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Table 1. Genenral characteristics of subjects
Characteristics Intervention Control Total x? P
No(%) No(%) No(%)

Sex
Male 18(58.1) 18(58.1) 36(58.1) 0.000 1.000
Female 13(41.9) 13(41.9) 26(41.9)

Age (yrs)

-25 5(16.1) 7(22.6) 12(19.3)

26—30 17(45.2) 19(29.0) 36(58.1) 3.050 0.383
31- 9(29.0) 5(16.1) 14(22.6)

Marrital status
Married 15(48.4) 11(35.5) 26(41.9) 1.059 0.3.3
Single 16(51.6) 20(64.5) 36(58.1)

Education
High school 5(16.1) 5(16.1) 10(16.1)
Over College 26(83.9) 26(83.9) 52(83.9) 0.353 0.837

Career({yrs)
1-3 7(22.6) 9(29.0) 16(25.8) 4.546 0.103
4-7 24(77.4) 22(71.0) 46(74.2)

Salary{10thound won)
—99 18(58.1) 17(54.8) 35(56.5) 1.518 0.467
100— 13(41.9) 14(45.2) 27(43.5)

Size of family
1-2 7(22.6) 4(12.9) 11(17.7) 11.648 0.112
3—4 15(48.4) 17(54.8) 32(51.7)
5— 9(29.0) 10(32.3) 19(30.6)

Housing
Owned 14(45.2) 19(61.3) 33(53.2) 5.196 0.267
Rent 17(54.8) 12(38.7) 29(46.8)

Total 31(100.0) 31(100.0) 62(100.0)




Table 2. Mean score of working evaluation record

Working record Intervention Control t P
Pre-intervention 2.90 +1.14 2.74 £0.73 1.13 0.265
Post-intervention 3.84 £ 0.82* 3.03+£0.84 5.89 0.001

*P<0.001, difference from pre-intervention.
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Fig. 1. Woking evaluation score by pre — and post— intervention.
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Table 3. Mean score of working attitude in job satisfaction

4bd 2k 3kl A A4 (1995)

Job satisfaction Intervention Control F P
Fulfillment work completely 4.52 £0.51 4.16 £ 0.37 9.81 0.0027
and no intend to absence.
Can endure and overcome when 4.26 + (.58 4.00 £ 0.52 3.45 0.0068
the company face difficulties
in various ways.
When necessary can endure, 4.45 £ (.51 4.06 £ 0.44 10.29 0.0022
I and my family secure from 3.94 £0.77 2.68 + 0.98 31.56 0.0001
the company.
Manage and enjoy work, 4.35 + 0.49 3.45 £ 0.72 33.31 0.0001
Job flexibility can be controled 2.26 £ 0.82 3.35 £ 0.80 28.66 0.0001
by personal reason.
Will change job for better. 2.10 £ 0.75 3.52 £ 1.06 37.14 0.0001
Will carry on my work completely 413 £ 0.76 4,00 = 0.45 0.66 0.4200
whenever difficulties.
Healthy and satisfied with 4.06 £ 0.68 3.84 £0.78 1.48 0.2287
present work.
The company does’nt treat me 2.42 £ 0.99 3.90 £ 0.87 39.19 0.0001
well financially.
Total 412 £ 3.15 3.49 £ 2.01 4,23 0.0001
Table 4. Mean score of working attitude in interpersonal relationship
Interpersonal relationship Intervention Control F P
Can’nt depend on human group. 1.87 £ 0.72 2.39+£0.95 5.78 0.0193
When face a conflict with 242 +0.92 3.55 + (.89 14.13 0.0004
my supervisor, fill grude.
Ask a help to somebody I think 3.68 = 0.98 3.42 +£0.92 114 0.2899
deeply
When [ face up to conflict, 4.32 £ 0.75 3.65 £ 0.95 9.73 0.0028
have a co-worker to talk with openly,
Total 3.58 £3.15 3.09 +1.37 2.12 0.0046
F29 P2y WA Aol Ag 3713, A 7} Zutet A A il FAFol th2Fuch oS
Zol AUA ol $2 Fhed 4452 APshn, A% o5l e A% B3 Yol = BT 5
stol bl Aol e A 2sh 3, AL 9l ol S-ofl T sto] WA 28 L3Rl E FAT) =
b5k a glowd, Aol S gl A ol Bhle] Ahy ok §of 3l ek 5)
A AR Yw AL o) &S FAo H A} 5



Table 5. Mean score of working attitude in creativeness

Creativeness Intervention Control F P
Improving myself through my work, 432+ 0.4 3.77 £ 0.88 8.69 0.0046
Enjoy my work 4.35 % 0.60 3.16 £ 0.84 15.78 0.0002
Past experience of healthy 4,35 £ 0.61 3.16 £ 1.06 27.26 0.0001
difficulties in family, can
provide the best opportunity in life.
Have a self improvement through work 419 + 0.4 313+ 0.94 30.70 0.0001
Will be a better life in the 3.94 + 0.57 3.03+£0.76 17.16 0.0001
future if I continue working
present company,
I know how important my work 4,23 +0.67 3.48 £ 0.89 13.78 0.0005
and devoting myself to
productivity.
I m not respected, even though 2.74 + 0.89 3.94 £ 0.68 35.04 0.0001
too much work to do.
Prospective of our economics 4.06 £ 0.63 334 £ 404 0.25 0.6189
will be better than now,
Total 4.06 = 2.10 334 +404 3.01 0.0000
FTal EHE ol HER0! Aule] 8.9%, HERIFAN F TFH Aol 6.1%2A

ZEAEY 543 "o ggqld AWl 18

E W 5o 3 15.1%5 A48T

Ao, #=4

o Aggale 7HEFAs 28.1%, Aol 11.1% 524

2%, A5 FA 7} 13.2% 24 F W N 31.3%E 4 % Wl Fol 2 30.2% 5 Al F 2 UUKE6).
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Table 6. Stepwise multiple regression analysis of working attitude
Variable Partial R? Model R? F P
Job satisfaction
Sex 0.0893 0.0893 5.8835 0.0183
Working evaluation 0.0616 0.1509 4,2826 0.0429
records in post-intervention
Creativeness
Nursing Intervention 0.2814 0.2814 23.4947 0.0006
Sex 0.1105 0.3919 10.7195 0.0018
Total
Sex 0.1816 0.1816 13.3109 0.0006
Nursing Intervention 0.1318 0.3134 11.3302 0.0013
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— Abstract —

A Study on Working Attitude by
Family Nursing Intervention

Kim, Yang Ja*

In order to investigate the effects of family nurs-
ing intervention on workers’ working attitude, the
questionnaire survey was carried out on 31 workers
who had experienced family nursing intervention
and 31 workers who did not have experienced fam-

* Department of Occupational Health Nursing, Graduate
School of Occupational Health, Catholic University,
Seoul, Korea



ily nursing intervention. The structured question-
naire was constituted of 3 parts of the workers’
working attitude, job satisfaction, interpersonal re-
lationship and creativeness.

The results were as follows ;

1. Mean score of working attitude for post —inter-
vention was significantly higher in the inter-
vention group(3.48) than in the control group(3.
03). However, there was no significant difference
that for pre —~intervention between two groups.

Keywords : working attitude, family nursing intervention

AbdztEets) A A4 (1995)

2. Mean scores of the job satisfaction, interpersonal

relationship and creativeness were siginificantly
higher in the intervention group(4.12, 3.58, 4.06)
than in control group(3.49, 3.09, 3.34)

. The major contributing factor to the effect of

family nursing intervention was sex(18.2%) and
followed by nursing intervention(13.2%) in gen-
eral. The major contributing factors were sex and
working evaluation records in post —intervention
in job satisfaction(15.1%), and nursing inter-
vention and sex in creativeness(39.2%).





