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Influences of Nurses’ Job Stress on Turnover Intention in Comprehensive
Nursing Care Units

"Park, Seo Hee - “Lim, Kyung-Choon
National Medical Center', College of Nursing, Sungshin Women's University*

Purpose: This study examined the impact of job stress on turnover intention among nurses in comprehensive nursing care units. Methods: This was
a descriptive study. Data were collected from 127 nurses working at a general hospital using a questionnaire. The data were analyzed with SPSS/WIN 23.0,
employing descriptive statistics, t-tests, one-way ANOVA, the Scheffé test, Pearsons correlation coefficient, and multiple linear regression. Results: The
mean age of the participants was 29.24 +6.49 years. Job stress had a mean score of 51.74+7.53, which was in the highest 50% range. Turnover intention
was highest among nurses in their 20s, with both the 20s and 30s age groups having higher turnover intention than those aged 50 and older (F=8.89,
p<.001). Nurses with 5 to 10 years of clinical experience had the highest turnover intention (39.09 +6.74), and this was significantly higher compared to
other experience groups (F=6.41, p<.001). Job stress and turnover intention were positively correlated (r=.51, p<.001). The regression model for turn-
over intention was statistically significant (F=10.57, p<.001), and the total explanatory power of the variables was 46.3%. Conclusion: To reduce turn-
over, efforts should focus on managing job stress and improving job satisfaction. Further research is needed to develop interventions aimed at reducing

job stress and turnover intention.

Key words: Comprehensive health care, Nurses, Stress, Employee turnover
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2 PAEGOM, 47} £ 2% oA 8 2 ofvla
o} Kim*0] B 115} o] =39 AIZ| % Cronbach’s a= .88°|%)
o B A3LoA9] AZ % Cronbach’s a= 899t

4 Mg+ 2 wel™ 1y
2 d7e Ay Aol AL 24 N S59=77182
AAAF AT U8] 9] A QJ(IRB #: 1708/008-007)S -2 &
AeE e ot ¥ W 31L& &9 E@ﬁ}"ﬂ
AL, AL 2R ARAE Rl e AT e &
ol 2 Y=E oigict 424 A Aol dFHE, OE—TLEX*
I FA], A e Amet M EE dEe
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3189 4 AT Bot S A on], FFEo| YxE A5
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5. AizEA

2273k AF 2= SPSS/WIN 230 L2 1
o) SiSich o] W S5, 4% AEdA, o|gelo)
e 718 EAE S W, Wi B EEUAE A
Fotlc e A B4 AR AEd A0 B 9l
ol% z}o]E AH B 7] 519 independent t-tset, one-way
ANOVAE E-A5lglon], A4 0 & §ou|3l Z}o]S Hol
78+ Scheffe test2 AFS- H5-2 HAISHAITE iAo dut
A B4, AR AEH A, 0|29 9] A = Pearson's cor-
relation coeficient2 FA]5}3tk o] Q] ko x|+ FgFQ0l
2 Toolr] Y5to] multiple linear regression O 2 EA35}RAT]

< ol-gsto] FAA

1. ST A 2P
I AL 29.24+6.4940]1902, 20T] 8375(65.4%), 30T] 36
H(28.4%), 40TH 475(3.1%), 50t o]} 4%5(3.1%)] <=0 3Lt v]&

A7} 96¥8(75.6%)°| 1AL, tE: 739 (57.5%), 73A| A E= o-97}

ULF 7278(56.7%) 2. & thE-E-S AA|5IGITE F ddEE S B
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E2%H4 59.94+14.587, ZAA| A 56.32+16.747, HAF &4
54.25+14.327, &5 27 A4 51.50+11.008, 24ESH
45.86+16.674, A5 B 38.80+12.967, WA LS 34.63+
1L1989] 0 & A5 AEH AL 7 Yepgith eh=2l o4
TEAR] AT AEYA 2] A 25%(56.67] )Lt B
o o EEEAT AR AUA o R w4, Y%
(50.8~56.57) 7} Bl WSt A5 AEHA FH, £, AF
8, WALS, AAAY A2 dH o ® =3ith 2
AT FALY] o] A O = Bt 36.16+7.615 0] ATH(Table 2).

3. CHdAte] YHPE £40] W2 2|22l X0]

2 AFollA 20tH9] o] A QJ=7} 372046 .83% 02 M &
tom, 20tfet 30t Aol 50t ol Aotk o]}
A UERRDL, SAHC R {-O5h Zpo]lE HIATHF=8.89,
p<.001). B]EA}9] o]Z o= W 3695+7.15H 0 & 7| &4}
Hoh 24 Uego SAX0EE o3t ZpolE Hrh
(t=2.05, p=.043). A AFefo]l T o]A 9 e+= Hj-%- of-F7F 3l
PR Stk AQoA B 5400+1418 0 2 7P =4 YEt
WAL, o SEAE PRl U SAHCE: {oJ’t A
|5 H3AtH(F=4.06, p=.009). T Y7ol 59 2109 °]
5101 AL o] A%} B 39.09+674H 0 & 7P =941, 20
g 23} goko] 1d vjeh 1d 23434 ofs}, 3d 2354 o
s 519 23h-10d ofste] AeEe 2019 23} Hke] o<
L7 gton SAAC R FOIStRITh(F=6.41, p<.001). &
A 745 7S AH A oA ZESHA | aio] Bl
Fol 39 oA w7} Hat 36.21+7.54H 0 F AHZE 07 A

O
A% AR kot BAH 0 = FoI3t Aol gloitt 7

, BAACRE [Tt Apol7t e T
(t=4.96, p<.001). JF Z=o]
W FETF7} Wt 38.05+8458 0 7 7P =qron Adyt
sl Aotk EAFo g2 & §-ou]dhA =Qkth(F=3.15,
p=-046). @A ZA7Feol Hisf obF Litk= e o]
T7F Bt 50.50+3.548 0.2 7P EQkow, tfE 9] o]
Ao Hty BAHORE FOoHA EQTHF=5.02, p=.003).
Edee} st A7FAE 7} o Uk gjito] o] 9)
i W 482543407 0 2 7P £9ton, o2 JHES o
Aoz Hot EAHO R E ROJ51A(F=1291, p<.001) ETH
(Table 3).

4. HRIe| 2|12 AE A0 MHE OJE 9| X0

AFN AL 5 AT AEHA A9 25% 179 o] Z9=t
Bt 40264708 2 2 7Y w4, E IFEY SAAL
= oIt 2ol & HYPCH(F=8.52, p<.001), SH] 25% TH/IA
= A1 25% HZgAel HIs) o] Aol w= 7t Wtttk 871 FE A
i AE# 20 T o]2|9] k0] o] E metsty| 5| KOSS
O] 452952 AR HarA] AJote] IFEE BAYS O &
AL 519 25%7} 36.83+9.564, A QT L AFQ| 25%7}
3730477274, AEA-&L 519 25%7} 37.74+7.737, BALS
o AFQ] 25% 7} 38.47+7487, A1 F BOPHL 519 25%7} 37.70
+70774, ZAAA LS A9 25%7F 3944+6.707, BAF RAHL
A 25% 7} 46.29+3.647, AAESH= A9 25% T150] 38.46
+8.89% 0 & 7P =0kth 9 A5 AEH A0 iE o|F
ool A KOSSQ] 45957 A At 13| Alete] IEHE
H W3S o AF3(F=3.46, p=.035), A L5 (F=4.05,
p=.046), XA A (F=5.69, p<.001), BA} FZA(F=13.82,
p<001)T AGESH(F=4.43, p=.014)°14 FAHC = FO|t
Zpol7h Yepstth AR A A, AR A9 25%2] Hid
A= A1 50%2t 3H 50% AR o] A Q& 7 Qe T
AZS A9 25%9) A= 59 50% tHARKETE o] K9
7} =94k RAAA 519 25%2] hAARFE AR 25% SHAFALE.
T o] A& 7} Wkt HAF FAE| whE o] 9 k= 519
25% /A= oH9] 50% tHAdARETE Wokom, 59 50% T
A= A9 50% SRR 2orar, A9 50% A= A
25% AR Wokth AR o] TE o]2] k= 51
25%2] /A A9 25%2] th/dARol Bls) WA YEbEt
(Table 2).
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Table 1. Characteristics of Participants N=127)
Characteristics Categories n (%) M+SD Min~Max
Age (year) <30 83 (65.4) 29.24+6.49 22~58

30~<40 36 (28.4)
40~<50 4(3.1)
>50 4(3.1)
Marital Status Never married 96 (75.6)
Married 31 (24.4)
Number of household members 2.69+1.37 0~6
Number of preschool children 1.22+0.44 0~2
Educational level 3-year college 27 (21.3)
Transfer student 8(6.3)
Bachelor's degree 73(57.5)
Master's degree candidates 12(9.4)
Master's degree or higher 7(5.5)
Economic status Very comfortable 2(1.6)
Relatively comfortable 72 (56.7)
Alittle challenged 25(19.7)
Not sure 28 (22.0)
Total clinical career (year) >1 25(19.7) 73.58+82.00 1~440
1~3 21(16.5) (months)
>3~5 28 (22.1)
>5~10 33(26.0)
>10~20 15(11.9)
>20 5(3.9)
Working background Hospital's assignment 112 (88.2)
Personal choice 15(11.8)
Working pattern Fixed 10(7.9)
3-shift 117 (92.1)
Job satisfaction 0~5 52 (40.9) 5.83+2.03 0~10
>5~10 75(59.1)
Physical burden according to Manageable 30(23.6) 3.08+0.75 2~4
work intensity Somewhat difficult 58 (45.7)
Very difficult 39(30.7)
Perceived health status Current Very poor 2(1.6) 3.21+0.72 1~4
Poor 43(33.9)
About the same 62 (48.8)
Good 20 (15.7)
Compared to peers Much worse 4(3.1) 2.69+0.71 1~4
Worse 44 (34.6)
About the same 67 (52.8)
Better 12 (9.5)
Compared to last year Very poor 4(3.1) 2.56+1.14 1~4
Poor 61 (48.1)
About the same 57 (44.9)
Good 5(3.9)
Job stress Group 1 (lower 25%) 50 (39.3) 51.74+7.53 30.1~78.2
Group 2 (lower 50%) 15(11.9)
Group 3 (upper 50%) 27 (21.3)
Group 4 (upper 25%) 35(27.6)
Turnover intention 36.16+7.61 14~55

M=mean; Max=Maximum; Min=Minimum; SD=standard deviation.
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Table 2. Sub-scales of Job Stress and Difference in Turnover Intention according to Participants’ Job Stress Level N=127)
Turnover intention Job stress torF (o)
Characteristics (n) Categories n Scheffé
M+SD M+SD Min-Max
Physical environment (3) Group 1 (lower 25%) 6 36.83+9.56 59.94+14.58 33.3~100.0 1.29
Group 2 (lower 50%) 29 34.17+7.67 (.280)
Group 4 (upper 25%) 92 32.73+7.44
Job demand (8) Group 2 (lower 50%)* 6 31.50+8.92 72.64+13.64 41.7~100.0 3.46
Group 3 (upper 50%)° 85 34.14+6.51 (.035)
Group 4 (upper 25%)° 86 37.30+7.72 a<c
Insufficient job control (5) Group 1 (lower 25%) 88 37.74+7.73 51.50+11.00 20.0~80.0 0.51
Group 2 (lower 50%) 24 36.71+£7.01 (.599)
Group 4 (upper 25%) 15 37.73+8.02
Interpersonal conflict (4) Group 2 (lower 50%) 95 35.38+7.53 34.63+11.19 0.0~75.0 4.05
Group 4 (upper 25%) 32 38.47+7.48 (.046)
Job insecurity (6) Group 1 (lower 25%) 47 37.70+7.07 38.80+12.96 5.6~77.8 2.06
Group 2 (lower 50%) 68 35.60+7.54 (132)
Group 4 (upper 25%) 12 33.25+9.30
Organizational system (7) Group 1 (lower 25%)* 28 32.36+8.54 56.32+16.74 14.3~100.0 5.69
Group 2 (lower 50%)° 18 36.72+5.62 (.001)
Group 3 (upper 50%)° 40 35.20+7.34 a<d
Group 4 (upper 25%)° 4 39.44+6.70
Lack of reward (6) Group 1 (lower 25%) 54 32.29+7.91 54.25+14.32 5.6~94.4 13.82
Group 2 (lower 50%)° 43 37.77+5.20 (.001)
Group 3 (upper 50%)° 23 39.13+6.47 a<b<c<d
Group 4 (upper 25%)° 7 46.29+3.64
Occupational climate (4) Group 1 (lower 25%)* 51 33.86+7.54 45.86+16.67 0.0~100.0 4.43
Group 3 (upper 50%)° 4 37.05+5.65 (.014)
Group 4 (upper 25%)° 35 38.46+8.89 a<d
Job stress (43) Group 1 (lower 25%)* 50 32.60+6.60 51.74+7.53 30.1~78.2 8.52
Group 2 (lower 50%)° 15 36.53+9.36 (.001)
Group 3 (upper 50%)° 27 37.22+6.11 a<d
Group 4 (upper 25%)° 35 40.26+7.08
Total 36.16+7.61
M=mean; Max=Maximum; Min=Minimum; SD = standard deviation.
5. CHAIKIO| Q| S, |2 AER|A, OJKIO|T 7| MRt AAZ0lA] 425S BAAAZ Ao s Radgss,
qg7te) olHolwo] FAE W 710 ATIAS Ay YPRap} Yo R AEYA 89l0] FHE o|YEE
H, AY(r=-36, p<.001), V74 H(r=-20, p=.029), ZFFE|  FOFFTH(Table 4).
(r=.34, p<.001), &F WEL (r=-.53, p<.001), AR AT E]
(r—f 19, p<.001), S BN} B w3 A (r=-45, p<.001), & 6. 0|22/ =0 %% IXl= Q2!

T A= (r=22, p=.014), A7 AEH A (=151, p<.001)2} SAZ B A4 7Hs - IPHESAE|A HE 715 AR ojZlon
0 fOIR ABWAE BT YT AEHA ARFBo] o JFL viAE S80S BRlp] okl ThEIARA
M 27 A =29, p<.00), B4 BALr=61, p<oo)), A & ANk AARLHEG AAP] A hEFHL AFY
8H(r=36, p<00)olA] FAHOE GOl AATAS By B3 FAW (tolerance)ls B 0.1 01 40] T, RE W]
ot Aol &5, YA HSE, 3uARl A, A BAIARS(VIPE 1.792~5.6122 10K} 2o} thE-3-4l
TEREEI} IS5 E WY APIE RS Bt 4o BAE EASH] o 202 wEigle 2he S
HlERE AR RS, R RS oloEl  AHlA WE 715t 0|9 ek vk 89l et
oAtk B3 A7 AE AT 525 F ol mst ol op] Slo) AVTARA Ao ST WA B WeS
At A5 AEHAY ARFFOAE 240 Adizlor (A A%, 25748, 27FH, ZFUEE, IA 1734
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Table 3. Difference in Turnover Intention according to Participants’ Characteristics and Job Stress N=127)
Turnover intention
Characteristics Categories n (%) ter (9)
M+SD Scheffé
Age(year) <30* 83 (65.4) 37.20+6.83 8.89
30~<40° 36 (28.4) 36.39+6.76 (<.001)
40~<50° 4(3.1) 27.25+10.81 a,b>d
>50° 4(3.1) 21.25+8.46
Marital status Never married 96 (75.6) 36.95+7.15 2.05
Married 31(24.4) 33.70+8.71 (.043)
Educational level 3-year college graduate 27(21.3) 35.63+7.26 2.33
Transfer student 8(6.9) 40.13+4.32 (.060)
Bachelor's degree 73 (567.5) 37.00+7.37
Master's degree candidates 12(9.4) 32.33+9.08
Master's degree or higher 7(5.5) 31.43+8.66
Economic status Very comfortable® 2(1.6) 54.00+1.41 4.06
Relatively comfortable® 72 (66.7) 35.65+7.60 (.009)
Alittle challenged® 25(19.7) 35.96+7.29 a>b,c,d
Not sure® 28 (22.0) 36.36+6.80
Total clinical career(year) <1e 25(19.7) 34.44+5.69 6.41
>1~8 21(16.5) 37.86+8.27 (<.001)
>3~5° 28 (22.1) 38.50+5.90 ab,c,d>f
>5~10¢ 33(26.0) 39.09+6.74
>10~20° 15(11.8) 32.563+8.34
>20' 5(3.9) 22.60+7.92
Working background Hospital's assignment 112 (88.2) 36.21+7.54 0.19
Personal choice 15(11.8) 35.80+8.39 (.847)
Working pattern Fixed 10(7.9) 27.40+9.31 -4.01
3~shift 117 (92.1) 36.91+7.00 (<.001)
Job satisfaction 0~5 52 (40.9) 39.77+6.42 4.96
>5~10 75 (59.1) 33.65+7.39 (<.001)
Physical burden according Manageable® 30(23.6) 33.50+8.63 3.15
to work intensity Somewhat difficult® 58 (45.7) 36.26+6.02 (.046)
Very difficult® 39(30.7) 38.05+8.45 a<c
Current health perception Very poor® 2(1.6) 50.50+3.54 5.02
Poor” 43(33.9) 37.70+6.05 (.003)
About the same® 62 (48.8) 35.82+7.28 a>b,c,d
Good® 20 (15.7) 32.45+9.48
Health perception compared Much worse? 4(3.1) 48.25+3.40 12.91
to peers Worse® 44 (34.6) 38.25+5.96 (.001)
About the same® 67 (52.8) 35.66+7.06 a>b,c>d
Better 12 (9.5) 27.25+7.93
Job stress group 1 (lower 25%) 50 (39.3) 32.60+6.60 8.52
group 2 (lower 50%)° 15(11.8) 36.53+9.36 (.001)
group 3 (upper 50%)° 27(21.3) 37.22+6.11 a>d
group 4 (upper 25%)° 35 (27.6) 40.26+7.08
Total 36.16+7.61
M=mean; SD=standard deviation.
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Table 4. Correlation among Participants’ Characteristics, Job Stress, and Turnover Intention N=127)
Al A2 A3 A4 A5 A6 A7 S1 S2 S3 S4 T
Variables
r ) r () r o) r o) r o) r o) r ) r (o) r () r o) r ) r )
Al 1
A2 .69 1
(<.001)
A3 -.65 -.53 1
(<.001)  (<.001)
Ad 18 .06 -.23 1
(<.001)  (484) (010)
A5 15 .09 49 12 1
(110) (333 (<.001) (183
A6 21 .08 2.2 .39 -.59 1
(.020) (:391). (013)  (<.001) (<.001)
A7 -.18 -27 .23 -44 -.55 -.40 1
(041) (.002) (010)  (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
S1 .09 .25 -.01 -.35 -.30 -.36 24 1
(324) (.005) (947)  (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)  (.008)
S2 -21 -14 25 -.56 -.31 -.50 .36 59 1
(019) (126) (005)  (<.001)  (001)  (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
S3 -.15 -.02 16 -.33 -.07 -22 -.01 19 .29 1
(.087) (:820) (069)  (<.001) (444 (011) (.927) (.029) (.001)
S4 -.09 .08 19 -.56 -.38 -.50 40 73 .73 .53 1
(317) (411) (030)  (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
T -36 -.20 .34 =58 -19 -45 22 .29 .61 .36 .51 1
(<.001) (0290 (<.001) (<.001)  (037) (<.001)  (014) (001)  (<.001) (<.001)  (<.001)

A1=Age, A2=Total clinical career, A3=Working pattern, Ad=Job satisfaction, A5=Current health perception, A6=Health perception compared to peers, A7 =Physical burden according to
work intensity. S1=0rganizational system, S2=Lack of reward, S3=0ccupational climate, S4=Job stress, T="Turnover intention.

Table 5. Influencing Factors on Turnover Intention N=127)
Turnover Intention
Variables
B SE B t p Tolerance VIF

(Constant) 41.53 10.18 4.08 <.001

Age -1.84 1.21 -17 -1.52 131 344 2.907
Clinical career 0.08 0.55 01 0.14 891 403 2.483
Working pattern 0.76 1.42 .05 0.54 .593 466 2.147
Job satisfaction -1.08 0.36 -.28 -2.96 .004 491 2.036
Current health perception -0.88 0.98 -.08 -0.89 376 507 1.972
Health perception compared to peers -2.13 1.04 -.19 -2.04 044 492 2.032
Physical burden according to work intensity -1.40 0.91 -14 -1.54 27 558 1.792
Organizational system -0.05 0.05 -.10 -0.92 .359 .346 2.894
Lack of reward 0.20 0.06 .36 3.22 .002 344 2.910
Occupational climate 0.03 0.04 .07 0.76 447 527 1.897
Job stress 0.09 0.16 .09 0.55 584 178 5.612

R?=.512, Adjusted R?=.463, Durbin Watson=2.042, F=10.57, p<.001

VIF =variance inflation factor.



215 ZHASHMHIA HS 2ABAI0) KT AEHAT} O[O0 DlX|S B3

w
©

= 9 PFY B L B 2AF 99 F7F Gt 349
9 Aot A&l A5 A, 1] AR 8, A b
A= 20159 W24 ShAk0] 8 YQI0 & ThERlolY & GO AEHAE THEAI 4= QLA A A Fof gt 74
2} 7hEo] MR = OP%ﬂ HASEIPE AFEEA Eo]  HQl IS Eeld oA o]AE 1o vhE 4 Slth 1S
309 715 - B EA A o] £4t o|F FFYRT] APF AR AEHAR QS| RS HuUA HH 2L HS AL
T 05 EEPANA HEol ERoke 1teAte] B4 7FSYE 7] BE53 7S QIO R Qlef ot Al 1S
A5 AEHA Hr7t o]F oo n|x|i= Gl ol whefol  AMES] BEt TS| A Aokt AT Sk Qlrt whet
7] ) A=E|glom 28 ARE FAHOE thadt Zo] = A FFYa7|HoIA 1o IHHEFANAE AlFTHE I
ofstar A} gk ARS] Rl QS 13 A&ARI Tl o] Fastal,
2 AT 7t I FAAHIA BE FBAR] AR AE TFRt A ) AFE Bo e - TP AR A9 QlEy)
glAae AA Bt 51.742753(BHBA 2374120002, 54 7 T FAA WS A AT A|A = ojof gt EIF
TR AR AEYAS ST 7] A9 1He M dA HRARY] AR AEFAS FAA7]7] 5] SRtet B A
H|A W5 THoAF A A ZI Erbs Borov QAISA  QIANA, A7 te7IAIA i, EsA 53 2 A4S
i AtAT P E = E9kT o]t Afol= AA|IR 1HS WA AT 7S - TR AN A BE ZFe AR A E AEE
7 SRAHIA BEo] LRt TS AR AL Dokl A AN ¢ Yl thde S ZEOE "ot £
o2&t AUsH A HE stetoby] flof tidsior AR § 62 A5 oFA % ZES AP 100%8(78.8%)
St 3147t Sold &£ ofuet AYS Azt S7kelHA 02 RAREQZ]C] APALECA ofn] HeH AEH A 7
2= FAEZHE Hoe 97 Bt 2 ARl HEo] A 9% 25 A8 4 AT 4 T
THohe 7t Y g0l B WjEo 8 oIk S 7S - MBI A e o] 8ok SR Beat
St KimZ} Han'o] 53U =72 719 - 7B HA B 7F 9 ThEErt wofAe §H 715 - 7HE e A B &
ALY AR AE A0 thof AAFE 24602377} AWHEE  Fokl Qs USAFES A AJHE AldstA AEwA 23
AN A 9] 2544026 ek Wopth Tejut =l o] 7tso HaH AR S7I= sto] AlA, Al RS
SEAY] F A Y 50% $(50.8~56.58) 9 =& AF A 731 Gl of= o] 0 27| AAE| AL Gk 2 A
EYAE ¥ Q=T AR A0 & 9] 25% 425(56.6% ©] ETEAL 32886 T)olAE=H, Lee2t

4] ol
o2 A I YR 47 470 EARIRID & Kongo] 39 3

fo
fﬂ“r
U

A ol oo digt AA 1A 1 o

9] 50w 0] AEHAS HOl FHL RAAA, PRI eHEM AxpolH AN o|FlE BiF 3268 £F £ L
AAZFIo8, 619 250 0] AEAAE MO YRS SEol5ich A FEO 2 AR 21 T oS
B4} RAE, ARAE, AR BOPolgleh ol Choi%hLee® o] Yo A2 4 i AN Lok Arfehs Bgol
o Aol 748748 THETANIL BE HEAE0] 4 38O AR I Wk U 2719] Hgio] Fojuri

2 oAte  AEX ol At Uk 3.69%, ‘ARFol B VS
of g AL T Ho] ek 3698 £0.2 ek

l‘i o
e
)
i

[f

©,

2, s ¢ P
AT 25 oAl digt ti99] A S22 YEid 235t ol& $3f titke A oA oms wdlET 8 3
ARt ot ojmr|dvitt 7S -7 SRAMEIA el Foiof iRt EAo] A-sHA o] FojA] ek AXetal oA
A} o) AL el qEHIM Aot Qlite A3t Ank B Aol IRbAQl S0 whE ol Q=g A HE
T BEE SRt e Qo] FEel o e ARl AT 2w, 2009} 30t7} S0t o] ATt 2 A0 & mfef
7ol FavhE AJARRI Stk ol 9378 E SVt vt AR I H ot

ZoALe] A5 AEHAE PIEGONA 7 AeE 2 Lo HA 50 IF2 VIHE 7He el A F 9
IS gAete] A=A S AsjAA SAtee] £ B H @ oA dAdF ol 2082 297t ROl A
ARl IF2 771 2ol 7ilolut 23] He|oA v& 7P 2 olF g HolFE AiE E3) ok e
S otk 53] Parke] Ao Bt AAY T35 A%SHA] @2 ARIEARE ] BAske ofEEel o B2 ¥
SJz7|HoA T2 Y EFAB|AE A B ot ‘%‘%Oﬂ/‘i% A& Hol|1 ol A-&otA THeARA Y A 719



=g Uehgli|, TsreiRA4 S 25 tiet A4 F

S0z AR AEHAT Uk B % A0} AR AE

et gere] Hito] Mg B2 ol Lg Helxolw,
ohe Wee] o=t g e RS & 471 Siek ol
H

W) 5 502 Q18 the Hiel s

uls o] RS Qi VEASY YRAEE Lol
B9 FAS Bl AFHY 4 U AR, GAH A4
of £4212) Lol 4 BAIE HolE Lozt gk

5 QAo o]0 =0 I nlH| 212 shetst] S
CHESIARAS UAISE ATk FYuleh vt AR 2o
HRREEol BA 4] G AL A0 etk
ot AFEUIY 715 I EWAHIL WE TkEAe] AR
AEdA, ARYSEe} o o)=e] Bt Kwakah Hyuno] ¢
U AR AEAT} - Abgo] ARUSET} ol
I, ARYREI} e AYUSE 0|2 w7} otk 1
13 A3} FUs 2rfo|glck EF Kim} Kang”'9] A7}
Yang 579] ATl 745 ZPEBEAIEL 5 1At 4

A5 AEF 20 uhE o]H o] AlolS EAHS W AT
T EE O WAZSe] AR % 2AAA R
T BAo] #AE% IF AR 2B A 8919 IF
oA AiH L2 =7 UEHTE O] Lee® 2t Lee2} Kang'9]
oA ol wA Rl that AAA oA AR o] <]

Lo FF= vl 810 ® S BA, ZRARE 2AF

Q) &7, AVLE, PHF AR} 5O velgris 2
B} A H1E £ A7 THEBAEA 2rolA 87
o F BAF B AT o]z ool fojulat L WAL 89l
2 ST J2A 4N 22o] AAZolA %
245, AR JhHOE AEAA 9900] B4F o))
=7} STk A Zjofslof Stk BARS ARUEES ol

L 293 @4 & slo]mE o]ROEE k27| o) ZA
A BA(E0], HUA 5)3 Bl EAERTA Ak A

H

€4, YA B AlF, 2 22} 5)S ot
mrekA] o|Z|O L Fol8H FENELE =o|1 -3 B
A3 AAAR 229 XY B9t LFEH AT 37
7139 EAL 1S A AAQ] wEE T2 I sgto] "
St o AR Z3ol 7 7] ofA LESH= 7HeARe] AR
EAS et &4 vt w8, F4] A7F B3 Aoy 8
23 AT A Ad 52 AEHAE Ystoto] o]
£ W5A € Aojtt

ot 2218 AASAY| T £545 Aok gt & A7
ol AL} o2z} o] ko 0|20 o]
2 TAE Ao 2 Uektes), ol Yeun®o] 9719 &
At 2k o] AR AEdA, A7 9 715 24 B ol
ool mlX S woret ATolA ARSI ol
=7} 7V %1, 3ke A BB} 0|9k A A
7 Qleka B a1 Aol SUsith vl £ A7 T8

tan

=

AR /ol Eo B g THoA

-

¢

o] ool ig dRfsly] fiste] WA Z ol FFAFAR] =
AZopHT = AR ARSI SAEY g A=
o2 & 5 e Aade TSkl EeARe] Ao 9
sto] AdsiE o e BAAFAR] e 22 2oHE LA
Fof Rttt TRt 719 - TS HAI I A o] 83t SAte] dut
e o817t EAof vis| ALt Amn7t ARt HE S
0]-§7t At Hlg woH HY & 30Ul AYLT &E
o] Ut &2 o83t At HIs] Weke g g Ao
P o A=A et EAS S8l e S A ATt
FgA o7 HAE 4 U= el wiA e E 258
7ol e Htgstol 27 579 A diete 2Ag g
271 Ak

B APoAE 7k ZPEE AL W 1At AR

EdAT} £ 848 o .

TS B2 $AE 7KAL) o9 v kAt ¢

AEQAE g2AP)7] 93 2lo] Wasit ArRE

ool o} fofat AuTA} 9

2 540 e G k5 Ao] H
HeFS 4

& =
=2 Q]
= 3

4

S|
2~ L.XX
2T R o



EAT}OIRQI=0] O|X|= Bt

shet & At 20249 109 @A) 13- PEEFA R A
ok 9137134 7457H & %%%’JEQ 157k
_‘|

%@WHVL 3

sl EHOH O‘Hb} tedle +

% A7 E Srelel olels AT aslg =s] 4
3 WHE Al Qo) ABS AR B AT AEA
oA =g Fol] I3 15FAE A A Estel 1 &

)

B2 BIsP] Y5t 371 A2 AT

ORCID

BEA3] 0009-0002-2763-3425
Q17 0000-0002-2136-9275

REFERENCES

—

.ImJA, Ko Y. Factors affecting turnover intention of nurses in compre-
hensive nursing care service wards: Focusing on occupational stress,
emotional labor, and burnout. Korean ] Occup Health Nurs. 2021;
30(3):110-9. doi:10.5807/kjohn.2021.30.3.110
2. Hwang N. An analysis of the debates on introduction of public caregiv-

ers' services in acute medical centers. Health Soc Welfare Forum.
2010;170:60-71. doi:10.23062/2010.12.8

3.Ha YM, Ha EH, Kim JH, Kim HJ. A Comparative study on the nurses
job satisfaction and quality of life in integrated nursing care service and
general wards in a tertiary hospital. ] Converg Inf Technol. 2022;
12(4):56-66. doi:10.22156/CS4SMB.2022.12.04.056

4. National Health Insurance Service. Standard operation manual for inte-
grated nursing service. [Brochure]. National Health Insurance Service.
2020.

5. Sohn Y. Improvement plan for three big national health insurance non-
benefit. HIRA. 2014;8(1):5-22.

6. Choi JK, Park BK, Ahn KH, Oh HC. Differences in health care use and
readmission rates according to the use of comprehensive nursing ser-
vices. Health and Social Welfare Review. 2021;41(1):251-64.
doi: 10.15709/hswr.2021.41.1.251

7.Lee YL, Lee YM, Jang SE. Factors influencing professional quality of life
in intensive care unit nurses of university hospitals. ] Korean Crit Care
Nurs. 2023;16(1):44-55. doi: 10.34250/jkecn.2023.16.1.44

8. Kwak SH, Hyun S. Exploring job stress, job satisfaction, and turnover
intention of nurses in the comprehensive nursing service. JCCT.
2019;5(2):23-30. doi: 10.17703/JCCT2019.5.2.23

9. Park KO, Yu M, Kim JK. Experience of nurses participating in compre-
hensive nursing care. ] Korean Acad Nurs Adm. 2017;23(1):76-89.
doi: 10.11111/jkana.2017.23.1.76

10. Kim BH, Kang HY. Job satisfaction, job stress, burnout, and turnover

intention of comprehensive nursing service ward nurses and general

ward nurses. JKAIS. 2018;19(5):459-69.

41

doi: 10.5762/KAIS.2018.19.5.459

11. Kim SE, Han J. Clinical nurses' job stress, emotional labor, nursing per-
formance, and burnout in comprehensive nursing care service wards
and general wards. ] Korean Acad Nurs Adm. 2017;23(3):336-45.
doi: 10.11111/jkana.2017.23.3.336

12. Choi HN, Lee MH. Comparing the emotional labor, job stress, and
nursing performance of nurses in the comprehensive nursing care ward
and the general ward. ] Korean Acad Soc Home Care Nurs. 2018;25(2):
139-46. doi: 10.22705/jkashcn.2018.25.2.139

13. Yang HJ, Bang SY, Park MR, Je NJ. Path analysis of nurse's turnover in-
tention working at the comprehensive nursing care service wards. |
Digit Converg. 2019;17(3):341-51. doi:10.14400/JDC.2019.17.3.341

14. Lee YO, Kang JY. Related factors of turnover intention among Korean
hospital nurses : A systematic review and meta-analysis. Korean ] Adult
Nur. 2018;30(1):1-17. doi:10.7475/kjan.2018.30.1.1

15. Park SH. The effects of job stress on organizational commitment on
public hospital nurses. [thesis]. Seoul: Hanyang Univ; 2019.

16. Chang SJ, Koh SB, Kang DM, Kim SA, Kang MG, Lee CG, et al. Devel-
oping an occupational stress scale for Korean employees. Ann Occup
Environ Med. 2005;17(4):297-317.

17. Lawler EE. Satisfaction and behavior. In: Hackman JR, Lawler EE, edi-
tors. Perspectives on behavior in organizations. New York: McGraw-
Hill; 1983. p. 78-97.

18. Park HS. Relationship between perceived nursing care role orientation,
job characteristics, and turnover among nurses [thesis]. Seoul: Yonsei
Univ; 2002.

19. Kim YM. A study on the turnover intention and the turnover behavior
of nurses [thesis]. Seoul: Seoul National Univ;; 1994.

20. Kim YR. A Study on the turnover intention of the oncology nurse [the-
sis]. Gwangju: Chonnam National Univ; 2007.

21. Yoon SH. Occupational stress and depression in clinical nurses - using
Korean Occupational Stress Scales. ] Korean Acad Nurs Adm. 2009;
15(3):463-70.

22.Kim YS, Park H, Park S. Relationship between job stress and work-re-
lated musculo-skeletal symptoms among hospital nurses. ] Muscle Jt
Health. 2009;16(1):13-25.

23. Lu H, While AE, Barriball KL. A model of job satisfaction of nurses: a
reflection of nurses' working lives in Mainland China. ] Adv Nurs.
2007;58(5):468-79. doi: 10.1111/j.1365-2648.2007.04233.x

24. Choi HJ. Moderating effects of work-family conflict between
job . organizational . career characteristics and turnover intention
among nurses in small and medium-sized hospitals. ] Korean Acad
Nurs Adm. 2015;21(3):297-307. doi: 10.11111/jkana.2015.21.3.297

25. Lee MA. Effect of nurses’ perception of reward and organizational com-
mitment on their turnover intention, | Korean Acad Nurs Adm.
2009;15(3):434-43.

26. Yeun YR. Job stress, burnout, nursing organizational culture and turn-
over intention among nurses. JKAIS. 2014;15(8):4981-6.
doi:10.5762/KAIS.2014.15.8.4981

27.Kim J, Kim S, Park E, Jeong S, Lee E. Policy issues and new direction for
comprehensive nursing service in the national health insurance. ] Ko-
rean Acad Nurs Adm. 2017;23(3):312-22.
doi:10.11111/jkana.2017.23.3.312



