students indieated t
believed in than what faculty emphasized. The students’ mean wasSR£0897)

compared to the faculty mean of 1.&(= .162) for this variable. When examining the
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data, the majority of students indicated they occasionally (n = 118, 36.1%) or figquent
(n =92, 28.1%) thought the grade is all that really matters. Faculty on the other hand,
overwhelming indicated not emphasizing the grade being all that realigrenaith n =
37 (97.4%). Although the results of the data indicated faculty do not emphasize this, the
majority of students indicated the grade being all that matters is mmpattleast some
of the time.
Top Five Teaching Methods

The top five teaching methods students indicated preferring the most to help them
learn included: lecture (n = 252, 76.8%); hands on activities (n = 247, 75.3%); visual aids
(n = 240, 73.2%); handouts (n = 184, 56.1%); and storytelling (n = 140, 42.7%). The top
five teaching methods faculty indicated using the most in the classroom indectede
(n =29, 80.6%); group discussion (n = 24, 66.7%), case studies (n = 23, 63.9%); group
activities such as presentations (n = 19, 52.8%); and storytelling (n = 16, 44.4%).

The comparison of data discovered a relationship between student prefeaadc
faculty use of lecture and storytelling as teaching methods. The tpabstudents
indicated a preference for lecture as their top teaching method and fadidated using
this teaching method the most. The second relationship between students and faculty wa
storytelling. Students ranked storytelling as the fifth most preferesthitey method and
faculty ranked this teaching method as the fifth most used in the classroom.

Summary of Research Question #4

In summary, results of the data analysis for research question number four
discovered many relationships between preferred teaching methods oabeezia
nursing students and faculty use of teaching methods in the classroom. Therefore,

research question number four was supported; there was a relationship betwerezdpref
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teaching methods of baccalaureate nursing students and faculty use oig@aethiods.
The most significant relationship between students and faculty was lasttegaching
method. The majority of students indicated a preference for lecture andjtrgynad
faculty indicated using this teaching method the most. However, the restiésdz#Hta
analysis also indicated the preference by students and the utiliagtiaculty of a
variety of teaching methods in the classroom.
Summary of Chapter IV

Overall, the results of the study found many statistically significantfgsdiThe
results of the two-tailetitest revealed four statistically significant findings between
Generation X and Y students and their preferred teaching methods includingg,lectur
listening to the professor lecture versus working in groups; activelyipatiig in group
discussion; and the importance of participating in group assignments. The oé$lué
ANOVA found seventeen statistically significant findings among lesefgudents
(freshmen/sophomores, juniors, & seniors) and their preferred teaching methcidse L
was found to be the most frequently used teaching method by faculty as well as the most
preferred teaching method by students. Overall, the support for a varietglohtga

methods was also found in the analysis of data.
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CHAPTER V: DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY
Introduction

Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon with student
enrollment spanning three generations. Classrooms of the edrbetLiry include the
occasional Baby Boomer student and a large number of Generation X and Generation Y
students. Each generation presents its own unique set of characteristics ghaghees)
trends, behaviors, and events in society; creating vast opportunities to leatspbut a
challenges.

This chapter will review the research study, the purpose of the study and the
research design as well as discussion of the results. Specificallyatercivill discuss
the following: interpretation of results for each of the four research gosstio
correlations to the literature review and theoretical context; liimits of the study;
implications for nursing education; and suggestions for future research.

Purpose of Study and Research Design

Although the review of literature found a wide range of studies conducted on
student learning styles within the nursing education field, few studiesfaterd to have
investigated the preferred teaching methods of nursing students or thatigeaér
differences among nursing students. The purpose of this quantitative, desstidive
was to compare the preferred teaching methods of multi-generational heeatda
nursing students with faculty use of teaching methods.

This quantitative study used two 30-item Likert scale descriptive suroagdpr
student participants and one for faculty participants. The surveys were aethadhidi
adapted version of “Walker’s Teaching Method Survey” (WTMS) to examine the

preferred teaching methods of different generations and levels of studemt as the
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teaching methods being used by nursing faculty. Differences in pkfeaehing
methods of baccalaureate nursing students were compared with the teaching methods
being used by nursing faculty.

The research study included 367 participants; 38 nursing faculty and 329 nursing
students from five different colleges within the Midwest region. The generational
diversity among students within the study consisted of six Baby Boomer stutients
Generation X students; and 272 Generation Y students. The large number of Generation
Y students in this study correlated with the large number of journal amtictesesearch
studies found discussing this generation within the review of literaturieiftfhas
occurred in the literature from the study of Generation X to the stu@gieération Y.

The generational diversity among faculty consisted of 19 participants from
Generation X and 18 from the Baby Boomer generation, with only one faculty panticipa
from the Veteran Generation. This finding was surprising in the fact that only one
Veteran was among the faculty ranks, and the Baby Boomers and @GenXr&dculty
were almost equal in numbers. The years of faculty experience in theaatggy from
less than a year to thirty-eight years with a mean of 11.14. This number wasnaso |
than expected; however it correlated given the high number of Generation X faculty i
the study with fewer years of experience.

The review of literature found the majority of journal articles and resstudies
focused on Baby Boomer faculty dealing with Generation Y students. Théuligera
provided no studies specifically on Generation X faculty dealing with Géorerat
students. This is most likely due to the relatively low number of Generatianuity

nationwide in higher education in the year 2009; specifically nursing edncati
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Research Question #1

What types of teaching methods do different generations of baccalauresateg nur
students prefer?

The number of participants in the study included 272 Generation Y students, 49
Generation X students, and six Baby Boomer students. Because the Baby Boomer
generation was significantly underrepresented in the sample, the dathisom
generational cohort were not used in the analysis of this research questreforéhe
only students from Generations X and Y were compared to determine the types of
teaching methods preferred.

The results of the data analysis found many similarities in preferrelinga
methods between Generation X and Y students. The research study also revealed fou
statistically significant differences between the two generatiotisheeir preferred
teaching methods. In comparison to Walker et al. (2006) who conducted a sinailar st
on generational differences among nursing students, this study found statisticall
significant differences while Walker’s study did not. The statisycaginificant
differences between the two generations included the following teachihganet
preferences: lecture; lecture versus group work; active participationup drecussion;
and the importance of participating in group discussion.

Lecture

The first statistically significant finding between Generation X argludents
was the preference for lectuje= .038). The data analysis found Generation X students
had a higher preference for lecture as a teaching method with a mean &341704)
compared to Generation Y students who had a mean of 0¥ (758). The difference

between the two generations may be reflective of Generation Y’s preféoemeere
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active learning strategies. The review of literature discussed howdseneY students
prefer active and interactive learning activities such as games andtemuléh peer-
to-peer collaboration in group settings (Carlson, 2005; Johnson & Romanello, 2005;
Skiba, 2005). Lecture, traditionally a passive form of education, does not all@awative
interaction between professors and students.

Overall, however, both Generation X and Generation Y students had a high
preference for lecture within the study. Walker et al. (2006) had a similandindtheir
study on generational differences in nursing students preferred teacttimgds with the
majority of students (83%) from both Generations X and Y indicating a preéefenc
lecture. However, Walker et al. (2006) found no statistically significantfgsdbetween
these two generations for this teaching method.

The high preference for lecture was somewhat surprising given the namber
journal articles in the review of literature discussing student prefeydénicactive
learning. Interestingly, in one journal article within the literaturegadgation Y student
stated faculty should toss the lecture and use a variety of multi-media edobimg
(Windham, 2005). This statement however, was not reflected in the data resulis of thi
study.

The preference for lecture may be due to students’ continual exposure to this
teaching method within the educational system of tiic2btury. Traditional lecture,
which follows the pedagogical model of teacher-centered education, was found to be the
most utilized teaching method by faculty within the review of literalLeeture is an
easy way to convey information in an organized format and may be more appealing to

faculty especially when trying to cover large amounts of content in a sassttahe. In
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fact, it is estimated that 80 percent of college instruction occurs utitizenggcture
format (Hartman, Dziuban, & Brophy-Ellison, 2007).
Lecture vs. Group Work

The second statistically significant finding between Generation X andr&en
Y in the research study was students’ preference to listen to the professer Vecsus
work in groups with their peers on an in-class assigniipent021). This teaching
method was more preferred by Generation X students with a mean o82.82§38)
compared to Generation Y students with a mean of &BG=(.904).

The statistically significant difference for lecture verstsug work between
Generation X and Y students may again be due to Generation Y’s preferencedor m
active learning strategies and their need to socialize with others irathentgprocess.
Generation Y students, who have grown up working with their peers on assignments
since elementary school, are more social and prefer to learn through iatesact group
work (Skiba & Barton, 2006). Generation X students on the other hand, are more
independent in their learning and have less preference for group work as compared to
their Generation Y peers (Collins & Tilson, 2006). Generation X students’ @netefor
lecture may be due to their continual exposure to this teaching method in the classroom
setting over the past twenty years.

The results of this variable differed from Walker et al. (2006), who found no
difference between Generation X and Y students related to lecture versus greumw
fact, Walker et al. (2006) found the majority of both generations of students did not

prefer any type of group work inside or outside of class.
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Active Participation in Group Discussion

Actively participating in group discussion was the third statisticadiyicant
finding in the study between Generation X and Y studenfs=at000. The results of the
survey data found this teaching method was highly preferred by Generattadefits
with a mean of 3.273D = .785) compared to Generation Y students with a mean of 2.77
(SD=.831).

Generation X students clearly preferred actively participating in groopsti®n
more than Generation Y students. This result was consistent with the lgeratat
Generation X students prefer to be more responsible for their own learning auity fa
facilitation of group discussions and group activities (Aviles, Phillips, Rosgnkla
Vargas, 2005).

Another reason for the difference in preference for group discussion between
Generations X and Y may be students’ life experiences and developmental level
Generation Y students are the youngest of the cohorts with the least amoahdite re
experience, while many Generation X students are returning to collegedodse
degrees and come to classrooms with an abundance of real-life expetoesttae and
relate.

According to Knowles’s Andragogical Theory of Adult Learning, educatarst
take into account the role of the learners’ experiences to facilitdireeted learning
(Knowles’ 1984). Although Generation Y students have some life experience, they may
not be as comfortable with group discussion as their Generation X peers because the
have fewer life experiences to draw from, and therefore may not indicatehasf hig

preference for this teaching method. Although life experience was not one of the
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variables investigated in this research study, it warrants considem@timvéstigation in
future studies comparing different generations of students.
Importance of Participating in Group Assignments

The fourth statistically significant finding in preferred teaching methedseen
Generations X and Y students was the importance of participating in groupnasstg
with peers during class timp € .001). Generation Y students indicated a higher level of
importance for this teaching method with a mean of 25I%<.971) compared to
Generation X students with a mean of 2.3D € .908).

Once again, the results of the data analysis were consistent with réueilée
findings in that Generation Y students prefered a more social environmeptdhiaes
the ability to interact with their peers. The review of literature alsad that if
Generation Y students are not provided with opportunities to interact with their peers or
work in groups, they may not opt to come to class (Skiba & Barton, 2006).
Additional Findings

Although no other variables within the analysis of this research question had
statistical significance, there were some additional findings leettes two generations
studied which correlated to the review of literature. The additional findigggicant for
implication to nursing education are discussed in the following section.

Preference for working in groups.

When examining the students’ preference for working in groups versus
individually, Generation X students had a higher preference for this method paredm
to Generation Y students. This again correlated with the literature thataBeney
students prefer more interaction with peers and group work for learning (SkibeiGia Ba

2006).
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Case studies.

Students’ preference for using case studies to learn new concepts wag slight
higher among Generation X students compared to Generation Y studentatiGen€s
preference for case studies may have been higher due to this cohort& feqreal-life
applicability to what is being taught (Collins & Tilson, 2006; Johnson & Romanello,
2005).

Walker et al. (2006) also asked students’ to rank their preference for case studie
and found conflicting results; over half of the students (59%) in both generations did not
prefer case studies to learn in most situations. However, the majontybisth
generations in Walker et al. (2006) indicated a strong preference forcasegtudies
when encountering difficult to understand material. Therefore, the result&\fedker et
al. (2006) did not correlate with what was found in this research study.

Visual aids.

Both generations had a high preference for the use of visual aids, including video,
pictures, diagrams, and having concepts drawn on the board. The results did find
Generation X had a slightly higher mean for each of these teaching meathcaimipared
to Generation Y; however, the review of literature found that both Generations X and Y
prefer different forms of visual aids to learn new material (Coates, 2@lih<C&

Tilson, 2006).

Web-based course of study.

One of the most interesting findings, which did not reveal any statistical
significance, was the extremely low preference for a totally bas®ed course of study
with Generation X and Y students. Both generations had almost identical means in their

low preference for this teaching method. Walker et al. (2006), found similar results i
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their study with 90% of the students from both Generations X and Y not preferring a
totally web-based course of study.

These findings did not however correlate with the some of the studies within the
review of literature (Arhin & Cormier, 2007; Johnson & Romanello, 2005), which
discussed the preference of distance learning and web-based coursesimgtr yo
generations of learners. According to Johnson and Romanello (2005), both Generation X
and Y students have a higher preference for distance learning in part due ¢ortifert
with technology.

The findings changed when students were asked about their preference for a
combination web-based and classroom course of study. This teaching method was more
preferred by both generations with Generation X students indicating a higher mean
preference than Generation Y students. This may have resulted in a highenpeefe
among all students because it allows for some classroom interaction welapder
faculty which Generation Y students prefer. The fact that Generation X hadea high
preference for a combination course with web and classroom study may be due to this
generation’s preference for independence and readiness to be more stdtidir¢heir
learning (Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Walker et al. (2006) however, did not see any difference in results for a
combination web-based and classroom course of study. In fact, the resaltheveame
with 90% of students from both generations indicating they did not prefer this teaching
method (Walker et al., 2006). The inconsistent correlation with the literataelneg
this teaching method warrants a need for future studies to examine genkrationa

differences between students who choose on-line formats of learning.
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Storytelling.

Storytelling, as a teaching method, was more highly preferred by students in
Generation Y, however both generations had means greater than 3.20 for this.varia
Although Walker et al. (2006) did not disclose the difference in means between each
generation in their study, the results found the majority of students (7@&bpfth
generations had a strong preference for hearing stories and corretatéduewesults
from this study.

Use of technology.

Students overall indicated similar preferences for the use of technology in the
classroom with Generation X students having a higher mean preference thaatiGener
Y students. This finding was surprising given all of the literature on the usehwfology
with Millennial students. Generation Y is known as the most technologically savvy
generation in history and members of this cohort have grown up with technology all of
their lives to the point where it is embedded in their world (Coates, 2007; Skiba, 2005).
According to Skiba and Barton (2006), Generation Y students have a strong preference
for the incorporation of technology into the learning environment. However, thesresult
did not indicate a strong preference for the use of technology in the clagsooothis
generational cohort. In fact, Generation Y students only had a mean of 2.31jngdcat
occasional or frequent preference for the use of technology by the majority.

Although students use technology in every aspect of their personal lives to
communicate, perhaps this does not translate to their preference for useokagyg in
classroom settings. This finding also warrants further investigation in futudies,

especially as technology continues to change the entire global environment.
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Reading prior or after class.

The results related to students’ preference for reading the assignmeit prior
class or after class found some distinct differences between the twotgesera
Generation X had a higher preference for reading the assignment beferevbiides
Generation Y had a higher preference for reading the assignmentadterRérhaps this
generational difference was due to Generation X's preference andesafbr more
self-directed learning as compared to Generation Y students.

When comparing Generation X's mean preference for reading before class and
the mean preference for reading after class, this generation had advigiragr
preference for reading after class. This finding was similar to weae@tion Y prefers
and is a variable faculty should consider when making reading assignmentpsRieeha
rationale for not reading prior to class relates more to a lack of how teeahaas
relevant to their learning. The literature consistently discussed bdthwgknerations
prefer all assignments to be worthwhile and relevant to real-life isiigatHowever, this
is more characteristic of Generation X students who value time asiaysreommaodity
and have little regard for wasted time or non-relevant information (C@&@8, Johnson
& Romanello, 2005).

Walker et al. (2006) found both generations of students preferred to read the
assignment prior to class and then hear the professor lecture on the topicaA simil
guestion asked of students in this research study, found Generation X still had a higher
preference for reading prior to class and then hearing the professor discpsinkegps
compared to Generation Y. This may be due to the students’ preference for knowing how
the material is relevant or be directly related to the level of seltidid learning the

student portrays.
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Handouts versus own notes.

The results of students’ preference for having handouts versus taking their ow
notes in class found only slight variations in means between the two generatiotisewi
majority of students highly preferring handouts. Both generations also indecaésyl
low preference for taking their own notes. These results were similaratoMdiker et
al. (2006) found in their study in which 95% of students in both generations indicated a
high preference for having handouts. Again, the reason for this preference may be due to
what students have become accustomed to having. If handouts are always provided, then
students expect to have them to follow along with for each lecture or class.

Classroom interaction with peers and classroom structure.

Even though the literature discussed how Generation Y students like to socialize
and network with peers, Generation X had a higher preference for classro@ttioter
with peers than Generation Y. Both generational cohorts had an overall highrarefere
for classroom structure and guidance from the professor. This findingmwigs $0 what
was found in Merritt’s study (1983) in which traditional students (ages 18-22) and non-
traditional students (ages 23 years and older) both had a high preferencedbea tea
controlled environment.

The overall preference for classroom structure from both generationsenthue
students’ exposure to traditional pedagogy in which teachers have full rdsiityrier
what, when, how, and why something is learned (Knowles, 1984). Generation Y students
have grown up in a busy and structured environment in which everything was planned for
them (Coates, 2007), so the fact that they preferred more structure in theochagss
not a surprising finding. Generation X on the other hand, has a higher preference for

independence and self-directed learning and also prefers faculty t@atachits process
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(Aviles, Phillips, Rosenblatt, & Vargas, 2005; Johnson & Romanello, 2005), so the high
preference for structure in the classroom setting from this generaa®eamewhat
surprising.

Variety of teaching methods.

Overall, both generations of students indicated having a high preference for the
use of a variety of teaching methods such as lecture, group work, case studies, etc
Burnard and Morrison (1992) also found students highly preferred a variety of teaching
methods and further discovered nursing faculty supported a student-centereg learnin
environment more than nursing students did.

The review of literature highly supported the use of a variety of teachirigpdset
Munro and Rice-Munro (2004) advocated for the use of a variety of teaching methods
and stated information needs to be presented in a variety of ways to stinasaitegle
because there is not a single instructional method that will reachraléls.

Professor knows my name.

The importance of faculty knowing students’ names was ranked as highly
important by both generations of students within the study. However, in comparison,
Walker et al. (2006) found students were divided in their responses with no majority
preference one way or the other for faculty knowing their names. No other stutlies i
review of literature discussed this topic for comparison.

Knowing why new material is being learned.

Knowing why new material is being learned was ranked as nearly identical i
importance between both Generations X and Y students. Walker et al. (2006) also found
this to be true in their study where 100% of students from both generations responded as

always wanting to know why they are learning new material. Theweof literature
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supported this and found that students from both of these generations prefer to know the
relevance and real-life applicability of what is being presented bifanaing it (Coates,
2007; Johnson & Romanello, 2005).

Expect professor to tell me what | need to know.

Although both generations expected the professor to tell them what they needed to
know, Generation Y students expected this more than Generation X students. This
preference may once again derive from Generation Y’s upbringing with lotsicfuse
and involvement from their parents. Because this generation has relied loeabigir
parents to assist them through every aspect of their lives, the findingsforghonse
were not unexpected.

Learning for learning and the grade is all that matters.

The results of the data analysis found Generation X students ranked “learning just
for learning sake” as higher than Generation Y students’ rank. In Walker 20@6.) (
both generations ranked this as being of moderate importance; however no ioformat
was disclosed as to which generation ranked it higher. The literature did nos @diegus
generational characteristics for either Generations X or Yecklatlearning for learning
sake; in fact the majority of the literature actually discussed hayests from both
Generations X and Y wanted to know the relevance of what they are learning arid how i
will be applied to their real-life situations.

Generation Y students ranked “the grade is all that really matters”reey lig
importance than Generation X students. In contrast to what was found in the study, the
review of literature revealed the Generation X students preferred to biane attached
to all assignments (Collins & Tilson, 2006; Johnson & Romanello, 2005). Walker et al.

(2006) found that both generations ranked the grade being all that really chattere



184

moderately to always important, but did not indicate which generation had a higher
ranking for comparison with this study.
Summary of Research Question #1

In summary, the data analysis for research question number one, found many
connections to the review of literature as well as four statisticgihfgiant differences
between Generation X and Generation Y students’ preferred teaching methodsirThe f
statistically significant differences were related to: lectu@king in groups; actively
participating in class discussions; and participating in group assignmemisesits
during class time.

Despite these differences, the data analysis also found manyrisiesiliz
preferred teaching methods between both generations, including the preference
variety of teaching methods. Therefore, the research data supportegaltieesis that
different generations of baccalaureate nursing students do have simisepces in
teaching methods.

Research Question #2

Is there a relationship between the levels of baccalaureate nursing samdents
their preferred teaching methods?

The sample for the research study included six freshmen, 98 sophomores, 110
students and 110 seniors. As a result of the low number of freshmen students, the
decision to combine the freshmen and sophomores into one group was made to analyze
the data using ANOVA.

The results of the Analysis of Variance found many statistically sgunif
differences between levels of baccalaureate nursing students; dgetiaéen the

freshmen and sophomore combined group of students and the senior level students. A
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total of 17 out of 30 questions were found to have statistically significant difesxenc
among levels of students and included the following: lecfure.Q07); applying skillsg
=.003); case studiep € .014), working individuallyg = .007); drawing conceptp €
.030; handoutgp(= .005); combination of web-based and classroom stuey.@11);
reading after the assignmeptX .005); classroom structure from the profesper (002),
a variety of teaching methods € .043; professor knows my nanmge<.049); knowing
why | am learning new materigh € .025); completing group assignments with peers
during classy = .000); expecting the professor to tell what is needed to kpew(d05),
learning for learning sak@ € .044); and the grade is all that really mattprs (044).

The research data concluded there is a relationship between the levels of
baccalaureate nursing students and their preferred teaching methods wit)ahty of
the relationships between the freshmen and sophomore students combined and the senior
level students. This particular research question and the results of the dathffioent
to correlate with the literature because only one study in the review ofureraas
found to have investigated teaching method preferences of different leveldertst
Wells & Higgs (1990) examined the predominant learning style and learnireygreé
of baccalaureate nursing students and differences in levels of students, budyveast
limited to only junior and senior level students. The following paragraphs discuss the
significant findings in Wells and Higgs study as compared to the resultsHiom t
research study.

When examining the preference for lecture among the three levels of students
within the study, all levels had a higher preference for this teaching mibtodhe
seniors. A statistically significant difference£ .025 was found between the freshmen

and sophomores combined and the seniors. A statistically significant differgmee of
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.013 was also found between the juniors and seniors in the research study. Wells & Higgs
(1990) found juniors had a higher preference for lecfure.04) than the seniors.

Perhaps the reason for the higher preference for lecture among the lowseotevel

students is due to the preference for more structure or the lack of readibesadre
self-directed in their learning.

Although the seniors had the highest preference for the use of technology
compared to the freshmen/sophomores combined and the juniors, the data results found
no statistically significant difference among levels of studentdhfsitéaching method.
Wells & Higgs (1990) however did find a statistically significant diffexe ofp = .01 for
the use of slides, filmstrips and audiotapes; all forms of visual aids at the tihegrof
study. The juniors in Wells and Higgs’s (1990) study indicated a higher preéeier
this teaching method than the seniors, which did not correlate with the findings in this
study.

Group discussion as a teaching method did not find any statistically significant
differences among levels of students. In fact, freshmen/sophomore sitaliabised
had the highest preference for this teaching method while juniors and senidrs had t
exact same preference for group discussion. Wells & Higgs (1990) however did find a
statistically significant difference @f= .02 for group discussion. Their results found
juniors had a higher preference for this teaching method than seniors. This fisding al
did not correlate with the findings in this study.

The use of games in the classroom did not reveal any statistically sighific
difference among levels of students. Overall, the results found juniors had th& highe
preference for games followed by the freshmen/sophomores combined and the seniors.

Wells & Higgs (1990) did find a statistically significant differenceef .02 for group
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games as a preferred teaching method. Their results found seniors had a highargerefer
for this teaching method as compared to juniors. Therefore, this variable did etdteorr
with the research findings in this study.
Summary of Research Question #2

In summary, the data analysis found seventeen statistically signifiéi@nédces
between levels of students in preferences for various teaching methods, but also found
many similarities. Therefore, hypothesis number two was supported bypé#azate data;
different levels of baccalaureate nursing students did have similargoredsrin teaching
methods. Due to the lack of research studies found in the review of literature srofevel
nursing students and their preferred teaching methods, this is an area in need of further
research to determine where differences and similarities lie.

Research Question #3

Is there a specific teaching method used in the classroom by faculty more
frequently than others?

The sample size for the faculty in the research study included 38 parsopént
a mean of 11.14 years of experience in nursing education. To analyze the dasa for t
research question, the descriptive statistics for questions 1-30 on the faotdty &S
well as the faculty’s choice of their top five teaching methods used, werenexamhe
results of the data found specific teaching methods that were used more fyetinzentl
others by faculty.

When comparing the results of the data analysis for questions 1-30 on the faculty
survey, group discussion had the highest mean of use among faculty followed by the

facilitation of classroom interaction between peers and the professor. Thathimte
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methods with the lowest mean of use among faculty included having students wait and
read the assignment until after class; and conducting a web-based asby abstudy.

The interesting aspect of this analysis came with the examination of theetop f
teaching methods faculty indicated using. An overwhelming majority of fadudtyec
lecture (80.6%) as the top teaching method used in the classroom. This resulsiecbnsi
with what was found in the review of literature regarding faculty useachteg
methods. Felder and Silverman (1988) found that lecture was the predominant teaching
method used by faculty, as did Reynolds and Beeman (1999).

However, the use of lecture was also found to be somewhat controversial within
the literature. Johnson and Mighten (2005) found lecture to be ineffective as ageachin
method and suggested a combination of teaching strategies to ensure succesgyin nurs
education. Boman (2006) agreed and stated when lecture is not supplemented with other
teaching methods, teachers do not know if students have been reached. McGlynn (2005)
agreed and further stated that diversity in teaching methods is whatiesiteemeet the
needs of as many students as possible. The use of lecture as a teaching method also
brought up the debate overl€entury versus Zicentury pedagogy. According to
Coates (2007), educators continue to teach usifig@stury pedagogy and must begin
to develop new pedagogy that instead serves the learners’ needs fof teatity.

Since the majority of Zicentury educators most likely had lecture as the primary
mode of teaching throughout their education, many utilize it in their own classrooms
because they have become accustomed to its use. According to Strauss and Howe (1991)
how an individual is taught will affect how that individual will teach others. Howekier

review of literature challenged educators to look at the generational infdacture as a
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teaching method because it “may not meet the expectations of students raised on the
internet and interactive games” (Oblinger, 2003, p. 44).

Additional teaching methods ranked as the top five most used by faculty included
group discussion, case studies, group activities, and storytelling. Each ofvHsese
mentioned in the review of literature as effective teaching stratémiengaging students
in the learning environment; however, no specific studies were found to have ekxamine
their effectiveness.

Summary of Research Question #3

Overall, the results of the data analysis for this research question found faculty
indicated lecture as being the most used teaching method in the classroom with n = 29,
(80.6%). Therefore, hypothesis number three; stating there is a teaching method us
more frequently than others in the classroom, was supported by the researchalata
and group discussion were both found in the data analysis as being used in the classroom
by faculty more frequently than other teaching methods. However, the resihiésdaita
analysis as well as the findings in the review of literature strongly suhgouse of a
variety of teaching methods in the classroom.

Research Question #4

Is there a relationship between preferred teaching methods of baccalaureat
nursing students and faculty use of teaching methods?

The debate over matching student preferences with faculty use of teaching
methods was the premise for this research question. The descriptivecsthtrsti
guestions 1-30 from the results of the faculty survey were compared with ttie fiesul

the student survey to analyze the data for this research question.



190

The comparison of means for questions 1-30 between faculty and student data,
found a total of 15 teaching method preferences on the student survey that were more
highly preferred by students than what faculty indicated using. The resulteahsblf3
teaching methods used more frequently by faculty than preferred by student®and tw
teaching methods that had the exact same mean for student preferencelandde.
Interestingly, this analysis of data indicated somewhat of a balancedretaculty use
and student preference of teaching methods. The literature consistentiynecded a
variety of teaching methods (Burnard & Morrison, 1992; Johnson & Romanello, 2005;
Munro & Rice-Munro, 2004). The data from this study revealed a variety ofarsetliie
faculty and a variety of preferences for teaching methods from studenggotber
providing further support for the literature.

The most interesting finding related to this research question was in thasanalys
of the top five teaching methods students prefer and faculty utilize the mds, in t
classroom setting. The top five teaching methods students indicated pcefieerimost
to help them learn included: lecture, hands on activities, visual aids, handouts, and
storytelling. The top five teaching methods faculty indicated using the mds in t
classroom setting included: lecture, group discussion, case studies, greiigsstich
as presentations, and storytelling.

Ironically, the top teaching method preferred by students was also the top
teaching method utilized by faculty. Traditional lecture, as discusseereams found to
be the most used teaching method by faculty. The debate over how often it should be
used is still debatable within the literature. Its effectiveness is consralvdowever
lecture will most likely continue to be used throughout education as faculty contemplate

the call for a shift from teacher-centered to learner-centered.
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Another interesting finding from the results of the data was storyteHirigea
fifth highest teaching method preferred by students and the fifth most usedgeachin
method by faculty. According to Brown, Kirkpatrick, Magnum, and Avery (2008),
storytelling is one of the most effective ways to relay information, capterest, and
bring facts to life. Both Generation X and Y students prefer a casual andritindea
environment, and prefer for information to be relevant (Johnson & Romanello, 2005),
therefore these characteristics may have contributed to their piredde storytelling.

Most Baby Boomers who are faculty have a multitude of life experienm@svwhich

they can draw from to help younger generations apply what they have learned.
Storytelling not only allows for personal narratives, but also createsyheitgafor
understanding caring and culture (Brown, et. al., 2008) both of which are fundamental
values in the nursing profession.

Although there were no studies in the review of literature that specifically
compared student preference with faculty use of teaching methods, thereudE® st
which investigated the benefit of matching teaching methods. Rochford (2003) found
students perform better if they are given the opportunity to learn with th&rgarees
and recommended faculty design lessons to accommodate students’ preferences i
teaching methods. O’'Shea (2003) also found benefit in matching teaching methods and
stated “matching teaching methods with self-directed learning readiffess the best
opportunity for learning (p. 66).

Not all studies in the review of literature supported matching student preference
with faculty teaching methods. In fact, the majority of the literatutendt agree with
this. Spoon and Schell (1998) found no benefit in attempting to match teaching methods

with student preference as did Dux (1989) and Kizilay (1991).
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The majority of studies in the review of literature however discussed tieditbe
of utilizing a variety of teaching methods instead. This research studgoaisluded that
the utilization of a variety of teaching methods is the most effectivetavegach a
variety of diverse students including those from different generations.

Summary of Research Question #4

In summary, the results of the data analysis found many relationships between
preferred teaching methods of baccalaureate nursing students and fazaityasching
methods in the classroom. Therefore, research question number four was suppoeted; the
is a relationship between preferred teaching methods of baccalaureatg sturdents
and faculty use of teaching methods. The most significant relationship betweentst
and faculty was lecture as a teaching method, however, the wide rangeecéire$ and
use of teaching methods by both students and faculty suggests a variety of teaching
methods is the most effective.

Delimitations of the Study

A delimitation of this study is that the data analysis was confined tolbaceate
nursing students and faculty from five small private colleges in the Midegisi. This
study only looked at classroom teaching methods and did not include strategies used in
clinical teaching. This study only investigated the teaching method predsrenc
baccalaureate nursing students and did not examine the preferences of twadginis s
from associate or diploma nursing programs. This study also did not take into abeount
use of teaching methods among faculty in associate or diploma nursing programs.

Limitations of the Study
One limitation of this study was the inability to obtain a higher rditglaf the

survey tools due to modification of the student survey and creation of the faculty.survey



193

Due to the time frame for which the study was conducted, a test - re-gesbtva
completed. Although this test may have assisted in obtaining betterlityliabihe

survey tools, obtaining the exact same participants for this method would have been
challenging for the design of this research study.

Another limitation of this study was the use of purposive sampling. This type of
sampling did not allow for random selection of participants and since the study was only
conducted in the Midwest region of the United States, it may have been atypreal of t
more global population, therefore affecting the variables being studied.

A third limitation to the study had to do with the number of variables analyzed.
There were numerous variables analyzed in this study and the identification of
correlations between variables was at times difficult to control. Thesalsa no way of
knowing if participants in the study were being truthful about their age, which cotédd ha
inadvertently affected how they were categorized into each genelatdoat. Students
and faculty who did not have experience with certain teaching methods may not have
ranked them as high simply due to a lack of exposure. This in turn could have possibly
affected the overall results of the data.

Implications for Nursing Education

This research study has numerous implications for nursing education. It adds new
knowledge to the overall body of nursing education literature and provides educdtors wit
the opportunity to learn more about the generational differences and diffeneheeels
of nursing students. Nurse educators can utilize the information in this study toeenhanc
the classroom setting and provide an effective learning environment faoes! oy

learners with a variety of different teaching methods preferences. tdeaso reminds
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faculty to not only assess for differences in student learning, but also toabkaéss
teaching methods are being used in the classroom setting.
Suggestions for Future Research

Although the review of literature found a vast array of research studies on
learning styles, there were relatively few studies that investigggrerational
differences among nursing students, therefore this topic is in need of furgechesA
replication of this study is suggested to compare the results and determiranatddit
correlations. If this study were to be replicated, it is suggested thatrtley $ools be
modified with an improved Likert scale that provides a wider range of options ia obta
better variability in participant scores and reliability of the tools. Addi replication of
the study might also be expanded to include associate and diploma programkasas wel
schools of nursing from areas other than the Midwest region of the United States of
America.

Lecture and its effectiveness as a teaching method was overwhglthi@ghost
investigated teaching method within the review of literature. Therefanes studies
need to be conducted on the effectiveness of additional teaching methods, such as case
studies, visual aids, etc. as discussed in this study. Additional suggestions for future
research includes; the relationship between generational differamd¢egender as well as
disciplines other than nursing. It would be interesting in future studies to alsmithete
if there was a relationship between generational cohorts and students’ lebiemgrs
Myers’-Briggs preferences.

Summary of Chapter V
Nursing education is experiencing a generational phenomenon in‘ticertiry

with student enroliment spanning three generations. Classrooms present unique
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challenges for faculty when trying to balance the learning needsoofilgirtation of
Baby Boomer, Generation X and Generation Y students.

Differences in generations have existed since the beginning of time. Acctwrding
Coates (2007), “today’s learners are quite different from past generations of
learners...primarily because the world is quite different” (pp. 38-39). Studestgmeéts
for learning styles and teaching methods are not necessarily static ygtiange over
time. As stated by Pedrosa de Jesus et al. (2004), as students continue to develop in their
learning process, they discover new, different and better ways of learning.

To enhance the learning environment for all generations of students it is intporta
for educators to also develop in the learning process; become educated abaitibgaher
learning styles; acknowledge personal generational characteaistidearning styles;
and use a variety of teaching methods with a variety of assignments (Johnson &

Romanello, 2005).



196

References

Adams, J., & Gilman, B. (2002). Students take the professor iunging Education
Perspectives, 48), 282-285.

All; A. C., Huycke, L. I., & Fisher, M. J. (2003). Instructional tools for nursing
education: Concept magsursing Education Perspectives,(8% 311-317.
Amerson, R. (2006). Energizing the nursing lecture: Application of the theory ophaulti

intelligence learningNursing Education Perspectives,(2), 194-196.

Arhin, A. O., & Cormier, E. (2007). Using deconstruction to educate Generation Y
nursing studentslournal of Nursing Education, {B62), 562-567.

Arhin, A. O., & Johnson-Mallard, V. (2003, November/December). Encouraging
alternative forms of self expression in the Generation Y student: Agstriate
effective learning in the classroofithe ABNF Journall21-122.

Aviles, K., Phillips, B., Rosenblatt, T., & Vargas, J. (2005). If higher education listened
to me.EDUCASEreview, 48), 16-28.

Baldwin, L., & Sabry, K. (2003). Learning styles for interactive learisygems.
Innovations in Education and Teaching Internatiqid4), 325-340.

Banning, M. (2005). Approaches to teaching: Current opinions and related research.
Nurse Education Today, 2502-508.

Barr, J. M. (1998). Relationships among learning orientation, personality type, and
demographic factors in undergraduate nursing studeimsMissouri Nurse,

67(3), 10.
Barr, R. B., & Tagg, J. (1995). From teaching to learning: A new paradigm for

undergraduate educaticdbhange 13-25.



197

Beeman, P. (1988). RNs’ perceptions of their baccalaureate programs: Meating the
adult learning needdournal of Nursing Education, 29), 364-370.

Boman, J. (1986). Facilitating student involvement in large classroom sefivgsal of
Nursing Education, 456), 226-229.

Brown, S. T., Kirkpatrick, M. K., Mangum, D., & Avery, J. (2008). A review of narrative
pedagogy strategies to transform traditional nursing educdtamal of
Nursing Education, 4B), 283-286.

Burnard, P., & Morrison, P. (1992). Students’ and lecturers’ preferred teachiregistsat
International Journal of Nursing Studies, (2%, 345-353.

Canfield, A. A. (1980)Learning styles inventory: Manué2™ ed.). Ann Arbor:
Humanics Media.

Carlson, S. (2005). The net generation goes to colldgeChronicle of Higher
Education, 5¢7). Retrieved June 20, 2008, from
www.chronicle.com/free/v52/i07/07a03401.htm

Cassidy, S. (2004). Learning styles: An overview of theories, models, and nseasure
Educational Psychology, ?4), 419-444.

Cavanagh, S. J., Hogan, K., & Ramgopal, T. (1995). The assessment of student nurse
learning styles using the Kolb Learning Styles Inventyrse Education Today,
15(3), 177-183.

Clausing, S. L., Kurtz, D. L., Prendeville, J., & Walt, J. L. (2003). Generationakdive
— the nextersAORN Journal, 783), 373-379.

Coates J. (2007%enerational learning style®iver Falls: LERN Books.

Collins, D. E., & Tilson, E. R. (2000). Profiling the generation X learfRadiologic

Technology, 7381-584.



198

Cross, K. P. (1981 Adults as learnersSan Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc., Publishers.

Curry, L. (1987)Integrating concepts of cognitive or learning style: A review with
attention to psychometric standard@ttawa, ON: Canadian College of Health
Service Executives.

Davis, S. M., & Franklin, S. V. (2004, June). Assessing the impact of student learning
style preference®ept. of Physics, Rochester Institute of Technolbgl,

Diekelmann, N. L. (2002). “Pitching a lecture” and “reading the faces ofr#iside
Learning lecturing and the embodied practices of teachmgnal of
Nursing Education, 4B), 97-99.

Dunn, R., & Dunn, K. (1978)leaching students through their individual learning styles:
A practical approachReston, VA: Reston Publishing.

Dunn, R., & Dunn, K. (1985) earning Style Inventory.awrence, KS: Price
Systems.

Dunn, R., Dunn, K., & Price, G. E. (198Productivity Environmental Preference
Surveylawrence, KS: Price Systems.

Dunn, R., & Griggs, S. A. (Eds.). (1998rarning styles: Link between teaching and
learning.In Dunn, R., & Griggs, S. (Eds.).earning styles and the nursing
profession(pp. 9-23), New York: NLN Press.

Dux, C. M. (1989). An investigation into whether nurse teachers take into account the
individual learning styles of their students when formulating teachiniggies.
Nurse Education Today(3), 186-191.

Felder, R. (1993). Reaching the second tier: Learning and teaching stylegge coll

science educatiodournal of College Science Teaching(23286-290.



199

Felder, R. M., & Silverman, L. K. (1988). Learning and teaching styles in engigeeri
educationEngineering Education, 18), 674-681.

Gardner, H. (1983Frames of mindNew York: Basic Books.

Gonick, L. S. (2006). New media and learning in th& @&intury EDUCASE Review,
41(1), 68-69.

Gregorc, A. F. (1982)regorc style delineator: Development, technical and
administration manuaMaynard, MA: Gabriel Systems.

Griggs, S. A. (1991) earning styles counselingRIC Digest no. ED341890.

Griggs, D., Griggs, S. A., Dunn, R., & Ingham, J. (1994). Accommodating nursing
students’ diverse learning stylé¢urse Educator, 1(®), 41-45.

Hartman, J. L., Dziuban, C., & Brophy-Ellison, J. (2007). FacultyPIJCASEreview,
42(5), 62-76.

Johnson, J. P., & Mighten, A. (2005). A comparison of teaching strategies: Lecese not
combined with structured group discussion versus lecture smiynal of
Nursing Education, 4%), 319-322.

Johnson, S. A., & Romanello, M. L. (2005). Generational diversity: Teaching and
learning approacheblurse Educator, 3®), 212-216.

Jones, C., Reichard, C., & Mokhtari, K. (2003). Are students’ learning styles discipline
specific2Community College Journal of Research and Practice383-375.

Joyce-Nagata, B. (1996). Students’ academic performance in nursirigractian of
student and faculty learning style congruerdournal of Nursing Education,
352), 69-73.

Kelly, E. (1997). Development of strategies to identify the learning needs of

baccalaureate nursing studedtsurnal of Nursing Education, $), 156-162.



200

Kitchie, S. (1997)Determinants in learningn Bastable, SNurse educator: Principles
of teaching and learnindpp. 55-89). Toronto, ON: Jones and Bartlett
Publishers,Inc.

Kizilay, P. E. (1991). Learning style preferences by nursing studeets.Jersey Nurse,
21(5), 10.

Knowles, M. S. (1975)Self-directed learning: A guide for students and teachéesv
Jersey: Prentice Hall.

Knowles, M. S. (1980)The modern practice of adult education: From pedagogy to
andragogyChicago: Follett.

Knowles, M. S. (1984)The adult learner: A neglected spec{@¥ ed.). Houston, TX:
Gulf Publishing Company.

Kolb, D. A. (1976).Learning Style Inventory: Technical manugbston: McBer and
Company.

Kolb, D. A. (1984).Experiential learning: Experience as the source of learning and
developmenE&nglewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Kolb, D. A. (1985).Learning style inventory: Technical manuBbston: McBer and
Company.

Kupperschmidt, B. R. (2000). Multigeneration employees: Strategies fotiedfec
managemenilhe Health Care Manager, (B, 65-76.

Laight, D. W. (2004). Attitudes to concept maps as a teaching/learning activity
undergraduate health professional education: Influence of preferrechigsatyle.
Medical Teacher, 28), 229-233.

Lancaster, L. C., & Stillman, D. (2003)/hen generations collid®&lew York: Collins

Business.



201

Laschinger, H. K., & Boss, M. W. (1984). Learning styles of nursing students eeet ca
choicesJournal of Advanced Nursing, 975-380.

Laschinger, H. K., & Boss, M. W. (1989). Learning styles of baccalaureategurs
students and attitudes toward theory-based nurdmmgnal of Professional
Nursing, %4), 215-223.

Linares, A. Z. (1999). Learning styles of students and faculty in selectet bawdt
professionsJournal of Nursing Education, 88), 407-414.

Lohri-Posey, B. (2003). Determining learning style preferences of studiemtse
Educator, 28), 54.

Loo, R. (2004). Kolb’s learning styles and learning preferences: Is there a [tnkage
Educational Psychology, 24), 99-108.

McDonough, J. P., & Osterbrink, J. (2005). Learning styles: An issue in clinical
education’AANA Journal, 7@), 89-93.

McGlynn, A. P. (2005). Teaching millenials, our newest cultural colbe.Hispanic
Outlook in Higher Education, 16.9-20.

Merritt, S. L. (1983). Learning style preferences of baccalaureate nstsighgnts.
Nursing Research, 3@), 367-372.

Messick, S. (1984). The nature of cognitive styles: Problems and promises inaducat
practice Educational Psychologist, 189-74.

Munro, R. A., & Rice-Munro, E. J. (2004). Learning styles, teaching approaches, and
technologyThe Journal for Quality & Participation26-32.

Myers, |. B. (1962)Myers-Briggs Type IndicatoPalo Alto, CA: Consulting
Psychologists Press.

Myers, |. B. (1980)Gifts differing.Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.



202

Noble, K. A., Miller, S. M., & Heckman, J. (2008). The cognitive style of nursing
students: Educational implications for teaching and leardmgnal of Nursing
Education, 4{), 245-253.

Nolen, J. (2003). Multiple intelligences in the classroBwhucation, 1241), 115-119.

Oblinger, D. (2003). Boomers, gen-xers, & millennials: Understanding thetndenss.
EDUCASEReview, 38), 37-47.

Oermann, M. H. (2004). Using active learning in lecture: Best of “both worlds”.
[Electronic version]international Journal of Nursing Education Scholarship,
1(1), 1-9.

O’Shea, E. (2003). Self-directed learning in nurse education: A review ofetadure.
Journal of Advanced Nursing, @3, 62-70.

Pardue, K. T., & Morgan, P. (2008). Millennials considered: a new generation, new
approaches, and implications for nursing educablamsing Education
Perspectives, 49), 74-79.

Pedrosa de Jesus, H., Almeida, P., & Watts, M. (2004). Questioning styles and students’
learning: Four case studidsducational Psychology, 24), 531-548.

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants. [Electronic version]

The Horizon, &), 1-6.

Prensky, M. (2001). Digital natives, digital immigrants, part II: Do theliyrea
think differently? [Electronic versionDn The Horizon, &), 1-9.

Prensky, M. (2005). Engage me or enrage me: What today’s learners demand.

EDUCASEReview, 45), 60-65.



203

Prensky, M. (2007, July-August). Changing paradigatsicational TechnologyL-3.

Pugsley, K. E., & Clayton, L. H. (2003). Traditional lecture or experielg@ahing:
Changing student attitudekurnal of Nursing Education, 421), 520-523.

Rakoczy, M., & Money, S. (1995). Learning styles of nursing students: A 3-yeat cohor
longitudinal studyJournal of Professional Nursing, (3), 170-174.

Reynolds, A., & Beeman, T. (1999). Teaching effectiveness using sensoipdea
styles. The Australian Electronic Journal of Nursing Educatio(®)4Retrieved
March 5, 2006, from http://www.scu.edu.au/schools/nhcp/aejne/archive/vol4-
2/reynoldsavol3_2.htm

Rochford, R. A. (2003). Assessing learning styles to improve the quality of perfi@man
of community college students in developmental writing programs: A pilot study.
Community College Journal of Research and Practice683-677.

Rudner, L. M. & Schafter, W. D. (2001). Reliability. BRIC Digest College Park, MD:
ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and Evaluation, ID # ED458213.

Sayles, S., & Shelton, D. (2005, September/October). Student success sirEltegies
ABNF Journal 98-101.

Scott, D. E. (2007, May/June). The generations at work: A conversation with Phyllis
Kritek. The American Nurs€,.

Seidl, A. H., & Sauter, D. (1990). The new non-traditional student in nukognal of
Nursing Education, 49), 13-19.

Sherman, R. O. (2006). Leading a multigenerational nursing workforce: Issues,
challenges and strategies. [Electronic versiGmjine Journal of Issues in

Nursing, 112), 1-10.



204

Skiba, D. J. (2005). The millennials: Have they arrived at your school of nursing?
Nursing Education Perspectives,(8) 370-371.

Skiba, D. J., & Barton, A. J. (2006). Adapting your teaching to accommodate the net
generations of learners. [Electronic versi@gdJIN: The Online Journal of Issues
in Nursing, 112), 1-11.

Smith, P. (2004). Of icebergs, ships, and arrogant capEEINdCASE review, 33), 48-
58.

Spoon, J. C., & Schell, J. W. (1998). Aligning student learning styles with instructor
teaching styleslournal of Industrial Teacher Education, (2, Retrieved July,
18, 2008 from http://scholar.lib.vt.edu/ejournals/JITE/v35n2/spoon.html

Stanberry, A. M., & Azria-Evans, M. (2001). Perspectives in teaching gerontology
Matching strategies with purpose and contExficational Gerontology, 2639-
656.

Strauss, W., & Howe, N. (1991Generations: The history of America’s futuNew
York: Perennial.

Walker, J. T., Matrtin, T., White, J., Elliott, R., Norwood, A., Mangum, C., et. al. (2006).
Generational (age) differences in nursing students’ preferences for
teaching methodsournal of Nursing Education, 4%), 371-374.

Wells, D., & Higgs, Z. R. (1990). Learning styles and learning preferendestaind
fourth semester baccalaureate degree nursing studeuatsal of Nursing
Education, 289), 385-390.

Weston, M. (2001). Coaching generations in the workpldaesing Administration

Quarterly, 2%2), 11-21.



205

Windham, C. (2005). Father google and mother IM: Confessions of a net gen learner.
EDUCASEReview, 48), 42-58.

Witkin, H. A., Oltman, P., Raskin, E., & Karp, S. A. (1971). Embedded Figures Test.
Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Young, P., & Diekelmann, N. (2002). Learning to lecture: Exploring the skill$egtes,
and practices of new teachers in nursing educataurnal of Nursing Education,

41(9), 405- 412.



206

Appendix A

Walker/Delahoyde Teaching Methods Survey



207

Walker/Delahoyde Teaching Methods Survey

An adaptation of the Walker Teaching Methods SuiWyMS), 2004

This survey is designed to determine student peafars for teaching methodologies in the classrdiis.
part of a larger study to compare preferred teachiethods of different generations of baccalaureate
nursing students and faculty use of teaching method

All survey responses will be confidential. Pleesad the following information regarding consent to
participate before proceeding.

18 yearsor younger

If you are 18 years of age or younger, you areabtg to consent to participate in any researchystud
without parental approval in the state of NebrasReease hand the survey back into your proctdérank
you for your consideration to participate.

19 yearsor older
If you are 19 years of age or older, you may congeparticipate or not participate in this reséastudy.
By filling out this survey, you have provided conseo participate in this research study.

Thank you for your participation!

Begin survey here

Please answer the following questions by fillinghia blanks or circling the most appropriate resgon
This survey will take you approximately 5-10 miraite complete.

Age (to compare different generations of sttalgmeferences)
Year in current nursing program: Freshman Sophomore Junior Senior
Type of Program: Traditional 4 Year BSN  Accelerated BSN

BSN completion Other: (pleaseifspec

Gender: Female Male
Isthisyour first degree? Yes No
If no, pleaselist your other degree(s)

1. | prefer to listen to my professor lecture (spe@ka topic.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
2. | prefer to apply skills in the classroom that weozered in the reading assignment.
1 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
3. | prefer to work in groups with my peers versusvitlally on an assignment.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
4. | prefer a case study in order to apply new corxckarned.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on back of this page
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.
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| prefer visual aids when learning new conceptddwij pictures, diagrams, etc).
3

1 2 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to work individually on an assignment wex$n a group with my peers.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to listen versus participate during cldisgussions.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to have the professor draw out new corgceptthe board so | can visualize them.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer a web-based course of study without alasstings.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to hear stories of actual events and egpees from my professor.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to read the assignment prior to class.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer handouts to follow along while | listenrty professor lecture (speak).
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to have classroom interaction with my gesard my professors.
1 2 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to have a combination of web-based study@assroom study.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

| prefer to read the assignment prior to classthad hear the professor discuss key points and
share his/her experience on the topic.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer activities that involve technology durioigss to learn new concepts.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to listen to my professor lecture rathert work in groups with my peers on an in-class
assignment.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to actively participate in class discussidth my professor and peers.
2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on next page
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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| prefer to play games to learn new material (Jeshpaetc.).

1 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to read the assignment after class vgygosto class.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to have a lot of classroom structure andance from my professor.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| prefer to take my own notes during class versusrty handouts from the professor.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

| prefer to learn with a variety of teaching methpsuch as lecture, group work, case studies,
diagramming, etc.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important for my professor to know my name.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to have all papers and course veorknt toward a grade.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to know why | am learning new méér
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to me to participate in group assmgnts with my peers during class time.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| expect my professor to tell me what | need tovkno
2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| like learning just for learning sake.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
The grade | receive is all that really matters.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on back of this page
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Check the five teaching methods you prefer the rrwokelp you learn:
____lecture

____case studies

___storytelling

____hands on activities

____activities with technology

___worksheets

____handouts

___visual aids (video, pictures, diagrams, etc.)

____group activities (presentations, working witlerseto accomplish an activity)
____diagramming (concept maps, Venn diagrams, dgsyietc.)

____games (Jeopardy, etc.)

____group discussion (participating in classroongukision on a topic)

____other — please specify

End of Survey

Thank you very much for participating! Please tyonr completed survey into the proctor.
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Appendix B

Delahoyde’s Teaching Methods Faculty Survey



Generational Diffe?&2ces

Delahoyde Teaching M ethods Faculty Survey

Questions adapted from the Walker/Delahoyde TegdMiethods Survey, 2008
and the Walker Teaching Methods Survey (WTMS), 2004

This survey is designed to determine student peafars for teaching methodologies in the classrdois.
part of a larger study to compare preferred teachirthods of different generations of baccalaureate
nursing students and faculty use of teaching method

Please answer the following questions by fillinghia blanks or circling the most appropriate resgon

This survey will take you approximately 5-10 miraite complete. All survey responses will be

confidential. By filling out this survey, you hapeovided consent to participate in this reseatatiys
Thank you for your participation!

Begin Survey Here

Age: (to compare different generations)
Y ear s of teaching experience in nursing education: (count all years including part-time)

Type of program you teach in: (circle all that apply)

Traditional 4-year BSN Accelerated BSN BSN cortiple
Other: (please specify)
1. |Ilecture (speak) on topics while my students tistake notes, and answer questions.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
2. | have students apply skills in the classroom therte covered in the reading assignment.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
3. | have students work in groups with peers on aigas®ent.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
4. | use case studies to help students apply new ptst=arned.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
5. | use visual aids when teaching new concepts (vigietures, diagrams, etc).
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
6. | have students work individually on an assignment.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
7. 1 encourage all students to participate in classudisions.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on back of thispage
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11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.
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| draw on the board to help students visualize oemcepts.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| teach a web-based course of study without classtimgs.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| tell personal stories of my experience on thedd@am teaching.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| have students complete an assignment over tldénigearior to class.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| provide handouts for students to take notes oifevlistening to me lecture (speak).
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| encourage classroom interaction among studemtsrgself as the professor.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| use a combination of web-based study and classiady.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

| expect students to read the assignment priootaireg to class where | discuss key points and
share my experience on a topic.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| provide activities that involve the use of tectogy during class to teach new concepts.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| spend more time lecturing than having studentskwogroups with their peers.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| facilitate active participation of all studentsdlassroom discussion.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| use games to teach and/or review new materiap@lely, etc.).
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| expect students to wait and read the assignmittafiter class has been held.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on next page
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.
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| provide a lot of classroom structure and guidaiocestudents.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| expect students to take their own notes duriaglersus providing handouts.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

| use a variety of teaching methods in the clagsr@uch as lecture, group work, case studies,
diagramming, etc.

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important for me to know each of my studemiaines.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to have all papers and course veorknt toward a grade.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to discuss with my students whytheed to learn each new concept.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
It is important to have students participate inugrassignments with their peers during class time.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| tell students what they need to know.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| emphasize learning just for learning sake.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable
| emphasize the grade each student receivestisatlteally matters.
1 2 3 4 5
Not at all Occasionally Frequently walys Not applicable

Continue survey on back of this page
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Check the five teaching methods you utilize the tnofien in your classroom:

___lecture

____case studies
___storytelling
____hands on activities
___activities with technology

___worksheets

____handouts

___visual aids (video, pictures, diagrams, etc.)

____group activities (presentations, working witlerseto accomplish an activity)
____diagramming (concept maps, Venn diagrams, deit.)

____games (Jeopardy, etc.)

____group discussion (participating in classroongculision on a topic)

____other — please specify

End of survey

Thank you very much for participating! Please turcompleted survey.
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Appendix C

Sample Cover Letter
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Sample Cover Letter

(Name of researcher)
(Home address of researcher)
(Date)

(Name of Dean)
(Title of Dean)
(Address of college)

Dear (name of Dean),

Thank you for providing me the opportunity to conduct my doctoral research gtedy ti
“Generational Differences in Baccalaureate Nursing Students’rReéf€eaching Methods and
Faculty Use of Teaching Methods” at (name of college). The purposes study is to compare
preferred teaching methods of multi-generational baccalaureatagatsdents with faculty use
of teaching methods.

I am inviting all BSN students and faculty who teach in your BSN program taipaté in my
research study. All participants in the study will be asked toutlla short survey that will take
approximately 5-10 minutes to complete. There is one survey for students andvegdur
faculty.

I would ask that the student surveys be handed out to all baccalaureate nudgntsdty a
member of faculty or proctor at the beginning or end of class. All completeslsishould be
collected by the faculty member or proctor. Faculty surveys are to h@etethby any faculty
member teaching in your BSN program and can be distributed in any manner in whichnkou thi
works best. Please place all completed student and faculty surveys intdyegizsd envelope
and mail them back to me by (date).

Again, thank you for this opportunity to survey your faculty and students. | loatrfdto
receiving the completed surveys to begin the data analysis. Once trgsaisadtpmplete, | will
gladly share with you the results of my study.

Please contact me if you have any questions. My work number is (work numbery Andm
number is (home number). You can also reach me via e-mail at (e-mail address)

Sincerely,

(Name of Researcher)
(Title of Researcher)

Enclosures



