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UZARE Qg 24728 87 A TeAuAE AT BAE FAse 373, 18z 25 AEEH 2HSAE
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o 8o oju] 71 AFAIE H IS THGrindel, Peterson, Fold 4 AEE AHste §73E& W¥rh(Laschinger, Almost,
Kinnenman, & Turner, 1996; Aiken, Sloane, Lake, Sochlaski, & Tuer-Hodes, 2003). &8 AQ 73 ALIAIAAIE A8l
& Weber, 1999; Snow 2002). o]&1§t £AFFATE @A vl Aol ksAPL gAtE EFS guQEH FAAA dF
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H].’t Q1T 2 7% (Magnet Nursing Services Recognition 23Q 9AS Urm EAE &2 Ur7]' -5 AHslFe
Program: %22 7+ MNAE A T3 87T 4EHst] s7dolaba 319 tHAiken & Patrician, 2000). 7+EALS] ZH 3
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<Table 1> Demographic and professional characteristics

of respondents (N=320)
Classification Number{%)

Age Below 25 110 (34.4)
26-30 113 (35.3)
over 31 97 30.3)

Gender Female 318 (994)
Male 2 ( .6

" Educational  Diploma 132 @13
Status BS 136 (42.5)
Graduate Programs 52 (16.3)
Job Position Staff nurse 301 (94.1)
Non-staff nurse 19 (59
Employment  Full-time 305 (95.3)
Status Part-time 14 ( 4.4)
Working unit  Medical care unit 69  (21.6)
Surgical care unit 66 (20.6)
Maternal-Pediatric care unit 51 (15.9)
Critical care unit 73 (22.8)
Others 61 (19.1)
Employment period 5.82+£4.65 (Years)
Working periods at the care unit 43113.54 (Years)
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<Table 2> Scale scores of professional practice
environment

Scales of Professional Practice  Actual
Environment (Possible Range) Range

Autonomy (5-20) 5-18 1285 +2.14

Mean+SD

Collaborations among care
professionals (3-12)

LAk 54 8 255 AR5 ATE A 248
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<Table 3> Differences in scale scores of professional practice environment according to characteristics of nurses and

care units
. Control Over Nursing
. o Aut ] .
Characteristics Classification utonomy Collaboration Practice
o MeantSD torF p MeantSD torF p MeantSD torF p
Age Below 25 1273 £239 2566 .078 7.04 +£1.85 5730 .004 1553 =£3.31 2.587 .077
26-30 12.65 =£2.07 7.14 £1.56 15.60 +2.81
Over 31 13.27 +1.86 7.77 £1.60 1638 +2.70
Tducational level  Diploma 1264 1207 4264 015 701 173 4475 012 1568 272 3.162 044
BS 12.78 £2.23 724 1171 15.58 +3.19
Graduate 13.63 £1.92 792 <147 1675 1291
Job posiion Saff 1281 216 -1.844 066 7.24 +1.71 -2433 016 1573 297 -2.042 042
Non-staff 13.74  £1.59 821 +£1.32 17.16 +2.83
Employment status  Full-time 1294 208 3239 001 734 £1.68 2278 023 1591 293 2815 .005
Part-time 11.07 2.64 6.29 £1.94 13.64 13.30
Employment periods = .43 .0l r= 208 .000 = 43 01
at hospital
Working periods at = .095 .09 = .06 058 = 080 .153
care unit
Unit Specialty cal care unit 13.13 #2001 1.523 195 7.09 z£1.61 4.660 .001 1648 +2.70 3.484 .008
Surgical care unit 12.38  £2.34 688 +1.66 1491 £2.36
Maternal-pediatric care unit 12.71 +£1.85 6.98 =*1.67 15.63 +2.44
Critical care unit 12.88 +2.01 7.58 +£1.55 15.58 +3.13
Others 13.19 2242 7.97 +1.87 16.53 340
CHEtZtE 58| X 35(2), 20054 48 357



{Table 4> Correlations of professional practice environments to nurses' task motivation

Autonomy Collaboration Control Over Practice Task Motivation

Autonomy 1.00

Collaboration A8* 1.00

Control Over Practice 25% .18* 1.00

Task Motivation 38* .36% 24* 1.00
*p<.001
ZAHO by AAEFE ASYF AAE E719AM, 2 Ao, At ZhEARY] A9 B Ardidatel v g9
3 =ARoR §%o] Yehn SI3IT<Table 4. A 7ol F o wl QAR Utk olel W,

regression analysis) S A 3+51
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<Table 5> Variables of professional practice environment
impact on nurses' task motivation

Variables B Adjusted R’ F o
Autonomy 232 138 51.702  .000
Collaboration 226 041 35471 .000
Control Over Practice 142 016 26.603  .000
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A Professional Nursing Practice Environment
and Its Impact on Nurses' Task Motivation
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Purpose: This study was aimed at (a) describing professional nursing practice environments embedded in
nursing care units and (b) examining its relationships to nurses’ task motivation. Method: Using the Nursing Work
Index Revised (NWI-R) and the Work Preference Inventory (WPI), a descriptive study was conducted with a
sample of 320 registered nurses on 26 nursing care units in one University hospital in Korea. Result: Mean scores
were 129 on a 5-20 score range of an autonomous environment scale, 7.3 on a 3-12 score range of a
collaborative environment, and 15.8 on a 7-28 score range of control over nursing practice. Nurses' age,
educational level, job position, working period at the hospital and employment status were significantly related to
the degree of a professional practice environment. The extent to which a professional practice environment
accounted for task motivation was 19.5%. Conclusion: There is a certain degree of professionalism in the
workplace environment that nurses perceived within the nursing care units. When nurses care for patients, the
degree of task motivation depends on the work environment supporting the professional nursing practice.
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