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(Abstract)

Determinants of Employee s Promotion at University Hospitals in

South Korea

Youngjin Kim*, Youngjoon Seo*T, Gilhwan Gu’

* Department of Health Administration, Yonsei University

Purposes: The purpose of this study is to investigate the factors which affect the promotion of the employees
working at university hospitals in Korea.

Methodology: The data of this study were obtained from personnel management database of 1,634 employees
working at 4 university hospitals owned by an education foundation located in the City of Seoul and Kyoung—kee
Province. The collected data were analyzed using frequency analysis, correlation analysis and probit regression
analysis using SAS 9.4,

Findings: The main findings of the study were as follows: First, appraisal score of the employees was the most
important factors affect the possibility of the promotion and the following variables of tenure, higher degree,
number of transfers, managers were also found to have significant effect on the possibility of the promotion.
Second, Impact of those are varied among promotion ladders and the occupations like nurses, administrative staff,
and technicians, which revealed that the important competency needed for the promotion was different.

Practical Implications: The study results imply that, in order to motivate the employees through the promotion
system at university hospitals, it is strongly recommended to use different criteria for evaluating the employees’
performance and qualification for the promotion in terms of the promotion ladder and the characteristics of each
occupation,

Keywords: Determinants of Promotion, Employees of the University Hospitals, Promotional Ladder
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Control Variables

*  Gender(-)
*  Marriage(-)
* Age()

Independent Variables
*  Number of Kids(-)
o Tenure(+/-)
*  Education(+/-)
* Higher Degree(+)

Promotion
—®» Dby Promotional Ladder
* by Occupation

*  Number of Transfers(+/-)

*  Number of Hospital Beds(-)
*  Manager(+)

* Appraisal Score(+)

*  Prize Score(+)

<Figure 1> Research Model
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<Table 1> 42| ZX(Measurement of Variables)
1: female
Gender gender )
0: male
Marriage marital status in present Us ffElimce
9 P 0: unmarried
Age age(yr)
Number of Kids No. of kids aged under 2—years
Tenure length of service at the organization(yr)
under 3—year . . 1: yes
college the highest level of education(under 3—year college) 0" other
. N . ) N 1:
Education 4—year university the highest level of education(4—year university) 0 z?rfer
. . 1: yes
graduate school  the highest level of education(graduate school) 0: other
Higher Degree acquiring a higher level of educational degree within the past 5 1 : yes
years 0: no
Number of Transfers No. of lateral movement at the organization
. . 1:
over 1,000 No. of hospital beds over 1,000 beds (or tertiary) ) yes
0: other
ital ) ) :
Number of Hospita 300-1,000 No. of hospital beds ibetween 300 and 1,000 beds 1 . yes
Beds 0: other
L ) 1 yes
others organization other than hospitals 0: other
. o 1: manager
Manager managerial position of an employee

Appraisal Score
Prize Score

Promotion result
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0: not manager

average appraisal score of during the past 5 years
sum of prize & punishment score during current job
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<Table 2> ZAHHAIXIC| OIAIR|SHN EA 21T
(Sample Distribution by Socio-Demographic

Gender

Marriage

Age

Number of
Kids

Tenure(yr)

Education

Higher
Degree

Number of
Transfers
(time)

Number of
Hospital Beds

Manager

Characteristics)

male
female
total
unmarried
married
total
20's
30's
40's
50's
total
none
1or2
total
under 10
11~ 15
16 ~ 20
over 21
total
under 3—year college
4—year university
graduate school
total
not achieved
achieved
total
under 1
2~3
over 4
total
over 1,000
300-1,000
others
total
non—manager
manager

total

338(20.7)
1,296(79.3)
1,634(100.0)
438(26.8)
1,196(73.2)
1,634(100.0)
139(8.5)
777(47.5)
548(33.5)
170(10.4)
1,634(100.0)
1,407(86.1)
227(13.9)
1,634(100.0)
750(45.9)
195(11.9)
235(14.4)
454(27 8)
1,634(100.0)
306(18.7)
962(58.9)
366(22.4)
1,634(100.0)
1,111(68)
523(32)
1,634(100.0)
627(38.4)
612(37.5)
395(24.1)
1,634(100.0)
796(48.7)
761(46.6)
77(4.7)
1634(100.0)
1395(85.4)
239(14.6)
1634(100.0)
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Classifi—
cation

Variables

Baseline Probability

Gender (female) 0.79
Marriage 0.73
. 0.14
Number of Kids (0.36)
Tenure 14.71
(7.96)
i 4—year university 0.59
Education

graduate school 0.22
Higher Degree 0.32
2.46
Number of Transfers 2.11)
) 300-1,000 0.49

Number of Hospital Beds
others 0.47
Manager 0.15
. 84.97
Appraisal Score 92.74)
. 0.44
Prize Score 0.68)

-2 Log L

Change of =2 Log L
Pseudo—R2

Change of Pseudo—R2

Modell Model2 Model3 Model4
—0.416™** -0.237 -0.142 —19.622***
-0.121 -0.192* —-0.143 —-0.081
—0.288™** -0.169* -0.149 -0.237**
-0.304** -0.302** -0.276*
-0.020*** —0.032*** —0.043***
-0.018 —-0.070 -0.199
0.091 —-0.049 -0.259
0.235** 0.271%* 0.275™
0.007 0.029
—-0.042 —-0.053
-0.028 —-0.083
0.528*** 0.466™**
0.230***
0.072
1747.840*** 1716.507*** 1698.380*** 1446.928***
-31.333 -18.127 —251.452
0.020 0.056 0.076 0.314
0.036 0.02 0.238

Reference Group: Gender = male; Marriage = unmarried; Education = under 3—year college;

Hospital Beds = over 1,000; Manager = none;
*0(0.05, **p(0.01, **p(0.001
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<Table 4> SXIAE SXIZH 20l

=]
=
(Probit Estimates of the Factors Affecting the Promotion by Promotional Ladder)

1st Ladder 2nd Ladder 3rd  Ladder
Variables C(I:t':;:_ (n=844) LS (n=352)
% or . % or : % Or .
m(SD) Estimate ME m(SD) Estimate Ll n(SD) Estimate ME
Baseline Probability -30.660*** —19.624*** —16.429***
Gender (female) 0.85 0.098  0.028 0.75 -0.169 -0.038 0.72 -0.234 —0.047
Marriage 061 -0276* -008 08  -0284 -0063 08 -0413tf -0.08
. 023  ow 0.11 s 0.00
Number of Kids o] 287" 0084 o) 756" 0169 oo 0303 0254
8.23 o 17.63 2485 ~
Tenure (g 00670 002 T 0025 0006 (o 00351 -0.007
Sl 070 -0130 -0038 052  -0011 =-0003 042 0211 0041
. university
Education s
oaduaE 009 0135 0039 024 0023 -0005 047 0188 0037
school
Higher Degree 041  0236* 0069 028 -0.129 -0029 018 0373t 0073
1.95 282 313
Number of Transfers Ogay 0025 0007 U0 0020 0006 ., 0011 0002
Number of 300-1,000 042 0022 0006 049  -437* -0097 053 0041  0.008
Hospital Beds others 004 -0127 -0037 005 -0.642 -0.143  0.06 -0.132 -0.026
Manager 0.00 —0.785 0.05 0.865* 0.193 0.50 0.703*** 0.137
. 84.55 o 85.53 e 85.33 ek
Appraisal Score (2.33) 0.347 0.101 (3.20) 0.219 0.049 (2.86) 0.186 0.036
. 0.13 0.68 0.85
Prize Score (0.36) 0270t  0.079 0gg) 0069 0015 o, 0111 0022
-2 Log L 755.772%* 273,743 320.722%**
Pseudo—R2 0.337 0.249 0.238

Reference Group: Gender = male; Marriage = unmarried; Education = under 3—year college; Higher Degree = none; Number of
Hospital Beds = over 1,000; Manager = none

T p€0.1,%0¢0.05,**p¢0.01,***p(0.001

ME :Marginal Effect
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<Table 5>

454 512520

(Probit Estimates of the Factors Affecting the Promotion by Occupation

Variables Clas:sm—
cation % or Estimat ME
m(SD) stimate
Baseline Probability —-31.513***
Gender (female) 0.98 -0.407 -0.102
Marriage 0.67  —0.340** -0.085
Number of Kids ?3175; ~0395* -0.099
1306 e
Tenure (7.17) 044 0.011
4-year 062  -0211 —0.053
. university
Education "
genliste 023  -0351 —0.088
school
Higher Degree 0.4 0.216*  0.054
2.13
Number of Transfers (172) 0.024 0.006
Number of 300-1,000 0.47 -0.045 -0.011
Hospital Beds others 0 -0.361  —0.090
Manager 0.1 0.737*** 0.185
) 84.94
Appraisal Score (232) 0376 0.094
. 0.33 e
Prize Score (0.60) 273 0.068
-2 Log L 812.132%**
pseudo—R2 0.344

Administrative staff Medical Technicians
(n=286) (n=373)
% or . % or .
m(SD) Estimate = ME m(SD) Estimate = ME
-9.120** —18.831***
0.65 -507* -0.130 0.42 0.071 0.017
0.84 0.010  0.002 0.82 0.058 0.014
0.12 0.14
(32) 0.276 —0.071 (37) 0.111 0.027
19.07 B . 1569 ok
(7.92) 0.038 0.010 (8.53) 0.060 0.014
0.5 -0.002 -0.000 0.58 -0.216  —0.052
0.26 -0.214 -0.010 0.18 -0.199 -0.047
0.15 0.761** 0.196 0.24 0.120  0.048
3.21 N B 2.73 o
(2.35) 0.072 -0.018 (2.59) 0.101 0.024
0.43 -0.141 -0.036 0.48 -0.180 -0.043
0.21 -0.191 -0.049 0.03 0547  0.131
0.26 0.192  0.049 0.17 0.909** 0.218
85.10 84.93 okk
(3.04) 0109+ 0.028 (3.45) 0.216 0.052
0.71 o 0.52 "
(0.83) 0.314 0.081 0.69) 0.290 0.070
250,481 304.960***
0.178 0.275

Reference Group: Gender = male; Marriage =
Hospital Beds = over 1,000; Manager = none
*0{.05, *p(.01, ***p(.001

ME:Marginal Effect
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