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ABSTRACT

In this study, nurses above the age of 20 years and working in General Hospitals located in the
Gyeongbuk province were enrolled as participant. A survey was conducted to identify the relationship between
types of health-eating, level of occupational stress, and degree of quality of life. An effective sample size of
120 was determined, and it was validated as a feasible count to perform the analysis by applying the
PLS-SEM. We hypothesized that the physiological and psychological occupational stress levels vary according
to functional, mental, and trendy types of health-eating lives and impact the degree of quality of life. This
was evaluated using structural models, employing the bootstrapping method using the Smart PLS 3.0. Our re-
sults indicate that in the relationship between health-eating types and quality of life, the higher the functional
health-eating type, the higher the quality of life. The association between job stress and quality of life
showed that the higher the psychological work stress, the more negative the quality of life. Examining the as-
sociation between the type of healthy eating and the quality of life revealed that the higher the functional
health-eating type, the higher the quality of life. As a result of verifying the moderating effect of the differ-
ence in working period (less than 3 years/more than 3 years), it was found that the shorter the working peri-
od (less than 3 years), the higher the psychological stress.

Key words : nurse, health-eating type, job stress, quality of life

2 =E2 MARRR| =2 5 Y5 (This paper is part of the master’s degree research).

Ha 20234 79 24Y, AHY 2023 8 9Y, ZHEHY : 20231 9% 11Y

T Corresponding author : Hee Sun Jeong, Traditional Culinary Culture, Graduate School of Arts, Sookmyung Women'’s
University, 100 Cheongpa-ro 47-gil, Yongsan—-gu, Seoul 04310, Korea

Tel : 82-2-710-9853, Fax : 82-2-2077-7548, E-mail : sunnyj@sm.ac.kr, ORCID : https://orcid. org/0000-0003-3181-4683



158 | ZtSAIR| AZAYERIH0| TE XTAEY A

2AP) £ B8 =
3 ook 2#€IEc fjAl ujd So(H 2018) =29

I
F olm= MY JIYER H
FAIESAE 2018), 2 v Y oA At
o x8} Koo TRER FAM Aol i 71A]
£58 AFlE 28 FTrh A8 UerdthKim
2008). 53] Ale] - ZA1E So] wE JH%IS] 7R
o wske ST ohet anlgsds
njRla gy B Heke AG Pl
P2 7ol ake] ol el w2t 7gel del
A TS ¢ E=olEtiMoon 2012). FE AL
abx| ERlCR AL AEw 2o
?‘:HE]—T'— Qlor} AlAjE} /\Egﬂ/\e
o= 7-]_4 %i‘— /\17@0]1:]- 7—171—1\1
S(191)0l ofs Fold vz Hs
ETol S99 He BEUA 9D
ST B Avolde A4ERE
T o 57180 § A
A AL ol TR Algge

5!
o

g
0

m
lomﬁrﬂéjgrﬂoﬁ

[r

-—

it

>
3

o,
rﬁ 3 M

rd

a}

r°"

vl
g
5]
=
5

ofl

Lo @

oL
%
Rl

ofi
o
%

1

Mloow 2 do i rob ok g

7

o
ol
-
o
N

o
Jo mlo

aWAS

=
o %
2 R
[
N

ofh

ArEel 01‘{ 45= Al F& o2 SRl 5
< A5 ¢ @1 1 F84ol de 4 8
thSon 2019). o]FA EA
AFEL o /\Egﬂ}\é et} AEFAE

81w wbuow — =
AZOIN T 5 g FRoR ¥ Belhn gou
=

o17to]l A7 ohgo

OIEH

AP 2 o2 H 4R R
ook
5%
> =2
o
i
o 8
2 o
w2
_oer
o =
=2
e
D)
2 10
?:!
i)
BT
yo fIF
Loy g

40 o
o
=]
i
N
42
ek
Sty
30
?%
o
o
o
N

Jd
[>
I
s}

>.,

Ir
_|>'_‘
N

o
P
U
:loI:g
.
H
e
)
e
I
ox,
By
o
Z,

oZ:J
Pl

> ™ ko2
X,
> o
i
=)
rlo
2
N
olr
oyl
30,
=
e
=
)=

A
)
A
>,
N
N
ol
ol
o2
Ol
filo
=

=2
)
i
i

2 4
as
e
fo
ro
o
i
Y
fé o>
o
&3
9
=
R
sk
Py
0 —

[

m

£

[>

o

(o

O

(o
ro

W HAolA] o]FolxE gAElA F 7HEAL

2 A FoM 7P = HEE ARSI
2ol e olu|x] Y Au|A} Fro| E G
XIchLee 2005). 7FSAR= $AteE H SRR
HOP 74 L% IF

30 1o
2
915

ool
u:% ang
> g
4,
b
N
N
o2
BTN
L)
rlo

o,
e
4a
Hr
Zi
ro,
rsh
l>

ot 3 A%

= 0] % s B9l Az A% 0 el A
W Zwe] g ohjet JHele] A7 A9
e G WAk Yrilee £

7:E]
2017). FSAR= &
KfolAl A =2 YsAB|AE AlFoh] HsiA JF
of tigh MEA ¥ 7S Esof oigh A7} A
& 7HR|AL Yefof oh 1 e HAE F8AIE
gdjEla glong o HEE %}EI T TR
AEHAS} ZAEE JIX|2 Vs =l

AH AEFAE 1R 49 Aol REERE a
A7IH HER AR FYdE dFE R
5 7tSAL RRAlo] ol oisf TSt
SHoE gAY dY AS =Y
_/TE A

M
y °‘E]-(Han 2018). 4A E% Lgs] oA



g3 & 2 QItiMoon 2012). AS|7} ubdshA A
Zo| BAAe Bxe x4 EMEa sjole] 715
g 50711 24S NN AL A4S Yiw

NEozAl ofnl7t TS FasiErHiung 2016). 4]
BY e M T AST A el AP

%
o 58
>,
P

oA HMuEAe]l o] upAlS BAME)7] ¢

AEET Slonf A aulEE A}
?ﬂr\?ﬂ% 7R 7|0 4ol A AAEE HE
B

o
LFS

kel
LA

oby Sz B4l digol B gl A% B
ToR AR fol wEt AQle] AR QIR
=5 goloke AL 9] e doltklee 5 2015;
Min & Kim 2017; Kim & Han 2021). ZZAEHA

L Jhole] st AR 8T AolelM A7l Azt
HJJ?} ZAREe EHdh 2dE oulsh A=A
Lﬂ H]'—O-JHL:]-J X-]_J% %‘J_’ Q 75_—1' /\]-_Q_XP_Q__E
A Rele] et B4H RS 20l 7he] 4Engd
Ayl Ecolleong 2016). AFEAEH A Q1A
[RloZ= Ly o AY 87

r

o] :rLEz]] ol-x-l ol

z]
oF GAretel #A 5= & 4 AthKim & Baek
2011; Kim 2013a). 7§ole] £43} £xlo] A3 T
7} Raedrd] 28 9log Aol A
A A7 98 F1 YriHong S 2002; Yang &
2008). HEAEHAS 7e] BrlE Fielo] sEe
s APl Sf7 71 FoRA thRolRok @
o AUAg el Be A ke 159 AWed
o o= Hpscarclel gy o] Aasic
(Han S 2004).

KE7HR] HerREe] ZRAEASL B A3y
=g AvRY DEASY Hpasach
Z(Jeong 2016), A7|asy AZAEH A(Jeong &
Do 2002; Lee 2018; Moon S 2019), ==} =2
AEHAMHan £ 2011; Kim & Kim 2017), ARAE

#aol AFE Woo 2019) Sof Bt Ygoz AE

dlact MRS, 4o Hnt MGl e KA

J Korean Diet Assoc 29(3):157-172, 2023 | 159

=
7]-_9__}\]-_,] A7AIERS 63—% 31].0]*3};,‘!_ [¢]

AERA QIR 99 2 277 = g5 WA
g BNT e} g 2EA] AN

Gl 3 &9 WY W PHE el Qg

?;7@4371 0.15, G55 5
2018), 927He] {EM47F HQdt A
BEANS oife] MER| 848 99
Zolal 12089 {8 AEXE Foste] FARNS

AlSYSIATH S 48:100%). Partial Least Square(PLS)-
Structural Equation Model(SEM)(Hair 5 2011; Kim &
Choi 2013; Seok & Moon 2016; Sin 2018; Lee 2022)

2 AE FAskle ASE FPNFE FAVHe
2 12071¢] FE47) FESH Aoz waslgit



oAt AZAEREL A (Lee T 2015;
Woo 2015; Hyeon 2018; Kang & Jeong 2020)5 Eti

2 sto] & A9 HHo] A AER|E AL
19| w2 R REAEH A= AYAL(Kim 2013a; Jeong
2016; Han 2018; Jeong & Kim 2019)5 EdiZ o
gt ugoz £ge PAsigon] del A vx)
L od3ke mlelslr] el A (Lee S 2017; Park
& Jeong 2017; Im 2019)& #=xste] AEXE 45t
ek WA, AN SHe AE, g, 2RI
2o ot Baom eI BW, ARANLH
de A 4 o 9 H2
25 el BE Ugel 167] Bom, HRams

S|
AE SAEQ AEH AR} PAIHQD AEHA gQlo

T ——

=

2 g8 e £ 10719 Bstog 4o Ao
&holl st BEE, xp7] Ahalol] dhigh whE, QIZkEA o
st T ~4 141301 xE o7 Bgoz FAdst
T, AR TES] Jlote] FdE HAEE AA]

ol e 49 - neisle] B8 Aol
d AS(: Hoagrge s ey
the SAsidith B a7 Sedxideln 4ue
g|alojelelale] £0l(S WU-1908-HR-071) %
ARGt RS A7) Tk e A

W SIS AR T Aol golsigint

ko
s BN

Rl

KR
=
o =771
o T

717F B gl

bt

34
>
A
of
X,
o

s [}
R]*=(Sin 2018) PLS-SEM& H85I%ltt. PLS #2&E
Fe IAGE, AX] 9 PFEA BN S AREE
£ o] f835l1 dFgFoiMe] RE MIE TH
ohH, Q189 47t BAY mf¢ =2 teAES
7 o) dERYS wiol whdoltt 3k Riro
st 7Hgo] A9l THEE|R] ¥AL AMOSE ©]§d

9 g RAGE Bkt 2y oRigs
(o2} =%
M o

2013). Smart PLS 30(Smart PLS GmbH, Pinneberg,
Q7o) Ug Bl AHsE T2
Polgh= Fdslol] BME QIR (exploratory factor
analysis), W& d3/d(internal consistency), THHEG
7d(discriminant validity), 7HSEFG/gd(convergent validity),
QU AZT PRS0 olgslglon] Am
o] §opde 257 Sl REAEY Bootstrupping
& Agsigd B Ae Ee gunel 9w
EAE EAS] sl SPSS 21.0(SPSS Inc., Armonk
NY, USA)= ol&aiM RI=8Aa} SR eRlEAs
AABIEL, SRR H/ME 5] Smart PLS 3.0
o]g3sl PLS Algorithme 43J5}3it}. &3t 7521
2of griet 7MW HE& 371 918l Bootstrappingt
BlindfoldingS AlA|5}H9ict

Germany)©] £

|

tlo

Z1

——

1. EMCIARIOl Us 54

EARIPERR] A9 BAE Table 13} 2tk 3
Al e o 1083(90.0%)0191 04, 304)

=)
= i)

Table 1. General characteristics of respondents.

Variables Number (N) Rate (%)
Gender Male 12 10.0
Female 108 90.0
Age Under 30 years old 22 183
Over 30 years old 98 81.7
Working period  Less than 3 years 44 36.7
More than 3 years 76 63.3
Duty Nursing in charge 100 833
Nursing manager 20 16.7
Total 120 100.0

Values are presented as N(%)
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Table 2. Health-dietary types factor and reliability analysis.
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Measurement items Communality l(l:;cfitr?;s Variance  Eigen value Cronbach’ @
Factor 1: functional health-dietary types
I am trying to eat balanced nutrition 0.689 0.825 24.15 2.899 0.776
I am trying to have a meal regularly 0.640 0.783
I am interested in the healthy effects of food 0.683 0.754
I feel healthier by self-cooking 0.451 0.604
Factor 2: trendy health-dietary types
I look for the famous restaurant to visit 0.651 0.805 19.75 2370 0.735
I like to share my delicious food pictures on SNS 0.594 0.752
I like to buy the product covered with the healthy, wellbeing image 0.595 0.693
I like to watch the food-related show 0.550 0.677
Factor 3: mental health-dietary types
I am relived to check the freshness degree of ingredient 0.712 0.682 16.47 1.977 0.644
I prefer the meal with seasonal ingredient 0.619 0.682
Having a meal with favorite people feels me comfort and easy to digest 0.416 0.644
Having delicious food makes me feel good 0.647 0.635

Total variance explanation power (%)=61.38
KMO0=0.756
Bartlett ¥ *=450.337, df=66, P=0.000

Analysis method: principal components analysis
Rotation method: Varimax rotation
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Table 3. Job stress factor and reliability analysis.

. . Factor . . )
Measurement items Communality : Variance Eigen value Cronbach’ @
loadings

Factor 1: physiological stress

I am exhausted to handle multiple works at the same time 0.761 0.863 39.53 2.767 0.855
I am stressful that my job needs high level of knowledge or technology 0.738 0.833
As prepared for many accident cases, I am stressed with excessive work anxiety 0.723 0.804
I get stressed from concerns of staff number, space, facility, equipment, 0.590 0.702
training that required for work performance
Factor 2: psychological stress
I am stressful with taking care of coworkers or junior staffs 0.726 0.847 29.33 2.053 0.745
I am under heavy mental stress due to unfair treatment or ignorance in 0.646 0.752
work place
I get stressed from the performance evaluation, personnel system in work place 0.636 0.732
Total variance explanation power (%)=68.85
KMO0=0.791
Bartlett x°=352.263, df=21, P=0.000
Analysis method: principal components analysis
Rotation method: Varimax rotation
Table 4. Quality of life factor and reliability analysis.
Measurement items Communality ~ Factor loadings Variance Eigen value Cronbach’ @
Factor 1 : quality of life
I have enough energy for my daily life 0.712 0.844 59.65 2.386 0.773
I have my respectful pride and self-confident 0.587 0.766
I am fully healthy as performing occupational duty 0.577 0.760
I take an optimistic view of life 0.509 0.714

Total variance explanation power (%)=59.65
KMO=0.750
Bartlett *=125.551, df=6, P=0.000

Analysis method: principal components analysis
Rotation method: Varimax rotation
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Table 5. Fornell-Larcker’s discriminant validity.
Functional Mental Trendy Physiological Psychological Quality of life

Functional 0.777 - - -

Mental 0.498 0.901 - -

Trendy 0.270 0.250 0.741 -

Physiological —0.066 0.036 0.193 0.832

Psychological 0.073 0.081 0.410 0.549 0.809 -

Quality of life 0.377 0.211 0.086 0.177 —0.199 0.760

- not available
Table 6. Multicollinearity: inner VIF result.

Functional Mental Trendy Physiological Psychological Quality of life

Functional - - - 1.371 1.371 1.399
Mental - - - 1.356 1.356 1.362
Trendy - - - 1.100 1.100 1314
Physiological - - - - - 1.461
Psychological - - - - - 1.663

Quality of life - - - -

-: not available
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Psychological 0.170 0.148 Asl, g3t3719] Byl WAERHESl tigh 9
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Table 8. (f) results.
Functional Mental Trendy Physiological Psychological Quality of life
Functional - - 0.018 0.001 0.110
Mental 0.003 0.000 0.001
Trendy 0.047 0.195 0.008
Physiological - - - 0.001
Psychological - - - 0.044
Quality of life -

-: not available
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Table 9. (Q?) results.

$S0 SSE Q
Functional 480 430 -
Mental 240 240 -
Trendy 480 480 -
Physiological 480 466.305 0.029
Psychological 360 330.007 0.083
Quality of life 480 443.789 0.075

- not available
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Figure 1. Bootstrapping result.
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Basic hypothesis coefﬁrzgrllt ©) :;i?;?;i t-value P-value
H 1-1 (functional type—physiological stress) —0.154 0.132 1.169 0.242
H 1-2 (mental type—physiological stress ) 0.058 0.113 0.510 0.610
H 1-3 (trendy type—physiological stress) 0.221 0.102 2.153* 0.031
H 1-4 (functional type—psychological stress) —0.038 0.130 0.295 0.768
H 1-5 (mental type—psychological stress) —0.005 0.099 0.051 0.959
H 1-6 (trendy type—psychological stress) 0.422 0.067 6.208%** 0.000
H 2-1 (physiological stress—quality of life) —0.039 0.117 0.337 0.736
H 2-2 (psychological stress—quality of life) —0.242 0.120 2.014* 0.044
H 3-1 (functional type—quality of life) 0.351 0.105 3.328** 0.001
H 3-2 (mental type—quality of life) 0.034 0.090 0.383 0.702
H 3-3 (trendy type—quality of life) 0.089 0.099 0.903 0.366
H 4-1 (functional type—physiological level—quality of life) 0.006 0.023 0.268 0.789
H 4-2 (mental type—physiological level—quality of life) 0.001 0.028 0.044 0.965
H 4-3 (trendy type—physiological level—quality of life) —0.009 0.029 0.302 0.763
H 4-4 (functional type—psychological level—quality of life) 0.009 0.037 0.250 0.803
H 4-5 (mental type—psychological level—quality of life) —0.002 0.015 0.152 0.879
H 4-6 (trendy type—psychological level—quality of life) —0.102 0.055 1.875 0.061

*P<0.05, **P<0.01, ***P<(0.001
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Table 11. Verification results of PLS-MGA by working period.
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Hypothesis path Path coefficient difference value P-value

H 5-1 (functional type—physiological stress) 0.139 0.696

H 5-2 (mental type—physiological stress) 0.255 0.195

H 5-3 (trendy type—physiological stress) 0.104 0.622

H 5-4 (functional type—psychological stress) 0.616 0.941

H 5-5 (mental type—psychological stress) 0.356 0.049*

H 5-6 (trendy type—psychological stress) 0.051 0.522

H 5-7 (physiological stress—quality of life) 0.015 0.530

H 5-8 (psychological stress—quality of life) 0.319 0.130

H 5-9 (functional type—quality of life) 0.129 0312

H 5-10 (mental type—quality of life) 0.158 0.205

H 5-11 (trendy type—quality of life) 0.374 0.893

*P<0.05
Table 12, Verification results of PLS-MGA by working period respectively.
Under 3 yrs Over 3 yrs

Hipothesis pih coefﬁ}:fine};t ©) t-value P-value coeffi:eilg:lt ©) t-value P-value
H 5-1 (functional type—physiological stress) —0.220 0.874 0.382 —0.081 0.420 0.674
H 5-2 (mental type—physiological stress) 0.217 0.846 0.398 —0.038 0.254 0.799
H 5-3 (trendy type—physiological stress) 0.147 0.574 0.566 0.251 2.012% 0.044
H 5-4 (functional type—psychological stress) —0.480 1.726 0.084 0.136 0.618 0.536
H 5-5 (mental type—psychological stress) 0.242 1.234 0.217 —0.114 0.875 0.382
H 5-6 (trendy type—psychological stress) 0.389 1.498 0.134 0.440 4.813%** 0.000
H 5-7 (physiological stress—quality of life) —0.041 0.210 0.833 —0.026 0.128 0.898
H 5-8 (psychological stress—quality of life) —0.077 0.340 0.734 —0.395 2.158* 0.031
H 5-9 (functional type—quality of life) 0.433 2.179% 0.029 0.304 1.561 0.119
H 5-10 (mental type—quality of life) 0.133 0.874 0.382 —0.024 0.190 0.850
H 5-11 (trendy type—quality of life) -0.126 0.503 0.615 0.248 1.786 0.074

*p<0.05, ***P<0.001
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