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Abstract

Purpose: This study was conducted to identify the influence of emotional labor
and hospital environment on the retention intention among hospital nurses and
to provide basic data for developing the organization management strategy in the
nursing field. Methods: Data were collected from 220 general hospital nurses
working in H university hospital in located in Gyeonggi-do and analyzed using x2
test, independent t-test, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), Pearson correlation
coefficient, and multiple regression performed using SPSS/WIN 17.0. Results:
Mean scores for emotional labor, work environment, and retention intention were
3.55, 2.23, and 4.47, respectively, on the scale of 5. Retention intention showed a
significant negative correlation with the emotional disharmony index (r=—0.263) in
the emotional labor category and a substantial positive correlation with the based
nursing area index in the work environment. This indicates that a higher level of
emotional labor demand could decrease the retention intention but a better work
environment could increase the retention intention. Conclusion: A better work
environment and reduced emotional labor could increase the retention intention
among hospital nurses, and this finding can help enhance basic data for developing
the nursing organization management strategy.
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Methods
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Table 1. General characteristics of participants (n=220)

Bel ZtSAle| ZMI- S0} 7kS R EIZA0| RO 0] O|Xl= FEt
T T 2o ] Atk £ =79 AF = Cronbach’

s o Zro] 0.801-0.9320]%l0H, E Lol 4= Cronbach’s a Z}o]

0.701-0,9192 yebg},
4) Zfxlo|=
ALY = A OE AYE gregs AS 4FAY &

A 1% Ao HEEE =g Wikt & A-tolA= Cowin
(2002)°] 703t Nurse's Retention Index (NRDZ 3+ B&3)5}1
o] ARSSFATHKIm, 2006). 2 E=7-9] A1#|%== Cronbach’s o F£°]
0.8280]%}e, & A7Lo)| A= Cronbach's a 30| 0,784F LFEFT

Characteristics Categories
20-29
Age (years) 30-39
>40
Single
Marital status
Married

Junior college
Educational background Bachelor’s level
Graduate school level
<2
2-5
Service tenure (years) 5-10
10-20
>20
Nurse
Position
Senior nurse
Emergency room
Outpatient department
Intensive care unit
Department
Medical department
Operation room
Surgical department
Yes

No

Change in job

Economical
Self-sufficiency
Reasons for staying in job Comradeship
Family
Other

Total

Number Percentage (%) MxSD

112 50.9

63 28.6 31.57+7.88
45 20.5
IS5 61.4
85 38.6
105 41.7
48 21.8
18 8.2
46 20.9
58 26.4

38 15.0 8.48+7.50
65 29.5
18 8.2
122 55.5
98 445
22 10.0
28 12.7
39 17.7
55 25.0
25 11.4
51 23.2
36 16.4
184 83.6
148 67.3
40 18.2
7 3.2
14 6.4
11 5.0
220 100.0

M, mean; SD, standard deviation
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= Pearson correlation coefficient®2 25,
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Results

1. CHAXIe] YHtxQI EM

B ATe] 2AF gAY dubd B4 ERlgh Ay Aol
$ B 3L5TAIR YERth 20071 1129(50,9%) 2.2 7 @
o, 30th7} 639 (28.6%), 40t oA} 459 (20,5%)s=01ich A

32

Table 2. Emotional labor, work environment, and retention intention (M+SD)

Invariable M+SD Min.-Max.
Emotional labor 3.55+0.62 1.89-5.00
Frequency of emotional labor 3.93+0.57 2.67-5.00
Emotional expression degree 3.55+0.61 2.00-5.00
Emotional disharmony 3.54+0.69 1.67-5.00
Work environment 2.23+0.37 1.24-3.29
Nurse participation in hospital affairs 2.14+0.48 1.00-3.25
Based nursing area 2.50+0.43 1.17-3.67
Manager support for nurses 2.66+0.55 1.00-3.75
Staffing and resource adequacy 1.89+0.55 1.00-3.50
Nurse-physician relation 2.27+0.55 1.00-3.67
Retention intention 4.47+1.56 1.00-8.00
M, mean; SD, standard deviation; Min., minimum; Max., maximum
Table 3. Analysis of differences in general characteristics of emotional labor
Characteristics Categories Emotional labor (M+SD) t/F p Scheffe
<2® 3.30+0.46
Service tenure (years) 2-5° 3:5620.73 3.376 0.001 a<d
5-10° 3.69+0.62
10-20° 3.38+0.79
Position Nurse S61x0.67 -1.311 0.191
Senior nurse 3.50+0.56
Emergency room® 3.56+0.51
Outpatient department® 3.65+0.70
Intensive care unit’ 3.56+0.54
Department ) P 1.175 0.323 e<b
Medical department 3.54+0.62
Operation room® 3.28+0.58
Surgical department’ 3.60+0.67

M, mean; SD, standard deviation
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E R nZo] 1359 (61.4%) 02 71E 857 (38.6%)X .t Wk
o}, & $E2 ARYE0| 105%A7.7%) 02 7P wWekor, 4
A ieEAA} 487H(21.8%), TS o]Ato] 18T(8.2%)°] Tt
TF 7A=Y 7 Bt 8.48dolH, 104 o4 20 wRto] 657
(29.5%) 02 713 @tk A9 9IS APT 1227(55.5%) 2>
2 AJTTA} o4t 987 (44.5%)E ek Wkt LF FA H¢-
WHHAI7} 557 (25.0%) 02 71 wokom | ejat 51%(23.2%), 5
A 399(17.7%), 2 28 (12.7%), &4 25 (1.4%), S5
Al 2279(10.0%) =013t ©]2] BE L A o|& HHo] ikt
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© AR Ho| 148%(67.3%) 22 71 Wekow, A= 40
3(18.2%), 715o] AalA] 147(6.4%), s=ol TH(3.2%) <01t
(Table 1),
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A5 7% 57 whdoll Bt 3,555 019 eH, shel a1
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AT 9 -9 47 ol Bt 2,237 013 eH, 5h9] 89l
22t 58 A7 B 2.6680% 7P} Ao, theo g 715 7)
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2 zho] Bt 2,147, /1893 A HEA Hat 1,897 ol
A2 &)z 0] 752 87 wHoll Wt 4,478 0| QK Table 2),
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Z)9)0] AL Aul 7FS A} A7FSA} A ED A %o| ¢ =
qhe, 25 2H2] B9 2zt ol 7Y
7P S UreRtTH(Table 3).

/'\/Uo]

}J\-_O_\:t] TE=

2) LEHEOI EMof W2 TR x{0|

ARk Q] EAJof mhE YJFEH i}Olé A (F=3,839, p=.023),
7 7 (F=8,926, p<.001), °]2] FA(t=-2.088, p=.038), A
O] 8{F=3.602, p=.007)l1A] %ﬁl@ Frefulgt zko)7k gl A
o2 Yepyrt}, o]= Scheffe test S AAFE A dge 20ty
9} 40t oA 220] 30t] T2H T} JEBA0] o Erha <Al

ATk, 2F AFL 24 gt Igo] 54 o)Ak 109 mgk IEHTh
HFEo] o Frhar QAskaL JIglew, o]2] B ] S B

W, o]2) o] g o] o]2) Aol gl TFEL} YFeko]
o] o QX5 Qiglew, 3t A|F] olq7| AT |uEES] T1E0]
Aol gt R 7P e Table 4).

3) LRI EHof [HE REIQ|= X{0|
?i 3 (F=13.787, p=,001) T AB(t=—4.020, p=.001), A=
S22 (F=2.798, p=.018), &% A (F=11.468, p=.001), 5 =
A(F=5,286, p=.001), & 7§?§(t 2.815, p=.005), A o]&

Table 4. Analysis of differences in general characteristics of work environment

Characteristics Categories Work environment (M+SD) t/F p Scheffe
20-29° 2.28+0.39
Age (years) 30-39° 2.12+0.34 3.839 0.023 b<a
>40° 2.27+0.35
<27 2.48+0.41
2-5° 2.14+0.29
Service tenure (years) 5-10° 2.06+0.26 8.926 0.000 c<a
10-20° 2.21+0.36
>20° 2.25+0.41
Change in job Yes 2112038 -2.088 0.038
No 2.25+0.37
Economical® 2.20+0.37
Self-sufficiency” 2.42+0.36
Reasons for staying in job  Comradeship® 2.20+0.36 3.602 0.007 deca<b
Family 2.13+0.31
Other® 2.13+0.38
M, mean; SD, standard deviation
http://www.e-ajbc.org 441
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q Z 7k5 7]k G 9r=0,286, p 0N 71 2 o] A
£ 7HAL it oo 2 BRI} 5 AR (r=0.239, p<.01), 7&
SRR} QAR A (r=0.219, p<.01), 1T}k A A (r=0.188,
pL01) =02 oFo] AL Uepgon, AR A5eHEe] B¢
r=0,307% Jepgr}

{rr
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Table 5. Analysis of differences in general characteristics of retention intention

Characteristics Categories Retention intention (M£SD) t/F p Scheffe
20-29° 4.19+1.42

Age (years) 30-39° 4.23+1.48 13.787 0.001 ab<c
>40° 5.50+1.58

Marital status Single 4.dox144 -4.020 0.001
Married 4.99+1.60
Junior college® 4.30+1.46

Educational level Bachelor’s level® 4.07+1.60 2.798 0.018 a<c
Graduate school level® 5.02+1.75
<2° 4.69+1.50
2-5° 3.74+1.24

Service tenure (years) 5-10° 3.85+1.35 11.468 0.001 bc<ad<e
10-20° 4.89+1.56
>20° 5.88+1.43
Emergency room® 4.94+1.71
Outpatient department” 5.58+1.50

Department Intensive care unit® 4.15+1.36 586 0,001 fo<h
Medical department* 4.32+1.45
Operation room°® 4.67+1.41
Surgical department' 3.98+1.54

Change in job Yes 513+1.65 2.815 0.005
No 4.34+1.51
Economical® 4.56+1.50
Self-sufficiency” 4,92+1.53

Reasons for staying in job  Comradeship® 3.62+1.90 4.613 0.001 d<ab
Family® 3.23+1.21
Other® 3.74+1.59

M, mean; SD, standard deviation
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of oF 14,079] AL Ak & 4 Ik, FAASL oy
AAATRE B B Fol(1=—3.045, p=.003), 7 74 G
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Hod(3=—0.32017} 7V o] How, TheoR 745 7
(3=0.272), TR} 58 2|A(3=0,192), TkEAI} olare] TA(B
=0,157) 0.2 A}zl 0]zl ke v HEH Table 9)

:l:‘

rﬂz-l)r

2

7y
Q1 A
A2
u} o
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Discussion

B =5 3 sk 2esa 15 gRegol Az
Lo ujx= GRS AR Yot AsZF ditolth A9
B A4 355+0,628 02, Kim & Kim (2011a)2] dol|A
3.28+0.45%, tishy ey} S IBAE o= 3t Baik &
Yom (2012)2] AF-ofA 3.24+0.67<1 Aof |5} & AF-9] qw
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Table 6. Correlations among emotional labor, work environment, and retention intention

Singiitongl] - EmeioiEl Emotional Emotional g‘::tsi;pation EEREe MRy iﬁifﬁng Nl Work Retention

Factor labor expression X b y nursing support physician X . .
frequency degree disharmony labor g\ﬁg(i)rsspltal " e ;ngqusgiy g environment intention

Emotional 1

labor Frequency

Emotional P

expression degree QUEE &

Emotional 0539 0692 1

disharmony

Emotional labor 0.603" 0.844" 0.971" 1

Nurse participation _ 353 _ 308" -0.257" -0.299"

in hospital affairs : : ’ )

Based nursingarea -0.325"° -0.307" -0.247" -0.285" 0.659" 1

L\”a”agersuppc’” -0.190" -0.226" -0.209" -0.230" 0.571" 0.512" 1

or nurses

Staffing and _ o L @ _ o . - -

resource adequacy 0.275 0.311 0.294" -0.321 0.661" 0.527" 0.386 1

L\‘ell‘;f;;phys'c'a” -0.210" -0.293" -0.248" -0.281" 0519 0.436~ 0.308" 0.460" 1

Work environment  -0.326" -0.376" -0.327"" -0.367" 0.782"° 0.805" 0.688" 0.756" 0.781" 1

Retention intention -0.196" -0.175" -0.263" -0.253" 0.123 0.286" 0.239” 0.188" 0.219" 0.307" 1

“p<.01
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Table 7. Effects of emotional labor on retention intention

A7 ApelollA g2 2002} 40th
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Ko

Aol et 4ol WA vehgt, &% FE2 29 vtk 11
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8ol et B s} sk
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Ap2Ale] o] B ol7} ol 1HEARES) Bg-go] 744 ik

2

2

Regression coefficient

Standardized regression coefficient

N t p
B Standard error B
Invariable 7.003 0.747 9.379 0.000
Emotional labor
-0.264 0.233 -0.096 =183 0.258
frequency
Emotional
expression degree 0.147 0.252 0.058 0.583 0.560
Emotional disharmony -0.569 0.210 -0.251 -2.709 0.007
R2=0.075; Adj R2=0.062; F=5.803""
“p<.01
Table 8. Effects of work environment on retention intention
N Regression coefficient Standardized regression coefficient
t p
B Standard error B
Invariable 1.151 0.645 1.786 0.075
Nurse participation _ _ _
in hospital affairs 1.034 0.340 0.320 3.045 0.003
Based nursing area 0.992 0.322 0.272 3.085 0.002
Manager support 0.546 0.225 0.192 2.428 0.016
for nurses ’ : : : :
Staffing and resource 0.313 0.247 0.110 1.268 0.206
adequacy
Nurse-physician relation 0.445 0.216 0.157 2.063 0.040

R2=0.140; Adj R2=0.119; F=6.941"""

p<.001
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