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TS 98k QItHChoo, 2001). IFEAEZE o]z|dt Al
\’J]./] —3764 ] tﬂ—\:ﬂ-zo% _LO;E_‘:] 01,“:_ OVAV7} &
Faty] 8l A524o)a TEHe FHE AEeiof ¥
Al QtHKim, 2008). 53] 9 EIIEAES HE a7
HolHM L AF oz 93t HAUFA AT AlFshs &
gh= ARS]A 91418 Q3 (Burl, Bonner, Rao, & Khan,
1998), ol Bz o] o] Hrp ARJAFAQ] R w
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Ellison, & Holmes, 1999; Wynd, 2003).
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BAE AA L 38%] Eatol(Lee, 2009) 7HEARS] QlE B
o] A3}t Ha glor olE hEHEA el Aes]
o] ¥ oty PttEALe] MEAYYS EYA - AP
A QA Qs gs g AolE Aol TS W
ow, I A¥ TR ARREE, §4, e, o4
5 Tkt e abdsel )

SITHBoyt, Lusch, &
Naylor, 2001; Hampton & Hampton, 2004; Kim, 2008; Ko &
Chung, 2004). webs &x1e] A} XS 98] mfF7}
ool ARAGY K4e FAs 2 WS Fesi
(Wynd, 2003).

webs FelelM= ts AR 58S skl 9l
skotheksl A7l A&Ha 9l O™(Hampton & Hampton,
2004; Manojlovich & Ketefian, 2001; Wynd, 2003), =rujellA
% vleR ARAN ARAYE S5 AT 194
3 QIthBack & Kim-Godwin, 2007). 221} YASAE of
Aoz 7he ARZA ] EAS mlolet A= AR
of @S WA= 2%)(Choo, 2001), AFAAd2 AT
AAAA(Ko & Chung, 2004), AEZ (G 7FedHF
9 Az AEEA(Kim, 2008) TO7 A7} vy
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Z(profession) |} %
ZQl(a professwnal person)= 5% g 9] (conduct), 3
(aims) Hi= H(qualities) S 2] 7] $FH(Merrian-Webster Dictionary,
2009). ¥ <oA= Hall(1968)°] 7123t professional Inventory
Scale(HPI)E Snizeck(1972)¢] 479+ 7S Baek and Kim-
Godwin(2007)°] =E8tst =7 ol8sl S A5 v

.
s, A7} £ e5E ARAYAO] B AL ovls)

q
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O & Schwirian(1978)°] 7Walm 71 3K1985)7F ¥
Dimension Scale of Nursing Performance(6-DSNP)J_?—€ Choi
(1996)7F 7 - Wekeh my e AR s ik A

7F e s AR AR =2 A vtk

o ZrHlk=

AREEo|dh kALY ARAE] Aol sl Zte w2l

S=o]tk(Slavitt, Stamp, Piedmont, & Hasse, 1978). & <170l
A= Slavitt  5.(1978)°]  7HSE The Index of Work
SatisfactionS Lee(1988)°] 74 « Hekst ©42 SH3 A&
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T AFEE =7 AAel A9 Baeckd Kim-Godwin 0]F0J%1 8.-point Likert ScaleZA], ¥ L7 A1F]%== Cowin
(2007)8] AT-ollAl= Chronbach's alpha coefficient .820, “1Z] (2002)8] A7+l A  Chronbach's alpha coefficient .97, Kim
i B R 443~.6890.01, A B A (2006)2] A-ellA] 88, Z1]ir & dAellA] 927 LfERR:

o] 7 854, 1L YA HEE 462~.7240] )
Az 2AM gy

NS AT f‘%*% Schwirian(1978)©]  7H*+3+  Six-Dimension F37¥ AEE SPSS WIN 16.0S o]gs) A8t it
Scale of Nursing PerformanceS Kim(1985)7} 322 XF3}s) A0l dukAel EALS Hof, RFHAL HE 9ES 59
I, Choi(1996)7} o1& 74 - Hekst ©F5 ARgsl] S35 MEEAE ol&sl A, a9, HEYTTE, A
th 2 e dsATe] dbE AR 58, IRkE 7 TR A= B, MRS 5o AEEAE ol8sIel
3, B2 9 B A st uS 9 e A"y x| ot ARy 5o mE dAFAYAd] Aol independent
Ql &% 1158, Ak 115 QlojA A 4 FJr) 743, 3 sample t-test, oneway ANOVA$} Scheffe testS ©]83l] 243}
2 9 Bozpel A7 ed " wREIY] dijldA 2 i) At AEAIAE T DEATTY, ANE, ARl A
ﬁ\_% 2583 A AEZ WS 93k =¥yl % 1058 TA= Pearson's correlation coefficient®. —‘?—“6]-03 o HE
S % 67 SN 527 =F O FE o]FoF S-point Likert Aol e dFF, AT, Ao ko wX = JIT
Sclago]th ¥ AFE=F2] A% Schwirian(1978)] -l multiple regression ©. % %ﬁﬁ}ﬁii}.

%] Chronbach's alpha coefficient .90~.97, Choi(1996)%] <1--o]
A 8501901, B ATelAE 901~942% Lepitek o3 A}
L iy AT CHARS| L SY

Slavitt 5(1978)°] 73t The index of work satisfactions

Lee(1988)0] =r&slstal 474 » Hekst =45 o] g3 Z7gs) AAIZALY] BAAHL 2942 20th7} 7Y e vES
ek B Eoe B 5T AREA sEE AFeT 42 AA P, mEQ] B9 7€ AR vl AR wike
4 1053}, A}ixul gEa AEA %9 %3, AT o, FHEaEe 394 et A A u]—oh:]. ZEgs T
AFe] A 35S T F 41 S-point Likert Scale®]th = Wl A7F 7P Wka, BoFAEEE 6d o/EE 12
e AEEE Lee(1988 )8l AFollAl  Chronbach's alpha ddl A7t 7P otk dA9 R ARiEAt P B
coefficient 810019131, ¥ A-Felx= 8843ich. X, A HHEAE WIAZE aEla gishg el 2ehs
A7 7P B2 ZO0R UEstkTable 1>,
o Ao
Cowin(2002)2] Nurses' Retention Index(NRI)E Kim(2006)°] o1t CHMRIC| MEXRAHM ZISHIALSH XDOEE
FRAF RS olg3) FFAAG B m7E F ewyoz RIS
<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects (N=329)
Variables f % Mean+SD
Age (yr) 20-29 205 62.3 29.32+5.79
30-39 103 313
40< 21 6.4
Marital status Unmarried 218 66.3
Married 111 33.7
Educational background 3-year diploma 157 47.7
Open university or RN-BSN 24 7.3
Bachelor 116 353
More than master's degree 32 9.7
Religion Protestant 86 26.1
Catholic 79 24.1
Buddhism 26 7.9
None 138 41.9
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<Table 1> General characteristics of subjects(continued) (N=329)
Variables f % Mean+=SD
Clinical career (yr) <1 33 10.1 78.56+66.49(mon)
1-2 82 24.9
34 45 13.7
5-9 79 24.0
10-14 56 17.0
15< 34 10.3
Position Staff nurse 302 91.8
Charge nurse 22 6.7
Head nurse 5 1.5
Working area Medical unit 121 36.8
Surgical unit 104 31.6
Special unit 46 14.0
OBGY or pediatric unit 22 6.7
The ohters 36 10.9
Hospital ownership National or public hospital 88 26.7
University hospital 201 61.1
Industrial hospital 40 12.2
<Table 2> Nursing professionalism, nursing performance, job satisfaction, intention of retention (N=329)
Variables Subscale Nurir;:rirss of Mean £SDx* Mean+SD T Rank
Nursing professionalism 25 78.04+ 5.89 3.124+0.23
Professional organization 5 1293+ 1.94 2.58+0.38 5
Public service 5 16.08+ 1.97 3.21£0.39 3
Autonomy 5 1541+ 2,25 3.08+0.45 4
Self-regulation 5 16.81+ 2.10 3.36+0.42 1
Sense of calling 5 16.79+ 2.40 3.35+0.48 2
Nursing performance 52 191.20+£16.81 3.67+0.32
Leadership 5 1831+ 1.94 3.58+0.42 5
Critical care 7 2641+ 3.10 3.77£0.44 2
Teaching/collaboration 11 38.44+ 4.26 3.49+0.38 6
Planning/evaluation 7 25.73+ 2.78 3.67£0.39 4
Interpersonal relations/communication 12 4478+ 3.76 3.73+0.31 3
Professional development 10 37.92+ 4.63 3.79+0.46 1
Job satisfaction 41 118.70+14.95 2.89+0.36
Salary 5 13.09+ 2.89 2.61+.057 7
Autonomy 5 15.17+ 2.00 3.03+0.40 3
Task requests 4 10.72+ 2.46 2.68+0.61 6
Administarion 10 27.30+ 4.97 2.73+0.49 4
Interaction 8 25.82+ 3.93 3.16+0.48 1
Professional status 6 18.46+ 2.57 3.07£0.42 2
Doctor-nurse relationship 3 8.11+ 1.77 2.70+0.59 5
Retention intention 6 28.69+ 9.04 4.78+1.50
* Mean+SD of (Summation of Items) ¥ Mean+SD of (Summation of Items / Numbers of the Items)
WIEFALS] ARARAL 1257 ol FEH 7870 Ci<Table 2>.
AL, a9 elr 7P FatEAol w2 A AAltAlC WARrEA] AFERESL 2057 vl FHEE 11979]
gk Ad Tela 7P e A AeEAY] SR o AL, sl 7P B Aol w2 A2 Al
Esieh<Table 2> et W, el b RS e Bl UR WEelgo
QB BEQTFFWE 2607 WOl FHWE 191 E A0BAe] AHRE 487 9ol FHWE 299
HollaL, skeiddelr 7 BBl w2 AL e Ao % VP T<Table 2>
W g8y 7R B A S 9 xR FloR vk
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o itk
ARAAA]E ZA8(F=5.226, p<.001)T AL(F=5.059, p=.007)
of ujg} BAHLE F3t Ao)t Qe AoZE el

7eo] 15 o3l EAPE 1d-2ds]

e ARG Aol

f

3L 5d-91 39l

AEEd FAACR fols Ao AudArt e A
YEbITHr=1456, p<.001). AEAAA ) 99 d F A&Ex4
o] A% (r=.208, p<.001), AHE73(r=.257, p<.001), AATFA]]
gt (=349, p<001), HGel ohst Ao (r=341,
p<.001)> rE QT Foleh oAzt itk =
s e e 99 AeA9dE S A
o AHdAZE low, A 2 H =534, p<.001), thlT
9 JAAE (=502, p<.001), AFA T(r=406, p<.001)
< @‘EFZ]%]"JJ’]' 4001 AAIAE THAL Qe Zlo®

) A AFEate] AdadAlE A
Aog ot Ho AdAAATY e AoE e THr=.268,

HMENAMT USYUDLY, H2OKE, FEo|zo)
ARZEREA| p<.001). HEA LG 19D F AEA (=222, p<.001), =}
Al gk Adr=149, p=.007), AGl gt 4272l
PEETAE] WA PR, AR, 1 (=279, p<.001) A5 frolgh Jo] GeaATE A9l
A wste] ARPAL TF 3 Bri<Table 4. o AEniE stelel 3 ARA Aol e (=456
AFTAL] ARAYET NsGTTHEAe] AHIAE p<.001), Az Ago] tisk WE(r=305, p<.001), JrR-IFEA}
<Table 3> Nursing professionalism according to general characteristics of subjects (N=329)
Variables Nursing Professionalism
Mean £SD t or F o) Scheffe
Age (yr) 20-29 77.49+4.98 2.994 (.051)
30-39 78.71+7.39
40< 80.19+5.31
Marital status Unmarried 77.72+5.29 -1.282 (.201)
Married 78.68+6.92
Educational background 3-year diploma 78.12+5.29 1.960 (.120)
Open university or RN-BSN 78.79+6.26
Bachelor 77.26+6.15
More than master's degree 79.96+7.13
Religion Protestant 78.53+6.39 0.665 (.574)
Catholic 78.03+4.98
Buddhism 78.92+6.18
None 77.58+6.02
Clinical career (yr) <1 76.60+4.93 5.226 (<.001) a,b,d<f
1-2 76.89+5.23
3-4 78.82+4.84
5-9 77.02+6.21
10-14 79.07+6.86
15< 81.91+5.29
Position Staff nurse 77.74+5.78 5.059 (.007) a<b,c
Charge nurse 81.63+5.81
Head nurse 80.60+8.41
Working area Medical unit 77.88+5.69 0.428 (.789)
Surgical unit 77.70+£5.78
Special unit 78.50+5.74
OBGY or pediatric unit 79.27+5.96
The ohters 78.27+7.13
Hospital ownership National or public hospital 78.13£6.13 0.443 (.642)
University hospital 78.17+£5.87
Industrial hospital 77.22+5.53
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<Table 4> Correlations among nursing professionalism, nursing performance, job satisfaction and retention intention

(N=329)
Subscales
. Nursing ) » Teaching/  Planning/ Interpgrsmnal Professional
Variables performance Leadership  Critical care - ) relations/
‘() (o) () collaborating evaluation communication development
r(p) r(p) r(p)
r(p)
Nursing professionalism 456 292 265 227 534 502 406
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Professional organization 208 137 114 .168 175 185 207
(<.001) (.013) (.039) (.002) (.001) (.001) (<.001)
Public service 076 .080 -.003 -.041 192 119 .068
(.166) (.149) (.962) (.460) (<.001) (.030) (221)
Autonomy 257 .160 141 114 .260 312 251
(<.001) (.004) (.010) (.038) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Self-regulation 349 186 221 200 410 381 292
(<.001) (.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Sense of calling 341 228 234 173 408 357 283
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (.002) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Job Subscales
satisfaction Salary Autonomy Task requests Administration
r(p) r(p) r(p) r(p) r(p)
Nursing professionalism 268 -012 222 008 154
(<.001) (.830) (<.001) (.879) (.005)
Professional organization 006 ~050 - 080 034 014
(.914) (.365) (.145) (.538) (.794)
Public service .048 -.053 .078 -.103 -.008
(.389) (.341) (.158) (.062) (.891)
Autonomy 222 -.032 237 -.001 140
(<.001) (.558) (<.001) (.979) (.011)
Self-regulation 149 -014 195 -013 .088
(.007) (.807) (<.001) (.820) (.113)
Sense of calling 275 .097 153 .090 164
(<.001) (.079) (.006) (.103) (.003)
Interaction Professional status Doctqr—nurse Retention intention
‘(o) ") relationship (o)
r(p)
Nursing professionalism 305 436 233 375
(<.001) (<.001) (<.001) (<.001)
Professional organization -012 057 015 119
(.830) (.303) (.056) (.031)
Public service 084 209 072 120
(127) (<.001) (.192) (.029)
Autonomy 279 293 177 201
(<.001) (<.001) (.001) (<.001)
Self-regulation 176 189 084 218
(.001) (.001) (.129) (<.001)
Sense of calling 273 461 188 346
(<.001) (<.001) (.001) (<.001)
Al tEF w=EH(r=.233, p<.001), A-&Aol tFk wE=222, p<.001). AEAAAY RE 99dL AHIE9 H23
p<001), A he WH(=154, p=005)S WEAJGD & Ao AW} e Ao vepdr)
oJet Ho] AT Q= AowE YUERTE
WAL ARG AR Este gRads $ HENANO| LURLH, A20UE, T=l2|Zof
Ao folg o] ARPATE Q= Ao YERTh=375, o|xl= A&
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<Table 5> The impact of nursing professionalism on the nursing performance, job satisfaction and retention intention

(N=329)
Nursing performance Job satisfaction Retention intention
B 15 t B B t B 15 t

Professional organization .028 .166 3.336%* -.007 -.036 -.659 315 .068 1.288
Public service -.007 -.043 -.866 -.006 -.035 -.643 123 027 507
Autonomy .024 .168 3.313%* .027 .166 3.000%* 499 125 2.323*
Self-regulation .041 270 5.251%* 012 .069 1.242 .548 128 2.350*
Sense of calling 032 240 4.680%* 038 250 4.497%%* 1.071 284 5.256%*
Nursing professionalism
R? 250 114 162
Adj R’ 239 100 149
F 21.588 8.303 12.531
p .000 .000 .000

** p<01, * p<.05
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The Impact of Nursing Professionalism on the Nursing Performance,
Job Satisfaction and Retention Intention among Clinical Nurses
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Purpose: This study aimed to investigate the impact of nursing professionalism on the nursing performance, job
satisfaction and retention intention among clinical nurses. Methods: A descriptive correlational research design was
used for this study. All 329 clinical nurses were obtained by convenience sampling from 3 National or public
hospitals, 3 university hospitals, and two private hospitals located in Seoul and Kyunggi province. The data were
collected wusing a self-reporting questionnaire contained four instruments and questions for demographic
characteristics of subjects from April 21st to September 1st, 2008. Collected data were analyzed on SPSS Win
16.0. Results: There was a significant relationship between nursing professionalism, nursing performance, job
satisfaction and retention intention among clinical nurses. The nursing professionalism was identified as a predictor
of nursing performance, job satisfaction, and retention intention. Conclusion: The strategies to promote and enhance
the nursing professionalism of clinical nurses, in this era in which the nursing shortage become more and more
problematic issue, are needed to design and be integrated into the management of human resource in nursing
organizations.

Key words : Health professions, Nursing professionalism, Professional competence, Job satisfaction,
Retention Intention
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