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Effect of Nursing Organizational culture, Organizational Silence, and
Organizational Commitment on the Intention of Retention among Nurses:
Applying the PROCESS Macro Model 6

Han, Sujeong

Professor, College of Nursing Science, Konyang University, Daejeon, Korea

Purpose: This study aimed to identify the effects of organizational culture, organizational silence, and organ-
izational commitment on the intention of retention as perceived by nurses Methods: The research model was
designed on the basis of the PROCESS Macro model 6 proposed by Hayes. The participants were 142 nurses
from general hospitals. Measurements included the scales of organizational culture, organizational silence,
organizational commitment, and intention of retentione. Data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, Pearson’s
correlation coefficient analysis, and Hayes's PROCESS macro method for mediation. Results: Retention intention
showed a significantly positive correlation with relationship-orientated culture (r=.32, p<.001), innovation-
orientated culture (r=.30, p<.001), and organizational commitment (r=.48, p<.001). However retention intention
showed a significantly negative correlation with organizational silence (r=-.42, p<.001). Furthermore, organ-
izational silence and commitment had a mediating effect on the relationship between organizational culture and
intention of retention. Conclusion: The impact of organizational culture on intention of retention in general hospitals
was mediated by organizational silence and organizational commitment. Considering the mediating effects of
organizational silence and organizational commitment on the relationship between nursing organizational culture
and retention intention, a strategy should be developed to enhance organizational commitment and weaken
organizational silence by strengthening related and innovative nursing culture.
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w31, 2R oA = 7Ee A Aot o] A E STk ok
g2 o]oj XA Frh(Lim et al., 2019; Tourangeau, Cummings,
B A7Ag0] 247
A49e] o)L Bejslr] 93 el RSS2 A SR
wejshy glou} fHo RE T4 o] wg sletstol
248 AATE AUTE BEANE 2YBH
WEal 1 Y BEALEO| b H o ane 4
344 aape o 4319 QAU Be] Hero
QIThe AaiE W ¥ Ut EA e AR 1Y
P AL WAL A EH R HEZes o
A2 9] ek geHCowin, 2002). 2|2 =5 JBtsto]
S 7hB AL B 48 SN T, o] 45712 et oA Wl 8-S
Folv] 27 §EAE Z71A1717] A= (Park, Kim, Lee,
Shin, Oh, Lee et al., 2019) A Z] o= & Z71A]4 = = 291
spel ot ok 1A Aol Bl A7
402 F7bE3 QA oFL o] o) ATk A
2o 2 A2 Ho|t}(Lee, Cho, & Son, 2014; Tourangeau et
al., 2010).

Brown, Fraser, Wong, Muise®} Cummings (2012)-2 A
AA EAZ A 7EE TR A Ao F7F plX]= 8ele
27091, 223} BwejRHA AT e FHESHAA 7] Q1T T
A2 g g a7 22 Z3et #3hd o Th3ARES Aol 7}
A7} QoL =7 A = Zof| whERe Z2HA) flokal s,
A& sk 58 2oz 2AZ3E A &8
o] Aib= to RS o =2 3t Aol A9, YNEEEAL
£ o2 AP AT NAME viEA G 2223 55}
AL 1L AHAE = Bt oh 2t A 2 o o5}
2] 9] 7ol 71998 4= ol M Fastrhal AR AL Yl
o =2 A o thgt tE A E5ke] F a4
£ ¢ 4 Utk (AbuAlRub & Nasrallah, 2017; Brown et al.,
2012; Choi, Jang, Park, & Lee, 2014; Kim, Jung, Kim, &
Yoo, 2020; Lim et al., 2019). 7tE X2 E3h= 715 2 Z] Qtof
A A =9 A 3)of FFS vAE FRE 7HA,

Cranley, Ferron, & Harvey, 2010).
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A1 9 #E7)A o] ch(Kim, Han, & Kim, 2004). 7H5-72] %
"ol 4] ol 2H B} FALS] AH ol o] e 1%

£ 7tol tia TS Z2A A, 47 dAks 23S
sRAer Q4 TeE QR wr} Fopxltkal §
(AbuAIRub & Nasrallah, 2017), Y5 = A7 2 gL
AR 2223 {HS st A= oE E3R3E0l
A 2= 94540 IS T, SEvE e 23
3h= AARFA QL Aol 7] dizoll A2 o) = of A 7}
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& WANR A B3l W ofof BT F4el T
Q1tH(Cho & Kim, 2020; Kim, Jung, Kim, & Yoo, 2020; Koo,
2018; Park et al., 2019). A ALo)| A & o] Gk u]2]
= 2223 F3 ol sl duE A3t AR AL R GA
T 3 ARE0] A Zshs 7t2 22 w37 ARG A
FY o) A2 oot BA 7 Yle AL 2 YEha Q1L (Cho &
Kim, 2020; Yun & Choi, 2018), A X3 wj(Lee & Lee,
2020; Yun & Choi, 2018)2} F A1 X|gFY w(Choi et al., 2014;
Han, 2002) JR7HES ol T o] M| =g W A e|ws
ol AR BIFEI §lof(Cho & Kim, 2020; Kim et al.,
2020; Yun & Choi, 2018) A 2| 2] = of| T3t F&F 2 1.0 2 TA|
A&t F AR ko) 2t 22w} -3 ol TR & Aot
2223k} tEo] A2 o =of Brelo] Qe e s AT
1 = A o] A EYo|tH(Choi & Lee, 2018; Lee, Cho, &
Son, 2014; Lee & Lee, 2020; Lim et al., 2019; Park & Lee,
2018). 2 BYE 272 v M3} BES wlolSo] Ay
IS 2 24 o FAlsHE = == A 2 Hth(Meyer,
Allen, & Smith, 1993). AP AL A = A &L ] 7t
BAFE e Al wel A ulAL 2 29lo|gon], 2B
Q1] B 7H5AKe 8 712kl A vl 31 Ak nhgo) 4
tH(Choi & Lee, 2018; Kim et al., 2020; Park & Lee, 2018;
Tourangeau et al., 2010; Tourangeau & Cranley, 2006). 1
Hug 2YAS0] 2Ale] 2o i) FHH o2 Brlet
Nt AEE stol YYo= S £ 5 9 Aoleh
2200l PAglo] Bkt o B 54 AL
, 21 0] 2|7} QlLof = B oA 0 2 FE3F}A] &
12 oJulgtch(Morrison & Milliken, 2000; Go & Cho, 2020).
Lo 2AoAE IS T e 2AIE 4271
27 B R FFE 0)H o] H o ER o]ojxA)
= Ao 2 YeRgtH(Jun & Song, 2018; Woo & Lee, 2018).
oA 25L& 2R} ko] Wakelol Wkd Fe ol
712 A% s o, 2704 o4 o] Bagl=
2780 A4 A 07 o212 A%o] WA W LAASE
7H% Ast, T Y AEFH 7L SIS 22 oA
A3 = o o|g7tA] Z 4= I TH(Jun & Song, 2018; Morrison &
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a8 LSS 23 AFATE ALz e
U (Lee & Lee, 2020) 7o 2 2)23}0f 2 2] 2] &= A of A 222
Y i TS ASE = ATk ET F AR BA A F
3= A9 4 A5S A8HAI7] 2L (Koo, 2018), 2AYEL2 =
Ao sl 784 G2 A Lo A4l 2F o f =
23 @ISR §HA| whE o] 252 2AE o|gsHAIsH | diiE
o]l (Fard & Karimi, 2015; Go & Cho, 2020; Shi & Chung,
2018), +E 227512} o] 2| o] rmof] T3 v 7 g 2= A 2] €]
solo] P04 2R LS B Ao F|ofEt 5
oItk E Bk bR 2H HRo| furehs RSl A3} 27
=9 ofsiel 22 o] o] 2 B2 (Go & Cho, 2020) 223
23} 2= Mool ZHEYe] A a4 % 9
o}, o} Fastel, 7k Ejel A o) mo] PAloIH 24
Y83 242U ol LY} 9 Holehs 7He] 7}
etk ob7iA) AR o)l s ke AR, 2402
3} 22299 BAS FHH o2 Aui s Ao gl A
Holmz R Aol HEAEY] 2B Y ug
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e R L DY EEEEE D RESPET e
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7] $1% AFEF2 w7 H7E 2711 ol v axtet =
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3}, 2AMJEL 22=2YY V2 5HS o, 2AFF =
Z1Z Yol sl 7+ A=27]E Zh=the A A7(Go & Cho,
2020)2} 3|24 0 = A A o Tof] Fof v X|= 22T of
3t AP AL (Park et al,, 2019)| 4 &) a3} 7|5 LA = 3}
ol .05, 449 95004 St A7) 152 S 79l &
& A = 1297 0| qint. EEhEo tfB|she] F 15578 A
g8kt

3. AT

NREESEL

£ Aol A Han (002)0] % 202 4749 sHglg o
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sto]l thgt Q14 o] ZAehs ouldttt. = A FAIY A+
(Han, 2002)9]| ] A2 %= Cronbach’s a = &A1X| g &3} .83,
LA R 3F B3} 84931, E Ao A AF % Cronbach’s a =
A2\ 23} 88, BA A% B3} 932 Uehgret.

2) ZAIE

H Ao A= Gool Kang (2017)2] ZAME =15 AN
8}t o] == Van Dyne, Ang®} Botero (2003)7} 71kt
AL F2A ou| 2 HAR A0 2 EAF £ 1E W Asto] 7H
AL jAFo 2 A S AZ8 A7 (Koo, 2018)9} v w3}e]
Gog}Kang (2017)9] w35 47 §lo] 283ttt & d7-l
A 23 FELY o7l 7Hket A Ao =AM A
A ARG T Tl AF6EF)= g8t 4832
o, 53 Likert =2 H47t 2275 I5F=7 =55 9
ngith g4 AEE B £FY d2E U 23 g
2 ofstal 4] 47] el 23S WS 4= A= ofel
tjolS AABHA] h=th ¢, Wold] I &9 2= W Aol
GA A Zo] A= o], o]' FRE YR 2| wie] 1 o]op]
312] 92 w7} e} 7} g3tk Go2t Kang (2017)9] A9
A Cronbach’s o= A d2 ZE 90, HFo]z] A& 930]%]0
], & Aol 4] Cronbach’s a=A'd4] 35907} Hro] & 3
£ 900131t

3) 27=<]

E Ao A 2FEYLS Meyer, Allen¥} Smith (1993)0]
ek £7.8 Han (2002)0] ledet 3 b5 Akl A 9 424
o 12839 78 AGAT) B BT HAE B,
A 2R A Blom FHEE 92 HAL Y
2 ol eju]7} 2y o} ‘o] 242 wich Hazto] SA
ojt} 50] B3}o & o]Fo]A] Qlrh. ZH B3RS 57 Likert &
oln], W47} 842 27 8Yo] B AL oJulaith. Han
(2002)2] Aol A= 319 FHHEZ Cronbach’s a = .60~.82
Foo, B AoA& A Cronbach’s o &= 792 LERGTE

H A=

H Ao A A Z o)== Cowin (2002)0] 7R3t Nurses'
Retention Index (NRI)E Kim (2006)°] ?EI-:E’-E FE3IB =
T8 A B A AE Bl U 782 A
493 AT 5 3 6RROR olRol B, 2 ERe 8%
Likert =2 13 ‘Ad I A] Yo} olA 84 ‘wj¢ a2}
7T 2 S E A, A7t w2 S A A =Tt Eae viRt
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2 g7 Kefjoha 71 88 85214 2 91 31 9] - U(KYU-
2020-050-02)& W31 Aok W 2EE R AR oA ZhE 43
9 |7}5 ot A EZAME A3t ﬂ XJO% of Apra] o
2 5T AR B At AR 720l Fe ts At A FE R
AFGIA AER S v Rk 34519t & 15559 A
EA7E i o] B SjrE| glom S 2/ H 135
E A% HF AR A 14255 *l%oki‘itk
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AT 9ol AHgEA) g Ao, AT R AEHolm,
Ao/} S 8-S Ak AAele) At mes
stol WEFA7H E BB Tt A7t B ol o
3 Reltt.

6. AIZEM

SPSS/WIN 22.0 T2 782 o] g3te] 422 BAstdch
S AP S SR A W, B

ol e A JEAole 5

2 4%, %%—E&—E’ﬁ AFE ZA4E Scheffé testS A4
STt ZF M4 7HAFTA| B4 )3 Pearson’s correlation
AN 5 2B A o] v R
Azolx 24083} 248 T o EIE A
23l Hayes (2013)7} A|Fst SPSS PROCESS Macro model 6
S ApgsIg o, i aTte] felm g AEa] Sl RE
2EH 7E 10,000715 &3] 95% AlZ]7L7HConfidence

coefficients=S

Interval, CI)& £4] 0]-1:]- EAEH YL 7|£9] SobelgdZ
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A5k PROCESS Macro model 6 M

ARG 3 Slck o &
1% 24917 1o SHE 10 S A9
BAASE, FEUS AU

83t Fstgint

Durbin-Watson ©]

Hd o
1. THAIRbO] Uuts £

AT IAE 1427 2.2 914d0] 97.9% (139901421, B

Table 1. Characteristics of Participants (N=142)
Characteristics Categories n (%) or M£SD
Gender F 139 (97.9)

M 3(2.1)
Age (year) <25 27 (19.0)
26~30 62 (43.7)
>31 53 (37.3)
30.79+6.46
Marital status Single 95 (66.9)
Married 47 (33.1)
Education degree College 23 (16.2)
University 104 (73.2)
>Graduate 15 (10.6)
Current work unit General 68 (47.9)
Special 74 (52.1)
Position Staff 117 (82.4)
> Charge 25 (17.6)
Clinical career at 6~36 30 (21.1)
current hospital 37~72 45 (31.7)
(month) >73 67 (47.2)
90.21+79.58

1+ A2 30.79+6. 464 Tt AEJR L 1] E0] 66.9%(959),
SH2 49A SUA7E73.2%(1047) 0. 2 itk AFA| 33
th. B4 %] ZREE 7HEA} 521% (748) 02 23 o
BA YEbsth Age YRREEAR} 824%(1177) 0.2 71
kT, A WY P 2R 98.24178397 4= e
om, ARAYL 73744 ol4to] 47.2%(67%F) .2 7 Wk
th(Table 1).

2. (hAIRIS] 25 XSS, RNHS, ENEY T X

oo M

AL QARG 73 2 2235 F F AR G 230 F Bt
L 58 T o) 3.07+0.717, A A g E3H=3.09+0.83
Aoz Jehton, A3 82230+0.723, 22292283
1053402 Uepdth QA Yr 2 37 4L 84 ubHo
539+1.574 © & UepFtHTable 2).

3. tAxtel S XN Ba), ZUAR, ZUSYT W
o= 7te| Az

P dALe] AR O 7k 22 735E 5 FAIX| g E3Hr=31,
p<.001), FA R E3Hr=32, p<.001)<} 2] AF@AA 7}t
AT E3 2AERATE G| FHTA (r=48, p <.001)7}
A T AF ot 2AFLE 39 AT
ATHr=-42, p <.001). A ZE} ARG E3Kr=-37, p<
.001)&} A A g E3Hr=-.28, p=.001)= -] ATA 7} 9
AL, 2 &Y FAXF E3Hr=31, p <.001)2} TA A F
=8H(r=.35, p <.001)= ¥ %ﬁﬁﬂlﬂ ASATh(Table 2).

Table 2. Correlation Relationship of Organizational Culture, Organizational silence, Organizational Commitment and Intention of

Retention (N=142)
Innovation . Organizational ~ Organizational Intention of
Relation culture . . .

Variables culture silence commitment retention
r(p) t(p) r(p) r(p) r(p)

Innovation culture 1

Relation culture .76 (<.001) 1

Organizational silence -37 (<.001) -28 (.001) 1

Organizational commitment 31 (<.001) .35 (<.001) -.32 (<.001) 1

Intention of retention .30 (<.001) .32 (<.001) -42 (<.001) 48 (<.001) 1

M=SD (Range) 3.07+0.71 (1~5)

3.0940.83 (1~5)

2304072 (1~5)  2.82+053 (1~5)  5.39+1.57 (1~8)
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2o A S gRlsh] Hf8l P-PEEES B 3P‘E'ii, z
A 455 Aol 2Hske] FFEEE H AT WA 4R
€ 03E FHeR 127 B2t FE4A0] E ‘?_15]"*‘:} =
¥ 9 =YX A5Z 3} Durbin-Watsongl2 2.032.2 29] 7}
271 Lheh} 2R 2ho) A7l o] gl Ao 2 peftet.
HARYAIZHVIF) L 1.00~1.119] M2 B = 108} 37
10T SEFAS S ol & @A
AR, AT, SEAM, BYUAE B BEsto] 8784
o1y BE pEasc

BszA g} Agelwe) WANN 24 PuT} 248
Ao i BT HF5H7] Y184 Hayes7} A|¢Fet PROCESS
Macro model 6 £ 1 2§ Z835to] 248 AA5H4 )
Model 62] 1 232 A8t B L9 B ZHHP(X:

s 2 AR}, FLH(Y: A Z QE) 221 F A o
(ML 225, M2: 228902 74 E0

Z 891 2F A AT FA2 Table 3] A|Xsk5Th 3A,
PAAFEIE THL fé*ahwfﬂ T 2Tk BAAFE
oot 2A 59| AR AT} A oA BAXN GRS 22F

Bo 29| GOl JFL

9w 702 Uekgttb=-24, p=

001). AX RS} 221 R0] 22 lo] u]X YA
o TS EAERY, BAXFESH 22200 Ao 24

FIKb=18, p=.001)2 0] H.oH,

ESRELES ERERE

APATHE Lepirhb=-18, p=.003). BAXFES}, 223
=3} 22 2¢)0] A2 o 2of n] A= A f 3k B A A2l 2]

Leof| sl A
%292 o) AAATHb=90, p <.001) 2
FHo2 Aour thoa} 2t FAXTEsel
z93=e] AYEI BAolA FAATFES

GRS t| R = A0 2 YERGTH(b=-.38, p <.001).
msio 24 =0] 2420 o)X= HHe &

A gEI=

o] gofst

EREE

L= ie)
ZAYEL

Bl A EIE (b=-52, p <.001),
ek 24, 84

‘:l
ZAZF

Table 3. Direct Effects of Organizational Silence and Organizational Commitment in the Relationship between Organizational

Culture and Intention of Retention

LLCI ULCI
Variables Direct effect b SD t p
95% CI 95% CI
Relation (Constant) 3.06 0.28 1347 <.001 2.61 3.50
culture Relation culture — Organizational silence -0.24 0.07 -343 .001 -0.38 -0.10
R=.28, R’=.08, F=11.73, p=.001
(Constant) 2.69 024 1136 <.001 2.22 3.16
Relation culture — Organizational commitment 0.18 0.05 3.46 .001 0.08 0.28
Organizational silence — Organizational commitment -0.18 0.06  -3.07 .003 -0.29 -0.06
R=42, R>=18, F=14.75, p<.001
(Constant) 2.72 0.78 3.48 .001 1.18 4.26
Relation culture — Intention of retention 0.21 0.13 1.68 .096 -0.04 0.46
Organizational silence — Intention of retention -0.52 014 -365 <.001 -0.80 -0.24
Organizational commitment — Intention of retention ~ 0.90 0.20 449 <.001 0.51 1.30
R=57, R’=.32, F=21.98, p<.001
Innovation (Constant) 3.48 025 1374 <.001 2.98 3.98
culture Innovation culture — Organizational silence -0.38 0.08 -476 <.001 -0.54 -0.22
R=37, R’=.14, F=22.66, p<.001
(Constant) 2.72 0.28 9.65 <.001 2.16 3.28
Innovation culture — Organizational commitment 0.17 0.06 2.62 .010 0.04 0.29
Organizational silence — Organizational commitment -0.18 0.06 -284 .005 -0.30 -0.05
R=38, R’=.15, F=11.93, p<.001
(Constant) 2.66 0.85 3.11 .002 0.97 4,34
Innovation culture — Intention of retention 0.19 0.15 1.24 218 -0.09 0.67
Organizational silence — Intention of retention -0.51 015 -345 .001 -0.84 -0.12
Organizational commitment — Intention of retention 0.95 0.20 476 <.001 0.56 1.62

R=.56, R’=32, F=21.37, p<.001

b=regression coefficient; CI=confidence interval.
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5 B B, AR FFES = 2AEFY Fo F935H 3]
HaTH(b=17, p=010)F, 2AJE2 79 ot 2Ada
(b=-18, p=.005)F Hol= Aoz Ukt FAXFZ3L
25T 22 EYo] QA Yo u|x]= AHaT £49
A A A o of| e A] 2 A E-2 Fo] F-9J3t P& (b=-51,
p=.001), ZZ =3 A 9] Gol3t P& (b=.95, p <.001)
£ ASE Ueyith

t}2-9] Table 4= 7+3 22 E3tot A2 Q=2 TA| of 4]
AXETL 22 E5YY wifz-E-2 HFsh] A A a
o] Azto|t}. TA A G Z3tet A2 9= BA A A
G5t 7P AT 27]7F 13 (95% CI[0.04, 0.23])0]
, BAA S w3kt A2 o = A | A 22 EZYT B+
P& Te] 37)% .16 (95% CI[0.06, 0.30]), E3H THA|
She} A 2 o] &= O] A of| A 27] 9] w91 2R X &
Q1S BT AQal= Hoof H1FT7]7} .04 (95% CI
8])2 LT 95% Bootstrap A1FF7t0] 09] g2 £
A ol FAH R {9513t
P o2 AR 3ot A2 o= A oA 22
St 7P a3 37)7F .20019131(95% CI[0.07,
A TF Z3tet YR o w A A 2AEAT B
P ET 37)= 16 (95% CI1[0.04, 0.31]), E3H A1) &F
310} A 2] 9] = O] A of| A 27 9] w91 2R FEk 2
AEYE BT A8k Aol &14=27]71.06 (95% CI1[0.02,
0.13]))o.2 2% 95% Bootstrap A1&]F7to] 0L E351A] &
o FAH LR {54l th(Figure 1).
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Table 4. Indirect Effects of Organizational Silence and Organizational Commitment in the Relationship between Organizational

Culture and Intention of Retention

Boot LLCI Boot ULCI
Variables Indirect effect Effect Boot SE
95% CI 95% CI

Relation culture RC— 0OS— IR 13 .05 0.04 0.23

RC—OC—1IR .16 .06 0.06 0.30

RC—0S— OC—1IR .04 .02 0.01 0.08
Innovation culture IC—0S—1IR .20 .07 0.07 0.34

IC—OC—1IR 16 .07 0.04 0.31

IC— 0S— OC—1IR .06 .03 0.02 0.13

RC=relation culture; OS=organizational silence; OC=organizational commitment; IR=intention of retention; IC=innovation culture;

CI=confidence interval.
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b=-0.18 (p=.003)
Organizational Organizational
Silence o Commitment
b=-0.24 (p =.001)
b=0.18 (p =.001 b=0.90 (p <.001)
b=-0.52 (p <.001)
Relation Culture Intention of Retention
b=0.21 (p =.096)
b=-0.18 (p =.005)
Organizational Organizational
Silence Commitment
b=-0.38 (p <.001) b=0.17 (p =.010) b=0.95 (p <.001)
b=-0.51 (p=.001)
Innovation Culture Intention of Retention
b=0.19 (p =.218)

b=regression coefficient.

Figure 1. Mediating effects of organizational silence and organizational commitment in the relationship between organizational

culture and intention of retention.
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