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{Table 1) General Characteristics of subjects by the rank of nurse staffing

Characteristic Ttem Frequency (%4
rank 2 rank 3 rank 4 rank 5 total b p
Agelyears) under 24 2159 18(222) 23(284) 19(23.5) 811000 414 066
25-29 31(289) 2927 2227 BB8) 128(100)
over30 18(202) 264(210) 28(31.5) 19(21.3) 89(100)
subtotal 76(25.5) 71(238) 80(26.8) 71(238) 298(100)
Marital stafus  single 56(276) 400200 56(8.1) 48240 199(1000 4% 018
married 21212 313L3) 6242 2232 99(100)
subtotal T6(25.5) TH2BY) 80(26.8) 71(238) 298(100)
Religion ves 47(26.4) 43(4.2) 31208 51(28.7) 178(100) 1053 002
no 29(242) B(B3) 43(3%8) 20(16.7) 120(100)
subtotal 76(255) 7U238) 80(26.8) 71(23.8) 298(100) ,
Educational College 18(129) B(20.D 50(36.0) 43009 1390000 3093 0.00**
Background University - 58(36.7) 42(266) 30(190) 28(17.7) 158(100)
subtotal T6(256) 0236} (269 71239) 297(100)
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(Table 1) General Characteristics of subjects by the rank of nurse staffing(continued)

Characteristic Item Froquency (%4
rank 2 rank 3 rank 4 rank 5 total x? p
Current nurse 645  BABH  6AB5  59®@5)  BIANW) 301 039
Position over ChATEE  oss)  749) 1640 1255 47100)
nurse

subtotal (55 7138 0268  TUBY  298(100)
Current uder 3 3424 200  IJB5H 2R 45000 TH 0%
experience 3~6  %ELO 13055 2450 24088 84100
(years) over 6 16039 1524) 2R 149 67000

subtotal  T(5T) 036 8020 T0(286)  296(100)
Hospital mder 3 B4 B  VBRD BRI 103000 477 057
experience 3~6 %29 16003 17015 (53 700
(years) over 6 24212 065 B %30 1130100

subtotal B4 TUEAD  SNZD  69(234)  295(100)
<001
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Source Type II SS df MS F D
rank 243 3 081 837 000**
covariate(educational background) 024 1 024 250 0ll
:;{r:ljz;ldof rank and educational 000 ] 0 vl o2
o %37 3 010
total 287268 281

**p<001
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(Table 3) Comparison of iob satisfaction revised educational background

Source Type W SS df MS F Sig.
covariate(educational background) 027 1 027 286 0.09
rank 242 3 081 841 0.00*
error 2646 276 010
total 287268 21
**p<0.01
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{Table 4) Comparison of job satisfaction classified the rank of nurse staffing

Rank N Mean SD LSD
rank 2nd. () 334 030 2345
rank 3rd & 321 034 325
rank 4th, 7 309 029 42,
rank 5th. 6 307 029 523
total 281 317 034
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(Table 5) Comparison of sub-category of job satisfaction revised educational background

subcategory Source Type I SS df MS F P

Pay educational 001 1 001 004 084
background
rank 1.00 3 0.33 2.10 0.10
error 4659 288 016
total 2604.28 293

Professional status of educational 009 1 0.09 032 057

job background
rank 216 3 072 266 005
error 78.06 290 0.27
total | 3B72.55 2%

Administration :1:16{:21;)2; 050 1 050 2.37 0.13
rank 457 3 152 728 0.00**
error 60.45 289 021
total . 213652 24

Autoromy educational 0.71 1 0n 355 0.06
background
rank 6.36 3 212 1061 0.00**
€ITOT 56.72 284 02
total 271520 289

Job(task) ::kczii;):i 011 1 01 055 0.46
rank 180 3 060 293 003
error 5378 286 021
total 2671.09 291

Interaction educational 097 1 097 353 0.06
background
rank 413 3 13 507 0.00**
error .34 26 027
total 4304.49 290

Mp<0.01
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{Table 6) Comparison of sub-category of job satisfaction

rank 21d  rak &d rank 4th renkSth F p LSD
meanS.D mean+S.D meantS.D. meantS.D
Pay 208:041 3026040  286:040 207038 3% 00l
ir;’fessmal Status of gci0Bl 369:056 350:046  348:055 238 0G5
2345
Administration 287:042 2624050 2611041 2484050 742 000 33
52
2345
Autonomy 330:051  301:042 204044 28304 1085 000" 34225
52
Job(task) 3141049  204:041 2061038 205 3% 001
245
nteraction 3081052 34052  363:058 372048 574 000" 4?;43
52
Average 33030 321034 300:020  307:029
<001
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A Study of the Job Satisfaction of Clinical Nurses
Related to Nurse Staffing

Kim, Jong Kyung® - Park, Sung Ae**

Purpose : The objective of this research is to explore the
job satisfaction of clinical nurses by the rank of nurse staff-
ing in order to provide effective management for nurses.
Method : The research has been conducted on three hundred
twenty nurses working at tertiary eight hospitals which
were from 2nd. rank of nurse staffing to 5th. rank of nurse
staffing in Seoul, from August 1 to September 30 of 2003,
through survey. For the experimental tools, used
Park-Yoon's job satisfaction for nurses(1992) which was
modified Stamp’s job satisfaction test(1978). The acquired

*Graduate school, College of Nursing, Seou] National
University
**College of Nursing, Seoul National University
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data were analyzed through SPSS program using descrip-
tive method, ¥*-test, ANCOVA, and LSD. Results : Overall
job satisfaction of nurses showed fairly high level of 3.17; in
the order of high score, 3.84 for interaction, 3.00 for autono-
my, 263 for administration. Analysis based of the rank of
nurse staffing showed that hospitals of 2nd rank and 3rd
rank of nurse staffing which were higher ratio of patient vs
nurse were more Satisfied with nurses’ job satisfaction than
other nurses who were 4th. rank and 5th. rank of nurse
staffing. Conclusion : The result of this study revealed that
hospital which was higher the rank of muse staffing was
more influenced of nurses’ job satisfaction and especially in-
teraction, administration and autonomy which were
sub—category of job satisfaction were different among the
ranks of nurse staffing.



