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Abstract 

Throughout this research, incivility in nursing education has been examined, with a 

specific focus on the online environment.  Incivility in nursing education has been widely 

researched in the traditional classroom, but limited research has been conducted to examine the 

occurrences and types of incivility in the online learning environment.  With vast differences 

between the traditional classroom and the online classroom, it is essential to develop an 

enhanced understanding of these behaviors as perceived by the student. Student perceptions were 

gathered from graduate nursing students enrolled in at least one online course at a one 

Midwestern, private, faith-based university.  The Incivility in the Online Learning Environment 

(IOLE) survey developed by Dr. Cynthia Clark was used to answer the question:  In students 

who are actively enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, 

what are their perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online 

learning environment. Results of this study can be used to contribute in guiding faculty 

development through education of incivility and promotion of civil behaviors. 

 Keywords: nursing student, online incivility, student-to-faculty incivility, faculty to 

student incivility 
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SECTION I: INTRODUCTION 

Academic incivility is a growing problem in online classrooms nationwide (Clark, 2008).  

Incivility is defined as “any rude or disruptive behavior that results in psychological or 

physiological distress for the people involved and, if left unaddressed, may progress into 

threatening situations” (Clark, Werth, Ahten, 2012, p. 150)  While academic incivility is defined 

as “any speech or action that disrupts the harmony of the teaching-learning environment” (Clark, 

2008, p. 284).  Incivility in nursing education undermines the culture of safety and creates an 

environment where negative behaviors such as intimidation, disrespect, and hostility flourish.  

This environment decreases student and faculty satisfaction and morale while increasing staff 

turnover, distractions, and errors (Natarajan, Muliira, & Van Der Colff, 2017). 

The consequence of not addressing these behaviors may include adverse effects for both 

faculty and students that could ultimately lead to an increase in physiological or psychological 

stress, or threatening situations (Natarajan et al., 2017).  Prevention of online academic incivility 

is key to not only ensuring student success but to also minimize the sequelae of incivility.  To 

develop adequate anti-incivility interventions, student perception of student-to-faculty and 

faculty-to-student incivility in the online learning environment must be determined.  Currently, 

research addressing student’s perceptions of incivility in the online context is scarce. 

The purpose of this study was to determine student’s perceptions of incivility in student-

to-faculty and faculty-to-student interactions.  With vast differences between the traditional 

classroom and the online classroom, it is essential to develop a heightened understanding of the 

incidence of these behaviors as perceived by the student.  This knowledge provides nursing 

educators with an improved understanding of the interventions needed to be proactive and 

decrease the frequency of incivility in the online learning environment. 
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Background 

History of Distance Learning 

Distance learning has become increasingly popular in recent years, predominantly 

due to the introduction of home computers.  However, distance learning is not a new 

concept; it began in the 1890s with the introduction of correspondence courses offered by 

the University of Chicago.  These classes were primarily run through the United States 

Postal Service (Kentor, 2015).  With the increase in technology, there have been 

improvements in the way we correspond/communicate, which ultimately lead to the 

developmental of online education.  Further notable events in distance learning include: 

• 1922, the University of Pennsylvania began broadcasting courses over the radio; 

• 1953, the University of Houston broadcast courses over the television; 

• 1965, medical students were offered the option of telephone-based programs; 

• 1976, Coastline Community College introduced the first virtual college that was all radio 

and television broadcasts with no physical classroom provided; 

• 1980, individuals began gaining access to the internet and personal computers; 

• 1989, the University of Phoenix was founded, changing the traditional concept of 

collegiate education; 

• 1997, the Interactive Learning Network (ILN) was established and released the first e-

learning platform; 

• In the 2000s, the majority of universities began adding online courses (Kentor, 2015). 

• As of 2017, there are over 39,000 accredited online programs, in the U.S., 27.1 % of 

students have taken at least one online course, and over 2.5 million students have taken 
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online courses exclusively (Kentor, 2015; United States Department of Education, 

2017a). 

Effects on Nursing Education 

With an increasing demand for higher educated nursing professionals, the number of 

registered nurses returning to school is skyrocketing (Koch, 2014).  Many of these nurses are 

seeking an online environment to complete their bachelor's, master’s, and doctoral degrees due to 

the convenience of online education.  Often this situation finds individuals who are 

inexperienced in online learning enrolled in online courses.  This gap in technical knowledge 

may find many students feeling lost and confused on how to proceed in the online environment, 

leading to an increase in stress and frustration that could raise the prospect of incivility (Koch, 

2014). 

Research shows that when students show aggressive and disrespectful behavior towards 

nursing faculty, this may result in chronic psychological distress of the faculty.  Symptoms 

reported by faculty included lack of sleep, poor self-esteem, self-doubt, and self-blame for the 

uncivil behaviors.  These adverse actions have also resulted in nurse educators leaving education 

or retiring from the nursing profession (Clark, 2008). 

Similarly to student behaviors, faculty-to-student incivility may include the use of 

condescending remarks or tone, changes to course assignments without notice, belittling 

students, displays of arrogance, and emotional distance (Clark, 2008).  Faculty incivility can 

have many detrimental effects on the student, including dissatisfaction with the institution, 

decreased motivation, diminished self-esteem, and self-doubt, and probability the student will 

not achieve course or degree completion (Clark & Springer, 2007).  For both student and faculty-

led instances of incivility, the cause of the behavior is usually multifaceted and typically unclear.  
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Some uncivil behaviors are not intentional and may be the result of the aggressor being self-

absorbed or ignorant of their actions.  However, other instances of incivility may be related to the 

perpetrator’s dislike of the target, with the intention of doing emotional harm (Marchiondo, 

Marchiondo, & Lasiter, 2010). 

Promotion of civility is one of the primary duties of collegiate education; this especially 

applies to nursing, as the profession is founded on the ideals of caring and compassion.  The 

American Nurses Association (ANA, 2015b) urged all nurses to promote the maintenance of 

caring and compassionate behaviors in all fields of practice.  The ANA Code of Ethics (2015a) 

prohibits actions involving harassment, threats, or disregard for others.  Since nursing extends 

beyond bedside care, it is crucial to address uncivil behaviors in all areas of nursing.  Creating an 

environment of civility is essential to the very foundation of the nursing practice.  This level of 

civility must be promoted in the academic environment where students are being taught the 

fundamental values and beliefs of the nursing profession (ANA, 2015a).  Through awareness and 

learned behaviors, civility can be maintained and a culture of respect and dignity restored.  With 

this in mind, the promotion of civility should begin in the classroom where nurses are educated, 

and professional behaviors can be modeled (Clark & Kenaley, 2011). 

Awareness of incivility is a necessity for all faculty members to preserve and re-establish 

civility in the online classroom.  Uncivil behaviors, when not addressed, may result in a spiral of 

negativity and a culture of incivility within the organization.  These unaddressed actions can lead 

to an increase in bullying, retaliation, and even violence against the involved individuals (Clark, 

Olender, Cardoni, & Kenski, 2011).  Poor or undesired interactions between faculty and students 

may also negatively affect the school by influencing institutional funding, reputation, and 

accreditation if student success rates are not meeting standards.  Through active inquiry of 
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student perceptions, this empowers student involvement in the issue while gaining further insight 

into their views regarding behaviors that lead to incivility in the online classroom.  Nursing 

students and faculty should work in a collaborative relationship to examine factors that 

perpetuate incivility, promoting discussions and activities that foster civility in nursing education 

(Clark & Kenaley, 2011). 

Review of Literature 

Academic incivility encompasses behaviors that are disrespectful, rude, or destructive, to 

the teaching-learning environment (Clark & Springer, 2007).  The incidence of incivility spreads 

beyond student-to-student interactions, also affecting faculty-to-student, student-to-faculty, and 

faculty-to-faculty interactions (Davis, 2013).  While there has been abundant research focused on 

incivility in the traditional classroom setting, little of this research extends to the prevalence 

within online learning (Galbraith & Jones, 2010).  Incivility can present in many forms, some 

identifiable behaviors of incivility in the online environment include: 

• undermining authority, 

• expecting specialized treatment, 

• making rude or offensive comments, 

• reluctance or unwillingness to participate in discussions, 

• challenging faculty credibility, 

• undermining classmates, 

• physical threats, cheating, 

• inappropriate comments, 

• and rude or unprofessional emails (Galbraith & Jones, 2010). 
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The American Association of Colleges of Nursing (AACN) has expressed interest in the 

incidence of uncivil behaviors in online education, encouraging nurse educators to become 

proactive in their classrooms to improve the relationships among faculty and students (Rieck & 

Crouch, 2007).  As online learning is relatively new in the constraint of higher education, this 

literature review is aimed at exploring the prevalence of incivility in the online environment and 

current research on this issue. 

The databases searched include EBSCO host, CINAL, ProQuest, and PubMed, with the 

last search date of August 2017.  The search terms online students, civility, incivility, 

cyberbullying, distance learning, online education, online learning, online classroom, 

professionalism, hazing, hostility, disrespect, rudeness, harassment, misconduct, policy, 

prevalence, and prevention have been utilized.  The search was limited to articles written in the 

English language, published in peer-reviewed and scholarly journals, and less than ten years old 

with the inclusion of historical publications. 

Review of Literature 

Cyberbullying, a form of incivility, is defined as incidences of inappropriate 

communication in the online environment (Clark et al., 2012; De Gange et al., 2016; McNeill et 

al., 2017; Rieck & Crouch, 2007).  This type of incivility can occur within the online classroom 

and extend to students on a social basis with access to social media.  Cyberbullying is primarily 

categorized by gossip, embarrassing materials posted on social media, and rude or personally 

hurtful emails or instant messages.  The incidence of students affected by cyberbullying is 

estimated to be approximately eight to twenty-one percent.  However, this form of incivility is 

the least reported, and this number may be underestimated (McNeill et al., 2017). 
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Lack of reporting is thought to be due to the perception that adult learners should handle 

these actions between individuals themselves and not report incidences for fear of judgment or 

retaliation (Clark et al., 2012; De Gange et al., 2016; McNeill et al., 2017).  When a person is 

subject to incivility, this can bring about deep emotional and social distress and have an adverse 

impact on a student’s education.  Harmful interruptions in the online classroom can interfere 

with student learning, satisfaction with their program, and even impede the student’s desire to 

continue (Byrnes, 2015; Davis, 2013; Shanta & Eliason, 2014). 

According to nurse executives, negative behaviors in the workplace are directly 

associated with lack of training on civility while in the academic setting.  Nurse educators are 

being urged to develop learning processes that actively foster a positive environment in the 

classroom setting where civil behaviors are modeled (Clark et al., 2011).  Faculty should be 

educated and remain mindful on various types of uncivil behaviors, and support the creation of 

an environment where students felt safe and supported during their time in the virtual classroom 

(Clark et al., 2012; De Gange et al. 2016).  Galbraith and Jones (2010) recommend that civility is 

outlined in the course syllabi for online learners along with an explanation of why the behaviors 

are not acceptable.  A faculty-mentoring model is another tool faculty can utilize, where more 

experienced faculty provide mentorship to new or struggling faculty members by sharing 

experiences, interventions, and documentation of incivility when it occurs (Galbraith & Jones, 

2010). 

Age and gender are associated with incivility.  Students perceive more negative 

comments regarding men in general, yet it is unknown if these were observed by male or female 

students.  Age-related discrimination is also reported by more than one-quarter of all students 

along with a general frustration between students and faculty where generational gaps are present 
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that lead to the escalation of incivility.  Younger students feel faculty does not respect them, 

while older students perceive their age promotes negative behaviors between them and faculty 

members (Cain, 2016). 

When developing an advanced understanding of incivility in the online classroom, it is 

important to gauge what is considered uncivil behaviors.  Uncivil actions are not limited to a 

particular act but can range between varieties of incidences.  Some of these actions include 

defiance, unwillingness to participate in the classroom, rude or bistouries behavior to peers, 

faculty or staff; using profanity, and lack of collaboration or involvement during group projects.  

In turn, upholding civility consist of being respectful, tolerant of others and their ideas, having 

good manners, and speaking to others with respect even when in disagreement.  To maintain 

civility in the online classroom, one must recognize the differences within groups, identify the 

social norms, and be flexible and adaptive to others ideas and beliefs (Ward & Yates, 2014). 

Both students and faculty have acknowledged incivility to be a common problem in the 

online classroom.  Some of the most frequent incidences of incivility among peer-to-peer 

interactions were name-calling, racial slurs, sexist and ageist remarks, religious slurs, and 

criticism of other cultures.  Students report faculty-to-student incivility as personal attacks, 

unexpected or unannounced changes in an assignment, and lack of direction (McNeill et al., 

2017).  Although the perception of incivility experienced is different between students and 

faculty, both groups agree on what behaviors constitute incivility. 

Management of Incivility 

Educators have the ability to reduce the incivility in the classroom.  This can be 

accomplished by increasing collaboration with students, being a role model by demonstrating 

positivity during interactions, setting clear and defined course behavior expectations, 
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consequences of uncivil behaviors, and practice accountability (Cain, 2017; Clark et al., 2012; 

De Gange et al., 2016).  When faculty work to gain a connection with their students, this 

improves social interactions and decreases the incidence of rude and unprofessional behaviors 

(Rieck & Crouch, 2007).  By creating a positive learning environment, this could counter the 

effects of concealment and the lack of face-to-face connections that promote the incidence of 

incivility (McNeill et al., 2017). 

When students are making the transition from high school to the university level, rules 

must be reinforced, and professional expectations made clear (Ward & Yates, 2014).  When 

moving into the college environment, students may have the perception of more freedom, yet 

lack the full understanding of professional behaviors and expectations.  Potential solutions to 

decrease the incidence of uncivil behaviors include institutional implementation of an incivility 

policy and reinforcement of the policy with a no tolerance approach to inappropriate actions.  

These expectations should be set and made clear from the first day of the course and role 

modeled by all faculty.  The most efficient way to prevent incivility is to outline expectations in 

the course syllabus; including repercussions if professional behaviors are not upheld (Galbraith 

& Jones, 2010).  Secondly, having well-trained faculty with the inclusion of workshops and 

online faculty forums that provide methods for preventing and handling incidences of incivility 

is beneficial (Galbraith & Jones, 2010; Ward & Yates, 2014). 

The empowerment model has been recommended to develop a framework for faculty to 

assist in empowering students to improve their communication practices (Shanta & Eliason, 

2014).  This model was shown to increase accountability, autonomy, collegiality, and 

communication among peer-to-peer interactions and faculty-to-student interactions.  The 

educator can set the standards for professional communication in the student's first course and 
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continued to be present throughout all courses.  This model can be incorporated into the course 

syllabus and must be adhered to by the nursing faculty to serve as a role model for appropriate 

professional behaviors.  When incivility does occur, faculty is expected to address this 

immediately using respectful communication (Shanta & Eliason, 2014). 

In addition, faculty must develop an online culture where the values, beliefs, and attitudes 

of the institution are made apparent, thereby decreasing the incidence of incivility through the 

creation of an environment conducive to learning.  The role of faculty is to promote cohesiveness 

and continued communication among the group of learners through discussions and course 

involvement.  By holding an active role-modeling presence with positive communication and 

timely responses, this can aid in maintaining a positive learning environment within the class 

(McNeill et al., 2017). 

In a review of research where IOLE surveys were administered, the majority of faculty 

and approximately half of all students identified incivility as a problem in online learning (Cain, 

2017; Clark et al., 2012; McNiell et al., 2017).  It is suggested that these findings be utilized for 

further research into this area.  It is hypothesized that students may feel displaced, anonymous, 

less inhibited, or even empowered when interacting with peers and faculty online due to the lack 

of face-to-face interaction.  This assumption explains the incidence of online incivility (McNiell 

et al., 2017).  This knowledge may contribute in guiding faculty development through education 

of incivility and promotion of civil behaviors.  As online learning has become commonplace in 

the majority of institutes of higher education, it is essential that policies be in place, civil 

behavior expectations are re-enforced, and expectations set at the beginning of each course.  

Through proper training, the faculty is able to recognize their behaviors related to incivility when 

involved in student and faculty interactions (Cain, 2017; Clark et al., 2012; McNiell et al., 2017). 
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When students observed or were victim to incivility in the online classroom, this led to 

severe detriments in the student’s physical, emotional, and academic well-being.  These 

consequences included disruption to the student’s ability to learn and progress in the educational 

content as well as a decrease in their self-confidence, psychological well-being, and sense of 

efficacy.  It is recommended that best practices be developed for preventing incivility and 

managing incidences when they occur.  Faculty and students must work proactively to set 

standards and open dialogue to develop methods to improve the academic experience for 

everyone (Clark, 2008).  By involving students through inquiry of uncivil behaviors, this may 

assist faculty in the development of policies and collaborative actions leading to decreased 

incidence of incivility in the online academic environment. 

Gaps 

There is a paucity of research on the occurrence of faculty-to-student and student-to-

faculty incivility among nursing students in the online environment.  Historically, research has 

been conducted to assess student and faculty perceptions of incivility on college campuses with 

scant research focused on incidences in the online learning environment.  This study aims to 

explore nursing student’s perceptions of incivility involving faculty-to-student and student-to-

faculty interactions in the online learning environment. 

Problem 

As distance learning has become common in the vast majority of higher education 

institutes, this has increased the ease and ability for working nurses to return to school to 

advance their degrees.  This advancement extends beyond the obtainment of a Bachelor of 

Science in Nursing (BSN) degree to include Master of Science in Nursing (MSN) degrees, 

doctoral degrees, and even certification programs.  While the convenience and flexibility of 
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online programs have increased the ability for nurses to meet their personal and professional 

obligations, it has also created a disconnect between students and faculty.  This disconnect has 

resulted in creating added opportunities for uncivil behavior to occur (Clark et al., 2012). 

It is projected that 1/3 of all college students attend at least one online course (McNeill et 

al., 2017).  While the number of students seeking education in the online environment continues 

to rise, there has been little research focused on incivility in the online classroom, and the 

characteristics this setting has that may promote an increase in uncivil behaviors among students 

and faculty.  Incivility can lead to a decrease in the student’s self-efficacy, self-confidence, 

psychological well-being, and ability to continue in their education (Clark, 2008).  With many 

adverse effects resulting from incivility, it is essential that further research is conducted to 

identify student perceptions of incivility so interventions can be implemented to recognize and 

prevent these actions from occurring. 

Purpose 

The goal of this study was to determine the level of incivility in student-faculty and 

faculty-student situations in the online learning environment.  Incivility in nursing education has 

been widely researched in the traditional classroom, but limited research has been conducted to 

examine the occurrences and types of incivility in the online learning environment.  With vast 

differences between the traditional classroom and the online classroom, it is essential to develop 

an enhanced understanding of the incidence of these behaviors as perceived by the student.  This 

knowledge provides nursing educators with an improved understanding of the interventions 

needed to be proactive and decrease the frequency of incivility in the online classroom.  This 

study answers the question: In students who are actively enrolled in one school of nursing and 
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who are taking at least one online course, what are their perceptions of faculty-to-student and 

student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning environment. 

Significance of Problem 

The demand for a higher educated nursing workforce has increased across the United 

States.  The ultimate goal is to achieve an 80 % BSN workforce by 2020.  This demand for 

higher educated nurses is further heightened with more hospitals and healthcare systems striving 

to achieve Magnet recognition (Andrews, 2014).  According to Andrews (2014) the Institute of 

Medicine (IOM) reports that nurses who hold a BSN degree demonstrate an increased 

understanding of the complex clinical climate while showing the adaptability to care for the 

increasing complexities of patients and healthcare systems versus nurses who possess an 

Associate’s Degree in Nursing (ADN) or a Diploma in nursing.  With the IOM’s 

recommendation for an 80 % BSN workforce (Andrews, 2014), this has led to many nurses 

returning to school to achieve a higher level of education.  Many of which, are choosing an 

online environment to advance their degree due to the convenience and flexibility online learning 

provides. 

Failure to address incivility in online education may result in student attrition and student 

dissatisfaction with the programs.  The negative impact of incivility can lead to the student’s 

inability to complete the program, loss of funds for the students, and loss of financial aid when 

not meeting course completion requirements (Clark et al., 2012).  Incivility between students and 

faculty may also contribute to a downward progression for the university; including faculty job 

dissatisfaction, influence on institutional funding, reputation, and accreditation if student success 

rates are not meeting standards (Clark et al., 2012).  It is of essential importance that student 
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perceptions of incivility be determined so appropriate policies can be established using 

considerations from both faculty and student insights of uncivil conduct. 

Nature Scope and Limitations 

Nature 

This quantitative study was designed to evaluate student perceptions of faculty-to-student 

and student-to-faculty incivility in the online classroom.  The Incivility in the Online Learning 

Environment Survey (IOLE) (Appendix E) created by Dr. Cynthia Clark (Clark et al., 2012) was 

utilized to assess nursing students’ perceptions of incivility in the online learning environment.  

This survey was distributed through a series of postings on each program’s forum within the 

university’s Learning Management System (LMS), Moodle.  Through posting on the program’s 

forum, students received an email with the survey link for access.  Upon completion of the 

survey period, the survey results were analyzed to determine the students’ perceptions of 

incivility.  

Scope 

This quantitative study was designed to evaluate student perceptions of faculty-to-student 

and student-to-faculty incivility in the online classroom.  The IOLE survey created by Dr. 

Cynthia Clark (Clark et al., 2012) was utilized to assess nursing students’ perceptions of 

incivility in the online learning environment.  This survey was distributed through a series of 

postings on each program’s forum within the university’s LMS, Moodle.  Through posting on the 

program’s forum, students received an email with the survey link.  Upon completion of the 

survey period, the survey results were analyzed to determine the students’ perceptions of 

incivility.  

Limitations 
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When performing research, the primary goal is to complete the project with results or 

findings that are as accurate or authentic as possible.  There are many instances; however, that 

could have influenced this study, leading to a decrease in the reliability and validity of the 

results.  Study limitations are essential to identify before the research process begins to minimize 

these risks.  When detected early, measures can then be taken to reduce these constraints 

(Creswell, 2012). 

There are several factors regarding the use of the IOLE survey that could have affected 

the outcome of this research and influenced the dependent variable.  Potential factors include 

inaccurate and inconsistent data being reported by the students, personal bias, individual beliefs 

and habits, lack of personal interaction with participants, previous experiences with online 

learning, former comfort with online technology, and individual perceptions of civil and uncivil 

behaviors.  The IOLE survey may have included limited response options for participants, and 

there is a possibility that participants avoided answering negatively to prevent undesirable 

feelings of being in the extreme's category (McLeod, 2008).  Multiple schools were not involved 

in this study, limiting the data received as applicable to one university.  This was due to 

convenience sampling using the available institution, students, and time available for research. 

Delimitations 

During this research, several delimitations were identified that include: 

• The IOLE survey does not cover all possible behaviors that could be defined as uncivil 

and questions about what other actions students perceive as uncivil were not asked in the 

survey. 

• Faculty perceptions of incivility were not assessed. 

• Student-to-student incivility was not evaluated. 
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• How incivility is currently addressed, or the impact of incivility on the students was not 

evaluated 

Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical framework guiding this study was Dr. Cynthia Clark’s Fostering Civility 

in Nursing Education model (Appendix A).  Dr. Clark created this structure in 2008 to help 

address causative factors leading to incivility in nursing education (Clark, 2008).  This model 

demonstrates the importance of identifying stressors such as student entitlement, faculty 

superiority, student and faculty workload, technology immersion, and knowledge deficits on 

managing conflict.  The model focuses on the intersection of stress between student and faculty.  

When these high-stress moments occur and intersect, this is when incivility takes place (Clark, 

2008). 

Dr. Clark refers to incivility as a complex dance (Clark & Kenaley, 2011).  In the 

conceptual model, the large center circle represents the intersection of student and faculty 

stressors.  This form of stress can be the result of many factors including student entitlement, 

faculty superiority, and heavy workloads by both student and faculty, balancing teaching with 

clinical competence, an overload of technology, or the lack of ability to handle conflict (Clark & 

Kenaley, 2011). 

In the conceptual model, the double arrows represent the continuum of opportunities 

during student and faculty interactions where uncivil behavior can occur, be identified, and be 

de-escalated.  The left side of the model represents incivility escalating when intervention 

opportunities are missed.  The right aspect of the model represents management and 

interventions done when uncivil behaviors are recognized.  These include remedies, encounters 

and the possibilities for engagement to de-escalate and restore civility (Clark & Kenaley, 2011). 
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With faculty and student encounters occurring frequently, this increases the likelihood of 

interactions happening during various moments of stress.  When high levels of stress are present, 

this enhances the risk that threatening behaviors or incivility may occur (Clark & Kenaley, 

2011).  This issue is pertinent to address as more nurses are returning to school to gain higher 

levels of education.  With online learning widespread across the country, it has become 

conventional for many returning nurses to seek this type of environment to continue their studies.  

This boom in online nursing education is likely due to the flexibility and convenience this model 

of education offers its learners (Clark et al., 2012). 

Clark’s (2008) conceptual model of Fostering Civility in Nursing Education provides 

strategies necessary for nursing faculty to identify causes of incivility, de-escalate uncivil 

behaviors, and promote and maintain academic civility.  Through identification of factors leading 

to uncivil practices in the online classroom, this may foster a positive educational environment, 

improve student-to-faculty interactions, and enable students to communicate positively and 

professionally in the online learning environment (Clark & Kenaley, 2011).  Identifying these 

factors through student’s perceptions is one modality of recognizing these behaviors. 

Clark and Kenaley (2011) suggested that when students and faculty have frequent and 

open communication a culture of civility will be promoted.  It is recommended by the National 

League of Nursing (NLN) that nursing students gain the skills necessary to make decisions based 

on evidence-based practice (EBP), critical thinking, and reasoning (Clark, 2008).  For nurse 

educators to promote these skills, faculty must be aware of measures to foster civility using 

pedagogical approaches.  The recommended environment is one that encourages frequent and 

open communication enhancing student strength confidence, and motivation (Clark & Kenaley, 

2011). 
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Through utilization of this theoretical framework, practicing nurse faculty in the online 

environment are provided with the guidance and tools necessary to identify uncivil acts as 

perceived by the student leading to uncivil behaviors among student-to-faculty and faculty-to-

student.  The result will aid in building interventions for educators that will lead to constructing 

and maintaining healthy relationships.  Creating civility in the online environment ultimately 

requires students and faculty to work together collaboratively to foster civil relationships (Clark 

& Kenaley, 2011). 

Definitions 

Below are standard key variables used during the writing of this research, descriptions are 

included to aid the reader in concept understanding. 

Accelerated BSN student: a student enrolled in a Bachelor of Science in Nursing Degree 

program that is scheduled to complete in two years. 

BSN to MSN student: a nursing student who has completed a Bachelor’s Degree in 

Nursing and is enrolled in a graduate nursing program to obtain a Master’s Degree in Nursing. 

Faculty-to-student incivility: Any speech or action from a faculty member aimed towards 

a student or group of students that disrupt the harmony of the teaching-learning environment 

(Clark, 2008). 

Incivility: Any behavior that interferes with the teaching or learning environment (Clark 

& Springer, 2007). 

Incivility in the Online Learning Environment (IOLE) Survey: A descriptive survey 

developed by Dr. Cynthia Clark in 2012 used to measure student perceptions regarding the 

challenges and advantages of online learning, and suggestions for promoting civility in the online 

learning environment (Clark, Werth, Athen, 2012). 
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Nursing student: A person training to be a nurse at a nursing school or hospital. 

Online incivility: Any behavior that interferes with the teaching and learning environment 

in an online setting (Clark & Springer, 2007). 

Student-to-faculty incivility: Any speech or action from a student aimed towards a faculty 

member that disrupts the harmony of the teaching-learning environment (Clark, 2008). 

Traditional BSN student: A student enrolled in a Bachelor of Science in Nursing Degree 

program that is scheduled to complete in four years. 

Section I Summary 

Incivility in online learning has been widely under-researched, particularly when focused 

on the incidence within nursing education.  There are very few studies that contribute to the 

understanding of incivility in the online classroom (Clark et al., 2012; De Gange et al., 2016; 

McNeill et al., 2017).  This study aimed to explore student’s perception of incivility among 

student-to-faculty, identifying the incidence of incivility in the online learning environment. 

The results of this research may assist in guiding faculty development of interventions 

addressing incivility and the promotion of uncivil behaviors that are not only based on the 

perception of the faculty but also that of students’.  As online learning is becoming commonplace 

in the majority of universities, it is essential that policies be in place, civil behavior expectations 

re-enforced, and standards set from the beginning of each course.  Nursing faculty should then be 

able to recognize behaviors related to incivility when involved in student interactions (Cain, 

2017; Clark et al., 2012; McNiell et al., 2017). 
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SECTION II: METHODS 

Introduction 

Incivility in nursing education has been widely researched in the traditional classroom, 

but limited research has been conducted to examine the occurrences of incivility in the online 

learning environment.  With vast differences between the traditional classroom and the online 

classroom, it is essential to develop an enhanced understanding of the incidence of these 

behaviors as perceived by the student.  The knowledge gained throughout this research provides 

nursing educators with a better understanding of the interventions needed to be proactive and 

decrease the frequency of incivility in the online classroom.  This study answers the research 

question: In students who are actively enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at 

least one online course, what are their perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty 

incivility in the online learning environment. 

Project Design 

A quantitative, cross-sectional survey design was utilized for this research.  A cross-

sectional model is ideal due to the relatively short conduction period; with data collection limited 

to one collection period, and the ability to measure all factors under investigation (Creswell, 

2012).  With a cross-sectional study, information can be collected quickly and economically 

while examining the attitudes, beliefs, and opinions of students during the research period.  This 

study was conducted during the 2018 summer semester, comprising students enrolled in a 

nursing program at the institution of study.  Findings provide objective evidence to deliver 

statistically quantifiable data on the student’s present views during the survey period. 

Sample and Setting 
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The setting for this study was one small, not-for-profit, faith-based university in the 

greater Kansas City area.  This university houses over 40 academic programs, with nursing 

programs that include traditional and accelerated undergraduate, pre-licensure and post-licensure 

BSN, and four BSN to MSN track programs with the opportunity for on-campus and online 

course offerings.  The population invited to participate in this study was RN to BSN and BSN to 

MSN students due to the increased availability of online course offerings in these programs.  

This university is applicable for this research due to the accessibility of the student population to 

the researcher, online course offerings, and the nursing programs available within the institution 

that expand access to participant involvement.  Written consent was given by the university’s 

Provost (Appendix H) to utilize this institution in this research. 

In this non-probability sampling, eligible participants were selected based on their 

availability and willingness to participate.  Convenience sampling was conducted to include 

participants that were available and willing to be involved in the research (Creswell, 2012; Setia, 

2016).  The target population for this study were students enrolled in an online course in the 

school of nursing where the study was conducted and participants who were available to the 

researcher.  Excluded from participating were students who were not enrolled in an online course 

during the survey period and non-nursing students. 

The sample population of this study consisted of nursing students enrolled in both RN to 

BSN and BSN to MSN programs.  A non-probability convenience sampling was used based on 

all students enrolled in an online course that met the study eligibility criteria during the summer 

semester of 2018.  Through the use of non-probability sampling, the likelihood of obtaining 

desired information from the target audience was increased (Creswell, 2016).  A large sample 
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size was ideal, as this would contribute less error to variables and represent the target population 

more accurately (Creswell, 2016). 

As of summer 2018, the total number of students enrolled in both RN to BSN and BSN to 

MSN programs within this university was 140.  There were 51 students in the RN to BSN 

program and 89 students in all MSN program specialties; with the majority taking at least one 

online course.  For determining the sample size, the analysis was done using the Creative 

Research System’s (2012) sample size calculator with a target population of 140 students, a 95 

percent confidence level, and a five percent margin of error.  Based on these calculations, the 

desired sample size was 103 participants (Creative Research Systems, 2012). 

Recruitment Plan 

Study notification and recruitment were done through a series of postings by a third party 

on each program’s forum within the university’s Learning Module System (LMS), Moodle.  

Through the post on the program’s forum, students received an email with the SurveyMonkey 

link.  Survey data was then stored and collected using the SurveyMonkey database for the 

duration the survey was open.  In the initial portion of the survey, participants were requested to 

verify current enrollment in an online course by responding to the Yes or No survey question.  

Participants who answer, No, were instructed not to continue the survey.  A survey reminder was 

posted to each program’s forum every two weeks for a total of three postings in an effort to 

achieve maximum participation during the summer 2018 semester. 

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Inclusion for study participation was directed at meeting the objectives of this study, 

determining student perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the 

online learning environment and the population available and willing to participate.  Participant 



23 

 

inclusion comprised RN to BSN and BSN to MSN students who were enrolled in a minimum of 

one online course and willing to engage in the survey.  Exclusion criteria included non-nursing 

students and students not enrolled in a minimum of one online course during the 2018 summer 

semester. 

Instrumentation 

The IOLE survey is a pre-developed, descriptive tool created by Dr. Cynthia Clark (Clark 

et al., 2012).  This tool was utilized to measure student perceptions of incivility in the online 

learning environment.  This survey contains 55-questions that focus on uncivil behaviors and 

actions from both students and faculty.  It is comprised of six multiple choice; five fill in the 

blank and 33 Likert scale responses.  Author approval was established, and a licensing agreement 

(Appendix D) completed and signed by mutual parties granting use of the IOLE survey for one-

time use at a single site. 

Three specialists in distance education reviewed this survey to ensure content validity, 

readability, and flow of content.  After review, a pilot study was then conducted using seven 

nursing faculty members and thirty-one students.  Post-study, revisions were made to improve 

the survey based on these findings.  However, consideration were given to the instrument’s 

recent development in 2012.  With being developed in the past five years and previous use in 

only two studies, this may indicate the possibility of the tool needing revisions with further use.  

Reliability of the instrument was determined using Cronbach’s alpha (a) coefficients.  The 

Cronbach’s a totaled .987, which is indicative of being highly reliable, but with some 

redundancy (Clark et al., 2012). 

Data Distribution and Collection 
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For data distribution and collection, the IOLE survey was transferred to the 

SurveyMonkey platform by the researcher.  This platform was selected due to its convenience of 

use, ease of data distribution, and the ability to distribute and collect data in a secure 

environment.  Internet Protocol (IP) addresses were removed from SurveyMonkey before 

distributing the survey to ensure participant anonymity.  Data distribution and collection was 

completed during the 2018 summer semester.  Students enrolled in the RN to BSN and BSN to 

MSN programs during this time were identified and notified of the survey’s availability through 

their program specific LMS forum posting by the Dean of Nursing and Health Sciences at the 

participating university. 

The Dean of Nursing and Health Science at the university participating, using the 

university’s program-specific LMS communication platform, distributed the survey link.  Upon 

posting to the forum, an email was automatically dispersed to the student’s school email address, 

making the survey accessible through email and the program’s forum posting.  This survey was 

available to all eligible students via a provided Uniform Resource Locator (URL) to the 

SurveyMonkey platform.  Once dispersed, email reminders were sent by the Dean of Nursing 

and Health Science two weeks and four weeks after the initial email to attract an increased 

number of participants. 

Study participation was on a voluntary basis for all students willing and able to 

participate.  A voluntary participation and introductory statement (Appendix G) was provided to 

students in the posting.  At the conclusion of the survey, before submitting, a debriefing 

statement was included containing the researcher’s contact information and the number to the 

National Alliance on Mental Illness’s (NAMI) helpline in the instance stress or anxiety was 

provoked to the extent that assistance was required.  Before submitting survey responses, 
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students were asked to acknowledge they read and understood the information about NAMI.  

During data distribution and collection, careful attention was given to ensure information 

remained confidential to the researcher.  Survey data collected was stored in the SurveyMonkey 

database for the duration of the survey and safeguarded by a password only known to the 

researcher. 

Upon conclusion of the study period, the survey data were analyzed to determine the 

students’ perceptions of incivility in the online learning environment.  This was accomplished by 

transferring the SurveyMonkey data into the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) 

student version 11.0 for Windows to aid in the statistical analysis of data.  As with data 

collection, punctilious attention was given to ensure the safety of the results during the analyses 

process.  This information will remain stored on the researcher’s personal computer, safeguarded 

by a password only known to the researcher.  

Data Analysis Methods 

During the process of analyzing quantitative data, the initial step was to prepare the data 

for analysis (Creswell, 2012).  Upon conclusion of the study period, the survey data were 

analyzed to determine the students’ perceptions of incivility in the online learning environment.  

This was accomplished by transferring the SurveyMonkey data into the Statistical Package for 

the Social Sciences (SPSS) student version 11.0 for Windows to aid in the statistical analysis of 

data.  The SPSS program was selected due to its affordability and ease of use.  A codebook of 

survey variables was created using SPSS to arrange the data into numerical scores to assist in the 

statistical analysis process. 

Data was sorted according to the variable name, variable type, level of measurement, 

response categories, and survey questions.  Data were scored to provide a numerical value for 
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each response category question of the IOLE survey.  Categorical survey responses are scored as 

1= always, 2= usually, 3=sometimes, 4=never and 1=often, 2=sometimes, 3=rarely, and 4=never.  

Two subcategories, consisting of 13 questions each, are included for analysis to compare 

responses for both student behaviors and faculty behaviors.  Sub categories will be scored using 

the scale listed above. 

Two multiple choice questions were included that did not fall into either subcategory.  

The first multiple-choice question examined the extent incivility was perceived as a problem in 

the online learning environment.  Responses to this question as scored as follows, 1= no problem 

at all, 2=mild problem, 3= moderate problem, 4=serious problem, and 5= I don’t know/can’t 

answer.  The second multiple-choice question assesses whether the participant believed students 

or faculty were more likely to engage in the uncivil behavior.  Responses to this question will be 

scored as follows, 1= faculty members are much more likely, 2=faculty members are a little 

more likely, 3=about equal, 4=students are a little more likely, 5= students are much more likely, 

and 6=don't know. 

During analysis, demographic data was coded to describe the population surveyed.  Age 

was collapsed into a categorical variable with four age groups, 1=18-33, 2=34-49, 3=50-65, 4=65 

and over.  Gender was a categorical variable coded as 1=male and 2=female.  Race/Ethnicity was 

a categorical variable coded as 1= Asian, 2= Black/African American, 3= Hispanic (non-Latino), 

4= Latino, 5= Native American or Alaskan Native, 6= Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian, 7= 

white/ Caucasian, 8= Other.  Program level was coded as a categorical variable, 1=pre-licensure 

RN student, 2=post-licensure BSN student, and 3= graduate student. 

Upon completion of the survey, category response data was summed according to the 

recommendations from the instrument’s developer.  A total score was issued for the subscales of 
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both faculty behaviors and student behaviors and general multiple-choice questions covering all 

survey variables.  Next, using the Likert scale responses, a numerical association was used for 

each variable for ease of coding and statistical analysis.  Data was then reviewed for scores that 

were not in the range or were missing values (Creswell, 2012). 

Once the data was prepared and organized as described above, analysis began.  

Descriptive statistics were used to assist in summarizing demographic data of age, sex, ethnicity, 

and program level to provide a snapshot of the population surveyed.  Descriptive statistics were 

also be used to examine the student’s perceptions of incivility for both student and faculty 

behaviors. This provided the measure of central tendency by examining the mean, median, and 

standard deviation values. The mean was used to display the sum of all the data, while the 

median was used to provide a middle value in the distribution separating the data into two 

halves.  The standard deviation was then calculated to examine the distribution of scores around 

the mean. 

A secondary analysis was then done to determine if variations exist between student’s 

perceptions of student-to-faculty and faculty-to-student incivility.  This analysis was done using 

a two-tailed, paired t-test to identify the differences between the two categories.  Since the data 

was not evenly distributed, a Wilcoxon signed-rank test was then utilized to determine if there 

was a statistical difference between the two sets of scores on the same population of participants 

(Pallant, 2016).  Data was then examined to answer the research question: In students who are 

actively enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, what are 

their perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning 

environment. 

Data Management Methods 
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As participants completed the survey, data was stored on the SurveyMonkey platform for 

data collection and management.  This information remained secured by a password only known 

and accessible to the researcher.  No individual email addresses or identifying participant 

information were collected during the survey process.  Upon study completion, the results were 

transferred into the SPSS system for data analysis.  This data is maintained on a password-

protected file on a computer solely accessible to the researcher.  All records obtained during this 

research will be destroyed by permanently deleting the data files five-year’ post-study, in 

accordance with American Sentinel University (ASU) and the participating institution’s policies. 

Ethical Considerations 

In survey research ethical issues typically arise at distinct periods in the research process, 

this includes the collection of data, analysis of results, and reporting of findings (Creswell, 

2012).  Procedures were used to keep the participants information safe with respondent’s 

responses not shared outside the knowledge of the researcher.  Confidentiality of participants has 

been upheld and data stored in a secure location.  Responses will remain safe with no identifying 

information available between respondent identification and survey answers.  During data 

collection and analysis, access was only available to the researcher through the use of a secure 

password and internet connection.  During the reporting of results, the researcher carefully 

displayed the data ensuring not to include any participant identifiers or connecting information.  

Post-survey, the researcher, has warranted that all survey and participant information be 

destroyed (Creswell, 2012). 

Internal Review Board (IRB) approval of research has been obtained from ASU 

(Appendix I) as well as the university involved in the study (Appendix J).  An IRB checklist 

(Appendix C) was employed to ensure all criteria was met before submitting the proposal for 
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IRB approval.  While the risks associated with this research were low, participants were made 

aware of the possibility of questions causing emotional discomfort, and while unlikely, as with 

any online activity, breach of data was always possible.  The probability and magnitude of harm 

or discomfort during this project was not anticipated to be greater than any ordinarily 

encountered in daily life, or during the performance of routine physical or psychological 

examinations or tests. 

Due to the low-risk nature of this study and anonymity of the sample population, written 

consent was not be required.  By completing the survey, participants consented to their 

participation in the study.  Students were made aware that they were not required to participate in 

any aspect of the research, with no effect on grades or performance measures outlined by the 

nursing program. 

Threats to Validity 

Internal Validity 

Internal validity relates to the cause-effect relationship between variables, ultimately 

asking if the research results can explain the outcome.  Internal threats to validity are the most 

severe due to their ability to compromise the research findings (Creswell, 2012).  In survey 

based-research, several factors have been identified that may threaten the internal validity of this 

study.  These factors include the following: 

• Sample size: This study obtained a small sample size due to voluntary participation that 

increased the likelihood of statistical insignificance. 

• Participant selection bias: Recruitment was done through convenience sampling based on 

the student’s ability and willingness to participate in the study. 

• Mortality: Participants may not have fully completed the survey due to personal beliefs.  
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External Validity 

Threats to external validity affect the researcher’s ability to draw direct conclusions from 

the sample data (Creswell, 2012).  In a survey-based study, external validity can be affected by 

survey design since it is dependent on participant engagement in answering questions that 

provide measures for results, as well contextual factors under which the research was directed 

that might limit generalizability.  Consideration of threats to the external validity of this study 

should be placed on the following possibilities: 

• Single-site study: Multiple schools were not be involved in this study, limiting the data 

received as applicable to one school of nursing. 

• Selection bias: Limiting research participants to RN to BSN and BSN to MSN students.  

• Ungeneralizable results: Participants in the study are from one private Nazarene 

university, increasing the likelihood that results are not generalizable to all groups. 

• Convenience sampling: Increases the possibility that sampling bias is created, resulting in 

the sample being ungeneralizable to the target population. 

Section II Summary 

Chapter two outlines the methods involved in the data distribution, collection, 

management, and analysis of this research.  This quantitative cross-sectional survey design, data 

collection, and analysis aids in answer the question: In students who are actively enrolled in one 

school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, what are their perceptions of 

faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning environment?  This 

knowledge provides nursing educators with an improved understanding of the interventions 

needed to be proactive and decrease the frequency of incivility in the online classroom.  
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SECTION III: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Incivility in higher education has been thoroughly studied in relation to the traditional 

classroom.  However, little research has focused on incivility in the online classroom, with even 

fewer studies focused on the population of nursing students and faculty.  The purpose of this 

study was to answer the question:  In students who are actively enrolled in one school of nursing 

and who are taking at least one online course, what are their perceptions of faculty-to-student and 

student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning environment.  Section III will summarize the 

research study, results, and implications of the findings in relation to recommendations for 

practice, and future research. 

Summary of Methods and Procedures 

IRB approval was obtained from both ASU (Appendix I) and the university where the 

research study was conducted (Appendix J).  Once permission was granted from both 

institutions, the Dean of Nursing and Health Science at the research institution posted a link to 

the survey using the university’s program-specific LMS communication forum.  By posting to 

the forum, this automatically distributed an email to all students that included a link to the 

survey, making it accessible from both locations.  All student enrolled in the RN to BSN and 

BSN to MSN programs received access to the link.  After the initial invitation was dispersed, 

reminders were posted to the forum by the Dean of Nursing and Health Science for two-weeks 

and four-week increments to attract an increased number of participants.  The survey then 

remained open for two additional weeks following the last notification to allow for final response 

time. 

Data Analysis Methods 
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During the process of analyzing quantitative data, the initial step was to prepare the data 

for analysis (Creswell, 2012).  Upon conclusion of the study period, the survey data were 

analyzed to determine the students’ perceptions of incivility in the online learning environment.  

This was accomplished by transferring the SurveyMonkey data into the SPSS student version 

25.0 for Windows to aid in the statistical analysis of data.  The SPSS program was selected due 

to its affordability and ease of use.  A codebook of survey variables has been created using SPSS 

to arrange the data into numerical scores to assist in the statistical analysis process. 

Data were sorted according to the variable name, variable type, level of measurement, 

response categories, and survey questions.  Data were scored to provide a numerical value for 

each response category question of the IOLE survey.  Categorical survey responses are scored as 

1= always, 2= usually, 3=sometimes, 4=never and 1=often, 2=sometimes, 3=rarely, and 4=never.  

Two subcategories, consisting of 36 questions each, were included for analysis to compare 

responses for both student behaviors and faculty behaviors.  Subcategories were scored using the 

scale listed above. 

Two multiple choice questions were included that do not fall into either subcategory.  

The first multiple-choice question examined the extent incivility is perceived as a problem in the 

online learning environment.  Responses to this question as scored as follows, 1= no problem at 

all, 2=mild problem, 3= moderate problem, 4=serious problem, and 5= I don’t know/can’t 

answer.  The second multiple-choice question assessed whether the participant believed students 

or faculty are more likely to engage in the uncivil behavior.  Responses to this question were 

scored as follows, 1= faculty members are much more likely, 2= faculty members are a little 

more likely, 3= about equal, 4= students are a little more likely, 5= students are much more 

likely, and 6= don’t know. 
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During analysis, demographic data were coded to provide a description of the sample 

drawn from the population surveyed.  Age was collapsed into a categorical variable with four age 

groups, 1 = 18-33, 2 = 34-49, 3 = 50-65, 4 = 65 and over.  Gender was a categorical variable 

coded as 1= male and 2 = female.  Race/Ethnicity were a categorical variable coded as 1 = 

Asian, 2 = Black/African American, 3 = Hispanic (non-Latino), 4 = Latino, 5 = Native American 

or Alaskan Native, 6 = Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian, 7 = white/ Caucasian, 8 = Other.  

Program level was coded as a categorical variable, 1 = bachelor level, 2 = master’s level. 

Upon completion of the survey, category response data were summed according to the 

recommendations from the instrument developer.  A total score was issued for the subscales of 

both faculty behaviors and student behaviors and general multiple-choice questions covering all 

survey variables.  Next, using the Likert scale responses, a numerical association was used for 

each variable for ease of coding and statistical analysis.  Data was then reviewed for scores that 

are not in range or are missing values (Creswell, 2012).  There were no missing values or scores 

not in range. 

Descriptive statistics were used to assist in summarizing demographic data of age, sex, 

ethnicity, and program level to provide a snapshot of the population surveyed.  Descriptive 

statistics were also be used to examine the student’s perceptions of incivility for both student and 

faculty behaviors.  This was done by using frequency distributions in tables for nominal and 

ordinal variables.  Further, by providing the measure of central tendency by examining the 

median, which was used to give a middle value in the distribution separating the data into two 

halves, since the data was ranked ordinal in form. 

Inferential data analysis was then done to determine if variations exist between student’s 

perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility.  This analysis was done, using 
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a Wilcoxon signed-rank test, since the observations were dependent, and the dependent variable 

was ranked ordinal data.  The test was utilized to determine if there is a statistical difference 

between the two sets of scores on the same population of participants (Pallant, 2016).  A p-value 

of < 0.05 indicated statistical significance.  Data was then examined to answer the research 

question: In students who are actively enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at 

least one online course, what are their perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty 

incivility in the online learning environment? 

Summary of Setting Characteristics and Sample 

The setting for this study was one small not-for-profit, faith-based university in the 

greater Kansas City area.  This university houses over 40 academic programs, with nursing 

programs that include traditional and accelerated undergraduate, pre-licensure and post-licensure 

BSN, and four BSN to MSN track programs with the opportunity for on-campus and online 

course offerings.  The population invited to participate in this study were RN to BSN and BSN to 

MSN students due to the increased availability of online course offerings in these programs. 

In this non-probability sampling, eligible participants were selected based on their 

availability and willingness to participate.  Convenience sampling was conducted to include 

participants that were available and willing to be involved in the research (Creswell, 2012; Setia, 

2016).  The target population for this study were students enrolled in an online course in the 

school of nursing where the study was conducted and participants who were available to the 

researcher.  Excluded from participating were students not enrolled in an online course during 

the survey period and non-nursing students. 

During the summer semester of 2018, the total number of students enrolled in both RN to 

BSN and BSN to MSN programs within this university was 140.  There were 51 students in the 
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RN to BSN program and 89 students in all MSN program specialties; with the majority taking at 

least one online course.  For determining the sample size, the analysis was done using the 

Creative Research System’s (2012) sample size calculator with a target population of 140 

students, a 95 percent confidence level, and a five percent margin of error.  Based on these 

calculations, the desired sample size was 103 participants (Creative Research Systems, 2012). 

Results 

Participants 

 There were 13 participants in the project.  As seen in Table 1, there was 1 (7.7%) 

participant that identified as male and 12 (92.3%) participants that identified as females.  

Participants were mostly divided between the age ranges of 18-33 (n = 4. 30.8%), 34-49 (n = 5, 

38.5%), and 50-65 (n = 4, 38.8%).  Most participants identified as Caucasian (n = 10, 76.9%) 

followed by Black/African American (n = 1, 7.7%), Latino (n = 1, 7.7%), and Other (n = 1, 

7.7%).  All participants were at the master’s level (n = 13, 100.0%). 

Table 1 

Sample Participant Demographics 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Demographic       Frequency  Percent 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Gender 

 Male   1  7.7  

 Female   12  92.3  

 Total   13  100.0  

What is your age range in years? 
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 18-33      4  30.8  

 34-49      5  38.5  

 50-65      4  30.8  

 Total      13  100.0  

What is your ethnic/racial background? 

 Black/African American   1   7.7  

 Latino   1   7.7  

 White/Caucasian   10   76.9  

 Other   1   7.7  

 Total   13   100.0  

Current program level 

 Master’s degree                     13  100.0  

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Data Analysis 

The guiding question for this project was: In students who are actively enrolled in one 

school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, what are their perceptions of 

faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning environment?  

Student Behaviors and Experiences 

For student behaviors and experiences (table 2), the total behavioral score was found to 

be 28.38 (range 18-72), and total experience score was found to be 63.31 (range 18-72).  The 

following are individual responses to the IOLE survey questions where participants reported 

behaviors as uncivil.  On the question relating to name-calling, making verbal insults, or rude 

comments (question 1) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%). On the question relating 
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to making personal attacks or threatening comments (question 11) participants responded always 

(n=13, 100.0%).  On the question relating to making belittling comments to others about a 

classmate (question 13) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%).  On the question relating 

to making racial, ethnic, sexual or religious slurs (question 17) participants responded always 

(n=13, 100.0%).  For these four questions, participants reported either rarely or never to 

experiencing these behaviors.  Further, on questions 21 (criticizing non- traditional sub-cultures 

such as avatars or vamps), 23 (cheating on exams or quizzes), and 35 (speaking negatively 

‘offline’ about members of online group members – breaching confidentiality) all participants 

(n=13) reported these behaviors as either always or usually disruptive, and that they either rarely 

or never experienced them in the past 12 months. 

Table 2 

IOLE Questions about Student Behaviors 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Question      Frequency   Percent 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Name Calling Making verbal insults or rude comments?   

                 Always       13  100.0 

                  

                 Average Score                                                          1 

2. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?   

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Rarely   2  15.4  

 Never   10  76.9  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average Score  3.7 

3. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Failing to complete assignments in a timely manner?   

 Always   3  23.1  

 Usually   4  30.8  

 Sometimes   6  46.2  
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 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  2.2  

4. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Often   3  23.1  

 Sometimes   4  30.8  

 Rarely   5  38.5  

 Never   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score  2.3 

5. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting short, terse responses that do not add meaning to the online 

discussion?     

 Always   3  23.1  

 Usually   6  46.2  

 Sometimes   4  30.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average Score  2.1  

6. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   9  69.2  

 Never   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  3 

7. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting ambiguous or vague responses that do not add meaning to the 

online discussion?     

 Always   3  23.1  

 Usually   3  23.1  

 Sometimes   5  38.5  

 Never   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  2.5 

8. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   5  38.5  

 Rarely   7  53.8  

 Never   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score  2.5 

9. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Refusing to participate in required online discussions?   

 Always   4  30.8  

 Usually   5  38.5  

 Sometimes   3  23.1  
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 Never   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  2.1 

10. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   4  30.8  

 Never   7  53.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  3.7 

11. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making personal attacks or threatening comments?   

                 Always       13  100.0  

                 Average score      1 

12. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Rarely   1  7.7  

 Never   11  84.6  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  3.8 

13. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making belittling comments to others about a classmate?  

                 Always         13  100.0  

                  

                Average score        1 

14. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

                 Often          1  7.7  

                 Rarely         1  7.7  

                 Never         11  84.6  

                  

                 Total          13  100.0  

                 Average score      3.7 

15. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making belittling comments to others about a faculty member?  

                 Always                               12  92.3  

                 Usually            1  7.7  

                  

                 Total            13  100.0  

                 Average score        1.1 

16. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

                  Often                                 1  7.7  

                  Rarely                                 2  15.4  

                  Never                               10  76.9  

                   

                  Total                               13  100.0  

                  Average score      3.6 
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17. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making racial, ethnic, sexual or religious slurs?    

                  Always                                13  100.0 

                  Average score        1 

18. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

                 Rarely          1  7.7  

                 Never       12  92.3  

               

                 Total          13  100.0  

                 Average score     3.9 

19. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Using inappropriate chat acronyms such as "wtf"?    

 Always   8  61.5  

 Usually   1  7.7  

 Sometimes   3  23.1  

 Never   1  7.7  

  

                 Total   13  100.0 

                 Average score   1.8 

20. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

                  Rarely                                2  15.4  

                  Never                                11  84.6  

                 

                  Total                                13  100.0  

                 Average score        3.8 

21. ""Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Criticizing non- traditional sub-cultures such as avatars or vamps"? 

 Always   5  38.5  

 Usually   6  46.2  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

  

                 Total   13  100.0  

                 Average score   1.8 

22. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

                Rarely                               1  7.7  

                Never                               12  92.3  

                 

                Total                               13  100.0  

                Average score       3.9 

23. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Cheating on exams or quizzes?    

                 Always                               11  84.6  

                 Usually                               2  15.4  

  

                 Total                               13  100.0 

                Average score      1.2 

24. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

                 Rarely                                2  15.4  

                 Never                                11  84.6  
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                 Total                                13  100.0  

                 Average score      3.8 

25. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Taking credit for others’ work?   

                 Always                                  12  92.3  

                 Never                                  1  7.7  

  

                 Total                                  13  100.0  

                Average score         1.2 

26. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

                Rarely                                   2  15.4  

                Never                                  11  84.6  

  

                Total                                  13  100.0  

                Average score         3.8 

27. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Challenging faculty knowledge or credibility?    

 Always   5  38.5  

 Usually   4  30.8  

 Sometimes   3  23.1  

 Never   1  7.7  

  

                 Total   13  100.0 

                 Average score  2  

28. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Often   1  7.7  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   6  46.2  

 Never   4  30.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  3 

29. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Failing to fulfill group responsibilities?    

 Always   9  69.2  

 Usually   3  23.1  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   1.4 

30. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   3  23.1  

 Never   8  61.5  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.5 

31. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting others’ personal information?    
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 Always   10  76.9  

 Usually   2  15.4  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score  1.3 

32. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

                 Rarely                                2  15.4  

                 Never                                11  84.6  

  

                  Total                                13  100.0 

                  Average score        3.8 

33. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Flooding an online environment with comments or messages? 

  Always   2  15.4  

 Usually   4  30.8  

 Sometimes   7  53.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   2.4 

34. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   4  30.8  

 Never   7  53.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.4 

35. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Speaking negatively ‘off- line’ about members of online group members 

– (breaching confidentiality)?     

 Always   9  69.2  

 Usually   2  15.4  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score                         1.5 

36. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

                 Rarely                                3  23.1  

                 Never                               10  76.9  

 

                 Total                               13  100.0  

              Average score       3.8 

 

 

Total Behavior Score: 28.38 (range 18-72) 

 

Total Experience Score: 63.31 (range 18-72) 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Faculty Behaviors and Experiences 

For faculty behaviors and experiences (table 3), the total behavioral score was found to 

be 25.54 (range 18-72) with a total experience score of 66.77 (range 18-72).  The following are 

individual responses to the IOLE survey questions where participants reported these behaviors as 

uncivil.  On the question regarding name-calling, making verbal insults, or rude comments 

(question 1) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%).  On the question regarding making 

personal attacks or threatening comments (question 11) participants responded always (n=13, 

100.0%).  On the question regarding making belittling comments to others about a classmate 

(question 13) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%).  On the question regarding making 

belittling comments to others about a faculty member (question 15) participants responded 

always (n=13, 100.0%).  On the question regarding making racial, ethnic, sexual or religious 

slurs (question 17) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%).  On the question regarding 

cheating on exams or quizzes (question 23) participants responded always (n=13, 100.0%).  

Further, on questions 21 (criticizing non- traditional sub-cultures such as avatars or vamps), 25 

(taking credit for others’ work), and 35 (speaking negatively ‘offline’ about members of online 

group members – breaching confidentiality) all participants (n=13) reported these behaviors as 

either always or usually disruptive, and that they either rarely or never experienced them in the 

past 12 months. 

Table 3 

IOLE Questions about Faculty Behaviors 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Question      Frequency   Percent 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
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1. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Name Calling Making verbal insults or rude comments?  

 Always          13  100.0  

 Average score   1 

2. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Never   12  92.3  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   3.9 

3. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Failing to complete assignments in a timely Manner?   

 Always   4  30.8  

 Usually   7  53.8  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score    1.8 

4. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   3  23.1  

 Rarely   8  61.5  

 Never   2  15.4  

  

 Total   3  100.0  

 Average score    2.9 

5. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting short, terse responses that do not add meaning to the online 

discussion?     

 Always   4  30.8  

 Usually   7  53.8  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   1.8 

6. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   3  23.1  

 Rarely   4  30.8  

 Never   6  46.2  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.2 

7. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting ambiguous or vague responses that do not add meaning to the 

online discussion?     

 Always   6  46.2  

 Usually   6  46.2  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  
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 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   1.6 

8. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Rarely   6  46.2  

 Never   6  46.2  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.4 

9. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Refusing to participate in required online discussions?   

 Always   6  46.2  

 Usually   3  23.1  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Never   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score    2 

10. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Rarely   4  30.8  

 Never   9  69.2  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.7 

11. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making personal attacks or threatening comments?   

 Always   13  100.0  

 Average score   1 

12. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Rarely   1  7.7  

 Never   12  92.3  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   3.9 

13. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making belittling comments to others about a classmate?  

 Always   13  100.0 

 Average score   1  

14. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Never   13  100.0  

 Average score  4 

15. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making belittling comments to others about a faculty member? 

 Always   13  100.0 

 Average score   1  

16. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Rarely          1  7.7  
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 Never          12  92.3  

  

 Total          13  100.0  

 Average score          3.9 

17. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Making racial, ethnic, sexual or religious slurs?   

 Always        13  100.0 

 Average score        1  

18. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Never          13  100.0 

 Average score          4  

19. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Using inappropriate chat acronyms such as "wtf"?   

 Always   8  61.5  

 Usually   1  7.7  

 Sometimes   4  30.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score    1.7  

20. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Never         13  100.0 

 Average score     4 

21. "Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Criticizing non- traditional sub-cultures such as avatars or vamps"? 

 Always   8  61.5  

 Usually   5  38.5  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score    1.4 

22. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Never   13  100.0 

 Average score  4 

23. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Cheating on exams or quizzes?    

 Always   13  100.0  

 Average score   1 

24. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Rarely   1  7.7  

 Never   12  92.3  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.9 

25. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Taking credit for others’ work?    

 Always   11  84.6  

 Usually   1  7.7  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0  



47 

 

 Average score   1.2 

26. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Rarely   2  15.4  

 Never   11  84.6  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.8 

27. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Challenging faculty knowledge or credibility?   

 Always   5  38.5  

 Usually   6  46.2  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Never   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   1.8 

28. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Rarely   5  38.5  

 Never   7  53.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.5 

29. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Failing to fulfill group responsibilities?   

 Always   10  76.9  

 Usually   2  15.4  

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   1.3 

30. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   1  7.7  

 Rarely   3  23.1  

 Never   9  69.2  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   3.6 

31. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Posting others’ personal information?    

 Always   11  84.6  

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   1.3 

32. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Rarely   3  23.1  

 Never   10  76.9  
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 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   3.8 

33. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Flooding an online environment with comments or messages? 

 Always   3  23.1  

 Usually   6  46.2  

 Sometimes   4  30.8  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score   2.4 

34. How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?    

 Sometimes   2  15.4  

 Rarely   2  15.4  

 Never   9  69.2  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.5 

35. Do you consider this behavior disruptive: Speaking negatively ‘off- line’ about members of online group 

members – (breaching confidentiality)?     

 Always   12  92.3  

 Usually   1  7.7  

  

 Total   13  100.0  

 Average score    1.1 

36.How often have you experienced or seen this in the past 12 months?     

 Rarely   1  7.7  

 Never   12  92.3  

  

 Total   13  100.0 

 Average score   3.9 

 

Total Behavior Score: 25.54 (range 18-72) 

 

Total Experience Score: 66.77 (range 18-72)  

_____________________________________________________________________________________________  

Multiple Choice Questions  

Two multiple-choice questions were included that do not fall into either subcategory.  

The first multiple-choice question examined the extent incivility is perceived as a problem in the 

online learning environment.  Responses to this question as scored as follows, 1= no problem at 

all, 2=mild problem, 3= moderate problem, 4=serious problem, and 5= I don’t know/can’t 

answer.  The second multiple-choice question assessed whether the participant believed students 
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or faculty are more likely to engage in the uncivil behavior.  Responses to this question were 

scored as follows, 1= faculty members are much more likely, 2=faculty members are a little 

more likely, 3=about equal, 4=students are a little more likely, 5= students are much more likely, 

and 6=don’t know.   

The data for both questions was in ranked ordinal form, so the medians were used as a 

measure of central tendency.  For the question, To what extent do you think incivility in the 

online learning environment is a problem, the median was 2.0 which is considered a mild 

problem.  On the second question, Based on your experienced or perceptions in online classes, 

do you think that students or faculty are more likely to engage in uncivil behaviors?, the median 

was a 4.0 which is interpreted as students are a little more likely.  The individual responses can 

be seen in Table 4. 

Table 4 

Question Responses 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Question                              Response   Frequency  Percent 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

To what extent do you  

think incivility in the  

online learning  

environment is a problem? 

  No problem at all 5  38.5  

  Mild problem  7  53.8  

  Moderate problem 1  7.7  



50 

 

  Total  13  100.0  

Based on your experiences 

 or perceptions in online classes, 

 do you think that students or  

faculty are more likely to 

 engage in uncivil behaviors? 

 About equal   3  23.1  

 Students are a little more likely  6  46.2  

 Students are much more likely  4  30.8  

 Total   13  100.0  

 

The perceptions of student-student and faculty-student incivility were compared using 

two Wilcoxon sign-rank test since the observations were dependent, and the dependent variables 

(disruptive behavior and experienced behavior) were ranked ordinal data.  The first Wilcoxon 

sign-rank test was run and found that there was a statistically significant difference between the 

grouped median of student-to-student incivility on disruptive behavior (64.00) and faculty-to-

student incivility on disruptive behavior (68.33) at z = -3.184, p = 0.001 (Table 3).  The results 

indicate that students perceived faculty-to-student behaviors as more disruptive than student-to-

faculty behaviors (Figure 1). 

The second Wilcoxon sign-rank test was run and found that there was a statistically 

significant difference between the grouped median of student-to-student incivility (28.50) and 

faculty-to-student incivility on disruptive behavior (23.00) on whether or not the participant had 

experienced the behavior in the last 12 months ( z = -3.184, p = 0.001). (Table 3).  The results 
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indicate that in the last 12 months students perceived faculty-to-student incivility to be 

significantly less than that of student-to-faculty (Figure 2). 

Table 5 

Wilcoxon Sign-Rank Testa 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Test     Faculty to Student Incivility - Student-to-Student Incivility 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Disruptive Behavior 

Z -3.184b 

p (2-tailed) .001 

Experienced the Behavior in the last 12 months 

Z -3.081b 

p (2-tailed) .052 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes. a. Wilcoxon Signed Ranks Test; b. Based on positive ranks. 

Major Findings 

This study generated data to answer the research question:  In students who are actively 

enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, what are their 

perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning 

environment? 

Student-to-Faculty and Faculty-to-Student Group Comparison Results 

For faculty behaviors and experiences (table 3), the total behavioral score was found to 

be 25.54 (range 18-72) with a total experience score of 66.77 (range 18-72).  For student 

behaviors and experiences (table 2), the total behavioral score was found to be 28.38 (range 18-
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72) and, the total experience score was found to be 63.31 (range 18-72).  A score of <36 is 

concerning for both behaviors and experiences shows an increased perception that participants 

consider the behaviors in the IOLE survey as uncivil (usually or always) and they are 

experiencing them sometimes or often.  The mean of the total score for student-to-student 

incivility was found to be 28.38 (range 18-72) with students experiencing this incivility on 

average of 63.31 (range 18-72). Individual responses and frequencies to the IOLE survey 

questions are listed in Tables 2 and 3 for both student behaviors and faculty behaviors.  On 

questions relating to personal attacks or threatening comments (question 11), making belittling 

comments to others about a classmate (question 13), and making racial, ethnic, sexual or 

religious slurs (question 17) participants responded always (n = 13, 100.0%).  For these three 

questions participants reported either never or rarely experiencing these behaviors.  Further, on 

questions 15 (making belittling comments to others about a faculty member), 19 (using 

inappropriate chat acronyms such as "wtf"), 23 (cheating on exams or quizzes), 25 (taking credit 

for others’ work), 29 (failing to fulfill group responsibilities), 31 (posting others’ personal 

information), and 35 (speaking negatively ‘offline’ about members of online group members – 

breaching confidentiality) participants reported these behaviors were disruptive and that they 

never experienced them in the past 12 months.  For question 33 (flooding an online environment 

with comments or messages), participants reported this behavior was sometimes disturbing, but 

they had not experienced it in the last 12 months. 

 On question 1 (name calling, making verbal insults, or rude comments), most 

participants responded as to never experiencing this behavior (n =10, 76.9%).  For question 5 

(posting short, terse responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion, most participants 

responded as to rarely experiencing this behavior (n = 9, 69.2%).  On question 7 (posting 
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ambiguous or vague responses that do not add meaning to the online discussion), most 

participants responded as to rarely experiencing this behavior (n = 7, 53.8%).  For question 9 

(refusing to participate in required online discussions), most participants responded as to never 

experiencing this behavior (n = 7, 53.8%).  On question 21 (criticizing non- traditional sub-

cultures such as avatars or vamps) most participants responded as to never experiencing this 

behavior (n = 12, 92.3%).  

Multiple Choice Questions  

The additional questions, To what extent do you think incivility in the online learning 

environment is a problem?, seven students reported incivility to be a mild problem (53.8%), with 

one student reporting it as a moderate problem (7.7%), and five students reporting no problem at 

all (38.5%).  In response to the second question, Based on your experienced or perceptions in 

online classes, do you think that students or faculty are more likely to engage in uncivil 

behaviors?, three students reported the likelihood to be about equal (23.1%), six students 

reported that students are a little more likely (46.2%), and four students reported that students are 

much most likely (30.8%).  Concluding that the majority of the students (53.8%) reported 

incivility to be a mild problem, with the majority (46.2%) perceiving that students are a little 

more likely to engage in uncivil behaviors than faculty.  

Implications for Nursing Practice 

 As online learning has transformed the way education is delivered, this has allowed for 

increased accessibility and convenience to higher education (Clark & Kenaley, 2011).  While the 

online classroom has many advantages for both students and faculty, one of the challenges 

contributing to online incivility is the anonymity of the environment and lack of face-to-face 

interactions that may add additional obstacles that are not present in the traditional classroom 
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(Rieck & Crouch, 2018).  According to Rieck and Crouch (2018), nurse educators are 

encouraged to be proactive in online learning, as this form of education profoundly changes the 

faculty and student relationship.  With this change, there is a strong need for the establishment of 

rules and clear expectations for online communication (McNeill et al., 2016). 

Research directed at incivility in the online learning environment is scarce, with few 

studies conducted examining the incidence of incivility in this environment.  However, from the 

comparable studies available, the data obtained in this study showed similar findings to 

previously published literature by Clark et al. (2012) and McNeill et al. (2016).  In these studies, 

a combined 215 students participated in the IOLE survey.  When students were asked, To what 

extent do you think incivility in the online learning environment is a problem? 47% of students 

viewed incivility to be a mild to moderate problem, with only 2.4% of students perceiving 

incivility as a serious problem, and 46.25% of students perceiving incivility as no problem at all.  

The results of this research are slightly higher than Clark et al. (2012), and McNeill et al. (2016) 

findings, with mild to moderate incivility being reported by 61.5% of participants, and 38.5% of 

students perceiving incivility as no problem at all.  

When students were asked, Based on your experienced or perceptions in online classes, 

do you think that students or faculty are more likely to engage in uncivil behaviors?. 17.35% of 

students reported that students and faculty were equally likely to engage in uncivil behaviors, 

while 36.9% of students perceived that students were more likely to engage in uncivil behaviors, 

2.7% thought that faculty members were more likely, and 17.35% responded that there was an 

equal likelihood that students or faculty could demonstrate incivility in online environments.  

The results of this study yielded slightly higher results, with 23% of students reporting that  

students and faculty were equally likely, 77% of the participants indicating that students are 
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more likely, and 0% reporting that faculty members are more likely to engage in uncivil 

behaviors.  With these findings, Clark et al. (2012) and McNeill et al. (2016) both recommended 

that further research is conducted to determine the impact of incivility on the online learning 

environment. 

By viewing student perceptions of both student-to-faculty and faculty-to-student 

behaviors, insight was gained that increased the knowledge of student perceptions in this context.  

In comparison to the findings from Clark et al. (2012) and McNeill et al. (2016) studies, the data 

obtained through this research expanded on student perceptions showing an upward trend 

towards students viewing incivility as a problem, with students being more likely than faculty to 

engage in uncivil behaviors in the online classroom.  Consideration should also be given to the 

20.18% of students, combined between the three studies, who perceived both students and 

faculty as equally likely, and the 2.7% who viewed faculty as much more likely to engage in 

uncivil behaviors.  Incivility from faculty-to-student has a strong correlation with the student’s 

satisfaction with the program and an increased likelihood the student will leave the program, or 

leave the nursing profession entirely (Davis, 2013).  Although the results of this study were not 

statistically significant, the inclination towards uncivil student behaviors shows cause for 

concern and further exploration.  Through the results of this study, the incidence of incivility as 

perceived by students are highlighted to provide further insight to nursing educators and leaders 

about incivility in the online environment. 

Recommendations 

This study generated data to help answer the research question: In students who are 

actively enrolled in one school of nursing and who are taking at least one online course, what are 

their perceptions of faculty-to-student and student-to-faculty incivility in the online learning 
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environment.  Statistical significance was found displaying data tendencies that identified 

students perceived incivility prompted by other students as more of a problem than faculty 

behaviors. 

Recommendations based on these findings are for nursing educators and leaders to build 

upon their recognition of incivility and factors that escalate uncivil incidences.  Chretien 

Goldman, Beckman, and Kind (2010) found that students reported a lack of policies in place that 

applied to online postings or mention online behaviors.  To decrease the prevalence of uncivil 

behaviors institutional implementation of an incivility policy and reinforcement of the policy 

with a no tolerance approach to inappropriate actions is recommended (Galbraith & Jones, 

2010).  These expectations should be set and made clear from the first day of the course and role 

modeled by all faculty. 

The most efficient way to prevent incivility is to outline expectations in the course 

syllabus; including repercussions if professional behaviors are not upheld (Galbraith & Jones, 

2010).  This data urges nursing leaders to delve further into building interventions to prevent 

incivility in the online classroom while maintaining up-to-date knowledge on behaviors that are 

uncivil among both faculty and students.  For nursing educators, it is essential to the success and 

satisfaction of both students and faculty to be proactive in addressing and educating on 

unacceptable uncivil behaviors to sustain a healthy learning environment for all involved. 

Secondly, having well-trained faculty with the inclusion of workshops and online faculty 

forums that provide methods for preventing and handling incidences of incivility would be 

beneficial (Galbraith & Jones, 2010; Ward & Yates, 2014).  Training should also be provided to 

all nursing students on uncivil behaviors and consequences to these behaviors to ensure all 

persons are aware of the no tolerance stance.  Students should then be asked to sign a civility 
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agreement indicating they understand the policy and consequences to non-adherence during their 

first course and all subsequent courses thenceforth.  By students and faculty being cognoscente 

of their actions and the actions of others, awareness can be built and interventions utilized to 

prevent incivility or its escalation. 

Additional consideration should be given to the 20.18% of students who perceived both 

students and faculty as equally likely, and the 2.7% who viewed faculty to be much more likely 

to engage in uncivil behaviors.  Although not as frequently perceived, faculty incivility should 

not be ignored.  According to Marchiondo et al. (2010), incivility continues when there is a low 

likelihood of punishment.  To decrease the occurrences of incivility among faculty members, the 

administration should take a firm stance to ensure policies and procedures are in place to address 

incivility, not only among students but faculty as well.  Similar to the interventions addressing 

student incivility, clear behavioral expectations should be in place, with education and guidance 

provided to facult on appropriate interactions.  One method to relay behavioral expectations to 

faculty is through annual training sessions and new faculty orientation.  With the formation of an 

incivility policy, this policy should be provided to all faculty and included in the faculty 

handbook outlining behaviors and expectations.  By having a policy in place that outlines 

appropriate faculty behaviors, this will not only set expectations for faculty members but also 

empower students to report incivility when incidences occur (Marchiondo et al., 2010). 

Recommendations for Future Research 

With the findings displayed in this study, further investigation is recommended in this 

under-researched area of education.  First, it is recommended to include a population inclusive of 

undergraduate students, various age groups, increased male participation, and a more diverse 

variety of ethnic and racial backgrounds to see if these factors play a role in student experiences 
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with incivility.  Second, examination of incivility should expand further than faculty-to-student 

and student-to-faculty to examine incidences of incivility among faculty-to-faculty and student-

to-student situations.  Previous research shows the prevalence of incivility spreads beyond 

student-to-faculty, also affecting student-to-student and faculty-to-faculty interactions (Davis, 

2013).  Third, various types of incivility should also be addressed to include cyberbullying, 

academic dishonesty, over-participation or classroom dominance, and under-participation. 

Discussion 

 By the year 2020, the demand for higher education is projected to double to around 200 

million students (Clark et al., 2012).  As online learning has become widespread, this essential 

method for learning continues to grow.  With this growth, student perceptions of the incidence of 

incivility in the online classroom are concerning.  With a sparsity of research relating to incivility 

in the online learning environment, it is crucial that further research is conducted to shed light on 

this vital topic.  The results of this study showed no statistical significance in student perceptions 

of incivility among students or faculty.  However, the data obtained is indicative of student-led 

incivility being more of an issue than faculty incivility.  In similar studies, results showed similar 

trends with students reporting rude or aggressive behaviors among classmates due to the 

perceived anonymity and lack of face-to-face interactions at increased incidences compared to 

faculty incivility (Clark et al., 2012). 

 For faculty and nursing leaders, barriers that might prevent them from addressing this 

issue include fear of retaliation, fear of liability, fear of losing their job, and fear of criticism.  

Support from the administration is one recommended step to removing these perceived 

constraints.  By eliminating the culture of blame, fostering communication, establishing policies 

that are clear and non-punitive for reporting uncivil behaviors, and having remediation plans in 
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place are all actions that can work as a stepping-stone to changing the culture among both 

students and faculty (Davis, 2013). 

Considerations 

There are several considerations regarding the use of the IOLE survey that could have 

affected the outcome of this research.  Potential factors include inaccurate and inconsistent data 

being reported by the students, personal bias, individual beliefs and habits, lack of personal 

interaction with participants, previous experiences with online learning, former comfort with 

online technology, and individual perceptions of civil and uncivil behaviors.  The IOLE survey 

also may have included limited response options for participants, and there is a possibility that 

participants avoided answering negatively to prevent undesirable feelings of being in the 

extreme's category (McLeod, 2008).  This study is limited because it only includes perceptions 

of students from one university.  Since multiple schools were not involved in this research, this 

limits the data received as applicable to one private, not-for-profit, faith-based university in the 

Midwest.  In addition, the participant pool used did not adequately represent minorities, multiple 

cultures, male students, or undergraduate students; as participants were primarily graduate-level 

Caucasian female.  Despite these limitations, this study adds to the growing literature examining 

student perceptions of incivility in the online learning environment. 

Conclusions and Contributions to the Profession of Nursing 

 Academic incivility encompasses behaviors that are disrespectful, rude, or destructive, to 

the teaching-learning environment (Clark & Springer, 2007).  Throughout this research, incivility 

in nursing education has been examined, with a specific focus on the online environment.  

Incivility in nursing education has widely been researched in the traditional classroom, but 

limited research has been conducted to examine the occurrences and types of incivility in the 
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online learning environment.  With vast differences between the traditional classroom and the 

online classroom, it is essential to develop an enhanced understanding of these behaviors as 

perceived by the student. 

Failure to address incivility in online education may result in student attrition and student 

dissatisfaction with their program.  The negative impact of incivility can lead to the student’s 

inability to complete the program, loss of funds for the students, and loss of financial aid when 

not meeting course completion requirements (Clark et al., 2012).  Incivility between students and 

faculty may also contribute to a downward progression for the university; including faculty job 

dissatisfaction, influence on institutional funding, reputation, and accreditation if student success 

rates are not meeting standards (Clark et al., 2012).  It is of essential importance that student 

perceptions of incivility be considered so appropriate policies can be established using 

considerations from student insights on uncivil conduct. 

Ultimately, the findings of this study showed a trend in data comparable to that found 

within related literature conducted by Clark et al. (2012) and McNeill et al. (2016).  Student 

perceptions were gathered to show that students perceive the student population as more likely to 

engage in uncivil behaviors than faculty.  With the results of this study, nursing leaders and 

faculty are urged to develop policies to improve the online learning environment by outlining 

actions that are deemed uncivil and providing upfront disclosure at the beginning of each course 

on the consequences of engaging in or instigating these behaviors.  Finally, the results of this 

study should be used to contribute in guiding policy development and faculty education of 

incivility and promotion of civil actions to influence the future state of online learning. 
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Appendix B 

DNP Timeline of Research 

Expected Graduation Date: March 2019     
Preferred email address: 
Lullrachel@gmail.com     

Preferred Phone Number: 913-908-3677     

Courses: Task Start End Completed 

Leadership Setting the Example N700PE 10/24/2016 12/11/2016 Yes 

Health Services Research N725PE 12/26/2016 2/19/2017 Yes 

Capstone 1 N740PE 4/4/2017 6/18/2017 Yes 
Organizational Dynamics of Higher 
Education N702PE 6/19/2017 8/13/2017 Yes 
Learner Centered Curriculum and Design & 
Learner Outcomes N710PE 8/21/2017 10/15/2017 Yes 

Health Statistics N755 10/16/2017 12/10/2017 Yes 

Advanced Statistics N758 12/18/2017 2/11/2018 Yes 

Capstone Two N765PE    Yes 

Assessment of Learning  N712PE    Yes 
Role of Technology and Simulation in 
Nursing Education  N714PE    Yes 

Principles of Finance and Fund Development  N742PE    In progress 

Elective 1: Health Care Finance N720PE    No 
Elective 2: Contemporary use of Health 
Information technology N735PE Undetermined    No  

DNP Project task Description & Timeline 
Date 
Completed    

Pre: Formulated a problem & purpose of 
research 11/14/2016    

Pre: Developed a PICO statement  11/14/2016    
Pre: Began Initial research into problem 
using ASU library 11/14/2016    

Pre: Formulated a hypothesis 11/16/2016    

Preselected research design 1/9/2017    
Pre: Identified nature, scope, and limitations 
of project 1/9/2017    
Pre: Identified possible instrument for 
collection 1/23/2017    

Pre: Data analysis method 5/1/2018    
Pre: Identified study participants and 
recruitment methods 1/23/2017    

     

Pre: Receive approval for tool use 11/6/2017    

Pre: IRB approval of research project  6/5/2018    
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Pre: Determine analysis plan for data 
collected 10/1/2017    

Pre: Develop method to recruit participants 11/1/2017    
During: Construct data distribution plan 
utilizing Survey Monkey 11/1/2017    

During:  Identify sample group  1/15/2018    
During: Collect participant demographic 
data 1/15/2018    
During: Obtain consent for participation in 
research 6/5/2018    

During: Begin distribution of survey tool  6/14/2018    
During: Monitor Survey results completed: 

                                                         6/14/18  to 7/26/18                                                                                          

During: Close the study to all participants 7/26/2018    
Post: Collect cumulative date from survey 
monkey 7/27/2018    

Post: Begin statistical data analysis  7/27/2018    

Post: Translate and transcribe data 7/30/2018    
Post: Develop Education plan for nurse 
educator utilization 8/15/2018    

Post: Defend 10/1/2018    
Post: Recommend practice change per 
findings 10/1/18    
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Appendix C 

Question Yes/No 

Have you completely filled out and answered all the IRB application questions (1 – 9)? If 

a question does not apply, enter N/A. 

 

Have you attached your current CITI training certificate (Social and Behavioral 

Research)? If you completed NIH training within the past five years before you started 

taking courses at American Sentinel, please attach that certificate of completion. 

 

Have you described (if applicable) the tool/survey/questionnaire you will be using in your 

study and included it with your IRB application submission?  

 

If you will be using an external tool/survey/questionnaire, have you obtained permission 

to use the instrument and stated this in Question #2 of the IRB application? 

 

If you are using Survey Monkey to obtain data, does your IRB application and your 

Capstone paper state that you will disable collection of the IP addresses? 

 

Have you identified how you will protect the subjects’ privacy (e.g., unique user 

name/password, use of proxy to request participation and gather data, etc.) 

 

Have you identified the need to obtain permission from your subjects (where appropriate) 

and attached the informed consent form? 

 

Have you obtained permission to conduct your study at your research site?  

Have you provided a complete description (step by step) of your research method and 

data collection technique? 

 

Have you thoroughly identified your method of subject selection and your anticipated 

“N”? 

 

Have you included how you will solicit individuals to participate in your project?  

 Have you noted how you will store and protect your collected data?  

Have you noted how long you will keep your research data (5 years minimum), and what 

will happen to your data at the end of that timeframe?  If the data will be destroyed, how 

will you accomplish that? 

 

Have you completed the electronic signature on the IRB application?  

Has your Capstone Chair electronically signed the IRB application?  

Has your Capstone Chair signed and dated your IRB application after your sign-off date?  
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Appendix D 

COPYRIGHT LICENSE AGREEMENT 

This License Agreement (the "License") is made and entered into this 6th day of November 

2017, by and between Boise State University, hereinafter referred to as the "Licensor," and Rachel 

Elaine Lull, MSN, RN, hereinafter referred to as the  "Licensee." 

 

WHEREAS, the Licensor owns certain rights, title and interests in the Incivility in the Online 

Teaching Environment (IOLE) Survey, hereafter called the "Licensed  Works," and 

 

WHEREAS, the Licensor desires to grant a license to the Licensee and Licensee desires to accept the 

grant of such license pursuant to the terms and provisions of this License Agreement for the purposes 

of permitting Licensee to  use the Licensed  Works for non-commercial purposes as outlined herein; 

 
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the payment of the License fee and the other mutual 

promises and benefits contained herein, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

 
1. Grant of License. The Licensor hereby grants to Licensee, its employees, agents and 

contractors, a limited, non-transferrable, non-exclusive license under Licensor's copyrights to use the 

Licensed  Works to assess the level of incivility  in the following environments:  single site, single use 

at MidAmerica Nazarene University (Department of Nursing) (Olathe, KS). 

 
The License granted herein is for one-time implementation of the Licensed  Works for non 

commercial purposes only. The Licensed Works are more particularly described as quantitative and 

qualitative  items and is  used  to gather administrator, staff, faculty  and students'  perceptions of 

uncivil, disruptive, and threatening behaviors, the frequency of these perceived behaviors and to elicit 

suggestions for prevention and intervention.  Licensee shall not be authorized to create derivative 

works of the Licensed  Works without the written approval of Licensor.  The Licensor reserves all 

other rights and interest in the Licensed Works, including copyright.  Each copy of the Licensed 

Works and every written documentation, description, marketing piece, advertisement, or other 

representation of or concerning the Licensed  Works shall  conspicuously  bear a notice of the 

Licensor's copyright  in this form "Copyright 2009 Boise State University. All rights reserved". 

Licensor represents and warrants that it is the rightful owner of all the rights granted herein, has 

obtained all required licenses, rights and permissions necessary to convey and hereby does convey the 

License free and clear of any and all claims, encumbrances  and liens. 

 
2. Term. The term of this License shall commence on the date set forth first above and shall 

terminate on a date eighteen (18) months after commencement. 

 
3. License Fee. In consideration for the granting of the License, the Licensee shall pay to 

Licensor a one-time License Fee of US $250.00 and provide a file of the de-identified data, per 

environment for a total of US $250.00 due and payable to Boise State University upon execution of 

this License. No other fees, royalties, expenses or amounts shall be incurred by Licensee in exchange 

for, or as a condition of receiving this License and the rights granted herein. The license rights set 

forth herein shall not become effective until payment of the License fee has been received and 

accepted by Licensor.  All amounts remitted hereunder shall be paid in U.S.  dollars. 
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4. License Services. If Licensee chooses technical support, training and implementation services 
for each educational environment indenti:fied above shall be pursuant to a separate services 
agreement. 

 

5. Confidentiality/Publication. Information provided by Licensee in the course of using the 

Licensed Work ("Confidential Information") shall remain confidential and proprietary to Licensee 

and Licensor shall receive and use the Confidential Information for the sole purpose of assisting 

Licensee in the implementation of the Licensed Works. Licensor agrees to protect the proprietary 

nature of the Confidential Information and agrees not to disclose the Confidential Information to any 

third party or parties without the prior written consent of the Licensee. 
 

6. Liability. To the extent authorized by law, Licensee shall indemnify, defend, and hold 

harmless the Licensor, its officers, employees and agents against any and all claims, damages, 

liability and court awards including costs, expenses, and attorney fees incurred as a result of any act 

or omission by Licensee, or its employees, agents, subcontractors, or assignees, arising from 

Licensee's use of the Licensed Works or any act or omission of Licensee under the terms of this 

License. Licensee shall pay for all costs arising out of its activities under this License including but 

not limited to all costs of copying and distribution. 
 

7. Assignment. Licensee shall not assign to, and will not permit the use of said Licensed  Works 

by, anyone, other than Licensee, its agents, employees or contractors,  without the prior written  

consent of the Licensor, which consent  will not be unreasonably  withheld or delayed. 
 

8. Abandonment by Licensee.  In case of abandonment  of this License by Licensee,  Licensee 

shall give notice to Licensor of its intent to abandon, and the Licensed Works shall thereupon be free 

and clear of this License  and of all rights and  privileges attaching thereto. 
 

9. Captions, Construction and License Effect.  The captions and headings used in this License 

are for identification only and shall be disregarded in any construction of the provisions. All of the 

terms of this License shall inure to the benefit of and be binding upon the respective heirs, successors 

and assigns of both the Licensor and Licensee. If any portion, clause, paragraph, or section of this 

License shall be determined to be invalid, illegal, or without force by a court oflaw or rendered so by 

legislative act, then the remaining portions of this License shall remain in full force and effect. 
 

10. Consent.   Unless otherwise specifically  provided,  whenever consent or approval  of the 

Licensor or Licensee is required under the terms of this License, such consent or approval shall not be 

unreasonably withheld or delayed, and shall be deemed to have been given if no response is received 

within thirty (30) days of the date the request was made. If either party withholds any consent or 

approval, such party on written request shall deliver to the other party a written statement giving the 

reasons therefore. 
 

11. Notice. Any notice required or permitted by this License may be delivered in person or sent 

by registered or certified mail, return receipt requested to the party at the address as hereinafter 

provided, and if sent by mail it shall be effective when posted in the U.S. Mail Depository with 

sufficient  postage attached thereto: 
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LICENSOR 

 
Boise State University 

Attn: Office of 

Technology Transfer 

1910 University Drive 

Boise, ID  83725-1135 

LICENSEE 

 
Rachel Elaine Lull, MSN, RN 

9953 Marty St. 

Overland Park, Kansas 66212 

 
 

Notice of change of address shall be treated as any other  notice. 

 

12. Applicable Law. The License shall be governed by Idaho law.  All construction  pursuant to 

or interpretation of this License shall comply with and conform to all applicable state, federal and 

local laws, regulations, rules and orders. 
 

13. Default.  Any failure of either party to perform  in accordance  with the terms of this 

Agreement shall constitute a breach of the agreement. In the event of a material breach by Licensee, 

Licensor may, upon written notice to Licensee, declare this License Agreement terminated and may 

seek such other and further relief as may be provided  by law, including,  but not limited to, a 

temporary or permanent injunction against Licensee's continued use of the Licensed Works, actual 

and/or statutory damages, costs of suit, and reasonable attorney  fees incurred  by Licensor as a result 

of the breach, plus interest on all amounts from the date of the breach until paid in full, at the highest 

rate permitted  by law. 

 

14. Complete Agreement. This License supersedes any and all prior written or oral Licenses and 

there are no covenants, conditions or agreements between the parties except as set forth herein. No 

prior or contemporaneous addition, deletion, or other amendment hereto shall have any force or affect 

whatsoever unless embodied herein in writing. No subsequent innovation, renewal, addition, deletion 

or other amendment hereto shall have any force or effect unless embodied in a written contract 
executed and approved  by both parties. 

 

In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this License on the day and year first 

above written. 
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Licensee: 

Rachel E. Lull 

Rachel Elaine Lull, MSN, RN 

Date:  11/6/2017 

Licensor:  

Katy Ritter 

Katy Ritter, Director Office of Technology Transfer 

Date: 11/6/2017 
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Appendix E 

Incivility in Online Learning Environments (IOLE) Survey Clark (2012) 
 

Please indicate your gender 
 Male 
 Female 

 

What is your age in years? 

 18-33 

 34-49 

 50-65 

 65 and over 
 

What is your ethnic/racial background? (Choose all that apply) 

❑ Asian 
❑ Black/African American 
❑ Hispanic (non-Latino) 
❑ Latino 
❑ Native American or Alaska Native 
❑ Pacific Islander or Native Hawaiian 
❑ White/Caucasian 
❑ Other 

 
Please indicate your current program level: 
 Bachelors degree 
 Masters degree 

Listed are some STUDENT behaviors you may have experienced or seen in the online nursing 

academic environment. Disruptive behavior is defined as any speech or action that interferes with 

the teaching/learning environment. Please respond to the following items regarding the level of 

“disruption” and how often each behavior occurred over the past 12 months. 
 

Do you consider this behavior disruptive? How often have you experienced or seen this 
in the past 12 months? 

 Always (1) Usually 
(2) 

Sometimes (3) Never (4) Often (1) Sometimes (2) Rarely (3) Never (4) 

Name- 
calling, 
making 
verbal 

insults or 
rude 

comments 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Failing to 
complete 

assignments 
in a timely 

manner 
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Posting 
short, terse 
responses 
that do not 

add meaning 
to the online 

discussion 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

Posting 
ambiguous 

or vague 
responses 
that do not 

add meaning 
to the online 

discussion 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

Refusing to 
participate 
in required 

online 
discussions 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Making 
personal 
attacks or 
threatening 
comments 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Making 
belittling 

comments to 
others 

about a 
classmate 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Making 
belittling 

comments 
to others 
about a 
faculty 

member 
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Do you consider this behavior disruptive? How often have you experienced or seen 
this in the past 12 months? 

Always (1) Usually 
(2) 

Sometimes (3) Never (4) Often (1) Sometimes (2) Rarely (3) Never (4) 

Making racial, 
ethnic, sexual 

or religious 
slurs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Using 
inappropriate 
chat acronyms 
such as "wtf" 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Criticizing non- 
traditional sub-
cultures 
such as avatars 
or vamps 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Cheating on 
exams or 
quizzes 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Taking credit for 
others’ work 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Challenging 
faculty 

knowledge or 
credibility 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Failing to fulfill 
group 

responsibilities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Posting others’ 
personal 

information 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Flooding an 
online 

environment 
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with comments or 
messages 

Speaking 
negatively ‘off- 

line’ about 
members of 
online group 
members – 
(breaching 

confidentiality) 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
        

 

Listed are some FACULTY behaviors you may have experienced or seen in the online nursing 

academic environment. Disruptive behavior is defined as any speech or action that interferes with 

the teaching/learning environment. Please respond to the following items regarding the level of 

“disruption” and how often each behavior occurred over the past 12 months. 

 

Do you consider this behavior disruptive? How often have you experienced or seen 
this in the past 12 months? 

 Always (1) Usually 
(2) 

Sometimes (3) Never (4) Often (1) Sometimes (2) Rarely (3) Never (4) 

Name- calling, 
making verbal 
insults or rude 

comments 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

 
 
 

 

Posting a 
vague or 
confusing 
syllabus 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Having 
unclear 

expectation 
about 

assignments 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Changing 
assignments 

or course 
requirements 

without 
warning 
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Failing to 
post 

assignments in 
a timely 
manner 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Failing to 
respond to 

student 
postings in 

timely 
manner 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Failing to         

 

post grades in 
a timely 
manner 

        

All students in 
a group 

receiving the 
same grade 
regardless of 

individual 
effort or 

contribution 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Unfair or 
subjective 
grading 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

FeExMaking 
vague or 
unhelpful 
comments 

about a 
student 

assignment or 
posting 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Assigning 
grades 

without 
providing 

useful 
feedback 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Making 
personal 
attacks or 
threatening 
comments 
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Making 
belittling 
comments 

toward 
students 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Making 
belittling 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

comments 
about a 
faculty 

member 

        

Making racial, 
ethnic, sexual 

or religious 
slurs 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Using 
inappropriate 
chat acronyms 
such as "wtf" 

  
 
 

  
 
 

  
 
 

  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Criticizing non- 
traditional sub-
cultures 
such as avatars 
or vamps 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

Exerting 
superiority or 

rank over 
others 

  

 

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Threatening to 
fail student for 
not complying 

to faculty’s 
demands 

  
 
 

  
 
 

  
 
 

  
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

Ignoring 
disruptive 

student 
behaviors 

  
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

Challenging 
faculty 

knowledge or 
credibility 
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Posting others’ 
personal 

information 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Speaking 
negatively ‘off- 

line’ about 
members of 
online group 
members – 
(breaching 

confidentiality) 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 
 

 
        

 
 

To what extent do you think incivility in the online learning environment is a problem? 
 

 No problem at all 

 Mild problem 

 Moderate problem 

 Serious problem 

 I don’t know/can’t answer 
 

Based on your experiences or perceptions in online classes, do you think that students or faculty 

are more likely to engage in uncivil behavior? 
 

 Faculty members are much more likely 

 Faculty members are a little more likely 

 About equal 

 Students are a little more likely 

 Students are much more likely 

 Don’t know  
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Appendix F 

Project Codebook 

Variable Name Variable 
Type 

Level of 
Measurment 

Response Categories Description/Survey 
Questions 

Gender Categorica
l 

Nominal 1= Male, 2= Female  Gender 

AgeYrs Continuou
s 

Scale 1=18-33, 2=34-49, 3=50-65, 
4=65 and over 

Age Range 

RaceEthnicity Categorica
l 

Nominal 1= Asian, 2= Black/African 
American, 3= Hispanic (non-
Latino), 4= Latino, 5= Native 
American of Alaska Native, 6= 
Pacific Islander or Native 
Hawaiian, 7= White/ 
Caucasian, 8= Other 

What is your 
ethnic/racial 
background? 
(choose all that 
apply) 

ProgramLvl Categorica
l 

Nominal 1=Post-Licensure BSN 
student, 2= Graduate student 

What is your 
university level 

MiscQ1 Categorica
l 

Ordinal 1= No problem at all, 2= mild 
problem, 3 = moderate 
problem, 4= serious problem 

To what extent do 
you think incivility 
in the online 
learning 
environment is a 
problem 

MiscQ2 Categorica
l 

Ordinal 1= Faculty members are much 
more likely, 2= faculty 
members are more likely, 3= 
about equal, 4= students are 
a little more likely, 5= don't 
know 

Based on your 
experience or 
perceptions in 
online classes, do 
you think that 
students or faculty 
are more likely to 
engage in uncivil 
behaviors? 

Variable Variable 
Type 

Level of 
Measuremen
t 

Subcategory: Student 
Behaviors  

Description/Survey 
Questions 

StuQ1 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Name 
Calling Making 
verbal insults or 
rude comments 

StuQ1a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 
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StuQ2 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Failing 
to complete 
assignments in a 
timely Manner 

StuQ2a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ3 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Posting 
short, terse 
responses that do 
not add meaning to 
the online 
discussion 

StuQ3a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ4 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Posting 
ambiguous or 
vague responses 
that do not add 
meaning to the 
online discussion 

StuQ4a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ5 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Refusing 
to participate in 
required online 
discussions 

StuQ5a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ6 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
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personal attacks or 
threatening 
comments 

StuQ6a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ7 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
belittling 
comments to 
others about a 
classmate 

StuQ7a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ8 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
belittling 
comments to 
others about a 
faculty member 

StuQ8a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ9 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
racial, ethnic, 
sexual or religious 
slurs 

StuQ9a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ10 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Using 
inappropriate chat 
acronyms such as 
"wtf" 

StuQ10a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
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seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ11 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Criticizing non- 
traditional sub-
cultures 
such as avatars or 
vamps 

StuQ11a Incivility Ordinal  1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ12 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Cheating on exams 
or quizzes 

StuQ12a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ13 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Taking 
credit for others’ 
work 

StuQ13a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ14 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Challenging faculty 
knowledge or 
credibility 

StuQ14a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ15 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Failing 
to fulfill group 
responsibilities 
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StuQ15a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ16 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Posting 
others’ personal 
information 

StuQ16a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ17 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Flooding 
an online 
environment with 
comments or 
messages 

StuQ17a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

StuQ18 Incivility Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Speaking negatively 
‘off- line’ about 
members of online 
group members – 
(breaching 
confidentiality) 

StuQ18a Incivility Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

Sub_Scale_Q_Score
s 

Incivility Interval/Ratio Min=36, Max= 144   

Variable Variable 
Type 

Level of 
Measuremen
t 

Subcategory: Faculty 
Behaviors  

Description/Survey 
Questions 

FacQ1 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 
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FacQ1a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Name- 
calling, making 
verbal insults or 
rude comments 

FacQ2 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ2a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Posting 
a vague or 
confusing syllabus 

FacQ3 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ3a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Having 
unclear 
expectation about 
assignments 

FacQ4 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ4a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Changing 
assignments or 
course 
requirements 
without warning 

FacQ5 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ5a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Failing 
to post 
assignments in a 
timely manner 
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FacQ6 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ6a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Failing 
to respond to 
student postings in 
timely manner 

FacQ7 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ7a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Failing 
to post grades in a 
timely manner 

FacQ8 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ8a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: All 
students in a group 
receiving the same 
grade regardless of 
individual effort or 
contribution 

FacQ9 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ9a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Unfair 
or subjective 
grading 

FacQ10 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ10a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
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vague or unhelpful 
comments about a 
student assignment 
or posting 

FacQ11 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ11a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Assigning grades 
without providing 
useful feedback 

FacQ12 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ12a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
personal attacks or 
threatening 
comments 

FacQ13 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ13a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
belittling 
comments toward 
students 

FacQ14 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ14a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
belittling 
comments about a 
faculty member  

FacQ15 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
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seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ15a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Making 
racial, ethnic, 
sexual or religious 
slurs 

FacQ16 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ16a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Using 
inappropriate chat 
acronyms such as 
"wtf"  

FacQ17 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ17a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Criticizing non- 
traditional sub-
cultures 
such as avatars or 
vamps 

FacQ18 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ18a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Exerting 
superiority or rank 
over others 

FacQ19 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ19a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Threatening to fail 
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student for not 
complying to 
faculty’s demands 

FacQ20 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ20a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Ignoring 
disruptive student 
behaviors 

FacQ21 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ21a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Challenging faculty 
knowledge or 
credibility 

FacQ22 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ22a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: Posting 
others’ personal 
information 

FacQ23 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
seen this in the 
past 12 months 

FacQ23a Incivility  Ordinal 1= Always, 2= Usually, 
3=Sometimes, 4=never 

Do you consider 
this behavior 
disruptive: 
Speaking negatively 
‘off- line’ about 
members of online 
group members – 
(breaching 
confidentiality) 

FacQ24 Incivility  Ordinal 1= Often, 2= Sometimes, 3= 
rarely, 4= Never 

How often have 
you experienced or 
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seen this in the 
past 12 months 

Sub_Scale_Q_Score 
FACs 

Incivility Interval/Ratio Min=48, Max= 192   

Tot_Q_Scores Incivility  Interval/Ratio Min=84, Max= 336   
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Appendix G 

Introductory Letter and Voluntary Participation Notice that will be Distributed to 

Students 

Dear BSN and MSN Nursing Students, 

 

You are invited to participate in a study titled “Nursing Student’s Perceptions of Student-to-

Faculty and Faculty-to-Student Incivility in the Online Learning Environment”. As a candidate 

for a Doctorate of Nursing Practice in Educational Leadership, this study is designed to aid in 

determining behaviors that are perceived as uncivil between student-to-faculty and faculty-to-

student in online learning. 

 

Your participation is completely voluntary.  If you decide to participate, the data collected from 

your answers will not affect you academically.  If you choose not to participate, you will not be 

penalized.  Neither your instructors nor I will know the identification of those who participate in 

the survey.  All information collected is confidential, and you can choose to stop participating at 

any point without penalty. Your name or IP address will not be collected or used in the results of 

this project. While the risks associated with this research are low, there is the possibility of 

questions causing emotional discomfort, and while unlikely, as with any online activity, breach 

of data is always possible. The National Alliance on Mental Illness’s (NAMI) helpline is 1-800-

950-NAMI (6264) or info@nami.org in the instance stress or anxiety is provoked to the extent 

that assistance would be required.  

 

By following the link below, you are consenting to participate in this research. You will not 

receive any compensation (monetary or academic) for participating in the survey. 

Web Link Here Once Survey is ready for Distribution 

 

If you have any questions or feedback, please contact me at Rachel.lull@wgu.edu or by phone at 

913-908-3677. For additional concerns, you may contact American Sentinel University’s IRB by 

email at irb@americansentinel.edu.  

 

I appreciate your time and consideration for this vital research. 

Respectfully, 

 

Rachel Lull, MSN, RN-BC 

Doctorate of Nursing Practice Student 

American Sentinel University 

 

Follow-up Letter Sent at 2 weeks and 4 Weeks after Initial Posting 

 

Dear BSN and MSN Nursing Students, 

As a reminder, you are invited to participate in a study titled “Nursing Student’s Perceptions of 

Student-to-Faculty and Faculty-to-Student Incivility in the Online Learning Environment”.  As a 

candidate for a Doctorate of Nursing Practice in Educational Leadership, this study is designed 

to aid in determining behaviors that are perceived as uncivil between student-to-faculty and 

faculty-to-student in online learning. 
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Your participation is completely voluntary.  If you decide to participate, the data collected from 

your answers will not affect you academically.  If you choose not to participate, you will not be 

penalized.  Neither your instructors nor I will know the identification of those who participate in 

the survey.  All information collected is confidential, and you can choose to stop participating at 

any point without penalty. Your name will not be collected or used in the results of this project. 

While the risks associated with this research are low, there is the possibility of questions causing 

emotional discomfort, and while unlikely, as with any online activity, breach of data is always 

possible. The National Alliance on Mental Illness’s (NAMI) helpline is 1-800-950-NAMI (6264) 

or info@nami.org in the instance stress or anxiety is provoked to the extent that assistance would 

be required.  

 

By following the link below, you are consenting to participate in this research. You will not 

receive any compensation (monetary or academic) for participating in the survey. 

Web Link Here Once Survey is ready for Distribution 

 

If you have any questions or feedback, please contact me at Rachel.lull@wgu.edu or by phone at 

913-908-3677. For additional concerns, you may contact American Sentinel University’s IRB by 

email at irb@americansentinel.edu.  

 

 

I appreciate your time and consideration for this vital research. 

Respectfully, 

 

Rachel Lull, MSN, RN-BC 

Doctorate of Nursing Practice Student 

American Sentinel University 
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Appendix H 
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Appendix I 
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Appendix J 

 

 


