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Purpose
The mission of the Health Science Club is to provide an interprofessional (IP) forum for 
students pursuing careers related to healthcare. In that spirit, the club organized a 
workshop for health-related clubs and their advisors that served as a think-tank to share 
the current activities of the clubs, develop new activities to do in partnership with other 
clubs, and to identify a big event most or all clubs could join. The ultimate purpose of the 
workshop was to increase IP collaboration among the clubs. 

Abstract
Background: IPE is necessary to produce competent healthcare professionals. Health 
education tends to occur in silos, producing few opportunities for student collaboration 
across disciplines. While health-related student clubs tend to provide learning experiences 
within their silos, they may be able to provide a favorable context for collaborative 
learning. Methodology: Clubs were invited to a 90-minute workshop. A keynote speaker 
discussed the importance of IPE, an icebreaker followed. The workshop consisted of 3 
activities: 1) Students brainstormed in mixed groups events that could be planned in 
collaboration; 2) each club gathered and found at least 1 event from the brainstorming to 
organize in collaboration with another club (the club needed to find another club willing 
to co-organize the event with them (they could invite other clubs present or not), and 3) in 
mixed groups again, students brainstormed large-scale events to be hosted by multiple 
clubs. The workshop participants voted for one of the large events. The results of the 
brainstorms were compiled and sent to the clubs. An evaluation concluded the workshop. 
A follow up evaluation will quantify how many IP events made it to the budgets the clubs 
have to submit to the Office of Student Development. Results: Twenty-four students from 
eight clubs participated in the third annual IP workshop. The 3 activities produced: 1) 18 
potential collaborative events brainstormed, 2) 6 collaborative events planned, and 3) 5 
large-scale events brainstormed. The overall evaluation of the workshop was positive with 
73.9% rating the workshop at the two highest level. Results from the workshop evaluation 
and follow up evaluation will be presented at the conference. Conclusions: The results 
suggest having an IP workshop at the time of the academic year directly before club 
budget requests are due increases collaboration amongst the clubs.  Reflections: Results 
suggested that health-related clubs may be a suitable context to introduce future health 
professionals to interprofessional collaboration.

Introduction
• Interprofessional education (IPE) is a collaborative approach to develop healthcare 

students as a future interprofessional team (Bridges, 2011). 

• Providing health students in the entering the health profession opportunities to train 
and learn together fosters collaborative practice, leading to better performance and 
improved outcomes for their patients (Daniels, 2010). 

• IPE is necessary to produce competent healthcare professionals. Health education 
tends to occur in silos, producing few collaboration opportunities across disciplines. 

• Health-related clubs provide learning experiences within their silos; however, they may 
have the flexibility to provide IP learning experiences.

Methods (continued)
• The bulk of the workshop consisted of three activities: 

• In the first activity, three groups were formed at random with participants from all 
clubs present and worked to brainstorm program and event ideas that the health-
related clubs could plan and host collaboratively. The ideas brainstormed in all groups 
were posted for the entire workshop to see at the conclusion of this activity.

• In the second activity, the students regrouped with their fellow club members to 
discuss which of the brainstormed ideas their clubs would like to help plan 
collaboratively. The club members approached the leaders from other clubs to discuss 
partnerships and then worked out details on a event planning worksheet. Everyone 
was encouraged to reach out to clubs they had never worked with before and to 
expand their horizons through this. The worksheets were collected to be shared with 
the entire health-related club contact list for increased collaboration.

• In the third activity, the workgroups brainstormed a large-scale campus-wide event to 
be carried out by most or all health-related clubs, with help from the Stockton IPE 
Committee. The results of the brainstorm was posted, voted on and shared with 
everyone, including the IPE Committee who would carry out the planning of the event. 

• The workshop ended with a closing activity and each club completed an evaluation of the 
workshop.

• After the workshop, the outcomes of the workshop, including the brainstormed ideas and 
worksheet details was compiled and shared with all of the participating clubs.

Results (continued)
Final Evaluation: Qualitative Data

• The Thing that I liked most about this experience was… The most frequent 
comments were about being together and collaborating, for example, “Collaborating 
and meeting other club members,” “Meeting new people in Health Science field,” 
and “making more connections.”

• The thing that I liked least about this experience was… The most common theme in 
this question was about the lack of time for deeper discussion, for example, “Not 
enough time to think and talk”, “Short amount of time in each activity”, and “Very 
fast paced.”

• What is something we could do in next year’s workshop to promote collaboration 
among the clubs? The themes here were closely related with what they liked the 
least: “Allow clubs 1 by 1 to introduce themselves at the beginning and express 
plans/ideas already have,” “Itinerary of activities on the email that was sent out 
before the workshop” and “More time.”

Conclusion
• The results of the present evaluation suggest that having an interprofessional 

workshop at the start of the academic year may increase collaboration 
amongst the clubs. 

• The outcomes of the three activities shows the workshop generated new ideas, 
increased networking amongst the health-related clubs, and strengthened the 
collegiate atmosphere among the student participants. 

• The results of the evaluation suggest that health-related clubs could be a 
suitable context to introduce future health professionals to interprofessional 
collaboration.
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Results
Outcome of the Three Activities

Activity Number of Events Shared 
Activity 1 18
Activity 2 6
Activity 3 4

Methods
• The Health Science Club invited the executive committee and advisor of all health-

related clubs to participate in the 90-minute workshop.

• The workshop started with a keynote speaker who talked about the the importance of 
interprofessional education.

• The keynote was followed with an icebreaker, so the participants met one another 
and felt more comfortable working with each other.

Twenty-six student officers and two advisors 
representing eight health-related clubs 
attended the Interprofessional workshop.

Final Evaluation

Question Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

Disagree

Keynote Presentation:

A. The keynote clearly explained why Interprofessional 
Collaborative Practice (IPCP) is important. 
B. The keynote motivated the group to engage in Interprofessional 
Collaborative Practice (IPCP).

A n=13 
(56.5%)
B n=14 
(60.9%)

A n=8 
(34.8%)
B n=6 

(26.1%)

A n=2 
(8.7%)
B n=3 

(13.0%)

A n=0
B n=0

A n=0
B n=0

The introduction game was fun and effective to “break the ice.”
n=11 

(47.8%)
n=9 

(39.1%)
n=3 

(13.0%) n=0 n=0

First group activity: Brainstorming Ideas: 
A. The group was able to brainstorm good ideas.
B. I feel my club would be interested in many of the ideas we 

brainstormed.

A n=16 
(69.6)

B n=20 
(87%)

A n=6 
(26.1%)
B n=2 
(8.7%)

A n=1 
(4.3%)
B n=0

A n=0
B n=1 
(4.3%)

A n=0
B n=0

The way in which the working groups were formed was effective; I felt it 
maximized the number of clubs I became in contact with. 

n=15 
(65.2%)

n=6 
(26.1%)

n=1 
(4.3%)

n=1 
(4.3%) n=0

Second Group Activity: Planning a Collaborative Activity:
A. I feel we were able to plan enough, at least 1 event. n=17 

(73.9%)
n=6 

(26.1%) n=0 n=0 n=0

B. I feel my club would be interested on following up with the activity my 
group planned.

n=21 
(91.3%)

n=2 
(8.7%) n=0 n=0 n=0

Third Activity: Brainstorming a Big Idea
A. I feel we were able to generate a couple of good big ideas that most 

clubs would like to join.
B. I feel my club would like to participate in one big collaborative event 

from the ones we brainstormed.

A n=15 
(65.2%)
B n=19 
(82.6%)

A n=8 
(34.8%)
B n=4 

(17.4%)

A n=0
B n=0

A n=0
B n=0

A n=0
B n=0

The organization of the workshop was effective. n= 16 
(69.6%)

n=5 
(21.7%) n=2 (8.7%) n=0 n=0

The facilitator of the workshop was effective.
n=15 

(65.2%)
n=6 

(26.1%) n=2 (8.7%) n=0 n=0

The overall workshop was useful & will improve collaboration among 
health-related clubs

n= 17 
(73.9%)

n=5 
(21.7%) n=1 (4.3%) n=0 n=0

Follow Up Evaluation

Item Yes No
Don’t 
Know

(Follow up evaluation sent to N = 21 clubs; 47.6% [n=10] response rate)

Did the invited club attended? (N = 21 clubs invited)
n=8

(38.1%)
n=13

(61.9%)
--

Was your club represented at the IP workshop for Health –Related clubs? 
n=4

(40.0%)
n=3

(30.0%)
n=3

(30.0%)
All n = 4 (40.0%) clubs who knew they were represented at the workshop, were actively planning to 
organize events from the list of events brainstormed at the workshop; n = 6 (60.0%) clubs who responded 
“No” or “Don’t Know” if they attended the workshop were not sure if they were organizing events from the 
list of brainstormed events.
How many of the events brainstormed at the workshop is your club 
planning to organize next academic year?

M = 1.5 (SD=0.87)

Did your club received the minutes from the workshop, which included the list 
of events brainstormed at the workshop?

n=3
(30.0%)

n=1
(10.0%)

n=6
(60.0%)

Did your club submitted a budget request to the Student Senate this Spring for 
the 2018-19 Academic Year?

n=6
(60.0%)

n=2
(20.0%)

n=2
(20.0%)

What is the total number of events your club included in the 
budget request submitted this Spring for the 2018-19 academic 
year?

M = 5.8 (SD=2.99)

How many events above is your club planning to organize in 
collaboration with at least one other club?

M = 2.0 (SD=1.26)

Do you think you club is planning more events in collaboration with other clubs 
now that in previous years? Range 1 to 5

M=3.75 (SD=1.30)

https://dx.doi.org/10.3402/meo.v16i0.6035

	Slide Number 1

