TS (i =~ eyt
S Ao o]
2529 o2l
olaHd”,
.M
el ALy b, 55 7L TE 5L I8 U
S79] T7F 53 e RAR7Y we wishs EAE
o] BAA ARH R 55 AFalet W TN B
A4& fratstol(Garrett & McDaniel, 2001), 74 HEAE <]

7530l

A4S Zds(Stordenr, Dhoore, &
Vandenberghe, 2001), 2Eg| A9 02 A-&3l0] Q£ 2
AL, AET ol AES F7HIZtHLucas, Atwood,
& Hagaman, 1993, Matrunola, 1996). &= 2134k =2 ¢
Agz JJdl B8 teAtsel Aeshe ddel et 7
Al HBR #2e ffme] RAgHQ G MAL RS
At A4 g Frke 7}§?§ -4 A4 3o BA
A¥git 1EAIES
atm AA 7kaAle A
2 2200 (Lee, H. ], 199), €1=9]
M 25AF 190 A9 1%} 2434 34 23 1; e
thal st} ek A FAYEY o]Ae AUt FEA, 9
T 2 ] V# -r-|47] ‘53 Al o]zg =
A & 7k
RBE7 E g2 0]1—1% Z o}
HoHLee, 1994). 2HE2 7H5ALe] o|AE ZHaPAIIE
A zteel 47 A4 & ¢
(Lucas et al., 1993).
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B 2(Alexander, Lichtenstein, Oh, & Ullman, 1998), 7§<14]

%u Wl A% ~Ef s AR BUE 5o 7 A9 34
= 5 AA o] Zo] dojdthLucas et al., 1993). o2&
SAlelA o] A8l 9 o F 847} B o AomE o] Ad 4
A dLE nAH Bl oA o]He] Mg /iAfe]d
Aoz A8t F83% ARFER US| st
(Price & Mueller, 1981).

ShaollA ZhaAle] o Ald) FHHE = 1990 25
5| AYE ) AZEY e, 1 T AFHERY o 43
Ao #Agk A77t 7 wATHKim, J. H, 1996). Y¥A4
o8 HYRUELT BETE o|do] ZoErh ofgon
(Kim, J. H, 1996; Kim, Y. M,, & Park, 1995; Lee, S. M,
1995 Lee & Park, 1996.; Matrunola, 1996), ¢J5-at=0] o] 2]
=g Fol|I AAYAE Eol= T8 WAl HAHUTE
< M &“ *Eaﬂu S 444 1L

gz Yehte A0S
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|

FE dlof 3= 7H3A] %“EH 01011 43hE B

AR sthe 9A(Kim, M. Y, 1995), 28] 3 250] Awa 7]
A Aol BgAo 2 o] HAA ) 2 AL FHKim, C
J, & Park, 1991). & ofg] A4 wglz < 312

Zd PAs 1 9l 3D 719 @i PEu(difficul), Tl

Idirty), 93 eHdangerous) L& A 2o kL st
AT wse Ba A9 QT PaHo = WA g T
25 AeAE do)rt & 4 gl ddoln, Hop v £
Aol 71817} A Y AAEA] o] AL sfursie oes
7HAM o= ko w HA v Ald A Aow *Mrﬂﬂ}(Kim, J.
H, 1996). 71e]a QIztold 7t Bohe f7ellM F2
5 lon gEg wn o

s Qe 472 4 Aol
olE E.
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salA) 91zt A
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Mobleyell 2l&}3 (Kim, Y. M., & Park, 19959]] o] x}91-4-%)
o] A(turnover)< “ZA O EZHE FHH HAL W= 7)9le]
Ao A A AL T4 Al Ao, ol A4
L, B4 Al T Qe g 2l 9] alg AHrE 2

& AA3= 7t

= Ao tHPrice & Mueller, 1981). o]2|g}h ]3]
48 A= o=z vEhn(Pooyan, Ebehardt,

H@O

Szigeti, 1990) ol o] 2e] £ Q3 AR £F 7 HolEa|
A THPrice & Muller, 1981). ©]4 %7} o] &4 4713] o %
& e gAnE FAAEY PEs AEsle AT olAE
st olglsk=dl 9o Agdl HMEAY wuAss A4
9] By} o] A&F} Age] 1 oM(Kim, C. ., & Park, 1991),
olA9iet AA ol AldlE dHe] Qe AR, =024,
p<0.001, YERtHShader, Broome, Broome, West, & Nash,
2001). §k29] YATHEALEY oA me Fol 3l low B

o

a3 YekKim, J. H, 1996; Kim, S. I, & Kim, 1997; Yoo,
1997).

7t ALe ol o1} olde o) JTF v gllde Lut
A 29l ARHd g9lo] Stk oA YL A=
Unby Egow A AYAE, 44y, AN, TETE
ol Hasal glon o] wheE QigeEe] A54E,
Aol BE4E, nlEQ Agd oAyt FAXHLR F
23 =Yk Hur, 1983; Kim, J. H., 1996; Yoo, 1997). 7+3

Abe] o1& 25~29419F 30~34A1 oA, YA E L 31 o]~
5d mukoA] oAy} 2o Aoz VEEEE(Kim, Y.
M, & Park, 1995; Yoo, 1997), ol 983} 947 8s

Feloud we g2 s 48 nt
V‘AﬂH FANAE el 3dA zta
ol Al AR it gho] vtu oAy} =A vehhAgh
AA o] 7 vA Yehteel(Kim, S. I, & Kim, 1997) ol&
SHEo] F2 7hAREC vE A4 WAk Ade] Hol
ulRo 2 ol Sefie] H 7haAlEe] H¢ A9
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<1996>4 Oﬂ%Loﬂ A 01
°J7J94 AARAA NN Bp(=-37, p<001), WAG=-34
p<00L), AEA Al (r=-.30, p<00D), A& (r=-28, p<.001),
e R L (=26, p<.00D), A-7FEAL A
(r=-.15, p<.001), PF- LT =(r=-12, p<00D)9] o7 A
FAE eI

ZtaAl GFAEY A GA] oAz JFS HAE A
2 HuEn AY2EH 27} FopAH gREIELS HolA
3, r=-51, p<0.00], °|FEE %; } Atk =37, p<0.001
(Shader et al, 2001). H4F-A2] = ek ofje} oA 0
2 IERE dof she 7ta A9 %¢€1 —2#047401 %“UV
3 o] Hems A e Aoz HuH
& Kim, 1997). € 9 ¥=275 AA she heAls vy
£ o] ske ZtaAle(d Het 53 o|3~108] wivh Fqt
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Z5E 150.08£1450 vs. 145641402 W2TE FA e
e 2o QRuEr s Buglon F=447, p=004, ©1%

T 11153311 vs. 133222677 W52 2 &k 745
Ate] 7S oA Bl F=1850, p<00l(Kim, J. H,

ol FAA Mz migh o] =ie] ZtEALE o= & o
Add 991E e YT Aol o] Helmgt dwis
of Uehte dutd S4oz AF, 27713 wiAx, A
(), AE o 5 o] 2T WMER YHEon, 4%
o Al gQome F WERS ARAE A9 Ay
SRIEF ae] Rdel 5S4 Ry AR 28
& WFER HISE-S sote 4 Slglth ey 7129 4
TE oA 72 oA EREAY AL W
2 FFshat glo] olAelwrt A3 et o feke] 54
o] B AYelE B o 5e) FEo| W BFI} olF
oA & deln olg Hdg TEY 5 sle F8 9Y
QA e Hop2 o} o] FolAA] G- AdEolr. Gl

A HLle) SRR 7 AL 175707 19991 59 dlA 20001
396 AA AgrFe] o|Fol7 Y & dFHAe] dRAR
2 2 dvd 23 A FEEAL ofst AQTkEAR 3
ARAETEEAL, DIZEEALS Otk FTHBAL o) HeRtEANE
7

<
& S8R AZ817] Y8l power analysis(Cohen, 1988)Z Al

Pt B A7 339 AZHA A OF olHe® |
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& o 2o et effect size £=128.0.1, 059] §2142, u=30,
v=316, A=41.649014 power=97= e} B Ao thaA

E A 2§ BN 99 8% Aow de,

2. 587
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7H5Ak oA eE 3 Balo g TAE AR 93 st
Hem ‘Aotz AAHA 44L& 7170 2nEE A
gl Azl B4e) Uz el 2R A A7 A
of §it¥ 1ol i AAd 44 T /M 443 Wes
AeslA ATk £ AFais 84 o4 AZshe ol 9

BoR HYHAFLR fAsl s 2uel A7 U Aot
ol4g A AZshe HEAHN-34)9k 3 Fo2 Fol A
AAehs o Stk 7HE Ak w(N=109)3) A8 A
Ao ge HN=-23)% 2z SgH oz fAste] & 37
o7 o HYrAEE BRI

She %=1 Dummy coding}al $-446l) 23Hak50.0]

(1) 98253 981754 Rizzo, House$} Lirtzman(1970)
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< 27 RStk
) A ARangeld Foldl Ak vR- W
Ade gok s AL UM Beehr, Walshsh

Taber(1976)7} A&k 37 2] B3tel] sk uhe-S HF

wozH A4S 2 32 58 HE=, e 0%
A gk 1A g 2E 58 F o A4 &

2o He3le® &9ty Spearman-Brown prophecy
formulaS- ©]-8-51%] median inter-item correlation2 7
o+ A3} 569 reliability 7} HiLH 0™ (Beehr et al,
1976), E A7-olA 9] Cronbach’s alpha= 50°]3th

) QTSR ZhgALe] YRR Stamps, Piedmont,
Slavitts} Haase(1978)7}F 71k 274918 & $13 7
T SAETE ANl o] mye 54 AHxR A
& 23R Ao 1A e 28w 55 F 7 A
ek Wzo whgsle=E sfg.om e sl ES )
Am & 409 B3ow FAE vk FAsEAE
o RE BA9Rd), ARAHERER), AL #

AGED), BFA0ED), A4&HGET), AF-FEED),
A AL(ERATARY B TR Golm H4Uh
=27 24 A tdt BSETE 558 9
Pl ® ATl AE 7heAbsh clAte] #AE e
T ST  dgale 15ao] haAleh 9Ale]
AL e dehilEde Fe Ugeli,
LAEAZHS dREt

Sl (factor loading<.30) o+
2 Fahae] FR7ldel sulele o Faks Aee &
B2 97 HEdA
713 G A o she dEe] “—‘ﬂr o]
St Al Sabst 7k Ak FRlEA dlok 3 o
Al *@4741 ZF5% Yuigle R o

A} & 7Sl gk Cronbach’s Alpha
,8301 iiau% E}Tﬂ] A Cronbach’s Alphase 62

B AT xakd 1759 Alg= SPSS WIN 2138
olgstel g1, LAz
D el QA 54, 4754, ol geluqEt Adst
WP, B o] N|Esdn:
2) A5ALe) NG ATEA] A5t ol 49w
S8 WEsE Just o wiacle dole way

[u]

1. CHARISl N S4 o RRsy

DOE
AT oo

Ao ﬂ%%{% 20~ 38*%]1?—_ JﬂL Ao 29*%1%1%4 25/1%]01]
A 30M Alol7} %7 71 B EXZ Jehfglen] 384
ool 74e A} AuiTksAlR 2, 33} WA 2Rel e A9
7F % gueke 4 4 ik g 3dA zkE)s 241
1}7} oF 63%2 o} FHroldel AL 3WA kErs)

Aotk #elzkaAle] 67%7) AES A &2 vEdA
121@% 7149 2 230 LA 33nt 9 mnte] 29%
2 7Fg gokor 13- o vinkdl A 635t 4 o] d7A] B

{Table 1) General characteristics of nurses

(N=175)
Variables N(%)
Mean(SD) 28.81(3.84)
25 and below 42(24.0)
Age ) 26~30 78(44.6)
e(years
v 31~35 45(257)
36~40 10( 5.7)
Marital Status Not @amed or divorced 116(66.3)
Married 59(33.7)
3 year nursing college  112(64.0)
Education Bachelor degree 53(33.1)
Master degree 5( 2.9)
1,000 below 20 1.1
1,000~1,999 42(24.0)
Household annual  2,000~2,999 50(286)
income 3,000~399 31170
(10,000Wor) 4,000~4,999 27(154)
5,000~5,999 13( 7.4)
6,000 and above 10( 5.7)
Night shift no 15(8.6)
yes 160(91.4)
. Never 23(13.1)
Intention to .
sarmover Sometimes 109(62.3)
Frequently or always 43(24.6)




et

Hele] 7o F49)e Rausldch FAtEAle] 91%7t
=22 sl 9iglom 36971 23 Wl T2t gl
aALe] BT9%(N=152)7} o] A% 4l7sA Aze] B
gol glem 15 43%‘(@%414 25%)0] A5 & G4 ol A
H sl

<Table 2>l|A] B vl Zon 3

e on _E Bl
=2
2,
o

<] *Jij%, ngﬁ#ﬂ el A= OL A Qe Aow
Bty

A AL 717U 2 Ad i8] A48 24
etks 2R Whge) wel A A7 Aol gle 2
FAHT Never grop)d 7VF AZsle 2F0FE

{Table2) Descriptives of Work Characteristics

(N=175)
Variables(# of items)  Mean(SD) | Onual - Actul
Range  Range
Role stress
Role ambiguity(6) 194( 59)  1~5  1.0~367
Role conflict(8) 305( 60) 1~5 15~50
Role overload(3) 3440670 1~5  10~50
Work satisfaction
Adminstration(10) 2240(483)  10~50 13~35
Autonomy(5) 1603307  5~% 8~%
Dr-Nr relationship(2) 558(1.61) 2~10 2~10
Interaction within nurses(7) 22.78(363)  7~35 14~33
Pay component(9) 20.35(49%) 9~45 10~34
Professional status(8) RV57(456)  8~40 10~39
Task requirement(6) 1297(333) 6~30 6~23

s A8d #3E 385

Sometimes group), AF &2 FN s 2FHTE

Frequent group)C.2 AAE OE3sle] A3 Td 2393
TR 109, ATt 437 0] IR A6 yEE ek hAl
£9] oA E Fely] al uAL ANAEL(AH, 2E
g, 254, 35407 AFE(GE2EY A QRS T
DRG] ) TahEgLon dgAEg Ad)

& 7474 37H9Jr Aol slRAd S ZHARR & 15709

b oW e g
O

E*JFJM ‘i‘:k%

Hgom 2 f& AEAS P18, o)E, T APEe 25A}
0, WEFIE AHDS BITE 34 B BIAHOR

TEEH AT Jr el ZRALE F93k o2 Holx] o}
M=315.16, ™

“ pl&

(Assumption)= =

(Box's

Sitetal ej

Jiﬁ F PR @AYD), IN-TEA B,
BN $BA8, B, AR AE ol o4 s w)
e e 142 7&“*}7} eAge) s b vl At

2) #7584 (Canonical Discriminant Function)9] 7

157) 9] A S Q1ES FAlA 1fsto ey FikEs &
W5k 98 Al Fetol f-ofatA Al HeA oARe
U-statistics(Wilks' Lambda)ell €8] 753819 t<Table 4>
157 Qe T e #irlsdart gAEgen i)
T34 15 Wilks' Lambda .71( *=5653, p=002)2A1 <]}
A Yzt AolE veilie 2oz vehgon A€ i
P @Al o] A mHFe] 2%E dYshs Aoz A
%’iﬂr(RZZ@X"h?{r AGE- A7), v T 7534 o Xlr)ﬂ&
Aol GolahAl WA Bal A(Wik's Lambda=90, z°
=1898, p=. 166)0 el 8758 19k 7haAle] 4]
EAEE frejsiAl wdE 4 UHER T

N
e Aoz
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{Table 3> Mean differences in predictor variables between depressed and normal groups

Intention to turnover

Predictors Never(N=23) Sometimes (N=109)  Frequent(N=43)  Wilks' Lamba F
M(SD) M(SD) M(SD)
Individual characteristics
Age 27.48(3.67) 28.34(334) 29.44(3.84) 097 1.98
Marital state(1)" 0.30(0.47) 0.33(047) 0.37(0.49) 0.98 0.18
Total household income 4.08(1.65) 3.62(1.48) 353(1.43) 0.98 1.02
Education 2.39(0.50) 2.39(0.56) 2.35(0.61) 0.9 0.07
Work characteristics
Role Stress
Role ambiguity 2.13(0.64) 1.87(058) 2.04(059) 097 2.58
Role conflict 2.84(0.60) 3.05(0.58) 3.17(0.64) 097 2.26
Role overload 3.11(0.46) 3.48(0.63) 350(0.82) 0.96 3.09*
Work satisfaction
Adminstration 24.87(4.85) 22.37(4.78) 21.16(451) 0.94 461**
Autonomy 15.65(2.66) 16.36(3.14) 15.37(3.02) 097 1.82
Dr-Nr relationship 6.22(1.24) 5.75(1.67) 479(1.36) 0.91 8.23%**
Interaction within nurses 2352(3.65) 23.14(359) 21.47(3.46) 0.9 395"
Pay component 23.39(4.84) 20.32(4.99) 1881(4.27) 0.92 6.81%**
Professional status 29.30(3.94) 29.25(4.28) 26.47(4.94) 0.93 6.50**
Task requirement 13.39(4.15) 13.15(3.30) 12.28(2.36) 0.98 1.26
Night shift(1)’ 0.96(0.21) 0.91(0.29) 0.91(0.29) 0.9 0.29
"Dummy Coded: 1=married, have night shift; *p<.05, **p<01, ***p<.001
{Table 4> Summary of Canonical Discriminant Functions with 2 Functions
Function Eigen value Canonical Correlation Wilks” Lamba Chi-Square df p-value
1 2 A7 71 56.53 30 .002
2 10 230 91 15.69 14 333
1.5
* NO 4
1
~ 05
pd .
w R Lo Sonetimes
U
-0. -0.4 -0.2 D 0.2 04
=05
Frequently PN

(Figure 1) Functions at group centroids with 2 functions
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{Table 5> Summary of Canonical Discriminant Function with 1 Function

Function Eigen value Canonical Correlation Wilks” Lamba Chi-Square df p-value
1 151 NES A0 51.93 15 .000
73z e 4 aFe] BAS 71EeR ©E2 (Hair et al, 1995, p221) B AT dME o2 71F 07 aj4s)
28 A9 <Figure >3 2o WE/FE 12 Ay Aok oAzl A8 dle wu} AF olAS Adske v
AL Aoz Yeigth #Ersd TEeeH % dHdAE £ RS o it
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<Table 6> 7t Sgwle] A4 28=E Uehile
T2 Structure Matrix
Loadings)®} %8 A (Standardized Discriminant
Coefficients=Standardized Weights)E HolF3 glom 7%
ko] spdAlFET £ o Egelthal €A 9o & (Hair

Correlations=Discriminant

et al, 1995, p220) H dA7Ade= FRAHE FA0 R 4
ST For sk FRAYHe] Amd B G 9]
HEsh} dulrozm £ 300)ate] HolEAA T glonw

{Table 6) Standardized canonical discriminant
function coefficients and loadings

Discriminant Standardized

S HEARES) QWA 0, AR e BEwsh T
aFE wEsted 393 949

3) dZR%0% o439 o] Aex A Hezt #d

167) ¢} Wapoll ofst FEAPE ol 43t 66W e A}
AT AFEew £53 2
Al oatd AsF & 23% F 21 (91.3%)0] 2ul=A
FHATL AFwME 4359 F 408 (93.0%)0] ik A
=o] 924%9] Hit ratioZ el Hlmd F2 iy
AAGEI & 4 9ok FAE wEpAle JAHYEE
Z317] 98] Hold-out Sampled o]-&
3} 1% Hit ratios 4.8%ATk

=
i
N
. =
2
v
£
m
Kl

of Mz
i, u}L te St e ox wu

3l Cross—validation

Predictors loadings weights
WS-Dr=Nrs interaction 43 0 (Table 7) Classification matrices for two-group
WS-Pay component A0 Kot discriminant analysis for both analysis
WS-Administration .32 23 and holdout samples
WS-Professional status .24 46
WS-Interaction within nurses .23 .19 Predicted Gr‘oup
Role overload -21 -5 Group Membership  Total
Role conflict =21 =03 Never Frequently (N=175)
Age -21 -33 N(%) N(%)
Total household income 13 .76 Never 91(91.3) 287 23
WS-Task requirement 13 =70 Original Frequently — 3(70) 40030) 43
Night shift o7 0 Ungrouped cases 4(404) 65(506) 109
Role ambiguity .06 .05
Marital status - 06 -2 Hit ratio  924%
WS-Autonomy 04 -21 Cross—  Never 19(826) 4(17.4) 23
Education 01 -20 validated Frequently 6(140) 376400 43
Note: WS= Work satisfaction; Dr=Doctor; Nrs=Nurse. Hit ratio  84.8%
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-Abstract-

Key words : nurse, turnover intention, work satisfaction, role stress

Discriminating factors of turnover intention among
Korean staff nurses

Lee, Hae Jung”* - Hwang, Sun Kyung**

Purpose : The purpose of this study was to examine the
of turnover staff
murses(N=175) and to identify discriminating factors of their
turnover intention.

degrees intention among Korean

Method : The data were driven from a larger study and
staff nurses who had worked more than 1 year as nurses
were included in the analyses. The original data were
collected from May 199 to March 2000. Descriptive and
discriminant analyses were utilized.

Results : 87% of the participants reported turnover
mtention. Nurses were grouped into three group(GP)s
depending on the frequencies of turnover intention: Never
GP(N=23), Sometimes GP(N=107), Frequent GP(N=43). With
three GPs, two functions were produced and only function 1
was significant that significantly discriminated Never and
Frequent GPs. Additional discriminant enalysis with only
Never and Frequent GPs produced function classified 93% of
the participants correctly into two GPs. Sub-dimensions of

*Assistant Professor, Dept. of Nursing, Pusan National
University
**Researcher, Research Institute of Nursing Science, Pusan

National University
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work satisfaction were significant discriminating factors.
Nurses who are satisfied with doctor and nurse relationship,
pay, and hospital administration tend to report no intention

in turnover.

Conclusion : Based on the findings of this study, possible
managemental intervention for increasing interpersonal skills
and assertiveness of nurses, inviting medical residents in
ward team meeting, increasing incentives or baseline
adjustment of ammual income for registered nurses were

suggested.





