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TAMYS BAEA A Aost 30087 vk B 2 TR, B AFAAE FE
Ho] 1218k PAlo 9118 20084 o] 300087 mIRFe] 4709 TP et MANIALE
gdo s shdon, & e HAS ofgsta oo T 8IES Yo HEFEF WHOR
ARt AmFy 7172 20129 49 2595H 201249 59 ISUZMAI R AR A Bl
REEE et (R e AFEA I Ao J&S AW FoE da 3
GEA 5] F S whe I W AEE AL 400MS g e R AY wEagdt ATHAAE
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Abe] RS 5500001 o2 FA5kal, AlE]
o A AFUgARe] = 3827 O] Th(Tack,
Kang, Kim, Kim, Kim, Song, Yoon, Yoon, 2009). o]ol wig} ¥ o= AFthaate] &S 1
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(Cronbach’s a)i= .800]%1aL, ¥ Ao A 2] Al %= (Cronbach’s o) .66°] 3t
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o 34, ‘ol ™ok 4do® FAE glom, % = I = :
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3. A+23}
3.1 AFudAte] 73 4], A5, o]z ok, o] 2 A
ATRPAAES] 7tEAF3E Qe Ha 4dd] HiF 2.56(x036)4, AFNELE H 3 440
T 2.60(x0.35)4, ©] jiﬂE% Hi 44 F Fat 2.37(2059) Aol tE AT tlAE L] o] 2 Al F o

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Variables (N=381)

Variables n(%) M=SD Range
Practice environment perception - 2.56+0.36 1-4
Job satisfaction - 2.60£0.35 1-4
Turnover intention - 2.37+0.59 1-4
Yes 123(32.3)

Leave planning No 258(67.7) - -
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3 A= vk 2583 (67.7%)°] 9tk 1239 (32.3%) Bt =7 Vet TH(Table 1).
32. 4ubd SAe wE 735453 4], AFE, o] o5, o] A F e z}o]
EPEEA o) 3k 214 o8 (F=6.203, p<0.001), ZE(F=-2.076, p=0.039), 3}= (F=4.033, p=

Table 2. Difference in Practice Environment Perception, Job Satisfaction according to General Characteristics

(N=381)
Characteristics Practice environment perception Job satisfaction
Mean +SD tor F p Mean+SD tor F p
Male 2.52+0.23 2.55+0.18
Gender Fomale 5552037 -0.445 0663 — 05035 0850 0407
Less than 25 2.57+0.34® 2.62+0.32%
A 26-30 2.47+0.37" 2.55+0.35"
(ye‘f; ) 31-35 2.48+0.41° 6203 <0.001 256037 2476 0.044
36-40 2.70+0.31° 2.68+0.35%
41- 2.68+0.24% 2.69+0.30°
. Single 2.51+0.34 2.58+0.35
Marital status = 5595038 2,076 0039 05, 1283 0200
Educatt College 2.52+0.35" 2.58+0.36
bacggf;’d Bachelor 2.55+0.39" 4033 0019  2.63+033 2281 0.104
above Master 2.80+0.24° 2.76+0.19
Staff nurse 2.51+0.35° 2.58+0.35"
Position ~ Charge nurse 2.59+0.37°® 5.894 0003  2.63+027° 1685  0.187
Head nurse 2.71+0.31° 2.68+0.35°
General ward 2.54+0.37 2.60+0.32
Department  OPD 2.56+0.36 0.284 0753  2.62+0.37 1267 0283
Special unit 2.52+0.37 2.5340.35
Clinical 1 <3 2.56+0.36% 2.610.32
experience  3- <5 2454037 2.57+0.38
on current  5- <10 2612035 3.612 0.013 T 5574037 0.516 0.671
department 1< 2.65+0.36° 2.65+0.32
Total clinical <3 2.55+0.35" 2.63+0.34™
otal ¢ a T A 104N b
3 3- <5 2.44+0.40 2.49+0.36
eX[(J;:;I)lCG 5. <10 2.5440.38" 6.144 <0.001 25940.32° 3.425 0.017
10< 2.68+0.29° 2.65+0.34°
Grade in 12 2.63+0.30° 2.59+035%
nursin 3-4 2.68+0.24°¢ 2.67+0.25
manage H‘T’em o7 5 5250.34° 38513 <0001 — T o 2881 0036
fee No 2.17+0.41° 2.50+0.40°"
Mol 2,000 2.50+0.41° 2.57+0.34°
only  2010-2,500 2.49+0.32° 2.57+0.36"
a1 (S)?.loa;,yon) 2,500-3,000 2.67+0.32° 3913 <0001 2.63+0.32" 2369 0.054
’ 3,010- 2.60+0.40™ 2.73+0.25°
Care delivery Functional methods 2.57+0.36 2.63+0.31
system  Team nursing 2.53+0.35 1052 0294 575035 L7 0.081
3 shift 2.54+0.34 2.59+0.34
Shift work 0618 0538 ——=———="— 0030 0976
WK “Non-shift 2.57+0.44 > 2.59+036

*»¢ Duncan’s multiple comparisons
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0.019), 2 9|(F=5.894, p=0.003), A5 574dHF=3.612, p=0.013), U472 (F=6.144, p<0.001), 7t
TS H(F=38.513, p<0.001), ¥ FoJ(F=5913, p<0.001)oll we} EA 22 F23 2to]S Wt &
T2 AT (F=2.476, p=0.004)2} 4’37 &(F=3425, p=0.017), {t% 5= (F=2.881, p=0.036)°l we}k
2}o] 7} A th(Table 2). At dA1e] o] Ao w= A (F=2.771, p=0.027), 544 (F=3.189, p=

Table 3. Difference in Turnover Intention, Leave Planning according to General Characteristics (N=381)

Turnover intention Leave planning
Characteristics Yes No ;
+
Mean+SD  t or F p (%) (%) X P
Male 2524039 54.1) 9(3.5)
Gender il 2362050 007 0331 Tg0s9) 24065 OO 078
Less than 25 2.3240.59" 24(198)  65(25.6)
N 26-30 2.45+0.60% 67(554)  81(319)
(effs) 3135 250£0.59° 2771 0027  12099)  35(138) 20.195 <0.001
y 3640 221%0.55° 1083)  38(15.0)
41- 2264055 866)  35(138)
. Single 24120.57 86(71.1)  132(51.6)
Marital status 0 ied 230t062 0% 0057 aeoe0) 1oausa) 13161 <0001
~ College 237+0.60 75(63.6)  159(66.8)
Education "
background  Bachelor 2412060 0289 0749 40339) 6929.0) 1371 0.504
above Master 2.330.49 32.5) 10(4.2)
Staff nurse 237058 94(783)  189(78.1)
Position  Charge nurse 2455059 1338 0264 18(150) 26(107) 2941 0230
Head nurse 224060 867  27(112)
General ward 2424058 5545.8)  135(53.8)
Department OPD 227:0.64 3180 0042 46(383) 84335 2111 0348
Special unit 2.450.51° 19(15.8)  32(12.7)
Clinical 1= <3 23740.57 60(30.7)  147(69.3)
experience  3- <5 2.390.59 31360)  55(64.0)
on current 5- <10 230:061 0318 0812 oo g6 080 0840
department o< 2.26+0.74 8(320)  17(68.0)
e el = 2.34+0.64 #4(319)  94(68.1)
otal clinic:
: 3 <5 2.4240.50 27360)  48(64.0)
0381  0.766 1235 074
exf(’;;';gm 5- <10 2.37+0.58 0NGE37) 63(663) > 3
10= 2.3840.59 200278 52(722)
Grade in 12 2.36£0.55" 54458)  139(55.8)
nursing 34 2.51£0.46" 2117.8)  47(189)
management 5-7 2152056 o982 0009 Taao T m3asg) 01 007
fee  No 2.450.76" 30254)  30(12.0)
oy 200 230049 17(144)  54(215)
onthly 5 10-2,500 2.38+0.60 59(50.0)  108(43.0)
salary o SO 0970 0407 : ) 4530 0210
(1000won)  2:300-3.000 243+0.58 33(280) 61243
3,010- 2.28+0.58 976)  28(112)
Care delivery Functional methods  2.380.57 5649.6)  97(42.0)
system  Team nursing 2342059 0P 02 Tgs0a 1maeso) VO 018
. 3 shift 2.39+0.58 9780.8)  196(79.0)
Shift work 0 Shife 2205063 M OBl 000 51 0163 0686

** Duncan’s multiple comparisons
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2

0.042), 7+5 5+ (F=3.882, p=0.009)°l we} FAHCE Fd zto]ls BT o] HA TS AH(y
20.195, p<0.001), AEA el (?=13.161, p<0.001), 7+35H(x*=10.134, p=0.017)°] uwtz} z}o]7} AUk
(Table 3).
33. AT AL o)A o]

AT gAY o] AAY o) fE olHAEe] rtal SHE 1238 Yo R Gt olF &
W AE, $R7E A BB olfE Rl A0 ekten, 1 g 0E

Sakol YUY 9t 975%), ‘HE]FAo] Umrp902%), ‘i uwjEd] @A 3o It}
(78.0%), ‘AA2H7 o] Yy (69.9%), ‘Al THAIFS 23} 3P (67.4%) 2 LEFS TH(Table 4)

JI?., oot

Table 4. Reason on Leave Planning” (N=123)

Items n %
Heavy workload 120 91.5
The job beyond my ability 71 57.7
Less opportunity for professional development 78 63.4
Less opportunity for promotion 51 41.4
Low salary 123 100.0
Difficulty in life adjustment due to 3 shift duty 96 78.0
Poor practice environment 86 69.9
Poor job benefits 111 90.2
Frequent over time 83 67.4
Role conflict with doctors 44 35.7
Role conflict with co-workers 23 18.6
Difficulty in interpersonal relationship 29 235
Marriage itself 12 9.7
Childbirth and childcare 19 154
Heavy workload unrelated nursing work 10 8.1

*Multiple response

34. o)HAE 589

oA el tgt olF s BRlsky] fJsto], THE EA A oA e polE vrERd Ank
2 549 A9, A€ % e ewd, FedFeE A4, AFS, ojdoes SHusRE FY5
of ZAzE HALAS AN HARA AFelN DARGL fFold Aoz epon(y?
Table 5. Predictive Factors on Leave Planning (N=381)
Variables B SE Wald p OR 95% CI
Age -0.013 0.027 0.243 0.622 0.987 0.935-1.041
Marital status
Married -0.953 0.385 6.121 0.013 0.386 0.181-0.820
Single 1
Grade in nursing management fee -0.070 0.065 1.163 0.281 0.932 0.820-1.059
Practice environment perception 1.341 0.540 6.156 0.013 3.822 1.325-11.022
Job satisfaction 2.032 0.555 13.402 <0.001 7.627 2.570-22.633
Turnover intention -2.203 0.311 50.183 <0.001 0.110 0.060-0.203

Constant -1.112 1.839 0.366 0.166 0.545
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=151.115, p<001), B39 Aw=Es Yehlle F29 ~9(Cox & Snel)e] ARAF(RY)E 34.0%,
LHﬂﬂE’EL(Nagelkerke) ARAGFHRY) = 475%2) A ES HoFTh

ol AF ] JFS A= QQloRE AE, UHedFEA A4, AFNE, o|H o). 71EA}
= nEY gaAtET o] A A Eo] 0.3864(95% CI: 0.181-0.820) S3tth 7154
213 A E oA ekA] kS FEo] 3822u1(95% CI: 1.325-11.022) =L, 25yt
A= o)A EHA] &S FEo] 7.627v(95% CL: 2.570-22.633) =om, oA ewr} wre Akl o] 2

a17) ¢S o] 0.110¥1(95% CL 0.060-0.203) ¥ A LFE}SITH(Table 5).
4. =9

2 Al BEdFE ?l*ﬂ T 43 xq‘:Oﬂ vt 256X4°E TIHA 254 O]**i’i Eh
gkon, Gardner Thomas Hawkmsg]r Carolyn 1 ?(2007)-4 qu X*‘:E %3
09%4( A 3 A7k YTk o= & AU TR Fh
o W elaje] Aade] HdAtel HlS u YU EA R} A ergS Uhe)
o}, B AF A AP 7t 3 FoALe] WA AN AA 15 E 9
AEF AL S, <lE u A B4, dsakolatstel wAE £gsta 9
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The Predictive Factors on Leave Planning of Nurses Working at
Medium-Sized Hospital in the Metropolitan Area

Myeong Suk An', Yeo Jin Yi*

Abstract

The purpose of this study is to predict factors on leave planning of nurses working in
medium-sized hospital. Subjects were 381 nurses working in 4 medium-sized hospitals in the
metropolitan area (less than 300 beds), located in I city and P city. Empirical data was
collected from a self-administered survey using a structured questionnaire including general
characteristics, practice environment perception, job satisfaction, turnover intention, leave
planning (yes or no). The data were analyzed using logistic regression with the SPSS WIN
20.0 program. There were significant differences in leave planning depending on general
characteristics (age, marital status, grade in nursing management fee). Major reasons of leave
planning are ‘low salary’ and ‘heavy workload’. Predictive factors on leave planning of
subjects were marital status (married) (OR: 0.386, 95% CI: 0.181-0.820), practice
environment perception in nursing (OR: 3.822, 95% CIL: 1.325-11.022), job satisfaction (OR:
7.627, 95% CI: 2.570-22.633), turnover intention (OR: 0.110, 95% CI: 0.060-0.203). Thus, it
is needed to improve practice environment in nursing and job satisfaction, and to increase a
monthly salary for decreasing leave planning among nurse working in medium-sized hospital.

Keywords : medium-sized hospital, nurses, practice environment, job satisfaction,
turnover intention.
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