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Relationships among Work Environment, Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention of Nurses in

an Emergency Department
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Purpose: The purpose of this study is to identify relationships among work environment, job satisfaction and turnover intention of emer-
gency department (ED) nurses. Methods: The survey was given to 220 ED nurses which are located in G metropolitan from May st to July
31st of 2012. The results were analyzed by descriptive statistics, t-test, ANOVA, pearson correlation coefficients and stepwise multiple re-
gression using SPSS WIN 19.0 program. Results: The turnover intension according to the general characteristics of the subjects has signifi-
cant difference between emergency room experience, current duty satisfaction, and turnover plan in 1 year. In the correlation between
work environment, job satisfaction and turnover intention of the subjects, work environment and job satisfaction have positive correlation,
job satisfaction and turnover intention either job satisfaction and turnover intention have a negative correlation. Factors influencing turn-
over intention are job satisfaction, career and current duty satisfaction, also the full explanatory power of the model was 24.4%. Conclu-
sion: The results indicate factors that influence turnover intention are job satisfaction, career, and current job satisfaction. We hope these
result help to provide effective intervention strategies for reducing ED nurses’ turnover.
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Table 1. Difference in Intention to Leave by General Charateristics (N=220)
Variable Categories n % Mean (SD) t/F p Scheffétest
Sex Female 205 932 2.79(067) 043 664
Male 15 6.8 2.87 (0.60)
Age (yr) <25 67 305 268(0.77) 1.62 185
26-30° 92 418 2.89 (0.60)
31-35° 34 155 2.71(0.65)
> 36 27 123 2.87(0.60)
Married state Single 171 777 2.79(0.70) 0.32 748
Married 49 223 2.82(0.55)
Religion Yes 92 418 2.71(067) 151 134
No 128 582 2.85 (0.66)
Education Junior college graduation 106 482 2.80(0.70) 137 253
Doing University graduate process 35 159 261(0.65)
University grduate graduation 62 282 2.83(0.62)
Graduate school graduation 16 73 297 (0.67)
Clinical careers (months) <36° 72 327 268 (0.74) 1.64 181
37-60° 44 200 294(0.57)
61-120¢ 70 318 2.78(0.63)
>121¢ 34 155 2.89(0.68)
Clinical careersin emergency <12° 1 50 2.68(0.69) 396 004 b<e
department (months) 13-24° 69 314 2.59(0.71)
25-36° 36 164 3.01(0.56)
37-60¢ 67 304 2.77 (0.65)
>61¢ 37 16.8 3.03(0.59)
Current work satisfaction Dissatisfactory 95 432 3.10(0.55) 6.39 <.001
Satisfactory 125 59.8 2.56 (0.66)
Plan for leave (within 1yr) Yes 102 464 3.12(0.54) 762 <001
No 118 536 2.51(063)
Major cause for leave Nursing work volume* 52 236 3.05 (0.50) 349 004 e>g
Development, lack of promotion 5 23 3.10(0.58)
opportunities”
Paid less® 8 36 294 (0.69)
Shift working® 17 77 3.12(041)
Poor occupational enviroment and 12 55 3.69(0.34)
welfare facilities®
Conflicts and human relations among 4 18 3.25(0.50)
coworkers'
Etc? 4 18 263 (0.95)
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op ek P T 43 whdoll Bt 234+ 036019l 0m, 519 o 13-247090] 2,59+ 071 0 = 7H Wtk 12719 o=
P A= e g R hei 7t &2.231045@,7&_6; 268+069Xé., 25367092 3.01+ 0567, 37-607 L& 2.77+ 0,653 ©.
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SHA AR ek, Ak U o] 219 7o) At
= AP AR (=169, p < 001) = = A HIA S, AT = 9
73t O A (r=-32, p<.001), A FHIHES} o] O =(r=- 6,
p< 00l o HTTAS UeRTE = QRS B4/l 5248 B AT QR HES 548 ] Wi o] 234%0]
ARalEn st 2710, YR a4 ARaSE b e rs oy girk ol Y IS AHS O 2 B Kang (0129] ATH B
o2t Z7b5Hz 2102 Upehdrh(Table 3. W7 22970 2 Ve Aue} |23t Anpolk 1k QR0 3
3 e QA7 A7 o) dRey el kel 9 F
5. 0j2io|E Fgeel 5 Wejae] 53, elciint A7) ot Jele] Bt ol 26350
ST ZIBA o]2je]mel] L VA 2GS Tetep]
QAR AR B HRA S HARE A= Table 49} 2o} 4F-2H8,  Table 3. Correlation among Variables (N=220)
2ol 3 E 0 0|5} %
Aok oAt dAte) ARk 54 5 ol of e gt At Work environment r (p) Job satisfaction r (p)
o HTE A%, & A, A A A AR H2 1Y jop satisfaction 69(< 001)
o]t 013]74] 5] 0:]—‘?‘—7‘:;'_— 3|70 _1’5_?:}5]_0:] v‘i—ﬂﬂ‘ﬁ‘:} oulA & Turnover intention -32(<.001) -46 (<.001)
Table 2. Degree of Work Environment, Job Satisfaction and Turnover Intention (N=220)
Variable Mean SD MIN MAX Range
Work environment Nurse participation in hospital affairs 223 045 1.25 3.50 (1-4)
Nursing foundations for quality of care 252 039 133 3.50
Nurse manager ability, leadership and support of nurses 263 044 1.25 3.75
Staffing and resource adequacy 1.99 046 1.00 325
Nurse-physician relation 235 052 1.00 367
Total 234 036 138 348
Job satisfaction 236 035 140 3.50 (1-5)
Turnover intention 279 067 1.00 4.00 (1-5)
Table 4. Multiple Linear Regression on Turnover Intention (N=220)
Variables B SE. B t p Adj-R? F(p)
Constant 401 036 11.01 <.001 2442 (<.001)
Job satisfaction -0.62 013 -0.32 -4.53 <.001 0.209
Clinical careersin ED 0.04 0.02 0.1 199 048 0216
Current work satisfaction® 028 0.09 021 297 003 0.244

*Dummy variable: duty satisfaction (1 =dissatisfaction, 0= satisfaction).
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