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This stucy examinecJoh satfsfaction amdng nurse €ducAtors 1in 11
Alberta fchbc1s'@f nursing. - In particular, nurse eaytators were asked
their opinions of: : e - ,
1. the items which are most important to job Sa€i§¥é§€1éﬁiéSZEuféé=r

\ G ]
educators,

2. their current levels of satistaction with the same items in thé
context of their pregsent gcﬁs;.ana

3. their levels of D(E%éi% job satisfaction.

Two forms of a guestionnaire were cevelopea. Form A investigated
"Importance" while Form B égaminea “Level of Satisfaction" with 57
various jJob characteristics. A tota) of 258 questionnaires were distri-
butea randomly to two groups with each nurse educator receiving either
Form A or Form B. The rate of return was 69.8%. Chi square analyses of
the two sample groups indicated that no significant gifferences existed
between them on the basis of the oemographic variables being examined.

Re3u1t5;inaicate5 that items ranked highest in importance were:
(1) The Feeling that my work is imp@rtaﬁt,'(Z) Opportunities for profes-
51@531 and persqﬂa1 growth, (3) Opportunity to plan and organize my own

work responsibilities, (4) Freéﬂam to choose my own instructional

methods, and (5) The extent to whié% I am kept informed about decisions
and events that affect my work.
The items ranked lowest in importance were: (57) Social opportuni-
i%ies ang contacts at work, (56) Opportunities to engage in research, (55)
Institutional location of school (54) Type of program, and (53) The

community in which my work is located.

iv



|he items ranked h1gﬁest in satisgaction were: (N Re1aticﬂshi}§ "
witn StuGEﬂFSﬁ (2) Freeagom to chagse my own 1nstruct1ana1 methaas_ (3,
Relationship with colleagues. (4) Opportunity to plan and @rgan1ze my Own -
work regpaﬁsini1ities, and (5) Re espect of students.

The 1£eés {aﬁked lowest in sét1;fa€tiaﬁ were: (57). Opportunities
to engage in research, (56) Supervision and evaluation of faculty
members, (55) ta;Fse preparation time, (54) Opportunities for promotion,
and (53)‘AbfTTty of dean (director, chairman) to provide educational
1eadershi§.

| The level of overall jab satisfaction recorged indicated that
Alberta nurse educators w;re Tittle more than "Somewhat Sati;fiéd; in
their current jobs. Nurse educators with one year in their present posi-
tions were more satisfiea than colleagues with 5 year‘cxr more in cyrrent
jobs; seséigna1gempioyees were more satisfied than perﬁaﬁent employees;
and college nurse educators were more satisfied than nurse educators in
hospitals.

The rei%tiansﬁip between satisfaction with items and overall job
satisfaction was examined through Pearson pé@ductsmoment(cerre1atian5 and’
a stepwise multiple regression analysis. |

Factor aﬂa1ysjs generated eight Importance and Sevén Satisfaction
factors. .

Va1unteéf§d responses about the‘jab facets most important and con-
tributing most to job satisfaction were the same, namely: "Working with
students,” "Challenge and professional grawith " and “Autonomy." “Social
contacts," Ccmpensat1aﬁ and benefits,” and "Setting and phys1ca1 facili-
ties" were judged least important. Facets contributing most to job
dissatisfaction were "Lack of time/heavy worklocad," "Lack of effective

) ) /
school leadership,"” and “Job insecurity.”
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CHAPTER 1

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM AND
DEFINITION OF TERMS

/ ZNTRQDUCTIDN

work is a necessary and cominant part ot the existence of mcét
people. Some ¢rift into occupations 1% ghe process ot accepting :
responsibi1lity for themselves and their cepencents. Others have the
opportunity to plan ana prepare through apprenticeship a%c egucation for
roles to which they are att?acﬁéc for various reasons. However, happi-
ness in one's work is not guaranteed by thoughtful gesign and 1ﬂt€ﬂti§ﬂg
Many of the most satisfied ang contented workers are persons who have
accepted their work roles witQout conscious, lite-long commitment. What
is it that leads to job satisfaction or dissatisfaction? Many
researchers have examinea attitudes towarc jobs, ang ch%FGS specitic
aspects of the work anad the work Eﬂvif@ﬂméﬂ£§2ﬁ looking for-the answer.

Definitions of the term have not served as an acequate conceptual
base for testing (probably because ot their subjective nature), anc some
researchers have expressed the view that existing tﬁeariES are not
integrated enough, Or operational enough to yiela useful knowleage when
_tested empifiéa11y (Locke, 1969; Neumann, 1973; williamson, 1973; Stember
et al., 1978).

Hoy and Miskel {1978:120) ﬁefine jag satisfaction by éeferring to

the works ot Hoppock, Vroom ana Smi;ﬁ:



~

Hoppock defines job satisfaction as any combination of psychological,
physiological, anc envifonmental circumstances that cause a person to
say, "I am satisfiea with my job.“. . . . Vroom cgefines job satisfac-
tion as the affective orientations of ingividuals towards work roles
that they are presently occupying. Similarly, Smith asserts that the
concept refers to an affective response of the worker to his job.

She elaborates this definition with the view that satisfaction
results when a worker's on-the-job experience relates to his own
values and needs.

Actoraing to these definitions job satisfaction is a subjective
emotional response. Smith attempts to operationalize the definition by
relating it to the incividual's perception of the congruence between his
own values and needs and the realities of the work situation.

Locke (1969:316) also refers to the subjective origins of job

N 4 . .. .
satisfaction and its relationship to the individual's value system ang "

s
=

his appraisal processes:
Job satisfaction is the pleasurable emotional state resulting from
the appra15a1 of one's job as ﬂCh1EV1ﬁg or facilitating the achieve-
ment of one's job values.

According to Locke (1969:309), the understanding of the causes of
job satisfaction has not progressed very far beyond the conflicting views
of those who ¢laim that the determinants lie in the job.itself (intrinsic
view), in the worker's mind (subjective view), or in the interaction
between the worker and his environment (interactionist view). He claims
that the source of confusion in job sagisfaction reéearch arises from the
tendency among investigators to accept functional reiatianships of
“correlation ;ithout explanation" rather than searching for the actual
causes of job satisfaction. In Locke's opinion these could be more
readily determined if refe%ence were made to the nature and attributes of
the persons, processess, and end states being studied before attempting

to measure them ang assume relationships between them.



Despite the gifficulties in arr}ving at a parsimonious theory which
is generally accepted, intense interest in the topic ﬁas stimulatec. =
considerable research. .One of the reasons for this is the conventional
wisdom that assumes job satisfaction to be somehow related to stability
in staffing and worker. productivity. Another reason is the be1iéf that
once it is known what factors in a work situa}ian lead to satisfaction
for a\specific'type of individual worker, the work énvircnment and
recruitment practices can be mantpulated to provide for a better fit
between employee and position. Finally, in 2 society which regards human
values as important, job satisfaction is a desirable end in itself.

Job satisfaction among nurse educators has been studied to some
extent in American universities (Grandjean et al., 1976, Plawecki and “
Plawecki, 1976; Seyfried et al., 1977; Marriner ang Craigie, 1977), but
related research in Albertacis limited to studies among teachers and
administrgfhgs (Wickstrom, 1973; Holdaway, 1978; Rice, 1978). These
Alberta stuoﬁes are of interest to nurse educators who encounter dual

}‘/r
roles as‘zgy%es and as eaucators. There has been no examination of the

attituszg of Alberta nurse educators towards their jobs. The anticipated
Advantages which prompt a person to embark on a career b1endin§ the

- occupational competences of nursing and teaching, the rewards which keep'
her there, and the frustrations which limit her fulfillment and
professional effectiveness in ‘the work situation have not been verified.

This study provided some empirical knowledge about the working lives of

this group of professional_workers;

b



THE PROBLEM
This study identitiec the factors which are associated with satis-
faction levels among nurse ecucators employec 1n all 11 schools of

nursing in Alberta.

“Statement of Problem 1
What items are perceived by nurse educators to be most important to

Job satisfaction?

Sub-problem 1:1i‘ To what extent are Gifferences in nurse r
educators' perceptions of the items which are most important to job -
satisfaction associated with the following ﬁEFSBna1, professional, ang
-organizational variables: |

highest level of eaucation,
< 7. amount of teaching experience in nursing ecucation,
i BEA amount of nursing experience other than in teaching,
4. number of years in present position, )
5. type of present emp1oyment;
6. full or part-time employment, |
7. areas of major responsibility,
8. type of program,
9. number of students in program,
10. number of full-time and part-time faculty in program,
11. type of institution, &
_ e

£

12. age, and

13. sex?



~

Statement of Problem 2

. 5 k' = P _F r{,-
How GO nurse educators rate their current level of satisfaction

with the 1tems uncer consideration?

Sub-problems 2.1. To what extent are differences in nurse educator

ratings anc their current level ot satistaction with the items undger

consideration associated with personal, professional and organizational

variables?

Statement of Problem 3

How CcO nurse educators rate their @gera11 levels of satisfaction
within the jobs they now hold?

Sub-problem 3.1. To what extent are aifferences in nurse educator

ratings of “their overall levels of satisfaction in the jobs they now hola
associatea with personal, professional ana organizational variables?
»

Sub-problem 3.2. what is the relationship between overall ]EVE7;§\§

of satisfaction among hurse educators and their current level of satis-
faction with the items unger consideration?

Sub-problem 3.3. What factors JLE perceived by nursé educators to

be important to job satisfaction?

A S

Sub-problem 3.4. What factors are perceived by nurse educators to

contribute to satisfaction in their current jobs?

Sub-pr@?ngLEESE which facets of the job are personally selectea

in free responses by nurse educators as being most important to their Job

&
satisfaction as nurse educators?

Sub-problem 3.6. which facets of the job are personally selected

job satisfaction as nurse eductors?



Sub-problem 3.7. Which facets of the job are Eerscna11; selectea

all satisfaction with their present jobs?

SubjgfabTEm Qggg which facets of the job are personaliy selected

in free responses by nurse educators as contributing most to their over-

all gissatisfaction with their present jobs?

Just1f1tat1an of the Study

The Position Statement on Baccalaureate Ecucation for Nurses put
forward by the Alberta Association of Registered Nurses- in September,
1979 will have important implications fcr'staffing in Alberta schools of
nursing. This position states that:

The Alberta Association of Registered Nurses supports the goal of

the baccalaureate degree (basic and/or post R.N.) as the minimum

educational preparation for professional nursing ana further, that
by the year 2000, the baccalaureate degree in nursing be the
minimum requirement for entry into the nursing profession of thé

Province of Alberta.

Without going into the very complex social, political, and professional
tensions involved in the A.A.R.N. position, it seems clear that any man-
power planning which fails to give it priority will not be effective in
maintaining instructional quality. The pressures on staff to upgrade
their qualifications, and to make program moaifications during the coming

Rec?uitment and retention of competent faculty is always a concern,
but under these changing cifcumstances, the scarcity of nurse educators

with master's or doctoral degrees in Alberta’ has made it more- -

lalberta Association of Registered Nurses statistics for 1979
show that there were 82 nurses out of 15,013 actively registerec nurses
in Alberta who possessed a master's Gearee or higher gqualification.

L



imperative fcr school agministrators and senior faculty personnel, to
learn what factors ettract qualified nurse educators tb posit%ons, féao .
to job satisfaction, and influence them t? remain with the institution.-'
Kncwlédge of these factors can be emplcyed in planning educaticnal
programs and in establishing peréonnel and management poiicies within the
institutiom.

Nurse eaucators also have an 1nterest in learning to what extent
gﬁe\r omn percept1on9 and sensitiviies are shared by peers anc col-
1eagues \{t 15 hcped that thas stucy will be a valuab]e ressz}ce against
which they can theck their own understandings of the work situation.

A{th0u§h there\}s\fﬁterature on job sat?gfaction among industrial
workers, nurses; and teachers, this study focusgs on a particular occup-

ational group in Alberta, and makes use of a questionnaire developed for

this specific purpose.

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Job Satisfactign

broom's (1964:99) gdefinition of job satisfaction as the *affective
orientations Bn the part of inaividuals towarc work roles which they are
presently occupying" was adopted for the study. Locke's (1969:316) R
cefiniiioﬁ of job satisfaction as a “pleasurable emotional state" 1s
simitar but more positively and qualitatively expressed.  Both refer to
the individual's subjective emotional experiencg'in response to his work

. ) <
si1tuation.



Job Dissatisfaction .

Vroom (1664:199) st;tes that "negative atéituées towarg thé job are
equivailent to job aissatisfactign." In Locke's (1969:316) formulation,
job cissatisfacfién is an uﬁp1eaSu?able emotional state resulting from
the assessment of one's job as frustrating what one wants from a joo. In

- K.
this study job acissatisfaction is definec as an ingividual's negative

emotional experience in response to his work situation.

Overall Job §a§i§fa;§!§n
In this study overall job satisfaction refers to the respcndent's -

expressed general level of satisfaction with his present position.

Importance
In this study importance was cefined as the value which the
respondent assigns to a particular item cescribed as a characteristic of

the job situation. Locke (1969:330) points cut that importance may vary
as a function of the total améunt of value alreaoy possessed, and is a
relative judgement based upon the values assigned to other characteris- »

tics of the job.

Item

The definitions of item, factor and facet have been suggested by
Rice (1978) and have been used in this study to avoid confusion in the
narrative, ;i
“ " An item is defined as a characteristic of the job situation of

nurse educators that is listed on the questionnaire usea in the study.



These items were suggested by the literature, by nurse educators working

in the fiel¢, and by experts such as deans, chairpersons, anc directors

of schools of nursing. -

Factor
A factor is a cluster of aspects of the job situation derivea by

T

Factor Analysis of thé‘Fééea?Eh instrument.

Facet _ -

A facet is an aspect of the work situation persorally icentifiea by

the respondents in free responses on the questicnnaire.

Intrinsic Factors - .

Intrinsic factors are those related toc tasks and to the 'doing of a
job which indicate to an individual that he is successful in his perfor-
mance, and has the possibility of professional growth (Herzberg,

19569:113).

Extrinsic Factors

P .. ) . , ..
" Extrineic factors are those which are not associated with the job
#tself, but with donaitions that surround the doing of a job, or the job

context (Herzberg, 1959:113).

Nurse Educators.

Nurse educators are defined as professional nurses who teach in a
professicnal nursing education pr@grém in a hospital, college, or univer-

sity. Although most nurse educetors possess a baccalaureate degree,



there are those who are highly experienced in clinfcal areas, or who
possess a certificate or a diploma rather than a degree. A prafessiﬁnal
nurse is one who is eligible for registration with her professional

association. In Alberta the professional licencing body is the Alberta

Association of Registered Nurses.

ORGANIZATION OF THE THESIS

This chapter contained an introductory statement describing the
research area and the difficulties which have been encountered in studies
problems researched, the justification for the study, and the definition
of terms used in the study.

A review of related literaturg including an overview of relevant
theories, as well as studies of job satisfaction among nurse educators,
nurses, and teachers is provided in Chapter 2.

Chapter 3 contains the development of the!research(instrument,
sampling and data collection procedures, statistical analysis, and
assumptions, limitations, and delimitations of the study.

A profile of the responses and a comparison between the two samples
used in the study is presented in Chapter 4. !

Chapters 5 and 6 contain a description of the research findings

with some discussion of“their relevance in the context of nursing

education in Alberta.



Conclusions, a syggpgey. of findings, and implications of the thesis

are contained in Chapter 7.
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CHAPTER 2

.
:.g I 4
THEORETIGAL BACKGROUND AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In this chapter a survey of the theories relevant to job satisfac-
tion is followed by a review of the literature which has a bearing on the
questions under investigation in this study. The literature review
includes general research on job satisfaction, as well as research among

nurse educators, clinical nurses and other health workers, Alberta

teacherssand principals.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

The theoretical background of this study is organized according to
the theorists whose work is applicable to the investigation of job satis-
faction. Motivation theory, although not strictly germane to the
subject, has been included because it provides a starting point from
which suppositions are often formulated. The assumption is made on
hedonistic grounds, that conditions which resu1£ in increased motivation
or effort on the part of the worker also contribute to his personal

gratification,

Need Theories

Maslow. One of the first theorists whose work is relevant to
studies of job satisfaction is Maslow. His theory of human motivation
serves as a benchmark for subsequent work relating human needs to organi-

zational structure. Maslow (1970:27-41) identified five basic need

//// 12
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levels: se]f—act&alization, esteem, belonging, safety anc seau;ity, and
physiological. These neeas are relatea to each other in a hierarchy of
prepctency with physiclogical needs being the lowest ang self-actualizing
neegs the highest level cn the scale. As lower level neeas are satisfiec,
the needs on higher levels are activated and dominate consciousness.

Neecs that are satisfi;c cease to be motivating and may be under-

evaluatec. However, through aeprivaticn, they are again activatec and

, 4
become important. Maslow does not apply his theory rigidly. He makes
room for individual difference§ in the orcger of prep@tency at the threé )
levels. He also maintéins that individuals are usually partially satis-
fied and partially unsétisfied in needs at all levels so that it is
unnecessary to satiate needs at one level to activate needs at a higher Eﬁ?

KA

L4

level. The main value of the heirarchy is in identifying relative levels
of satigfaction. The dégree of satisfaction tenas to cdecrease as one
moves up*the hierarchy. According to Maslow most people in our society
have lower level needs mét, <o that satisfaction of esteem and self-
actualizing needs is more problematic in the organizational context.
Porter. Porter (Porter, 1961:1-10 in Hoy ana Miskel, 1978:100)
includes autonomy needs between "esteem" anc self-actualization" in
Maslow's hierarchy because his work indicates that factors such as
authorjty, independence of thought and action, anc participation are in a
distinct category quite separate from other "esteem" needs. He alse
believes that rather than five categories, Maslow's neeads separate into
two broaaly distinct levels. -Physia1agica1gana seturity neeas would be
' =

the 10wer°1éve1 with all higher level needs in the secona grcup (Porter,

1975:43 in Holdaway, 1978:7).
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Algerfer. Alaerfer (1969:14z-0175) ccllapses Maslow's five nierar-
chical levels intc three in what has become known as the existence-
relatecneﬁs-gr0wth theory of mojivation (ERG theory; for the three
separate levels. Unlike Maslow, h; believes that ﬁeeds may become
prepotent through frustraticn of higher level needs as well as through
catisfaction of those at 2 lower level. Another aifference between
Alderfer and Maslow 1is thebeFmer’s assertion that more thaﬂ one need may
be operative at one time. Finally, Alderfer (1969:152; 1974:523) makes
it clear that in persons who desire higher @r%er neec~satisfacti§n, |
opportunities for growth have the effect of expanding the need rather
than satisfying it.

Mﬁrrax. Aﬁother thecry which is based on the concept of human
needs is Murray's manifest needs theory (Steers and Porter, 1979:33-37).
This theory, like Maslow's, erose from clinical ocbservation rather than
empirical research. Murray jgentifies 13 neecs or hypothetical con- |
structs representing learneg behaviors which can be manifest or latent
depenaing upon environmental circumstances. The list of needs includes
those for achievement, affiliation, aggredsion, and autonomy which are
often in conflict, as are the other needs. ;NQ hiéiarchicai relationship
is suggested between the varicus neeas, and betéuse thé¥ are learned
behaviors, each individual may vary in the strength and direction of the
nee&s bdth felt and expressed. Furthermore, it would seem that because
the needs are the result of learned behavﬁars,’the list coula be expanded

to encompass a wide diversity of human predispositions.



it
e

Twc Factcr Tnecry

Herzberg. The two factor theory was developed by Herzberg,
Mausner, anc Syngerman (1959:113-115) after extensive stuay of profes-
sicnal engineers ang accountants employed by inaustry. Using an a
pesteriori approach, categories Ofwanalysis were extracted from the
material otteined from a critical incidents interview methocclogy. Basea
- on their findings they posit that the presence of certain "intrinsic”
factors such as achievement, recognition, the work itself, respansibi;
lity, and advancement act to increase job satisfaction but that their
Aabsence does ﬁot‘give rise to dissatisfaction. The presence of
"extrinsic" factecrs such as salary, interpersonal relations, status,
company policy, working congitions, personal life, and job security does
not lead té Jjob 5atisﬁactioﬁ but their absence prcduces job dissatisfac-
tion. The intrinsic factors are called "motivators,” the extrinsic,
*hygienes." Job satisfaction and job aissatisfaction are therefore not
95 one continuum but two. They are not opposites but separate dimensions
of work orientation. Herzberg et al., (1359:114) make this clear in the
fcllowing:

Man tends to actualize himself in every area of his life, ang his
job is one of the most important areas. The congitions that sur-
round the doing of the job cannot give him this basic satisfaction;
they do not have this potentiality. It is only from the perfor-
mance of a task that the inaiviadual can get the rewarcs that will

reinforce his aspirations....Factors in the job context meet the
needs of the inaividual for avciding unpleasant situations.
! :

Hoy and Miskel. Hoy and Miskel (1978:108-109) mooified Herzberg's

theory by inclusion ¢f a third or "ambient” factor which encompasses
salary, growth pas%ibi]ity,‘%isk opportunity, relationships with super-
ordinates, and status. According to Hoy and Miskel, these "ambient"

factors have been shown by research to contribute with equal frequency to



job satisfaction and dissatisfaction. In this reformulation mgtivatérs
contribute mcre to sét{sfacticﬁ than dissatisfaction; hygienes contf5bute
more to dissatisfaction than satisfaction, anc ambients contribute .to
“both. The effects of all these factors are not as mutually exclusive as
in Herzberg's originel theory.

ngSGﬂéTitjAgﬁgrpfgéﬁﬁigﬁiQH Theory
Argyris. Afgyrisz (1960:227-228) theory of "actualization in

ccm§1Ex organizations" is alsc relevant to job satisfaction. He believes
that as human beings mature from infancy to adulthood they tenc tc deve-
1Qp fPom a state of passivity to a state of increa%ing activity; from a
state of dependence to relative independence; from being capable in a few
ways to being capable in many ways; from a subordinate position 1in

society to an equal or superordinate position. Most human problems 1in
organizations arise because relatively "adult" or "healthy" people are’
tfeatedfas though they were infants and forcec to become dependent and
Submissive::usiﬁg very few of their “.ac;nﬂt"i cepabilities. The formal
organizational structure, Cirectivé leagership, and managerial contraiﬁ
are blamed for the situation.

- As a result of the incongruency between the needs of the incgividual
and the rEQUireménts of the formal organization, the individual ex-
periences frustration, feelings of psychological failure, short time
perspective, and conflict. I; an ex;énsive réview of job satisfaction
1ﬁterathe Argyris (1973) found 5ub5taﬁtﬁa1 evidence to support his
theory and its implications.’ — '

Hackman and Lawler. Hackman and Lawler (1972:274) aevelopea a

16
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enfance the 1ntrinsic motivation of workers whc desirec higher order need
satisfaction. Four "core dimensions" used to describe motivating jobs
were “"variety," "autonomy," "task igentity,” én: “feegback." Hackman and
Lawler found that the four specific satisfaction items most strongly
relatec to these core cimensions were (in descenaing oraer):
1. The opportunity for indEEEﬂQEﬂt‘thDught and actio;s;
Z. The feeling of worthwhile acéémp1ishments;
3. fhe opportunity for .personal growth and development; and,
4, Thezse1fsesteem and self-respect a person derives from being
on the job.
The four items least strongly related to the core dimensions of a
motivating job were (in ascending order);
1. Pay;
2. Opportunity to develop close friendships at work;
3. Opportunity for promotion; and, |
4, The amount of respect gﬂd fair tréa£ment 1 receive from my
boss.
Hackman and Lawler Qpparent]y support Argyris' view that mature,
independent, and capable workers attain satisfaction in work only when

specific working conditions challenge their abilities and provide

intrinsic motivation.

Expectancy Theory

Vroom. The e:pectancy thecry af mot1vatwaﬂ usua11y attr1buteﬁ to

Vroom (1964:14-19) states that work is nDt an end in itself but a means
to a goal or personal satisfaction@ This theory consists of four

essentia) constructs: Expectancy, Valence, Instrumentality ancd Force.

17



An E;péctanéy id definec as "a momentary belief concerning the likelihoog
that a particular act will be followed by a particular cutceme" (Vroom,
1664:17). Valence refers to "affective crientations towarc particular
outcomes” (Vroom, 1964:15), and Instrumentality is the belief that a
aiven performance is essential for attainiﬂg'a given rewara (Yroom,
1964:16). Expectancy is an action-outcome associaticn incicating thet a
behavior will be followed by an outcome, while Instrumentality is an

ocutcome-outcome association in which the first outcome is believed to be

necessary for the second. , .

Valences and Expectancies combine to determine choices. Force is
the directional concept usea by Vroom to describe the energy or @Gwé;*ﬁ%
the behavior which results when the st;eﬁgth of the Expectancy and the
Valence of thé outccme are combined.
tc psychological events which accompany behavior. For this reason Vroom
refers to his theory as a "cognitive" mocel. Simply steteo Vroom's
theory is that motivation depends upon the relative strength of Forces
which are the product of Va1enée, Expectancy and Instrumentality.

In applying this thesry to jaﬁ ﬁatisfacticﬂ Vroom (1970:100-102)
asserts that people compare the Ie§e1 of reward they receive as 2 result
of their occupancy.of a work role with what they expected tc receive.
Satisfactiaﬁ occurs when fhe actual rewara equé]s or exceeds expectations
and is desired by the inqiviéua1, However, if the reward is 1éss than

expected, or if the person is .indifferent to or experiences aversion to

the outcome, cissatisfaction results.

18
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;EequjtyiTheggl

The inequity theory of job satisfaction seems similar to expectancy
theory except that, as Vfogg {170:101) observes, the aifferences “concern
the nature of the standarag of campafi;aﬁ, its predicted=detEFminaﬂts and
the predictea giscrepancies between the standard and the attained Tevel."

Adams. Acams (1963:{;4) outlines the concept of inequity in the
following way: ‘

Inequity exists for Person whenever his perceived job inputs ang/or

outcomes stand psyihETEE?Ea11y in an adverse relation to what he

perceives are the inputs and/or outcomes of Other.
In this explanation "PersoR" ﬁitaﬁ indivigual for whom equity or inequity
exists. "“Other" is any persgn Or group used by "Person” as a referent in

making social comparisoms of inputs and outcomes. “Other" may even be

“Person" in another job. ’rcEﬁti@ns of inputs and outcomes do not

necessarily correspond with re lity or logic. An ﬁﬁdividua1rmay resolve
small amounts of ineguity cognit\vely by distorting reality or by chang-
ing referents to someone more equitable. If this is not successful or if
inequity increases, it may be necessary to relieve the tension ﬁ;

increasing or decreasing inputs or outcomes, oOr by leaving the job.

Value-Percept Discrepancy Mode

.Locke. Locke (1969) developed his theory to account for the dif-
ferences in perception and values among individuals, ang the ccmp1eg
. appraisal process through .which they arrive at a judgment regaraing the
discrepancy between whatl they want from their jobs and what they perceive
them as offering. Locke's (1969:314) view is that "the causes of job
satisfaction are not in the job nor solely in the man but lie in the

re1atiohship hetween them."

R



Locke (1969:315) builas his theory on a é@ncept of “values" which
he defines as "that which one acts té gair. or keep," or more specifical-
1y, what one regards as aaventageous to one's welfare. Values are not
! %egarqeﬂ as intrinsic, subjective, or indepengent c¢f their effects on
man, but are based cn the relationship between man and the fécts of
‘reality.. Even so, they are often irrational. V¥alues also differ in
their level of abstraction, are hierarchical, anc¢ are dynamic in that

they are subject to change as goals change (Locke, 1969:333) .

Appraisal consists of making value judgments in a process of .
private psychological measurement . Em@tiaﬁ; are the psychosmatic
products of value judgﬁents (Locke, 1969:314). Therefdre, 1n the value-
percept-discrepancy model, job satisfaction or aiséﬁiisfactiaﬂ is the
emotional response to the value Jucgment made by an indiviaual of the

~discrepancy between what he perceive$ and what he velues in his job.

Summary

This brief review of the theory related to job satisfaction ’
.
ingicates that although general agreement on the determinants of job

satisfaction does not exist, the theories have been redefinea, elaborated

to include more variables, ana mace more operational as research in the

4
field of motivation and job satisfaction has progresed. However, we are

still confronted with the problem of describing and measuring a comp lex

human experience.



REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

Issues in Job satisfaction

Many researchers have speculated on the effect cf job satisfaction
on the worker and the organization., Does satisfaction with the job
increase a worker's performance fevei, encourage his continued mempefsh%p
in an organization or facilitete mental health?

Performance. Although motivation theories give direction and focu§

to stuaies of job satisfaction, the tweC shoule not be confused. Vroom's =

(1965:32-33) caution in this regara 1is ﬁe11 taken

.satisfaction with a job shoula not be confusea with mct1vat1gﬁ .
f@r effective performance in that job. The conditions which ~
produce a high level of satisfaction are not necessarily the same
as those which result in the expenditure of a high level of energy
in job performance....Likert (1961) has suggestéd...that perfor-
mance is the cause rather than the result of sat15fact1an

Herzberg, et al. (1959:87) ‘found that in two-thiras of the cases |
reported in their study an effect on performance occurrea in the expected

direction. Improved performance was related to positive job attitudes

ana a adecrease in perffrmance was related to negative job attitudes. As

there was & greater (tenvency for individuals to report improvea perfor- [
mance as a result of post
effecté of negative attitudes Qere less often admittec. A similar rela-

tionship between satisfaction aﬂdvperfcrmaﬂie was reported by Hackman ana '

Lawler (1971) who founa that workers whc haa high motivaticn ana high jéb/
satisfaction were rated by supervisors as doing high quality work. f~
j

" Brayfielo and Crockett (1955) studied the effect of employee. atti7
tudes on performance and cc%c1udeﬂ that satisfaction with the job 15 o??y

51igﬁt1j€j21atea to performance, if at all. Ingividuals with high job
~

e job attitudes it was speculated that the I



satisfaction may be merely complacent, inclined to resiét ang subvert
changes in the work ehvirenmEnt intended to improve proguctivity. VDn the
éthEr hand, tnaividuals 'who are hignly motivatec anc procuctive may be
very @issatisfiec begause ¢f what they perceive as geficiencies withiﬂf
‘the organization.

It seems clear that although higﬁ prééuctivity ang h!gﬁ Jeb satis-
faction cften occur tégether, cther camb1natiéﬁs of tﬁe satisféctian and
productivity variables ére jus% as freguent., The relationship i1s not
that of Taéfu1 cause and effect.

Organizational Stability. iJcb‘satisfactigﬂtis, however, a much

- better Qredictgr of movement towards cf'ahay from jobs. In a study by
Ross and Zander (1957) to determine to whatlaegree satisfaction of the
needs for affiliation, achievement, autonomy, recognition, and fair eva-
luation affectea the cohesiveness of an industrial Qrgénzatiaﬂ, it was
found that thosge'who resigned were significantly less satisfiec with all
these variables. The researchers concluded that workers ;hose pégséﬂa1
needsiare satisfieg are more likely to remain in the organization.

In a study to determine the factors related to retention or loss of
novice army nufseg, Nicholas (1971) aiscovered a significant differéﬂée
between “stayers" and “leavers" iﬁsiiﬁ satisfaction expressea with 30
selected items .in the working ana living situation in the army. The
nurses who stayec in the army ueregkgre satisfied.

Herzberg et a!. (195%:88) reported the same findings. About half .
the dissatisfied workers in their study either resigned or thought about
leaving and tock steps in thatgcirectﬁan, In the opinion of Herzberg et
al. (1959:90): "a csmpanyxmay expect the degree of loyalty it gets from

its employees to vary with the degree of satisfaction.* : 7 -



Mental Health. Several researchers have been concerneag about the

relationship of job satisfaction to the mental health cf workers. The
work of Argyris (1960; 1973) is typical in demaﬂstratiﬁg this interest.
His research has shown that the more an organizatiorf frustrates the deve-
locpment cof adult capacities in the indiv?ﬂua?, the more he is farcéé to

- meet his neeas in a gpgressive and infantile way through aependent or
aggressive mocdes of behavior. Similarly, Kcrnﬁauser (1965:85) has foung
evidence which links the job satisfaction of workers to mental health.
Jobs in which workers are more satisfied are conducive to better mental
health, while workers who are dissatisified have poorer average mental
health scores.

Herzberg's et al. (1959:90-91) étudy showea that although mental
health effects were of the ;hart=1ive ps;chascmati; kina rather than
aisordefs associated with mental i]ln:§§. the workers. invariably ascribed
their gifficulties to job tensions. Research about the relationship
between mental health and jé; satisfaction supports the common sense
belief that it is better for the emotional well-being of & person to
exdgrience<p1easure in hig work than unhappiness. |

~

Research Among Nurse Educators

Plawecki and Plawecki (1976) identified factors which were asso-
ciatea with attraction and retention of 92 qualified nurse educators for
professional nursing educator programs in institutions of higher ®ouca-
tion in lowa. They found that "the work itself" was the most important
factor in attracting them to and haldjng them in an institution. "Recog-

nition" was least important in attracting them, ana "salary" was least

23



important in retentic%é The reseérchers concluded that Herzberg's
"intrinsic" factors had an increasea importance in retention.
Grandjean et al (1976) studiec the tensicns which arise Lhen pro-
fessionals who strive for autonomy -and independence are confrontec with
. hierarchical patterns g} authority which persist in university nursing
faculties despite the expectation that they should be moving towaras maré
collegial idgeals. The researchers foung that “opportunity to be a good
teacher," "cpportunity to keep clinical knowledge ¢urréﬁt,“ “opportunity
to work with supportive colleagues,”" and "a non-directive dean" were
judged the mcst important aspects of an ideal position. However, there
was a generally low level of satisfaction with most of these'impertaﬂt
items. .
An interesting fiﬂQ{;g was that “tenure" generatead severe dissatis-
faction among respondents with either 4-7 years teaching or clinical
yexperience, or 3-5 years membership on their current faculties. Grand-
jeaﬂ‘et al. (1976:220) believed this coula Dégbecause stanagaras for
tEﬂufe‘inc1uq§ goctoral QEéEEES and published researéh, and only seven
percent of nurses ﬁh@ taught in universities at the‘time of the stugy
held doctoral degrees, Furthe}more, staff in schools of nursing who have #&°
akﬁcmmitment to providing prgfegsicna1 services for clients as well as.
teaching tend to fina little time for research.. ‘
Granajean et al. (1976:221) concludec that the “"central signifi-
cance of }aéulty auténamy ang participation in administrative decisions
was clearly agemonstrated.” This supports Argyris' (1960) contention that.
mature professional workers gesire to be independent, active, and to use

their deeper abilities in orader to gevelop feelings of satisfaction in

their work.



A study by Marriner ana Craigie (1977) on job satisfaction and

ty among nurs%ng educators in thirteen states showed that nursing
ors rankea intrinsic factors such as féspansibi1ity. achievement,
ic freedom and autonomy as more important than extrinsic factors

s the faculty club. They tendea to be more satisied with the

's reputation and less satisfied with promotion p@1icie§ and class

A; open organizational climate was positively correlatec with
‘action and a{c1o§éd climate with dissatisfaction. The more

11y s;tisfied a person was the more likely sbé was tg remain in the
.jon. The converse was also true. Apparently, young junior faculty
-s were often planning to leave first positions because of gissatis-
n.

Marriner and Craigie found that’éducatgﬁs tended to be dissatisfied
vhat they felt was important and satisfiea with what they dia not
vas impcrtant. The author reflected that "it may be that people
i as important pn1y th@s;raspects of their job which are so annoy-
unsatisfactor§ that they cannot be ignored” (Marriner ana Craigie,
359). They also speculated that in applying Maslow's theory tO
es of job Eatisféctiah'it would seem logical that unmet needs would
cged to have more iﬁpértance than needs that are met because they
precede othergkﬁg human CQﬂSgiQUSﬂéss_

Seyfriea et al. (1977) igentified several factors which influence
eaucators to accept a position and compared theseffindings to those
_identical study in 1969. The following factors were founa tc be of
est importance for recruitment in both instances:

1. Opportunities to use their own knowledge ana skills 1n the

area of their choice;

n——




2. Opportunities for continued education through formal courses;
3. Nature of teachiné loaa and assignment;
4, Available clinical facilities for stuaent learning

experiences; and,
5. Curriculum of the program.
A1l of these factors are related to the faculty members' professional
careers. |

Of minimal or no influence were: future opportunities for

promotion, continuous employment benefits, living environment anc sdcial
oppaftﬁnities, and opportunities to engage in research.

L]

Research Ampn97CIjﬁic§1 Nurses_and Other Health ngsenneié

A study by Stember et al. (1978) measured job satisfaction in a

complex community health organization composed of both professional and
non-professional workers. They fownd that professional.nursing groups

were more satisfied than ncn-professional clerical workers, billing

clerks, and clinic ai This finaing receives support in Vroom™s
o ) ~ A L
(1965:50) contention . ,

--.Managers tenc to be more satisfied with their jobs than do the
typical members of the labor force. In fact, the only group which
exceeds managers in average amount of job satisfication are members
of the professions.

There were also aifferences among worker groups. For example, “Job
Mechanfcs" ranked secona in satisfaction for clinic aices, fifth for

specfal program personnel, and tenth for field nurses. Employees with

26

more years of total experience were more satisfiea with "Job Importance,"

"Influence,” and "Achievement." The only factor which rated high in

satisfaction for all employees was "Jot Importance."
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A survey was ccnductec by Godfrey (1978) through the Nursing '78
periodical to examine the sati§Facti@ﬁ or dissatisfaction of nurses about
their profession and their work ;ituaticni Although the study was
limited to tha{ select international group who read and answer'questicné
naires in professional journals, the findingslare interesting. For
ex;mﬂei Godfrey (1978c:65) concludea that a satisfied nurse is one who:

1.. works with adequate staffing, |

2. spends a lot of time in direct patient care,

3. has interesting, challenging work,

4. has the authority to dc the work the way it shoula bé done,

5 rates team spirit among co-workers as high, .
6. has a supervisor she trusts, |

7. gets recognition and feedback on her work,

8. enjoys a supportive nursing administration,

9. gets a response to her suggestions and complaints,

10. ﬁhas a hospital administration she trusts, and

11. has a feeling of accomp1ishmeﬁt at the ena of the day. -

Nurses in EmergencyzDepartmEﬁts, administrators, and teachers were more
likely than staff nurses to be setisfied; Canadian nurses were more

likely than average to be very satisfied and less likely to be very dis-
catisfied (Godfrey, 1978b:19). As education of the nurses increasea, SO
did criticism of the profession and working conditions: 92% of diploma i
and assac%ate degree nurses were satisfied éompared with 50% of those
with & Ph.0. (Godfrey, 1978a:15). Some of these results, although iﬁfDFs::
mally obtained, bear a resemblance to the finaings of Hackman ana Lawler

(1971), Vroom (1965), Argyris (1960) ana Herzberg (1959).



An investigation of the relationship between the bureaucratic role
orientation of the hospital nurse and her job satisfaction conducted by
Williamson in 1973, showed that nurse job satisfaction was high regard-
less of her bureaucratic role orientation, gnd the congruency of role
orientation between herself and the director of nursing service.
Although there wege varying levels of role orientation, cangruéncyi ana
role Oeprivaiicn, none of these appearec to be significant in ghe Jab;
satisfaction of the nurse. )

A three-year research project which investigatea the concept of
occupaticnal satisfaction as applied to various health prsfessiené was
reported by Séamp et al. (1978). A questionnaire was devg?cpeq which
measured the relative importance of various components of the jcb through

paired comparisons, as well as the respondent's current level of satis-

support staff in an ambulatory care setting in two hpspita?s ranked
autonomy in their jobs as the most important ccntribution to job satis-
faction. Physicians were the group most satisfied generally, and most
satisfiea specifica1?y with autonomy and task requirements. 511 groups
were least satisfied with pay butha1ary was more important to the sup-
port group than to doctors or 5urses. For every group except physicians
those components with which health professionals were most satisfied were
qu status, interaction with others, anc autonomy. ;

Neumann (1973) studied thé underlying strﬁcture of job satisfaction
aﬁohg-nursing service personnel in a research project designea to c]érif;
the relatienship between levels of satisfaction with various aspects of
the job and their relative importance to the respondents.. The levels of
satisfaction with major job dimensions within factors generatea by factor

2



analysis were mifed anc inconsistent, ana there appearec tu be nc means
inng] relationship between scores on "Satisfaction" anc "Importance"
measures. The‘FESEafEh concluged that job satisfécti@ﬁ among nursing
Service'persanne1 isia meégEDmp]éx area of study than previously

recognized.

Research A@cng,Teaﬁhers,anng;ﬁ§c1 Prjﬂcipa1§

Herzberg's two factor theory of job satisfaction was tested By
wickstrom (1973) for its'applicabi1ity to education, but it was found
that there was no clear distinction between motivators or satisfiers anq
hygienes or dissatisfiers among the teachers studied. A1l factors

7

exhibited a bi-polar nature. Wickstrom suggested that the "question-

techniques to replicate the Herzberg results. He also suggested that -
caution be exercised in applying fincings from one setting to another
" because of differences in the nature of the work and the worker 1n
different settings énd groups.

In the majority of cases where teachers were satisfied, the sense ) |
of achievement, the:work itself, good interpersonal relations with
students, and responsibility were the four top-ranking satisfiers.
Dissatisfiers were lack of achievement, poor school policy and adminis-
tration, unfavourable working congitions, ana adverse affects of the job

on personal life. Salary and advancement were the least important

"~ factors.

Holdaway (1978) also stucied Herzberg's two factor theory in
research to determine the relationship between overall ana facet satis-

faction of teachers in Alberta. Variables relating to "the work itself"”



were found to have the highest positive correlations with overall satis-
faction levels, while the most commonly méﬁtiéﬁéd free response
contributing to overall satisfaction (70%) was "working with students.”

The free responses identifying sources of overall dissatisfaction were

more diffuse. Differences also existed between age and sex of teachers

as well as between those working at elementary, junior high, and senior
high levels. Holdaway concluded that generally ﬁis study proviaced ’
support for Herzberg's theory but only “in the sense that ‘the theory
relates to overall satisfaction, rather than to motivation" (1978:45).
The pufpasé of ‘a study by Rice (1978) was to ingeétigategjub satis-
faction among Alberta school priﬁcipa]gi He founa that Hé;zbsﬁg's

motivéters contributed more to principal job satisfaction, wh{1é hygienes

with teachers acteo as a satisfier rather than a dissatisfier. éénéraTTy
speaking, although hiéher level needs were less often met thean ]a%er
level needs, Alberta principals were moagerately satisfiea with théjr*
jobs. The sources of overall job satisfaction were relationships %ith
teachers, respcﬂsibi11ty; autonomy, and a feeling of aicomplishmenﬁf
Administrative policies, routine work, work loadg sééietai attitudeé, and
parental attitudes tqg§ﬁ95'§chocls weré cited by principals as sourcgs?cf
dissatisfaction. fgatisfaitign with their work increased yitﬁ age, %&t =
_some of the most dissatisfied prinigsgis were older persens‘whg had 1%557

than average experience in their jobs.

H

™

Conceptual Framework for the Study °

The insights of theorists and researchers in the field of jgé
satisfaction have guidec particular aspects of the methogology. For

- -
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example, following Cronbach (1958), the gecision was mace to measure
"Importance" ana "Job Satisfaction” separately because in other studfes
(Grandjean et al. 1976; Marriner and Craigie, 1977) they appear to be
artifactually related when they are considered together.

The structure of the questonnaire was suggested by Holdaway (1971,
1978) aﬁd Stember et al. (1978). Items uged in the questionnaire reflect
the diversity of factors'which were founa to be relevant. to jcb satisfac-
tion in previous studies. -

Although it is apparent from recent research and theory on job
sétisfaction that the characteristics of the worker are an important con-
sideration in job satisfaction this study focuses on characteristics of

the work and the work environmept. An examination of the interrelation-

ships among individual workers, aspects of the work environment, and the '

work itself would require a much more extensive study.

Summary

This overview of the theories of mgtivation and job satisfaction,

[

: (
and of the 11terature related to 305 satisfaction among nurse educatgrs,
health personnel, teachers, and pr1nc1pa1s, shows that the subject has

been discussed and examined from many different points of view.

The factors which cause satisfaction are elusive, involvea as they .

are in complex interrelationships among variables which cefine the worker
~and the work environment. Research methodology has also contributed a
’ .
zéair'amount of conjecture about the nature of job satisfaction, its

determinants and consequences. A

/
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CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH DESIGN
The research methodology 'in the study is discussed in this chapter
data collection procedures, the analysis of the data, and the limita-
tions, delimitations, and assumptions of the design.

J
RESEARCH INSTRUMENT -

Choice of Instrumentation

The study involved thé-camp1etion of a questionnaire by as many as
possible of the nurse educators employea in the university, college, anak
hospital schools of nursing in Alberta in the spring of 1980.

Herzberg et al. (1959:5-6) examined the methods which have been
usea by researchers to investigate job satisfaction. In the first
method, which was used by Hoppock in his benchmark work in 1935, the
worker is asked to express his jab satisfaction by answering questions
that investigate his overall attitudes towards the job. The main advan-
tage of this approach is that job satisfaction of workers differing in

age, sex, social class, and other demcgraphic variables can be comparead.
about specific components of the job by completing scaled.inventories
which measurec job attitudes and morale. The Job Description IndExi

(j?hilg) gevelopec by Smith, Kendall and Hulin is an example of this type
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cf_instrumentaticn'(Hcy and Miskel, 1978:121).

The third approach uses no specific measure of morale or satis-
faction bu; the investigator observes the workers and infers attituages,
fee1ings,\ana motives. A famous example of the use of this technique is
in the Hawthorne study (Hoy ang Miskel, 1978:7-11).

Most of the recent research in job satisfaction has made use of the

second re rch method, a scaled inventory or questionnaire completed by

the regponden jamson, 1973; Neumann, 1973; wickstrom, 1973;
Plawecki and Plawecki, 1976; Grandjean et al., 1976; Seyfried et al.,
1977, Marriner ang Craigie, 1977;_Stember et al., 1978; Stamps et al.,
1978; Holdaway, 1978; Rice, 1978).

Questionnaires are less costly and time consuming than interviews
or direct observation when the sample is large or distributed over a wide
geographic area, Thgy also offer the best opportunity for complete
FéEDQﬂGEﬁt anonymity., This is important when guestions are of a personal
or sensitive nature. Furthermore, because the resgafcﬁEF is not present

during completion of a mailed questibnnaire, the possibility of

#

researcher bias is eliminatea (Polit and Hungler, 1978:351-352).

However, as Kerlinger (1964:397) has noted, tﬁe mailed questicdﬂaife also
hés serious disédvaﬂtages‘ two of which are the low rate of response énd
the in;bility of the resea!lher to check the responses given. The ques-
tionnaire method was se1ected for this siudy because of the advantages.
However, efforts were made 1o impress the respondents wi;p ﬁhe importance
of returning thevcahp1eted'Questignnaires to makimize the return rate, |

and the research instrument was réfined to minimize misunderstanding.



Instrumentation

Two separate aspects of the work situation é% nurse ecucators were
investigated in this study: the “Importance” of varicus job characteris-
tics to overall satisfaction, ang presen£ "Level of Satisfacticn” with
these same characteristics in the context of the job the fESﬂGﬁdéﬂtfiS
heicding. C:Dnbach (1958:354) refers to this type of study as "cyaaic",
¢r one in whfch "the sceore representing the E{Stanté or siﬁi?arit;
betweer two perceptions of the same perscns..." is ccmparedt Cronbach |
(1958:358-359) asserts that a aifficulty arfses 1in interpretation of

these studies unless the simple main effects associatea with the per-
¥

ceiver or the object of perception have been given separate consigeration:

Scores...derived from the same instrument are not mathemetically
independent. Wher & errors of measurement affecting one element
influence the other also, significance tests are spurious and
correlations are artifactually raised or lowered....The goal in -
experimental cesign is to make the various cbservaticns exper imen-
tally independent. .

For this reason and because of the length of the questionnaire, two
forms were developed by the réstsrcher: "Form A" and "Form B". Each had

the following sections:

34

Section A asked for personal and professional cata such as level of

education, years of teaching experience, years of nursing experience
other than in teaching, type of present employment,” areas of major

responsibility, age, and sex, as well as information about the location,

employed,
Section B proviced a 1ist of 57 ftems grouped under eight
. headings: Qualities of the School, The work Itself, Working Conditions,
~ : .



Compensation and Benefits, Aaminiszraticﬁ/Leaaeréhip/Cgﬂﬁmﬂieaticn;
'Autonomy and Influence, Achievement/Status[ﬁecngﬂitiéni ana Social-
Personal Facters. |

In Form A the respondeht was askeé to assess and rate each item for
its “Importance" to job satisfaction on a Likert-type scale. The scale
fesécﬁse categories were: “No Importance,” "Little Importance,” “Some
Importance,” "High Importance,” and "Very High Impértanceé“

In Fcrm’r +re, respondent was asked to rate his/her current level of
éatisfactioﬁ with each of the same items in the context of the job
(he/she) currently held. The ‘Likert-type scale response categories on
Form B were: "Neutral," "Very Dissatisfied," "Somewhat Dissatisfiea,”
"Somewhat Satisfied," "Very Satisf%eﬂ‘“ and "Not App1i¢éb1e.“ The
respondent.was instructed to use the "Neutral" column if he/she was
heither satisfiea nor aissatisfieé, and the "Not App1if§b1e“ column if

fss;;he factor did nDtiExist i% his/her institution or aid not apply because
of the type of employment held.

Section C asked each respondent to summarize how he/she felt about
his/her current job by rating his/her general level of Job satisfaction
as "Very Dissatisfied,” nsomewhat Dissatisfied,” "Somewhat Satisfiéa,“ or
“Wery Satisfied.” In adaition each respondent completing Form A was
asked to volunteer the one factor which was most important to job
sétisfaétion, and the one which was least important to his/her job
satisfaction as a nurse educator.

Form B respondents were asked to volunteer one factor which contri-

butea most and one which contributea least to job satisfaction in thei:/)
current jobs.

Space was left for additional comments.
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Validity of the Instrument

Items tc be measured in the questionnzires were generated from the
literature ana from colleagues presently or recently employecd as nurse
 egucators in hospital, university, and college schools. E i

The 62 separate items generated in this fashion were classified and
labelled according tc the following procedures. First, the researgper
sorted anc groupea items accorbing to their commonalities. Seconaly,
'five nurse eoucators working together, were asked to sort and classify
the same 1tehs without prompting from the researcher. In this way nine
separate classifications were identified and the 62 items grouped
accordingly.

The fyrst drafts cf the questionnaires were sent‘ta six experts for
review. These included three members ¢f the staff of'the Depértmént of

Educational Acdministration: Dr. D.A. MacKay, Dr. Abram G. Konrad, and

Or. Brian J. Caldwell. Other reviewers were nurse educators 1n aaminis-

of Alberta, A. Judith Prowse, Chairman, Healﬂp Science; Department, Grant
Mactwan Community College, and Heather Andrews, Assistan;fDirector - A
Nursing Education; Royal Alexandra Hospital School of Nursing!!

Reviewers were asked for their comments on the completeness of the
list of items, fhe clarity of the worcing, anag the 3uitabi1ity of the
questionnaire format. They were also askea to estimate the time requirec
for cp@pletion.

mThe queétionnaires were then revised. Itehg.weré FEGuCédxfme 62
to 60, categories from 9 tc 8, and wording simplifiec ana clarifiea where
lappropriate. A "neutral" column was addea to the “"Level of Satisfaction"

scale in Form B in a median position.



Thg revisec arafts were then sent to 18 recently retirec nurse
ecucat@rg chosen so that the poptlation for the study woulc not be
gecreased. - Some of the pilot study respondents hao resigned as nurse
educatgrs té devate more time to family respénsibi1ities, SOme were
between appointments ar on educational leave, ana some had left the field
for new responsibilities in nursi?gi An equal number of Form A and Form
B questionnaires were distributea randomly to this group. - Each resﬁaﬂ;
dent was asked to complete the'questi@nnaireéand comment on the format,
the instruiti@%s, the item 1i§t, ana the clarity of the 1angua§e used.
Seventeen @f‘18 questionnaires were completed and returned.

After a thorough examination of these completea questionnaires, a
third and final draft of eaéh instrument was developed. The list of
items was reduced from 60 to 57 and the "neutral" column in the ?Leve] of
Satisfaction" scale on Form B was placed outside the attitude ceiﬁmns in
the manner suggested by Holaaway (1971). The language was again clari-
fiea, and the format of both questionnaires was improved.

This process helped ensure face and content vaTiéiiyg That is,
that the instrument measured whai it was proported to measure, and that
the items were representative of the universe of job characteristics
relevant to job satisfaction.

Construct validity was attempted to some extent by fc1\é:§ﬁ§ theo-
” retita1 constructs in selecting items far the questionnaire aﬂzﬁin the
methodoloigy of the study.

- Predictive and concurrent validity was not addressed..

¥
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DATA COLLECTION PROCEDURES

“ On March 19, 1980, a letter was sent to Dr. Joanne Scholdra, Chair-

], introducing the researcher

man, Consortium of Seniar Nurse Educators
and the stucy, and requesting the support of this body in

gistributing the questionnaires tc nurse educators on the faculties of
all Alberta schocls of nursing. On Abril 23, the Consortium agreeg to
support the study and suggestea the researcher contact each member
individuaily. This was done by telephcre ana by jetter. An effort was
made to obtain a list of the names of faculty members to facilitate ran-
gomization of éach form. Where tnis was not pessible (in two schga?s)
the researcher was tcld how many nurse educators were employea by the
school.

Between May 16 and Mey 21, 1980, 258 questionnai%EE were sent to
nurse educators in all 11 Alberta schools of nursing. An almost equal
number of Form A (130) and Form B (128) quéstionnaires were distriéuted
in each shool using a table of random numbers.

A covering letter explained the purposes and methodology of the

study and requested the cooperation of the girectors, deans, and chairmen-

in 91§tributing the questionnaires to faculty mémbers. A Jetter accom-
panying each questionnaire explainec the purpose of the study anc asked
each respondent to return tge completea quesiionnaire in the adoressed,
stamped envelope provided (Appendix A). In this way returns were anony-
mous as to institution anag ingivigual. In one instarce questianngires

IMembers of the C.0.S.N.E. are the Directors, Deans, and Chairmen
of all 11 schools of nursing in Alberta.
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were returned as a package and the institution igentified. However,
these were added to other completed questionnaires without iagentification.
. Between May 28 and June G, letters were sent to all nurse educators

thanking them for their assistance, and reminging them to return the

/
4

completed questionnaire 'if they haa not already done‘so.

Of thg 258 questionnaires sent out, 90 Form A %Imporiance.“ and 91
Form.B8 "Level of Satisfaétion" questi&nnaires, a total of 181 or 70.1%
were returned by June 20, 1980. One return, a Form A, was so incomplete
és to be unusable. Usable returns were 69.8% of those questiqnnai?es
distributed.

é
Table 1 summarizes information related to the distribution and

’

return of questionnaires.

<@

TREATMENT OF THE DATA

As the questionnaires were devised to facilitate key punching the
r&w data were transferrea directly from the questionnaires to computer
data cards. The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was
used for analysis of the data ;s’follows:
1. Recoding of the "Level of Satisfactiqf" scale on Form B so
that Neutral equals 3, Somewhat Satisfied equals 4, Very
Satisfied 5 and Not Applicable equals O. ‘ ’
2. Frequency distribution of demographic data, and frequency
distribution and means of ratings of all responses for each

A - .
item in both classifications: “Importance" and “Levels of

Satisfaction.”



Table 1

. Distribution and Return of Questionnaires

Questionnaires
Distribution Return
School of Nursing FormA FormB FormA FormB .
Hospital Schools
Royal Alexandra Hospital 16 16
Miscericordia Hospital 7 8
University of Alberta Hospital 21 22
Foothille Hospital 11 13
Total - 55 59 47 48
' -~ 83.3%
return
Colleges
Lethbridge Community College 3 3
Medicine Hat College 4 3
Mount Royal College : 14 14
Red Deer College 9 9
Grant MacEwan Community College 15 12
Tota] O T S I B §
’ 68.6%
return
Universities
University of Alberta, Edmonton 22 21
Uniisrsity of Calgary 8 7
Total 30 . - 28 14 12
‘ 44 .8%
] return
Total o : 130 128 89 . 91
258 180
69.8%
return
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Crosstabulation of ten démcgraphic variables with variables

: 1nd1cat1ng whether resp@nd&nt was employed in a hospitai

schaa1, college, or university for both quest1cnﬁa1re graups,
“Impcrtance“ and “Leve1 of Satisfaction."
Regrcup1ﬁg and collapsing of data on demographic var1ab1es
where frequencies were too low to make usefu1 comparisons.
Despite revisions basea on expert review and pﬁ;ét testing of
the instrument, it became obvious after examination of the
responses that errors had been made 1n %nterpreting questions
about the numbers of students and faculty members in the N
programs. Also, the sex of the respondents became ‘irfe”levant\ijJ
when only one waslpa1ei"TheréfDrei these demcgraph%c
variables were omitted frDm the aﬁa1y51s.
Crosstabulation and chi square tests far each of the demo-
graphic variables in the twa quEStléﬁﬂa1Fé groups (Form A and
Form E) to determine if there were any significant differences °
in the sample groups. : ) e
Rank order of the items in both scales.
Pearson Product Moment coefficients to provide a measure of
the degreé of relationship between mean scores on the "Overall
Satisfaction" scale aﬁa mean ratings for individual items on
he "Level of Satisfaction" scale.
Stepwise multiple regression analysis to determire which
questionnaire items exp1aiﬂ‘thergreatest amount of variance ip
overall satisfaction levels on the "Level of Satisfaction” |

questionnaires.
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10.

1.

The t test and one-way analysis of variance in examining
differences in mean ratings for “Imﬁortaﬁce“ and "Level of
Satisfaction among the-cifferent classifications of
respondents.

Factor analysis to determine if some job satisfaction items

clustered as far as ratings of "Importance” ang "Levels cf

= =

Satisfaction” were concerned.

Open ended responses were summarized and classified.

‘

DELIMITATIONS, ASSUMPTIONS, AND LIMITATIQNS

Delimitations

The study was delimited in the following ways:

.
2.

The survey was restricted to schools of nursing in Alberta.
Information was sought from nurSE educators employed on.

faculties of schools of nursing only. The study did not

!

. include directors, deans, or chairmen of nursing programs.

Nurse educators employed in a consultatative capacity, or
studying full t.ime at a university and not currently employed
by a school of nursing were not included.

The study was concernead with current levels of satisfaction.
The'questionnaire was restr?cted to a limited number of items
for which the respondents were. asked to provide ratings of

importance and levels cf satisfaction.



A;éumgti@ﬁs

' 1. It was assumed that the factors listed in the questionnaire
represented a complete catalogue of aspects of ‘the job situa-
tion for nurse educators employed in schools of nursing in
Alberta.:

2. It ua§.a55umed’tﬁat theirespcndeﬁts interpreted the question-
naire in the manner intended. ™ -

3. It was assumedéthat respondents were prepared to reflect their
true feelings about Fhéaimpoftance of the items to job satis-
faction and tﬁéi;;E;FFEﬂt levels of satisfaction.

4. No formal procedures were used to.establish the reliability of
the questiénnajre instrument.. As Gorden (1975:6) observes,
reliabi1ityrrefe;5 to "the probability than an observation if
repeated at?; different time by the same person, or at the
same time by another competent observer, will give the same
result." In this study, the review procedures and the piict
study described above facilitated the refinement of the
instrument. A degree of reliability was ensured when

.different persons interpreted questions in the same way.

Amendments were made where ambiguities were revealed.

Limitations

1. The findings should be applied only to the p@puiatian being -

studied, nurse educators in Alberta. No inferences should be

AN , , i ] ]
. " made to other nurse educator populations.
aaxg



2. The use of a questionnaire in the agesign of the survey was a

\

recall of factors iﬁ-the work situatton. It also imposes

limitations upon the expression of ideas by the respondents.
3. The validity of the‘study was limiteg fo face ana content

validity. 'Construct valicity was partially addressed, while

 concurrent and predictive veligity were not consicerec.

SUMMARY

. e

-
‘

This study usea two forms of a survey research qUestiohnaire to .
gether data from as many nurse educators as possible in 11 Alberta
schools of nursing about the importance of 57 items to their personal job
satisfaction, and their current levels of satisfaction with these same .
items in the context of their present jobs.

Questionnaires Qgre randémly aistributed to nurse educators
currently employed.in Alberta, with each receiving either Form A “Impor-
tance" or Form B “"Level of Satisf&ction." Data were analyzed to provige
‘frequency aistributions, means, correlation, coefficiengs, t tests,
analysis of variance,\mu]tip]e regreséion analysis, and‘%attor andlysis{‘
using the pro§}ams in the Statistical Package for the Science Sciences

(SPSS).

ma;or limitation because it relies on recognition rather than

44



CHAPTER 4
PROFILE OF RESPONDENTS = J

| This chapter describes the gharactEr15t1cs of the respondents in

both Groups A and B separated according to their employment in a hospi-
tel, college, or university school of nursing. It also comparés Groups A
and B by personal, professional, and organizational variables to deter-
mine whether or not there are any significant differences in the samples.

Group A respondents completed the Form A questionnaire on "Impor-
tance" aof iteﬁs to personal job satisfaction, while those respondents who -
completed the vLevel of Satisfaction" or Form B questionnaire were Group
B. The designations "“Group A" and "Group B" will be used to refer to

these samples in the study narrative. _ [

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN GROUPS A AND B -
ACCORDING TO THEIR PLACE OF EMPLOYMENT

Alberta nurse educators are employed in haspité1s, colleges, and
in university schools of nursing. Table 2 describes the characteristiés,
of both samples arranged according to place of empicyment. The following
;Dmments focus on the modal response in the various categories.

Group A had 89 respcné;nts, 47 or 53% of whom were employed by
hospital schbols, 28 or 32% by colleges, and 14 or 16% by universities.
Graup B had 91 respondents, 48 or 53% employed by hasp1ta] schools, 3L-or

34% by cg11eges, and 12 or 13% by universities. This reflects the fact

45
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Table 2
- Characteristics of lespondents in Grouo A and and B According -
* to Treir Place of Employment -
% 1
| Group A4 retpondents completsd the ~Tmportance” questionnaire ‘Form 4, -
Groyp 8 respondents completsd the “Level of Satisfaction™ cuestionnaire (Form 3
2 pats pricr to regrowping and coligesing of categories. :
Hospital = College ____untversity
Group A Group 8 Group A Group B Group A -Group B
Ns47(51%) Mv4B/53%1) N=28(32%) M=11(341;  N=l4(l6%) HNe12(13%]
2Cnaracteristics T - ] =
L AN 1 f 4 f X f 3 f 1 f i
Highest Level of education . ‘ .
R.N. diploma 3 7 2 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]
R.N. pjus aiploma or certificate 4 9 F 4 0 0 1 W 1 7 o3 0
Baccalsraate 75 a4 92 g8 25 80 2 14 3 25
Masters - k| ? 0 0 3 n 1.9 ¢ &5 7 58
Ph.D. ] s 0 0 0 0 L+ I 2 a Fd 17
Other. oo 0 1 i 0 o 0 o 0 0
Amount af teaching expartence
in nursing education
1 year . 6 13 0 21 ] 1 k] 10 o7 1 8
2 -5 yeary %\ 23 81 % &4 ] - 28 7 23 ER2 4 33
6 - § years g 9 20 W 21 7 % 1 15 a9 k4 17
Cver 9 yeirs : \f 1 18 F LI 1} 5 w0 12 6 43 H 42
Amount of nursing sxperience other -
than in teaching . ) ' - :
© 1 year® e . . 3 & 18 37 5 a 7 2] 4 29 H [+
2 -4 ypary B B 2 4 12 4 1 315 ] % 4 N
§ = 7 yeirs B W 1 7 15 5 18 [ I ¥ Q 0 2 17
8 - 10 ysars . 4 9 1 2 [ 4 F4 7 FH 4 0 0
Gver 10 yaars 6§ 13- 0 [¢] H 7 1 3 1 7 i ]
Number of years {n preseént position ]
| year , Z 26 W 3 S 0w 71 23 4 2 5 4
2 -4 yeary . M 53 a4 12 43 11 38 7 %0 4 .13
§ - ] yuars : ' A [ T 15 H m w1 0 [+} H 17
8 - 10 years 1 2 i 2 4 4 2 § 2 4 0 0
Over 10 years 2 4 0 1} 2 S 7 L} k] 1 7 1 8
= N
Type of present emgleyment - , L L . .
Sessional H ) 3 § 10 6 13 42 1 7 1 ]
Fermanent 39 83 4 M u % 1w n ! 50 5 42
Yearly contract oo ) 9 .1 6 4 14 5§ 16 2 [ |
Joint appointment v 2 0 0 0 o o0 o0 17 : n
Other ‘ 1 2 2 i 0 0 110 1 2 3 25
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Table 2 (continuad)

. - - - i
_ -pspiia. 2a'lege LATVErgity
Group A& growp 3 sroup 4 aroup 8 aroup 4 aroup 3
) : Ns47(53%) WN=4B(S3T) N=28(32%) N=3i(34T; N=l4{16%; N=17(13%)
2Cnaracteristics i T T T
f 2 f } ] A 1 f ;] f 3 f ;1
Employment -
Bull-time 39 a1 4 85 8 64 1§ &8 3 9 2 00
Fart-1ime g 17 7 15 il 36 13 47 i 7 0
Areas of major responsibility
- Classroom 0 0 0 0 0 0 1] 0 2 4 4 34
Clinmigcal 8 17 7 1% 6 22 13 .82 -0 "o Q
Classroom ang clinfcal KL I L T L 73 18 64 13 4 4 29 § 50 .
- ‘Aoministration 0 0 1 2 g 0 1 3 1 7 1] Q0 . )
Teaching and acministration 2 4 1§ 8 Mo o3 w7 80 1 8 Q
Otmer 2 & 2 4+ 0 6 1 1 o -0 ! g =
==
Type of program in which respondent
has major resporsibility
a.n. 47 00 48 00 25 89 28 90 =2 ] 0
Post R.N. baccalswreate 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 4 29 2 i7
Genaric baccalaureite g 0 0 +] Q 0 Q 0 i n & 50
Certificate 0 0 9 g 3 1 1 i 2 14 g Q
Masters . [+ Q 0 0 o} 0 0 0 1N 3 25
Other '] o 0- 0 0 0 2 7 0 0 1 [}
Age nearest birthady X
Under 25 1 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
% -8 § 17 18 38 2 7 1 1 0 0 2 1%
0 - 34 7 & R 25 1 kL) 8 28 1 o 0
% - 19 o ozl W 3 7 25 15 48 S 3 H A2
40 - 44 - 8 v 4 [} 5 18 1 3 2 15 1 25
45 - 9 3 7 k| § 2 7 0 0 1 7 o} "]
50 and over 0 0 '] 0 1 4 1w 1 2 Vi
Sex
ml 1] 0 a 0 g 0 1 k] Q a o] g
male 47 90 48 00 28 W w97 14 .00 12 00
_ _ - ‘o /
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that more nurse educators are employed by hospitals than either colleges

Qr universities.\

Highest Level of Education

=

A large majority, approximately 84% of hospital and college nurse

educators .in both sample groups possessed a baccalaureate aegree, while
approximately 77% of the respondents from uﬁ%versity sthools had master's

-

qualifjcations or higher.

Amount of Teaching Experience in Nursing Education

Approximately 50% of the hospital school respondents haa 2 to 5
years experience as nurse educaters. The experience of college nursé
educators appears to be more evenly distributéd in the 2 to 5, 6 to 9,
. and over 9 year categories. Approximately 421 of éniversity nurse ..

educators in both samples reported over 9 years.of teaching experience.

M

¥
) , . L .
Amount of Nursing Experience Other Than in Teaching

The majority of hospital and college responaents, approximately
40%, reported 2 to 4 years of nursing experience. University nurse

educators in Group A haa an equal proportion, 36%, in both the 5 to 7

.years and over 10 years categories, while sdz of the Group B university

respondents reported 2 tc 4 years of nursing experience other than in
’;eaching. Apparently, the decision to teach rather than practice nursing

is made early in the Alberta nurse educator's career.

48
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Number of Years in Present Position

The majority, approximately 73%, of the nurse educators in hospi-
tals, colleges, and universities reported 4 years or less in their
present positions.

- o %i'g' ) : - :
Type of Present Employment ,1;

The majority of respondents had permanent empioyment. However, a

relatively large proportion, about 39% of the college school respondents

-
=

were employed on a sessional basis.

Full-Time or Part-Time Employment

Approximateiy‘Sdz%f’hospitﬂ school respongents reported that
they had full-time employment. This proportion rose to 92% ana 100% for
Groups A and B respectively in the university schools. Approximately 40%

of the college nurse educators were employed on 2 part-time basis.

Areas of Major Responsibility

Most of the nursé educators in hospital and college schools,
approximately 84% were employed in classroom and/or cIinica1 instruc-
tion. However, 50% of Group A universiiy respondents were employed in
teaéhing and administration and 50% of those in Group B had classroom and

clinical responsibilities.

Type of Program

A1l of the haspifal school respondents and approximately 90% of
those in colleges taught in diploma programs. Approximately 58% of the

univensity nurse educators were employed in baccalaureate programs,



either in the post-RN or generic baccalaureate streams. Approximately
23% of the university respongents taught in graduate programs at the

master's level.

ne N |

Approximately 36% of the Group A hospital school fesaanaents were .
between 30 and 34 years of age; and 38% in group B were between 25 and
29. A majority of Group A college nurse educators, 39% were betueén 30
and 34, while 48% of those in Group B were 35 to 39 years of age.
Approximately 39% of the university respondents were also between 35 and
39 years of égei Generally, respondents from hospital schools were

younger than those in colleges or universities, ana college nurse

educators were younger than educators in universities. v
. kj
Sex’
—_— - )
; Nursing is an overwhelmingly female profession. This explains why [

all but one of the respondents in this study was female.
COMPARISONS OF GROUP A AND GROUP B SAMPLES

The 89 respondents in the Group A sample who compieted the
"Importance" questionnaire ;EFE statistically compared with the 91 Group
respondents who completed the "Level of Satisfaction" questionnaire to
determine if significant differences existed between the sample groups.
Prior to analysis the data were collapsed where distribution frequencies
were too low to make useful comparisons, and logical nominal categories .

. 1
were developed where appropriate.



The samples were then compared on the basis of (1):higﬁest level

of education, (2) amount of teaching experience in nur&ing education, (3)

amount of nursing experience other than %n teaching, (4)tﬁqpber of years
in ﬁ?esent pGSitiQh,!(S) type of p;égent employment, (6) fu{}\pr part-
time employment, (7) areas of major responsibility, (8) type c%agragram,
(9) type of institution, and (10) age. These results aré reported in
Appendix B. -

An examination of the chi square analysis for each pair of‘demo-

graphic variables revealed that no significant differences existed
between Group A and Group B samples at the 0.05 level of prabab111ty4

* The chi square test is'a nonparametric statistic used to cgmp;re:
two sets of frequengieg: those observed in collected data and thgée
which would be expected to occur by chance (Polit ang Hungler,
11978:559). 1t is also used to test for differences between two groups
with known distributions. Sample frequencies falling within specific
Categer1es are contrasted with those which might be expected in another
rea] distribution if there were no re1at16nsh1p between the variables.
If a marked gifference exists between the frequencies falling in each
category then the chi square test wi]i;yie1a a numerical value 1%?9@
enough to be interpreted as significant. (Popham and Sirotnik,
1973:274). The null hypothesis that there is no difference between the
two disgributions is rejected and variables 1in the two groups are inage-
pendent Insother words the samples are not related to one another and
are not rangnm1y drawn from the s ame ﬂapu]at1gn |

In the ch1 square ana]yse between Grnub A and Grcup B in this

study the null hypatheses werg_pot rejected. ?herefcre, variables in the

, ] ) |
two groups were ﬂ@},inﬂéDEhaenti The samples dgie drawn randomly from

&

51

-
.



the same population and findaings from each samp1eqcan be geﬁera?ized to

the Alberta nurse educator population.

-SUMMARY ~

The samples used in this study consisted of 89 nurse educators in
Group A who completea the “Form A" or "Importance" questionnaire, and 91
nurse educators in Group B who completed the “"Level ;F Satisfaction" or

Characteristics of the respondents from both groups were separated
accoraing to their employment in a hospital, cc11e§é, or university
school of nursing. Approximately half of the:respoﬂdents worked in
hospital schools, ana 90% of "all respondents possessea a baccalaureate
degree or better. University nwrse educators had higher eaucational
preparation than those in either hospital or college schools probably
because advanced academic qualifications make one more eligible for |
employment in a university setﬁingi Candidates with advanced prepara-
tions are also attracted to an environment where educational goals f@é
students take precedence over the service ﬂeéaé of careigiving
institutions.

The majority of hospital nurse educators aﬁpeared to DeijDUﬁQEF
and less experienced*En teaching than either the college or university .
nurse educators. Novice nurse educators are more likely to be employed
by hospital schools which do not emphasize master'§§1eve1 preparation or
teaching experience.

Generally speaking, Alberta nurse eaucators are a mobile group.

The majority, approximately 73%, occupied their positions for 4 years or



less. They are typically employed in full-time positions in the class-,
room and/or in the clinical area.

As ucu1d be expected all of the hospital nurse educators, and
mast of the ca1lege responagents taught in diploma programs, while most of
the university nurse educators taught in baccalaureate and master s level
programs.

Because nursing is a agominantly fémaie profession, only one of the
respondents was male. | <§f

Chi square analyses on ten personal, professional, and organiza-
tional variables iﬁdicated that no significant differences existed
between sample Groups A and B. Therefore, the two groups were not
1ndepenp2ﬁt and reflect a random samp11ng from the same population. The
f1nd1ngs of this study, whether they arise in Group A—ﬁ§<ﬁraup B can be

¥

generalized to Alberta nurse educators. .




CHAPTER 5 ‘

IMPORTANCE AND LEVELS OF SATISFACTION

This chapter contains the analyses of the distribution of
responses of 89 nurse educators in Group A who recorded their perceptions
of the importance of questionnaire items.tc persona1 job satisfaction,
and 91 nurse educators in Group B who recordeé their current level of
satisfaction with the same items. This is followed by an analysis of the
extent to which differences among the ratings for importance and
satisfaction levels were associated with personal, professional, "and
organizational variéb1ésg |

The use of t tests and one-way analysis of variance to determine

differences is discussed prior to presentation of the findings.

"ITEMS PERCEIVED BY NURSE EDUCATORS TO BE
MOST IMPORTANT TO JOB SATISFACTION: GROUP A

Prob]e@wStatemgng 1

"What items are perceived by nurse educators to be most impartént
to job satisfaction?"

Table 3 contains é-summary of the distributfion cf responses,
means, and rank orcer of means for each item on the "Importance" scale
completed by Group A. The highest score on the scale is 5 representipg
“Wery High Importance” whiie the lowest is 1 or "No Importance." The
middle score is 3 or "Some Importance."

The five items ranked most important to job satisfaction were:




Table 3

55

Distributiofi, Means, and Rank Order of Means of Responses:
Importance of Items to Personal Job Satisfaction

"~ Scale:

High\ In

Very

No Importance

Little Importance
Tmportance

portance

gh Importance

(N = 89)

[T I |
AT B P

Item Percentage distributich Mean Rank Oraer
Qualities of the School 1 2 3 4 5
1. - The reputation of the 1 5 35 49 10 3.63 45
school
2. Institutional location 6 14 45 20 .15 3.25 55
of the school (univer- .
sity, college, hospital)
3. Type of program 4 12 48 22 14 3.27 54
(aiploma, baccalaureate, '
certificate)
4. School philosophy 0 1 % 53 30 4.1 24.5%
5. Curriculum of the 0 1 5 53 41 4.34 1n o,
progr am ‘ .
6. Student entrance re- 0 10 28 47 15 3.66 43
requirements ' '
7. Competency of colleagues O 2 11 56 32 4.16 23
— — — — e = — —_—

* Indicates tied ranks.



) 56
Table 3 (continued)
Scale: No Importance = i :
Little Importance = 2
Some Importance = 3
High Importance = 4
Very High Importance = 5
[tem Percentage cistributicn  Mean rank Orcer
The Work Itself 1 2 3 4 5
§. Intellectual challenge ] 0 4 48 47  4.40 6
in the work _g '
9. Opportunity to work in 0 4 15 36 45 4.21 18.5*
_subject or content area
of choice
10. Opportunities to keep ] 3 10 43 43 4.23 17
clinical knowleage and \
skills up to date
1. Nature of teaching load | ] 4 45 39 4.20 20
and assignments
12. Opportunities to deve- ] ) 14 35 49  4.30 12
lop teaching expertise
13. Opportunities to engage 7 33 34 8 8 2.88 56
in research .
14. OQOpportunities to ex- 1 5 18 53 22 3.91 34, °*
thange knowledge with ’
colleagues
15. Feedback from students 0 ] 12 -5, 36 4.2] 18.5*
16. Opportunities for pro- 5 18 32 29 6 3.34 52 .
mction.

* Indicates tied ranks.



Scale:

No Importance
Little Importance

Table 3 (continuéd)

[ T { N T B |}
DD W —
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b Some Importance
High Impcrteance @
Very High Importance
item Percentage distribution  Mean Rank Oraer
) working Conditicns 1 3 4 5
17. Physical surroundings ] 47 36 10 3.48 50
at work (office space,
classrooms)
- 18. Class size 1 29 47 20 3.83 37
19. gourse preparation 2 18 52 26 3.97 32
time :
20. Resource facilities: 2 11 60 27 4.09 26
» library, A.V. aids
-.21. Secretarial and cleri- 3 30 44 18 3.69 41
. cal services .
©22. (linical facilities 0~ 7 45 47 4.38 9
available for stuagent / N
learning experiences -
23. Flexibility of work- 1 15 34 49 4.29 14
ing hours within ™
schedule ' .
N
wosE ,
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Table 3 {continued)
Scale: No Importance = 1
. Little Importance = 2.
Some Importance ‘= 3
High Importance = 4
Very High Importance = 5
Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank Orger’
Compensation and Benefits 2 3 4 5
24. Procedures for esta- 10 38. 37 15 3.56 47 .5*
blishing compensation :
and benefits: collec-
tive bargaining, mutual
agreement, etc.
25. Scheduling of working 323 45 29 4.00 29.5*
hours auring the school
year: vacation, days
off, shift
26. Fringe benefits: pen- 12 43 31 4 3.48 . 51
sion, health care, -
etc.
27. Salary 1 24 49 26 4.00 29.5*
'28. Job security 6 29 37 28 3.88 36
29. Pclicies for perma- 0 27 41 17 3.56 46
nent employment
30. Opportunities for pro- ] 4 34 61 4.54 2
fessional and personal
growth '

* Inaicates tied ranks;

] .



kept informed about
decisions and events’
that affect my work

56
‘Table 3 (continued)
Scale: No Importance = 1
Little Importance = 2
Some Importance = 3
High Importance = 4
Very High Importance = 5
Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank Orager
Administration, Leaaership,
Communication 1 2 3 4 5
31. Opportunities to dis- O 1] 21 52 26 4.03 27
cuss my work-related
concerns with adminis-
trators ’
32. Administrativé regu- - O 125 55 , 19 3.92 33
; Jations and mechamisms
which govern school .
policy , )
33.- Supervision aﬁd eva-. -« 1 4 40 39 16 3.64 .44 .
luation of faculty .
members
34, Leadership style of 0 4 15 34 47 423 16
' administrators (dean, N
(director, chairman)
35. Ability of dean, 2 4 22 32 40 4.02 28
girector or chairman)
to provice eaucational
leadership
36. Equity in faculty -0 5 36 33 26 3.82 -38
work load R
37. Extent to which I am ] 0 8 38 53 4.42 5
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Table 3 (CDﬁtiﬂch‘:‘
L %
Scale: No Importance = 1
Little Importance = 2
Some Importance = 3
High Importance = 4
Very High Importance = 5
Item Percentage aistribution Mean Rank Order

Autonomy and Influence 1 2 3 4 5

38. Opportunity te plan 0 2 3 37 56 4.49 3
and organize my own ¢
work responsibilities

39. Freedom to choose my ] 0 5 41 53 4.46 4
own instructional .
methods

40. Participation in school 1 2 13 52 32 4.1 - 24.5%
policy decision making

41, Opportunities for in- 1 9 41 38 11 "3.49 49
volvement in committee .
NDrk . .’

42. The extent to whichmy O O 11 58 31, 4.9 21
opinions are valued by ' y '
school leadership .

43. Degree to which I have 0 0 10 "5 40 4.29 13
the professional respect
of faculty col'leagues

44, Being-tolo what is ex- *© 0 725 32 3% 3.98 3

pected of mé in my
position

* [ndicates tied ranks.



Table 3 (continued)

Scale:

No Importance
Little Importance
Some Importance

High Importance

Very High Importance

E

U B g

61

Percentage distribution

[tem Mean Reank Orcer
Achievement, Status,
Recognition 1 3 4 5
45. Recognition of my work 0 37 36 27  3.90 35
by superiors
46. The feeling that my 0 2 41 57 4.55 1
work is important .
47, Status of my occupation 1 45 32 16 3.56 47.5+%
48. Respect of profession- 0 a2 34 21 3.73 40
als in related occupa-
tions (doctors, occupa-
tional therapists,
‘psychologists, clinical 7
. nurses, etc.) '
. .
49. Respect of stugents 0 10 40 50 4.40 7
* Jndicates tied ranks. ¢
‘ .
H i



Table 3 (continued)
Scale: No Importance = 1

Little Importance = Z

Some Importance = 3

High Importance = 4 I~

Very High Importance = 5
, ! o |
Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank Oracer

Social-Personal Factors ] 2 3 4 5

50. Relationships with ad- O 0O 40 44 6 3.75 39
ministrative superiors

51. Relationships with O ) M 3% 52 4.38. 8

© students : ‘

52. Relationships with . 1 3 18 35 43  4.17 22
patients (clients)

53. Relationships with 10 14 40 45 4.28 15
cc1leagues .

54, Association with pro- 0. 7 34 46 13 3.66. 42
fessionals in other

. fields : ,

55. Effect of job on per- 1 4 11 27 57 4.36 10
sonad life’ I

56. The community in which 5 18 34 30 13 3.30 53
my work is located

57. Social opportunities "9 30 4) 12 8 2.80 57

and contacts at work
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The feeling that my work is important (mean = 4,55);

Opportunities for-professional and personal growth (mean

<N

e

4.54);
Opportunity to plan and organize my own work responsibilities

(mean =74 .49);

Freedom to choose my own instructional methods (mean = 4.46);

-

and,

that affect my work (mean = 4.42).

=

Items ranking lowest in importance in thé opinions of nurse

educators were:

57.
56.
55.
54.

53.

/
Social opportunities and contacts’ at work (mean = 2.80);

Opportunities to engage in research (meen = 2.88);
Institutional location of the school (mean = 3.25);
Type of program (mean = 3.27); and,

The community in which my work is located (mean = 3.30). -~

"Respect of studenti" and "Relationship with students" ranked |

\

seventh and eighth in importance, respectiv®ly, while "Relasionships with

colleagues" was fifteenth, "Relationships with patients,” twenty-secong,

and "Relationships with administrative superiors" thirty-ninth in

impcrtance.

"Salary" was ranked 29.5 in importance with a mean of 4.00 .

indicating that although it has “"High Importance," *twenty-eight other

items were generally more important to nurse educators.

-

Of the 57 items listed cn the questionnaire, only two .were

perceived to be of little or no importance. These items, whose means

were below 3 on the scale were "Social opportunities and contactyt at
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[ -

work" and "Opportunities to Engagé in research”. Thirty items were ratea
of "High Importance" or “Very High Importance”, while 25 were of "Some
Importance” to job satisfaction.

items such as opportunities for growth and achievement in uafthwﬁi1e
work, autonomy, and responsibility above othe? nark-re1atéd items. Bé%ﬂgs
kept informec may have been regarded as aﬁ;e1em2ﬁt of professional
recognition and respect through which an employee is assisted in the )
exercise of autonomy and respoésibi]it;, Extrinsic items such as social”/
opportunities, the cémmunity, the institutional-location, and the type of
program were much less important.

For the most pa;t_ Alberta nurse éducators do not appear to be /
interested in a role in research but this finaing should be interpreted
cautiéusly. It may reflect gBe fact that very few nurses have had an
opportunity to experience the inte11éqtua1 and emotional rewards
attendgant upon successful involvement in research activity.

Generally, re1atign5hi@§.hit% others are important to Alberta
nurse educators. Those with students are valued most, while those with
admin?étrative~superi@rs were leastr important to job satisfaction.

N

LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH ITEMS IN CONTEXT
'OF PRESENT JOB: GROUP B .

Problem Statement 2

“How do nurse educators rate their current level of satiéfacticn

with the items under consideration?"

A summary of the distribution of responses, means, ang rank order

: / . o ) X i ,
of means for the “Level of Satisfaction" scale completed by Group B is

-



.contained }n Table 4. The response categories of the Form B
questicnnaire have been recoded sO that the highest score¢ representing
"wery Satisfied" is 5, the lowest "Very Dissatisfiéo" is 1, and "Neutral®
is 3.. Respbnses in the "Not‘Applicable" column were excluded from the
analysis.
The five items with which nurse educators recorded most
satisfaction were:
1. Relationships wjth students (mean = 4.73);
2. Freedom to choose my Own instructional methods (mean = 4?55);
3. Relationships with colleagues (mean = 4.52);
4. Opportypities to plan and prganize my own work
respons%bi]ities (mean = 4.47); and,
5. Respect of stuaents (mean = 4.47).
Items ranking lowest in satisfaction levels were:
57. Opportun{ties to engage in research (mean = 2.59);
56. Supervision and evaluation of faculty members ﬂmeaﬁ = 3.04);
55. (ourse preparation time (mean = 3.06);
.54, Opportunities for promotion (mean = 3.07); and, v
53. Abiiity of gean (director or chairman) to‘proviﬂé educational
1egdefship (mean = 3.20).
Tﬁere were 31 items with means between 3 and & indicating that
nurse’ educators generally were “Neutral" to "Somewhat Satisfied" with the
_items so rated. Among them was “Salary" which obta1ned a rank1ng of E
41.5. 1In one case "Opportunities to engage in research," the means
indicateé that nurse educators were "Somewhat Dissatisfiéd“ to
"Neutral". Nurse educators Qere generally “"Somewhat" to "Very Satisfied"
M ’

with the remaining 25 items. There were no items with which nurse

educators generally were "Very Dissatisfied".
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Table 4 *
Distribution, Means, and Rank Order of Means of Responses:
Level of Satisfaction with Items in Context
‘ of Present Job
(N =91) ’ ; .
Sc§1e: Very Dissatisfied = 1
Somewhat Dissatisfiea = 2
Neutral = 3
Somewhat Satisfied = 4
Very Satisfied = 5
[tem Percentage gistribution Mean Rank Oraer
Qualities of the School 1 2 3 4 5
1. The reputation of the 0 8 9 33 50 4.26 15
school
2. Institutional location 3 10 6 17 64 4.29 13.5%
of the school (univer- :
sity, college, hospital)
3. Type of program ] 6 9 22 . 62 _ 4.39 8
~ (diploma, baccalaureate,
\certificate)
4. School philosophy 1 3 30 54 a.23 16
5. Curriculum of the 3 19 1 50 27 78 33.5¢
progr am
6. Student entrance re- g 19 6 42 25 3.59 46
requirements '
RR 2 31 56 4.32 10

7. Competency of colleagues

\ ]

* Indicates tied ranks.



motion.,

i

i - Table 4 (continued)’
Scale: Very Dissatisfied = ]
. Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2
Neutral = 3
Somewhat Satisfied = 4
Very Satisfied = 5

Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank Order

The Work Itself 1 2 3 4 5

“8. Intellectual challenge 2 6 2 25 65 4.45 7
in the work '

9. Opportunity towork in 3 9 0 25 . 63 4.36 9
£ubject or content area ' .
of choice

0. Opportinjties to keep 8, 24 2 30 36 3.63 45
clinical knowledge and

t skills up to date

11. Nature of teaching load 1 23 2 45 29 3.76 39.5*
and assignments |

12. Opportunities to deve- 2 25 3 41 Eﬁi 3.70 43
lop teacqing expertise '

13. Opportunities to engage 22 32 17 23 6 2.59 57

- in research .

14. Opportunities to ex- 718 a 35 36 3.77 36.5*
change knowledge with . '
colleagues

15. Feedback from students 2 4 1 47 46 4.29 13.5*

6. Opportunities for pro- 14 ~ 23 19 28 16 3.07 54

L

* Indicates tied ranks.



Scale:

Table-4 {continued)

Very Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Neutral

Somewhat Satisfied
Very Satisfied

H W wn

OV & W N —

68

Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank QOraer
wWorking Conditions 2 2 4 5 -
17. Physical surroundings 727 39 20 3.36 49
at work (office space,
classrooms) a
18. Class size 1 12 49 35 4.03 23
19. Course preparation 17 28 31 19 3.06 55.
time .
20. Resource facilities: 6 12 a1 40 3.98 26
library, A.V. ailds
21. Secretarial ana cleri- 3 13 39 44 4.06 22
cal services
2¢. Clinical facilities 2 23 34 39 3.85 28
available for student
learning experiences
23. Flexibility of work- 9 35 54  4.31 n

ing hours within
schedule

Sl

Sttt D, *
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Table 4 (continued)

Scale: Very Dissatisfied = 1
‘ Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2
Neutral = 3
Somewhat Satisfiea = 4
‘Very Satisfied = 5
Item , Percentage distribution Mean Rank QOraer
Compensation and Benefits 1 2 3 4 5
24. Procedures for esta- 5 27 7 34 27 349 47
blishing compensation W\
and benefits: collec-
tive bargaining, mutual
agreement, etc.
25. Scheduling of working 1 13 3 34 49 4.16 19
hours during the school
year: vacation, days
off, shift T
26. Fringe benefits: pen- 7 21 6 27 39 3.69 44
sion, health care,
etc.
27. Salary 2 24 1 43 30 ™M 41.5%
28. Job security 6 13 6 43 32 3.83 . 30
29. Policies for perma- 2 10 18 42 28 3.83 30
nent employment » '
30. Opportunities for pro- 6 19 4 36 35 3.77  36.5*
fessional and personal -
growth
e —— e S ———————

* Indicates tied ranks.
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Table 4 (continued)
Scale: Very Dissatisfied = 1
Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2
Neutral = 3
Somewhat Satisfied = 4
Very Satisfied = 5

Percentage distribution
| C

Mean Rank Draef

Administration, Leadership,

~ Communication 1 2 3

31. Opportunities to dis- 8 17 3
cuss my work-related
concerns with adminis-
trators

32. Administrative regu- 10 25 9
lations and mechanisms ;
which govern schoo]l
policy

33. Supervisicn and eva- 3. 31 7
luation of faculty
members

34 Leaagership style of 6 . 22 9

administrators (dean,
(airector, chairman)

35. Ability of dean, 15 26 7
girector or chairman) ’
to provide eaucational
leadership

36. Equity in faculty 12 24 8
work 1oad

37. Extent to which I am 10 2 . 4
kept informed about : .
decisions and events

that affect my work

* [ndicates tied ranks.

36 36

3.77 36.5*

43 13 3.26 50.5%

3% 13

28 25 3.23 52

38 18 3.26 50.5*

a1 23 3.45 48

e,



Scale:

Tabl

Very Dis
Somewhat
Neutral

Somewhat
Very Sat

e 4 (continued)
satisfied
Dissatisfied

Satisfied
isfied

DN WN s

"wnonw NN
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* Indicates tied ranks.

Item Percentage aistribution Mean Rank Order

Autonomy and Influence ] 2 3 4 5

38. Opportunity to plan 3 3 0 30 64 4.47 4.5%
and organize my own
work respoqsibi]ities

39. Freedom to choose my 2 5 0 23 70 4.55 2
own instructional )
methods

40. Participation in school 7 15 2 45 31 3.78 33.5*
policy decision making ’

N .

41. Opportunities for in- 3 7 5 34 51 4.22 17 .5%*
volvement in committee
work

42. The extent to which my 8 13 6 37 36 3.80 32
opinions are valued by . :
school leadership

43. Degree to which 1 have 1 7 7 40 45 4.22 17.5%
the professional respect ‘
of faculty colleagues , -

. : ‘ ’ “ L B - :

44. Being told what is ex- 6 4 7 44 29 3.77 36.5%
pected of me in my : : . Lo : .
position ‘

> ‘ - —



Table 4 (continuec)

72

A

Scale: Very Dissatisfiea = ]
Somewhat Dissatisfiea = 2
Neutral™* = 3
Somewhat Satisfied = 4
. Very Satisfied = 5
Item Percentage distribution Mean Rank Orcer
Achievement, Status,
Reeognition 1 2 3 4 5
45, Recognition of my work 7 18 5 34 36, 3.76 39.5*
by superiors ' '
" 46. The feeling that my 2 = 7 2 37 52 4.30 r
work is important
47. Status of my occupation 3 7 3 52 35 4.09. 20
48. Respect of profession- 2 9 3 57 29 4.0] 25
als in related occupa-
ticns (doctors, occupa-
- tional therapists, \
psychologists, clinical B
nurses, etc.) .
49. Respect of students | 3 137 S8 4.47 4.5%

* Indtcates tied ranks.



Scale:

Table 4 (cantinﬁed)

Very Dissatisfied
Somewhat Dissatisfied
Neutral

Somewhat Satisfiea

Very Satisfied

W W W

LI P L P
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" and contacts “at work

Item Percentage gistribution Mean Rank Order

Social-Personal Factors 1 2 3 4 5

50. Relationships with ac- 1 9 8 45 37  4.08 21

¢ ministrative superiors

!

51. Relationships wit 0. 0 0 27 73 4.73 ]
students :

52. Relationships with 1 6 2 26 65 4.46 6
patients (clients) ‘

53. Relationships with 1 1 0 41 57 4.52 "3
colleaques

" 54. Association with pro- 3 8 13 51 25 3.86 27

fessionals in other
fielas

55. Effect of job on pér- 0 24 2 50, 24 3.74 41.5*
sonal life

56. The community in which 4 14 4 31 47  4.02 24

~ my work is located ’ .
57. Sccial opportunities 13 17 40 29 3.83 30

* Indicates tied ranks.
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Relationships with student; and colleagues were a source of much
sizisfactiﬁn to Alberta nurse educators. They also appeared, for the
most part, very satisfied with opportunities to work on their own, and
although "Opportunities for inv@1vemen£ in committee work," "Extent to
which my opinions are valued," and "Participation in school policy
gec%sien Qaking“ were not among the top ten in the satisfaction rankings,
the means indicated that respondents were "Somewhat" to "Very Satisfied"
with the items. Opportunities for autonomy and part{cipaticn in the
decision making apparatus of Alberta schools of nursing seemed conducive
to harmony in the work setting.

The items with which nurse educators recorded least satisfaction 0

preparation time, research opportunities, Supefv1sian_ promotion, and
educational leagership were all extrinsic to the job itself. 4

COMPARISON BETWEEN GROUP A " IMPORTANCE™ AND
GROUP B "LEVEL OF SATISFACTION" RANKINGS

Table 5 contains items which received highest ana lowest scores in
both Group A “Importance" and Group B ;Leve1 of Satisfaction®
questichnai}ésg .TEﬂ items were selected from each group: five with the
highest, and five with the lowest raﬁkingsg’

In examining the table, it is clear that three out of five of the
items rated most important toijab satisfaction received rankings which
indicateo that nurse educators were, for the most part, satﬁsfied nii@ .
these chgfact2rist1cs of thefr jobs. Df‘particuTar note is that

“Opportunities to plan and organize my own work responsibilities" and.

%J



Table 5

Group A ”Importané%" and Group B "Satisfaction" Scores ?
for 17 Selected Questionnaire [tems

75

{

1 Scale: 2 Scale:
Ko Importance = 1 Very Dissatisfied = 1
Little Importance = 2 Somewhat Dissatisfied = 2
Some Importance = 3 Neutral = 3
High Importance = 4 Somewhat Satisfiea = 4
Very high Importance = 5 Very Satisfied = 5
Group A Group B
Importance Satisfaction
Item Mean!  Rank Meanl  Rank
!‘Il The feeling that my work is important 4.55 ] 4.30 12
30. Opportunities for professional and 4.54 2 3.77 36.5*
personal growth
38. ‘Opportunity to plan and organize 4.49 3 4.47 4.5*
my own work resgonsibilities
39. Freeaom to cho my own instruc‘mnal 4 .46 4 4.55 l
methods
37. Extent to which 1 am kept informed 4.42 5 3.45 48
about decisions and events that - ‘
affect my work
51. Relationships wt" students 4.38 8 4.73 1
53. Relationships with colleagues 4.28 15 4,52 3

"+ Tndicates tied ranks.
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Table 5 (continued)
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Group A

Group B
Satisfaction

Item : Mean! Rank

Importance

¥
Meand  Rank
&

49, Respec1 of. students N 4.40 7
57. Social cﬁpariunities and contacts at work Z2.80 57
13. Opportunities to Engige iiiifsearch 2.88 56

2. Institutfonal location of schoo ! 3.25 5%
! 3, Type of program * - 3.27 54
56. The community in which my work is located 3.30 53
33. Supervision and e&alu:iiaﬁ of faculty 3.64 | a4

members’ ~

19, Ceurge preparation time 3.97 32

16. Dpp@rtunitieii‘cr promotion - 3.34 52

35. Ability of dean (director, chairman) 4.02 28
to provide educational leadership .

3.06 55

4.47 4.5*
3.83 30

2.59 57 -
4.29 13.5¢
4.39 8
4.02 24

3.04 56

3.07 54

3.20 53

* Indicates tied ranks.
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"Freedom to choose my own instructional methods," items suggestive of
~ work autonomy, rankec very high on both scales. ‘

Nurse edusatcrs ‘lre much less satisfied with “Opportunityes for
professional and personal growth" and "Extent to which I amikept informed
about decisions and events which affect my work," two items which rankeag
second and fifth in importance. |

A]thougﬁ most nurse eaucators ExprE%:gd the least satisfaction
with opportunities tc engege in research, they also ranked this item
fifty-sixth in importance to satisfaction in their present jobs. This
reflects the paucity of ﬁuFSinngESEa?Eh:ﬂDh taking place in Alberta
schools of 'nursing. Relationships with students and colleagues, and,the
respect of étuéents were QEﬁEraiﬁy important amd satisfying. The value
assigned to the "Ability of the dean (¢director,-chairman) to provide
educationé%i]eadership“ was high in m@gt casés. but the current level of
satisf&ction with this item was generally low, ranking fifty-third on the
scale. | i

‘The Spearman rank-orcer coefficient was caJCu1atEG to!determine
the strength of relationship between the rahk{ngs of the means on the
“Importance" and “LEveitcf Satisfaction" scales.  The correlation
coefficient of 0.31 indicated that there was not a strong relationship
7etweén them.

However, for the most part, Alberta nurse eaucatcrs were satisfiec
‘with those items they ranked high in importance to job satisfaction.
Those items with which they were only "Neutral® or “Somewhat ﬁatisfied“'

reflect deficiencies in communication, staff development and evaluation,

‘and educational leadgership in their instﬁqgaicns,
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*  DIFFERENCES AMONG CLASSIFICATIONS OF
RESPONDENTS

The second phase of the analysis involved the statistical
compar ison of separate groups of nurse educators on two dependent
variables: (1) the importance of each questionnaire item to job
satisfaction, and (2) the current level of satisfaction. The nurse
educators were grouped according to ten variables:

1. Highest level of écucation;

2. Amount of teaching experience in nuréiﬂg equcation£

3. Amount of nursing experience other than in teaching;

4. Number of years in present position;

5. Type cf present employment;

6. Full or part-time employment,

7. Areas of major responsib]i};;

. 8. Type of program;

9. Type of institution; and,

10. Age.

Prior to sample comparison by chi square analysis, subgr@ués were

aevelobed based on distributions and logical nominal categories (Chaéter

4). It is the means of these subgroups which were compared for

significant differences.

RATIONALE FOR USE OF t TEST AND ONE-WAY

- ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE , )

To test for significant differences between ang among the means of
groups, two methods of parametric statistical analysis were used: (1)

the t test, and (2) one-way analysis of variance followed by the Scheffe



procequré. The t test was used for aehcgrabhiﬁ variébies gividea wnto
twu groups, whereas the second analytic procedure was used to test for
significant gifferences among the means ot variables separateg 1nto three
Or more groups.

The t test results are reported at a 0.05 level of probability for

the obtainec t value. t Values cannot be computed for populations with

unequal variances but an approximation for t can be computed by altering

e

the degrees of treedom. After this has been done, t values are selecteq

on the following basis:
 [f the probability for F is greater than oc, Ho is accepted
[there is no difference in the variances]; t basea on the
pooled-variance estimate for & £/D shoula be issued. It the
probability for F is less than or equal to e’ , Hy is rejected;
t based-on the separate v?rianﬁe estimate for ﬂ’iEID shoula be

used. _
(Nie et al., 1975:270)

,

This procedure was tollowed and,t values were selectea from the
pooled or separate variance calculations as was appropriate.

Statistical significance for the F ratio for the one-way analysis
ot variance was set at 0.05, apo statistical significance for any pair of
means fa]1awing'the Schetfe procedure was reportea at the 0.1D.leve1 ot
_probability. fn some cases, Scheffe analysis gie1agﬂ significant
differen&es at more than the 0.05 level %f probability for F. These
differences were also reported. In other cases, the obtained homogeneily
of variance chi square did nat satisfy.thé 0.05 significance level.

According to Popham and Sirotnik (1973 166-167) the assumptions
governing use of analysis of variance; namely random samples, h@mogene}tg
of variance, and normality of ﬂistriﬁi;ian witﬁin the populations from
which the subgrauﬁsxare samplec, can be violatec without fear of

"spurious interpretations”.



‘
winer (1971:37) supports this view: 3

Moderate departures from the hypothesis that ¢ 2/a = 02/b do
not seriously affectt the accuracy of the cdecisions reached by
means of the t test... In more technical language, the t test is
robust with respect to moderate departures from the hypothesis of
homogeneity of variance.

In this regard, .the F test corresponds to the 1 test and is.

assumed to be equally robust with redpect to moderate departures relative

to magnitude, differences in samg]e sizes, and normality of gistributions

(winer, 1973:38).

In a further discussion of tests for homogeneity of variance,

Winer (1971:205) observed that departures from homogenedus variances do

(

not markedly affect the F statistic:

Moderate departures from this assumption do not however seriously
affect the sampling aistribution of the resulting F statistic.
That is, when the variances in the population are not equal, the F
statistic using a poolea variance has approximately the same
distribution as the F statistic which takes the differences in the
population variances into account.

Winer (1971:206) concludes that there is no need for a high degree

of sensitivity to tests for homogeneity of variance because F tests are

- robust enough to withstand departures from assumptions ungerlying the use

of the model in

t tests and analysis of variance. Therefore, in this

study, despite tests for homogeneity which showed significant

differences, the computed F values ana Scheffe tests were cons’idered

valid.

N

U
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[ 7
DIFFERENCES IN IMPORTANCE OF ITEMS ASSOCIATED
SONAL, PROFESSIONAL, ANG ORGANIZATIONAL

FERE
WITH PER
VARIABLES: GROUP A
-
| 4

§1é§‘5tatement 1.1,

L S

Sub-Probler
“To what extent are differences in nurse educators' perceptions of

's which are mcst important to job satisfaction associated with

‘the item

personal, professional, and organizational variables?"
phae

Tables 6 té 15 contain data from t tests and analysis afrvarianéé
gith Scheffe procedure which illustrate the significant gifferences
bétwééﬂ-and among the mean scores of groups Sepérated on the basis éf
aemographic variables. Because of the numerous variab1és that were
investigated, Jata are presentea only for those variables in which

Highest Level of Education. Three groups were compared, with

Group 1 consisting of nurse ecucators with an RN, or an RN plus a post-RN

certificate or diploma; Group 2 nurse educators with a baccalaureate

aegfee, anc Group 3 with a graduate degree.
Analysis of variance and the Scheffe procedure indicated that

significant differences existea between the mean scores on the importance

of items among nurse educators classified on the basis of educational

level. These results are shown in Table 6.
Nurse educators in Groups 1 and 2 with an RN or a baccalaureate

degree had significantly higher means on six items than did nurse
These items were as follows:

educators with a graduate degree.



One-Way Analysis of V
Job Satisfaction Among N

£

Table 6

4

ariance of Importance of [tems to Personal
urse toucators Classif Tea on
the Basis, of Highest Level of Education

! Scale:
. : No .mportance * ) .
Little !mportance ‘. 2
Some [mportance’ - 3
#igh [mporeance = 4
Very High Importance » S
mean Score!
Group 1
ITEM RN/ Group 2 Pairs
RN plus Bacca- Group 3 Significantly
dip. or laureate Graduate F F Jifferent at
cert. . Degree Degree Ratio  Prob. 0.1 Level?
(N=8)  (N=62) (N=17)
rd
3. Type of program 3.25 3.15 3.76 Ap.56 0.08 i>2
10. Opportunities to keep clinical 4.7 [~ 4.35 3.47 10.87  0.00 >3 223
knowledge and skills up to date
}1. Nature of teaching load and 4.53 4,34 3.83 "9.39 0.00 1>3 273
assignments '
12. Opportunities to develop teaching 4.25 442  3.88 2.88 0.61 273
expertise . )
18. Class size 438 3.87 3.47 3.70 0.29 1>3
19. Course preparation time 4.38 4.06 .47 4.43 0.01 123 771
25. Scheauling of working hours 4.50 4.08 3.47 5.92 0.0 >3 273
. quring the school year
28. Job security 4.50 3.85 3.65 2.58 0.08 . 1> 13
44. Being told what is expected of 4.25 4.08 3.38 4.19 0.02 123 2x3
me in my position .
45. Recognition of my work by © 4.5 3.85 3.82 2.50 0.09 1> 2
superiors
‘s5. Effect of job on personal life 5.00 4.40 3.82 5.66 0.01 123 2>
- , :
2 e e ———— e — = !
! Scale: (as above).
2 Scheffé procecure

oo
V]
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, 1. OpporturTties to keep clinical knowleage and skills up tc cate;
A 7 .
2. Nature of teaching loaa and assignments;

7’

3. Course preparation time; .
4. Scheduling of working hours during the SEhQQ1ﬁyear;
, T » ,
5. Being told what is expected of me in my posttion; and

6. Effect of my job on personal life.

P

¥

“CTasz size* and “*Job Security" were in most-cases more important

to nurse educators in the first group without a2 degree, than to:nurse

educators with a grecduate degree.
The only item rated more highly by most ngrse edugators with a
‘ N Y
graduate degree was “Type of Program." There was a sigHS\gcant s

diffefenc@ in the mean scores gn this item between nurse educators with

- gracuate and baccalaureate degrees.
Nurse equcators with an RN or a Paéca1auréate degree are more

Tikely to be involved in the supervision of students in the clinical

and oppartuﬁi%ies to develop and maintain concrete skills were generally
more important to them than they were to educators with advanced degfees
who may have higher levg] needs for satisfaction in different roles. In
addition, nurse educators with graduate degrees are usually attracted to
programs which offer challenge anc¢ status and for thch a master's dgegree
is required. ’

Amount of Teaching Experience in Nursing Education. Four groups

"were compared: Group 1 nurse educators had one year of experience; Group
2 had two to five years; Group 3, six to nine years, and Group 4 hac over

nine years of teaching experience. <



¥
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. Taele7 ' )
Gre-day Analytis of variasce of [mportsace of ltess to Personal .
job Satisfaction hmeng Nurse Educators Classified on
che Basts of Amount of Teaching Experience ‘n
Nursing Sducation
-
£ i
W0 (mportance . 1
Littte [mportance . H
Some [mportance = 3
High [mportance = 4
Very High [mportance = 5
M an Score!
, . o i .
Group | Group 2 Group 3  Group ¢ Pairs
[TE™ Qver 9 Significantly
1 year 2-5 years 6-9 years years F F Different at
(=10} (w=14) (N=20) (W=21) Ratio Prob. 0.1 Levei?
- — - — — - I s
7. Institutional Jocation 1.60 3.48 2.60 1.39 3.93 0.01% >3 =1 4]
af school
19. Course preparation time 4.40 4.2 3.80 1.74 4.07 0.01 23
13, Supervision and eva- 4.20 .M 1.84 1.43 3.12 0.03 12
Tuation of faculty
neoE er s .
48, Respect of profes- 4.40 1.68 3.80 1.43 1.51 0.02 174
sionals in relatec
occupations
§1. Relationships with 4.80 444 4.40 4.09 2.52 0.06 174
students
52. Relationships with 1.8 4.03° .37 1.9 3.10 0.03 e
patisnts .
55, Effect of my job on 4.90 [ Y 4.35 3.91 3.54 0.02 174
perional 1ife
- = — 'ﬁ7 = =
1 Scale: (as sbave).
2 Schaffd procedure
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As ShD;n.iﬂ Tahle 7ranalysis of variance and the;Scheffg protedure
révea1ed several significant cifferences betweeh ther%ean scores on items
fer groups of nurse educators with these varying levels cf teaching
experience. - : .

<Z Four items were genera1?yv?@re important to nurse educators with
one year of experience than to thé%r-;a11eagués with cver nine years of
éccuéati@%s,i*“Re1aticnships with students,” "Relationships with patients

&

(clients)”, and "Effect of my job on personal life."

;"'-, _ B _ = 5
- “Supervision anc 3va1ua£1@ﬁ of faculty members" was also usually

more important to begihning nurse educators than it was td those with two
to five years of experience. . | =

For the most part, "Course preparation time" was more importanfhtp
the group'with two to five years of experience than it was to nurse
educators with six to nine yéaré cf experience in teaching.

Three groups, nurse educators with one year, two to five years,
anc over nine years experience rated the "Institutional location ka;he'
school" as more important to job satisfaction than it was to the group
with six to nine years experience.

Apparently, interpersonal relationships were, in the mgiﬁ, an
important source of compensaticn to beginning nurse educators in new and
demanding jobs. GeﬁEfai1y, those with 1E;S experience also felt tﬁat

supervision and evaluation were more important tc their development as

nurse educators.

¢ ' , - , L e . ; ) ,
Amount of Nursing Experience Other Than in Teaching. The t test
was used to compare nurse educators with four years or less experience,

with those having five years or.more. Significant aifferences existea
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. Table 8
i
t Test Comparison of Iapcrtance F E
Satisfaction of wurse foucatsrs Wis -
- Basts of dmount 3f Nursing figes
Than in Teaching
= i
. 1 5cale:
: Wo mportance = 1
Little [mportance = 2
; Some [mporLAnCE = 3
’ High [mporisnce = i o
- _Very High Importance = s
Mg an Séi
Group 1 Group 2
[TE™ 4 years § years,
or less or mare ) 2 Tailes
(4239) (W=50} t Value Prob.2 af Comparison
1. The reputation of the school 1.82 3.48 2.08 0.04 86 ix2
2. Institutiona] location of the 2.97 1.48 -2.19 0.03 86 2»1
scnoo!
3. Type of program 1.00 3.48 =2.28 0.01 13 2 %)
L .
3T, Class size 1.62 4.00 -2.26 0.03 a7 %
40. Participation 1m schoal pelicy 4.3 1.92 2.77 0.0} s 122
decision making e
42. The extent to which my opinions 4.385 4.06 2.28 0.03 a5 1>2
sre valued by 3chool Teagersnip
41, The gegrae to which [ have the 4.49 4.14 2.56 0.01 86 172
professional respect of faculty
colleagues
Fl 5
53. Relaticnships with collragues - 4.45 iz 2.38 0.02 26 172
1 scale: (a3 sbove),
H P = 0%
\ /

.86
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* between the mean scores of groups on eight‘items. These results are
repcrted in Table 8. i RN & .
Nyrse educators with f@ureyea;s cr less nursing experience had

mean SCOres signifiéant1y higher in the fO]1Ghiﬁ9!fivE items:

; ) 1. The reputation of the school; .
2. Participation in school policy décis%aﬁ mak ing;
3. The é!téﬂt'tc which my opinions are valued by school/
]Eaderghipz E
4. The degree to which I have the professional respect of faculty
colleagues; ang,
5. Relationships with colleagques. ’

These items, ~~1ch support collegial ideals, are characteristic of
a professional orientation. Nurse Educatofs'wjth more experiEﬁce!iﬂ |
nursing in bureaucratic settings may not have founa them as important to
their job satisfaction.:

In most cases, those nurse educators with five years or more
nursing experience chéf‘tﬁaﬂ in teaching related the "Institutional
location of thé SEhQQi,“r"T;pE of pr@gram,”:aﬁd "Class size" as more
“important to job satiMfaction than their colleagues with less ﬁur‘sing’

Number of Years in Present Position. One-way arialysis of variance

and the Scheffe test indicated that significant differences existea
between pairs of mean scores for nurse eaucators with one year, two to
four years, and five years and over in their present positions. Tne

resultt are reported in Table 9.
& N
\ .

Generally, nurse educators with one year in their present

positions haco higher mean scores for "Opportunities to engage in
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One-way Analysis of Variance of [mportance of [tems :a\hﬂpﬂﬂ )
Job Satisfaction Among Nurse Educators Classifiedion
the Basis of Years n Present Pagition
N .
1 Scale:
No Importance = ]
“Little [mportance s 2
Some [mportance = 3
#High Impartance s 4 * Coe
Very High [mportance = 5 "“-—aﬁ‘;
_ N 18
== = - = ¥
Mean Score! é?‘.
Group | Group 2 Group 3 Pairs -
ITEM 5 years Significantly
1 year 2-4 years L over o F F Different at
(Ns21) {N=44) (N=24) Ratio  Prob. 0.1 Level?
11. Opportunities to engage in 3.13 2.80 2.681 3.01 0.05 123
research
. ~
19. Course prepdrition Lime 4.0 LGQ} 1.63 2.70 0.07 2>13
A |
24. Procegures for establishing 1.24 3.52 1.92 1.75 0.03 171
compensation and benefits
]
€1, Relationship with colleagues 4.82 a1 4.29 3.1 0.05 172
s
— _ - __ L 4 - _ __ __ _
1 Scale: [as above).
2 Scheffé procegure.
\\ X .
*
.7!’—- B '
] ;\" % L
\ f
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research," than did nurse eaucators with five years or more in their

positions. In agaition, they usually rated "Relationships with

-

- colleagues" as more important to job satisfaction than the group with two
g g

tc four years in their present jobs.

"Course preparation time" was generally more important to nurse

educators with two to four years in their present positions than to those

with five yéé{é;éf more.

=
*

It is possible that the longer a nurse educator spent in her

position, the more resigned she became to the lack of opportunity, time, »

and money for research. Relationships with colleagues were less

important as more varied rewards became available.

The group with five years or more in their present positions had a

significantly higher mean score for the importance of "Procedure for'

establishing compensation ana benefits" than the group with one yeer 1in

their present positions.

Type of Present Employment. The t test was employed to compare

nurse educators separated into sessional and other employees, and

scores

" permanent employees. The results summarized in Table 10 show that

“sessional or other employees,generally had significantly higher mean

for “Respect of students" and "Relationships with students.”

Full or Part-Time Employment. The t test analysis showed that

full-time employees, had significantly higher mean scores than their

part-time éaq1éagues on the following items:

1. Course preparation time,

., ¢Opportunities for professional and pérsonal growth;
: . v
5 |

[

3{ Farti%ipaticﬁ in School policy Qecisiah mak ing; and

3 . A _ ; . e
4, Opportunities for involvement in committee work.
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Table 10
LY
¢ Test Comparison of Importance of [tess to Personal Job '
satisfaction of Nurse Educators Classifiec on tne
Gasis of Type of Present Employment
) #
') scale: 7
No [mportance * i
Little [mportance = 2
Some [mpor tance = 3
High I[mportance ] 4
Very High [mporlance = 5
mean Score!
Group ! Group 2
[TEM Sessional  Perma- -
L other nent 2 Tailed
(N=39) (N=50) t Value  Prob.2 of  Comparison
5 - . — _— —
F J
49. Respect of stugents’” 4.67 4.28 2.58 0.01 86 1>2
§1. Relationsnip with stugents 4.63 1.27 2.15 0.03 87 1>2
1 -
Scale: [(as above).
2 . p=.0§
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Table 11
4
t Test Comparison of Importance ¢f ltews to Personal Job
Satisfaction of Murse Eoucatofs Classified on the
j Basis of Full or Par me Eoployment
L 3
A
7 1 cile:
: WG Tmpor tance . 1
Little Importance = Z
Some [mportance - 3
High [mportance o 4 fﬁ*
i Very Migh [mportance = =5
Mean Scorel
Group 1 Groupg 2
ITER Full Part-
- T i Time 2 Tailed
{(W=70) (m=19) t Value  Prob.? af  Comparison
9. Course preparation time 4.09 * 153 2.60 0.00 a7 Vr2
1
30. Opgortunities for professiona) 4.61 4.76 2.8 0.0 87 A2
and persondl growth
40. Partictpation in school policy .23 j.e8 z.14 0.04 22 1»2
decition making
4. Opportunities for involvessnt 1.61 3.05 2.58 0.01 k" 172
in committes work
44, Being tolo what 135 expected of 1.87 T} -2.07 0.04 8 27
m in my position
55. Effect of job on personal life 4.27 4.68 -2.60 0.01 &0 2
} Scale: (4% above).
P = 0§
A
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However, “Being told what is expected of me in my pesition”, and

"Effect of job on personal life" were usuelly more important to the job

satisfaction of part-time employees. These results are reported in Table
1. -

Part-time employees often choose their jobs so that !Hey can

combine & teaching and homgﬁaking career. They do not expect thé degree
of involvement and commitméﬁt that is important tc full-time employees,
and apparently, as a result, the; will accept .and value direction from
superiors more. ;

Areas of Major Responsibility. Table 12 containms t test

»

compar isons~between the mean ratings Ef‘ﬁufSE educators who have clinical
and/or classroom responsibility only, and those who have administrative’
responsibility or combined adminstrative and teaching duties.

Clinical and c1a5§roam Tnstructors generally hég significantly
higher mean scores for the importance of the following four items to job
satisfaction:

1. Opportunities to keep clinical knowleage and skills up to date;

2. Nature of teaching load and assignments;

3. Class size,

~ 4. C(Course preparation time,

5. Scheduling of working hours during the school year,

6. Being tola what is expected of me in my position; and

7. Effect of job on persana1‘11fei |

The first five of these items reflect the nature of clinical and

. c]assf%bm‘work as compared t¢ agministrative responsibility.

Type of Program. Programs were divided into two groups: (1)

diploma or certificate.'aﬂc (2) degree programs. Table 13 shows that t
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v » Table 12
t Test Cobparison of ‘mportance of ltems to Personal Job .
atisfaction of Nurse Educators Classifieq on the
Basfs of Areas af “ajor Responsidility
’
.
- 1 Scale:,
NO [mpor tance a 1
N Little [mportance . 2
Some [mportance . 3
High [mportance . 4 -
Very High lmportance - S
Mean Score!
Group ! Group 2
ITEM Cltnical Agminig-
and/or tration
. Classroom L Admin, )
) Ingtruction & Teaching 2eTailed
\ (N®73) (N=16), t Value Prob.2 af  Comparison
10. Opportunities to keep clinical 4.3 3.63 2.56 0.02 s ™
knowledge and skills up to date’
11, Natyre of teaching load and 4.30 3.75 2.57 0.01 -24 1»2
assignments
18. Class size 3.92 l.u 2.18- 0.03 14 1»2
19. Course preparation time 4.07 3.50 .47 0.02 87 12
25. Scheduling of working hours e 3.50 2.1 0.05 18 1»2
during school year d ]
44, Being told what is expected of 4N 3.38 2.93 0.00 86 122
®e in my position
SS. Effect of job on oersonal life 4.47 fiss 2.46 0.02 87 122
< .
‘T Scale: as above). ' .
2 pg .05
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Table 13
) -~
1 Test Comparison of [mportance of {tams to Personal Joo
satisfaction of Murse Eaucators -lassifed on the
Basis of Type of Program
-
1 Scale: ' )
G importance = 1
. Little [mpdriance = 2
' Some ‘[mportarce S |
~High [mportance = 4
very High [mportance s 5
. Mean Score!
Group ) Group 2
ITEM Diploma/ Degree
Certificate Bacc./
Masters 2 Tailea
(N=18) (N=10) t value ~ Prob.? at  Comparison
. Institutional location of school 3.5 T4.00 , -2.46 0.02 86 =3
. Type of program .17 4.0 -2.89 0.Q1 86 7 221
. Opportunities to engage in 2.79 3.50 -2.04 8.05 86 2>
research ) £
. Freedom to choose my own 4.40 4.90 -3.92 0.00 a3 2>1
instructional methods
.. Being told what is expected of 4.06 3.30 2.47 0.02 86 172
me in my position
scale; (as above).
P < .05
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test analyses identified significant éifféféﬁiéS-DEtNEEﬂ the mean scores
of these two gr0ups\?n several of the questionnairg items.

"Institutional location of the school,” “Type of program,”
“Opportunities to engage in research" and “Freedom to choose my D;ﬂ
instructional methdas" were items rated mﬁre_impcrtaﬂt to the job
satisfaction of nurse educatcrs in degree p?ggramsi However, "Being told
what is expected of me in my position” was generally mo(e iﬁpgrtant to

the group teaching in diploma and certificate programs.

Deg;ee programs are taught in universities where research
activity, academic freedom and autgnomy are accepted ideals. The items
rated more importaﬁt by nurse educators in cegree programs, and the
importance they give to working in an academic enviroment reflected
universitx;traditionsL

Type of Institution. Three groups were compared: nurse educators

working in hospitals, colleges, and universities.  One-way analysis of
variance anc the Scheffe procedure indicated thgf several aifferences
between mean ratings of the items on impartanﬁé to job satisfaction
existea among these groups. The results ar&lsummari;eﬂ in Table 14,

Hospital nurse educators haa significantly higher mean score$ than
university nurse educators on the following items:

1. Opportunities to keep clinical knowledge and skills up to date;

Z. &ature of teaching load and assignments;

3. Scheduling of working hours during the school year;'and

4, Being told what is expected of me in my positeon.

© They alse had significantly higher mean scores than college nurse

educators on "Opportbnit?es to work in subject or content area of choice"

and “Curriculum of the'program.”
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Gne-say Anilysis of Varfaiice of (aporrance of [teme 1o Perioasl Jeb Satisfaction
- Among Murse Educators Clagsified on the Basis of Tyos of
Institution in which They Teach .
1 ale:
RG [mportamy = 1
Little [mporfance =« 2 -
Some Importince = 3
igh Importance = 4
Yery High [mportance = 5
maan Scorel .
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Pairs
ITEM Hospital College Univer- ) ) Significantly
sity F F Different at’
(W=47) (W=28) (n=14) Ratio  Prob. 0.1 Level?
1. Type of program . i.20 1.07 31.93 3.95- 0.02 ir2 37
. Curriculum of the program .50 4.18 . .31 0.04 122
9. Opportunity to work in subject 4.36 1.86 4.43 .77 0.03 172
or content area of cholce : |
Dpportunities to keep clinfeal 1.4 4.29 3.7 . 3.19 0.05 173
knowledge and skills up to date
. Wature of teaching load and 4.38 an 1.79 1.4 0.04 173
a3 igments
. Scheduling of working hours 1.04 a1 3.50 160 .03 173 273
quring the schoal year ;
. Freadom to chooke my Own 4.19 4.36 4.87 2.96 0.06 1r2 i=
fastructional methods
., Being told what 15 expecled 4.22 3.92 $3.289 5.84 Q.00 173 2713

of me Yn my position

Scale: (a5 above).
Scheffé procedure.

W
Lo



g7
For. the mcst part, college nurse ecucators ratec “Scheduling of

me" as more imp%rtant to job satisfacgicn than dicg university nurse
educators. _
University nurse edﬁ!atcrs generally felt that "Type of program”
and "Freedom to choose my own ifnstructional methods" were more importayt/\
to job satisfaction than nurse educators in the other two groups. ;ffg A
The nature of the work in these institutions apﬁearg to determine
what was most impcrtant to the employees. Hospital ﬂuFSEéEGuCéthﬁ who
are involved in supervising.the celivery of significant ém@unts of
nursing care by students valued opportunities to keep abreast in clinical \ t
knowledge and skills, and to work in areas in which they feel competent.

their programs more educationally sound.

) As has been noted above, autonomy and the type of program in which
they werked had more importance generally to the university nurse‘
educators. -

Age. Nurse educators were separated into twd grcups: (1) those
who were 34 years of age and unaer; and (2) those 35 and over. The t
test analysis indicat@d that significant differences existed between the
mean scores Df!these two groups on ten items as summarizec in Table 15.
Iﬂ-mcst cases the younger nurse educators ratea the following items as
more important to job satisfaction:

1. Course preparation time;

2. Reséu%ce facilities: Tlibrary, A.V, aids, etc:;

3. Extent to which I am kept informea about decisions and events

that affect my work;



Tanle 15
= *
t Test Comparison of [mportance of [tem %o Personal Job
satisfaction of Wurse Educators Classifed on the !
tasiy of ige
¥
1 5cale:
W0 Importance = H
Little Importance = 2
Some [mportance = 3
High [mportance = 4
Very Migh [mportance = H
Hean Score!
Sroup ! Growp 2 )
ITEW - 34 and 35 and o
under aver 2 Tatlen
(nsd1) (W=a7) t Valye  Prov.2 af  Comparison
19. Course preparation time 4.26 1.70 3.23 0.00 a7 122
20. Resource faciiities: library 4.11] 1.89 2.7 2.01 a0 1#2
ete.
37. Extent to which ! am kept «.60 .26 2.2 0.03 72 172
. informed sbout decisions and :
events that affect my work
47, The extent to which my opiniens  4.36 4.04 2.4 0.02 " 1#2
are valued by school leadersnip -
41, Degree to which | have the 4.55 4.07 3.75 0.00 a5 1#2
professional respect of faculty .
colleagues
4 =
44, Being told what i3 wxpectad of . 4.21 3.76 2.30 .02 86 172+
me in my position '
51, Relationships with students ~ .97 .21 .5 0.02 a7 172
§7. Relationihips with patients 4.38 31.94 2.7 0.03 86 172
(c1tenty) '
53, Relationships with colleagues 4.52 4.06 2.8 0.01 a7 172
55, Effect of job on personal life 4.80 4.15 .47 0.02 80 1*2
1 Scale: (a5 sbove).
2 p= .05



4., The extent to which my @piﬁicﬁs are valuec by school
’ leadership;
5. Degree to which I have the professional respect of faculty
colleagues;
6. Being told what is expected of me in my position;
7. Relationships with stucents;
8. Relationships with patients (clients);
.5. Relationships with cq11€agges; and,
10. Effect of my job on personal life.
Clger nurse educators appeared generally less depenaent for their
Job satisfaction upon interperscnal relationships, ccﬁmunjcaticni
teaching resources, and direction from others than their colleagues who
were 34 years or younger. The younger nurse ecucators were alsg more
Tikely to have family and home responsibilities which requirea that their

Jobs be flexible enough to accommocaté them.

*DIFFERENCES IN CURRENT LEVEL OF SATISFACTION WITH ITEMS '
ASSOCTATED WITH PERSONAL, PROFESSIONAL, AND
ORGAN]ZATONAL VARIABLES: GROUP B

AN

Sub-Problem Statement 2.1.

"To what extent are differences in nurse educator ratings of the
“current level of satisfaction with the items uncer consideration
associated with DEFSDﬁé?? professional, anc organizational variables?"
Tables 16 to 25 inclusive contain qataff?émsi tests ana one-way
analysis of variance with Scheffe procedure which illustrate the
significant diffe;enies between and among the mean scores of groups

separated on the basis of ten demographic variables. Because of the
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numerous variables investigated, cata are presentec only for thosée in
which significant differences were detected.

The same demographic variables and subgroups were compared as in®
sub-problem 1.1.

Highest Level of Education. One-way analysis of variance and the

Scheffe proceaure indicated that significant gifferences existed between
the mean scores of nurse educatcrs with an RN, a baccalaureate degree,
and a graduate degree. These results appear in Table 16.

Nurse eoucators with an RN were generally more satisfied than
their cclleagues in the other groups with "Opportunities to keep c1inic;1
knowleage and skills up to cate" and "Opportunities to exchande knc@iedge

with colleagues"”. .

Nurse eaucators with gr;auate degrees were usually more satisfied
with “Dppcrtunitigs to engége %n research”.

These findings were éangruent with the types of positions which
these nurse educators occupied and their interests.

Amount of Teaching;Expgriepce in Nursing Education. Table 17

contdins eleven significant differences betweem” the mean scores of nurse
educators with varying levels cf teaching experience. One-way analysis
of variaéce and the Scheffe test were employed .in the analysis.

Nurse egucators with over nine years of teach{ing experience were
generally more satisfied than nu:se educators with six to nine years 1in
nursing education with the following items:

1. Feedback from students;

2. Opportunities for promotion;

3. Course éfﬁparatiéﬂgtime;
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7 Crie-wWay Analysit of Var-ance of _svel 3f 3Satisfaction with [tems 'a Context
of Predent Jobs af Nurse Zzucators lassifigd an tne 3asis of :
L “ignest _evel of Eaucation : :
B .
1 Scale:
Very Dissatisfied N 1 t
Somewhat Dissatisfreg = 2
Neutral = 3
Somewhat Satisfied = - 4
Very Satisfieq = 5
Mean Score! .
Group 1
[TEMm RN/ Group 2 Patrs
RN plus Bacca- Group 1 ) Significantly
aip. or laureate Graduite ~ F F Different_at
cert. Degree  Degree Ratva  Prob 3.1 Leveid
{N=7) {N=72) (N=12) ,
e i —— —— —_— = e ,? = = e
Coportunities to keep clinical £.00 T 3.49 3.58 3.99 0.0z 122 1>3
knowledge and skt11s up to date
Opportunities to engage in. 1.40 2.37 3.25 401 0.02 Ix2
research '
Opportunities to exchange xnow- 4 .86 1.76 .17 4.05 0.02 1=2 123
leage with colleagues
_ — = — i S = — e ‘ =
S5cale: (a5 above;. H
Sehaffd procedure
i
;
’/'
- PR 1. .
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Table 17

the 3a3is of Amount

of Tescning Exparience in Nursing fducation

1 Scale:

Tery Dissatisf ied
Somewnat Oissatisfied
Neutral

Al P

One-Way Analysis of Yariance of Level of Satisfaction with [tems ia Contaxt of -
Present Jobs of Murie Educators clagsified on

2 Scheffé procedure

Sompwnat Satisfied .
. very Satisfied =
R .
mean Scory
Group ! Group 2 Group ] Group 4 Bairs
[TEM Over 9 significantly
N | year 2-5 years 6-9 years years F F Qffferent_at
(n=14) (W=37) (4=23) (N=17) Ratio Proa. -0.1 Leveld.
11. Nature of teaching 1.00 4.0% 1.56 4.12 334\l 0.0 axi 2x
10ad ang assignments
4, Opportunittes to 4.29 4.08 1.04 31.65 4.38 0.0 1>1 21
exchange knowledge
with collieagues
15. Sfeedback from stucents 4.50 .39 1.83 4.53 3.2 0.03 43
16. Opportunities for 1.58 2.76 2.70 1.76 1.66 0.02 4r3 432
promotion i
1. Course preperation 1.07 . 2.4 31.69 1.08 0.03 (B
time .
23. Flextbility of working 4.4 4.39 1.9 4.76 2.9 0.04 ix}
. nours within schedule
1 _ . s . i
30. Qoportunities for 4.07 1.88 1.13 4.8 1.08 0.03 4]
professional and per-
sonal growth
- §1. Relationships with 4.43 4.7% 4 .87 4.78 .17 0.01 1x1
students .
1 Scals: (as weve).

M



gd, Flexibility of working hours within ihe scheébie;’aﬁd‘_

5. éppértuaities for professional and personal growth.

For the‘mcst part, th¥s same group was more satisfied with "Nature
of teéthing loaa aﬁé assignments* than were the nurse educators with only
ane year in the field.

Nurse educators with two to %ive yeérs and six to nine years in
nursing education were not as satisfied as their more experienced
colleagues with "Opportunities for promotion.*

_ However, both nurse educator groups with one year and two to five

R . &
years of teaching experience were, on the whole, more satisfiea with
"Opportunities to exchange knowledge with colleagues" in the context of
their present jobs.

Amount of Nursing Experience Other Than in Jeaching. The t test

revealed éﬂ1y two significant differences between nurse educators with
four years or less nursing expet1Ehzé, ang five years or more. As is
shown in Table 18 less experienced nurse eaucators were generally more
satisfiea with "Job security" than colleagues with five years or more
nursing -exper-ience other thén in teaching, while the group with five
yearsaar more experience were more satisfiec with "Student entrance
requirements."

4} Number of Years in Present Position. One-way analysis of vermagce

-ana the Scheffe pr@cégure indicatec that 15 significant adifferences
existed among the mean score of the three groups separated on the basis
of the numbEr.cf yéars in their present positions. These results are
presented in Table 19.

Group 1 with one year of experience in present jobs was more
satisfiea with the following five iiems tﬁaﬂ Group 3 nurse educators who

had five years or more experience:
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Table 18

”n t Test Comparisen af Level of Satisfication with ltems tn Contéxt of Preient
B dobs of Wurse Educitors on the Ba3is & Ampwnt of Mursing
Experience Other Than in Tdaching

1 Scale:
Very Dissatisfied . 1
Somgwhat Dissatisfied . 2
Bewtral = 3
Somewhat Satisfied . 4
very Satisfied - [
mean Score!
= - Groue 1 Group 2
ITEM 4 years 5 years
* or leis ar more 2 Tatled
(N=52) {ne38) t value  Prob.2 af  Comparison
6. Studeni WL ance requirements 1.13 3.89 -2.10 0.04 a7 271
28. Job security 4.0 1.53 2.13 0.02 87 192
1 Scale: (a3 above).
2 < .05
&
L ' e a
'
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One-Way Analysis of Vartance of Level of Satisfaction with [tems in Context of “resant

Tabie 19

Jobs of Nurse Educators Classified on the Basis of Numpers of

Years in Present Position

! Scale:
Jery Uissatisfied &
Somewhat J153aL7sf'eg LI
veytral s 1
Somewnat Satisfed = 4
Very Satisfisg = 5
* “gan Scare!
Groug 1 Group 2 Group 3 Pairs
ITEM S years significantly
1 year 2-4 ggarf; L over F F Different at
(N=30) (W=27) (N=24) Ratio Prob. 0.1 Leveld
1. The reputation of the school 6. 85 4.3 .79 4,52 0.0 >3 27
7. Competency of colleagues 4.70 4.22 4.00 4.13 0.02 173
8. [ntellectual challenge in the 4.77 4.4] %13 3;}135 G.04 1>1
work -
4. Opportunities to exchange 4.23 3.59 .46 in 0.05 171
knowleage with colleadues
26 . Fringe benefits: pension, etc. 4.08 3.27 3.9% .40 0.04 1722
27. Salary .77 7 343 417 2.90  0.06 1>2
28. Job security 3.70 3.62 4.35 3.0 0.05 1=2
33. Supervision ang evaluation of 3.40 2.53 3.38 4.99 0.01 1>2 3>2
faculty members &
34. Leadership style of amministrators 3.80 2.92 3.00 3.62 0.03 1=2
35. Ability of qean (director, 3.87 2.8% 2.88 §.17 0.01 1>2 1>1
chairman) to provide eaucational '
leagersnip
37. Extent to which [ am kept 4.07 3.03 3.1 5.76 0.00 122
informead about decistons and
events that affect my work
42. Extent to which my opinions are 4,18 1.49 3.3 2.42 0.10 1>2
valued by school leadership
_ L |
2‘ Scale: (as above).

cheffe procedure.



1. Feauiatiaﬂ of the school;
2. Competency of colleagues;

3. Intellectual challenge in the work;

4, Opportunity to exchange knowledge with colleagues; ana,

5. Ability of cean (director, chairman) to provide egucational

1ead§rship_ '

In addition, nurse educators with one year in their present
positions were generally more satisfied than their colleagues with two 1o
four years experience with the following questionnaire items:

1. Fringe benefits: pension, health care, etc.;

2. Supervision and evaluation of faculty members;

3. Leadefship style of administrators,

4, Ability of dean (qiﬁectar, chairman) tb provide educational

leadership; o
5. Extent to which I am kept inf@rmeq'abaut decisions and events
that affect my work; and

6. Extent to which my cpinions are valued by school leaaership.
- On the whole, nurse educators with two to four years in their jobs
were more satisfiec than their colleagues with five years or more
experience wi£h "Reputation of the school,” Dut\1éss satisfieg with
"Sa1éry,“~"Job security," and “Supervision ana evaluation of faculty
- members."”

*

Type of Present Employment. Table 20 contains the results of the

t test analysis employed to investigate dgifferences between the mean

‘scores on satisfaction between sessional and other workers, and workers

with permanent employment.
Sessional and other workers were generally more satisfiéd than

permanent employees with the following 13 gquestionnaire items:
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t Test Comparison of Level of Satisficatfon with [tems

Table 20

_Jobs of Nurse Educators Classified on the Bas's of

Type of Employment

! Scale

very Jissatisfieq

Somewhat Jissaz sfreg

Neutral

Somewh st Sat°sf-eo
Very Sstisfred

¢« v 8 20
[7 3% S VI SV

‘n Zcntext of Present

Mean Score:
Group ! arowp 2
ITEM Sessional Perma-
ce & other nent ) 2 Tatlec
(N=34) (N=87) L value Prob.2 af *omcar\son
e
. 28

10. Opportunity to keep knowledge 4,15 3. 2.86 0.01 86 T »2

and skills up to cate
11. Nature of teaching load and 4.26 3.46 .n 0.00 88 122

assignments
16, Cpportunities for promotion 3.s0 2.85 -2.16 0.03 31 1>»2
19. Course preparstion time 3.58 2.76 2.62 0.01 84 1>

»

2¢. Procecures for estaplisning 3.94 3.25 2%, 0.01 82 1»2

compensation and benefits .
25. Scheduling of working howrs. 445 4,02 2.04 0.08 77 1»2

during school year “

3
28. Job security 3.2¢ 418 -3.88 0.00 88 2>
. v’

29. Policies for permanent employment 31.46 4.02 -2.40 0.02 81 27 .
31, Opportunity to disCuss work- 4,12 3.56 1.99 '0.05’ " a9 1»2

related concerns with

aministrators .
32. Aoministrative regulations and .61 3.05 2.06 0.04 88 1r2

mechanisms which govern schoo!

policy L
33. Supervision and evaluation of 3.4 2.82 2.09 0.04 88 1»2 ’

faculty memoers :
34. Leadership style of agministrators 3.96 2.91 2.79 0.01 89 1>2
35. Abrlity of dean (atrector or 3.76 ‘2.86 7.99 0.00 asg 102

chairman] to provide educitional t

Teadership
45, Recognition of my work 4.26 3.46 3.32 0480 88 122

by superiors .
49. Respact of students 4.68 .4 2.32 0.02 87 1>»2
; Scale: ({as above).

P< .08
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11.

12.
13.

10€

Opportunity to keep knowledce ana skills up to date;

Nature of teaching load and assigments;

. Opportunities for promotion;

Course preparation time;

Procedures for establishing compensation and benefits;
Scheauling of working hours curiﬁg the school year;
Opportynities to gi;cﬁss work-related Eancérns with
administrators;

Administrative regulations ana mechanisms which govern school
pciicy;

Supervision ana evaluation of faculty members;

Leadership style of aaministrators;

Ability of dean (directer, chairman) to p%ovide educational
1eagership; A

éeccgnition of my work by SuDEFiDTS;ﬁaﬂd

Kespect of students.

Only “Job security" and "Policies for permanent empioyment" were

more Yatisfying to nurse educators with permanent employment.

Full or Part-time Employees. The t test was employea to compare

nurse educators with full-time employment with those working part-time.

The results summarized in Table 21 indicate that significant differences

existed between the mean scores of these two groups on their level of

satisfaction with the questionnaire items.

Part-time employees were generally more satisfied with the

following 12 items:
-

1.

2.

Opportunities to keep clinical knowledge and skills up to date;

Opportunities to develop teaching expertisé;



Table 2 =

L Test Comparison of Level of Satisfaction with [tems in Context of
Present Jobs of Nurse Educators Classified on the Basis of

o Full or Part-Time Employment v
2 1 Scale:
Very L ssatisfied . 1
Somewnat Dissatisfied = 2
Neytral = 3
Somewhat Sit'sfiec - 4
Very Satisfiea . 5
Mean Score!
Group 1 Group 2
1TE™ Full Part-
Tima Time 2 Tatled
) (N=71) (N=20) t Value  Pron.? of - Comparison
1. The reputation of the school 4.40 3.78 2.90 0.01 a8 122
10. Opportunities to keep clinical 31.46 4.21 2.1 0.04 §6 2>1
knowliedge and skills up to date
12. Opportunities to develop 31.54 4.25 -2.40 0.02 88 221
teaching expertise
14, Opportunites to exchange know- 3.62 4.30 oo=2.32 0.04 89 2>}
ledge with colleagues )
26. Fringe benefits: pension, etc. 3.83 3.07 2.00 0.05 83 172
28. Yob security .87 3.32 2.9 0.03 a8 122
3. ortunities to discuss my 3.59 4.4 -2.51 0.01 89 2>
woRkk-related concerns with
aom¥gistrators
34. Leaddrship style of administrators 3.04 3.9 -2.38 0.02 89 2"
35S, Abilf§ty of aean (director, 2.9 3.95 -2.71 0.00 88 221
chaitman) to provide educational
leadqrship
39. Freedm to choose my own 4.46 4.84 -2.%9 0.01 77 22
instractional methods
45. Recognition of my work by 1.6 .30 -2.16 0.03 ) 22
superiors '
45. The feeling that my work is 4,21 4.60 -2.15 0.04 89 2 >
important
49. Respect of students 4.0 é.70 -2.06 0.04 57 2
0. Relationships with aoministritive  3.94 4.58 -3.80 0.00 59 231
superiors
85, Effect of job on persomal life 3.61 .20 -2.88 0.01 51 221
Scale: (as above).
P & .08



" 3. Opportunities tc exchange knowledge with colleagues;
4. Opportunities to discuss my work related concerns with
administrators,;
5. Leadership style of administra;ors;
6. Abi1ity of dean (dire@%@r, chairman) to provide educational
laadership;
7. VFFEEdDﬁ;tG choose my own instructional methoas;
8. Recognition of my work by sdperiars;
é, The feeling that my work is important;
10. Respect of students;
51. Rélationships with administrative superiors; ang
12, Effect of my ij on personal life. e
Many af the items with which part-time eéﬂcatcrs were more
satisfied than their fuBl-time colleagues illustrate the benefit for
" which part-time employment is ‘chosen.
Full- t1me employees had higher mean scores on “The reputation of
the school," “Fr1ﬂge benefits,” and "Job SECUF1ty. The last two items

are usually conditional upon full-time employment .

Areas of Hajargespgnsipjiii;;L Table 22 contains t test
comparisons between the mean ratings of nurse educators who have clinical
and/or classroom responsibility only, and those who have aaministrative
or combined aoministrative and teaching duties.

Nurse educators involved in administration were generally more
vsat15f1ed w1th “Opportunities to engage in research," "Scheduling of
working heurs during the school year " and "Degree to which 1 have the

i

prof5551ona1 respect of faculty colleagues.”
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Tadle 22

>

of Nurse Eoucators Classifiea on the Sasis of Arexs of
Mucr Responsibiiity |

‘I

1 Scale:

\Very Dissatisfiea
Somewhat Dissatisfred
Neutral

Somewhat Satisfied
Very Satisfiea

4 u 8w @
[V IR % SV R

< es‘t f‘o-oarison of Level of Sansfacuon a1th [tems n Context of =resonf. “00s V

Mean Score!
Group | Group 2 5,
ITEM Clintcal Agminis.
and/or tration
Classroom & Aomin.
Instruction & Teaching ’ 2 Tailea
(n=78) (N=13) t value Prob.2 of Comparison
13. Opportunities to engage 1n 2.39 3.58 -3.28 0.00 67 21
research
25. Scheauling of working hours 4.0 4.84 -2.27 0.03 36 2 >1
during school year
43, Degree to which [ nave pro- t418 4.82 -2.60 . Q.01 29 2>
fessional respect of faculty :
colleagues
; Scale: (as above). .

P< .05 Y
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Acministrative positions have more status and more opportunity for

v

chcice of professional activity.

Type of Program. Nurse eauceétors teaching in diploma cr

certificate programs were compared with those working in gegree programs.
The t test results presentea in-Table 23 indicate that diploma and
certificate ecucators were generally more satisfiec with the following:

1. The reputation of the school; 1

2. Curriculum of .the program; ang,

3. Job security. .
‘Diploma anc certificate programs have gained a high aegree cf acceptance
among hospital employers of nurses. Their reputations are therefore
secure and their curricule regarded as relevant.

However, the following items were generally more satisfying to
nurse educators working in gegree programs. |

1. Opportunities to develop teaching expertise;

2. Opportunities to engage in research;

3. Opportunities for promotion;

4, Coursé g[gggtgtion time; and, _

5. F]exifﬁ?ity of workingﬁhours within schedule.
The diversified/;caoémic environment, the scheduling of courses, ana the
policies govern%ng staff development in a university appear to be
reflected in thése findings. ”

Type cf jnstitution. One-way analysis of variance and the Scheffe

test were emp}byed to compare nurse educators working in hospitals,
colleges, an‘ universities. Significant'cifferences among the mean

1] - E —
scores of these three groups in their level of satisfactiéhxgjth the
! ’ x\\ N

questionnaire items are presented in Table 24

/‘ .
,
v S R



e
Table 23
st Comparison of _eve! of Satisfaction =1Th [Zewms in Jontext af Pressnt Jobs
of Nurse cducators Classifiea on the Basrs af
Type of Program -

1 Scale:
Tery Uissatisfiea = i
Somewhat Dissatisfiea = F4
Neutral = 3
Somewnatl Sati1ifieg * 4
Very Satisfiea = 5
mean Score!
Group 1 Group 2
ITEM Diploma/ Degree
Certificate Bacc./
) MastErs 2 Tailes
(N=77) (n=14) t Value Prob.2 af  Comparison
1. The raputation of the scnool 4.35 1.89 2.46 0.02 a8 12 .
5. Curriculum of the program 1.88 3.15 2.18 0.03 88 122
12, Opportunities to develop 3.61 4.2 -2.59 0.02 1 271
teaching sxpertise
13. Qpportunities to engage in 2.42 3.29 , ~2.8 0.02 &7 27
resgarch .
16. Opportunities for promotion 2.94 in -2.04 Q.00 81 271
19. Course preparation time 2.88 4.08 -2.90 0.01 B4 2
23. Flexibility cf working hours 4.23 4.71 2.a2 g.01 40 2>
within schedu'le
28. Job security 3.95 .2 z.18 3.03 88 1>2
= — = ————__ 1
1 scale: (as above).
Z P< 0§

“"'r‘ ‘a.w."



Table 24

Sne-way Analysis of Vartance of Satisfaction with [tems in Context of Present Jobs
Of Wurse Ecucators Classifiea on the Basis of Type of Instituticn

v in which “hey “each
»
1 Scale:
7:!'; Dissatisfred . :
Sompwhat C°5s4aT1sfeg = 2
Neutral = 3
Somgwhat Satisifieg = 4
Jery Sat-sfiec . §
wean 3Care
Group 1 Group 2 Group 1 Fawrs
[TEM Hospital ol ege Univer- Jignificantly
sity £ F Gié¥ferent at
(N=48) (N=11; (N=22) Ratie  Prob. T.1 Leveld
1. The reputation of the school 4.50 4.06 1.73 4.52 0.01 C >3
L
. furriculum of the program 3j.as 1.93 1.08 ‘z.72 3.07 2>3
7. Competency of colleagues .27 .58 1.83 2.83  0.06 233
6. Cpportunities for promotion 2.61 1.63 1.50 6.52 0.00 2> 3121
19. Course preparation time 2.57 3.48 4 .00 7.31 0.00 2> 3>
20. Resource facilities 3.63 4.43 4.25 5.05 0.01 251
2. Secretarial and clerical 1.7 457 4.08 5.54 0.01 221
services
24. Procedures for sstabliszhing 3.06 4.00 4.00 §.49 0.00 221 321
compensation ang Senefifts
25. Scheculing of work1ng hours 1.89 4.48 4.50 3.83 0.03. 2>1
curing the school year
27. Salary j.a8 4.23 3.50 4.26 0.02 221
28. Job security T OBV} 1.53 2.28 4.26 g.01 12z 12>}
0. Qpportunities for professiomal 3.40 1,16 1.25 4. 82 0.01 2> 3x
and personal growth
33. Supervision and evaluation Z.62 in 1.00 7.28 0.00 221
of faculty members
314, Leadership style of aominis- * -
trators 2:94 3.77 3.00 3.4 Q.04 2>1
35. Ability of dean (Qirector, chair- 2.8 1.90 2.92 6.20 0.00 2>
man) to provige educational : -
leadership ]
17. Eaxtent to which | am kept 1.19 3.94 1.25 in 0.04 271
informed aboul AeCisiORg AAg
events that affect my work
45, Recognition.of my work by 1.1 4.42 .78 7.61 0.00 22V
superiors
§3. Relatronships =ith colleagues 4.58 4.6} 4.00 4.40 0.02 1>1 2713
' Scale: [as above).
Z Scheffé grocecure.

114



115

For the most part, college nurse educators were more satisfied
than nurse ecucators employed by hospitsls with the following 13 items:
1. Opportunities for promotion;
2. Course preparatioﬁ tiqe;
3. Resource facilities;
4, Secretarial and clerical services;
5. Procedures for establishing compensation ana benefits;
6. Scheduling of working hours during the school year;
7. Salary; ‘
8. Opportunities for professional ana personal growth;
9. Supervision anc evaluation of facuity members;
10. Leadership style of administrators;
11. Ability of dean (director, chairman) to prbvioe educational
leadership;
12. Extent to which I am kept informed about decisions and events
that affect my work; and,
13. Recognition of my work by supervisors.
College nurse educators were also generally more satisfied than
uniyersity nurse educators with "Q!l[iculum of the program", "Competency
of colleagues”, and “"Relationships with colleagues”.
Nurse educators employea by universities were usualiy more
catisfied than hospital nurse educators with the following items:
1. Opportunities for promotion;
2.. Course preparation time;
3. Procedures for_establfshing compensation and benefits;, ang-

4. Opportunities for professional and personal growth.
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The only item which ﬁospitaf nurse educators ratea more highly
than the other two groups was “Job security.” They also fecardeé
significantly higher mean scores than university nurse educators on
"Reputation of the school," and "Relationships with colleagues.”

In the main, university nurse egucators were less satisfiea than
ccllege ana hospital school employees with “Relationships with
colleagues” recording a mean of 4 or only "Somewhat Satisfied".

The wide range of items found more satisfying to college and
university nurse educators in the context of their present jobs, and the
low mean scores recorded by hospital nurse educators in items relevant to
working conditions, policy, administration, leacership, and opportunities
for recognition anc agvancement, points tc substantial dissatisfaction
among faculty members 1in hospital schoolis.

553. Two groups were compared emp1@;§ng the t test: those nurse
educators 34 yea}s of age ana under, and 35 and over. The results are”
sbmmarized in Table 25. Significant differences between mean scores for
current levels of satisfaction were founa on 13 questionnaire items.

The older nurse educators were genera11y’mé}e;satisfied with the
following?

1. Opportunities to engage in research;

2. Feedback from studénts;

3. Opportunities for promotion;

4., Resource facilit{es: library, A.V. aids;

5. Fringe beﬁefits: pension, health care, etc.;

5. Administrative regulations and mechanisms governing school

policy;

7. Supervision and evaluation of faculty members;
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Table 25
t Test Comparison of Level of Satisfacticn with [tems 1n Context of Sresent
Jobs of Murse Eaqucators [liassifieg on the Basis of dge
1 Scale:
Very Uissatisfieg .
Somewhat Jissatisflieg = 2
Neutral = ]
Somewnat Satisfreg = 4
Jery Sat'sfied - 5
wean Score!
- S - rd
aroup | Group 2
[TEM 34 ana 15 ang
unaer aver 2 Tailea .
(N=45) (H=db ) t Vaive iraﬁ.z af  Comparisgn
13, Opportunities t3 engage in 2.9 2.92 -2.54 3.0 87 231
resgarch
15 . Feegback from stugents 4. 04 4.53 =2.74 0.01 73 2=
16. Opportunities for promotion 2.78% 3.36 -2.04 0.05 81 2 >
20. Rescurce facilities: library, 1.68 4.26 -2.37 0.02 88 z2 >
etc.
?6. Fringe nenefits: pension, etc. 3.24 4.4 -3.21 Q.00 23 27
32, Aaministrative regulatjons and 2.96 31.56 -2.12 0.02 a8 2®)
mechanisms governing school
policy
y e S
13, Supervision and evaluation of 2.64 .44 -2.99 0.00 a8 2>
faculty members
39. Freedom to choose my own ‘ 1.4 4.75 -2.19 0.03 45 2>l
{nstructional methods
40, Participation in school policy 3.42 4.4 -2.82 0.01 85 2>l
aecision making
41, Opportunities for involvement 1.93 4.50 -2.56 0.01 68 2>
in committae work
42. The extent to which my opinfans 31.45% 4.13 -2.57 0.0} 74 Y
are valued by school leascership.
45. Recognitions of my work by 3.4 4.04 217 0.0 89 221
superiors - 7 .
57. Social oppertunities and contacts 3.61 4.05 ) -2.02 0.05 84 27
4t work, e
- - g — e m—m——. f T ——
! Scale: (a5 above).
2 P .05
.
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8. Freeagom to choose my Own instructional methods;
9. Participation in scheol policy decision making;
10. Dppcrtuﬂitiég_for involvement in committee work;
11. The extent to which my opinions are valued by schcoli

leadership;
12. Recognition of my work Dy superiors; and,
13. Social opportunities and contacts at work.

Although mean scores for "Opportunities to engage in research”

were higher among older nurse educators, the satisfaction level at 2.92
was only "Somewhat Disshtisfied" to "Neutral™. It is more accurate to
report that older nurse ecuﬁatars, were generally not as as gissatisfied
with this item, or with "Opportunities for promotion,” *Administrative
requlations and mechanisms governing school policy," and “Supervision and
evaluation of faculty members" as the nursé educators who were 34 years
of age or younger. The younger group féigrdéd mean scores that incicated
they were generally less than "Somewhat Satisfied” in all the above items
with the exception of "Feedback from students" and “"Freedom to choose my

own instruc} al methods."

SUMMARY
This chapter contained an analysis of e distribution of
responses of 89 nurse educators in Group A who recorded their perceptions
of the importance of gquestionnaire items to personal job satisfaction;
and 91 nurse eaucators in Eraup’E who registered their zurreﬁt level of
sgtisfactian with the same 1teﬁs-

El



The five items ranked most important to job sati;faﬁtian among
nurse educations in Group A were: (1) The feeling that my work is
important, (2) Opportunities for professional and pers@ﬁé1 growth, (3)
Opportunity to plan and orgamize my own work responsibilities, (4)
Freedom to choose my own instructional methoas, and (5) Extent to which I
am kept informed about decisions aqﬂ events that affect my work.

The item ranking lowest in importance was "Social opportunities *

and contacts at work". ' \\

Only two of the 57 questionnaire items were considered to be of
little or no importance generally to job satisfaction. They were "Social
opportunities anc contacts at work" and "Opportunities to engage in
research".

Thirty-two items were rated "High" or "Very Hﬁgh" in importance -
generally, while 25 items were of "Some importance" to the job
satisfaction of nurse educators. ’

The five items with which nurse educators in Group B-were
generally most satisfiea were: (1) Relationships withgstudents, (2)
Freedom to choose my own instructional methods, (3) Relationships with
colleagues, (4) Opportunity to plan and organize my Own work -
responsibilities, and (5) Respect of students.

Items ranking lowest in satisfaction levels were: (57)
Opportunities ta engage in research, (56) Supervision and evaimatioﬂ of.
faculty members, (55) Course preparation time, (54)70ppertunities for
o omotion, and (53) Ability of the dean (director, &Efirman)_to provide *
educational leadership.

There were 32 items with mean scores under 4 indicating that nurse

educators generally were "Neutral" or “"Somewhat Dissatisfied" with these
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jtems. Twenty-five items received mean ratings which indicatec that
nur§e educators were for the most part{ "Scmewhat" to "Very Satisifec"
with them in the content of their present jobs.

A‘comparison was made between the méan'rénkings of a total of 17
items rated most and least important, and ﬁighest and lowest in
- gatisfaction levels. MNurse educatofs were generally "Somewhat" to "Very
satisified" with three of the items rank.most importént - those relevant
to wﬁrk autonomy and achiévement. However, they were much less satisfiea
with “Opportunities for professiona] and personaf growth" and "Extent to
whichff/am kept informed about decisions gnd events that affect my work"“.

Those five items with which nurse educatoré were most satisfied
were also rated "High" to “"Very High" in' importance.

It appears that Alberta nurse educators were dissatisfied with
"Obportunities to engage in research” at the same time as they rated this
item least in importance among 57 work-relatea items.

_ Finally, an analysis was presented of the extent to which -
differences among thé~me§n ratings for "Importance" in Grbup A, and
"Level of Satisfacthan” in Group B were associated with personal, |
professional, and organizational variables. The use of the t test and
one-way analysis of variance with Scheffe procedure ig these analyses was
digzussed. |

Demographic variables in which significant differences were
detected most frequently among the mean scores for the importance of

‘items to job satisfaction in Group A were: level of education, type of
institution, the age, and experience of the nursebeducafors both in

teaching and in nursing.
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iQEE?’the most part, nurse“educators with graauate ea;tatign and
those employed by universities gave more importance to autonomy and the
type of prbgram in which they taught. Younger nurse educators and those
with less e;gerience teaching were generally more dependent upon
interpersonal re1atign§§ips and girection from superiors, and more
concerned about the effect of their jobs on their personal lives.

QDpcrtUﬂjties to maintain clinical knowlege and skills, tééiﬁiﬂg
load, scheduling, and being told what was expected in the role were
generally important to the'job satisfaction of nurse eaycitcrs with an RN
or baccalaureate cegree, ana those working in hospital schools.

It appeared that nurse educators who had four yeérs or less
experience in nursing other %haﬂ in teaching, valuea collegial ideals for
participation in policy and decision making in their institutions more
than colleagues with more nursing experience.

Significant differences were also detected among the mean ratings
for the levels of satisfaction recorced by Group B nurse educétars in the
* ten demographic variaples examined. The variables in which significant
differences appeared most frequently were: type of institution, number -
of years in present position, type of present employment, full or
part-time employment, age, and amount @f‘teachiﬁg experience.

“Hospital nurse educators were generally less satisfieg with a wide
range of items pertaining to working cpéditians, policy, administration,
leadership, and eppcrtUﬁig%es foz recognition and advancement than were
nurse educators employed by colleges.

In most cases, university nurse educators were only "Saméwhat
Satisfied" with their relationships with ca1ieagués in contrast to

colleagues in colleges and hospital schools.



Employees with only one year in their present jobs were generally
more satisfied with leadership, supervision, and communication in their
work situations. Fér the most part, they were also more satisfied thén
employees with five yeérs or more experience in their present jabs with
severai factags pertaining to the challenge and stimulation offeread by
the work itself. |

Both sessional ano part-time nurse educators hac éigﬂifiéant1g
higher mean Scores for satisfaction on a variety of items l€ss
satisfactory to their ecolleagues employed on a permanent or full-time
basis. |

Nurse educators 35 years of age ana older were generally more
satisfied than their younger ca11éagues with many items in which the
younger gréup recorded mean scores indicating they were less than
“Somewhat Sa£i5fiedi“

Nurse educators with nine years or m -e experience in teaching

seven items pertaining to working conditions ana the work itself.



CHAPTER 6
OVERALL JOB SATISFACTION

This chaéter contains an analysis of Dvera11*jpb satisfaction among
Alberta nurse educators including the differences, among ciassificatioﬁs
of respondents detected employing t tests and one-way analysis of
variance. In addition, Pearson product-moment correlations between
individual items and overall job satisfaction, and the results of a step-

‘wise multiple regression analysis are presented for Group B. Factor
analyses for both Group A “Importance" responses anc Group B "Level of
Satisfactién“ responses are also reported.

Finally, the volunteered opinions of the study participants about
the work factors which are mest and least important to their personal job
satisfaction, and thase contributing most to satisfaction and dissatis-
faction are presented and illustrated. |

E ]

COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES

Problem Statement 3

"How do nurse educators rate their overall levels of satisfaction
with the jobs they now hold?"

Respondents in Groups A and B were asked to select the number on a
scale which most accurately represented their level of overall satisfac-
tian‘%n the job currently held.

.+ The scores on the sca1é were 1 representing "Very Dissétisfiea“,

i

2 for "Somewhat Dissatisfied", 3 for "Somewhat Satisfied", and 4
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representing "Very Satisfied". A neutral category was not offerea so
that respondents would be forced to record an attitude.

The 88 Group A'respondents completing this part of the "Importance”
guestionnaire recorded a mean score of 3.19 indicating that generally
they were little more than "Somewhat Satisfiea” in their current jobs.
Ninety Group B responaents who replied to the item recorded a mean score
of 3.07 which represented a similar degree of overall sétisfactian on the
scale.

The t test detectea no significant differences between the means of
the groups at the 0.05 level of significance. The t value was 0.98 ana
the two-tailed probability was 0.326 with 176 degrees of freedom. .This
result was expected as chi square ‘analyses previays1y employed to test
for differences between the sample groups had yielded no significant

differences (Chapter 4).

DIFFERENCES AMONG CLASSIFICATIONS
OF RESPONDENTS

Sub-Problem Statement 3.1

"To what extent are differencés in nurse educator ratings of their
overall levels of satisfaction in the jobs they now hold associated with
personal, professional, and organization vari$b125?“ *

The t test and one-way analysis of variance uitﬁ the Scheffe
procedure were employed to test for significant differences between and
among groups separated on the basis of the demographic variables dis-
cussed in the.previous chapter. Of the numerous variables investigated

significant differences were detected in three only: number of years in



present position, type of emplioyment, and imstitution. Dafg are present-
ed for these variables.

Number of Years in Present Position. The results of one-way

analysis of variance indicated that significant differences existed among

nurse educators grouped. according to the number of years they had
occupied their present positions. The F ratio was 3.0 ahd the F probabi-
lity 0.05. The Scheffe procedure revealed that thé mean score of 3.27
for the 30 nurse educators with one year in their prese%t positions was
significantly different at tﬁe 0.1 level from the mean score of 2.55 for
24 nurse educators with five years or more in their presEﬁi jobs. On the
whole, nurse éduiatafs with one year in their present positions had
higher overall job satisfaction than colleagues who had occupied their
jobs for five years or more.

Type of Employment. The t test was used to compeare 27 nurse

educators employed on a sessional or other basis with 61 permanent
employees. A difference was detected between the mean scores at 0.05
level of significance. Sessianaj and other workers with a mean score on
overall satisfaction of 3.63 were génera11y more satisfied than nurse
educataré with permanent employment who registered 3.00 on the same
measure, The t value was 3.31 with a probability of 0.001 for 86 degrees
of freedom. |

Type of Institution, Mean scores on satisfaction among nurse

educators employed in hospital schools, ca11eges? and universities were
compared employing one-way analysis of variance. The F ratio of 3.23 and
the F probability of 0.045 indicated that a significant difference
existed at the 0.05 level of significance. The Scheffe iest detected a

difference at the 0.1 level of significance between the 27 college nurse



educatqrs who scored a mean of 3.44 and 47 hospital nurse educators with
a mean score of 2.98. Generally, college nurse educators had higher
overall job satisfaction than nurse educators empicyéd by hospitals. The

mean score for hospital nurse educators indicated that on the whole, this

¢

group was less than "Somewhat satisfied."”

\

RELATIONSHIP OF SATISFACTION WITH INDIVIDUAL
ITEMS TO OVERALL SATISFACTION '

Sub-Problem Statement 3.2

"what is the relationship between overall levels of satisfaction
among nurse educators and their current level of satisfaction with the
items under consideration?”

Two analytic methods were used to examine the relationship between
individual items and overall job satisfaction: (1) Pearson product- !
moment correlations, and (2) stepwise multiple regression analysis. The B

data in Group B “Level of Satisfaction" questionnaires were used for

these analyses.

Pearson Product - Moment Correlations. The Pearson product-moment

correlations between individual items and the expressed overall
satisfaction pf the respondents are shown with the probability levels for
each in Table 26. Al1l cobrrelations were positive.

The highest correlation coefficients of 0.39 were with "The feeling ’
tHat my work is important,* "Ability of the_geaﬂ (director, chairman) to
provide educational leadership," "Recognition of my work by superiors,”
"Opportunity to work in sub}ect or content area of choice,” and ‘éppaﬁ-

tunity te develop teaching ®expertise.* These items reflect the
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Table 26 .

Pearson Correlation Coefficients between Scores on
Overall Satisfaction and Satisfaction with
Individual Items

Item : r Prob.

' Qualities of the School

1. The reputation of the school 0.22 0.02
2. Institutional location of the school 0.34 0.00
(university, college, hospital)

3. Type of program (diploma 0.24 0.01
. baccalaureate, certificate)

4. School philosophy 0.30 0.00
5. Curriculum of the program 0.13 0.1
6. Student entrance requirements 0.15 0.08
7. Competency of&xﬂ]eagues 0.19 _ 0.04
The Work Itself . .

8. Intellectual cha1jenge in the work 0.30 . 0.00
9. Opportymsity to work in subject or 0.39 | 0.00

cont area of choice
o

10. Opportunities to keep clinical know- 0.28 0.00
ledge and skills up to date ' .

11. Nature of teaching load and 0.16 0.07
assignments

Ty




Table 26 (continued)

Item r $rob

12. Opportunities to develop teaching 0.39 0.00
expertise .

7

13. Opportunities to Eﬂgage in research 0.31 0.00

4. Opportunities to exchang® kncw1edge 0.32 0.00
‘with colleagues

15. Feedback from students 0.14 0.10

6. Opportunities for promotion 0.27 0.00

Working Conditions

17. Physical surroundings at work 0.12. Q.12
(office space, classrooms)

18. Class size . 0.09 0.20

g

19. Course preparation time * 0.25 0.01

20.. Resource facilities: library 0.06 0.29
A.V. aids

21. Secretarial and clerical services: 0.05 0.33

22. Clinical facilities available for 0.12 0.13
student learning experiences

23. F1éx1b111ty of working hcurs ) 0.34 0.00

within schedule
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Table 26 (continued)
Item r Prob.
Compensation and Benefits
24. Procedures for establishing compen- 0.23 0.01
sation and benefits: collective
bargaining, mutual agreement, etc.
25. Scheduling of working hours during 0.37 0.00
: the school year: vacation, days
off, shift
26.. Fringe benefits: pension, health 0.25 0.01
) care, etc.
+d7. Salary 0.1N 0.15
28. Job security 0.10 0.18
29. Policies for permanent employment 0.16 0.74
30: Opportunities for professional and 0.34 0.00
personal growth
Administration, LeadershiplfCommunication :
31. Opportunitiés to discuss my work- 0.30 0.00
related concerng with administrators /
32. Aodministrative regulations and .31 0.00
mechanisms which govern school policy
33. Supervision and evaluation of faculty 0.22 0.02
members
34. Leadership style of aaministrators 0.38 0.00

(gean, agirector, chairman)
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Item r Prob

35. Ability of dean (director or 0.39 0.00
chairman) to provide educational
leadership

/

36. Equity in faculty workload 0.10 0.18

37. Extent to which 1 am kept informed 0.32 0.00
about decisions and events that affect
my work

Autonomy and Influence

38. Opportunity to plan and organize 0.30 0.00
my own work responsibilities

1%, Freedom to choose my own 0.35 0.00
instructional methods '

'40. Participation in school policy 0.35 ci_.‘
decision making .

41. Opportunities for involvement in 0.17 0.06
committee work

42. The extent to which my opinions are 0.34 0.00
valued by school leadership

43. Degree to which I have the profes- 0.1 0.15
sional respect of faculty colleagues

44. Being told what is expected of ‘ 0.14 ~_0.10
me in my position
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Table 26 (continued) #
Item r Prob.
Achievement, Status, Recognition
45. Recognition of my work by Super1?rs 0.39 .0.00
46. The feeling that my work is important 0.39 0.00 *
47. Status of my occupation 0.18 I 0.04
48. Respect of professionals in related 0.04 0.35
occupations (doctors, occupational » .
therapists, psychologists, clinical
nurses, etc.) : .
49. Respect of students 70.1? ‘ 0.05
Social-Personal Factors )
50. Relationships with administrative - . 0.27 0.00
superiors 7 ¥
51. Relationships with stuagents 0.21 . 0.02
52. Relationships with patients (clients) 0.19 "0.04
. y
53. Relationships with colleagues 0.20 : 0.03
54. Association with professionals in 0.14 ' 0.10
other fields
55. Effect of job on personal life : - 0.23 0.00
56. The community in which my work is 0.14 0.09
lo;ated
57. Social opportunities and contacts at 0.23 0.01.

work
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_pcssibi1ities for achievement, self-fulfillment, recognition, aﬂd'growth
in the role of the nurse educator.

Correlation coefficients between 0.38 and 0.35 were obtainea for
“Leadership style of the administrator™ (0.38), “Scheduling of working
hours during the school year" (0.37), “Freedom to choose my own instruc-
tional methods" (0.35), and "Participation in school policy decision
making" (0.35). _; {

Coefficients indicating the strength of the relationship between
overall satisfaction and items germane to interpersonal relations were
somewhat lower. For example, “Re1atipn§hips with students"™ obtained a.
correlation coefficient of 0.21, "Relationships ﬁiEh’cc1ieague$“ was
0.20, and "Relationships with patients,” 0.19. The coefficient between
"Re?atienships with aami;isérative superiors" and overall job *
satisfaction was 0.27.

Stepwise Multiple Regresssion Analysis. A stepwise multiple

regression analysis usiﬁg the questionnaire items as predictor variables
and overall job satisfaction as the criterion varigbte is reported in
Table 27. The table includes those variables or items which account for
72.8% of the variation in overall job satisfaction.

This procedure is usea to isolate a subset of available predictors
that will yield an optimal prediction equation-with as few terms as
possible. This is described by Nie et al., (1975:345) in the following:

The variable that explains the greatest amount of variance in the

dependent variable will enter first; the variable that explains the

greatest amount of variance in conjunction with the first will

enter second, and so on. In other words, the variabie that

explains the greatest amount of variance unexplained by the FTN

variables already in the equation enters the equation at each: ’eg l6

‘A reading of Table 27 indicates that "The feeling that my work is '

s i

important" accounted for 15.7% of the variance in overall job
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Tabie 27
Stepwise Multipie degression 4malyirs Jsing Sugitlann”!fe {tems as Pregicior
yarisbles for Overall Job Satisfaclion
(ncredse 1n & S
Criterion _ PBrediction % of yariince
{Dependent) Pregictor ([ndepandent) Variables (in oroer T ) -
Variadle o of entry into regression analysis) ratia  Prob. Ingiviaual Cumulstive
Overall 1. The feeling that my work 15 important 10.81 0.00 5.7 8.7
Job
Satisfaction 2. Participation i school policy 9.16 0.00 8.5 243
decision making .
3. Respect of professionals in related 1.78 0.00 5.1 29 .4 )
occupations , R
4. Opportunity to work in subject or 7.48 . 0.00 5.8 3.2
content #red af choice
§. Relationships =ith patients (clients) 7.17 0.00 4.7 9.9
6. Curriculum of program £.7% 0.00 1.4 433
7. Reputation of school 6.62 0.00 kN 7.1
8. Schedultng of working hours during 6§32 - 0.00 2.6 49.2
the school year .
9. Oop-oftum:i“ for involvement in % §.02 0.00 2.2 52.0 /
committed work
10. Setng told what iy expected of me in §.74 0.0 2.0 54.0
sy position
1. Recognition of work by superiors 5.582 0.00 240 56.0 ,
- r ]
12. Fringe benafits: pewgion, heaith cire, §.13 0.00 1.7 §7.7
etc.
13. Resource Tacilities: library, A.V. 5.01 0.00 0.9 L1
afas, etc.
r]
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Table 27 (cantinued) )
|ncreass in
Criterion Prediction %1 of Var ARCE
{Depengent)  Pregictor (Incependent} Variables (fn order ' -
verianle of entry intc regress-don analysis) f Prob. Irdividual Cumylative
Overall 4. Opportunities to develop teaching expertise 4.78 0.00 1.1 59.7
Job
Satisfaction 15. Opportunities to exchange knowledge with i.76 0.0Q 2.1 61.9
colleagues ’
< .
16. Physical surroundings at work 4.59 0.00, 1.1 63.0
! 17. Extent to wnich 1 am kept inforned 4.19 0.00 1.0 64.0
18. Competency of colleagues -4.18 0.00 0.6 ) 54 .6
19. Opportunites for promot ion 1.95 §.00 0.5 65.2
20. Flexibility of working hours within 1.79 0.00 0.8 66.0
schedule
2Y. Job security 3.63 .90 0.7 6&.7
22. Policies for permanent employment 1.64 0.00 1.1 &7.8
23. Leadersnip style of agminigtrators 1.9 .00 0.8 68.4
24. Nature of teaching lodd and assignments 1,24 0.00 0.6 §9.0
* 25, School philosophy 1.09  0.00 6.5 9.5
26. Opportunities to engage In research 2.97 0.00 0.8 70.1
27. Ability of dean (director, chairman) to 2.92 0.00 1.0 71
provide educational leadership
28. Course preparation time 2.80 0.90 0.8, 71.7
29. Relationship with students 2.717  0.00 (—}f 72.13
30. Salary 2.59 0.00 7.5 72.8
"
. ’ o

-
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satisfaction among Alberta nurse educators in the study. The first vari-
able plus “"Participation in school policy decision making” which itself
accounted for 8.6% of the variation, together accounted for 24.3% of thé
variance in overall job satisfaction. Each variable entering the equa-
tion haa an indifiduaT contribution to the variance which was adyed to
the percentage accumulated by the variables Eﬁtéféé before it. /The order
of inclusion is determined by the respective contribution of each vari-
able to the explained variance in overall job satisfaction to that point
:iﬂ the equation. "Relationships with students" entered in step 29, one
variable before "Salary" in the order. Thirty-variables out of 57
accounted for 72.8% of the variation in the criterion variable.

= Discussion. An examination of the Zcrrgﬁatign coefficients bétWEEﬁ
the items and overall job satisfactigﬂ and the mu1tipfe regression
analysis indicates that é]thcugh the best predictors for overall job
satisfaction fall into the categories of achievement, status, influence,
and the work itself, some re1atiaﬁsﬁips and working conditions are also
fairly high predictaré. Opportunities for invg1{§m2nt in decision making
and committee work are related to recognition of the nurse educator's
abilities to share %; administrative tasks. Relationships with clients

and the work schedule are often considered an integral aspect of the work

itself.
FACTOR ANALYSIS

Factor analyis is a statistical method used to create concepts
rather than merely “employing them or checking their fit to new data”
(Cattel, 1966:174). The aim is to arrive at a reduced number of abstract

variables to explain or represent observed interrelationships among many



gxperimEnta1 variables. The method relies on the structural ingicators
in the data itself rather than upon an arbitrarily selected criterion
variable or group of variables.

According to Cattel (1966:175) factor anaTysig has advantages where
the number of variables to be examined is large, where there ié little
agreement about major concepts, and where there is reason to believe that
complex interactions exist. jAs all of these conditions exist in a study‘
on job satisfaction, this analytic method was chosen to discover if the
observable data could be reduced to a few identifiable unaerlying cimen-
sions which could be used to explain the phenpomena under study.

Nurse educator responses to the 57 items on the "Importance” and
"Level of Satisfaction" scales were subjected to analysis by the SPSS
subprogram FACTOR (PA2) with an c%thegona] rotation. This analysis used
an iteration procedure to improve estimates of communality and arrive at
inferred factors extracted from the original unreduced correlation matrix
(Nie et al., 1975:480).

For both the "Importgnce" and "Level of Satisfaction" scales, 16
factors were produced, l number of factors was determined by the
geherai1y accepted Kaiser criterion of deleting factors whose Eigenvalues

were less than 1.0 (Nie et al., 1975:493). According to Cattel

' (1966:207) extensive experience with the Kaiser test convinces him that

“jt cuts off too soon when variab1é§ are few (n<20), and too late when
there are many (n > 50)." Sixteen fa&igrs; some of which containea on)¥
one variable with a factor loading equal to or greater than 0.4 was an
impractical and cumbersome solution which likely contained error as

as real factors. Error factors are defined by Cattel (1966:201) as

(=%
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which do not repeat themselves in any two studies, whereas real factors
can be replicated.

Cattell's (1966:206-207) scree test was therefore employed to esti-
mate the number of non-trivial factors which could be extracted from the
data. Figures 1 and 2 demonstrate the application of this test to the 16
factor so1utibﬂ proviaed by the Kaiser criterior. The scree test jdenti-
fied error factors which may be due to random small influences and errors
of measurement. These factors which fall along a straight line at the
end of a curvilinear line can be discarded. Cétte11 (1966:206) refers to
them as "small factor debris®.

An eight factor solution was then attempted fo% both sets of data.

The results are reported in the following narrative.

Importance Scale: Group A

Sub-Problem Statement 3.3. “What factors are perceived by nurse

educators to be impprtant to job satisfactidﬁ?“

Factor loadings equal to or greater than 0.40 were considered
significant following the criterion swggested by Child (1970:45-46, in
Jefferson, 1979:54). The results of the_aﬁa1;sis are presented in ‘
Appendix C. Eight factors were extractea and igentified. The number of
variables.]oéding at or above 0.40 on each factor and the range of

loadings were as follows:



Eigen-
values (to
Nearest
Tenths)

1 2 3 45 6 7 8 9 10 1112 13 ¥4 15

Factor

Figure 1: Cattell's Scree Test Applied to Factor
Solution for Importance: Phase 1

16

138



gEigen-
values {to
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Tenths)
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 b

Factor

Figure 2: Cattell's Scree Test Applied to Factor
Solution for Level of Satisfaction:
Phase 1
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Ei

Compensation and benefits

School climate

Policy and administration
Professional growth and development
Interpersonal relations

Caréer development

Autonomy

Resources

6
3

140

Range

0.40
0.42
0.40
0.43
0.48
0.40
0.41

0.48

to 0.72
b 2
to 0.64
to élsﬁdﬂ
to 0.81
to 0.76\
N

to 0.66

to 0.80

Items loading at or above 0.40 on more than one factor were:

6.
19?

26.

36.
37.

38.

Items loading on noné of the factors at or above 0.40 were:

Student entrance requirements (1,3);
Course preparation time (1,8);

Fringe benefits (1,7);

Fciicieglfgr permanent employment (1,2);

Equity in faculty workload (1,3);

Extent to which I am kept informed about decisions and events

that affect my work (2,3); and

Opportunity to plan and organize my own work responsibilities

(4,7);

Competency of colleagues;

-

Opportunity to work in subject or content area of chafceg

Feedback from students;

Physical surroundings;

Flexibility of working hours within schedule;

Being told what is expected of me in my position;

Recognition of my work by superiors;
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55. Effect of job on personal 1ifé; and,
56. The community .in which my work is located.
. The first factor isolated, “Cémpensatiah and behefits“, contributes
26 .5% of ihe total variance to the analyzed data. A1l other factors .
together contribute only 31.3% and range in individual variance from 3.4%
to 6.5%. Taken together the eight factors account for 57.8% of the total
variance in the gdata. | i
Level of Satisfaction Scale: Group B
v
Sub-Problem Statement 3.4. “What factors are perceived by nurse
educators tq contribute to satisfaction in theié current jobs?
The same criterion described previously for selecting significant
variables was used to identify those loading on each factor. The results
are presented in Appendix C. q

Eight factors were extracted but the last contained only two
apparently unreiated variables with loading factors equal to or greater
than 0.40, and for this reason was deleted following the Kaiser criterion
referred to in Nie et al., (1975:485) for discarding trivial, uninter-
pretable factors. The sixth factor was also difficult to interpret
because it contained variables with no obvious communality. However, it
was not discarded because it contained high loadings for two variables
not included in any other factor and relevant to working with students,
an element of the Fg1e of the nurse educator which had been given high
priafi£y bj’respanEﬁts in the level of satisfaction ratings discussed in

Chapter 5.
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The seven factors retainea, and the numbers of variables loading at

or above 0.40 with the range of ‘loadings were as follows:

7.

' N o Range
School climate 14 0.40 to 0.80
Policy and administration 10 0.45 to 0.74
Compensation and benefits . 8 0.45 to 0.78
Professiohal growth and development 5 : 0.41 to 0.72
Career development 10 i 0.41 to 0.71
(Unnamea) 5 0.41 to 0.66
Autonomy 5 0.43 to 0.79

Items loading at or above 0.40 on more than one factor were:

9.
19.
23.
35.

37.

38.

39.

40§
46.

Items which loaded on none of the factors at or above 0.40 were:

. 3 &
8 -
17.

Opportunity to work in content of subject area of choice (2,4);
Course preparation &ime (2,4);

Flexibility of working hours within schedule (3,5);

Ability of dean (director, chairman) to provide educational
Jeadership (1,5);

Extent to which I am kept informed about decisions and events
that affect my work (1;5);

Opportunity to plan and organize my own work responsibilities

(L7)
Freedom to choose my own instructional methods (1,7);
Participation in school policy decision making (1,2); and,

The feeling that my work is important (1,4,6).

Type of program; , .
Intellectual challenge in the work;

Physical surroundings at work;

142
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18. Class size;

22. Clinical facilities available for stuaent learning éXDE?iEﬂCES;

47. Status of my occupation;

48. Respect of professionals in related occupations;

. 52. Relationships with patients (clients);

54. Association with professionals in other fields; and

56. The community in which my work is located. |

The first factor_identifiea, “School c1imate,“ accounted for 21% of
the total variance in the data observed. The other six variables
accounted for 9.3% to 4.7% of the variation individually ana 36.3%
together. The seven factors accounted for 57.3% of the total variance in

\

the data in the “Level of Satisfaction" scale.

¥

Discussion

It is notable that although eight and seven factors respectively
were generated from the "Importance" and “Level of Satisfaction" scales,
the first factor isolated in each case carried most of the percentage
variance for the data being analyzed. AccgEQing to Cattell (1966:258)
this is a limitation inherent in orthogonal rotatign which prevents the
spreading of the variance more evenly because the factors are unrelated
or uncorrelated. In fact, most aspects of human behavior are related to
some extent so that orthogonal rotation is somewhat arbitrary and
artificial.

Notwithstanding this reservation, mcgggef the factors igentified
could be expected from the literature and the previous analyses of the

data in the study. However, “Career development" as a factor separate



from “Professional growth and development® is an' interesting occurrence.
’ A »

The factor included variables such as "Institutional location of the

school”, “Type of program", “Opportunity to engage in research®, and

“Opportunity for promotion® in both analyses. Alberta,nurse educators

appear to be concerned about their careers in the atmosphere surrounding’

advocacy of degree preparation for professional nursing practice, and the
associated educational changes which must come about to accommodate this
proposal. The inclusion of "Opportunities to do research" in this factor
indicates a tendency towards more academic values in career development.

FACETS SELECTED IN FREE RESPONSES

Respondents in each group were asked to volunteer opinions abeut

the work facets which ;hey personally fﬁ?t were most and least important .

to job satisfaction as nurse educators, and those contributing most to
satisfaction and dissatisfaction in their current jobs. v

Responses from each group were sorted and classified. The resujlts
are presented below with appropriate quotations from the participants to
illustrate the findings.

e
Facets HQ§§,1mpart§n;,tcwdabfsatigfgqgiongi Group A

Sub-Problem Statement 3.5. “What facets ‘of the job are personally

selected in free responses by nurse educators as being most important to

their job satisfaction as nurse educators?”

144



Eighty-nine respondents in Group A completed this part of the
questionnaire. - The facets chosen, the freguency ana percentage distribu-

tion are listed below:

N 3
working with students o 23 26
Challenge and professional growth ; 17 19
Autonomy ‘ ;i 15 17
wWork of choice , 9 Ti
‘ School leadership ’ 7. 8
Time/Workload ) : . B 6 7
Recognition from superiors 3 3 7 3
Relationships with peers 3 3
Work flexibility 3 3
Participation in school policy decision making % 1-
Worthwhile work 1 ]
Influence in c%iﬂicai area i 1
| Total 89 100

“Working with students," "Challenge and professional growth," and
“Autonomy” were freely chosen by 59% of the respondents as the facets
most important to their job satisfaction. Comments of the purse

educators provided below illustrate these opinions.

Working with students. A\stpitaT nurse educator valued inter-
action between herself and her students:
T "The response of the students to my teaching, feedback, etc.,

determines my satisfaction as a nurse educator. This relates to
their written work as well as their attitudinal responses."”

£

performed worthwhile work. A hospital nurse educator stated:

145
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"khouing that 1 have imparted something that is functional and
applicable to the student's riursing career [is most important].®

Challenge and professional growth. A college nurse educator

revealed her enthusiasm for her work in the following:

"Nufsing education is dynamic. There is constant involvement fn
any aspect of the process - thus giving the opportunity for
continued professional and personal growth."
A university nurse educator expressed her central job-related need:
"] have to be stimulated and challengea in whatever [ do for the
job to motivate me and hold my interest. This is one of the most
important factors that 'brings' me to my job every day."
Autonomy. A college nurse educator linked autonomy with flexibi-
lity of time, and opportunities for creativity:

"The opportunity that's provided to set one's own stanaards, and
flexibility of time that allows diversified ana creative teaching."”

A nurse educator employed by a university stated that the most important
P , . s s s :
facet of her job satisfaction was the "Opportunity to do things I wish tag

do." : .

Facets Least Important to Job Sg;jsfactjph: Group A

~

Sub-Problem Statement 3.6. "What facets of the job are personally

selected in free responses by nurse educators as being least important to
their job satisfaction as nurse educators?”

Sixty-one Group A nurse educators gave opinions 1é7this part of the
questionnaire. The facets selected as least important, their frequency
and percentage disEPibntian were as follows:

y
4
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" L] L
Social contacts . 15 25
Compensation and benefits 14 23
Setting and physical facilities 12 20 ‘
'Partitipatiaﬁ in school policy decision making 4 7
Status of my occupation 4 7
Opportunities for promotion : Al 7
Reputation of the school ] 2 3
Misc. single facets 6 10

Total ' 61 100

“Social contacts", "Compensation and benefits,” aﬁd_"Setting and
physical facilities" were chosen by 68% afﬁthg respondents as least
important to their satisfaction as nurse educators. Comments were very
straightforward and therefore do not enhance understanding of the facets

listed.

Supe?fgglgmfstatémgg} 3.7. *“which facets ot the job are personally

: . s . ; L ) »
their overall satisfaction with their present jobs?"
Ninety Group B nurse eaucators responded to this part of the
questionnaire, The facets selected, frequency and distribution appear

below:

4
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1 ) " N L]

_Working with students . : .33 37 i
- Autonomy T8 20
‘Challenge and %rcfessianaT growth =10 n
work flexibility ; 10 n
Relationships with colleagues and patients 8 9

Worthwhile work - 4 4 ‘

work of choice : 2 2
Pay | 2 2
Misc. single facets | 3 _4
| Total 90 100

"working with students,” “Autonomy," “Chaiienge'ana professional
growth" amd "Work flexibility" were selected by 79% of the Group B nurse
educators as most satisfying in the context of their present jobs. These
opinions are illustrated by comments quoted below.

Hggkingiwitﬁrgtggentg_ A hospital nurse educator associated work

with students with stimulation on the job and a sense of purpose:

"Working with students....Their interest, idealism, quest for know-
ledge is stimulating as well as highly satisfying if one is
contributing to a goal."

“Another response was typical of the satisfaction expressed by many:
"Seeing students learn, increase in competence in the clinical area
ana grow personally and professionally [is most satisfying]."

Autonomy. A university nurse educator describea what was most

satisfying to her:

"Freedom to develop my teaching material, style...without inter-
ference from others.” g

A nurse educator working in a hospital school stated that the most

satisfying aspect of her work was:
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“The opportunity to plan, organize, and implement my own work
responsibilities within the framework.of the institution."

Challenge and professional growth. Respondents referrea to oppor-

tunities for self-actualization, the challenge of a particular program,
the opportunity to use théir education and skills, or the stimulation of
an ever-changing environment in the classroom or clinical area.
Flexibility. Some of the respongents volunteering this facet as
most satisfying in the job context refer to the flexibility of time which
allows them to accqmmGQate fa@i}y responsibilities:
"Sessional employment a]iéﬁs me to keep up to date in my profes-
sion, continue to work with students, hospital staffs, and
patients, yet not neglect or "farm out' my own growing family."

This respondent also provided insight into the other facts of the work

which she founa satisfying, namely "Challenge and professional growth,”
"Work with students" and "Relationships with patients and colleagues.”

Facets Contributing Most to Overall Dissatisfaction in Present Jobs:

Group B WA*A*

Sub-Problem Statement 3.8. "Which facets of the job are personally

selected in free responses by nurse educators as cantribut%ggﬂma;t 10
their overall dissatisfaction with their present jébs?“

Eight-eight Group B respendents recorded Dpinigns re]evéﬁt to this
quéstion. Facets selected as canfributéng most to dissatisfaction, their

frequency, and percentage distribution are listed below:

N 4
Lack of time/heavy workload : 27 3]
Lack of effective school leadership 16 18
Job insecurity 8 9
f\ ® N



Lack of challenge and opportunities for
professional growth : . 7 8
Service-education conflict 6 7
Poor communication | : ‘5 6
Physical environment | 4 7 4
Lack of job description if 3 3
Isolation from colleagues and other professionals 3 3
Lack of feedback and recognition from superiors 2 2
CDmmittée work ' 2 2
Miscellaneous single facets 5 _7
Total 88 100

Facets contributing to job dissatisfaction were more numerous and

diverse than those chosen as facet of satisfaction. Only one satiéfier

—_—

"Challenge and professional growth" actéd gg a dissatisfier as well.
V"Laﬁk of time/heavy ‘workload," "Lack of effective school leadership,” and
"Job insecurity" were cited by 58% of the respondents as most dissatisfy-
ing in the context of the jobs held. The comments below contribute to an
understanding of these opinions.

Lack of time/heavy workload. The following comment from a college

nurse -educator typified the responses which focused on the ‘lack of time

to perform a heavy workload which also interfered with family life:
"Time pressure [contributes most to my dissatisfaction]. To do the
job well would consume all my time and I must have some time avail-
able for my family".

Others found that lack of time and the pressure of workload interfered

" with their professional growth:

"The lack of time available to maintain my clinical skills contri-

' bute most to my dissatisfaction. I operate well at or just above
the level of the student I teach and that is not good enough.”
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A university nurse educator commented that.there was not enough time to
meet the expectations of the institution:

"High expectations for teaching ang publications and research...
Something has to suffer or not get done."

A college nurse educator dissatisfied with remuneration focused on the
extra time demanaed by her workload:
"...extra time spent trying to do a good job...helping weak
students, committee meetings, in-service programs, etc. [ know

these things are important but after awhile it becomes financially
impossible to be as involved as | would like. I can do volunteer

work from my home."

Lack_of effective school leaderSbip. Respondents focused on the

inability of administrators to make decisions, provide skilled leader-
ship, and show cangiderati@h towards their staff members. One nurse

educator comments:

thraugh on the1r respans1n111t135 This leads to Drgan\zat1cn by
committee with no one responsible, and a 'middle of the road',
rather neutral position which lacks excitement."

Another was most dissatisfied with "persons in IeaGEfsﬁip positions who

Job_insecurity. Nurse educators who chose this facet as most dis-

satisfying either disliked the policies for permanent employment,; desired
full-time work, or resented the irfegular nature of sessional employment.

4

Discussion
The facets which the majority of nurse educators in both groups

chose. as most important and most satisfying in the content of their

present jobs were the same; namely "Working with students,” "Challenge

and professional growth," ana “Autonomy." These facets relate to the

-
|
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doing of the job and provide the individual with a feeling of profes-
sional achievement and development. In short, they aré intrinsic to the
job itself.

The three facets selected as least important by a majority of the
respondents in Group A were associated with conaitions surrounding the
job, or extrinsic to the job itself.

However, a third of the nurse educators in Group B were very dis=

csatisfied with the demanding workload they were expected to accomplish in

T

limited time. It seems that generally, nurse educators find the work
itself challenging, stimulating, and satisfying, but the amount of work
they are expected to perform, overwhelming. Eight percent of the
respondents in Group B referred to ineffective school leadership as the
source of dissatisfaction for them. Perhaps these facets are related in
that the unrealistic expectations of administrators, and their limita-

tions can result in extra workload for members of faculty.
SUMMARY

Group A and Group B respondents recorded a mean score on overall
job satisfaction which indicated that generally, they were little more
than “Somewhat satisfied" in their current jobs. The t test and one-way
- analysis of variance with the Scheffe procedured revealed that, on the -
whole, nurse educators with one year of experience in their present jobs
were more satisfied thanaca11eagues with five years or more experience;
sessional employees were more satisfied than nurse educators employed on

a permanent basis; and college nurse educators were more satisfied in
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their present jobs than nurse Eduiétors employed by haspitaigichag1s of
nursing. -

Two analytic methods were used to exaﬁine the relationship between
indiviﬂua? items and overall®job satisfaction: Pearson product-moment
correlations and a stepwise multiple regression ana]jsis. The highest

.
correlation coefficients (0.39) were obtained for "The feeling that my
work is important," "Ability of dean (girector, chairman) to provide
educational leadership," "Recognition of my work by superiors," "Oppor-
tunity to work in subject or content area of choice," andg "Opportunity to
develop teaching expertise." Thes;'itemg reflected the possibilities-for
achievement, recognition, self-fulfillment, and growth in the role of the
nurse educator.

The stepwise multiple regression analysis indicated that "The feel-

ing my work is important" and "Participation in school policy decision
mak ing," the first two predictor variables entering the equation,
together accounted for 24.3% of the variation in overall job satisfac-
tion, the criterion variable. Thirty predictor variables accounted for
72_851 of the total variation in overall job satisfaction.

A varimax factor solution for the 57 variables on both the
"Importance" Group A, and "Level of Satisfaction" GFQJE B scales produced
eight "Importance" factors and seven "Satisfaction" factors. . Factors on

both scales were Compensation and benefits, School Climate, Pojicy and

and Autonomy. Interpersonal relations and Resources appeared as factors
in "Importance", while an unnamed factor in the'“Satisfactian“ scale

contained variables relevant to workihg with students.
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The volunteered opinions of a majority of nurse educators about the

facets which they believed were most impertant to job satisfaction and

those they found most satisfying in the context of their present jobs

were the same, namely, “"Working with students,® “Challenge and

professionals growth,” and “Autgnﬁmy," Those which a majority cited as

being the source of mest dissatisfaction were “Lack of time/heavy

work loa

d," "Lack of effective school leadership," ana “Job insecurity.”

’



CHAPTER ‘7
CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

‘This study examined a very complex phenomenon, job satisfaction
among nurse educ;térs in the 11 schools af’nur;ing in Alberta. 1In so
doing it focused on specific characteristics of the jaé and the relation-
ship between these and certain ﬁErSGﬂé],’prDFéSgiDna1, and organizational
variables. A considerable amount éf data were obtained and analyzed.
Generally, the volunteered responses to the open-ended questions
supported and illustrated the quantified data.

This chapter contains a summary of the study, including a restate-
ment of the problems, a review of the research methodology and of the
major findings related to the questions unager study. Specific findings
which have application to the literature, and personal Dbservatianj\ésd
opinions are highlighted in the diséussi@n and in the implications of the

study.
SUMMARY

Restatement of the Problems

The stud& was designed to discover the following:
1. Nurse educators' perceptions of the items which are most
important to job satisfaction,
2. Nurse educators' current levels of satisfaction with the items

under consideration, and
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3. Nurse educators' levels of overall job satisfaction.

The major problems were each aivided into a number of sub-problems,
some of which focused on the extent to which gifferences in nurse educa-
tor ratings in importance, levels of satisfaction, and overall job
catisfaction were associated with personal, professional and organiza-
tional variables. Other sub-problems related to féit@f analyses of
responses, to the relationship between items and overall satisfaction,

and classification of volunteered responses to open-ended questions.

Research Methodology

As two separate aspects of the work situation of nurse educators
were being examined, two separate questionnaire forms were developed.
Form A investigated the "Importance" of 57 various job gh;raéteristics to
the overall job satisfaction of_nurse educators, while Farh B asked
respondents to rate their current "Level of Satisfaction" with the same
jtems in the context af their present jobs. |

Questionnaires were randomly aistr}buted to nurse educators
currently employed in Alberta schools of nursing with an equal number
receivf%g either Form A or Form B. A total of 258 questionnaires were
distributed, and 180, or 69.8% were returned.

Programs in the “Statistical Package for the Social Sciences were
used for analyses of data to provide frequency distributions, means,
correlation coefficients, t tests, analyses of variance, ﬁu]tipie regress;
sion analysts, and factor analyses. é

In addition, chi-square analysis of the two sample groups complet-
ing either Form A or Form B, namely Group A and Group B, were performed

_to determine if significant differences existed between the groups on the



basis of ten personal, professional, and organizational variables. No ™
significant diffErew existeo so it was concluded that the two sample
groups were not-ingependent and were assigned randomly from the same

population.

Review cf the Findings

The findings are summarized according to the major problems.

Problem 1. "“what items are perceived by nurse educators to be most
important to job satisfaction?”

The five items ranked highest in importance bjénurse educators were
“The feeling that my work is important," "Opportunities for professional
and personal growth," "6§partunity to plan and organize my own work
responsibilities," “Ffeééam to choose my own iﬂstruétionai methods," and
"The extent to which I:am kept informed about decisions and events that
affect my work."

"Social opportunities and contacts at hcrk,“x”Dbnﬂftunities to
engage %n research;" “The community in which my work is located,” "Insti-
least important to the job satisfgcticn of Alberta nurse educators.

Only two of the 57 questionnaire items were considered to be of
little or no importance to job satisfaction. They were: *“Social oppor-
tunities and contacts at work,"” and "Opportunities to engage in
research." Thirty-two items were rated "High" or "Very High" in impor-
tance, while 25 items were of "Some importance" to Alberta nurse

educators generally,

o
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Demographic variables in which significant differences appeared
mést frequently among mean scores for importance cf jtems-were: highest
level of education, type of institution, ége, and experience of the nurse
educator both in teaching and in nursing.

More importance was given to items related to the type of program
in which they taught by nurse educators with graduate education, ana to
autonomy by those employed by universities. Interpersonal relationships,
direction and supervision from superiors, and the effect of their jabs on
thetir personal lives were of more concern to nurse educators under 35
years of age and those with one year éﬁ less experience in teaching.

Nurse educators with an RN or a Batca1aﬁreate degree, and those
working in hospitals valued opportunities to maintgjn clinical knowledge
and skills, gave more importance to teaching 1DadFand scheduling, and
being told what was expected of them than colleagues with graduate level
education, or working in the university setting.

Nurse educators with four years or less nursing experience oth@
than in teaching had higher scores for the importance of the school's
reputation, participation in school policy decision making, the extent to
which their opinions were valued by school leagership, professional
respect of fagufty colleagues, and ?E1aticﬁfhip5 with colleagues than
nurse educators with five years or more E;DEFiEﬂCE in nursing.

=

Problem 2. “How do nurse educators rate their current level of
satisfaction with the items under consicgeration?”
The five items with which nurse educators were most satisfied

were: “Re1atian§hip with students," "Freedom to choose my own instruc-

s

tional methods," "Relationships with colleagues," "Opportunities to plan



and organize my gwn work responsibilities,” ang “Respect of stucents.”

Items'ranking lowest in satisfaction levels were “Dpeartunities to
engage in research,” ™\, pervision ana evaluation of faculty members,"”
*Course preparation'time.f "Opportunities for promotion,Y and "Ability of
dean (director, chairman) to provide educational 1eaéership." !

Significant differences were most freguently aetected among the\
mean ratings for the levels of satisfaction recorded by nurse educators
on the basis of the type of institution, number of years in present posi-
tion, type of present employment, full or part-time employment, age, and
amount of teaching experience.

Nurse educators employed by hospitals were generally less satisfied
than colleagues in colleges with numerous items relating to working
conaitionﬁ} policy, administration, leadership, Dppcrtunitie; for promo-
tion, and recognition. In most cases university nurse educators were |
less satisfied than hospital and college nurse educators with relation-
ships with colleagues. |

Employees with one year in their present jobg were generally more
satisfied with leadership, supervision, communication, intellectual
challenge, oppértunities to exchange knowledge ;ith‘ccileaguesi the
reputatiop of the school, the competency of ceTTeégbes, and fringe
benefits than were nurse educators with more elperience in their presenﬁ
jobs. ‘

Both sessional and part-time employees were generally more satis-
fied with a w}de variety of items relating to working conditions and
school leadership than their colleagues who were employed on a permanént

or full-time hasis. Among these items.were "Recognition of my work by

(9.1
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superiors,” *Leadership style of administrators,* “Ability of the dean
(director, chairman) to provide educational leadership,” and "Opportuni-

gj@s to keep clinical knowledge and skills up to date.”
&

At

*urse educators over 35 years of age were generally more satisfied
with several items reflecting working conditions than were nurse
educators 34 years of age or yDUﬂgEF; However, as mean scores for
administrative regu1ations, opportunities for research, supervision, &nd
promotion were quite low for both groups, it is more accurate to say_that
the older group were less dissatisfied with these items than the younger

nurse educators.
¥
. ]

The Spearman rank-order correlation coefficient for {hea
“Importance" ana,“Leve1 of Satisfaction" scales was 0.31 indicating that
little relationship existed between:thé rankings even though nurse
egucators were satisfied with some items they rankea hiiP in importance,

namely items reflecting the opportunity to work independently, and

relationships with students and colleagues.

) Probiemﬁ;. "How ‘do nurse eaucators rate their overall levels of
satisfaction uiéE the jobs they fow hold?*

Alberta nurse educators recorded a score on cve:a]1 Jjob satisfac-
tion which indicated that they were little more than “Somewhat satisfied”
in their current jobs.

When demographic varidbles were examined for significant dif-
ferences among groups of nurse educators on mean scores for overall

.‘Satisfaction, it was discovered that, on the whole, nurse educators with
oné year in their present positiofs were more satisfied tﬁan those with

five years or more in their current jobs; sessional employees recorded
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more overall satisfaction than permanent employees; ana college nurse
Educaters were more satisfied with their curren% Jjobs than nurse
educators working in hospital schools. E

Pearson product-moment ccfre1atinns were calculated to examine the
relationship between individual items and overall job satisfaction. The

highest correlation coefficients (0.39) were obtainea for "The feeling my

work 1is important," "Ability of dean (director, chairman) tbrprsvide
educational 1eédership,“ "Recognition of my work by superiors,™ "Oppor-
tunity to work in subject or content area of choice," and "Opportunity to
develop teaching expertise.”

A stepwise multiple TEQTES%?ED analysis showed that "The feeling
that my work is important," and “P%rticipatian in school policy decision
making," the first two predictor variables entering the equation, -
together accownted for 24.3% of the variation in overall job satisfaction.

Factor analysis of both “Iﬁp@rtance“ and "Level of Satisfaction”
scales produced eight Importance factors, and seven Satisfaction
factors. The factors which appeared in both analyses were Compensation
and.Benefits, Schoel climate, Policy and!administratian, Professional
growth and development, Career development, and Autcncmy.! Interpersonal
reiatiaﬂsggnd Resources were "Impottance"-factors, while an unnamed
"Satisfaction" factor contained items relevant to uarkiﬁg with students,

Nurse educators volunteered their apiniaﬁs about the facets which
they believed to be most and least important to job satisfaction as nurse
educators, and those which in their opinions contributdd most to job
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. The facets which werée named most
im@@rtant by 59% of the-respendentst;and most satisfying by 79% were the

same. They were “"Working witﬁ\siuaents," ”Ché]1enge and professional



growth," and "Autonomy.*” "Social-contacts,” “Compensation ana benefits,”
and “Setting and physical facilities" were chosen by 68% of the nurse
educators as being least important.

facets named as contributing most to job dissatisfaction were more
'diverse. One satisfier "Chailenge ana professional growth" acted as a
dissatisfier as well. "Lack of time and a heavy wo}kload," "Lack of
effective school leadership," and "Job insecurity" were volunteered by
58% of the respondents as contributing most to dissatisfaction in their

s current jobs.
- DISCUSSION

The items ranked higpest'in importance to Alberta nurse educators
were intrinsic to the job;itse]f. These specific job characteristics of
worthwhile work, growth épportunities, autonomy, and responsibility were
cited by Hackman and Lawler (1971) as necessa}y for the motivation of
employees yith higher order needs;

The value of autonomy in job satisfaction was also supported by
research among nurses (Stamps et al., 1978) agd nurse edgcators (Grand-
jean et al., 1976).‘ As could be expected from the theory and research on
job satisfaction (Herzberg et al., 1959; Maslow, 1970; Marriner and
Craigie, 1977) the items ranking lqwest in'importance were extrinsic to
the job itself.

The most consistent finding was that relationships with students
and colleagues were ; source of much satisfaction to Alberta nurse
educators in their current jobs. Working with stuaents was linked to -

feelings of wo:thwhile achievement, challenge, and stimulation by many

~
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respondents in their voiurteered comments. In stugies by Rice (1978),
wickstrom (1973), Holdaway (1978) and Stember et al. (1978) interpersonal
relationships were also shown to contribute significantly to job satis-

-

faction. As relationships with students are at the core of the Féacher‘s
role, it would be aifficult to imagine a nurse eaucator who could be ’
satisfied in her work without finding her contacts with students reward- |
.ing and enriching. | ‘

For the most part, Alberta nurse educators appeared very satisfied
with opportunities to work independently and be responsible for their own
activities, items thch they ranked high in importange. This was an area
which Grandjean et al. (1976), and Marriner and Craigie (1977) found less.
than satisfying in the faculties of nursing which they studied. "

The items with which nurse educators were least satisfied were
extrinsic to the job itself. Much is expected of nﬁrse educators in
modifying cugricula and preﬁaring_courses at the same time as they are
heavily involved in teaching and supervising students. Although some of
the heavyworkload of the nurse educator may be self-generated by her -own
desire for excellence and clinical expertise, there is rarely sufficient
funding to allow for the assignment of specific.faculty members to school
projects which are necessary for the health of the institution. The
result may be that ;acu1ty members become exhausted by the heavy
workload, and discouraged by the extra time required to complete a tast_
on a part-time basis. This may be one of the major reasons for staff
resignation or transfers. Supervision and evaluation has been examined

in a previous Alberta study (Cadman, 1977) and found similarly unsatis-

factory to nurse educators.



For the most part, A]berta nursé educators expressed dissatisfac-
tion with opportunities to engage in research at the same timé aé they
gave this item little to some importance to job sat1sfact1on Similar
findings were reported by Seyfried et al. (1976) and Grandgean et al.
(1976) in their research with university nurse educators in the United
States. This finding should be interpreted cautiously. It may reflect
the fact that very few nurse educators have had an opportunity, because
of limited educatiofskills and institutional resources, to experience

‘the intellectual or emotional rewards attendant upon successful involve-
ment in research activity.

Generally, Alberta nurse educators did not rate the importance of

opportun1t1es for promotion very highly, but they also recorded a low

level of catisfaction with this item. There are few opportunities for an

;Hberta nurse educator to improve her status or benefits especially in
hospital schools. Even a change in work description or responsibility
does not often bring a change in salary, benefits, or privileges. In
each school of nursing there are usually two administrative positions,
although section chairmen and committee chairmen aécept some administra=
tive functions. Opportunities for research or consultative activity, a
fsource of additional variety and chalienge in the work of educators in
other professional fields, are not as readily available to nurse
" educators. kowever. the findings of this study suggest that Dpp@rtuni;
ties for professional and persanal growth are highly important to job
at1sfact10n Professional associations and governments employ a few
nurse educators but those desiring more challenge and opportunity often
]eave the field. One of the factors generated in the factor analyses, |

careéé development, supports the view that nurse educators are becoming

\
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somewhat concerned about their caree}s in the uﬂcegtain climate surround-
ing the need for program change and advanced preparation for the nurse
educator.

Nursing education in Alberta, despite official professional pbliéyi
appears to be in a confusea state at present, neither fully committea to
baccalaureate professional preparation, ﬁar'é@éépting the continuance of
diploma level education for nurses. Furthermore, advanced administrative
preparation has not been readily available to nurse educators. Funds for
study leave have not been forthcoming, and specific courses have not yet
been developed in Alberta universities. Frequently, administrators in
schools of nursing have not been well prepared for the leadership roles

necessary in the uncertain conditions which now prevail in nursing educa-

@
tion. As the educational level of faculty members increases, the

pressure upon administrators to proviage the impetus for dynamic educa-
tional innovation also increases. Some aissatisfaction with educational
leadership is therefore understandabie.

The differences in "Importance" ang "Level of Satisfaction" for
jtems associated with personal, professional, and organizational vari- '
ables have been summarized. It is notable that nurse edui§£ors with
graduate education, and those employed by universities tended to value
the academic ideals with which a university eaucation is identified.
Furthermore, nurse educators with less clinical nursing experience tenaed
to value collegial ideals. This may give rise to conflict between the
nurse educators and the administrations of institutions in which tgiq‘

educators commented that this conflict was a source of dissatisfaction to

c1in1c§?qgﬁactice of students takes place. In fact, a few nurse

them in their present jobs.
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Both sessional and part-time nurse educators had significantly
higher mean scores for satisfaction QﬂAman] items than their colleagues
employed on a permanent or full-time basis. These findings suggest that
sessional workers do not experience as much pressure in their Jjobs as
permanent employees because the expectations of the employer and employee
are in better Qaiancei Sessional employees also have an Qépartunity to
escape some of the heavy warkicaé of permanent and full-time employees
engaged in committee work, curriculum revision and program planning.

women often choose part-time employment as a way of supplementing
family income, broadening their experience, and maintaining marketable
skills @ursuéﬂt to later resumption of full-time careers when family
responsibilities are lessened. Part-time nurse educators were more
catisfied with many items which illustrate the challenge and stimulation
desirea by female @art-timé workers.

Nurse educators 35 years of age and older were more satisfied than
their younger colleagues with hany items. Perhaps age itself has a
mellowing effect and older workers become less critical or more resigned
to the status quo. In addition, other factors 1in their personal lives
may lessen the need for fulfillment through work.

Employees %n new jobs have a wider zone of acceptance about deci-
sions made for them by admiﬁistfatcrs.y This may explain their higher
levels of satisfaction with items touching on 1eadership,:supervision and
communication. The challenge and excitement generated by a new position
may also result in suspended judgment of the institution and the work
environment. Expectations change and the job becomes less stimulating as

time passes.
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Hospital nurse educators.recorded a low level of satisfaction with
a wide variety of items relevant to working ccnditioﬁs, policy, adminis- N
tration, 1eadership and opportunities for recognition and aavancement5
The dissatisfaction recorded in items such as "Leadership style of
administrators," "Ability of the director to provide educational leader-
ship," “Opportonities for promotion," “Course preparation time,* and
"Supervisian.aﬂa'eva1uatian of faculty members" indicates that consider-
able discontent exists among fécu?t; members in hospital schools. It
appears that workload, pressure to conform to educational rather than
service ideals in a bureaucratic settiﬂg,'and uncertainty about the
future of hosptial schools may be taking a heaéigéijl among nursé

2

v e

educators in this setting.
when the data were examined for significént differences between
Eiassificgtians of nurse educators in overall job satisfagtian,'it was
.not surprising that sessional nurse educators, nurse educators emplayéﬂ
for one year, and college nurse educators were QEﬂEFé]T;imDFE satisified
than colleagues employed full-time, for five years ér more, or i&
hospital schools because there were a Yérge number of significant
differences detected between these groups on individual items. -
The best predictor of overall job satisfaction, "The feeling that
my work is important” was most important to job satisfaction on the
“Importance" scale, shared the highest.corre1ation coefficient with
leadership, retognition, work of choice, and appa#%unity to develop
teaching expertise, and was mentioned F}EQuEﬂtiy in free responses in
conjunction with working with students as an important ana satisfying
facet in the work of the nurse educator. As an item it is the result of

attitudes generated in the nurse educator by her response to many other
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intrinsic or e;trinsic characteristics of the job. For example, feedback
from students, patients, colleagues, and supervisors, and her own sense
of competence and autonomy all result in the feeling that the nurse

educatér js accomplishing important work.
IMPLICATIONS

- Although Alberta nurse educators reported that on the whole they
were only "Somewhat satisfied"” yith their jobs, their comments and the
statistical dat% suggest that many aspects of their work, especially the
opportunities to work autonomously and work with students, were stimulat-
ing, challenging, and rewarding. However, sources of dissatisfaction
existed 1in the:1eadership, supervision, and administration of schools of

nursing employing nurse educators.

1. Nursing, a female praféssiaﬂ As long as nursing is a

predam1nant1y female profession and women are expe;ted by society to
_accept tpe larger share of responsab111ty for home maintenance and ch11d
care, the younger nurse educatars will show concern for accommodating
the1r domestic duties within the imperatives of a career It is neces-
';ary for the vitality of the profession that this fact not be 1gﬂ@reé in
planning work responsibilities and Eﬂugatioﬁal épp@ftunities, The
creation of sessignal &nd partftime positions in schools of nursing is.

advantageous to the emp1gxée’aﬁc the employer when it makes economical

® i

use of the expertise of the dual-career nurse educator. Thé development

of eveﬂiﬂ§ and- symmer coursés for purse educators is also desirable.
-l“‘”aj . '1}‘
1




s
\"‘#

# 169

2. Induction and appraisal processes. This study highlights the

importance of adequate induction processes for new staff as well as an
ongoing system of appraisal for faculty members. The nurse educator in a
new position is eager to accept the cha1lengesrof her role. [t would
seem wise to capitalize on this openness by providing support through a
well-planned orientation f§>the institution, the position, and the
personnel of the séhaa1i

A feeling that the work being accomplished is worthwhile and
appreciated may be fostered througa sseti{ic feedback on the performance
of the ﬁ&rse educator. A formative evaluation program based on the
school's philosophy and policies would contribute to recognition and self
appraisal for the staff member. It could also Ee instrumental in assist-

ing the individual to diagnase her own-needs for professional growth, and

in developing her capacity to behave autonomously in her.work roles.

3. Qpportunities for growth. +Opportunities for prcmctién are not
readily available in many schools of pursing. Therefore, an Eipansian of
the variety and scope of activities should be considered to provide chal-
lenge and stimulation for the individual. These should not be added to
an already full work 103&, but time and funds should be made available to
relieve staff members during educational activities, during committee

work, and during research activities.

4. Hospital schools. Generally, nurse educators in hospital ’

]

schools appear to be dissatisfied with*a signficant number of working
conditions #n ‘their institutions. The administrations of these schools

"may wish to study their own situéticﬁs to determine the sources of satis-
i
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faction and dissatigfaﬁtian, and take thé required action to improve
working conditions for their employees. If staff turnover is high, or if
many nurse educators have become psychologically separated from their

work, the cost in quality instruction and continuity will be high.

5. Programs. The uncertainty about the future of hospital schools

I T

and the movement away from diploma level education for nurses fcauses

strain on nurse educators teaching in these programs. Wheth A;Dnsciaus-
ly or not, hospital ana college nurse educators may be regarded by
others, and even by themselves as second class nurse eaucators but for
different reasons. The hospital nurse educator may be associated with
educationa) deficiency because her program is based in a service insti-
tution, while college nursé educators may be regarded as clinically
under-prepared because thei; programs are usually shorter witp less

clinical practice. An unambiguous position about the future direction of

professional nursing education, and concrete, phased.plans to implement

the resulting policy from the profession, the government, and nurse
educators in administrative positions would go a long way to counteract
the uncertainty and professional insecurity experienced by many Alberta
nurse educators. £/7 \

Pressure on nursefeducators to obtain graduate education when

resources and programs are available to so few is an additional strain,

» 6. Workload. Heavy workload and lack of preparation time are
sources of dissatisfaction to many Alberta nurse educators. A stuay of
! 13
work loads could be undertaken in individual institutions, and methods

developed to rationalize them. khete necessary, expert consultation



. should be employed to assist faculty members in activities which are

)
beyond their educational scope.

7. Staff retention. The studies reviewed in (hapter 1 indicate

that some relationship exists between dissatisfaction and movement away
from jobs. This study which focused on nurse educators -currently
émp1oyed, found that.bn the average, Alberta nurse educators are only
"Somewhat satisfied" in their current jobs. Unless the satisfaction
level is raised it seems reasonable to expect that tugﬁcver in some
institutions\wil1 be higher than is dgsirab]e to maintain organizational
stability. Presumably, very dissatisfied employees would no longer be
working as nurse educators. A study of ;urse educators who had resigned
may determine why they left their jobs, and what employment, if any, they
had accepted in its place.

-
Y

8. Preparation of administrators. Specific recommendations could

be made About communication, decision making and leadership, but as these
are encompassed in the rubric of "administration”, a study of the educa-

tional needs of administrators in schools of nursing would pro&iqe a more
ratiog)l basis for remedial action to improve their administrative skilié

and knowledge.

This study has attempted to identify those characteristics of the
work which are associated with job satisfaction among Alberta nurse
educators. A more complete examination of job satisfaction would
necessitate exploration of the characteristics of individuals and the

network of suppdrtive relationships both on and off the job. Neverthe-

17
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less, this study can be a useful starting point from which discussion

among practicing nurse educators and administrators can begin.

' >

POST-SCRIPT

- F
iy

This study has several limitations which must be considered in
evaluating the findings. Firstly, the findings should be app1iéd only to
nurse educators in Alberta, and not to other nurse educator populations.
secondly, the questionnaire methodology imposes limitations upon the
expression of ideas by the respondents. Finally, while the methodology
ensured content and face;yaliaity, it is acknowledged that predictive and
concurrent validity, each requiring empirical estimates, were not
addressed.

Despite these limitation§, there are numerous implications for
those who have an interest in job satisfaction among nurse educators in
Alberta, and the use of the study in prompting further e;p]oratiaa of the

subject is to be encouraged.
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! Y THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
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A A

Jepartment of Educational Administration
EOMONTON ALBERTA CANADA T6G 2G5 TELEPHONE 432 5241

’

May 15, 1980 . .

’ i iy
To: Directors, Deans and Chairpersons -
of Schools of Nursing

Dear
As you will recall from our telephone conversation I am a nurse educator
enrolled in the Masters Program in Educational Administration at the
University of Alberta in Edmonton. The topic I have chosen for my
research is "Job Satisfaction Among Nurse Educators in Alberta.””
Information about the puroofes and methods of the study is enclosed.
Under separate cover I am sending copies of my questionnaire for members
of your faculty to complete and return to me within fwo weeksfusing an
enclosed, addressed and stamped envelope. The estimated time for
completion is twenty minutes. Your assistance in distributing these
quettionnaires is most appreciated. A high return-rate is necessary
because of the limited number of nurse egucators in Alberta.

Please note that complete anaﬁymity of pe%scns and institutions is
assured in this study. The responses of all individuals will be con-
solidated for purposes of analysis.

Should you have any questions please call me at the University of Alberta
(432-4913) or you may contact my advisor, Dr. Brian Caldwell at 432-2734.

When my study is completed I will send vou a summary of myv findings.

Thank you again for vour help-and advice.

Yours sincerely
-

Louise Davis
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"Job Sag;;factign Among Nugse Fducators in Adberta”
- - An Dverview szé §tgdy by Louise Davis
~ .

4 — S — — -

- . ]
The major purpose of this study is”fo identify the factors which are
associated with satisfaction levels among nurse educator® employed in
schools of nursing in Alberta. Answers will be sought to the following
specific problems: ) _
1. What factors are perceived by nurse educators to be most important -
to job satisfaction? ‘

2. How do nurse educators rate their current level of satisfaction with
the factors under consideration?

The study involves the completion of a questionnaire by as many as

possittle of the nurse educators employed in the three types of Alberta
schools of nursing at the time of the study. This includes those who X
work full or part-time, are sessional or permanent employees, and who

teach in diploma, baccalaureate, post-diploma certificate, or masters
programs in nursing. &i:éctérs of hospital schools, chairpersons of
nuLsing depj?tmEﬁts in colleges, and deans of university faculties-are
excluded from the study.

Complete anonymity of persons and institutions is assured because the
responses of all individuals will be consolidated for analysis.

Because of the length, and because there are two separate questions
under study, two forms of the questionnaire haye béen developed. An
equal number of "Form A" and "Form B" questionnaires will be distributed
randomly, in each schoo¥ of nursing. Each respondent will complete
either "Form A" or "Form B." '

The fifty-seven dimensions to be measured in the questionnaire have been
generated from the literature, from col]eagues presently employed as
nurse educators, from experts in nursing education such as directors,
chairpersons, and deans of schools of nursing, and from a pilot study
conducted among nurse educators who are not currently employed. '

It is hoped that an analysis of the dag?vﬁ11 aid administrators, in the
recruitment and retention of qualified Ftaff in schools of nursing. It
will also interest nurse educators who may wish to check their under-
standings of the work situation against those of their peers and
colleagues. Finally, it will yield useful insights into the field of
job satisfaction itself.

The Consortium of Nurse Educators has agreed to assist me in conducting
my survey, and 1 am grateful to their members for their help and advice
about distribution of questionnaires.

Louise Davis

Department of Educational Adminidtration
University of Alberta, Edmonton

May 15, 1980
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May 15, 1980

' s
To Nurse Educators in Alberta Schools of Nursing

The enclosed questionnaire is part of a study designed to identify those '
. factors associated with job satisfaction levels among nurse educators

employed in schools of nursing in Alberta.

Your assistance in completing the questionnaire and returning it within
two weeks using the stamped, addressed envelope would be greatly

e 2 ' ) = _ = ' = N &

appreciated. The estimated time for completion is twenty minutes. .

A high return rate is essential to the validity of my study because of
the limited number of nurse educators in Alberta.

Please note that complete anonymity of persons and institutions fis
assured. The responses of all individuals will be consolidated for
purposes of analysis. A summary of my findings will be forwarded to
each institution.

Thank you very much for your help at this busy time of the year.

Yours sincerely

B

! Louise Davis
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JOB SATISFACTION AMONG NURSE EDUCATORS
IN ALBERTA
o SECTION A
. ~ % .
Please provide information concerning yourself and your
school of nursing by checking thus [/] the appropriate
category. » -
1. Highest level of education: ¢
1. R.N. Diploma ] O
2. R.N. plus post basic diploma or ]
certificate in_pursiﬂgg
o

Please specify

3. Baccalaureate Degree | ]

Please specify .
. 4. Mesters Degree IR

Please specify - . _

.. - — L 7

5. .Ph.D. . . | 0O
Please specify _ - e

1 g
6. Other. : B

Pleasé specify

2. Total amount of teaching experience in nursing education:
(Count present year as a complete year.) ’

1. .1 year ) 3. 6 to9years [ ]
2. 2 to 5 years [ ] * 4. Over 9 years [ ]

Faor office
use

112 4?
S
4




Total amount of nursing experience other than in teaching:

1. 1 year or hess [_] 4. 8 to 10 years ~ []
. 2 to 4 years 1 5. Over 10 years O
5 to 7 years ‘ [ ] '

/
Number of years in present position:
(Ceun; present year as a complete year.)

1. 1 year M 4. 8 to 10 years ™
2. 2 to 4 years ] 5. Over 10 years =[]
3. 5 to 7 years ]

Type -of present employment:

1. Sessional -

2. Permanent

Yearly CDﬁt?é;g
Joirt appointment with a clinical agency
Other

Please specify

00000

L0 B R W

Full-time or part-time emptoyment:
1. Full-time  [] b

i\. Part-time  []

K
Areas of major responsibility: (Please indicate the
onhe response which m@si closely describes your
situation.) '
1. Classroom instruction

Clinical instruction
3?S7C9mb1ned classroom and clinical 1ﬂstruct1nﬂ
4., Administrative responsibility

5. Combined teaching and administrative
, responsibility

6. Other
P]easerspecify

0 00[00

10



10.

11.

12.

13.

_Type of program in which you now have major responsibility:

R.N. Diploma

EaQQEYaureate aFfEr d1p1oma

Generic Eaﬁca1aureate

Certificate after diploma or degree

slninlnln

R oLl e

Masters ‘

Number of students in program referred to in 8 above:

‘Under 50 [ ] - 4, 150 to 199

1. J
2. 50 to 99 ‘B 5., 200 to 249 ]
3. 100 to 149 . 6. 250 or more ]

>
Number of full and part-time facu]ty in the program
refErrEd to_in B above:

1. _Under 15 1 4. 30 to 39 O
2. 15 to 19 ] 5. 40 to'49 - . []
3. 20 to 29 ] 6. 50 qr more ]

Type of institution in which you presently teach:
1. Hospital

2. College

3. University

ggo

Age to géur nearest birthday:

1. Under 25 O 5T 40 to 44 »
2. 5to29 [ 6. 45 to 49 0
3. 30 to 34 ] 7. 50 or over ]
4. 35 to 39 mE

Sex: ‘

1. Female ]

2. Male ] \

185
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Y SECTION B
Please consider each of the factars listed below and circle the number which -
most-accurately represents the IMPORTANCE of each factor to your personal
job satisfaction. o
- L o
! - -1} a -4} ar
o ] o [T L]
= c = cE oc -
4=} =] =] Q= =
- Q= = =t T
_ e |90 gwe|lec >0 o
Qualities of the School cE |22 SEB||ZE o EM 17-23
. . L _ _ 7E*ﬁ — = Iﬁs = =
1. The reputation of the school ] 2 3 4 5
2. Institutional location of the -
school (university, college, ) ,
hospital) 1 2 3 Ta 5
3. Type of .programme (diploma,
baccalaureate, certificate) 1 2 3 4 5
4. School philosophy, 1 2 3 4 5
5. Curriculum of the program 1 2 3 4 5 ;
6. "Student entrance reduirements 1.1 2 3 4 5 )
7. Competency of colleagues 1 2 3 -4 5
The Work Itself 24-32
8. Intellectual challenge in the
work 1 Z 3 4 5
9. Opportunity to work in subject
or content area of choice 1 V4 * 3 4 5
10. Opportunities to keep clinical :
knowledge and skills up to date 1 2 3 4 .5
11. Nature of teaching load and
assignments 1 2 3 4 5 R
12. Opportunities to develop teaching
expertise: 1 2 3
13. Opportunities to engdge in research| 1 2 3
14. Opportunities to exchange know- )
ledge with colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
15. Feedback from students 1 2 3 5
16. Opportunities for promotion 1 2 3 4 s |
. U — . - . — — /
=



Rate the importance of each factor.
Circle the selected number.

—

Working Cenditions

~_ /]

-
‘ ‘M‘U‘
| Importance

Importance
Importance

Some

[Little

| Importance |
Importance |

| Very High

-

2 17.

Physical surroundings ag\wark’
(office spoace, c¥assrooms

"u
T

}

L]

~J High

"

| 18. Class size \

19. Course preparation time

20. Resource facilities: library,
A.V. aides i

21. Secretarial and clerical services

student learning experiences

23. Flexibility of working hours

22. Clinical facilittes available for

— el

r
o

[
‘w‘

™

"
F T~

.9

within schedule 1 s

- _ I , _
Compensation and Benefits /
= ) T

24. Procedures for establishing
compensation and benefits:

collective bargaining, mutual
agreement, etc.

25. Scheduling of working hours
during the.school year:
vacation, days off, shift

26. Fringe benefits: pension,
health care, etc. .

27. Salary i
28. Job seéﬁfity
.y 29. » Policies for permanent
- employment
30. Opportunities for professional

and personal growth

40-46
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Rate the impoiﬁaﬂce of each Tadtor..

-

Circle the selected number. i
*— ¥ 8 8| ¥s¥
= c = c T c
[a=] m ;=] =
| oo - = T8
| . —_— e = = =
. =] - O gé £ 9 O
dministration” Leadershio. Communication |6 E| ZE S8|| 28 §8

ge«memStr‘at1Dﬂ, Leadership, Communication ;‘SE e as |l ®S I E

r I _ = - - =
31. Opportunities to discuss my

-work-related concerns with
administrators 1 3 4 5
32. Admipistrative regulations and .
mechanisms which govern school
policy 1 V4 3 4 5
33. Supervision and evaluation of
faculty members 1 Z 3 4 5
34. Leadership style of administra-
' tors (dean, director,
chairman) 1 2 3 4 5
35. - Ability of dean (director or
chairman) to provide educa-

) tional leadership 1 2 3 4 5
36. Equity in faculty workload 1 2 3 4 5
37. Extent to which [ am kept

informed about decisions and
events that affect my work 1 2 3 4 5

Autonomy and Influence

38. Opportunity to plan and organize :

my own work responsibilities 1 2 3 4 5
39. Freedom to choose my own 7

instructional methods 1 2 3 4 5
40. Participation in school policy 7 7

. decision making 1 2 3 4 5

41. Opportunities for involvement

in committee -work 1 2 3 4 5
42. The extent to which my opinions ) 7 .

are valued by school leadership 1 2 3 4 5
43, Dearee to which | have the

professional respect of 7

faculty colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
44. Being told what is expected of ’

me in my position 1 2 3 4 5

0
L

A L

47-53

54-60



Rate the importance of each factor.
Circle the selected number.

a, a a a @ [-¥]
[¥] [8) o S5
= = c c e
m ] [4=] m == M
L | — = - oY
o - o g o £9 >»9
L i e glsB §B|| 22 S E
Achievement, Status, Recognition LE|IZE SE|E 2=
45. Recognition of my work by
superiors 1 2 3 4 5
46. The feeling that my work is
important 1 2 3 5
47. Status of my occupation 1 2 3 4 5
| 48. Respect of professionals in *
related occupations (doctors,
occupational therapists,
psychologists, clinical :
nurses, etc.) 1° 3 4 5
49, Respect of Students 1 2 3 4 5
Social-Personal Facters
— - i _ — - - _
50. Relationships with administrative . u
superiors 1 2 3 a4 5
51. Relationships with students 1 2 3 4 5
52. Relationships with patients )
(clients) 1 2 3 4 5
53. Relationships with colleagues 1 2 3 4 5
L]
54. Association with professionals
] in other fields 1 2 3 4 5
* | 55. Effect of job on personal life 1| 2 3 4 5
56. The community in which my
work is located 1 2 3 4 5
57. Social opportunities and
contacts at work 1 2 3 4 5
o«

61-65

66-73
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SECTION C

1. Generally speaking, how satisfied are youiwith your . . .74
present position? ’
1. Very dissatisfied J
2. 'Somewhat dissatisfied []
3. Somewhat satisfied J
4. Very satisfied O

2. What ONE factor do you think is MOST important to your jcbssatisfactiaﬁ
as a nurse educator? ’ :

3. What ONE factor do you think is LEAST important to'your job satisfaction
as a nurse educator? )

4. 1f you have other comments, please make them in this space.

*

Thank you very much for taking the time to respond to this questionnaire.
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JOB SATISFACTION AMONG NURSE EDUCATORS

IN ALBERTA oA
SECTION A )
: For offick -
) use
Please provide information concerning yourself and your 1123
school of nursing by checking thus [/] the aopropriate .
category. : f 1
. » 1D
1. Highest level of education: ' : 5 @
1. R.N. Diploma | Q
2. R.N. plus post basic diploma or O
certificate in nursing. )
Please specify - .
3. Batta1aureate Deqree ] .
Please specify . _ .
— ——— S
4. Masters Degree v O
Please specify _ - _ : '
5. Ph.D. ' [
Please specify 7 _
6. Other ]
Please specify _ _
2. Total amount of -teaching experience in nursing education 5.
(Count present year as a complete year.) B
] . .
1. 1 year ‘ - 3. 6 to9 years [ ]
2. 2 to 5 years [ ] 4. Over 9 years [ ]

N\



-

Total amount of nursing experience other than in teaching:

1. 1 year or less [_| 4. 8 to 10 years N
2. 2 to 4 years :;] 5. Over 10 years ]
. .

3. 5 to 7 years U]

Number of years in present position:
(Count present year as a complete year.)

1. 1 year ] 4. 8 to 10 years J
2. 2 to 4 years M 5. Over 10 years O

3. 5to 7 years [ ]

Type of present employment:
1. Sessional
2. Permanent

Yearly contract

0o0oao

3
4. Joint appointment with a clinical agency
5

Other
Piease specify - )
— ) i

Full-time or part-time employment:

1.» Full-time [
2. Part-time []

Areas of major responsibility: (Please indicate the
one response which most closely describes your
situation.)

1 Classroom instruction

2. (Clinical instruction

N o , . ,
3. (ombined classroom and clinical instruction
4, éﬁmiﬁistrative responsibility

5

Combined teaching and administrative
responsibility

.6. Other . N
Please specify _

0 0ouogd

10



10.

1.

12.

13.

Type of program in which you now have major responsibility:

R.N. Diploma

Baccalaureate after diploma

Generic Baccalaureate

Certificate after diploma or degree

winininin

e W Ny —

Masters . *

Number of students in program referred to In 8 above:

1. Under 50 In 4. 150 to 199 O
2. 50 to 99 B 5. 200 to 249 M)
3. 100 to 149 [} 6. 250 or more ]

Number of full and part-time faculty in the program
referred to in 8 above:

1. Under 15 ] 4. 30 to 39 ]
2. 15t019  [] 5. 40 to 49 J
3. 20t029  []- 6. 50 or more ]

Type of institution in which you presently teach:

A ¥

1. Hospital O
2. College U]
3. University [ ]

Age to your nearest birthday:

1. Under 25 0 5. 40 to 44 g
2. 25.to 29 [ 4 6 45toas . - [
3. 30 to 34 ] 7. 50 or over SO
4. 35 to 39 ] \;]
Sex: :
1. Female ]

]

2. Male i

11

12

13

14

15

16
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Please consider each of the factors listed below and circle the
number which most accurately represents your LEVEL OF SATISFA

SECTION B

with each in the context of the job you are now holding.

iiq !Wi ) o

Use the Neutral column if you are neither satisfied nor dissatisfied

‘with the factor.

Please use the Not ApﬁTicaﬁie column if the factor does not exist in

your institutipn or does not apply to you because of the type of

employment you have.

= =
[} @ _
— -— @
= Y b= =) —
[ = Y ] +F Q) Q ¥ =]
— - ™ g o= — o
b o g'ﬁ X wv w —
s S 28 BA|| 85 DS |+
Qualities of the School 2los 85l 88 28 28
1. The reputation of the school 0 ) 2 3 4 5
2. Institutional TEcati@n of the
school (university, college,
hospital) 1) 1 2 3 4 5
3. Type of programme (diploma, . 7
baccalaureate, certificate) 0 1 2 3 4 -5
4. School philosophy . 0 ] 2 3 4 5
5. LCurriculum of the program 0 1 2 3 4 5
6. Student entrance requirements 0 1 Z 3 4 5
7. Competency of colleagues 0 1 2 3 4 5

17-23



i
Rate y@ﬁr degree of satisfaction.
Circle the selected number. .
> - T
ai @
— — ] 1]
- L ko =] =] Ly
* [ I AT = Q) at =]
_— — o oo = o
o - = % w o
(" Foll Fo w =
o S| 2% gall 5 252 L
The Work Itgelf 2125 S5l &3 253 (== 24-32
8.. Intellectual challenge in the '
work 0 1 2 | 3 4 5
9. Opportunity to work in subject .
or content area of choice . 0 1 2 3 4 5 |
10. Opportunities to keep \
c¢linical knowledge and skills
up to date 0 1 2 3 4 5
11. Nature of tea:hingilaad and - X
assignments 0 T 2 4 3 4 5
12. Dppartﬁnities to develop o
teaching expertise 0 1 2 3 4 5
13. Opportunities to éngage in “
research 0. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Opportunities to exchange "
knowledge with colleagues 0 1 2 3 5
15. Feedback from students 0 ] 2 4 5
16. Opportunities for promotion 0 1 2 4 5
Working Conditions 33-39
17. Physical 5urroundingsiat work
(office space, classrooms) 0 1 2 3 5
18. (lass size 0 1 2 3 5
19. Course preparation time 0 1 2 3 4 5
20. Resource facilities: library,
A.V. aides : 0 1 2 3 4 5
21. Secretarial and clerical
services 0 1 2 3 4 5
22. (linical facilities available T
for student learning 7 7 7
experiences 0 ] 2 3 a1 s Y
23. Flexibility of working hours ] '
within schedule 0 1 Z 3 4 5 |
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¥ 6
Rate your degree of satisfaction. -
Circle the selected number.
_ 1; ;; _
[+8] [:E)
- — ) W
L Lo = =] —
— 2 P 2 S
K. = s = [ iyl
- R x wn ] s
Sles gall ¢c 25| wa
Compensation and Benefits 2l ez 35| &8 28122 40-46
24. Procedures for estab?ishﬁﬁgi
compensation and benefits: |
4 collective bargaining,’  ~ ﬂ
; mutual agreement, etc. 0 | S 3 4 5
25. Scheduling of working houxs ss*sfg
durinag the school year: vl
vacation, days off, shift 0 1 2 3 4 5
26. Fringe benefits: pension, "
health care, etc. "0 1 2 3 4
27. Salary 0 1

Pl T
RN
L

28. Job security 0 1
29. Policies for permanent
employment 0 ] 2 % 5

30. Opportunities for professional -
and personal growth 0 1 2 3 4 5

Administration, Leadership, Communication 47-53

31. Opportunities to discuss my
work-related concerns with ‘
administrators ~ 0 1 z 3 4 5

32. Administrative regulations
and mechanisms which govern '
school policy 0 1 2 3 4 5

33. Supervision and evaluation
of faculty members 0 1,2 3 4 5

34. Leadership style of adminis-
trators (dean, director,

, chairman) 0 1 2 3 4 | 5 -

35. Ability of dean (director or

chairman) to provide educa- 7 7 .

tional leadership 0 1 2 3 4 5

[N ]
Y
[Nl

36. Equity in faculty workload n 1
37. Extent to which 1 am kept

informed about decisions and 7 ;
.« events that affect my work 0 1 2 3 4 J 5 ]




198

Rate your degree of satisfaction.
Circle the selected number.

5

- o
a al
5 = — @
e LS =} =] —_—
[V = Y. = O [+ 4] =]
— w— g e g - = o
o = 4 = e o
[ m T T w o ) -
4= = ¥ [ = = ~—
S| 20 Eal85 £S5 {eT
Y P i Tefl . - Q- o= c m o A £
Autonomy and Influence 21220 B2l 88 28| 2& 54-60

38. Opportunity to plan and
organize my own work :
responsibilities 0 T 2 3 4

-39. Freedom to choose my;cwn

instructional methods .. 0 1 2 3 4 5

wh

40. Participation in school policy
decision making 0 1 2 3 4

(%]

41. Opportunities for involvement
in committee work 0 1 2 3 4 5
42. The extent to which my
opinions are valued by
school leadership ~ 0 1 2 3 4
43, Degree to which I have the
professional respect of )
faculty colleagues 0 1 2 -3 4 5

44. Being told what is expected : '
‘ of me in my position 0 1 2 3

£

Achievement, Status, Recognition | *J/ 61-65

45. Recognition of my work by s
superiors v 0 1 2 3 4 5
46. The feeling that my work is :
important . 0 1 2 3 4 5

47, Status of my occupationm 0 1 2 3 4

[%al

48. Respect of professionals in
related occupations (doctors,
occupational therapists,
psychologists, clinical
nurses, etc.)

on N - |
el =1
VI N
W
NN
o oun

49. Respect of students




Rate your degree of satisfaction.

Circle the selected numbesggxi)

‘Ei 7ﬁ7 -
o et ]
- by = © et
nooeon - & o
— - [ B g - = ;-]
i) = L £ 4= o
- T X X w0 » i
. o S| 25 B8l S 20l ee
Social-Personal Factors 2125 S8l &8 28325
50. - Relationships with
administrative superiors 1 2 4 5
51. Relatjomships with students 2 3 5
52. Relationships with patients
(clients) 1 2 5
53. Relationships with colleacgues 1 2 3 4 5
54. Association with professionals
in other fields 0 1 2 3 4 5
55. Effect: of job on personal life | O 1 2 3 4 5"
56. The community in which my '
work is located 0 1 2 3 4 5
57. Social opportunities and
) contacts at work 0 ] 2 3 5\5 5

199
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SECTION C

1. Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with yauf- 74

‘present position? N

Very dissatisfied = ™ 0
Somewhat dissatisfied [ ]
Somewhat satisfied - O
Very satisfied ]

™ —
- N

- ]

Z. What ONE factor caﬂtributeé MOST to your overall satisfaction with your
job? . -

=

3. What ONE factor contributes MOST to your overall dissatisfaction
with your job? . g

4. If you have other comments, please make them in this space.

Thank you very much for taking the time to respond to this questionnaire.
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June 2, 1980

Dear Colleaque:

On May 21, 1980, I requested that you complete a questionnaire on "Job
Satisfaction Among Nurse Educators in Alberta." To date completed returns
have been received from a substantial proportion of nurse educators.

It is hoped that an analysis of the data will aid administrators in the
recruitment and retention of qualified staff in schools of nursing. It

will also interest nurse educators who may wigh to check their under-
standings of the work situation against those of their peers and colleagues.
Finally, it will yield useful insights into the field of job satisfaction
itself.

Financial support is being provided for this study by the Alberta
Association of Registered Nurses.

If you have already returned your completed questionnaire, please accept
my thanks for your cooperation in assisting me with my thesis study.

1f you have not yet completed or returned it, would you please do so as
soon as possible. A high return rate is essential to the validity of my

study. — ’

Yours sincerely

Louise Davis, RN, BScN :

Graduate Student .
Department of Educational Administration j T,

L4



APPENDIX B
CHI SQUARE COMPARISONS OF
GROUP A AND GROUP B SAMPLES
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Table 28

Comparison ot Group A ana Group B Sample Characteristics
by Highest Level of Education

RN ciploma
RN plus ciploma Baccalaureate Master's
Group or certificate Legree Degree Fn. C.
f % f % f % f %
Group Al 8 9 62 71 15 17 2 3
n = 87
Group B2 7 8 72 79 10 1 2 2
n= 91 .

Ch1 square 1.72392 with 3 aegrees of freedom. Significance = 0.6316

! The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the

“Importance" questionnaire (Form RA).

2 The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the
"l evel of Satisfaction" gquestionnaire (Form B).



o= a
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Table 29
L )
Comparison of Group A ana Group B Sample Characteristics
by Amount of Teaching Eyperience in
)

Nursing Education :
—— — —_ — — — — . ;ﬁ’flii;i;fi = - —
Group 1 year 2 to5 years 6 to 9 years Over 9 years
t % t % f % f %
Group Al 0 12 3 39 20 23 23 26
n = 87 . ,
Group B2 X s 37 4 23 25 1 %
n= 91
Chi square 1.81376 with 3 aegrees of freedom. Significance = 0.6119
L J
1 The Group A sample refers to those responaents completing the
“Importance" questionnaire (Form A).
2 The Group B sample refers to thosedrespondents completing the
"Level of Satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B).
N [y L*f-‘f £ 3 = E Y s
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Tab]e 30

Comparison of Group A and Group B Sample Characteristics
' by Amount of Nursing Experience Other
‘ Than in Teaching »

L
Group 4 years or less 5 years or more
f % ' f %

Group Al 39 44 50 56

n =89 )
Group B2 52 58 38 42

n =90

u

Chi square 2.95192 with 1 gegree of freedom. Signiticance = 0.0858

| The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the
"Importance" questionnaire (Form A).

2 The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the
"Level of Satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B).



Table 31

- Comparison of Group A and Group B Sample Characteristics
by Number of Years in Present Position

I
7T

Group 1 year 2 to 4 years 5 years or more
’ f % f % f x
Group Al ¢ 21 24 446 49 .24 27
n =89 -
Group BZ 30 33 37 41 24 26
n= 9l

Chi square 2.17122 with 2 degrees of freedom. Significance = 0.3377

1 The Group A sample refers to those respongents completing the
"Importance" questionnaire (Form A).

[N

The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the
"Level of Satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B).
|

i 1g
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Table 32

Comparison of Gfoué A and Group B Sample Characteristics
by Type of Present Employment

Sessional, Yearly
Group Contract and Other Permanent
f * f %

= 89

=
W

Group B2 , 34 37
91

-
1]

Chi .square 0.70248 with 1 degree of freedom. Significance = 0.4020

1 The Group A sample refers to those responcents completing the
" Importance* ‘questionnaire (Form A).

2 The Group B sample refers to those responaents campietingathe
"Level of satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B). -
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™ - Table 33 N
) (3
A Comparison ot Group A and Group B Sample Characteristics
by Full or Part-Time Employment
Full-Time Part-time
Group Employment Empioyment
f % f %
Group Al 7 70 79 19 21
n = 89
Group BZ A 78 20 22
n=91
‘ — —
Ch1 square 0.0 with 1 degree of freeaom. Significance = 1.0000
AV .
1 The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the

"Importance" questionnaire (Form A).

vLevel of Satisfaction” gquestionnaire (Form B).

The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the



)/

\ ’ R ' .
- Table 34

Comparison of Group A and.Group B Sample éhafacteristiﬁs
by Areas of Major Responsibility

v
b

Aaministration anc

{lassroom anc/or Aaministration with
Group Clinicel Responsibility Teaching Responsibility
f % t %
Group Al. 73 82 16 18
n = 89
Group B2 78 86 13 % "
n= 9] ,

]
L
o
L
]
\m‘

Chi square 0.2217 with 1 gegree of freedom. Signiticance =

AN
1 «3The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the
"Importance" questionnaire (Form A).

2 The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the
nLevel of Satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B).



Table 35

Comparison of Group A and Group B Sample Characteristics
by Types of Program

210

RN dgiplioma, certi-~
ficate or continu-
Group ing education Baccalaureate Masters
f % f % f %
Group Al 79 89 10 N 0
n = 89 '
Group B¢ 77 85 1 12 3 3
n=9]
Ch) square 3.05141 with 2 degrees of freedom. Significance = 0.2175

1 The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the
"Importance" questionnaire (Form A).
iy
2 The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the

"Level of Satisfaction" guestionnaire (Form B). -



Table 36

Comparison of Group A ana Group B Sample Characteristics

by Type of Institution ,
Group Hcspital EDi?ege Universitly
f % f % f %
Group Al 47 53 28 31 14 16
n = 89
Group BZ 48 53 31 34 12 13
n=91

Chi square 0.29473 with 2 degrees of freedom. Significance = 0.8630
» 5

! The Group A sample refers to those respondents completing the

"Importance” questicnnaire (Form A).

The Group B sample refers to those respondents completing the
n_evel of Satisfaction" questiannaire (Form B).
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Table 37 .

Comparison of Group A and Group B Sample Charact3r1st1cs

by Age
Group 34 years ang undger 36 years and over
f % f %
_ ’ _
Group Al 42 47 ; 47 53
n = 89
Group 8 45 49 46 51
- n= 9l o
Chi square 0.02376 with 1 degree of freedom.  Significance = 0.8775
1 The Group A samp1e refers to thase respcnaents camp1et1ng the

2 The Group B sample refers to those r®spondents completing the
"Level of Satisfaction" questionnaire (Form B).

l
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FACTOR ANALYSIS
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. Table 38
Varimax Factor Solution for 57 Importance
Items Using Eight Factors
___-Factors anc Factor Loacings (+ 100) 7
Communality
Ttem No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 (+ 100)
] 16 o2 f6) oa 03 08 -00 -08 84
2 20 -02 00 o4 -07 [5 -05 -0 90
3 4 -07 03 21 23 02 -01 .,9(3
4 05 33 [a 21 31 24 03 16 v 84
5 24 34 15 v 0l 36 07 12 85
6 02 17 02, 6 04 12 85
7 13 25 00 04 ‘w6 09 17 81
8 02 , 19 00 01 21 06 13 81
9 33 08 02 12 07 09 04 06 75
10 x a3 4 39 26 -04 04 -09 84
R 4 26 12 06 -03 -1 07 81
12 25 18 20 25 8 -02 23 83’
13 13 05 05 21 33 [46 08 6 83
14 09 % 14 21 33 laof 28 24 78
15 09 0w 17 25 36 23 06 05 82
16 19 1 07 09 Ol 25 10 83
17 39 -06 17 13 05 38 28 03 86
18 , 06 22 09 -08 35 21~ 28 86
19 m % 10 02 09 03 -0 3 &8
20 4 18 13 15 08 09 02 88
21 ‘94 -04 8 19 -07 -07 17 86
22 35 -04 33 17 01 405 87
23 27 or W 32 01 2l 08 86
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Table 38 (continuead)

AN . ) ) - i _ -~ .

\\ - _ A — — - — — —

Factatgfanq>Fa¢:dr Loaaings (= 100)

Communal ity

Ttem No. ] 2 3 4 5 6 78 (+ 100)
24 13 22 18 - 09 13 22 09 85
25 es| o1 6 08 17 08 12 19 90
26 62| 15 15 24 05 15 0 .9
27 66| 14 24 21 02 12 08 06 84
o8 . l72| 3 1 02 -n w0 . 05 08 96
29 |68 ] 02 08 -07 27 06 O . 96
30 5 .25 01 [6a] o4 07 18 06 93
31 25 19 08 01 -07 14 -03 80
32 06 z] 27 220 -02 13 246  -06 93
33 % 31 [a7] 03 30 01 28 0 83
34 00 - 27 |63 33 00 29 15 7 92
35 21 15 lag| ¢33 % 28 23 22 89
36 1 lag| o02 06 08 09 23 87
37 19 G6] lag] m -04 02 00 19 91
38 s 18 o8 [a3] 03 15 [e2] 36 93
39 o % 13 37 03 23  |66] 18 94
40 03 f64] 13 13 02 05 10 15 83
a1 w e o1 1 02 05 W 6 8a
42 21 . sl o8 1w 12 w04 130 g9
43 03 62} 22 2 02 w04 91
46 18 38 17 o7 N -1 o 02 N 79
45 38 3 3 05 11 08 07 03 80
46 33 301 05 [63] o5 1 -0z 09 84
a7 . 21 37 N o5 _ (@] -00 - 84 .
48 L 21 34 27 02l -oa 90




Table 38 (ccﬂtiﬁueq)
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‘lter No. 1 ? 3 4 g 6 rz 8 (+ 100)
49 09 o6 08 [45] 31 00 20 -1 82
50 18 as] 21 03 23 38 08 -10 81
51 1 s 05, 3w |79] o5  -00 -08 88
52 -08 02 00 02 |81 -00 21 08 ~ 89
53 10 52] 1w 01 |63 0 -24 14 93
54 10 24 05 14 lagl 30 24 14 86
55 36 05 22 07 39 -12 -05 -03 68
56 23 23 40 16 25 -03 25 N 91
57 20 26 36 09 10 "4 a7l 04 8
Eigenvalue 15.1 3.7 3.3 2.6 2.3 2. 1.9+ 1.6
. L
% Ingivi- 26.5 6.5 5.8 4.6 4.1 3.5 3.4 3.4
dual
Variance
% Cumula- 26.5 33  38.7 43.4 47.5 51 54.4 57.8 .
tive .
variance
No. of 12 9 11 6 4 S5 6 3
Items
Included .
% Common 4vy.& 11.0 .9.7 7.4 6.4 5. 5.3 5.0 '
variance
i



v

Table 39 .

“varimax Factor Salution for 57 Level of Satisfaction
[tems Using Eight Factors

-

Factors anc Factor Loadings £¢’1DD)7

¥, Communality

Item No. 1 2 -3 4 5 6 7 8 (+ 100)

1 09 2 07 0V 21 09 06 47

2 02 21 29 34 01 -07 13 55

3 12 37 -27 24 07 09 15 21 38

4 39 25] 03 24 -0 28 6 -16 52

5 12 7 - 1w 1 =01 08 -01 58

6 04 s0) 07 -08 -14 12 -05 09 33

7 0 13 00 -07 -18 09  -06 49

8 07 21 -08 39 -02 15 10 04 a

9 .32 .07 (&1 o4 w25 29 12 59

10 .02 -00 -07 |62] 28 06 09 -13 60

1 1 -o08 1 3 =31 09 02 56

12 o8 og 23 [68 13 -01 22 -06 68

13 23 -00 00 21 -4 14 03 55

14 25 07 20 21 -21 20 -01 68

15. .03 -08 [a9] 34 30 26 -09 07 47 -

16 37 02 35 08 0l 02 03 59

17 W -1 32 22 20 00 -15 38 39

18 06 27 4 -1 02 04 18 37

19 n w25 -04 03 [47] -02 06 52

20 -2 "m0l -09 [50] 24 03 O 35 \/
N—p1 17 13 20 -08 10 -1 0l 43

22 N 32 04 -02 5 04 12 -1 39

23 02 -12 f[as] 32 -29 31 =01 65




Table 3§ (continued)

Factor Loagings (+ 100)

Communality

Item No. 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 (+ 100)
24 30 -11 |e4] o5 06 02 29 16 67
25 33 16 |89 19 30 -23 6 09 65
26 13 18 |66 O 15 14 10 15 54
27 % .28 |78 -02 02 -09 132 67 .
28 3 12 e2| 13 10 06 -6 -31 52
29 05 23 |62) 03 -02 13 -09 -00 52
30 22 20 30 15 [71] o4 05 _-01 59
31 06 14 22 14 06 03 -1 67
© 32 25 3% 26 26 [41] 21 08 -0 54
33 50] 12 5 =33 W4 09 -36 29 49
34 69| 20 00 18 27 21 08 91
35 so] 18 o1 7 fa3] s oz -2 91
36 e las] 04 -2 6 38 34 -04 - 40
37 521 3 -7 12 [51] o6 -m -1 69
38 48 0 01 15 06 -09 [s2] o1 63
39 s8] 20 2 25 13 -06 |43] 32 63
40 0| fe8] o4 -02 38 -08 -01 02 %6
a1 37 45f 27 -04 37 -05 -15 04 66 L
42 77] 38 08 -10 17 01 -02 13 65
43 0| 3 08 13 -01 29 -3 -24- 52
44 67| 08 %6 10 -08 04 02 22 60
a5 73 04 w7 -2 04 22 9 W 62
~46 ° laz] -06 -02 02 [a1] -06 24 51
a7 33 28 00 32 -02 20 03 18 5]
28 23 07 -25, 30 06 22 -04 3] 48
7
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Table 39 (continued)

. Factors and Factor Loagings (+ 100)

. Communality

Yyariance

37.0

Item No. ] 2 3 4 5 -6 7 8 (+ 100)
49 05 05 -19 21 20 |66 02 02 - 59
50 05 14 23 -0z 04 01 -08 67
51 03 19 11 26 15 12 4 60
52 -18 07 21 05 16 17 03 15 39
53 -01 |49 | 23 12 =19 39 -20 05 .49
54 =21 21 04 26 34 22 2 07 39
55 2 ® 1w 29 20 -8 [a5) -06 57
56 23 35 n 38 -04 22 28 27 49
57 21 46| -04 20 17 -3¢ -3) 06 5]

Eigenvalue 12.0 5.3 3.8 3.7 2.8 2.7 ' 2.4 2.0

% Indivi- 21 9.3 6.7 6.4 4.9 4.8 4.2 3.5

dual :

. Variance -

% Cumula- 2] 30.3 37.0 43.4 48.4 53.1 57.3 60.8

tive _ :

Variance .

R4 .

No. of 14 10 8 5 10 5 5 2

Jtems : , '

Included

% Common

15.6 10.9 10.2 7.7 7,5 6.2 4.9



