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Abstract The purpose of this study is to empirically analyze the impact of role stress (role conflict, role
ambiguity, and role overload) on career commitment and turnover intention in small and medium-sized
hospital workers in Busan. The subjects of the study were 418 nursing and administrative workers engaged in
hospitals and general hospitals in Busan. Frequency analysis, correlation analysis, and regression analysis were
conducted for empirical analysis. The results of the study are as follows. First, significant differences in some
research variables were identified according to gender, age, educational background, marital status, and
working years. Depending on the job type, there were significant differences in all variables such as role
conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, career commitment, and turnover intention. Second, role stress was
found to have a significant negative effect on career commitment and a significant positive effect on turnover
intention. Among the role stress, it was confirmed that the role overload had the strongest influence on career
commitment and turnover intention. This study is meaningful in that it analyzed the influence of role stress,
including workers in all occupations, including nursing jobs, and empirically revealed the meaning of role
stress as an explanatory variable of career commitment and turnover intention.
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Fig. 1. Research model
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Table 1. Characteristics of the sample

classification N %
gender male 79 18.9
female 339 81.1
under 29 67 16.0
age 30-39 124 29.7
40-49 102 24.4
over 50 125 29.9

education college graduate or less 360 86.1
graduate school 58 13.9
marital single 163 39.0
state married 255 61.0
nurse 240 57.4
job category administrative 72 17.2
etc 106 25.4

under 1 year 27 6.5
work 1-5 75 17.9
experience 5-10 108 25.8
10-20 115 27.5
over 20 years 93 22.2
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Table 2. Exploratory factor analysis

itoms factor
1 2 3 4 5
career commitment 5 0.800 |-0.206|-0.139|-0.030|-0.214
career commitment 4 0.793 |-0.160{-0.095|-0.162|-0.095
career commitment 2 0.792 |-0.083| 0.037 |-0.070|-0.166
career commitment 3 0.770 |-0.141]-0.107|-0.004|-0.023
career commitment 6 0.737 |-0.261|-0.087|-0.034|-0.113
career commitment 1 0.671 |-0.293|-0.242|-0.093|-0.016
career commitment 7 0.635 |-0.176|-0.038|-0.265|-0.080
turnover intention 1 -0.141] 0.786 | 0.092 | 0.005 | 0.010
turnover intention 4 -0.219] 0.782 | 0.189 | 0.059 | 0.113
turnover intention 2 -0.368| 0.740 | 0.247 | 0.115 | 0.062
turnover intention 3 -0.238] 0.696 | 0.125 | 0.248 | 0.129
turnover intention 5 -0.212] 0.674 | 0.125 | 0.207 | 0.142
role overload 9 -0.111] 0.236 | 0.837 | 0.195 | 0.000
role overload 8 -0.150] 0.177 | 0.820 | 0.180 | 0.084
role overload 10 -0.117] 0.159 | 0.801 | 0.166 | 0.116
role conflict 1 -0.137] 0.048 | 0.211 | 0.807 | 0.183
role conflict 2 -0.147| 0.217 | 0.181 | 0.799 | 0.234
role conflict 3 -0.101]| 0.197 | 0.201 | 0.796 | 0.218
role ambiguity 5 -0.128| 0.104 | 0.1671 | 0.121 | 0.828
role overload 4 -0.201| 0.037 | 0.053 | 0.185 | 0.776
role overload 6 -0.103| 0.163 |-0.022| 0.249 | 0.716
eigen value 4.356 | 3.235 | 2.406 | 2.366 | 2.111
cumulative variance(%) |20.743 |36.146|47.604 |58.869|68.923
Table 3. CFA and reliability analysis
items S-factorl 16| CR. | AvE |CroTPaC'S
loading a
role conflict 3 .864 -
role conflict 2 829 118,928 | .864 | .681 .857
role conflict 1 755 | 17.002
role ambiguity 6 .661 -
role ambiguity 5 761 | 11.465| .830 | .620 .755
role ambiguity 4 725 [11.248
role overload 9 .881 -
role overload 8 824 | 18516 | .862 | .676 .848
role overload 10 725 16.112
career commitment 3| 709 -
career commitment 2| .729 | 14.101
career commitment 1| 716 | 13.862
career commitment 4| .808 |15.584 | .893 | .547 .895
career commitment 5| .854 | 16.419
career commitment 6| .763 14.75
career commitment 7| 622 | 12.068
turnover intention 2 .87 -
turnover intention 1 664 | 14.874
turnover intention 3 723 | 16.705 | .853 | .540 .864
turnover intention 4 784 118.745
turnover intention 5 7 15.957
x’=378.449, p=.000, df=179
GFI=0.923, CFI=0.956, IFI=0.956,
RMSEA=.052, standardized RMR=0.0463
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Table 4. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis
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ave. S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1.gender 1.81 .392 1
2.age 268 | 1.067 | -.029 1
3.education 1.14 346 | -.107* | .100* 1
4.marital state 1.61 488 | -.073 | .668** | .094 1
5.job category 1.68 862 | -.447**| -097* | .037 | -.065 1
6.work experience 3.41 1.199 | -.028 | .601** | .203** | 529** | 005 1
7.role conflict 25718 | .861 | -.008 | -.002 | .031 030 | -.123* | .042 1
8.role ambiguity 2.3022 | 666 | .112* | -.040 | -.058 | -.065 |-.229**| - 112% | .490** 1
9.role overload 3.4346 | .846 | .157** | .007 | -.051 063 |-.269**| 068 | .467** | .248** 1
10.career commitment 3.0386 | .809 | -.082 | .222** | 164** | 176%* | 182** | 176%* |-.347** | - 363** | - 344** 1
11.turnover intention 3.0789 | .846 | .116* |-.262**| -.034 |- 177*% | -.140%* | -193** | 412** | 317* | .462* |-.554**
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Table 5. Analysis of differences between groups(t-vale or F-value, p)

classification role confict role ambiguity role overload career commitment | turnover intention
mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD mean SD
=) 2.587 0.916 2.148 0.649 3.160 0.883 3.175 0.803 2.876 0.823
gender g 2.568 0.849 2.338 0.666 3.499 0.825 3.007 0.809 3.126 0.845
T-value 0.169(.866) -2.302%(.022) -3.236%(.001) 1.672(.095) -2.382*(.018)
20~-29(a) 2.388 0.972 2.224 0.645 3.294 0.856 2.859 0.946 3.278 0.970
30-39(b) 2.720 0.883 2.452 0.697 3.519 0.859 2.787 0.805 3.350 0.850
age 40-49(c) 2.578 0.786 2.209 0.636 3.480 0.829 3.220 0.749 2.996 0.770
over 50(d) 2.517 0.817 2272 0.652 3.389 0.839 3.237 0.692 2.771 0.714
ohette e I I S . L - S B o
college graduate or less | 2.561 0.856 2.318 0.655 3.452 0.838 2.985 0.803 3.091 0.844
education graduate school 2.638 0.895 2.207 0.728 3.328 0.897 3.370 0.772 3.007 0.862
T-value -.630(.529) 1.175(.241) 1.038(.300) -3.397%(.001) .699(.485)
single 2.540 0.927 2.348 0.671 3.368 0.852 2.861 0.838 3.266 0.871
marital state married 2.5692 0.817 2.273 0.663 3.477 0.841 3.152 0.770 2.959 0.809
T-value -.589(.556) 1.115(.266) -1.286(.199) -3.648%(.000) 3.673%(.000)
nurse 2.690 0.864 2.442 0.665 3.633 0.763 2.927 0.837 3.196 0.813
administrative 2.306 0.756 2.125 0.593 3.232 0.914 3.054 0.781 2.883 0.876
job category etc 2484 0.875 2.107 0.643 3.123 0.857 3.280 0.712 2.947 0.862
F-value 6.432%(.002) 13.078*(.000) 17.132%(.000) 7.217*.001) 5.624*(.004)
(scheffe) a)b ayb, a)c ayb, a)c b)a, cya, o)b ayb, ayc
under 1 year(a) 2.383 1.049 2.321 0.803 3.235 0.895 2.937 0.889 3.163 0.954
1-5(b) 2.529 0.907 2.324 0.648 3.413 0.849 2.880 0.912 3.251 0.859
work 5-10(c) 2.614 0.891 2.420 0.681 3.423 0.801 2.880 0.740 3.243 0.811
experience 10-20(d) 2597 | 0815 | 2.345 | 0.706 | 3438 | 0.898 | 3.123 | 0.837 | 3.066 | 0.807
over 20 years(e) 2.581 0.789 2.090 0.518 3.520 0.822 3.277 0.672 2.742 0.805
Gon | wum | 00 | gwen | 400 | seEmo
31, o]F o= 7t Fo] YRPAA 7|t Tt Table 6. Effect of role stress on career commitment
Al Ve step variables B t-value p VIF
5205 52 Aol ARLS4 S, o1 =l ne
oA HAEL IR TAL 51-104 HAotoA : marital state [ 647 | 518 | 1.893
© job category .198 4.232 .000 | 1.017
7P A HErEal FEE S 209 o, elXelEe 1 work experience .010 161 .872 | 1.703
W-54 ofs} Jotoll A 7H = A YERiTt. F=10.178(p=.000), R=.110, adj.R’=.009
age 165 2.499 013 | 2.167
_ _ education 121 2.820 .005 | 1.046
3.5 HHAE AT} ZH=Y, 01220 OIXl= B marital state 060 | 1.042 | 298 | 1.89
oAb o]=] O 2 job category .086 1.949 .052 | 1.095
Cﬂ:’Lt‘H g ?l'l/}d};q]—’] T'_—’V\é *Hﬁ}}‘_ﬂ HOH Hﬂ] work experience .031 568 577 | 1.706
A I AEAS AAot o Avt= ohSat At role stress -420 | -9.612 | .000 | 1.080
o3t AEF A T 519] 013} APEQ o] 3P A F=22.115(p=.000), R*=.273, adj.R’*=.263
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Table 7. Effect of sub—factors of role stress on
career commitment

step variables B t-value p VIF
age .195 2.851 .005 | 2.157
education 131 2.767 .006 | 1.045
1 marital state .041 .647 518 1.893
job category 198 4.232 .000 | 1.017

work experience .010 161 .872 | 1.703
F=10.178(p=.000), R*=.110, ad}.R*=.099

age 157 2.523 012 | 2.184

education 118 2.739 .006 | 1.055

marital state .059 1.012 312 | 1.902

job category .079 1.760 .079 | 1.140

2 work experience .026 460 646 | 1.746
role conflict -156 | -2.917 | .004 | 1.614

role ambiguity -.189 | -3.778 | .000 | 1.407

role overload -204 | -4.121 .000 | 1.381

F=19.358(p=.000), R*=.275, adj.R*=.260
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Table 8. Effect of role stress on turnover intention
step variables B t-value p VIF

gender .045 841 401 1.282
age -256 | -3.720 | .000 | 2.159
1 marital state .010 158 .875 | 1.908
job category -144 | -2.716 | .007 | 1.282

work experience -044 | -725 469 | 1.710
F=0.029(p=.000), R*=.099, adj.R*=.088

gender .050 1.111 267 | 1.269

age -208 | -3.521 | .000 | 2.167

marital state -.012 -.221 .825 | 1.910

2 job category -.004 -.088 930 | 1.364
work experience -.065 | -1.261 208 | 1.658

role stress 509 12.223 | .000 1.079
F=35.135(p=.000), R*=.339, adj.R’=.329
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Table 9. Effect of sub—factors of role stress on
turnover intention

step variables B t-value p VIF
gender .045 .841 401 1.282
age -256 | -3.720 | .000 | 2.159
1 marital state .010 .158 .875 | 1.908
job category -144 | -2.716 | .007 1.282

work experience -.044 -.725 469 | 1.710
F=9.029(p=.000), R>=.099, adj.R’=.083

gender .043 .949 343 | 1.289

age -194 | -3303 | .001 | 2.184

marital state -.022 | -.402 688 | 1.918

job category .002 .034 973 | 1.387

2 work experience -082 | -1589 | .113 | 1.699
role conflict 203 4.007 .000 | 1.626

role ambiguity 110 2.329 .020 | 1.408

role overload 342 7.299 .000 | 1.382

F=27.770(p=.000), R?=.352, adj.R’=.339
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