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Abstract This study has performed to find the effective method of human resource management
in the hospital organization through the relationship between organizational attitude and individual
inclination, where nurses, medical technician and administrative staff of hospital with labor
intensive and relationship oriented organization were analyzed. According to the results, the lower
individual inclination with changeable level of hospital employees, the higher of outer level and the
higher of goal-oriented level, the organizational attitude was shown to be amicable, especially was
most highly influenced by changeable level. Therefore, the hospital organization was recommended
to find the following methods properly; no only to strengthen the active and logical outgoing
tendency, the careful words and actions through the emotion control for the goal orientation, but
also to minimize the changeable tendency such as not amicable human relation, the change and
delay of decision.

Key Words : Hospital employee, Organization attitude, Individual inclination, Hospital organization,
Human resource management

1. M2 o) AaAgE Kok BARTEOE o2 Au2 A
20| AL =o|7] el TATLe] FHAE} o
JARAe ot 459 MEUE0R THH koo wo oo Sl P A BASE O
L= et 9l 9] AR FR41 53 Uekl)
S 2402 AR SYRo] A ol

49 2402 Al A9 2a9 9080 g el 283 Que) o

A9l Qrolekn & 4 otk B WU AAARS
5 40]3 $Rd 0 2458 SA402 Tkt Aol

*This paper was supported by research fund offered from Catholic University of Pusan in 2015.
“Corresponding Author : Jung-Do Lim(limjd5794@cup.ac.kr)

Received October 20, 2019 Revised November 5, 2019
Accepted November 20, 2019 Published November 28, 2019



235 gHE==X HMoH H11S

A 7HRle] &3l 220l Higt AU BE Sl FF
< F7 2 Aoltt. I9BE 2N 2HaMIS
FIA77] St Rt ko] Eo= shA "2l

AAA B A £ JFoE S84 & 9o 1L
Zjo] AFom Hole Zlojng Ao MAGF 7
o] 2dske A2 1A00A T 2 AA H
=H3], George et al.l4l2 71¥ SHishs 24
W Zr 2ALGLEY 33 2AEYT} F4lo] a3}
oL SR &, 2AF4EE] AR HEle 1Sl
AZtehs AHIAEET Fa7F wRlo] 7] whEe[5],
AL EE01AUL 249 B GAo= Fa5H
A-&HrHol.

a2y fiFEe] 24 9 490le2 & £
A7 9] F5& FHOE WS 7HloH, 248 74
3L Q= 2 7i]le] Aeske A7golyt 712 tisiA

£ o] A=d, AR|AARRIoAE g Bet A
T= 10| Aot AAY P& SHLE o|FoiA
gon], AH|AZF| FA: AeE9] 44 4 HE
5 Mol THE A v &S AAoloh7 8]
MAYFE & 5 AN S35 FEO=E,
ZAFZEEY MAGFE 23 oA Fsoltt
B2 veid 5= glom[1], o= 2AA HelA9 o
o 5ol gk QAP o= FFE - 5= U9l g
FAN0R 71919 A E40l Hoto], B4 2ol o
gk 7lQ19] 7ot wkgo] mix| 11 7jj1) AAAY <F
BAoE fAHE AHYHE dAHesE 344 4
T FAA GRor RS 4 glom, dnrdos
338 Aol =2 A2 AP AN EE
A4 59 EAMHeubeck, Wikinson &
Cologon, 1998)°] UL, FAHA o] =2 Al
A735H A neuroticism)EHA AT RHA
H| T A A A EA(Costa & McCrae, 1992)& A
I QIoh shelon, AR e E 71 H)
L9} P52 d&(Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988)
o S Qokarl skt Hall[11]12 2 7hRl10] &p4le] o
= He HEE ARAAAEY RAFEEEY HeF

orlr_l

i

TEoIH ESHoR Ay, BAAYY, A 5
o] AH&Eo] grom, ofet Hi=4 £42 2243
VT WA= AR AAHAL YTH12]. THER

Rzl ZARE DL AL 2ATHUSO]

il

I

FZ]o] FALekalAt Sk HAo|u Hio g0 A
A9l 50| o]Fojd 4= =T A sh= Ao] T8}
o & 4= Sl AoltH2l.

webA 2 ATs ol 8 AET AT AHlA A
Aol FAIAL Sl S A 57| AP A SAA
=2 W E, RATHLEY T My =
29| B30 F85H4 ZEH= Zeman et al[6]9]
A1 Watson et al.[5]9] A784F2z 79| H=
o P52 5T = = AXNE EUE FAdFAR=E
o] ZZ o tigt gizo 7iQle] A7 & H9] Aol
ojudt FFZ HIAAE AW HEIAL gk

2.

re

i

2.1 A7CH

£ AThge BaAGe] HUF oy dsw
FAAER Table 13} o] 7154 196%(38.7%). )
27148 9673(18.97%), WHH2155(42.4%). % 507
Y2 qios sk

AT 2RIRA T FHE dobEd 15,
2%6FHY 495% Y 353%, S A 243%
oA 757% A LAY 789%UFAYL
17.2%2) A% 3.9% ol 3.

Table 1. Composition of subject study

Classification of study subject Frequency Ratio
Sex Male 123 243
Female 384 75.7

Staff 400 789

Position Deputy manager 87 172
Manager 20 39

Nurse 196 38.7

Job Medical technician 9% 18.9
Administrative staff 215 24

University hospital 77 15.2

Work class | General hospital 251 495
Hospital 179 3563

Sum 507 100.0
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Table 2. Factor analysis and the result of reliability
analysis
Initial ) . | -
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Table 4. Individual inclination level with the classification of study subject(frequency, ratio)

Changeable Outgoing Self-oriented Self-reliable Goal-oriented
Classification of study subject Above | Below | Above | Below | Above | Below | Above Below | Above Below
normal normal normal normal normal normal normal normal normal normal
Male 26 97 70 53 27 96 45 78 61 62
(21.1) (78.9) (56.9) (43.1) (22.0) (78.0) (36.6) (63.4) (49.6) (50.4)
Sex Fermale 79 305 186 198 100 284 1563 231 169 215
(20.6) (79.4) (48.4) (51.6) (26.0) (74.0) (39.8) (60.2) (44.0) (56.0)
Pearson x2 .018(.492) 2.676(.063) .830(.215) 416(.296) 1.172(.164)
Staff 89 311 199 201 92 308 149 251 182 218
(22.3) (77.8) (49.8) (50.3) (23.0) (77.0) (37.3) (62.8) (45.5) (54.5)
Deputy manager 13 74 43 44 25 62 35 52 40 47
Position puty manag (149) | (86.1) | 494 | (606 | (287 | (713 | 402 | (69.8) | (46.0) | (54.0)
Manager 3 17 14 6 10 10 14 6 8 12
i (15.0) (85.0) (70.0) (30.0) (50.0) (50.0) (70.0) (30.0) (40.0) (60.0)
Pearson x2 2.737(.254) 3.172(.205) 8.156(.017) 8.644(.013) .248(.883)
Nurse 42 154 95 101 48 148 75 121 94 102
! (21.4) (78.6) (48.5) (51.5) (24.5) (75.5) (38.3) (61.7) (48.0) (52.0)
Medical technician 16 80 52 44 28 68 33 63 51 45
b : ' (167) | (833) | (542) | (458 | (292) | (708) | (344) | (656) | (63.1) | (46.9)
Administrative staff 47 168 109 106 51 164 90 125 85 130
nistraty 19 | 781 | (607 | (493 | (237 | (763) | 419 | (81 | (395 | (60.5)
Pearson x2 1.191(551) .843(.656) 1.102(.576) 1.646(.439) 5.813(.055)
University hosoital 16 61 26 51 7 70 32 45 23 54
versity hosp (208) | (79.2) | (338) | (662 | (9.1) | (90.9) | (41.6) | (684) | (29.9) | (70.1)
General hosoital 70 181 143 108 62 189 95 156 120 131
Work o (27.9) (72.1) (57.0) (43.0) (24.7) (75.3) (37.8) (62.2) (47.8) (52.2)
class Hospital 19 160 87 92 58 121 71 108 87 92
P (10.6) (89.4) (48.6) (51.4) (32.4) (67.6) (39.7) (60.3) (48.6) (51.4)
Pearson x2 18.987(.000) 13.089(.001) 15.616(.000) .384(.825) 8.821(.012)
Total 105 402 256 251 127 380 198 309 230 277
(20.7) (79.3) (50.5) (49.5) (25.0) (75.0) (39.1) (60.9) (45.4) (54.6)
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Table 5. Effect of individual inclination on organization attitude

Unstandardized coefficients Standardized coefficient
Variable 5 Standard bota t(p) VIF
error
(Constant) 3.252 178 18.304(.000)
Changeable level of individual inclination -364 .033 -.445 -10.817(.000) 1.179
QOutgoing level of individual inclination 256 .032 322 7.980(.000) 1.131
Self-oriented level of individual inclination .033 .026 .054 1.259(.209) 1.302
Self-reliable level of individual inclination -.007 .033 -.009 -.221(.826) 1.277
Goal-oriented level of individual inclination .072 .026 109 2.735(.006) 1.115
Sex(Male1, Female 2) -.053 047 -.048 -1.126(.261) 1.263
Position(Staff:0, Manager:1) 142 045 122 3.135(.002) 1.062
Job1(Nurse or not) .064 .055 .065 1.163(.245) 2.193
Job2(Administrative or not) .046 .052 .048 .891(.374) 2.020
Work place1(University hospital or not) -.031 .066 -.024 -.561(.575) 1.241
Work place2(General hospital or not) 077 042 078 1.850(.065) 1.231
R2: .290, F(p): 18.352(.000)
Note) Subordination variable: attitude to organization
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