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Abstract 

Nursing education faces many obstacles in order to support the novice academic nurse 

educator.  The academic nurse faculty shortage has been attributed to the challenging 

environment of academia and lack of support (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).  The mentoring of 

novice academic nurse educators is a suggested method to recruit, retain, and support novice 

educators in the academic role (American Association of Colleges of Nursing, [AACN], 2006; 

National League for Nursing [NLN], 2006).  There is limited quantitative evidence that has 

measured the outcomes of mentoring programs.  The purpose of this quasi-experimental study 

was to determine whether mentoring programs have an influence on the satisfaction, retention, or 

scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators.  Results demonstrated that there were 

statistically significant differences among the variables of satisfaction and retention between 

novice academic nurse educators who received mentoring, and those who received no mentoring. 

There were no statistically significant differences for the variable of scholarly productivity. 

 

Keywords:  Formal mentoring, informal mentoring, satisfaction, retention, scholarly 

productivity 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

v 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To my loving family.  You never cease to encourage me and provide inspiration.  You 

have been with me every step of the way, from the very beginning of my nursing career.  This is 

for each of you:  Steve, Jacqueline and Nick, Stephen, Christen and Cory, Michael and 

MaryClare.  And for my two beautiful boys, Joey and Jack.  What would I be without each of 

you. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vi 

 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

I wish to acknowledge and give thanks for the patience and guidance of my advisor, Dr. 

Susan Burger.  You have consistently provided me with positive encouragement and support, 

and I am extremely grateful for your expertise and kindness.  I also wish to thank Dr. Joan 

Palladino and Dr. Jeanette Lupinacci for their support, assistance, and constructive feedback.  

Also, thank you to Dr. Leslie Nicoll for her skill and knowledge.  Additionally, I am grateful to 

Dr. Ellen Abate for inspiring me to begin this doctoral journey and providing encouragement and 

support during our coursework.  To my mentors at Mount Saint Mary College, Dr. Susan 

LaRocco, Dr. Christine Berté, Dr. Andrea Ackermann, and Dr. Priscilla Sagar, you have inspired 

and motivated me during this process.  Finally, my sincere gratitude to Dr. Barbara Aronson, Dr. 

Susan Burger, and Dr. Ellen Abate for their leadership throughout the doctoral journey.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

vii 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

          Page 

CHAPTER ONE:  INTRODUCTION………………………………………………..1 

 Introduction to the Topic……………………………………………….……..1 

 Rationale for Selecting the Topic……………………………………….…….1 

 Significance…………………………………………………………….……..3 

 Problem Statement……………………………………………………….……9 

 Purpose Statement……………………………………………………….…...10 

 Research Questions…………………………………………………………..11 

 Introduction to Conceptual Framework……………………………………...11 

 Definition of Terms…………………………………………………………..14 

 Assumptions/Limitations…………………………………………………….19 

CHAPTER TWO:  LITERATURE REVIEW……………………………………….21 

 Overview of the Literature Review………………………………………..…21 

 Review of Research Literature……………………………………………….24 

  Mentoring Outside of Education……………………………………..24 

  Mentoring in Education………………………………………………25 

  Mentoring in Nursing Education……………………………………..29 

  Recurring Themes of Satisfaction, Retention, and  

   Scholarly Productivity……………………………………………...35 

 

   Satisfaction…………………………………………………...35 

   Retention……………………………………………………..37 

   Scholarship and Scholarly Productivity……………………...38 



 

viii 

 

  Negative Outcomes of Mentoring…………………………………..40 

 Conceptual Framework Further Defined……………………………………42 

 Chapter Summary (synthesis and critique of studies)………………………45 

  Mentoring Gaps……………………………………………………..45 

  Satisfaction and Retention Gaps…………………………………….46 

  Scholarship Gaps……………………………………………………46 

  Recommendations for Future Research……………………………..47 

CHAPTER THREE:  METHODOLOGY…………………………………………..48 

 Research Design Overview………………………………………………….48 

 Target Population………………………………………………………...….49 

 Sampling Method…………………………………………………………....50 

 Sample Size………………………………………………………………….50 

 Setting……………………………………………………………………….50 

 Recruitment………………………………………………………………….51 

 Instrumentation………………………………………………………….…..52 

 Data Collection……………………………………………………………...58 

 Data Analysis Procedures………………………………………………...…60 

 Limitations of Research Design—Internal and External Threats…………...61 

 Ethical Consideration……………………………………………………..…62 

 Summary…………………………………………………………………….63 

CHAPTER FOUR:  DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS…………………………64 

 Introduction……………………………………………………….…………64 

 Description of the Sample……………………………………………….…..64 



 

ix 

 

  Age………………………………………………………………….66 

  Gender………………………………………………………………66 

  Years as Full-time Faculty………………………………………….67 

  Years Faculty at other Institutions………………………………….67 

  Highest Degree Earned……………………………………………..68 

  Employment Status…………………………………………………69 

  Faculty Rank………………………………………………………..70 

  Instrument Reliability and Validity…………………………………70 

  Missing Data……………………..………………………………….71 

  Assumptions of Independent t-test...………………………………...71 

  Level of Measurement……………………………………………….71 

  Independent Observations…………………………………………...71 

  Normality…………………………………………………………….71 

  Homogeneity of Variance……………………………………………71 

  Summary of the Results……………………………………………...76 

  Detailed Analysis…………………………………………………….78 

   Baseline Differences in Demographic Variables…………….78 

   Age…………………………………………………………...78 

   Independent samples t-tests for Research Questions………...79 

   Satisfaction………………………………………………...…80 

   Retention……………………………………………………...82 

   Scholarly Productivity………………………………………...83 

  Summary……………………………………………………………...85 



 

x 

 

  Conclusion……………………………………………………………88 

CHAPTER FIVE:  CONCLUSIONS AND DISCUSSION……………………....….89 

 Introduction…………………………………………………………………...89 

 Summary of the Results……………………………………………………....90 

 Discussion of the Results……………………………………………………..93 

 Discussion of the Results in Relation to the Literature………………….……97 

  Formal Mentoring…………………………………………………….97 

  Informal Mentoring…………………………………………………...98 

  Satisfaction……………………………………………………………99 

  Retention……………………………………………………………...99 

  Scholarly Productivity……………………………………………….100 

  Summary…………………………………………………………….100 

 Limitations (revised from chapter one)……………………………….…..…101 

 Implications of the results for practice……………………………………....103 

 Suggestions for further research………………………………………….….105 

 Summary…………………………………………………………………….106 

REFERENCES……………………………………………………………………...108 

APPENDICES..……………………………………………………………………..122 

Appendix A  Mentoring Study Demographic Questionnaire…………………….…122 

Appendix B  Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale……..…………………….125 

Appendix C  Price & Mueller’s (1986) Measure of Intent to Stay……….…………127 

Appendix D  Informed Consent and Email to Participants………………………….128 

Human Subject Review Forms………………………………………………………130 



 

xi 

 

LIST OF TABLES 

          Page 

Table 1.  Age of Respondents……………………………………………………….66 

Table 2.  Gender……………………………………………………………………..67 

Table 3.  Years Full-time Faculty…………………………………………………...67 

Table 4.  Years Faculty Other Institutions…………………………………………..68 

Table 5.  Highest Degree Earned……………………………………………………69 

Table 6.  Employment Status………………………………………………………..69 

Table 7.  Faculty Rank………………………………………………………………70 

Table 8.  Group Means of Satisfaction Scores………………………………………81 

Table 9.  Group Means of Retention Scores………………………………………...83 

Table 10.  Group Means of Scholarly Output……………………………………….85 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

xii 

 

LIST OF FIGURES 

          Page 

Figure 1.  Histogram for Variable Satisfaction……………………………………..72 

Figure 2.  Boxplot for Variable Satisfaction…………………………………….….72 

Figure 3.  Q-Q Plot for Variable Satisfaction……………………………………….73 

Figure 4.  Histogram for Variable Retention………………………………………..73 

Figure 5.  Boxplot for Variable Retention…………………………………………..74 

Figure 6.  Q-Q Plot of Retention…………………………………………………….74 

Figure 7.  Histogram of Scholarly Productivity……………………………………..75 

Figure 8.  Boxplot for Variable Scholarly Productivity…………………………..…75 

Figure 9.  Q-Q Plot of Scholarly Productivity……………………………………….76 

Figure 10.  Age Groups of Respondents……………………………………………..79 

 

 

 

 



 

 

   CHAPTER ONE--Introduction 

                                           Introduction to the Topic 

The scholarship of nursing education serves to advance clinical and academic practice.  

Nurses who are able to serve in faculty and research positions are limited, due to lack of 

advanced degrees, as well as the lack of recruitment and retention for the nurse educator role.  

Many factors contribute to the recruitment and retention of academic nurse educators, including 

lack of doctoral preparation, lack of support in the faculty role, increased burden of scholarly 

activities, and lack of compensation in the academic setting (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).  Many 

studies attribute the academic nurse faculty shortage to the challenging environment and 

dynamics of academia, in comparison to the clinical practice setting.  Nurse educators are not 

properly prepared for the educator role, as they transition from practice to academia (Blauvelt & 

Spath, 2008; Gardner, 2014; Grassley & Lambe, 2015; Hulton, Sawin, Trimm, Graham & 

Powell, 2016; Lasater, Young, Mitchell, Delahoyde, Nick & Siktberg, 2014; Singh, Pilkington & 

Patrick, 2014; Weidman, 2013).  Mentoring is suggested as an especially useful and critical 

component to support adjustment to the academic setting (Smith & Zsohar, 2007). 

Rationale for Selecting the Topic 

 The Institute of Medicine [IOM] (2010) has recommended increasing the number of 

doctorally prepared nurses who are able to build the science of nursing education.  Strategies are 

necessary to attract and retain nurses in faculty and research roles, which will ultimately generate 

new knowledge for nursing education.  Mentoring programs are suggested as a method to 

support junior faculty, provide a sense of community, and guide the professional development of 

newly hired faculty members (Nick, et al., 2012).  Instituting formal mentoring programs may 

provide one strategy to recruit and retain academic nurse educators and researchers, in order to 
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accomplish the goal of generating scientific inquiry and knowledge in the discipline of nursing 

education.  The American Association of Colleges of Nursing [AACN] (2006, 2019a) has 

suggested that a culture that is supportive of research and scholarship should include a strong 

mentoring structure to support the discipline.   Strategies to recruit and retain faculty for nursing 

education and research are critical, in order for nursing research to become a priority and evolve 

(AACN, 2006, 2019a).  New strategies are necessary for recruitment and retention for nursing 

education, as well as research to determine effective educational processes for improved teaching 

and assessment (AACN, 2006, 2019b).  Mentoring and career development of the nurse educator 

will benefit the profession by developing both an effective teacher and scholar (Billings & 

Kowalski, 2008). 

  The National League for Nursing [NLN] (2016) has also advocated for support and 

transformation of nursing education, and has issued a statement concerning research priorities in 

the current decade.  One of the priorities the NLN (2016) has suggested for future research is 

research scholar development.  Some of the strategies recommended include researching 

effectiveness of models developing scholarship in nursing education, and identifying strategies 

that support faculty development for programs of research in nursing education (NLN, 2016). 

 Prior to the publication of research priorities in nursing education (NLN, 2016), the NLN 

(2006, 2013) published position statements for the support of mentoring for nurse faculty.  These 

statements clearly recommend that mentoring is essential to recruit and retain qualified nurse 

faculty, and that future research is needed to support the evidence for this practice (NLN, 2006, 

2013). 
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Significance 

In 2007, Smith and Zsohar reported a shortage of approximately 400 nurse faculty in the 

United States.  Through the 2014-2015 academic year, United States nursing schools reported 

1,236 full-time faculty vacancies (Snavely, 2016).  The National League for Nursing (NLN, 

2014) presented the lack of faculty as an obstacle to expanding capacity of nursing programs, 

and described schools of nursing turning away potential applicants, for both undergraduate and 

graduate programs, due to lack of faculty.  The American Association of Colleges of Nursing 

[AACN] (2014) reiterate the lack of nursing faculty as restricting the ability to enroll students for 

baccalaureate and advanced practice nursing degree programs.  Schools of nursing in the United 

States turned away 79,659 applicants for baccalaureate and graduate nursing programs in the 

year 2012, due in part to faculty shortages (AACN, 2014). For the year 2016, data reveals that 

schools of nursing offering baccalaureate and graduate degrees turned away 64,067 qualified 

applicants (AACN, 2017) due in part to insufficient number of faculty. 

In addition, nursing literature reports that doctorally prepared nurses earn terminal 

degrees later in life, and retire earlier than faculty from other disciplines (Smeltzer, et al., 2014a; 

Yordy, 2006).  Benner, Sutphen, Leonard and Day (2010) discuss in their landmark book on 

nursing education that a third of nursing faculty are over the age of fifty-five, and the age of 

nursing faculty with a doctorate is older.  The nursing workforce is aging, and respectively, nurse 

educators are reaching retirement age, thus creating a loss of qualified faculty for schools of 

nursing (AACN, 2017; Benner, et al., 2010; NLN, 2014).  In order to meet the demands to 

increase nursing school capacity and nurse educators, the Institute of Medicine [IOM] (2010) 

recommends doubling the number of nurses with doctorates by 2020.  The aging of academic 
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nurse faculty, as well as the expectations of the IOM (2010) to increase doctorally prepared 

nurses by the year 2020 is an ongoing dilemma.     

Not only is age a factor in the availability of nurse faculty, but disproportionate salaries in 

academia have reduced the number of available nurse faculty (AACN, 2017; Nardi & Gyurko, 

2013; NLN, 2014; Yordy, 2006).  The necessity of academic preparation needed for employment 

in higher education, coupled with low salaries and the aging of current faculty are contributing 

factors to the nursing faculty shortage (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).   The National Advisory 

Council on Nurse Education and Practice [NACNEP] (Health Resources and Services 

Administration, 2010) also reports faculty workloads, job dissatisfaction, and noncompetitive 

salaries as contributing factors to the nurse faculty shortage.  Educators employed in academic 

institutions cite workload and low salaries as major problems influencing retention of nurse 

faculty (Dunham-Taylor, Lynn, Moore, McDaniel & Walker, 2008).  Increased workload of 

nursing faculty affects job satisfaction, recruitment, and retention (NLN, 2014).  Additionally, 

educational funding and resources are limited for those who wish to advance their degrees, 

particularly for nurse educators.  Yordy (2006) reported that the increased educational 

requirements and resulting cost of tuition necessary to pursue a faculty position is substantial. 

The loss of income incurred when pursing higher education, coupled with the subsequent salary 

discrepancies realized between earnings from clinical practice vs. nursing faculty roles, 

contributes to faculty shortages.  Many nurses do not pursue academic careers because of the 

associated costs of tuition and loan burden when pursuing advanced degrees (Health Resources 

and Service Administration, 2010).  The IOM (2010) report states that incentives for nurses to 

pursue continued or advanced education are few.  The financial constraints of obtaining an 

advanced degree necessary for teaching may limit the number of academically qualified 
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candidates (McDermid, Peters, Jackson & Daly, 2012).  It is reported that only 8% of advanced 

practice nurses pursue a career in nursing education (Duvall & Andrews, 2010) and fewer than 

40% of doctorally prepared nurses assume roles in academic institutions (Smeltzer, et al., 2014a, 

p. 269).   There is a general lack of awareness among nurses that a faculty role is a viable career 

option (NLN, 2014). 

 Smeltzer, et al., (2014a) suggest since national organizations and nurse leaders have 

identified an urgent need for the preparation of academic nurse educators, creative strategies be 

developed to attract and retain nurse faculty.  The NLN (2013) states that all doctoral programs 

should prepare educators to teach in both academic and practice settings, and supports including 

formal academic preparation for the nurse educator role in all doctoral programs.  Additionally, 

due to the accelerated growth of doctor of nursing practice (DNP) programs in the last 10 years, 

the AACN (2015, 2019a) recommends additional preparation and support for graduates of DNP 

programs who seek to pursue a faculty role.  Mentoring and career development programs are 

suggested to promote retention of doctorally prepared novice nurse faculty.   In 2006, the AACN 

published a position statement on nursing research that indicated a mentoring culture to support a 

community of scholars is necessary to provide adequate numbers of nurse scientists to conduct 

research and expand research programs.  This can only be accomplished by increasing the 

number of nurses qualified to serve as academic nurse educators.   Strategies are needed to 

attract nurses to faculty and research roles, and mentor them through their academic careers.  

  The shortage of nurse faculty is a call for action to increase retention of new faculty.  

After examining the literature on impending nursing shortages and the mentoring process, 

Dunham-Taylor, et al., (2008) interviewed novice nurse faculty to determine the needs of those 

newly engaged in academia.  Many novice faculty expressed the need for a mentor to understand 
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processes involved in nursing education.  These authors encourage the use of a structured 

mentoring process to understand the developmental process of the mentoring relationship.  The 

authors discuss socialization as a key element into the nursing faculty role, and believe that 

mentoring can help foster the transition into academia.  In conclusion, this paper identifies the 

mentoring of nurse faculty as “the single most influential way” (Dunham-Taylor, et al., 2008, 

p.345) to increase retention and decrease the factors that lead to dissatisfaction in the nurse 

educator role.  Sawatzky and Enns (2009) also believe that strategies are needed for the purposes 

of recruitment and retention.  These authors discuss the imminent nursing faculty shortage and 

its impact on the discipline of nursing education.  A mentoring needs assessment was conducted 

among nursing faculty in a university setting.  Results of the survey concluded structured 

mentoring programs within a supportive environment are important factors to retain educators 

and ensure the capacity and integrity of nursing education (Sawatzky & Enns, 2009).  Research 

conducted by Chung and Kowalski (2012) proposed that increased job satisfaction would lead to 

retention.  They found job satisfaction to be greater among nursing faculty who had received 

mentoring, although they did not measure retention rates or intent to stay.   

Alteen, Didham and Stratton (2009) offer that mentoring is just as essential for 

development of the scholarly role of the academic nurse educator as for satisfaction. An 

important facet of the role as nurse educator is that of scholarly work.  Nursing has an obligation 

as a discipline to demonstrate lasting contributions to society.  The lack of nursing scholarship 

decreases social legitimacy and disciplinary development (Fealy, Kelly, & Watson, 2012).  It is 

suggested that mentoring be a strategy that is developed and encouraged in order to support 

individual development, as well as scholarly development, in an effort to retain nurse educators 

and develop the scholarly role (Alteen, Didham & Stratton, 2009). 
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 The literature suggests faculty who receive mentoring in a supportive environment are 

most likely to be retained and successful (Grassley & Lambe, 2015, Nick, et al., 2012).  In order 

to increase the number of nurses entering higher education as academic nurse educators, and to 

support retention and support scholarship, a reported strategy is the use of mentoring (AACN, 

2006, 2019a; NLN, 2006, 2013).  The National Council of State Boards of Nursing (NCSBN, 

2008) also recognize the needs of novice nurse faculty members, and support the idea of having 

experienced faculty mentors to support and provide role-modeling for new faculty with lack of 

experience in teaching.  Yet, a thorough review of the literature revealed limited quantitative 

evidence on outcomes of mentoring programs or best practices for implementation, especially 

among novice academic nurse educators.  

Scholarship may also need a broader view in the context of nursing.  Traditional research 

may not be the sole focus of scholarship, or scholarly work (Smith, Crookes, Else & Crookes, 

2012).  The concept of scholarship must be understood in the broad context of the university 

setting.  The research mission of the institution must be recognized, in order to define parameters 

for what constitutes scholarly productivity (Bartels, 2007).  Boyer’s (1990) theory of scholarship, 

which looks at teaching as a form of scholarship, in addition to the historic definition of research 

and publication, must be considered in order to evaluate expectations for scholarship and 

scholarly output (Oermann, 2014). 

Kitson (1999) examined the origins of scholarship in nursing.  The author inferred that 

nursing must be aware of the high standards and demands of scholarship, and must have a 

knowledge base in order to meet these demands.  Creating the appropriate environment to build 

scholars requires sufficient resources, in order to engage and train future generations of scholars.  

Kitson (1999) indicated that the biggest challenge is to recruit talent into the nursing profession, 
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as well as to identify, supervise, and mentor colleagues who have the capacity to advance and 

improve the profession with fresh perspectives.  Kitson (1999) stated unequivocally that 

academic nursing must promote scholarship.  This idea is reiterated by Martin and Hodge (2011), 

who state junior faculty have limited experience conducting research, and that nursing academia 

must provide opportunities for mentoring and professional support for scholarly activity.  One 

way to address the lack of research in nursing is to provide mentoring. 

The evolution of nursing education and doctoral preparation has also impacted academic 

faculty roles and the preparation for higher education.  The practice-based doctoral degree of 

doctor of nursing practice (DNP) has seen rapid growth in the last 15 years.  (AACN, 2019a, 

NLN, 2013).   Nurses who obtain a DNP degree may be limited regarding academic preparation 

and the expectations for scholarship (AACN, 2019a, NLN, 2013.  Those who obtain a DNP may 

not be eligible for tenure track positions (Roberts & Glod, 2013).  Many who are educated at the 

DNP level may qualify for clinical positions, or some tenure track positions relative to the 

institution (AACN, 2019a).  The DNP has advanced as an option for professional development 

and clinical expertise, but does not meet the needs for scholarly preparation for the role of full-

time academic nurse educator (Graves, et al., 2013, p. 7).   Due to incongruity of doctoral 

preparation for an academic role, and the difficulty of transitioning from practice to academia, 

the AACN (2019a) supports formal mentorship for a smooth transition from clinical nursing to 

nursing faculty, to provide guidance for the knowledge and expectations required of the scholarly 

role. 

Nursing education is a young discipline.  Crookes and Bradshaw (2002) discussed the 

lack of expertise and confidence among nurse educators expected to engage in scholarly 

activities, namely research and publishing.  Supporting the growth of scholarship in nursing is 
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essential to growing and maturing the discipline, while gaining respect in academia and society.    

Formal mentoring has been instituted or suggested to respond to aging nursing faculty, the lack 

of teaching and research skills for new faculty, and the need for organizations to retain new 

faculty to improve satisfaction and success (Jackson, Darbyshire, Luck & Peters, 2009; Records 

& Emerson, 2003).   The NLN (2017a) has consistently supported the need for academic nurse 

educators to be prepared at the graduate level.  Part of this preparation is focus on the scholarship 

of teaching and learning, with competencies designed to focus and advance the science of 

nursing education (NLN, 2017a).   Additionally, in a White Paper outlining the definition of 

scholarship for nursing, the AACN (2019b) supports Boyer’s (1990) ideas of scholarship for 

nursing academia, with emphasis on the importance of the scholarship of teaching in order to 

clarify scholarship in academic settings. 

 The lack of an adequate number of nurse educators who will pursue nursing scholarship 

and grow the discipline is an ongoing concern.  Understanding the benefits of mentoring for 

novice academic nurse educators, and measuring outcomes of mentoring programs in nursing 

education, will help to guide future practice and determine best practices for the satisfaction, 

retention, and scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators.   

Problem Statement 

Novice academic nurse educators need adequate preparation to increase faculty 

satisfaction and retention (Brannigan & Oriol, 2014).   Mentoring is described in the literature as 

an influential experience that helps to guide, promote professional growth, and develop the 

career and scholarly journey of academic nurse educators (McCloughen, O’Brien, & Jackson, 

2013). Mentoring programs are a means to support junior faculty, provide a sense of community, 

and guide the professional development of newly hired faculty members (Nick et al., 2012).   
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Further, mentoring in academia has occurred as both a formal and informal process (Sagar, 

2014).  Although support and discussion of mentoring for nurse educators exists, there is limited 

quantitative evidence that measures mentorship outcomes.  There is a lack of knowledge linking 

mentoring to satisfaction, retention or scholarly productivity of nurse educators (Nowell, White, 

Mrklas, & Norris, 2015).    It is unclear whether formal mentoring has an influence on 

satisfaction (Chung & Kowalski, 2012; Jeffers & Mariani, 2017), or has been shown to increase 

recruitment and retention of academic nurse educators in higher education, or whether mentoring 

has an influence on scholarly pursuit in the nursing education discipline (Krause-Parello, 

Sarcone, Samms & Boyd, 2013). 

Purpose Statement 

The primary purpose of this study was to examine the effectiveness of mentoring 

programs, offered through the department or school of nursing, for the novice academic nurse 

educator.  This quasi-experimental study explored whether formal or informal mentoring 

programs influence the satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse 

educators employed in full-time, tenure track positions, but are not yet tenured.  The newly 

employed faculty participants completed surveys to determine participation in formal mentoring 

programs, informal mentoring programs, or no mentoring programs.  The survey instruments 

measured outcomes related to the mentoring process.  This study determined that there were 

statistically significant differences among the variables of satisfaction and retention between 

novice academic nurse educators who have received mentoring, either formal or informal, and 

those that have not received mentoring, through their departments or schools of nursing, across 

similar schools of nursing.  There were no statistically significant differences for the variable of 

scholarly productivity. 
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Research Questions 

This quasi-experimental study answered the following research questions: 

1. Is there a difference in satisfaction scores between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?  

2. Is there a difference in retention scores between mentored and non-mentored nurses 

employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic setting?     

3. Is there a difference in scholarly productivity between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?     

    Introduction to Conceptual Framework 

Mentoring relationships have traditionally been developed and supported in business 

environments and organizational management.  The fields of medicine and education have also 

utilized mentorship and provided studies to determine support for mentorship.  However, 

research of mentorship in nursing is limited.   A definitive conceptual framework to support 

mentoring in nursing academia is not evident. 

In 2008, Schumacher, Risco and Conway proposed a model to promote scholarship and 

excellence in nursing.  The model intended to foster scholarship, address the nursing shortage, 

and recruit and retain faculty.  Mentoring of new faculty was encouraged for the purposes of 

orientation and socialization into the faculty role, with the long-term goal of retaining faculty and 

promoting excellence in nursing education.  The Schumacher Model (Schumacher, Risco, & 

Conway, 2008) provides an organizational framework to guide the development of a mentoring 

relationship in nursing academia; however, there is no evidence that the model has been tested. 
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A literature review conducted by Krause-Parello, et al., (2013) revealed that although 

mentoring had been primarily focused in clinical settings for the transition of novice nurses, the 

availability of mentoring, along with mentoring models in nursing education, is limited.  These 

researchers developed a research center at one of school of nursing to mentor and develop 

nursing research.  The use of Kram’s (1983) conceptual model of mentoring is discussed in the 

article, though it is unclear whether this mentoring model has been incorporated into the research 

center’s mission.   

Potter and Tolson (2014) also discussed the lack of mentoring theories in nursing 

education.  They provided a guide for the development of a mentoring program intended to 

support and retain junior faculty.   Although this guide was designed to assist schools of nursing 

with a conceptual model for designing mentoring programs, there is no evidence found in the 

literature that the guide has been tested. 

Other studies have also proposed various mentoring theories to assist with the transition 

from clinical practice to academia (Martin & Hodge, 2011; Nick, et al., 2012; Schoening, 2013; 

Smith & Zsohar, 2007).  There is no evidence to support that any of these theories have been 

used consistently among schools of nursing, or that any particular mentoring theory has been 

used to support the development of the models.  In addition, the literature does not reveal 

application of these models, or outcomes achieved because of implementing these models.  

Several theoretical frameworks have been discussed as appropriate to understand 

mentoring and human development.  Erikson’s stages of psychosocial development (1963) has 

been attributed to the enriching nature of the mentoring relationship, in which a more 

experienced, typically older adult passes on wisdom, guidance, and support to a younger, or less 

experienced individual (Kram, 1983; Kram, 1988; Vance & Olson, 1998).  The social learning 
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theory developed by Bandura (1971) has also been suggested as an appropriate framework for 

the mentoring relationship (Vance & Olson, 1998).  A conceptual model for academic mentoring 

research developed by Schunk & Mullen (2013) cited both the mentoring theory of Kram (1983, 

1988) and Bandura’s social cognitive theory (1986) as influential in the development of their 

conceptual model (Schunk & Mullen, 2013). 

 It is necessary to look outside of nursing literature in order to support an appropriate 

mentoring model to guide this study.  Kram’s (1983) conceptual model of mentoring describes 

the development of a relationship between younger and older participants in a management 

setting.  The mentoring relationship, as described by Kram (1983), identifies four phases 

addressed in the development of a mentoring relationship.  These four phases are initiation, 

cultivation, separation, and redefinition.  These four phases describe the developmental nature of 

the relationship, and how it changes over time.  These phases are theoretically influenced by the 

developmental tasks and psychosocial stages identified by Erikson (1963), specifically 

“generativity” (Kram, 1983).  The Generativity vs. Stagnation stage of development (Erikson, 

1963) occurs in middle adulthood, between 35-65 years.  This developmental stage focuses on 

fulfilling life goals, particularly those that involve career, and also assisting and helping future 

generations (Erikson, 1963).  This developmental stage is appropriate for the mentoring 

relationship, as it allows the mentor and protégé to share wisdom and guidance, therefore 

meeting the generative needs and developmental tasks of mid-life (Erikson, 1963; Kram, 1983).  

This stage is applicable to those involved in a mentoring relationship. 

 Kram’s (1983) four phases define the developmental stages of the mentor relationship.  

Within these stages, specific functions between the mentor and mentee are presented.  These are 

broken down to include career functions and psychosocial functions.  Career functions primarily 
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serve to enhance career development, while psychosocial functions enhance personal 

effectiveness and competence (Kram, 1983, p. 614).  For the purpose of this study, career 

functions and psychosocial functions will correlate with the outcomes of satisfaction, retention, 

and scholarly productivity.  Psychosocial functions are applicable to the outcomes of satisfaction 

and retention, as these functions affect the mentee’s relationship with the institution and enhance 

identity and competence (Kram, 1983, p. 614; Kram, 1988, p. 32).  Career functions as defined 

by Kram (1983, p.614; Kram, 1988, p. 25) include challenging work assignments.  This is 

applicable to the outcome of scholarly productivity, because supporting the novice academic 

nurse educator to produce scholarly work and activity is an essential component of the academic 

role.   

 A lack of mentoring models utilized in nursing education is a gap that remains, despite 

evidence of the usefulness and support for mentoring in nursing education.  There is no 

consensus regarding which conceptual models are appropriate for nursing academia.  However, 

supporting this study with a mentoring model that depicts a mentoring relationship and the 

outcomes of mentoring is important to help frame the research questions and organize the 

methodology and data collection.  This study will be guided by Kram’s (1983) model of 

mentoring relationships and mentoring functions.  The independent variable will be mentoring, 

either formal or informal, and the dependent variables will be satisfaction, retention, and 

scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators. 

      

Definition of Terms 

The operational definitions, which will help to define and guide the concepts included in 

this study, are mentoring, further delineated as formal or informal, or no mentoring; mentor, 
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protégé, and novice academic nurse educator.  Additionally, the definitions of satisfaction, 

retention, and scholarly productivity will be included.   

Mentoring is described in the literature as a relationship between two individuals who are 

identified as the mentor and the protégé.  Mentoring is considered to be a relationship between a 

wiser and more experienced individual (mentor) assisting a novice learner (protégé) to reach 

maximal potential (Potter & Tolson, 2014).  A theoretical definition of mentoring is provided in 

a concept analysis by Mijares, Baxley, and Bond (2013), stating that mentoring is an 

interpersonal process between a seasoned mentor and novice protégé, and involves mutual 

support, the sharing of knowledge and experience, and guidance.   Vance and Olsen (1998) 

provide a broader definition of mentoring to include an idea of mentorship where relationships 

between novices and nurse experts can grow and flourish.  Vance and Olsen (1998) propose that 

a mentor advises, guides, encourages and inspires another individual over an extended period of 

time.  Support during career challenges is a positive effect of mentoring, with the developmental 

outcomes of career success and satisfaction.  For the purpose of this study, the mentor will be 

defined as a more experienced nursing faculty member engaged in a professional relationship 

with a novice academic nurse educator, to share knowledge, support and guidance of the 

teaching role and scholarly activities expected of a nurse faculty (Martin & Hodge, 2011). 

It is important to distinguish between formal and informal mentoring.  Vance and Olson 

(1998) provide definitions of both formal and informal mentoring.  The mentoring relationship is 

a unique reciprocal human relationship that supports the development of both parties.  However, 

informal mentoring is an unplanned, unintentional event, while formal mentoring is planned and 

traditionally has an organized structure or organizational component (Vance & Olson, 1998).     
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Informal mentoring is a process that may develop through a mutual attraction or peer 

mentoring process.  Vance and Olson (1998) explain that the informal mentoring process evolves 

between two people who are drawn to each other, or share mutual interests and connections.  

This type of informal mentoring may evolve into friendship, with the mentor and protégé 

supporting, advising, and helping each other.   

Formal mentoring is operationally defined as the intentional relationship between an 

identified and assigned mentor and novice academic nurse educator pair within an organized, 

structured setting supported by the institution, defined by clear goals and expectations.  Informal 

mentoring is operationally defined as an unstructured, unplanned and unintentional relationship 

between a mentor and novice academic nurse educator, arising from a mutual bond or 

connection, with no defined goals or expectations supported by the institution.  No mentoring is 

operationally defined as the absence of either a structured or an unstructured relationship 

between a mentor and novice academic nurse educator, with no defined goals or expectations 

supported by the institution. 

A full understanding of the concept of mentoring is not complete without the definitions 

of mentor and protégé.  A mentor has been described as someone “who teaches or gives help 

and advice to a less experienced and often younger person” (Merriam -Webster, 2015a).  

A protégé is defined as a “young person who is taught and helped by someone who has 

a lot of knowledge and experience (Merriam-Webster, 2015b).   

A novice is defined as “a person new to and inexperienced in a job or situation” 

(Oxford University Press, 2017).  Schumacher, Risco and Conway (2008) describe a novice 

faculty as being new to the academic role with limited teaching experience, although having 

recent clinical experience.  For the purpose of this study, a novice academic nurse educator 
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will be defined as a masters’ or doctorate prepared nurse, new to the rol e of academic 

nurse educator, or transitioning from clinical practice to academia.  The novice 

academic nurse educator will be employed full-time in a tenure-track position, but not 

yet tenured, with the expectations of fulfilling the scholarship requirements in academic 

institutions.  The novice academic nurse educator will be employed in the academic 

setting for less than five years.  The novice academic educator will cumulatively have 

less than five years of academic teaching experience, even if they transitioned from an 

associate’s or diploma program.  According to a study by Nick, et al., (2012), nurse 

educators enter the academic role without a clear understanding of the responsibilities 

of an academic, which include teaching, scholarship, and service requirements. 

Defining the novice academic nurse educator as having between two and five years of 

experience while employed in an academic institution, will be another important 

consideration for this study. 

The choice to enter nursing academia may lead to dissatisfaction, due to heavy 

workloads and decreased salary (NLN, 2014; Yordy, 2006).  Satisfaction with career 

choice and support of the novice academic nurse educator, through the process of 

formal or informal mentoring, may lead to increased satisfact ion and retention in 

academia (Reid, Hinderer, Jarosinski, Mister  & Seldomridge, 2013). For the purposes 

of this study, career satisfaction is defined as the novice academic nurse educator 

expressing fulfillment, enjoyment, and gratification with the role  of academic nurse 

educator.  A tool to specifically measure nurses’ career satisfaction will be used to 

determine whether novice academic nurse educators participating in formal or informal 

mentoring programs rate higher career satisfaction scores than those who do not 
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participate in a mentoring program.  For the purposes of this study, career satisfaction 

will be measured using the Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale (Mariani, 2012) , 

which uses measurement of 16 opposite pairs to measure satisfaction with nursing 

career (Mariani, 2012). 

Mentoring is cited in the literature as a vehicle to reduce dissatisfaction and 

increase retention in the faculty role (Dunham-Taylor, et al., 2008).  For the purposes of 

this study, retention will be defined as the novice academic nurse educator reporting the 

intent to stay in the academic setting for a period of five years or more.  Retention will 

be measured by self-report using a demographic survey asking participants how long 

they intend to remain in the current faculty role at the current institution.  The novice 

academic nurse faculty’s intent to stay will also be measured using the Price and 

Mueller (1986) Measure of Intent to Stay tool, which is a four-question scale measuring 

intentions to remain employed at the current academic institution.  

It is also significant to determine whether the school of nursing has the expectation for 

research and publication, or if the scholarship of teaching, as defined by Boyer (1990), is an 

acceptable form of scholarship, because this expanded point of view may or may not be the 

expectation for various schools of nursing. Historically, scholarly productivity for academia 

included the expectation for research programs and publication.  In 1990, Boyer expanded this 

definition of scholarship.  Boyer’s (1990) theory of scholarship includes the scholarship of 

discovery, integration, application, and teaching. Therefore, it is important to differentiate and 

understand the philosophies for each university setting, or school of nursing, before determining 

the output of scholarly work.  The expectations for one school may require research and 

publication, aligning with Boyer’s (1990) definition of the scholarship of discovery, which is 
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considered the traditional definition of scholarship.  Whereas another school may accept and 

expect service and teaching excellence to fulfill the scholarship requirement for the college or 

university. It will be important to determine how scholarship is defined among the academic 

institutions involved in this study, and whether the novice academic nurse educator is employed 

in a tenure or practice track. 

For the purpose of this study, scholarly productivity will be defined using Boyer’s 

expanded definitions to include the scholarship of discovery, integration, application and 

teaching.  Scholarly productivity will be measured by response to demographic questions 

influenced by the items of Part II:  Outcome Measures of the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire 

(Berk, Berg, Mortimer, Walton-Moss & Yeo, 2005).  This tool measures outcomes related to 

scholarship, including  publications, presentations, posters, teaching methods, clinical expertise, 

research, service activities, promotions, and grant writing (Berk, et al., 2005).  Scholarship 

requirements of the academic institution will be measured by self-report in demographic 

questionnaire. 

Assumptions/Limitations 

Underlying assumptions of this quasi-experimental study include the existence of 

mentoring programs for nurse educators.  Specifically, that mentoring programs are offered in 

nursing departments in academic institutions; there are seasoned and novice academic nurse 

educators involved in the mentoring process in schools of nursing; and there are a number of 

novice academic nurse educators employed full-time and receiving mentoring, who have not yet 

achieved tenure status.  It is also assumed that schools of nursing exist which do not offer 

mentoring to novice faculty.  Formally mentored, informally mentored, and non-mentored 
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academic nurse educators will be surveyed in order to compare the relationship between 

mentoring and the outcome variables of satisfaction, retention, and scholarly work. 

Some of the boundaries or limitations of the study will include academic institutions with 

nursing departments, offering the baccalaureate degree or higher in nursing education.  This 

study will limit the collection of data among these nursing schools, and exclude data from 

nursing schools offering an associate’s degree.  These schools of nursing will be located in the 

United States.  The participants will need to identify as novice academic nurse educators, 

working full-time in a tenure-track position, without yet having received tenure. These novice 

academic nurse educators will also need to identify themselves as being participants in either a 

formal, informal or no mentoring relationship, at their academic institution. 

The definition of formal and informal vs. no mentoring was differentiated among the 

participants coded appropriately when results were analyzed.  As the survey was sent to all 

faculty at schools of nursing, many faculty members did not fit the inclusion criteria of being 

untenured novice academic nurse educators with between two and five years of teaching 

experience.  This limitation of participants produced an expected low response rate.  Out of a 

total of 4,191 invitations, 611 participants completed surveys, 270 met the inclusion criteria for 

the sample. 
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CHAPTER TWO—Literature Review 

Overview of the Literature Review 

The literature review focuses on identifying and analyzing quantitative and qualitative 

studies conducted on mentoring programs within nursing education.  These articles pertain to the 

availability of mentoring as a support for nurse faculty in the academic role, and strategies to 

retain nurse faculty in higher education.   Articles on mentoring in the fields of business, 

education, and allied health professions are included, to provide an overarching perspective on 

the significance of mentoring.  The literature review will evaluate the body of knowledge 

applicable to mentoring of nurse educators, with focus on the variables of retention, satisfaction, 

and scholarly productivity in nursing education. 

Sources for the review included nursing and education databases to include the 

Cumulative Index of Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL), Academic Search 

Premier, Education Research Information Center (ERIC), Education Research Complete, 

Business Source Premier, and PubMed.  Contemplation of the results of the first searches 

generated approaches to define a more narrowed topic. The searches within ERIC and Business 

Source Premier led to a multitude of articles on mentoring discussed and defined in the 

disciplines of education, pharmacy, business, and psychology.  Articles identifying the positive 

aspects of mentoring within the fields of psychology, occupational therapy and pharmacy were 

found that specifically support retention of faculty or scholarly productivity, and are useful for 

the purpose of this literature review.  References cited among relevant articles were also 

searched and investigated to reveal any studies that were overlooked in initial searches.   

 In addition to scholarly journals, other literature examined in the search included 

professional literature from the Association of Colleges of Nursing [AACN] (2006, 2019b, 
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2019c), the Institute of Medicine [IOM] (2010) the National League for Nursing [NLN], (2006, 

2013, 2014, 2016, 2019), NCSBN (2008) and Sigma Theta Tau (Clark, 2013).  Seminal articles 

and books on mentoring were also incorporated within the literature review.  The publications of 

Kram (1985, 1988), and Vance and Olsen (1998) were instrumental in applying the concept of 

mentoring to the study. 

For initial literature reviews, search terms included “nursing”; “mentoring”; “higher 

education”; “academic nurse educator”; “formal mentoring”; “mentor”; “protégé”, and “mentee”. 

Additional searches included key words such as “nurse researcher”, “nurse scientist”, “formal 

mentoring”, and “informal mentoring”.  In regard to the variables of interest, search terms used 

to identify these variables within the literature included “scholarship”; “scholar”; “faculty 

development”; “recruitment”; “retention”; “orientation”;  and “satisfaction”.  Many of the results 

obtained from the key terms “orientation”, “recruitment”, and “retention” were ultimately 

omitted due to the high number of items found that did not pertain to the problem statement or 

the mentoring process in nursing education.  These studies were often focused on clinical 

practice settings, as opposed to academic settings, and therefore were considered inappropriate 

for this study.  

Searches ranged from 2,215 items to 71 items to zero items, depending on key words 

used.  Criteria of articles were further narrowed to focus specifically on mentoring for nurse 

faculty.  Subsequent searches led to 1,505 items on mentoring and retention, and 1,578 items on 

mentoring and satisfaction.  The literature review ultimately yielded 74 articles relevant to this 

study.  The following is a discussion of the literature, after eliminating articles that were not 

relevant or applicable to the problem statement. 
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 In addition to key terms, search criteria included a date span including the last 30 years.  

Most of the studies within nursing education were published within the last 10 years.  This may 

be attributed to the position statements on mentoring published by both the NLN and AACN in 

2006.  Studies in fields other than nursing spanned the last 30 years.    

In order to organize the literature, a matrix was constructed to categorize relevant articles.  

This matrix initially consisted of 24 quantitative and qualitative studies specific to mentoring in 

nursing academia.  As the research process expanded, articles were added to the literature review 

to support mentoring in other disciplines.  Additionally, articles reflecting the variables of 

interest for the study also increased the number of articles pertinent to the literature review.  An 

annotated bibliography was developed to include articles related to the variables of satisfaction, 

retention, scholarship and scholarly productivity in nursing education.   These additions 

expanded the literature review from 24 to 74 relevant studies.  Finally, a filing system for hard 

copies of the 74 articles compiled during the literature review was developed.  Categories were 

assigned for each of the variables relevant to this study, as well as articles specific to key areas or 

aspects of the mentoring process.  The categories in which the articles were filed include the 

following:  Mentoring outside of education; mentoring in education; mentoring in nursing 

education; satisfaction; retention; and scholarly productivity.  Articles reporting on various tools 

used to measure or evaluate outcomes of the mentoring process were also included and 

categorized in the filing process, as well as articles related to conceptual models of mentoring.  A 

review of pertinent articles is presented below, along with subheadings related to the 

aforementioned categories.  These subheadings begin with an overview of the broad focus of 

mentoring, then narrow to specifically address the research questions and variables related to this 

study: mentoring processes, and outcomes: satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity of 
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academic nurse educators.  Articles discussing the negative aspects of mentoring were also 

reviewed and included in the literature review, in order to provide a balanced and objective 

perspective of the mentoring process. 

Review of Research Literature 

Mentoring Outside of Education  

The fields of business and organizational management have long utilized mentoring to 

develop the professional path of protégés in early career.  Mentoring has been suggested as a 

method to support junior level management with interpersonal skills, and acclimate employees to 

the corporate culture (Zey, 1985).  A study by Scandura (1992) examined the mentorship 

functions and career outcomes for management protégés in a manufacturing organization.  The 

study drew upon Kram’s (1983) seminal work on mentoring theory to support that mentorship 

functions would be related to the career outcomes of protégés.  The findings implied a 

correlational association between mentoring and career success.  The investigator suggested 

further research utilizing experimental research design would more definitively support a causal 

relationship between mentoring and career outcomes. 

 A meta-analysis conducted by Allen, Eby, Poteet, Lentz and Lima (2004) intended to 

review and synthesize the existing research within organizational behavior literature, examining 

the benefits of mentoring and outcomes.  Hypotheses formulated were based on outcomes related 

to career and psychosocial functions of mentoring, as described by Kram (1983).  The authors 

examined the current mentoring literature and determined that robust relationships exist between 

mentoring and job satisfaction.   However, the authors highlighted important implications for the 

continued development and research of mentoring theory.  They suggested that further research 

is necessary to define how mentoring influences career outcomes (Allen, et al., 2004). 
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In 2006, Allen, Lentz and Eby reported critical gaps in formal mentoring programs.  This 

study reported the lack of data regarding formal program characteristics or mentoring outcomes. 

The researchers stated that recommendations made by research in formal mentoring has had 

minimal empirical scrutiny.  The authors also reported a gap attributed to absence of the 

mentor’s perspective.  The study looked at quality indicators, behaviors, and functions of the 

mentoring process within large organizations.  Important variables included voluntary 

participation, match between mentor and protégé, and mentorship training.  The study concluded 

with recommendations for examining formal mentoring pairs in the future, and using the results 

to develop future mentoring research and theory to evaluate effectiveness of formal mentoring 

programs. 

 A concept analysis on mentoring by Mijares, Baxley and Bond (2013) reviewed and 

compared six disciplines:  anthropology, business, education, psychology, social work, and 

nursing, and determined that these six disciplines share similar ideas to describe mentoring.  

Consequences shared among the disciplines included increased personal and professional 

growth.  In addition, this analysis revealed that all disciplines agreed that mentoring has the 

potential to improve job satisfaction and increase retention rates.   

Mentoring in Education 

 Junior and senior occupational therapy faculty were surveyed in a study by Paul, Stein, 

Ottenbacher and Liu (2002) to better understand the role of mentoring and research productivity.  

The sample consisted of 350 occupational therapy faculty members, of which 127 completed 

surveys were analyzed.  The results of the survey indicated that there is a positive effect on 

research productivity, such as publications, grants, and presentations.  The authors concluded 

that mentoring is a critical need in the discipline of occupational therapy faculty.  The 
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researchers suggested future studies with larger sample sizes to examine mentoring and 

productivity of occupational therapy faculty.  They considered mentoring to be a valuable tool 

for career development and a possible recruitment tool for universities.  

 A study by Ugrin, Odom and Pearson (2008) examined the relationship between faculty 

members and former dissertation chairs.  This quantitative analysis attempted to determine 

outcomes of professional success and scholarly publications as related to mentoring relationships 

between former dissertation chairs and their doctoral students.  Ugrin, Odom and Pearson (2008) 

determined that there is statistical significance between the strength of the mentoring relationship 

and the number of publications for junior faculty members.  It was also reported that the quality 

of mentoring received during the doctoral program influenced scholarly productivity in the early 

years of a faculty career. 

Although mentoring has a long history, research in academic mentoring has been limited.  

The implementation of mentoring in academia has developed in recent years.  Schunk and 

Mullen (2013) determined that although mentoring research has shown to be effective, it has 

never explained why.  The authors proposed a mentoring research model for academic mentoring 

integrating Kram’s (1983) mentoring theory with self-regulated learning.  The authors suggested 

the model is relevant to desired outcomes of mentoring.  Recommendations for future mentoring 

research in higher education included investigating the operation and transfer of processes during 

mentoring, including cognitive, behavioral, and affective outcomes for mentors and protégés.  

The authors suggested implications for practice include enhanced professional and career 

development.   

 The idea of formal mentoring programs in higher education has been a slow process.  A 

study conducted by Johnston, Keller and Linnhoff (2014) determined that there is a paucity in 
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formal mentoring among doctoral marketing programs.  Out of a sample of 500 doctoral 

graduates from 60 universities, only 13% had participated in a formal mentoring program.  The 

data suggested that mentored faculty reported improved early career outcomes and performance, 

and increased teaching preparedness.  One limitation of this study is that the research focused on 

formal doctoral mentoring programs, and did not consider informal doctoral mentoring that may 

have occurred during the beginning of a faculty role.  The authors suggested that many doctoral 

students are not receiving the benefit of one to one mentoring, and recommended further 

research to examine specific attributes of the mentoring relationship that lead to positive results.   

 Identifying best practices in mentoring is a daunting task.  Mentoring of academic 

pharmacy faculty was a need identified by The American Association of Colleges of Pharmacy 

(AACP, 2019).  A task force formed by the AACP in 2012 (Law, et al., 2014) was charged with 

researching best practices for mentoring.  After considerable research and comprehensive 

literature review, validated tools were compiled, and a checklist was developed for those 

interested in implementing or modifying an existing mentoring program.   The AACP task force 

recommended formal, systematic mentoring programs to be instituted by colleges of pharmacy 

(Law, et al., 2014).  The authors determined that qualitative indicators of a successful mentoring 

program include job satisfaction and organizational commitment.  Quantitative outcomes 

included scholarly productivity including publications, grant funding, and promotions.  The task 

force (Law, et al., 2014) suggested academic institutions should provide the support and 

groundwork necessary to foster mentoring relationships. 

 After an extensive review of mentorship literature within the health sciences, Jackevicius, 

et al., (2014) developed, implemented, and evaluated a formal mentoring program in a college of 

pharmacy.  Faculty mentoring pairs consisting of 51 mentor-protégés were surveyed over a four-
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year time span.  A key point of the pairings for this study was voluntary participation in the 

mentoring program.  Survey findings determined that after the implementation of the formal 

mentoring program, 90% of the protégés reported that the mentoring relationship helped with 

career success, and enabled increased preparation for promotion and tenure.  The total number of 

publications also increased after the mentoring program was implemented.  Overall, the 

researchers concluded that the mentoring program successfully contributed to faculty 

development.  This study intended to continue evaluation of long-term program outcomes, in 

order to identify areas for improvement.  Some areas already identified for improvement 

included the training of mentors and the possibility of mid-career mentoring vs. the focus on new 

faculty. 

 Sheridan, Murdoch and Harder (2015) conducted a non-experimental, cross-sectional, 

descriptive research study to look for gaps and strengths in the current mentoring environment of 

the health professions division of a university.  Definition of a mentoring culture was provided, 

and research questions pertained to the perception and support of mentorship within the 

university setting.  Specific variables were included in surveys delivered to faculty members, 

based on a culture audit tool administered by the researchers.  Some of the variables assessed for 

regarding perceptions relative to mentoring included culture, infrastructure, communication, 

multiple mentoring opportunities, and education and training (Sheridan, et al., 2015).  This study 

suggested that other higher education institutions might benefit from formally assessing for gaps 

and strengths that support mentoring activities within their organizations, and provide data to 

define resources or areas to sustain or further develop mentoring activities in the educational 

environment. 
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Mentoring in Nursing Education 

 It has been proposed that nursing is new to academia.  Therefore, nurse faculty need 

socialization to the academic role (Kavoosi, Elman & Mauch, 1995).  After looking at possible 

conceptual frameworks, Kavoosi, et al., (1995) discovered that there was no actual theory of 

mentoring suitable to provide the conceptual framework for their study.  They did frame the 

study from an adult developmental perspective, similar to Erikson’s theory of human 

development (1963), in which mentoring for career development relates to stages of adult 

development.  Kavoosi, et al., (1995) proposed that a mentoring culture and mentoring activities 

would assist with career development and socialization.  The descriptive, correlational study 

collected data to determine relationships between the mentoring activities of senior nursing 

faculty and administrative support for mentoring.  The findings validated mentoring activities 

that focused on career and personal development.  The researchers also determined that among 

the 154 nursing programs surveyed for the sample, informal mentoring was more prevalent than 

formal mentoring.  Recommendations included administrative support to encourage and facilitate 

mentoring relationships, and the adoption of formal mentoring processes into the culture and 

policies of organizations to reinforce administrative leadership. 

 Smith and Zsohar (2007) presented the perspectives of the mentoring relationship 

between a seasoned nurse educator and novice nurse educator.  This study focused on the lived 

experience between the authors who functioned as mentor and protégé, and presented a review of 

the mentoring literature to date, as well as components for effective mentoring programs.  In this 

study, specific models for mentoring were reviewed and discussed, as well as essential elements 

reported as necessary for effective mentoring.  Important elements and variables examined 

within a mentoring program included trust, caring, communicating, and the dyad, or match, 
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between mentor and protégé.  The study reported the huge potential to utilize mentoring as a 

strategy to recruit and retain new nurse educators within academia. 

 Blauvelt and Spath (2008) reiterated the idea that nurse faculty require socialization into 

the academic role.  They proposed formal mentoring programs could minimize culture shock and 

provide socialization and education for the role of nurse faculty (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).   They 

examined the structure of a formal mentoring program in their study.  A year-long formal 

mentoring program was developed and presented to address the position statement on mentoring 

published by the NLN (2006).  The purpose of the mentoring program was a strategy to address 

the nurse faculty shortage during a time of growth and demand in nursing education.  Definitions 

of the formal mentoring program, structure of the program, as well as the role of the mentor, 

were provided and discussed.  The formal mentoring program described by Blauvelt & Spath 

(2008) included structure for regularly scheduled meetings between the protégé and a consistent, 

identified mentor.  The study reported that protégés identify the designation of one mentor to be 

extremely desirable and beneficial (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).   After implementing the program, 

recommendations reported by protégés included extending the program beyond one year, and 

decreasing the ratio of mentors to protégés.  The article reported that the value of caring was 

essential for both the institution, as well as the mentoring program, to embody.  The authors 

suggested that novice nurse educators must be encouraged, nurtured and welcomed into the 

teaching profession, and this can be accomplished through formal mentoring.   

 Another study conducted by Hubbard, Halcomb, Foley and Roberts (2010) similarly 

found a barrier to mentoring was the lack of a formal process or mentoring plan.  After a 

literature review, these researchers outlined the many benefits of mentoring which were reported, 

including the support of mentoring for recruitment, retention, and job satisfaction.  However, 
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Hubbard, et al., (2010) were unable to identify the extent to which nurse educators were involved 

in mentoring.  Therefore, the problem statement of this pilot study focused on identifying how 

many nurse educators have been involved in mentoring, as well as revealing any barriers that 

may influence a mentoring relationship.  Results from surveys sent to a convenience sample of 

nurse educators revealed two major barriers to mentoring.  These barriers were lack of 

knowledge of the mentoring process, and lack of formal guidelines to support and develop a 

mentoring program.  A facilitator to the mentoring process was the availability of a formal 

mentoring program provided in a supportive environment.  Suggestions were for administrators 

to develop formal mentoring processes and provide a supportive environment for mentoring, in 

order to increase the number of nurse educators that are receiving mentoring. 

 Two articles presented the unique voices of both the protégé and mentor involved in a 

mentoring relationship in the nursing education setting.  The teams of White, Brannan and 

Wilson (2010), and Wilson, Brannan and White (2010), conducted qualitative studies to interpret 

and provide insight into the meaning of receiving mentoring, and also the meaning of providing 

mentoring.  The purpose of each study was to address a projected shortage of nurse faculty.  The 

literary context of mentoring, mentoring characteristics, and models of mentoring were explored 

and discussed in each article.  Additionally, the themes of creating a meaningful mentor-protégé 

relationship, and components of a formal mentoring program were presented in each article 

through the unique perspective of both the protégé and mentor.  In addition to these two shared 

themes, the article which focused on the stories of protégés (White, Brannan & Wilson, 2010), 

presented the theme of transition for the new nurse educator, while the article which focused on 

the stories of mentors (Wilson, Brannan & White, 2010), presented the theme regarding 

challenges of mentoring.  These two articles, published in the same journal in consecutive 
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months, provided contrast to illuminate the distinct viewpoints of the two participants involved 

in a mentoring relationship, and the realization of how they both benefited from the relationship.  

The recommendations of the two studies highlighted the need and support for mentoring 

programs in nursing education, and suggested that schools of nursing should be committed to 

mentoring as a strategy to address the shortage of nursing faculty. 

Due to the recommendations of the literature, the NLN (2006), and IOM (2010),  a team 

of researchers investigated best practices for mentoring, and offered a model which could be 

generalizable to a variety of academic nursing institutions (Nick et al., 2012).  The model was 

derived from best practices in academic mentoring, built upon preliminary findings reported by 

the NLN (2006).  Best practices for a formal mentoring program are described and include the 

mentoring relationship having a clear purpose and goals, along with the support of the 

organization.  The study reinforced the benefits of mentorship, and reiterated improved retention 

rates, increased productivity, increased self-confidence, and professional development realized 

because of mentoring (Nick et al., 2012, p. 2).  These positive outcomes and findings, produced 

through the application of formal mentoring programs, have recurring conclusions, as reported in 

the literature.  The use of a best practices model is suggested as the mechanism to implement 

formal mentoring.  The model is intended to provide the structure for formal mentoring programs 

in the academic nursing environment, and to provide a theoretical basis to evaluate outcomes and 

program effectiveness.  The investigators suggested formal mentoring programs can assist the 

novice educator to assume the full scope of the role, improve retention, and increase satisfaction 

and productivity; however, formal mentoring programs are not common in nursing education 

(Nick, et al., 2012).   
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 Singh, Pilkington and Patrick (2014) found a gap existed regarding how mentoring may 

contribute to empowerment and faculty success.  They conducted a mixed methods study to 

distinguish how the structure of the work environment influenced nurse faculty, the number of 

nurse faculty mentored in Canada, and whether mentoring can improve success of nurse 

educators. Their survey findings reported that out of a sample of 45 nurse educators, only 44% 

had engaged in mentoring.  Of the 44%, most mentoring was informal.  The researchers 

concluded that a supportive work environment is key to faculty retention.  Implications for nurse 

educators included the importance of a supportive academic workplace to empower faculty 

members, and for organizations to provide mentoring supports for successful retention.  The 

authors also determined that there is a need to develop formal mentoring programs for academic 

nursing. 

 An integrative literature review conducted by Grassley and Lambe (2015) reported on 17 

articles that provided mentoring programs for the purpose of transition from clinician to nurse 

educator.  The identification of structured mentoring processes was found to combat the 

challenges of transition to academia, for the purpose of retention.  Recommendations supported 

the availability of resources to support new faculty.  Recommendations included structured, 

formal mentoring programs for the purpose of recruitment and retention.  Additionally, a 

mentoring toolkit was comprised and included items such as orientation to the faculty role, 

orientation to mentoring, and a matching dyad process (Grassley & Lambe, 2015).  Continued 

research on mentoring processes was suggested, specifically the evaluation of mentoring 

processes, as well as the addition of robust studies to evaluate mentoring processes. 

 Due to the nursing faculty shortage and need to recruit and retain nurse educators, 

Hulton, et al., (2016) implemented an evidenced-based nursing faculty mentoring program in a 
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nursing department in the United States, after it was identified as an important need for new 

faculty.  The researchers compiled quantitative and qualitative data on 11 pairs of 

mentors/mentees over the course of one year of sustained mentoring relationships.  The authors 

provided four implications for practice.  Pertinent to this study is the conclusion reached by the 

researchers indicating a need for an effective match between mentor and mentee, and the need 

for a formal structure in order to implement a mentoring program.  They also suggested that 

there is an evolution in the mentoring relationship, with stages or phases of the mentoring 

relationship process.  The authors discussed four phases that occur during the mentoring 

relationship, which include initiation, cultivation, separation, and redefinition.  These phases are 

described in the mentoring model originated by Kram (1983).  The researchers reported that one 

particular noteworthy outcome of this mentoring program was a 100% retention of new faculty 

after the first year, for those that participated in the mentoring program. Mentees also reported 

feeling supported and assisted with personal and professional growth (Hulton, et al., 2016).   

Although this study’s limitations included a small sample size, the results supported the use of 

formal mentoring programs to improve retention and improve feelings of satisfaction. 

 In a systematic review by Nowell, Norris, Mrklas and White (2016), the authors 

identified and evaluated evidence to support mentorship in nursing academia.  In a previous 

paper on systematic review protocol, it was determined that their study was the first to examine 

evidence for mentorship in nursing academia (Nowell, et al., 2015).  The lack of knowledge on 

the evidence for mentorship strategies was important to consider, in light of the nursing faculty 

shortage.  The researchers determined that outcomes attributed to mentorship in nursing 

academia were very unclear.  In the systematic review, the researchers assessed 34 eligible 

studies.  Behavioral, career, attitudinal, relational, and motivational outcomes were found to 
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improve with mentorship.  Specific outcomes within these categories include retention, career 

and job satisfaction.   However, due to the poor quality of many of the studies, the authors were 

unable to suggest causality of mentorship on specific outcomes.  Results indicated that job and 

career satisfaction are positively influenced by mentoring, which may lead to increased retention 

rates.  Nursing education administration is encouraged to develop mentoring relationships and 

mentoring programs.  The findings of the systematic review revealed a number of gaps in the 

nursing education literature.  The authors stated that there is a lack of evidence for the 

effectiveness of mentoring.  Specifically, they stated a need for experimental, quasi-

experimental, longitudinal, or multi-site mentoring research.  Additionally, areas that would 

benefit from cross-disciplinary comparison include scholarly productivity, retention, and career 

satisfaction (Nowell, et al., 2016).  Recommendations included additional research with robust 

design to increase understanding of the impact of mentoring outcomes for nurse educators. 

Recurring Themes of Satisfaction, Retention and Scholarly Productivity 

 Satisfaction.  While benefits of the mentoring process are supported in the literature, 

large-scale studies about outcomes of mentoring for nurse educators are sparse (Chung & 

Kowalski, 2012).  Due to this gap, a descriptive, cross-sectional, quantitative study was 

conducted with a large sample (n = 959) of full-time nursing faculty respondents. Survey 

questions were compiled to determine if mentoring increased job satisfaction and retention.  The 

results concluded that out of the respondents, 40% had participated in mentoring relationships, 

and job satisfaction was higher for those that had been mentored.  Prior to this study, there was 

no statistical evidence to support a link between mentoring and job satisfaction.  The researchers 

concluded that mentoring is associated with improved job satisfaction, but that mentoring 
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relationships in nursing academia are in need of further research to understand mentoring 

practices and outcomes. 

 Yet another study developed a mentoring guide for the purposes of orienting, mentoring 

and retaining junior level nursing faculty in higher education.   The authors intended for the 

guide to foster retention in nursing education, and based the model on developing and fostering 

scholarly activities including teaching, research, and service (Potter & Tolson, 2014).  The 

authors identified functions of a mentor-protégé relationship, and discussed barriers to successful 

mentoring.  The barriers identified by Potter and Tolson (2014) included a lack of senior faculty, 

lack of time for mentoring, and the lack of guidance in the mentoring process.  These barriers 

lead to dissatisfaction and lack of motivation in junior faculty, leading to increase in faculty 

turnover and loss of junior faculty.  A guide for both mentor and new faculty would assist 

institutions with implementing mentoring programs that were successful, effective, and lead to 

reciprocal learning and satisfaction among mentors and protégés. 

 Xu and Payne (2014) determined that mentoring quality is associated with job 

satisfaction. Using Kram’s (1983) theory of mentoring to distinguish the quality of mentoring 

relationships, surveys were administered to collect data on quantity and quality of mentoring 

experiences.  It was found that a large sample of 741 faculty members reported satisfaction with 

the mentoring relationship.  This accounted for increased job satisfaction and commitment to 

stay.  The authors concluded satisfaction with the mentoring relationship predicted job 

satisfaction and intent to stay. 

 Jeffers and Mariani (2017) conducted a mixed methods study to determine influence of a 

formal mentoring program on career satisfaction for novice nurse faculty.  A small sample size 

limited the data and decreased the power of the study.  Statistical significance of the quantitative 
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data was not found to support career satisfaction and intent to stay between faculty who were 

mentored vs. those who were not.  Nevertheless, qualitative data analysis revealed novice faculty 

felt abandoned and alone in the transition to academia.  Lack of support from a mentor led to 

increased stress, anxiety, and dissatisfaction in the nurse faculty role.  The researchers 

recommended additional studies exploring mentoring effectiveness for novice nurse faculty. 

Retention.  Smith and Zsohar (2007) supported mentoring as a strategy to retain nurse 

educators in the faculty role.  The authors offered a review of an effective mentoring relationship 

through description and discussion of their lived personal experience as mentor and protégé.  The 

discussion of the lived experience provided support for the transition from clinical setting to 

academic setting for the protégé nurse educator.  Smith and Zshohar (2007) highlighted essential 

characteristics of effective mentoring, and provided resources for mentors.  The results of the 

lived experience of the authors demonstrated the value of effective mentoring.  The authors 

concluded mentoring not only increases retention, but also increases satisfaction in the faculty 

role.   

Interviews with novice nursing faculty conducted by Dunham-Taylor, et al., (2008) 

determined the adaptation to the nurse educator role from the clinical setting requires 

socialization.  Novice nurse faculty cited the need for specific information for the teaching role, 

as well as nonteaching responsibilities and time management.  Without appropriate adaptation, 

facilitated by mentoring, the novice educator becomes dissatisfied.  The authors suggested that 

the dissatisfaction experienced by the novice educator directly leads to lack of retention, and 

outlined steps and activities intended to set up mentoring programs, as well as provided 

resources to assist novice nurse educators in the transition to academia. 
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The ability to recruit and retain nursing faculty was the driving force behind a needs 

assessment conducted by Sawatzky and Enns (2009).  A cross-sectional survey and needs 

assessment conducted among full-time faculty members revealed that the current informal 

mentoring program for new faculty was inadequate.  Their findings provided evidence to support 

a formal mentoring program within their school of nursing.  Faculty members from this study 

also reported on the need for mentorship during the transition into the faculty role.   The authors 

concluded that a mentoring program, along with a caring mentoring environment, is conducive to 

retention. 

The qualitative study by Gardner (2014) reported participants emphasized the importance 

of mentoring for clinical nurses recruited as faculty members.  Effective mentoring influenced 

improved understanding of teaching, service, and scholarly activity.  It was determined that the 

transition to academia is assisted when formalized mentoring processes are in place.  Focused 

mentoring fostered the retention of new faculty.  Quantitative and qualitative data supported 

similar stressors reported by faculty responding to the study by Gardner (2014), including 

understanding the faculty role and acclimating to academia.   Mentoring benefits the transition to 

academia and is recommended as a strategy to retain novice nurse faculty.  

Scholarship and Scholarly Productivity.  A qualitative study by Turnbull (2010) 

highlighted that nursing as an academic discipline lacks effective mentoring, despite evidence to 

support its use.  Additionally, there is a lack of qualified faculty to guide the developing scholar.  

Literature review reported characteristics of effective mentoring and outcomes, but is limited 

regarding the implementation of mentoring relationships.  Through interviews with nursing 

faculty, Turnbull (2010) discovered that a culture and environment supportive of mentoring 

within nursing academia should be realized, in order to advance and support scholarly work and 



 

39 

 

career advancement.  The author discussed mentoring as a method to promote scholarship and 

professional development.  Kram’s mentoring theory (1983) is discussed regarding the 

mentoring functions of career development and psychosocial functions.  Increased output of 

scholarly work may be achieved when mentoring processes are in place. 

 A discussion paper reviewed the scholarly publications offered within a 35-year time 

span (Fealy, Kelly & Watson, 2012).  A literature review of 25 studies revealed a lack of 

research regarding the history of nursing, which is an indicator of a legitimate discipline.  This 

lack of historical scholarship is an indication of the immaturity of nursing as a discipline.  The 

authors posit that this lack of nursing scholarship devoted to the history of nursing decreases 

social legitimacy and disciplinary development.  Fealy, et al., (2012) proposed that nursing has 

an obligation as a discipline to demonstrate lasting contributions to society.  

The team of Krause-Parello, et al., (2013) revealed mentoring for nurse scholars was 

limited.  They proposed the development and implementation of a center for nursing research, 

which cultivated and supported scholarly work and nursing research.  The problem of nurse 

retention in academic settings was stated as a purpose for mentoring at this level, with the main 

objective of advancing the field of nursing education and nursing research.  Personal and 

professional growth was cited as a motivating factor, and resources for mentoring in nursing 

were highlighted and listed within the article.  The development of nursing research centers 

within university and college settings was suggested as an appropriate and suitable environment 

to promote mentoring and advance nursing science.  The initiation of a center for nursing 

research was presented as a model venue for mentoring relationships to be fostered and 

maintained. 
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 As there is limited research on mentoring outcomes in nursing academia, there is also 

limited research on scholarly productivity (Smeltzer, et al., 2014b).  In attempting to address the 

IOM (2010) report calling for doubling the number of nurses with doctorates by the year 2020, 

Smeltzer, et al., (2014b) conducted focus groups among a sample of 29 nursing faculty members 

to determine challenges to achieve these goals, as well as strategies to enhance scholarly 

productivity.  Themes emerged which related to the demands of teaching, institutional structure, 

and the sustainability of the discipline and faculty success.  This team of researchers discovered 

that faculty members associated scholarly productivity with organizational support, mentorship, 

and satisfaction.  These concepts facilitated research efforts. 

A team of researchers in Japan investigated factors that affect research productivity of 

new faculty (Oyama, et al, 2015).  Surveys collected data to determine the number of 

publications published within the past three years by young nurse faculty members.  Factors 

related to higher research productivity included the completion of a doctoral degree, and 

employment with a national university.  An academic environment that offered mentoring to 

junior faculty facilitated research and increased the number of publications. 

Negative Outcomes of Mentoring 

 It would be remiss to overlook the literature that reports negative aspects of mentoring.  

Kram (1988) cautioned that mentoring relationships that result from a formal process are not 

always valuable.  If mentors and mentees are assigned to each other, there is a risk that the 

relationship will not evolve, and that mentoring functions may be minimized or not developed at 

all. These relationships may not offer mutual attraction or a natural chemistry that facilitates the 

mentor/mentee relationship (Kram, 1988).  Pairing through an assigned, formal process may lead 
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to mismatch between mentor and mentee, resentment of responsibilities for the mentor, and a 

pessimistic view of mentoring experienced by the mentee (Kram, 1988).   

 Allen, Lentz and Eby (2006) examined formal mentoring programs and outcomes of 

career and psychosocial mentoring, and reported on critical gaps within formal mentoring 

programs.  Two areas discussed as critical factors are the input of mentor and protégé into the 

matching process, as well as voluntary participation.  These researchers determined that when 

the mentor and protégé perceive greater input into the match, there is also greater satisfaction 

with the mentoring process.  Voluntary participation, in addition to input into match, is noted to 

be important variables for the success of the mentoring process.    The researchers suggested 

additional studies for the development of formal mentoring research and theory focused on 

outcomes. 

 Bell and Treleaven (2011) conducted a study analyzing a formal mentoring program and 

the pairing process.  These researchers evaluated a five-year mentoring program to determine the 

value and importance of the pairing process in a formal mentoring program within a research 

university in Australia.  Due to the negative aspects associated with formal mentoring programs 

and the matching of mentor-mentee pairs, the researchers provided mentee choice of mentor, 

with no assigned pairs.  The study concluded that mentoring is enhanced when mentees are able 

to select their own mentor. 

 Green and Jackson (2014) highlighted the negative aspects of the mentoring relationship. 

Although the authors acknowledged that mentoring has been supported by the discipline of 

nursing as an avenue to retain nurses in the profession, they suggested that negative mentoring 

relationships exist.  The article discussed ethical issues associated with mentoring, including an 

unequal balance of power and manipulative behaviors.  These issues may lead to dysfunctional 
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or even destructive relationships (Green & Jackson, 2014).  The authors stated the most common 

problem found in mentoring relationships is mentor-mentee mismatch.  This mismatch is more 

likely to occur when the participants have been unable to freely choose their partner.   

 Jackevicius, et al., (2014) developed a formal mentoring program in a college of 

pharmacy and evaluated the implementation through surveys and focus groups over a period of 

two years.  This study endorsed what was found in many of the mentoring programs offered in 

nursing programs, specifically higher success rates for retention, leadership, professional 

activities, grants and publications due to mentoring.  However, these researchers also offered a 

key aspect and variable of the formal mentoring program, which was the voluntary participation 

of mentor-mentee pairs.  This methodology was implemented due to significant findings from 

other studies stating that perceived competition and personality differences contribute to poor 

mentor-mentee matches. 

 Although the literature overwhelmingly supports the merits of the mentoring process, it is 

important to note that negative aspects exist.  As Kram (1988) originally stated, the pairing 

process between mentor and mentee is an important consideration.  The studies that report 

negative aspects of mentoring support this conclusion (Bell & Treleaven, 2010; Green & 

Jackson, 2014; Jackevicius, et al., 2014).  

    Conceptual Framework Further Defined 

After extensive literature review, it became apparent that there is no clear or agreed upon 

mentoring theory or framework that is used for mentoring in nursing academia or academia in 

general. There is no consensus for a single approach (Kavoosi, et al., 1995; Krause-Parello, et al., 

2013; Law, et al., 2014; Linden, Ohlin & Brodin, 2013; Reid, et al., 2013;).  Nevertheless, 

among much of the evidence related to the concept of mentoring, the work of Kram (1983) was 
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often referenced or suggested as a framework for the formation or examination of the mentoring 

process and mentoring functions (Allen, et al., 2004; Allen, et al., 2006; Dunham-Taylor, et al., 

2008; Humberd & Rouse, 2016; Krause-Parello, et al., 2013; Turnbull, 2010; Noe, 1988; 

Scandura, 1992).  Kram’s (1983) seminal work on the phases of mentoring relationships was 

further developed with research (Higgins & Kram, 2001; Humberd & Rouse, 2016; Kram & 

Isabella, 1985) and the publication of a book discussing mentoring in organizational life (Kram, 

1988).  

Kram’s (1983) original work focused on the mentor relationship and the development of 

a conceptual model after empirical study of mentoring relationships in the corporate setting.  The 

developmental stages of Erikson (1963) influenced the development of the phases of a mentoring 

relationship (Kram, 1983).  Kram’s theory (1983) was posited on the belief that relationships 

change over time.  This is similar to Erikson’s (1963) developmental theory, in that the 

individual progresses through various stages based on the primary tasks operationalized within 

specific age categories.  Kram (1983) compares the “generativity vs. stagnation” stage of midlife 

(Erikson, 1963) as an opportunity for a mentor to feel energized through a mentoring 

relationship.  Kram’s (1983) work clarifies phases of the mentor relationship by breaking it down 

into psychological and organizational factors that create movement between the phases, and 

describes how it evolves over time. 

Kram (1983) states that the mentor relationship has the potential to influence the career 

and psychosocial development of both mentor and mentee, where both can benefit from the 

relationship.  Mentoring functions are delineated as career functions and psychosocial functions.  

Career functions are described as functions that enhance career development, and include 

sponsorship; exposure-and-visibility; coaching; protection; and challenging assignments (Kram, 
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1983).  Psychosocial functions are described as functions that enhance an individual’s sense of 

competence, identity and effectiveness, and include role modeling; acceptance-and-confirmation; 

counseling and friendship. 

These identified mentoring functions are exhibited during the developmental relationship.  

The phases of a mentor relationship are shaped not only by the mentoring functions, but also by 

psychological and organizational factors.  The phases are thus broken down into four distinct 

phases:  initiation; cultivation; separation; and redefinition (Kram, 1983).  The initiation phase 

represents the beginning of the relationship and may last from six to twelve months.  The 

cultivation phase may last from two to five years, and during this time, career and psychosocial 

functions typically peak.  The separation phase may last from two to five years.  At this time, the 

mentee may experience increased autonomy, with movement away from the mentor.  The last 

phase is the redefinition phase, in which the relationship evolves into a friendship, and peer 

status is achieved.  This phase may last for an indefinite period of time.   

Kram (1988) expanded this work in her book Mentoring at Work:  Developmental 

Relationships in Organizational Life.  Detailed explanation and examples of each phase, along 

with specific examples of mentoring functions, are described in this publication.  Although the 

theory is based on work within organizational life, the functions described are easily transferable 

to academia.  Career functions and psychosocial functions can easily translate into the academic 

work environment.  The career functions related to sponsorship, coaching and challenging 

assignments can be related to transition to the nurse educator role, and the guidance and support 

needed to embrace and apply specific academic functions including teaching, service, tenure and 

promotion, and scholarly productivity.  Psychosocial functions, which enhance a protégé’s 

competence and sense of identity, would include the ability of the mentor to offer guidance, 
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support and function as a role model, while the novice educator transitions from the clinical role 

to an educator role.  Career functions pertain to the organizational structure of the relationship, 

and assist with career advancement, while psychosocial functions characterize the interpersonal 

nature of the relationship.  The complexity of the academic nurse educator role requires support. 

It has been said that mentoring relationships can influence the career path and career outcome of 

nurse educators (Vance & Olson, 1998), and increase success and satisfaction. 

Chapter Summary (synthesis and critique of studies) 

Mentoring Gaps.  Formal mentoring as a strategy to apply to nursing academia was 

supported in a number of studies included in the literature review (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008; 

Hubbard, et al., 2010; Hulton, et al., 2016).  However, after extensive review of the literature, it 

appears that a multitude of gaps exists.  Mentoring is a key factor for the development and success 

of novice nurse faculty, yet it has not been widely implemented with any structured method in the 

academic nursing setting.  The use of formal mentoring programs has not been widely researched 

(Allen, et al., 2006; Wilson, Brannan & White, 2010).   

 In addition to formal mentoring, another gap found in the literature pertains to the type 

and quality of studies related to mentoring in nursing academia.  After conducting an integrative 

literature review focusing on transition to the nurse educator role, Grassley & Lambe (2015) 

determined that most of the literature was descriptive and qualitative in nature.  They 

recommended the addition of robust studies to evaluate mentoring processes.   The systematic 

review focusing on mentoring outcomes in nursing academia by Nowell, et al., (2016) came to 

the same conclusions regarding quality of studies.  Nowell, et al., (2016) recommend rigorous 

research designs examining causal relationships between mentoring and mentorship outcomes in 

nursing academia. 
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Satisfaction and Retention Gaps.  It has been stated that two major developmental 

outcomes of mentoring are success and satisfaction (Vance & Olson, 1998). The literature 

reports faculty who are mentored and supported are most likely to be retained.  Strategies to 

promote retention include the creation of mentorship and support of career development within 

nursing academia.   Mentoring is recommended as an effective strategy to foster the development 

of novice nurse educators, increase job satisfaction, and retain new educators in the faculty role 

(Smith & Zsohar, 2007).   Additionally, the concept of mentoring was also reported to contribute 

to improved career satisfaction and increased retention in the study by Nick, et al., (2012).   

Smeltzer, et al., (2014b) recommend mentoring programs to foster retention of doctorally 

prepared nurse faculty, for both longevity and scholarly productivity purposes.   

 Martin and Hodge (2011) report the lack of rigorous studies examining the role of 

mentoring on career satisfaction and success.  A study by Chung & Kowalski (2012) reported job 

satisfaction to be significantly higher in nurse faculty who were mentored.  Yet a study by Jeffers 

and Mariani (2017) did not find conclusive evidence of a link between mentoring of novice nurse 

faculty and career satisfaction.  Implications for further research on mentoring and its influence 

on job satisfaction is warranted, since the literature is inconclusive (Chung & Kowalski, 2012).  

The ability of mentoring to empower work environments and faculty success, and increase 

retention in the academic environment, has not been adequately explored (Singh, Pilkington & 

Patrick, 2014).   Additional studies are needed to close these current gaps or provide further 

evidence of whether mentoring has an influence on satisfaction and retention of the academic 

nurse educator. 

Scholarship Gaps.  Supporting the growth of scholarship in nursing is essential to 

growing and maturing the discipline, while gaining respect in academia and society (Fealy, Kelly 
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& Watson, 2012).  Significant gaps in the literature for nursing scholarship may be attributed to 

recent changes in nursing education, with an emphasis on doctoral preparation and the challenge 

to increase the number of nurses with doctorates by 2020 (IOM, 2010; Smeltzer, et al., 2014b).  

These changes in nursing education have led to faculty shortages, faculty who have not received 

the appropriate preparation for scholarly research and publication, and heightened demands on 

faculty who are aging and not able to provide role modeling or mentoring for novice faculty 

(Turnbull, 2010).   These issues have not been studied in depth.  In addition, little research exists 

in addressing faculty research productivity in relation to teaching responsibilities (Smeltzer, et 

al., 2014b).  These are areas in need of further study and examination. 

  Recommendations for Future Research.   Mentoring in nursing academia has not been 

studied extensively.  Concentrating on outcomes related to effective mentoring programs for 

novice nurse educators, and mentoring in higher education to promote nursing education science, 

are areas that have been suggested for further research and examination (Allen, et al., 2004; 

Nowell, et al., 2016; Smeltzer, et al., 2014a; Smeltzer, et al., 2014b).  Law, et al., (2014) propose 

that mentoring program success can be measured with tools developed to determine job 

satisfaction and commitment to the organization, while long- term outcomes of faculty 

productivity and retention can also evaluate program success.  Based on these recommendations, 

along with the gaps in the literature, the research questions for this study were formulated.  The 

recommendations for more robust, experimental studies was also taken into consideration.   
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Chapter Three—Methodology 

Research Design Overview 

The focus of this study is the mentoring process in nursing academia.  The purpose of this 

study is to examine the effectiveness of mentoring programs, offered through the department or 

school of nursing, on novice academic nurse educators.  This exploratory descriptive study will 

explore whether formal or informal mentoring programs have an influence on the satisfaction, 

retention, or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators employed full-time, for 

less than five years, in tenure track positions, but are not yet tenured.  This study will establish 

whether there are statistically significant differences among the variables of satisfaction, 

retention and scholarly productivity between novice academic nurse educators who have 

received mentoring, either formal or informal, and those that have not received mentoring, 

through their departments or schools of nursing, across similar schools of nursing.  A mentoring 

program, either formal or informal, is the independent variable.  The dependent variables include 

satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators. 

Based on the recommendations from the literature, the research questions and research 

design for this study were developed.  Due to the recommendations for more robust studies to 

evaluate mentoring processes and outcomes, (Grassley & Lambe, 2015; Nowell, et al., 2016) a 

quasi-experimental design will be utilized.  Two groups of novice academic nurse educators will 

be compared, those who have identified as participants in a mentoring program, either formal or 

informal, and those who have not received mentoring.  The principal questions of this quasi-

experimental study are: 
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1.  Is there a difference in satisfaction scores between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?  

2. Is there a difference in retention scores between mentored and non-mentored nurses 

employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic setting?     

3. Is there a difference in scholarly productivity between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?     

Target Population 

The target population for this study is novice academic nurse educators.  Inclusion 

criteria included novice academic nurse educators with either the masters or doctorate degree.  

The novice academic nurse educators sample criteria included being non-tenured, employed full-

time, between two-five years in a tenure track position at a university offering the baccalaureate 

degree or higher in nursing.  Employment between two-five years was determined for as 

necessary timeframe to acclimate to the institution and role, and allow for sufficient time 

employed for the novice academic nurse educator to determine satisfaction, intent to stay, and 

commence scholarly work and activity conducive to the tenure track journey.  The participants 

will be employed by schools of nursing accredited by the Commission on Collegiate Nursing 

Education [CCNE] (AACN, 2019c) and offering the baccalaureate degree or higher in the United 

States.  The criterion sampling included novice academic nurse educators who identified whether 

they are participating in mentoring programs, either formal or informal, or no mentoring 

programs within their institution.   
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Sampling Method 

Schools of nursing offering the baccalaureate degree and accredited by CCNE (AACN, 

2019c) in the United States were identified.  This process initiated the recruitment of potential 

participants.  Once IRB approval was received, online surveys were sent to potential participants.  

Respondents completed electronic surveys and provided data regarding participation in 

mentoring and outcomes of mentoring through completion of demographic data, completion of 

tools related to satisfaction and intent to stay, and completion of questions related to scholarly 

productivity. 

Sample Size 

Sample size was determined by an a priori power analysis to determine appropriate 

sample size for sufficient statistical analysis (Polit & Beck, 2012).   Sufficient power is necessary 

in order to avoid committing a Type 1 or Type II error, and strengthen statistical conclusions.  To 

achieve the desired level of power, it must be determined if the sample size is large enough to 

detect a significant effect between the variables being studied.  When power is set at .80, the 

other factors to be included for statistical power include alpha level, effect size, and sample size.  

Conducting the a priori power analysis reduced the risk of a Type II error, which is a false 

negative conclusion (Polit & Beck, 2012).  An a priori analysis with power at .90, alpha level .05 

and estimated average effect size for t-test situations of .35 (Polit & Beck, 2012, p. 424) revealed 

sufficient n = 129 for each group, or n = 258.  Sample size for this study was n = 270. 

Setting 

The setting for the research study began with emails to potential participants.  The initial 

email explained the purpose of the study, and a statement outlining the benefits of the study was 

provided.   Potential participants were informed of institutional review board approval.  No 



 

51 

 

financial or monetary payments were made to any novice academic nurse faculty members 

completing the survey.  A link to complete a questionnaire on SurveyMonkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com, 2019) was available to all participants.  Survey participants are 

novice academic nurse educators employed full-time in schools of nursing offering the 

baccalaureate degree or higher in the United States, accredited by the CCNE (AACN, 2019c). 

Recruitment 

Schools of nursing located in the United States were identified through the American 

Association of Colleges of Nursing (AACN) website (www.aacn.nche.edu, 2019), which 

provides links to programs accredited by the Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education 

(CCNE).  Schools of nursing offering the baccalaureate degree or higher were included in this 

study.  The AACN website provided links to accredited schools of nursing within the United 

States, with direct links to the schools of nursing, and contact information for nursing department 

faculty.  A stratified convenience sample design (Kim & Mallory, 2014) was utilized in order to 

equally represent sections of the country so that the results are generalizable to the population.  

For this nationwide study, the country was divided into nine geographical regions and nursing 

schools from one state in each region were contacted until sufficient sample size was achieved.  

The introductory email message with survey attached detailed the inclusion criteria of two to five 

years employment as an academic nurse educator, to target appropriate participants. 

Preliminary information was obtained to determine whether there were a sufficient 

number of programs with mentoring or no mentoring, in order to support the study’s 

methodology.  This information was elicited through an email from the researcher to department 

chairs of CCNE (AACN, 2019c) accredited programs, asking whether or not their school of 

nursing sponsored a mentoring program.  Department chairs responded to the researcher with a 
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simple narrative response via email.  Preliminary data collection from department chairs from 

schools of nursing accredited by the CCNE in the United States (n = 439) returned a response 

from 272 chairs (response rate of 62%).  Self-report from department chairs revealed 108 schools 

offer a formal mentoring program, 22 offer informal mentoring, and 142 report they do not offer 

mentoring.  This preliminary data provided information on schools of nursing who offer 

mentoring vs. those who do not. The purpose of this preliminary data was to determine whether 

significant numbers of schools offered either formal or informal mentoring.  In order to clarify 

the independent variable, it was determined that mentoring, to include both formal and informal, 

will be the independent variable.   Those that have been mentored, either formally or informally, 

will be considered one group.  Sufficient sample size for both formal and informally mentored 

groups enabled additional t-test analysis between groups.  

 Once IRB approval was obtained, mass emails acquired from the nursing school 

websites were sent to the academic nurse faculty of participating institutions.  Information 

including an introductory email message and survey description, and link to a survey 

questionnaire, was sent to the educators employed by the schools that met the criteria of offering 

a baccalaureate nursing degree.  Inclusion for data collection was determined by response to 

demographic questionnaire.  Inclusion criteria included novice academic nurse educators with a 

masters or doctoral degree, employed for two to five years in academic institutions.  The novice 

academic nurse educators were asked to identify whether or not they are participating in 

mentoring programs, either formal or informal, or not participating in a mentoring program.   

Instrumentation 

Survey questions included collection of demographic information for descriptive 

statistics, the questions guided by the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 
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2005),  the Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale (Mariani, 2007; 2012), and the Price and 

Mueller (1986) Measure of Intent to Stay Scale.  The instruments were compiled to form one 

survey questionnaire which was distributed via SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com, 

2019).  Demographic information was collected to provide descriptive statistics for the study.  

Participants were asked to provide data for the following demographic information:  age; gender; 

number of years as a faculty member at current institution; total number of years employed in a 

faculty role; highest degree earned; employment status; tenure status; faculty rank; participation 

in a mentoring relationship, either formal or informal; no participation in a mentoring 

relationship; scholarship requirements of the academic institution, and intent to stay in current 

institution as an academic nurse educator (Chung & Kowalski, 2012; Mariani, 2012).  The 

operational definition of formal mentoring, and the operational definition of informal mentoring, 

as specified for this study, was communicated to survey participants within the questionnaire in 

order to capture accurate data to code participation in mentoring programs or no mentoring 

programs.   

Satisfaction among novice nurse educators in academia was measured with the Mariani 

Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale [MNCSS] (Mariani, 2007; 2012).  Permission to use this tool 

was received by the author (B. Mariani, personal communication, April 20, 2017).  Although 

many valid and reliable instruments are available to measure job satisfaction, an instrument to 

measure career satisfaction is better aligned to the academic nurse educator role.  Job satisfaction 

is concerned with the satisfaction of a current position in nursing, while career satisfaction is 

concerned with nursing as a career choice (Mariani & Allen, 2014).  The MNCSS was developed 

to specifically measure nursing career satisfaction, as opposed to job satisfaction.  The scale uses 

semantic differential measurement of 16 opposite pairs to measure satisfaction with nursing 
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career (Mariani, 2007; 2012).  Reliability and validity of the scale was measured with 

Cronbach’s Alpha for initial pilot study of .82, with Cronbach’s alpha .94 for the full study 

(Mariani, 2007; 2012).  Subsequent studies reported Cronbach’s alpha ranging from .93 to .96 

(Jeffers & Mariani, 2017).  Cronbach alpha scores range between .00 and +1.00, with higher 

scores indicating higher internal consistency (Polit & Beck, 2012).  The range of scores for the 

MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012) indicate high internal consistency. Content validity of the 

MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012) was reported to be .84 in the final version of the instrument 

(Mariani & Allen, 2014).  The range of scores for the Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale 

(Mariani, 2007; 2012) indicate high internal consistency.  

Retention was measured in the demographic section by asking, “Do you intend to stay in 

your current faculty role?”  Additional data will be collected regarding retention with the 

Measure of Intent to Stay Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986).  This is a four-question Likert scale to 

determine a faculty member’s intent to stay in current organization.  The scale addresses the 

variables of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and search behavior, which translate 

into staying or leaving a work organization (Kim, Price, Mueller & Watson, 1996).  A 

dissertation by Markowitz (2012) using the scale to measure intent to stay in a university setting 

provided Cronbach’s alpha of .89.  Previous studies using the scale offer reliability with 

Cronbach’s alpha of .90 (Price & Kim, 1993) and Cronbach’s alpha of .85 (Kim, Price, Mueller 

& Watson, 1996).  A dissertation by Iverson (1992) revised the Price and Mueller causal model 

and reported that intent to stay is an accepted predictor of turnover.  Cronbach’s Alpha of .79 

was reported for the four intent to stay items (Iverson, 1992).  These scores indicate high internal 

consistency (Polit & Beck, 2012).  Attempts to receive permission for use of the scale proved 

difficult, as the authors are deceased, as is the author of the revision of the tool.  This was also a 
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problem for Markowitz (2012) when looking for appropriate approval for the use of the tool.  

According to Markowitz, “approval to use the tool would not violate the true purpose of 

copyright protection…and would fall under the fair use rules within academic, non-profit 

purpose” (G. Markowitz, personal communication, March 12, 2018).  This is in accordance with 

Section 107 of the Copyright Act (U.S. Copyright Act, 1976) which states fair use of a 

copyrighted work is not an infringement of copyright when used for scholarship or research 

purposes. 

Measurement of scholarly productivity was guided by the Mentorship Profile 

Questionnaire, Part II--Outcome Measures (Berk, et al., 2005).  Permission to use this tool was 

given by the author (R. Berk, personal communication, January 12, 2017), which the ability to 

use intact or to modify, with the condition that the copyright line would be affixed to the research 

and the original work referenced.  The outcome measures of Part II of this questionnaire align 

with the career functions of the mentoring relationship related to scholarly productivity, as 

described by Kram (1983).  Due to the lack of empirical evidence, as well as the unique 

characteristics of mentoring relationships, psychometric data for this tool is unavailable (Berk, et 

al., 2005).   

A review of mentorship measurement tools by Chen, Watson and Hilton (2016) reported 

a scarcity of tools developed for nursing professionals.  The studies incorporated in the review 

(Chen, Watson & Hilton, 2016) rely on tools developed for business or education.  The review 

(Chen, et al., 2016) reported only three tools specific for nursing, with little to no psychometric 

evidence for any of these tools.  The Jakubik Mentoring Benefits Questionnaire (Jakubik, 2012) 

was developed by a nurse researcher specifically to measure mentoring benefits of pediatric 

nurses (Jakubik, 2012).  The Scale of Students Mentoring (Chow & Suen, 2001) was developed 
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for measuring mentoring in student nurse populations.  The Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, 

Part I and Part II, and the Mentorship Effectiveness Scale (Berk, Berg, Mortimer, Walton-Moss 

and Yeo, 2005) was developed by an Ad Hoc Faculty Mentoring Committee at the Johns 

Hopkins University School of Nursing  to measure effectiveness of faculty mentoring 

relationships. The tool is intended to measure effectiveness of the mentoring relationship by the 

reporting of specific outcomes and rating of mentoring characteristics identified within a 

mentoring relationship. It was developed for application in either formal or informal mentoring 

programs already in place, and may be modified as necessary (Berk et al., 2005).  Unfortunately, 

psychometric issues of validity and reliability cannot be computed or analyzed due to the unique 

characteristics of mentoring relationships.   In relation to content-related validity, Berk, et al., 

(2005) state that items on the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire and Mentorship Effectiveness 

Scale must be congruent with the characteristics of the mentoring program.  This would require a 

panel of faculty members who are familiar with mentorship and the mentoring program to 

evaluate and review the scale items against the characteristics of the mentoring program to 

determine congruence and unanimously support use of the scale.  Additionally, estimates of 

mentor effectiveness cannot be computed due to the unique relationships between mentor and 

mentee, and cannot be compared (Berk, et al., 2005).  After spending a year reviewing literature 

and developing the tools, the committee found “intractable psychometric issues that limit the 

collection of validity and reliability evidence” (Berk, et al., 2005, p. 68). 

Chen, et al., (2016) also cited the lack of psychometric evidence for the Mentorship 

Profile Questionnaire, Part I and Part II, and the Mentorship Effectiveness Scale. However, the 

authors stated it is widely cited and used in teaching for medicine and nursing.  This may be 

attributed to high content validity, or the fact that “no other psychometrically sound scale” exists 
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for medicine or nursing (Chen, et al., 2016, p. 27).  With the lack of empirical evidence utilizing 

the tool, criterion and construct validity are difficult to ascertain (Chen, et al., 2016).  Even with 

its limited psychometric evidence of use, the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part 1:  

Description of Relationship; Part II:  Outcome Measures, and Mentorship Effectiveness Scale 

(Berk, et al, 2005) have been suggested for use as a validated tool in measuring the effectiveness 

of mentoring relationships, and proposed as a best practice for measurement of mentoring  (Law, 

et al., 2014). The dearth of empirical research or rating scales to quantify mentoring relationships 

is severely lacking, and this tool is intended to provide direction, guidance, and an instrument 

prototype for future research (Berk, et al., 2005, p. 69).     

A literature search on the search engine PubMed (PubMed, n.d.) determined Berk, et al., 

(2005) was cited in 43 other studies.  Of the 43 cited studies, implementation of the Mentorship 

Effectiveness Scale (Berk, et al., 2005) was found in only one study by Dehon, Cruse, Dawson 

and Jackson-Williams (2015).  This study (Dehon, et al., 2015) investigated the effect of 

mentoring for medical students.  Further investigation on the PubMed site did not indicate use of 

the tool in nursing literature.  

The use of The Mentorship Effectiveness Scale (Berk, et al., 2005) was found in one 

nursing study by McBride, Campbell, Woods and Manson (2017).  This nursing study measured 

the effectiveness of mentoring using three types of mentors for junior faculty members:  a 

primary mentor from the junior faculty’s nursing department; a non-nurse research mentor from 

the same university; and a nationally recognized nurse leader from another university.  The intent 

was to support and develop nurse scientists, and increase capacity of scholarship for junior 

faculty.  Reliability or validity testing of the tool is not reported in the study.  The study 

emphasized results of five cohorts who were surveyed after being involved in mentoring 
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supported by the Nurse Faculty Scholars program (Robert Wood Johnson Foundation, 2009). 

Sample sizes of the five cohorts included in the study were not reported; however, data for 

completed questionnaires using the tool was reported.  Results were discussed based on the tool, 

with favorable findings of the mentor relationship reported (McBride, et al., 2017).   

 For the purpose of this study, the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II:  Outcome 

Measures (Berk, et al., 2005) was used to guide the development of the descriptive questions 

used to measure scholarly productivity.  Outcome measures include ten items:  publication; 

presentation or poster; new teaching method or strategy; clinical expertise; conducting research; 

service activities; development of a program; job change/promotion; grant writing/submission; 

and one item for “other”.  The other sections of this tool will not be used as they measure 

mentoring characteristics, which are not variables of this study. 

Data Collection 

The newly employed academic nurse educator participants completed surveys to 

determine their participation in formal, informal, or no mentoring programs.  Demographic 

information was collected for compilation of descriptive statistics.  Descriptive statistics code 

participants into groups based on whether they have received mentoring, either formal or 

informal, or no mentoring.   The survey instruments measured outcomes related to the mentoring 

process, including satisfaction, retention and scholarly productivity.   

Potential participants were contacted via email, using available lists of nursing programs 

and nursing faculty available through CCNE (AACN, 2019c).  Schools of nursing located in the 

United States were identified through the American Association of Colleges of Nursing (AACN) 

website (www.aacn.nche.edu, 2019), which provided links to programs accredited by the 

Commission on Collegiate Nursing Education [CCNE] (AACN, 2019c).  Schools of nursing 
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offering the baccalaureate degree or higher were included in this study.  Lists of schools obtained 

through this website enabled direct link to accredited schools of nursing within the United States, 

identified by state.  These direct links to the schools of nursing provided direct contact 

information for nursing department faculty.  The initial email included a letter of explanation and 

description of the study including inclusion criteria, along with information on IRB approval and 

informed consent.  Electronically returning a completed survey (via online) was considered 

consent for participation in this study.  The initial email detailed inclusion criteria of two to five 

years employment as an academic nurse educator, so that appropriate participants complete the 

survey to limit omission of survey data.  A stratified convenience sample design (Kim & 

Mallory, 2014) was utilized in order to equally represent sections of the country so that results 

may be generalizable to the population.  For this nationwide study, the country was divided into 

nine geographical regions, and one school from each state within each region was systematically 

contacted until a sufficient sample size was reached.  A total of twenty-six schools within each of 

the nine regions were contacted for a total of 234 schools of nursing.  Total survey participants 

 equaled 611, with those meeting sample criteria n = 270. 

The operational definitions of formal mentoring programs and informal mentoring 

programs were included in the survey documents.  Participants were provided with a link to a 

questionnaire via SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com, 2019).  The survey included a 

demographic questionnaire for data on age, gender, number of years as a faculty member at 

current institution, total number of years employed in a faculty role, highest degree earned, 

employment status, tenure status, faculty rank, participation in formal or informal mentoring 

relationship, scholarship requirements of the academic institution, and intent to stay as an 

academic nurse educator (Chung & Kowalski, 2012; Mariani, 2012).   
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Satisfaction with academic nursing career was measured with the Mariani Nursing Career 

Satisfaction Scale (Mariani, 2007; 2012).  The satisfaction scale measures the concept of career 

satisfaction on a scale of bipolar adjective pairs, which measure attitudes towards the concept of 

career satisfaction (Mariani, 2007; 2012).  Retention and intent to stay was measured with one 

question on the demographic questionnaire, as well as completion of the Measure of Intent to 

Stay scale (Price & Mueller, 1986).  Questions influenced by The Mentorship Profile 

Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005) measured outcomes of scholarly productivity.  

Scholarly productivity will include whether participants have accomplished specific scholarly 

activities including: publication; presentations or poster; new teaching method or strategy; 

clinical expertise; conducting research; service activities; development of a program; job 

change/promotion; grant writing/submission; and one item was available for “other”.    

Data Analysis Procedures 

Data analysis began with uploading of data entry into a spreadsheet prior to upload to the 

Statistical Package for the Social Sciences [SPSS] (www.ibm.com).  Checks of data integrity or 

missing data were reviewed.  Data cleaning was completed to remove incorrect, inconsistent or 

inaccurate values (Bannon, 2013), and none were found.  Data was checked for outliers, missing 

data, and to assess for bias (Polit & Beck, 2012).  Minimal missing data was identified in 

response to demographic questions, and no missing data was identified for the MNCSS (Mariani, 

2007; 2012) or Measure of Intent to Stay Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986).   Any incomplete 

questionnaires were excluded from analysis.  

Key demographic characteristics of the two groups, novice academic nurse educators 

who received mentoring, and those who have not received mentoring, were collected to provide 

descriptive statistics of the survey participants for indication of group means.  Because a 
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sufficient number for both formally and informally mentored novice nurse educators was 

received, and the sample size was large enough, a comparison between informally mentored and 

formally mentored novice nurse educators for significant differences between these two groups 

was also compared. Group differences between novice academic nurse educators who have been 

formally or informally mentored, and those who have not, were compared by t-test analysis to 

determine any significant differences among the dependent variables of satisfaction, retention, 

and scholarly productivity.   

Limitations of Research Design—Internal and External Threats 

Limitations of the research design include the operational definition of mentoring, and 

how this may be applied to various schools of nursing.  In order to measure the concept of 

mentoring and its outcomes accurately, the definition of formal mentoring was provided to 

participants and then coded appropriately.  Participants of formal mentoring programs within the 

United States identified as having an organized, structured setting supported by the institution, 

with assigned mentor-novice academic nurse educator pairs.  This population was compared with 

participants who identified as having received informal mentoring.  Informal mentoring was 

defined as mentoring with a peer or seasoned faculty member, not assigned by the nursing 

department or school of nursing, which developed into a relationship sharing mutual 

connections, interests or support.  The last group was coded as having received no mentoring. 

Appropriate numbers of nurse educators needed to complete survey questionnaires, to 

allow for appropriate sample size.  The target sample size was met with 270 participants, with an 

a priori power analysis indicating appropriate sample size of 258.  Potential participants of the 

target population of novice academic nurse educators may not be identified through the stratified 

convenience sample design, and therefore may not receive surveys for inclusion in the study.  
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Nursing education programs not accredited by CCNE (AACN, 2019c) will not be included in the 

sample.  Since many nurse faculty will not fit the inclusion criteria, a low response rate was 

expected.  A total of 4,191 total invitations were sent, with 611 responses, for a response rate of 

15%. 

Ethical Consideration 

Prior to survey distribution, IRB approval was granted from Western Connecticut State 

University.  This study did not involve vulnerable or at risk populations, nor did the sample 

include minors. There was minimal risk for participants to complete survey questionnaires.   

Participants were informed of the intent of the study, as well as implications for nursing 

research and practice.  Full disclosure was made in an initial email so participants were freely 

able to determine participation and agreement with informed consent.  Electronically returning a 

completed survey via online submission through SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com, 

2019) was considered consent for participation in this study.  Participants voluntarily completed 

survey tools.  There were no monetary awards or financial incentives for completion of the 

survey.  Participants were assured through the informed consent statement that their privacy and 

confidentiality of responses would be protected.  Coding of information and assigning 

identification numbers to participants via the online survey mechanism ensured the 

confidentiality of each participant (Polit & Beck, 2012).  All data collected or printed documents 

were stored in a locked file in a home office setting.  Electronic information was password 

protected.  Only the researcher and key members of the dissertation committee had access to 

electronic information, on an as-needed basis (Polit & Beck, 2012).  All survey data will be 

destroyed three years after completion of analysis of data and report of findings, in compliance 

with Western Connecticut State University Institutional Review Board regulations. 
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Summary 

This quasi-experimental study explored whether mentoring programs have an influence 

on the satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators 

employed full-time, for less than five years, in tenure track positions, but not yet tenured.  Data 

was collected using the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012); the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale 

(Price & Mueller, 1986); and the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II:  Outcome Measures 

tool (Berk, et al., 2005).  Use of these three instruments generated quantitative measurement of 

the influence of mentoring relationships on satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity.  

This will contribute to the body of evidence that is sorely lacking regarding outcomes of 

mentoring among academic nurse educators. 
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CHAPTER FOUR—Data Analysis and Results 

Introduction 

    Novice nurse educators are faced with many challenges as they begin a career in 

academia.  The literature supports the concept of mentoring but reports the lack of rigorous 

studies which examine the role of mentoring on outcomes, career satisfaction, or success (Martin 

& Hodge, 2011).  Additionally, minimal research exists addressing faculty productivity in 

relation to teaching (Smeltzer, et al., 2014b), or the challenges of academia and nursing research 

that novice academic nurse educators face (Krause-Parello, et al., 2013).  This dissertation 

investigated the role of mentoring in relation to outcomes of mentoring, to determine whether 

mentoring has an influence on a novice nurse educator’s satisfaction, retention, or scholarly 

productivity. 

A quasi-experimental research design using an online survey was used to investigate 

whether mentoring had any influence on the outcomes of satisfaction, retention, or scholarly 

productivity.  The group means of those who have received formal mentoring were compared 

with those who have received informal mentoring, and those who have not had mentoring.   

This chapter will address the statistical analysis of the survey responses, and descriptive 

statistics of the sample.  Data analysis of the research questions will be presented.  Group means 

and statistical differences among the mentored vs. non-mentored groups will be compared and 

discussed in relation to the dependent variables of satisfaction, retention, and scholarly 

productivity. 

Description of the Sample 

 The sample was taken from schools of nursing in the United States accredited by the 

CCNE (AACN, 2019c).  These schools were identified through the CCNE website, 
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www.aacnnursing.org/CCNE.  The country was divided into regions with nine groups, based on 

the United States Census Bureau (www.census.gov) regions and divisions.  Regions were 

comprised as follows:  Great Lakes Region--IL, IN, MI, OH, WI; Great Plains Region--IA, KS, 

MN, MO, NE, ND, SD; New England Region--CT, MA, ME, NH, RI, VT; Middle Atlantic 

Region—DE, MD, NJ, NY, PA, DC; South Atlantic Region—FL, GA, NC, SC, VA, WV; South 

Central Region—AR, LA, OK, TX; Tennessee Valley Region—AL, KY, MS, TN; Mountain 

Region:  AZ, CO, ID, NE, NM, MO, WY, UT, and Pacific Region—CA, AK, HI, OR, WA.  

Data collection continued for five months, and emails were sent to schools from each state in 

each region on a rotating basis until a sufficient number of participants responded to the survey, 

based on an a priori power analysis indicating 258 respondents would provide sufficient power.  

A total of 234 schools were contacted; twenty-six schools per nine regions were included in the 

study.  One school at a time listed on the CCNE (AACN, 2019c) website was systematically 

chosen by state within a region, until a sufficient n was reached.  Due to confidentiality of 

responses, the researcher was unable to determine a specific break down for school 

representation from each region.  Links to departments or schools of nursing from the website 

provided access to email contact information for faculty members.  All faculty members from 

each school received an email invitation with link to complete the survey questionnaire.  A total 

of 4,191 total invitations to complete the survey were sent to faculty members across the country.  

From this total of 4,191 invitations, 611 completed surveys were returned, accounting for a 15% 

response rate.  Of these 611 completed surveys, 44% met the sample criteria, for a total n = 270.  

 The inclusion criteria for the sample of n = 270 were novice nurse educators with either a 

masters or doctorate degree.  The nurse educators were non-tenured, employed full-time for less 

than five years in a full-time teaching or tenure track position in a university setting offering the 
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baccalaureate degree or higher in nursing.  The proposed study expected to include educators 

employed full-time on tenure track.  However, some participants who reported that they were 

employed full-time for less than five years at current institution, also indicated that their 

institution does not have tenure, or they are employed full-time on a clinical track.  These 

respondents were included in the sample of n = 270 since they met the criteria of full-time 

employment in an academic institution.  Descriptive statistics of the sample are presented below.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

 Age.  The majority of respondents, 87 or 32.2%, reported to be between the ages of 55-

64.  This was followed by age 45-54, 75 or 27.7%, age 35-44, 58 or 21.5%, and age 25-34, 37 or 

13.7%.  The least percentage was for age 65-74, 11 or 4.1%.  Two respondents did not report age 

which accounted for 2 or 0.7%.  Frequencies for age are listed in Table 1. 

Table 1.  Age of Respondents 

Age N % 

25 to 34 

35 to 44 

37 

58 

13.7 

21.5 

45 to 54 

55 to 64 

65 to 74 

No answer 

Total 

75 

87 

11 

2 

270 

27.8 

32.2 

4.1 

.7 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

Gender.  The majority of the respondents reported as female, 251 or 93%.  Those 

reported as male, 17 or 6.3%.  Two respondents did not answer, 2 or 0.7%, for a total of 270 or 

100%.  Frequencies for gender are listed in Table 2. 
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Table 2.  Gender 

Gender N % 

Female 

Male 

Not answered 

Total 

251 

17 

2 

270 

93 

6.3 

.7 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

 Years as Full-time Faculty.  In order to meet the sample criteria, respondents should be 

employed as full-time faculty at current institution for less than five years.  The majority of 

respondents reported being employed between two to five years, 167 or 61.9%.  The remainder 

of the sample reported being employed for less than two years, 103 or 38.1%.  Frequencies for 

full-time faculty are listed in Table 3. 

Table 3.  Years Full-time Faculty 

Years as FT Faculty N % 

Less than 2 years 

2 to 5 years 

Total 

103 

167 

270 

38.1 

61.9 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

 Years Faculty at Other Institutions.  The purpose of determining how many years at 

other institutions is important to determine whether the respondents are novice educators, or have 

many years of experience in academia.  The majority of respondents had two to five years 

experience at other institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  This was followed by less than two years 

experience, 76 or 28.1%.  The next largest group was those who reported six to ten years 
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experience, 49 or 18.1%, then eleven to fifteen years of experience, 30 or 11.1%.  The smallest 

percentages were for those reporting sixteen to twenty years of experience, 12 or 4.4%, and more 

than twenty years experience, 9 or 3.3%.  Two respondents did not answer this question, 2 or 

0.7%.   Frequencies for faculty at other institutions are listed in Table 4. 

Table 4.  Years Faculty Other Institutions 

Years N % 

Less than 2  years 

2 to 5 years 

6 to 10 years 

11 to 15 years 

16 to 20 years 

More than 20 years 

Not answered 

Total 

76 

92 

49 

30 

12 

9 

2 

270 

28.1 

34.1 

18.1 

11.1 

4.4 

3.3 

.7 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

Highest Degree Earned.  Inclusion criteria for degree earned was masters or doctorate 

degree.  Most respondents indicated they had earned a master’s degree, 158 or 58.5%.  For those 

earning doctorate degrees, the Ph.D. or DNS, 101 or 37.4%, and Ed.D, 11 or 4.1% for a total of 

270 or 100%.  No participants included in the sample reported they earned a DNP.  Frequencies 

for highest degree earned are listed in Table 5. 
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Table 5.  Highest Degree Earned 

Degree N % 

Masters 

PhD/DNS 

EdD 

Total 

158 

101 

11 

270 

58.5 

37.4 

4.1 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

Employment Status.  Inclusion criteria for the sample included novice educators 

working full-time in academic institutions.  The greatest number of respondents reported being 

full-time, on tenure track, 160 or 59.3%.  Due to some organizations not having tenure positions, 

those reporting full-time in clinical or non-tenure track were also included in the sample.  Full-

time clinical, 67 or 24.8%, and full-time, non-tenure, 43 or 15.9%.  All respondents reporting 

full-time status, with less than 5 years at current academic facility, were included in the sample 

for n = 270.  Frequencies for employment status are listed in Table 6. 

Table 6.  Employment Status 

Employment Status N % 

FT Tenure 

FT Clinical 

FT Non-tenure track 

Total 

160 

67 

43 

270 

59.3 

24.8 

15.8 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 
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 Faculty Rank.  Frequencies for faculty rank was consistent with those newly employed 

in academia.  Greatest number of respondents reported rank of assistant professor, 175 or 64.8%.  

Followed by instructor/lecturer, 80 or 29.6%.  Those listing associate professor, 12 or 4.4%, 

professor 2 or .7%, and “other” 1 or .4%.  Frequencies for faculty rank are listed in Table 7. 

Table 7.  Faculty Rank 

Faculty Rank N % 

Instructor/lecturer 

Assistant professor 

Associate professor 

Professor 

Other 

Total 

80 

175 

12 

2 

1 

270 

29.6 

64.8 

4.4 

.7 

.4 

100 

Note. N = number of participants; % = percentage of 100. 

 Instrument reliability and validity.  Satisfaction was measured with the MNCSS 

(Mariani, 2007; 2012) and retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale 

(Price & Mueller, 1986).  These survey instruments were tested for internal consistency with 

Cronbach’s alpha.  Reliability testing of the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012) demonstrated 

Cronbach’s alpha of .913 for semantic differential measurement of 16 opposite pairs.  This score 

is consistent with previous scores reported of .93 and .96 by Jeffers and Mariani (2017) and .94 

reported by Mariani (2007; 2012). 

Reliability testing for the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986) 

demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha of .849 for 4 items.  This score is also comparable with previous 

studies, demonstrating internal consistency and validity.  Previous scores for the Measure of 
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Intent to Stay Scale were reported of .90 (Price & Kim, 1993); .85 (Kim, Price, Mueller & 

Watson, 1996) and .79 (Iverson, 1992). 

Missing data.  The data cleaning process revealed missing data for demographic 

categories of age and gender.  For these two categories, statistical analyses were conducted with 

valid responses, n = 268.  There were no cases of missing data in the survey responses for the 

variables of satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity, with n = 270 for each of these 

variables.   Any incomplete questionnaires were excluded from analysis.   

 Assumptions of independent t-test.  The independent samples t-test is a statistical test 

that determines whether there is a significant difference between the means of two unrelated 

groups.  There are several assumptions which should be met if using the independent t-test.  Each 

of the assumptions were checked and are presented below: 

Level of measurement:  Each dependent variable—satisfaction, retention, and scholarly 

productivity, should be measured at the continuous level.  This assumption was met. 

Independent observations:  All measurements of groups should be independent.  There 

was no overlap between those that received mentoring vs. those who did not. 

Normality:  Histograms were completed for the dependent variables to visually check for 

the normal curve.  Raw data was inspected for outliers with boxplots.  Normality was also 

assessed with skewness and kurtosis scores, as well as Q-Q plots.  Assumptions for distributions 

of the normal curve were met for each dependent variable. 

Homogeneity of variance:  Output from independent sample t-tests was interpreted 

based on results of the Levene’s Test for Equality of Variance.  The appropriate row of data, 

equal variances assumed or equal variances not assumed, was analyzed based on significance.  
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For the dependent variable of satisfaction, measured with the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 

2012), the normality assumption was visually checked with a histogram (see Figure 1).  

 

 
Figure 1. Histogram for Variable Satisfaction 

For the dependent variable of satisfaction, a visual check to identify outliers was completed with 

a boxplot (see Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2. Boxplot for Variable Satisfaction 

For the dependent variable satisfaction, the skewness score was -.886 with standard error of .148, 

and the kurtosis score was .408 with standard error of .295.  Scores between the +1 and -1 range 
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indicate the data is normal (Kim & Mallory, 2014,  p. 168).  The test of normality was assessed 

with the Q-Q plot (see Figure 3).   

 
Figure 3.  Q-Q Plot of Satisfaction 

For the dependent variable of retention, measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay 

Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986) the normality assumption was visually checked with a histogram 

(see Figure 4). 

 
Figure 4. Histogram for Variable Retention 

For the dependent variable of retention, a visual check to identify outliers was completed with a 

boxplot (see Figure 5). 
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Figure 5. Boxplot for Variable Retention 

For the dependent variable of retention, the skewness score was -.184 with standard error of 

.148, and the kurtosis score was -.496 with standard error of .295.  The test of normality was 

assessed with the Q-Q plot (see Figure 6).   

 
Figure 6.   Q-Q Plot of Retention 

For the dependent variable of scholarly productivity, measured with items adapted from 

The Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005), the normality assumption was 

visually checked with a histogram (see Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Histogram of Scholarly Productivity 

For the dependent variable of scholarly productivity, a visual check to identify outliers was 

completed with a boxplot (see Figure 8). 

 
Figure 8. Boxplot for Variable Scholarly Productivity 

For the dependent variable of scholarly productivity, the skewness score was .080 with standard 

error of .148, and the kurtosis score was -1.004 with standard error of .295.  Kurtosis for 

scholarly productivity is less than twice the standard error (0.59) of the kurtosis, which indicates 
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an approximately normal distribution (Bannon, 2013).  The test of normality was assessed with 

the Q-Q plot (see Figure 9). 

 
Figure 9. Q-Q Plot of Scholarly Productivity 

Variances for group means were checked with Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances.  

If the result of Levene’s test was not significant, the first row of output, Equal variances 

assumed, was interpreted.  If the result of Levene’s Test was significant, the second row of 

output, Equal variances not assumed, was interpreted.   

Summary of the Results 

The sample was taken from schools of nursing in the United States accredited by the 

CCNE (AACN, 2019c).  These schools were identified through the CCNE website, 

www.aacnnursing.org/CCNE.  The country was divided into regions with nine groups, based on 

the United States Census Bureau (www.census.gov) regions and divisions. A total of 4,191 

invitations were sent to faculty members across the country.  From this total of 4,191 invitations, 

611 completed surveys were returned, for a 15% response rate.  From these 611 completed 

surveys, 44% met the sample criteria, for a total n = 270.  
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From the sample of n = 270, the majority of respondents, 87 or 32.2%, reported to be 

between the ages of 55-64.  Respondents were primarily female, 251 or 93% and reported being 

employed between two to five years, 167 or 61.9%.  The greatest number of respondents had two 

to five years of experience at other institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  Most respondents indicated they 

had earned a master’s degree, 158 or 58.5%.  The greatest number of respondents reported being 

full-time, on tenure track, 160 or 59.3%.  Due to some organizations not having tenure positions, 

those reporting full-time clinical or non-tenure track positions reported as follows:  full-time 

clinical, 67 or 24.8%, and full-time, non-tenure, 43 or 15.9%.  All respondents reporting full-

time status were included in the sample, with less than 5 years at current academic facility.  The 

majority of respondents reported rank of assistant professor, 175 or 64.8%. 

The instruments used in this study were found to be reliable and valid in previous studies.  

Reliability was verified with data from this study.  Satisfaction was measured with the MNCSS 

(Mariani, 2007; 2012) and retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale 

(Price & Mueller, 1986).  Reliability testing of the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012) demonstrated 

Cronbach’s alpha of .913 for semantic differential measurement of 16 opposite pairs.  Reliability 

testing for the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale (Price & Mueller, 1986) demonstrated Cronbach’s 

alpha of .849 for 4 items. 

Parametric assumptions for the independent samples t-test were visually checked for the 

normal curve with histograms, boxplots, and the Q-Q plot.  Variances in group means for all 

dependent variables were evaluated with Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances.  Data for the 

dependent variables of satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity was measured at the 

continuous level.  All measurements of groups were independent.  There was no overlap between 

those that received mentoring, vs. those who did not.   
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Detailed Analysis 

 

          Baseline differences in demographic characteristics.  Statistical tests were conducted on 

demographic characteristics to determine if there were baseline differences between respondents 

who received mentoring, either formal or informal, and respondents who did not receive any 

mentoring, which could confound results. The baseline characteristics were measured using 

nominal or ordinal levels of measurement, so these comparisons were conducted using non 

parametric tests.  Mann-Whitney tests were conducted for all baseline characteristics except 

gender. Gender was tested with Chi Square.  There were no statistical differences on the 

demographic characteristics of:   gender; years as full-time faculty; years as faculty at other 

institutions; highest degree earned; employment status; or faculty rank.  There was a statistical 

difference between groups at baseline based on age. 

Age. For the variable of age, age groups were broken down as follows:  less than 25; 25-

34; 35-44; 45-54; 55-64; 65-74, and greater than 75.  These age groups were summarized into 

seven groups, with numbers 1-7 corresponding to age groups for a continuous variable.  For each 

summarized group: 1= less than 25, 2 = 25-34; 3 = 35-44; 4 = 45-54; 5 = 55-64; 6 = 65-74; and 7 

= greater than 75.  No respondents reported to be less than 25 or greater than 75 in age.  The 

majority of respondents, 87 or 32.2%, reported to be between the ages of 55-64, with the least 

percentage reporting age 65-74, 11 or 4.1% (see Figure 10).  
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Figure 10. Age Groups of Respondents 

Based on the Mann Whitney test, there was a significant difference in the ages of those 

who received mentoring of any kind, formal or informal, and those who received no mentoring   

(p = .023).   Specifically, the participants who did not receive mentoring at all were significantly 

older than those who received any type of mentoring (Mean Rank, any mentoring 125.02; Mean 

Rank, no mentoring 145.87).   Results were similar when comparing those who received formal 

mentoring and no mentoring. Based on the Mann Whitney test, those who received no mentoring 

were significantly older than those who received formal mentoring (p =.049; Mean Rank, formal 

mentoring 110.96; Mean Rank, no mentoring 128.25). Based on the Mann Whitney test, there 

was no significant difference in age between those who received informal mentoring and no 

mentoring. 

Independent samples t-tests for research questions.   Independent samples t-tests were 

conducted to determine whether the three independent variables:  mentoring, (both formal and 

informal); formal mentoring; or informal mentoring, had an influence on satisfaction, retention, 
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or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators.  Group means and variances were 

analyzed to interpret statistical data related to the research questions of the study.  

Satisfaction. The MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012) measures attitudes toward the concept 

of career satisfaction on a scale of 16 bipolar adjective pairs of questions.  Scores for the scale 

range from 16 to 112, with a midpoint of 64.  Higher scores are indicative of a higher level of 

satisfaction with nursing career (Mariani & Allen, 2014).  Cronbach’s alpha for this study 

measured .913.  The following research question provided direction for the study: 

1.  Is there a difference in satisfaction scores between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?  

Satisfaction was measured with the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007, 2012).  For the dependent 

variable of satisfaction, independent samples t-test for participants who received any mentoring, 

(both formal and informal), (M = 88.529, SE = 1.10403) was not statistically different from 

participants who did not receive mentoring (M = 85.9655, SE = 1.36155), t (267) = 1.477, p = 

.141, r2 = .008).  These results do not support any influence of mentoring (formal and informal) 

on satisfaction scores of novice nurse educators, and no effect. 

Independent samples t-test for participants who received formal mentoring (M = 88.3824, 

SE = 1.38957) was not statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring   

(M = 86.6143, SE = 1.17697), t (240) = .972, p = .332, r2 = .004.  These results do not support 

any influence of formal mentoring on satisfaction scores of novice nurse educators, with no 

effect. 

Independent samples t-test for participants who received informal mentoring (M = 

88.6576, SE = .94829) was statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring 
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(M = 83.5254, SE = 2.14446, t (81.908) = 2.189, p = .031, r2 = 0.25.  These results suggest that 

informal mentoring has an influence on the satisfaction scores of novice nurse educators, with 

small effect size. 

Results of this study support that satisfaction scores with nursing education career are 

higher for novice nurse educators who have received informal mentoring, than educators who 

have received no mentoring.  Results report mean scores between groups of (M = 88.6576, SE = 

.94829) and (M = 83.5254, SE = 2.14446), with statistical significance of p = .03, with small 

effect.  Partial eta squared effect size of 0.25, where small = >0.01, medium = >0.06, large = 

>0.14, indicates informal mentoring evidenced a small effect on satisfaction.  No statistical 

differences were found between mentored (both formal and informal) and non-mentored, or 

formally mentored and non-mentored groups.   

Table 8.  Group Means of Satisfaction Scores 

Variables N M SE t p R2 

MY 

MN 

FY 

FN 

IY 

IN 

153 

116 

102 

140 

184 

59 

88.5294 

88.9655 

88.3824 

86.6143 

88.6576 

83.5254 

1.10403 

1.36155 

1.38957 

1.17697 

.94829 

2.14446 

1.477 

 

.972 

 

2.189 

.141 

 

.332 

 

.031 

.008 

 

.004 

 

0.25 

 

Note: N = number of participants, MY = Mentored (all) Yes, N = Mentoring (all) No, FY = Formal mentoring Yes, 

FN = Formal mentoring No, IY = Informal mentoring Yes, IN = Informal mentoring No 
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Retention.   The concept of retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay 

scale (Price & Mueller, 1986).  Questions for the scale are scored on a four-point Likert-type 

scale, and scores range from 4-30 (Markowitz, 2012).  Cronbach’s alpha for this study measured 

.849.  The following research question provided direction for the study: 

2. Is there a difference in retention scores between mentored and non-mentored nurses 

employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic setting?     

Retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay scale (Price & Mueller, 

1986).  For the dependent variable of retention, independent samples t-test for participants who 

received any mentoring, (both formal and informal), (M = 14.5563, SE = .28651) was 

statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring (M = 13.5481, SE = 

.36839), t (253) = 2.186, p = .030, r2 = .011.  These results indicate mentoring has an influence 

on retention scores of novice nurse educators, with small effect size. 

Independent samples t-test for participants who received formal mentoring (M = 14.800, 

SE = .34466) was statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring (M = 

13.609, SE = .32336), t (231) = 2.492, p = .013 r2 = .016.  These results suggest that formal 

mentoring has an influence on retention scores of novice nurse educators, with small effect size. 

Independent samples t-test for participants who received informal mentoring (M = 

14.4278, SE = .26012) was statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring 

(M = 13.1667, SE = .54865), t (232) = 2.245, p = .026, r2 = .033.  These results indicate that 

informal mentoring has an influence on retention scores of novice nurse educators, with small 

effect size. 

Results of this study indicate higher scores for intent to stay for all independent variables 

on the dependent variable of retention.  Results of this study support that higher retention scores 
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are reported between mentored (both formal and informal) and non-mentored groups (M = 

14.5563, SE = .28651), and (M = 13.5481, SE = .36839), p = .03, small effect; formally mentored 

and non-mentored groups (M = 14.800, SE = .34466), and (M = 13.609, SE = .32336), p = .013, 

small effect; and informally mentored and non-mentored groups (M = 14.4278, SE = .26012), 

and (M = 13.1667, SE = .54865), p = .026, small effect.  Partial eta squared effect sizes of .011, 

.016, and .033, where small = >0.01, medium = >0.06, large = >0.14, indicates all types of 

mentoring evidenced a small effect on retention.  These results suggest that novice nurse 

educators who receive any type of mentoring are more likely to be retained and stay at their 

current academic institution, than those who receive no mentoring. 

Table 9.  Group Means of Retention Scores 

Variable N M SE t p R2 

MY 

MN 

FY 

FN 

IY 

IN 

151 

104 

100 

133 

180 

54 

14.5563 

13.5481 

14.8000 

13.6090 

14.4278 

13.1667 

.28651 

.36839 

.34466 

.32336 

.26012 

.54865 

2.186 

 

2.492 

 

2.245 

.030 

 

.013 

 

.026 

.011 

 

.016 

 

.033 

Note. N = number of participants, MY = Mentored (all) Yes, N = Mentoring (all) No, FY = Formal mentoring Yes, 

FN = Formal mentoring No, IY = Informal mentoring Yes, IN = Informal mentoring No 

Scholarly productivity.  Scholarly productivity was measured with questions influenced 

by the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  Respondents indicated 

completion of specific scholarly activities, including:  publication; presentations or poster; new 

teaching method or strategy; clinical expertise; conducting research; service activities; 
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development of a program; job change/promotion; and grant writing/submission.  The following 

research question provided direction for the study: 

3. Is there a difference in scholarly productivity between mentored and non-mentored 

nurses employed full-time on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting?     

Scholarly productivity was measured with questions influenced by the Mentorship Profile 

Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  For the variable of scholarly productivity, 

independent samples t-test for participants who received any mentoring, (both formal and 

informal), (M = 4.5621, SE = .17171) was not statistically different from participants who did not 

receive mentoring (M = 4.3362, SE = .21171), t (267) = .837, p = .403.  These results indicate 

that mentoring (formal and informal) had no influence on the scholarly productivity of novice 

nurse educators. 

Independent samples t-test for participants who received formal mentoring (M = 4.5392, 

SE = .20367) was not statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring (M = 

4.4286, SE = .19051, t (240) = .391, p = .696.  These results indicate that formal mentoring had 

no influence on the scholarly productivity of novice nurse educators.  

Independent samples t-test for participants who received informal mentoring M = 4.5924, 

SE = .16533) was not statistically different from participants who did not receive mentoring (M = 

4.0847, SE = .24450, t (115.512) = .1720, p = .088.  These results indicate that informal 

mentoring had no influence on the scholarly productivity of novice nurse educators.   

Based on scores for scholarly output, there was no influence on scholarly productivity 

among mentored or non-mentored novice academic nurse educators.  No statistical significance 
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was found between mentoring (formal and informal), formal mentoring, or informal mentoring 

and the variable of scholarly productivity. 

Table 10.  Group Means of Scholarly Output 

Variable N M SE t p 

MY 

MN 

FY 

FN 

IY 

IN 

153 

116 

102 

140 

184 

59 

4.5621 

4.3362 

4.5392 

4.4286 

4.5924 

4.0847 

.17171 

.21171 

.20367 

.19051 

.16533 

.24450 

.837 

 

.391 

 

.1720 

.403 

 

.696 

 

.088 

Note. N = number of participants, MY = Mentored (all) Yes, N = Mentoring (all) No, FY = Formal mentoring Yes, 

FN = Formal mentoring No, IY = Informal mentoring Yes, IN = Informal mentoring No 

Summary 

The sample was taken from schools of nursing in the United States accredited by the 

CCNE (AACN, 2019c).  These schools were identified through the CCNE website, 

www.aacnnursing.org/CCNE.  The country was divided into regions with nine groups, based on 

the United States Census Bureau (www.census.gov) regions and divisions. Out of these nine 

regions, 234 schools were contacted; twenty-six schools per each of the nine regions were 

included in the study.   

A total of 4,191 total invitations were sent to faculty members across the country.  From 

this total of 4,191 invitations, 611 completed surveys were returned, for a 15% response rate.  

From these 611 completed surveys, 44% met the sample criteria, for a total n = 270.   
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From the sample of n = 270, the greatest number of respondents, 87 or 32.2%, reported to 

be between the ages of 55-64.  Respondents were primarily female, 251 or 93% and reported 

being employed between two to five years, 167 or 61.9%.  The majority of respondents had two 

to five years of experience at other institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  Most respondents indicated they 

had earned a master’s degree, 158 or 58.5%.  Greatest number of respondents reported being 

full-time, on tenure track, 160 or 59.3%.  Due to some organizations not having tenure positions, 

those reporting full-time in clinical or non-tenure track were also included in the sample.  In 

addition to those respondents reporting full-time, tenure track, respondents reported to be full-

time clinical, 67 or 24.8%, and full-time, non-tenure, 43 or 15.9%.  This data for inclusion in the 

sample of n = 270 includes all respondents reporting full-time status, with less than 5 years at 

current academic facility.  The majority of respondents reported rank of assistant professor, 175 

or 64.8%.  

There was no significant difference at baseline among participants who received 

mentoring and those that did not receive mentoring for the demographic variables of gender; 

years as full-time faculty; years as faculty at other institutions; highest degree earned; 

employment status; or faculty rank.  For the demographic variable of age, there was a significant 

difference between participants who received mentoring (both formal and informal), and those 

who did not receive mentoring.  Results indicate that the age of non-mentored novice academic 

nurse educators is older than those who received mentoring. 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted to determine whether the three independent 

variables:  mentoring (both formal and informal), formal mentoring, or informal mentoring, had 

an influence on satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse 

educators. 
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Satisfaction was measured with the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007, 2012).  Results of this study 

support that satisfaction scores with nursing education career are higher for novice nurse 

educators who have received informal mentoring, than educators who have received no 

mentoring.  Results report mean scores between groups of (M = 88.6576, SE = .94829) and (M = 

83.5254, SE = 2.14446), with statistical significance of p = .03, with small effect.  No statistical 

differences were found between mentored (both formal and informal) and non-mentored, or 

formally mentored and non-mentored groups. For the dependent variable of satisfaction, 

informal mentoring had an influence, p = .03. There were no statistically significant differences 

between group means for mentoring (both formal and informal), or formal mentoring, for 

significance at the p < .05 level.    

Retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay scale (Price & Mueller, 

1986).  For the dependent variable of retention, statistically significant differences were found 

with all three independent variables.  Results of this study support that higher retention scores are 

reported between mentored (both formal and informal) and non-mentored groups (M = 14.5563, 

SE = .28651), and (M = 13.5481, SE = .36839), p = .03, small effect; formally mentored and non-

mentored groups (M = 14.800, SE = .34466), and (M = 13.609, SE = .32336), p = .013, small 

effect; and informally mentored and non-mentored groups (M = 14.4278, SE = .26012), and (M = 

13.1667, SE = .54865), p = .026, small effect.  These results suggest that novice nurse educators 

who receive any type of mentoring are more likely to be retained and stay at their current 

academic institution, than those who receive no mentoring.  All mentoring (both formal and 

informal) had an influence on retention, p = .030.  Formal mentoring had influence with p = 

.013, and informal mentoring had influence with p = .026, for significance at the p < .05 level.    
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Scholarly productivity was measured with questions influenced by the Mentorship Profile 

Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  For the dependent variable of scholarly productivity, 

mentoring of any kind was not found to have an influence on scholarly output.  No statistical 

significance was found between mentoring (formal and informal), formal mentoring, or informal 

mentoring and the variable of scholarly productivity, for significance at the p < .05 level.  

Conclusion 

This study provides evidence that informal mentoring has an influence on the nursing 

education career satisfaction scores of novice academic nurse educators working full-time, or 

full-time in a tenure track position for less than five years, but not yet tenured.  This study also 

provides evidence that all types of mentoring have an influence on retention and intent to stay 

among novice academic nurse educators working in an academic institution in a full-time, or 

full-time tenure track position for less than five years.  This study does not provide evidence that 

mentoring influences the scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators working full 

time, or full-time in a tenure track position for less than five years in an academic institution. 

The next chapter will provide a detailed discussion of the results of this study.  

Demographic characteristics collected from this study will be compared with demographic 

characteristics of the NLN faculty census survey (NLN, 2017).  Discussion of the results of this 

study will be contrasted to findings from the literature.  The limitations of the study will be 

reviewed.  Implications for practice in nursing education will be visited, along with 

recommendations and suggestions for further research on mentoring in nursing education.  
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CHAPTER FIVE—Conclusions and Discussion 

Introduction 

National organizations and nurse leaders identified the urgent need for the preparation of 

academic nurse educators and creative strategies to attract and retain nurse faculty.  Shortages of 

nurse faculty are attributed to a number of factors, including lack of advanced degrees or 

doctoral preparation, lack of recruitment and retention, lack of support in the faculty role, and the 

increased burden of scholarly activities (Blauvelt & Spath, 2008).  Aging faculty is another 

significant factor contributing to the shortage of nursing faculty (Benner, et al., 2010).  Although 

mentoring is suggested to support new faculty (Nick, et al., 2012) and as a method to recruit and 

retain academic nurse educators (AACN, 2006; NLN 2006; NLN 2016), little quantitative 

evidence exists to determine mentorship outcomes.  There are a lack of rigorous studies, and 

inconclusive evidence to link mentoring to improved career satisfaction (Chung & Kowalski, 

2012; Jeffers & Mariani, 2017) or satisfaction and retention (Singh, Pilkington & Patrick, 2014).  

It has also been suggested that formal mentoring programs may assist in recruitment and 

retention of academic nurse educators and researchers who in turn may generate scientific 

inquiry and knowledge in nursing education.  Additionally, a lack of research exists related to 

faculty preparation for scholarly research or publication (Turnbull, 2010).   

Due to the lack of quantitative evidence linking mentoring to specific outcomes, this 

study was conducted to determine statistical differences among academic nurse educators who 

have received mentoring and the outcome variables of satisfaction, retention and scholarly 

output.  In order to study the outcomes related to mentoring programs, the purpose of this quasi-

experimental study was to examine the influence of mentoring programs on the satisfaction, 

retention, and scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators employed in full-time, 
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tenure track positions for less than five years.  Academic nurse educators were recruited from 

across the United States, and a final sample size of 270 was utilized for the study.  The quasi-

experimental study collected data from faculty employed full-time for less than five years in 

nursing schools accredited by the CCNE (AACN, 2019c).   Data was collected for demographic 

characteristics, and the study utilized the Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale (Mariani, 

2007, 2012) and the Price & Mueller (1986) Measure of Intent to Stay scale.  Scholarly 

productivity was measured with questions influenced by the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, 

Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  Independent sample t-tests were conducted to determine if mentoring 

had an influence on the satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity of novice academic 

nurse educators, working full-time in tenure-track positions for less than five years. 

The findings of this study support that informal mentoring has an influence on 

satisfaction, and that both formal mentoring and informal mentoring have an influence on 

retention.  There were no significant findings between mentoring and scholarly productivity. 

Summary of the Results 

The sample was taken from schools of nursing in the United States accredited by the 

CCNE (AACN, 2019c).  A total of 4,191 invitations were sent to faculty members across the 

country.  The country was divided into regions with nine groups, based on the United States 

Census Bureau (www.census.gov) regions and divisions.  From the total of 4,191 invitations, 611 

completed surveys were returned, for a 15% response rate.  From these 611 completed surveys, 

44% met the sample criteria, for a total n = 270.  

Descriptive statistics from the sample of n = 270 demonstrated the majority of 

respondents, 87 or 32.2%, reported to be between the ages of 55-64.  Respondents were 

primarily female, 251 or 93% and reported being employed between two to five years, 167 or 
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61.9%.  The majority of respondents had two to five years of experience at other institutions, 92 

or 34.1%.  Most respondents indicated they had earned a master’s degree, 158 or 58.5%.  

Greatest number of respondents reported being full-time, non-tenured, on tenure track, 160 or 

59.3%.  Majority of respondents reported rank of assistant professor, 175 or 64.8%. 

Baseline differences in demographic characteristics were analyzed using non-parametric 

Mann-Whitney and Chi Square tests.  There were no significant differences between participants 

who received mentoring and those that did not receive mentoring for the demographic variables 

of gender; years as full-time faculty; years as faculty at other institutions; highest degree earned; 

employment status; or faculty rank.  There were significant differences between those 

participants who received mentoring (both formal and informal) and those who received no 

mentoring for the demographic characteristic of age, p = 0.023. 

Independent samples t-tests were conducted for the variables related to the research 

questions of this study:  satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity.  Results conclude that 

statistical differences exist between mentoring and the dependent variables of satisfaction and 

retention.   No statistical differences were found between mentoring and the dependent variable 

of scholarly productivity.   

Satisfaction scores were measured with the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012).  Scores on 

this scale range from 16 to 112, with a higher score indicating a higher level of career 

satisfaction.  Reliability testing for this study of the Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale 

(Mariani, 2007; 2012) demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha of .913 for semantic differential 

measurement of 16 opposite pairs.  For novice academic nurse educators who received informal 

mentoring, satisfaction scores were higher (M = 88.6576) than for nurse educators who received 

no mentoring (M = 83.5254).  There were no statistical differences in satisfaction between novice 



 

92 

 

academic nurse educators who received formal mentoring and those who received no mentoring.  

These results illustrate that informal mentoring has an influence on the satisfaction scores of 

novice academic nurse educators. 

Retention was measured with the Measure of Intent to Stay scale (Price & Mueller, 

1986).  Questions for the scale are scored on a four-point Likert-type scale, and scores range 

from 4-30 (Markowitz, 2012), with higher scores indicating intent to stay for employment at 

current academic institution.  Reliability testing for the Measure of Intent to Stay Scale (Price & 

Mueller, 1986) demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha of .849 for 4 items.  Retention scores were higher 

for mentored vs. non-mentored novice academic nurse educators.  Retention scores for those 

who received mentoring, formal and informal (14.5563) were higher than for educators who 

received no mentoring (M = 13.5481).  For novice nurse educators who received formal 

mentoring, group means were higher (M = 14.8000) than no mentoring (M = 13.6090).  Group 

means for informally mentored (M = 14.4278) were higher than for academic nurse educators 

who received no mentoring (M = 13.1667).   These results illustrate mentoring of any kind 

influences retention scores of novice academic nurse educators. 

Scholarly productivity was measured with questions influenced by the Mentorship Profile 

Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  Respondents indicated completion of specific 

scholarly activities, including:  publication; presentations or poster; new teaching method or 

strategy; clinical expertise; conducting research; service activities; development of a program; 

job change/promotion; and grant writing/submission.  No statistical significance was found 

between mentoring (formal and informal), formal mentoring, or informal mentoring and the 

variable of scholarly productivity, for significance at the p < .05 level.  For the dependent 
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variable of scholarly productivity, mentoring of any kind was not found to have an influence on 

scholarly output.   

Discussion of the Results 

The descriptive statistics for this study sample demonstrated a homogenous sample with 

no significant differences in baseline demographic variables between novice academic nurse 

educators who received mentoring and those who received no mentoring, with the exception of 

age.  Descriptive statistics from the sample of n = 270 demonstrated the majority of respondents, 

87 or 32.2%, reported to be between the ages of 55-64.  Respondents were primarily female, 251 

or 93% and reported being employed between two to five years, 167 or 61.9%.  The majority of 

respondents had two to five years of experience at other institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  Most 

respondents indicated they had earned a master’s degree, 158 or 58.5%.  The majority of 

respondents reported being full-time, non-tenured, on tenure track, 160 or 59.3%.  The majority 

of respondents reported rank of assistant professor, 175 or 64.8%.  

In this study, for the demographic characteristic of age, there was a significant difference 

between those participants who received mentoring (both formal and informal) and those who 

received no mentoring, p = 0.023.  This difference in age may be attributed to higher age of those 

newly entering academia or pursuing tenure track.  This trend of an aging academic nursing 

workforce is supported in the literature (AACN, 2017; Benner, et al., 2010; NLN, 2014, 2017).  

This study supports that novice nurse educators who report they have not received mentoring are 

older.  

The sample for this study included novice academic nurse educators employed for less 

than five years in current institution.  The purpose of this sample criteria was to measure the 

influence of mentoring on the dependent variables of satisfaction, retention and scholarly 
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productivity for novice educators.  Respondents were asked to report number of years at current 

institution, and number of years employed at other institutions.  In order to meet the sample 

criteria, respondents were employed as full-time faculty at current institution for less than five 

years.  The majority of respondents reported being employed between two to five years, 167 or 

61.9%.  The remainder of the sample reported being employed for less than two years, 103 or 

38.1%.   

In addition to meeting the sample criteria of being employed for less than five years at 

current institution, it was important to determine how many total years respondents were 

employed at other institutions.  The majority of respondents reported two to five years 

experience at other institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  This was followed by less than two years 

experience, 76 or 28.1%.  The next largest group was those who reported six to ten years 

experience, 49 or 18.1%, then eleven to fifteen years of experience, 30 or 11.1%.   

For those respondents reporting experience at other institutions, what is unclear from the 

survey data is how many years may have been in part-time or adjunct roles, or how many years 

total they have spent as nurse educators.  For the purpose of this study, it was important to 

include the majority of respondents who indicated they had two to five years of experience at 

other institutions, 92 or 34.1%, in the sample of n = 270, because they are novices at current 

institution (five years or less) and are conforming to a new academic culture and environment.  

By reporting full-time employment as less than five years, and not having achieved tenure, these 

respondents were included in the sample of n = 270.    

The descriptive characteristics of the sample for this study (n = 270) represent 

demographic characteristics which are similar to those of nurse educators in the United States.  

The NLN faculty census data (NLN, 2017) is based on survey results from NLN member schools 
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invited to complete the survey.  Results were provided by 55% of 1,195 NLN member schools 

for a total n = 661 (NLN, 2017).  Demographic statistics of age, gender, and tenure track status 

were compared to the demographic statistics of this study.  In comparison, the NLN faculty 

census survey (NLN, 2017) reported similar statistics for demographics of age and gender.  

Characteristics for tenure status vary between this study and the NLN survey.   

For the demographic characteristic of age, NLN survey results report most full time 

educators to be over the age of 45, or 69.6% of respondents (NLN, 2017).  The respondents of 

this study reported the following age groups: age 45-54, 27.8%; age 55-64, 32.2%.  The total 

percentage for respondents over age 45 for this study is 60%.  The age characteristics of this 

study are comparable to those of full-time educators surveyed by the NLN faculty census survey 

(NLN, 2017). 

For the demographic characteristic of gender, NLN survey results report female full-time 

faculty 93.2%, male full-time faculty 6.4%, and other/unknown 0.4% (NLN, 2017).  The 

majority of the respondents for this study reported as female, 251 or 93%, and those reported as 

male, 17 or 6.3%.  The gender characteristics of this study are comparable to those of full-time 

educators surveyed by the NLN faculty census survey (NLN, 2017). 

For the demographic characteristic of tenure track status, the NLN survey results report 

66% of respondents as not on tenure track, 15% on tenure track, and 19% tenured (NLN, 2017).  

Results of this study demonstrate majority of respondents indicate being full-time, non-tenured, 

on tenure track, 160 or 59.3%.  The difference in percentages between respondents for this study 

and respondents for NLN survey may be due to the sample criteria of this study, with criteria for 

respondents to be full-time, employed on tenure track for less than five years in an academic 

setting.  Respondents of the NLN survey reporting they are full-time but not on tenure track may 
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also be attributed to many schools of nursing not offering tenure track positions, which was a 

factor also found in this study.  The NLN faculty census survey (NLN, 2017) reports schools 

without tenure track n = 277 or 42%, and schools with tenure track n = 384 or 58% (n = 661).  

Respondents for this study indicated they were full-time; however, their schools of nursing did 

not offer tenure track.  For the purpose of this study, these respondents were included in the 

sample n = 270 due to the fact they indicated they were full-time nurse educators, employed for 

less than five years in an academic setting. 

Satisfaction scores reported by novice academic nurse educators were higher for those 

who have received informal mentoring than those who received no mentoring.  For the 

dependent variable of satisfaction, informal mentoring had an influence, p = .03. There were no 

statistically significant differences between group means for mentoring (both formal and 

informal), or formal mentoring, for significance at the p < .05 level.   Results of this study 

support that informal mentoring influences satisfaction scores of novice academic nurse 

educators.  The null hypothesis is supported for formal mentoring and the variable of 

satisfaction.  However, the null hypothesis is rejected for informal mentoring and the variable of 

satisfaction. 

Intent to stay scores were higher for novice academic nurse educators who received any 

type of mentoring (formal or informal).  For the dependent variable of retention, statistically 

significant differences were found with all three independent variables.  All mentoring (both 

formal and informal) had an influence on retention, p = .030.  Formal mentoring had influence 

with p = .013, and informal mentoring had influence with p = .026, for significance at the p < .05 

level.   Results of this study support that mentoring of any kind appears to influence the retention 
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of novice academic nurse educators.   For the variable of retention, the null hypothesis is 

rejected. 

 Scholarly productivity was measured with questions influenced by the Mentorship 

Profile Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  For the dependent variable of scholarly 

productivity, mentoring of any kind was not found to have an influence on scholarly output.  No 

statistical significance was found between mentoring (formal and informal), formal mentoring, 

or informal mentoring and the variable of scholarly productivity, for significance at the p < .05 

level.  Results of this study do not support that mentoring has an influence on the scholarly 

productivity of novice academic nurse educators.  Therefore, the data supports the null 

hypothesis for the influence of mentoring on the variable of scholarly productivity. 

The overall results of this study support a homogenous sample of novice academic nurse 

educators, similar demographically in age and gender  

       .     Discussion of the Results in Relation to the Literature 

Formal mentoring.  Leading nursing organizations support formal mentoring as a 

method to attract and retain nurse educators (AACN, 2006, 2019a; NLN, 2016).   Much of the 

literature demonstrated support for formal mentoring.  Studies by Blauvelt and Spath (2008) and 

Hubbard, Halcomb Foley and Roberts (2010), support formal processes or programs as a method 

to structure mentoring for novice faculty.  Singh, Pilkington and Patrick (2014) advocated for 

formal mentoring programs, even though study respondents reported most mentoring received 

was informal.   Hulton, et al., (2016) also proponents of formal mentoring, implemented a formal 

mentoring program which increased retention of study participants.  Nick, et al., (2012) 

developed a best practice model to implement formal mentoring with the intent to improve 

retention, increase satisfaction and productivity.   
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Although the literature supports formal mentoring as a method to increase retention, 

satisfaction, and scholarly productivity of nurse educators, the results of this study found no 

statistical evidence between formal mentoring and the variable of satisfaction.  Particularly, 

results of this study differ from Hulton, et al., (2016) in that formal mentoring did not have an 

influence on satisfaction scores.  However, the study by Hulton, et al., did report a small sample 

size, which may account for the difference in results.  This study did find statistical differences 

between formal mentoring and the variable of retention.  This study did not find statistical 

differences between formal mentoring and scholarly productivity. 

Informal mentoring.  The concept of informal mentoring was not as abundantly 

supported in the literature.  With the exception of the study by Singh, Pilkington and Patrick 

(2014) which found survey respondents primarily engaged in informal mentoring processes, 

most studies supported the idea of a formal mentoring program or process to support the 

discipline.  Negative aspects of mentoring were discussed related to formal processes.  

Mentoring relationships that result from a formal process were cautioned by the author of the 

conceptual framework of this study Kram (1988).  Later studies reported enhanced mentoring 

processes and outcomes may be achieved when there is choice in the mentor/mentee pair, and 

voluntary participation is a factor (Bell & Treleaven, 2010; Green & Jackson, 2014; Jackevicius, 

et al., 2014).   

Vance & Olsen (1998) defined informal mentoring as an unplanned, unintentional event.  

This study operationally defined informal mentoring as an unstructured, unplanned, and 

unintentional relationship between a mentor and novice academic nurse educator.  The results of 

this study support that informal mentoring has an influence on the satisfaction and retention of 
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novice academic nurse educators.  There was no statistical difference between the concept of 

informal mentoring and scholarly productivity. 

Satisfaction.  There are limited quantitative studies that focus on mentoring outcomes.  

One of the first studies that reported statistical evidence to support mentoring and the outcomes 

of job satisfaction and retention was conducted by Chung and Kowalski (2012).  The researchers 

determined that from a large sample of respondents (n = 959) 40% of the respondents who 

received mentoring reported increased job satisfaction and retention.  Another study reported that 

quality mentoring increased satisfaction and commitment to stay (Xu & Payne, 2014).  Yet, the 

study by Jeffers and Mariani (2017) found no statistical evidence to support mentoring and 

career satisfaction.  It is obvious from the literature that results are varied regarding the 

relationship between mentoring and job or career satisfaction.  However, the results of this study 

support informal mentoring has an influence on the career satisfaction of novice academic nurse 

educators.  It is important to distinguish that the results of this study found no statistical evidence 

to support the influence of formal mentoring on satisfaction. 

Retention.  The literature often cites the relationship between satisfaction and retention.  

Multiple studies reported a link exists between satisfaction in the faculty role leading and 

retention.  One study specifically discussed the role of dissatisfaction for a novice nurse educator 

leading to lack retention (Dunham-Taylor, et al., 2008).  Two qualitative studies discussed the 

merits of mentoring fostering retention of new faculty (Smith & Zsohar, 2007; Gardner, 2014).  

Sawatzky and Enns (2009) discussed survey results reporting an inadequate informal mentoring 

program which was currently in place, leading to a formal mentoring program.  Ultimately, the 

researchers concluded that the formal mentoring program was conducive to retention.  It is 
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important to note that the statistical results of this study support both formal and informal 

mentoring as a method to increase retention for novice nurse educators. 

Scholarly productivity.  Scholarship for the discipline of nursing education is important 

to advance academic practice.  The review of the literature revealed mentoring for nurse scholars 

was limited (Krause-Parello, et al., 2013).  Turnbull (2010) examined a lack of support for nurse 

faculty, and supported mentoring for professional support and scholarship.  The study by Ugin, 

Odom and Pearson (2008) revealed the strength and quality of mentoring relationships among 

doctoral students and former dissertation chairs influenced scholarly productivity and 

publications among junior faculty members.  The study by Smeltzer, et al., (2014b) reported 

faculty associated mentoring with scholarly productivity which enhanced research.  A major 

focus of this study was to determine whether mentoring influenced scholarly output of the novice 

academic nurse educator.  Despite support in the literature for mentoring related to increased 

scholarship, including the support of major nursing organizations such as AACN (2019b) and the 

NLN (2017a), the results of this study found no statistical differences between mentoring and 

scholarly productivity.   

Summary.  Due to the scarcity of empirical evidence reporting on the outcomes of 

mentoring, this study confirms that results for mentoring outcomes are inconclusive.  Informal 

mentoring had an influence on satisfaction.  Both formal and informal mentoring had an 

influence on retention.  Neither formal nor informal mentoring had an influence on scholarly 

productivity.  However, previous studies recommended mentoring, specifically formal 

mentoring, to increase satisfaction, retention, and the scholarly productivity of novice academic 

nurse educators.  This current study contributes to the body of knowledge for mentoring 

outcomes, and also provides a comparison between formal and informal mentoring outcomes.  
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Based on the conclusions of this study, it would appear that informal mentoring has a greater 

influence.  This would be contrary to the evidence that exists recommending or linking formal 

mentoring to increased outcomes for satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity.  Informal 

mentoring exhibited influence on satisfaction and retention, while formal mentoring exhibited 

influence on retention.  Neither formal nor informal mentoring had an influence on scholarly 

productivity. 

Limitations (revised from chapter one) 

Respondents completing survey data revealed that mentoring programs in schools of 

nursing accredited by the CCNE (AACN, 2019c) exist, and a sufficient number of nurses self-

identified as novice academic educators employed for less than five years, to reach an adequate 

sample size of n = 270.  Since many nurse faculty do not fit the inclusion criteria, a low response 

rate was expected.  A total of 4,191 total invitations were sent to all faculty members of CCNE 

(AACN, 2019c) accredited schools, with 611 total responses, for a response rate of 15%.  

Although a low response rate was expected, the target sample size was met with 270 participants, 

based on an a priori power analysis indicating appropriate sample size of 258.  However, all 

potential participants may not have been identified through the stratified convenience sample 

design, and therefore may not have received surveys for inclusion in the study.  Generalizability 

to the population of novice nurse educators in the United States is hard to determine, due to 

confidentiality of responses, and the fact that respondents and respective school locations were 

not identified in this study.  Although faculty from multiple schools in each of the 50 states were 

contacted, it is indeterminable whether the sample was derived from each state in the U.S., or 

whether specific states were underrepresented or overrepresented.   
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Also, while DNP faculty were eligible for this study, those that met the sample (n = 270) 

criteria did not identify as having the DNP credential.  This is a considerable limitation, since 

those earning the DNP are not typically provided nursing education “discipline-specific 

pedagogy” (NLN, 2013, p. 3), and it is recommended that nurses with an earned DNP who are 

transitioning to academia are given mentoring and sufficient orientation to the academic nurse 

educator role (Volkert & Johnston, 2018).  The sample criteria for this study (n = 270) included 

tenure-track status, which may also have limited the inclusion of DNP faculty, since many 

universities limit tenure-track positions for faculty with a practice doctorate (NLN, 2013, Roberts 

& Glod, 2013).   

Additionally, nursing education programs not accredited by the CCNE (AACN, 2019c) 

were not included in the sample.  Only nursing faculty employed by schools in the United States 

with accreditation by CCNE (AACN, 2019c) were invited to complete the survey.  The 

limitation of schools granting the baccalaureate degree or higher further limited the response of 

novice academic nurse educators employed in associate degree or two-year institutions.  These 

factors also limited potential participants and generalizability. 

An expectation of the sample was for nurse educators to be employed full-time, on 

tenure-track, for less than five years in their current institution. A limitation of the sample is that 

a majority of the respondents indicated they had two to five years of experience at other 

institutions, 92 or 34.1%.  It is unclear from the survey data how many years those included in 

the sample have as full-time educators in total, and whether years employed at other institutions 

were in adjunct or part-time roles.  Therefore, total years as educators may influence satisfaction, 

retention, or scholarly productivity scores. 
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Similarly, sample criteria for the expectation of full-time, tenure track, was expanded to 

include all nurse educators responding they are employed full-time for less than five years at 

current institution.  The inclusion of all novice educators indicating full-time was made due to 

many schools of nursing not offering a tenure track.  The inclusion of tenure-track positions as 

sample criteria was an important consideration for scholarly output and productivity, as those 

working within institutions that do not offer tenure-track may have limited or no expectations to 

engage in scholarly work or research.   

Implications of the Results for Practice 

Leading nursing organizations support mentoring for the purpose of retaining nurse 

educators (AACN, 2006, 2014, 2017, 2019a; NLN, 2013, 2016).  The AACN (2019a) supports 

mentoring for academic nurse educators, with emphasis for those who are transitioning from 

clinical practice to the academic setting.  The NLN (2006, 2013, 2016) also supports formal 

mentoring for the transitioning of novice faculty into a faculty role.  These leaders in nursing 

education support mentoring as a method to improve retention and ease the difficulty of role 

change and guide professional development in the academic setting. The National Council of 

State Boards of Nursing (NCSBN, 2008) also acknowledges the unique needs of novice 

academic nurse educators, and recommends support for novice nurse faculty through mentoring 

by seasoned faculty members.   

Although mentoring is supported widely by national nursing organizations and in the 

literature, what has never been distinguished is the influence of formal vs. informal mentoring. 

Many studies report that a formal mentoring program is suggested to recruit, retain, and support 

novice educators.  However, results of this study found informal mentoring had an influence on 

the variables of satisfaction and retention, and this data rejects the null hypothesis for informal 
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mentoring and the variables of satisfaction and retention.  Formal mentoring had on influence on 

retention, which also rejects the null hypothesis.  Conversely, mentoring of any kind had no 

influence on scholarly productivity.  Statistical evidence for mentoring and scholarly 

productivity supports the null hypothesis. 

Future studies are recommended to isolate the concept of informal mentoring and 

determine how informal mentoring may improve or effect outcomes of satisfaction, retention, or 

scholarly productivity.  As discussed in the literature, the ability to form a voluntary, supportive 

relationship may be conducive to professional development, leading to increased satisfaction and 

intent to stay in academia (Bell & Treleaven, 2011; Kram, 1988).  The overall statistical results 

of this study support this view.  

Nurse educators are older, continuing the need to increase the pool of educators to meet 

demand (Benner, et al., 2010; NLN, 2017).  The results of this study support that nurse educators 

are older, and suggest that non-tenured, full-time, novice educators who are older are not 

receiving mentoring.  In order to support nurses new to the educator role, statistical evidence 

from this study supports mentoring for the retention of novice nurse educators. 

Another implication which was not addressed in this study, is the role of gender in 

nursing academia.  Results of this study, similar to results from the NLN (2017) faculty census 

survey, report that males are underrepresented in nursing academia.  Female respondents were 

primarily represented in this study, as well as the NLN (2017) study.  Male respondents for this 

study represented 6.3% of the respondents, and male respondents for the NLN (2017) survey 

represented 6.4%.  It is clear that males are underrepresented in nursing academia.  In order to 

promote diversity in both nursing and nursing academia, mentoring is a suggested method (NLN, 

2014; 2017). 
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    Suggestions for Further Research 

This study focused on the outcomes of satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity 

of novice academic nurse educators employed for less than five years in the academic setting, in 

a tenure-track position.  An important consideration for future research may be the investigation 

of long- term mentoring program outcomes related to continued satisfaction, ultimately leading 

to outcomes of tenure and promotion.   

The quantitative data from this study does not support the influence of mentoring on 

scholarly productivity.  The shortage of nurse faculty was a significant factor for the purpose of 

this study.  Yet the availability of nurse researchers in academia may only be accomplished 

through increased satisfaction and retention of nurse educators (AACN, 2006; 2015).  Qualitative 

and quantitative studies reported factors that do enhance the scholarly productivity of nurse 

educators included the need for a mentor or a mentoring process (Alteen, et al, 2009; Dunham-

Taylor, et al., 2008; Sawatzky & Enns, 2009).  Since the results of this study found no statistical 

evidence to support mentoring for scholarly productivity, a suggestion for future research may be 

to survey nurse educators exclusively employed in research universities on the tenure track.  This 

might differentiate or highlight how mentoring may influence the scholarly output of nurse 

educators employed in a research-driven environment. 

Another consideration for future research is to expand the population included in the 

sample.   Further studies may include educators from associate degree programs, for comparison 

with educators from baccalaureate degree programs.  In order to increase generalizability with 

the inclusion of faculty employed in two-year nursing programs, the sample criteria could also be 

expanded to include schools accredited by agencies other than CCNE (AACN, 2019c).   



 

106 

 

Focusing on the unique needs of nurse faculty with the DNP credential is also a future 

area for increased generalizability and research consideration, being that DNP faculty are not 

typically provided with adequate preparation for the nurse educator role (AACN, 2019a; NLN, 

2017a; Roberts & Glod, 2013).  Understanding the significant and unique mentoring needs of 

this particular population of novice academic nurse educators would be an important 

consideration for future study. 

Finally, future studies are recommended to isolate the concept of informal mentoring and 

determine how informal mentoring may improve or effect outcomes of satisfaction, retention, or 

scholarly productivity.  As discussed in the literature, the ability to form a voluntary, supportive 

relationship may be conducive to professional development leading to increased satisfaction and 

intent to stay in academia (Bell & Treleaven, 2011; Kram, 1988).  It may be beneficial to 

understand the merits of an informal mentoring process prior to implementing formal mentoring 

programs.  An important factor before implementation may be voluntary participation, or choice 

between mentor and mentee (Allen, Lentz & Eby, 2006; Bell & Treleaven, 2011; Kram, 1988). 

Summary 

Overall, this quasi-experimental study collected data over a five-month period from a 

sample of 270 novice academic nurse educators employed in a full-time or full-time tenure track 

position for less than five years.   This study investigated whether mentoring had any influence 

on the outcomes of satisfaction, retention, or scholarly productivity.  Demographic data was 

collected, in addition to data from satisfaction and retention scales.  Satisfaction scores were 

measured with the MNCSS (Mariani, 2007; 2012), and retention scores with the Measure of 

Intent to Stay scale (Price & Mueller, 1986).  Scholarly productivity was measured with 

questions influenced by the Mentorship Profile Questionnaire, Part II (Berk, et al., 2005).  
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Independent samples t-tests were conducted in order to compare group means and analyze 

differences among mentored and non-mentored novice academic nurse educators on the 

dependent variables:  satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity.  Results of this study 

indicated that formal mentoring had no influence on satisfaction or scholarly productivity, but 

did have influence on retention.  Informal mentoring had an influence on satisfaction and 

retention, but no influence on scholarly productivity. 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Mentoring Study 

Demographic Questionnaire 

 

1.  What is your age: 

Less than 25 years 

25-35 years 

35-45 years 

45-55 years 

55-65 years 

Greater than 65 years 

 

2.  What is your gender? 

Male 

Female 

Other than male or female 

Prefer not to answer 

 

3.  How many years have you been working as a full-time faculty member at your current 

institution? 

Less than two years 

2-5 years 

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

16-20 years 

More than 20 years 

 

4.  How many total years have you been employed in a faculty role in either a diploma, 

ADN, or BSN program? 

Less than 2 years 

2-5 years 

6-10 years 

11-15 years 

16-20 years 

More than 20 years 

 

5.  What is your highest degree earned? 

Bachelor’s degree 

Master’s degree 

Doctorate-Please specify: 

 Ph.D/DNS/DNSc 

 Ed.D 

 DNP 

 Other 
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6.  If you are employed in a faculty role, what is your current employment status? 

Full-time tenure track 

Full-time clinical track, non-tenure track 

Adjunct faculty—non tenure track 

Tenured 

 

7.  Please indicate your faculty Rank: 

Instructor 

Assistant Professor 

Associate Professor 

Professor 

Other (please specify) 

 

8. Scholarship requirements of academic institution 

Please rank by number of  importance, 1-4, with 1 being the greatest importance, the 

expectations of your institution regarding scholarly requirements or expectations of 

employment 

Teaching ____ 

Research ____ 

Publication ____ 

Service ____ 

 

9.  I have participated in a mentoring program at my current institution during my 

current employment. 

Yes 

No—If no, go on to question 12 

I don’t know 

 

10.  During your current employment, have you participated in a formal mentoring 

program, organized and sponsored by your department or school of nursing, having 

been assigned to a mentor, with regularly scheduled meetings outlining clear goals and 

expectations supported by your nursing department or school of nursing? 

Yes 

No 

 

11.  During your current employment,  have you participated in an informal mentoring 

program with a peer or seasoned faculty member, not assigned by your nursing 

department or school of nursing, which has developed into a relationship sharing 

mutual connections, interests, and/or support? 

Yes 

No 
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12. How long do you intend to stay in your current faculty role at your present institution? 

For 1 year or less 

1-2 years 

3-5 years 

6-10 years 

More than 10 years 

I do not plan to stay in my current faculty role 

I don’t know 

 

 

13. Please indicate all of the following that resulted from your interaction with your 

mentor:   
Publication     

Presentation or Poster    

New teaching method or strategy  

Clinical expertise 

Conducting research 

Service Activities  

  (e.g., community service, political activity, professional organization) 

Development of a new program 

  (e.g., educational/clinical course or new program of study) 

Job change or promotion 

Grant writing or submission of a grant 

Other (please specify if not listed above) 

 

Adapted from Mentorship Profile Questionnaire—Part II Mentoring Outcomes  

(Berk et al., 2005)  Copyright©2002 The Johns Hopkins University School of Nursing       
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APPENDIX B 

MARIANI NURSING CAREER SATISFACTION SCALE 

DIRECTIONS  

The purpose of this scale is to measure your feelings about the concept, my nursing 

career. This is not a test and there is no right or wrong answer. On the following page you will 

find a concept that is to be rated using a set of adjective scales similar to the example below. 

Here is an example of how to use the scale:  

 Happy    :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Unhappy  

Place an (X) toward the left of the scale if you feel that the adjective happy more closely 

represents your feeling and place an (X) toward the right of the scale if you feel unhappy more 

closely represents your feeling. You should place the (X) more closely to the adjective if you feel 

very strongly about the adjective.  

 Happy    :___:  X  :___:___:___:___:___:  Unhappy  

If you are neutral or feel that the adjective is irrelevant, place an (X) in the middle space.  

 Happy    :___: ___:___:  X  :___:___:___:  Unhappy  

Make an independent judgment on each pair and work relatively quickly so that you are 

recording your first impression. Do not skip any adjective pairs and do not place more than one 

(X) on an adjective scale.  
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APPENDIX B 

 

MARIANI NURSING CAREER SATISFACTION SCALE 

MY NURSING CAREER  

 

Taking into consideration your overall career in nursing, use the following scale to rate how 

you feel about your nursing career. Place an (X) at the place on the scale that most accurately 

represents your feeling about your nursing career.  

 

Satisfied   :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Dissatisfied  

Fulfilled  :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Discouraged  

Stimulated  :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Bored  

Discontent  :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Content  

Accomplished :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Defeated  

Successful    :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Unsuccessful  

Worthless       :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Valued  

Secure      :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Insecure  

Gratified     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Disappointed  

Enjoyment     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Distressed  

Pessimistic     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Optimistic  

Confident     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Doubtful  

Rewarded     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Frustrated  

Unreliable      :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Dependable  

Meaningful     :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Not meaningful  

Proud      :___:___:___:___:___:___:___:  Ashamed  

     © 2007 Bette Street Mariani, PhD, RN  

Mariani Nursing Career Satisfaction Scale (MNCSS)  
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APPENDIX C 

Price and Mueller’s (1986) Measure of Intent to Stay 

 

1. I plan to leave this university as soon as possible. (R)  

  

 Strongly disagree     Disagree     Neutral  Agree         Strongly agree   

           (  )1                      (  )2         (  )3         (  )4                (  )5   

2. Under no circumstances will I voluntarily leave this university before I retire.  

  

 Strongly disagree     Disagree     Neutral   Agree      Strongly agree   

           (  )1                     (  )2      (  )3    

3.  I would be reluctant to leave this university.  

  

   (  )4          (  )5   

 Strongly disagree     Disagree     Neutral    Agree      Strongly agree   

           (  )1                     (  )2      (  )3          (  )4           (  )5   

 

4.  I plan to stay at this university as long as possible.  

  

Strongly disagree     Disagree    Neutral              Agree      Strongly agree            
    (  )1                     (  )2              (  )3                   (  )4               (  )5   
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APPENDIX D 

Informed Consent 

Mentoring Outcomes:  Does mentoring influence satisfaction, retention, or scholarly 

productivity of academic nurse educators? 

 

This research is being conducted by Linda Kelly, MA, RN, Western Connecticut State 

University. This study intends to determine outcomes of mentoring related to the variables of 

satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity. You will be provided a link to a web-based 

survey to asking questions about your participation in mentoring programs and outcomes related 

mentoring.  The survey will take approximately 8-10 minutes to complete.  

 

Your participation in this research is entirely voluntary. This study entails collection of data from 

novice academic nurse educators related to mentoring outcomes.  Benefits to participant include 

the contribution of data related to mentoring and mentoring outcomes, which will add to the 

body of knowledge for nursing education science.  There are minimal risks to the participants. 

 

Return of survey will imply consent.  All survey data will be anonymous.  Data retrieved will be 

maintained in a locked file for a period of 3 years. 

 

The results will be used to determine if mentoring has an influence on the satisfaction, retention, 

or scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators.  This study will contribute to the 

current evidence that is lacking regarding outcomes of mentoring in nursing academia.  

 

A copy of this consent form is available for your records.  

Contact information for the Dissertation Advisor:  Dr. Susan Burger, Assistant Professor, 

Nursing, WCSU.  burgers@wcsu.edu 

 

If you have questions about the study, you may contact me at kelly232@connect.wcsu.edu  

 

This research project has been reviewed and approved by the WCSU Institutional Review 

Board.  If you have questions concerning the rights of the subjects involved in research studies 

please contact the WCSU IRB Chair at irb@wcsu.edu and mention Protocol # 1819-03. 

  

This study is valid until 9/18/19. 

 

Submitting the online survey implies consent. 
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APPENDIX D 

 

Introduction to Participants—Email with Survey Link 

 

 

Dear Participant, 

My name is Linda Kelly and I am an EdD student at Western Connecticut State University.  For 

my doctoral dissertation I am examining the influence of mentoring on the outcomes of 

satisfaction, retention, and scholarly productivity of novice academic nurse educators. 

 

This study has received IRB approval.  Your participation is completely voluntary and will be 

anonymous.  You may refuse to participate, or exit the survey without submitting at any time. 

 

If you are an academic nurse educator, employed full-time in a tenure track position for less than 

five years, I invite you to complete the survey with the link provided.  Your participation will 

contribute to the body of knowledge for nursing education. 

 

Please find an attachment for the informed consent form, as well as a link to the online survey. 

I thank you in advance for contributing to the science of nursing education. 

 

Best, 

 

Linda Kelly, MA, RN 
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September 18, 2018 

Hello Ms. Linda Kelly, 

Your study, Mentoring outcomes: Does mentoring influence satisfaction, retention or scholarly 

productivity of novice academic educators? , Protocol #1819-03, has been approved by the WCSU 

Institutional Review Board for research involving human subjects. You are approved by the IRB 

for this study until September 1 8, 2019, at which point you should submit a renewal application 

if your study remains ongoing. 

Sincerely, 

 

Jessica Eckstein, Ph.D. 

Chair, Institutional Review Board Western 

Connecticut State University 

www.wcsu.edu/irb 
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