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Structural Equation Modeling on the Relationship of Job Satisfaction of
Nursing Staff with Satisfaction, Revisit Intention, Recommendation to
others of Patient at Public Hospitals

Sook Ja Moon, Eun Jeong Hwang’
Department of Nursing, Sehan University
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= 570 817 137] FEORE FAEAT $xje] wEE, Alo]&-oF, ERRIFHF AR =T = 7 ] FE, 114 2204
o5 A, 108 vl 37“4); TAE AT o] Aol AFREAlE SPSS 2081717 AMOS 20H 7S 283kt 2y
AL A5 U3l A9 7 904.598 (df=81, p<0.001), GFI 0.938, AGFI 0.900, RMSR 0.076°] S 21, 9] 3ta}e]
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Abstract This study was conducted to construct and test structural equation modeling of the causal relationship of
job satisfaction of nursing staff with satisfaction, revisit intention and recommendation of the hospital by patients. The
data utilized in this study were the second data acquired from the 2012 Public Hospital Evaluation Programme. The
subjects of this study were 2,375 nursing staff and 3,433 patients at 39 district public hospitals. The instrument of
job satisfaction of nursing staff consisted of five factors and 13 items. The instruments of satisfaction, revisit intention,
and recommendation to others of patients consisted of one question on an 11 point scale (0: very negative, 10: very
positive). The data were analyzed using SPSS version 20.0 and AMOS version 20.0. Model fit indices for the
hypothetical model were suitable for the recommended level: model of in-patient x° 904.598 (df=81, p<0.001), GFI
0.938, AGFI 0.900, RMSR 0.076, mode of out-patient ° 869.021(df=81, p<0.001), GFI 0.940, AGFI 0.900, RMSR
0.074. In conclusion, nursing staff are the largest group in public hospitals, and they provide direct care to patients.
Therefore, job satisfaction of nursing staff should be enhanced to improve satisfaction of patients because their attitude

significantly influences patient satisfaction.
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2.2 A Ant Table 2. General characteristics of patients (N=3,433)
2.2.1 ALY AIXIS| dHl™ EM Variables Items N %
e e = Male 1,818 530
°of 79 WA & EA2 F 2375901 Gender Female 1,615 470
[Table 1]. 9A7F 38%W(1.6%)°l3, =7} 2,337 =2 252 74
30~39 337 98
(98.4%) 0.5t oAt dlgate] A 2007k, 2049 622 181
981%H(41.3%) 02 7FF w@oka, sot) o]iko] 56v 50~59 1,068 311
(2 4%)i 7]—;{]— %E}— X]Z_H% O]H]— 7]—§X] o] 1281‘:’1 i ;(l)iddle school :,;: zzg
(53.9%) 2.2 71 Btal, '35 0] 54%(2.3%) .2 7} Education High school 1,079 314
2 AN 710, 3 o] AF m 0/\ O > College 865 252
¢ AT TRIIE 159 elde] 72118(304%) 0.2 No response 252 7.4
71 kT Good 1,418 413
Health state Moderate 971 28.3
Poor 1,044 304
Table 1. General characteristics of nursing staff (N=2,375) Medical part 1,729 504
Variables Items N % reatment Surgical part 1,704 49.6
Gender i‘/::icale 2227 91864
=29 981 a3 2HS EEah 2 nye) HFE Age J98A
30739 958 40.3 °] 7% ¥ 904.598 (df=81, p<0.001), GFI:= 0.938,
Age 4049 380 16.0 ] ( 4 ),
> 50 56 24 AGFI= 0.900, RMSR< 0.076, NFI:= 0.963, RFI+=
Team leader 4 2.3 0.945, TFI:= 0.966, TLIE= 0.950, CFIE 0.966] 7tS7
Position Charge nurses 1,040 43.8 Co3m mae . 5 0 9
Nursing staff 1,281 53.9 = #A 45 =EeIh @A s ve
25yt 197 83 869.021(df=81, p<.001), GFI= 0.940, AGFI+= 0.900,
5~10 715 30.1
Working 1015y o Y RMSRS 0.074, NFIE 0961, RFIE 0943, IFIE
. d h -
pene > Isyr 721 304 0.965, TLI= 0.948, CFIi= 0.9659] 7k 2= #1741
h ] . R R
e = - g maag weby o) Aol 27 Y Mg
T AFe AT Ul e Ao® veht BEo] A
o] Ao ARl F A= F 3,433 0] AT Table ek AALSETL Q)
2]. A7) 1,818W(53.0%) 1 3, A7} 1,615H(47.0%)
o Aeh dWXH AF2 60t ool 1,1547(33.6%) 223 HTIpAo| AN
o5 A% Wkm, 2001 2529040 A9 A5 FRATERNS Fa| BEE 7 oEULE 09
RAgEs T £ oot LawTias 0% 7V aasjsg olgetd o drmgeln A 1) o)
B AP 5ol LASHALINE T ® g g Taple 3614 20173 gtk 3389 3
gok. s AuAs WA 1,729%8(504%), G sx0) angy vEsst qela nEs 9 aa
Al 1,7047(49.6%) % 1523kt Aolg o, YA AT el A FF
S "E Aok <M 45 AFS Ax A=
222 HF2EEe| XMl AY o)= 7+ A 9] TR A Ty} Zhzte] Wigo) mjX|E=
%‘@@‘FZJ’Q‘ }\01—7_}\0 ‘g‘l }:T’juéhﬂzl:w_}—gl E]'%‘:g_}f_}é T’EX__ 75];71]_/':94 g}]\-o ‘ﬂ% :__Z g] E’_‘Z"‘E'\Lj“ 82 4(p 0004)
AE geslr] 918 NS A Ay, HgE g1kl e] Aol g &L 5745(p=0.029), YAsA}e]
FAAT7E 0.7vRre R YEhY dsaidAde A7 Efol 2393 15.758(p= oozl)i frofgk AH =
s Flatsiek 29 $ o] A9 7 3R B2 mx= Aoz Jeh} B% Ewely] wiolt)
AFpAAe] GRS HAS] okl FEATEE ZEwe) %}%:@x} wE 7] 98kl Ao] L o]ak
e ZEsolnh of d7e] AAH FEEGS AT am gere uA Aoluls <A1 62 AZE A3} A
Aok el @AE 2t AAF A, [Fig 219 22 M gigojn). o)x qlelaiate] wELIl Go] L o|gkel o
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34 1 o
el Al -8 5]
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- 1 - a5 Task - |
13 . : Satisfaction
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2 . 100 [ Communication 100 1
el B2
18 Revisit
- B35 A PE (.ln_pm. t)
.
o ! o 8 55 175
2a . Evaluation &
o = 198 L Compensanion .
-l3.¢3
101 o 1
== 1 - Becommendation
el D1 £} 1578 to others
== 1 - 7 Working, (In-patient)
=1 D2 . Environment
29 1 1z 285 212
el D3
51 -5.87
28 .
&l El 100
= 1 50 Public
el E2
Role
2 . Log ° "o
el E3
)(2=904.598(df=81, p<0.001), GFI=0.938, AGFI=0.900, RMSR=0.076, NFI=0.963, RFI=0.945, IFI=0.966, TLI=0.950, CFI=0.966
34 1 o
el Al 76 B2 °
23 1 36 1
el A Task o
17 . - . Satisfaction
el A3 33 (Ont- patient)
. 110
58 -
26 1 %0 ) = -
el Bl BO
22 1 L0 Commurucation 58 1
el B2
oo Revisit
- 5353 s (Out-patient)
.
o ' c1 o8 o5 187
" . 100 [ Evaluation &
. P Compensation .
£ 55
101 1
54 1 2 Recommendation
el D1 89 pw2 to others
= 1 - P Wosking (Ont-patient)
el D2 Enwironment
33 L - b 10 11o .
el D3
5l Rl
28 N
el El Lol
= : - 58 Public
el 2 . Role
22 . £
el E3

7'=869.021(df=81, p<0.001), GFI=0.940, AGFI=0.900, RMSR=0.074, NFI=0.961, RFI=0.943, IFI=0.965, TLI=0.948, CFI=0.965

Al=Consistency of task with disciplinary; A2=Decision making of task process; A3=Satisfaction of task performance; B1= Sharing of management policy and
vision; B2=Communication and cooperation between staff; C1=Evaluation according ability and outcomes; C2=Welfare system for staff; D1=Workforce arrangement

according task amount; D2=Adequate support of medical equipments; D3=Adequate rest spaces for staff; E1=Provision of quality of care; E2=Acceptance of
customer opinions; E3=Self-esteem to hospital

Fig. 2. Path diagram for the hypothetical model
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Table 3. Results of Hypothesis Testing

Classification |  Category Direction Estimate SE CR p Result
Task Reject
. Task — Satisfaction -0.852 0.404 -2.107 0.035 Reject
Hypothesis 1 . i
Task — Revisit -0.597 0.328 -1.818 0.069 Reject
Task — Recommendation -1.682 0.874 -1.925 0.054 Reject
Communication Reject
. Communication — Satisfaction 1.404 0.718 1.955 0.051 Reject
Hypothesis 2 — . ;
Communication — Revisit 1.000 0.568 1.761 0.078 Reject
Communication — Recommendation 2.752 1.557 1.768 0.077 Reject
Evaluation and Compensation Reject
Hypothesis 3 Evaluation and Compensation — Satisfaction -7.186 2.513 -2.860 0.004 Reject
In-Patient YPOUICSIS 3 T valuation and Compensation — Revisit 4975 | 2294 | 2168 | 0.030 Reject
n-Patien
ane Evaluation and Compensation — Recommendation | -13.678 5.943 -2.303 0.021 Reject
Working Environment Adopt
. Working Environment — Satisfaction 8.254 2.889 2.857 0.004 Adopt
Hypothesis 4 - - —
Working Environment — Revisit 5.745 2.636 2.179 0.029 Adopt
Working Environment — Recommendation 15.758 6.832 2.307 0.021 Adopt
Public Role Reject
. Public Role — Satisfaction -2.961 1.212 -2.443 0.015 Reject
Hypothesis 5 - — ;
Public Role — Revisit -2.124 1.031 -2.061 0.039 Reject
Public Role — Recommendation -5.760 2.787 -2.066 0.039 Reject
Hypothesis 6 Satisfaction Adopt
YPOIESIS b | Satisfaction — Revisit 0612 | 0233 | 2622 | 0.009 Adopt
Task Reject
. Task — Satisfaction -0.401 0.142 -2.817 0.005 Reject
Hypothesis 7 — ;
Task — Revisit -0.354 0.145 -2.436 0.015 Reject
Task — Recommendation -1.101 0.509 -2.163 0.031 Reject
Communication Partial Adopt
. Communication — Satisfaction 0.564 0.249 2.270 0.023 Adopt
Hypothesis 8 P .
Communication — Revisit 0.578 0.248 2.330 0.020 Adopt
Communication — Recommendation 1.666 0.885 1.882 0.060 Reject
Evaluation and Compensation Reject
. Evaluation and Compensation — Satisfaction -2.896 0.684 -4.236 <.001 Reject
Hypothesis 9 - - — :
Out-Patient Evaluation and Compensation — Revisit -2.802 0.701 -3.999 <.001 Reject
ui-ratien Evaluation and Compensation — Recommendation -8.658 3.309 -2.617 0.009 Reject
Working Environment Adopt
. Working Environment — Satisfaction 3.321 0.787 4222 <0.001 Adopt
Hypothesis 10 - - —
Working Environment — Revisit 3.200 0.804 3.982 <0.001 Adopt
Working Environment — Recommendation 9.919 3.807 2.605 0.009 Adopt
Public Role Reject
. Public Role — Satisfaction -1.098 0.360 -3.050 0.002 Reject
Hypothesis 11 - — ;
Public Role — Revisit -1.147 0.356 -3.221 0.001 Reject
Public Role — Recommendation -3.438 1.543 -2.228 0.026 Reject
. Satisfaction Adopt
Hypothesis 1210 - faction — Revisit 0689 | 0140 | 4903 | <0.001 Adopt

%ol 0.6

.—

2(p=0.009)2 EAH o=

Felak AnA BAE AE Ao ep) AdEg)

rir

0.564(p=0.023), &jefigkate] Aol 932 0.578
(p=0.020)2 BAHoZ Fogt H+) EIE WA=

7] wholck A0 et AR, sldaate] Elel F30)e
T3 1540 ILE I} olofia WE o] 9B Fr AzAce e EAGeR folan

=, AR Aol g o), AR HFA el T @ 0w veh 714587 wEel),

AAQ e A Aolehs <M 8¢ AR A% FIWA BEA) 2REY HEES} 2o

B2 AGHU ol BEA ALE WEEA 2 % @A AolE 9%, B BFH oo B

Ze] wigeo] v AEASY ghol B MEE  AH I A Holeks <M 10-2 UFE A
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Table 4. Standardized Direct, Indirect, and Total Effects for the Hypothetical Model

. . Endogenous Exogenous . Parameter E.stlmate -
Classification variables variables Standardized Standardized Standardized
Direct Effect Indirect Effect Total Effect

Task -0.695 - -0.695

Communication 1.102 - 1.102

Satisfaction Evaluation and Compensation -6.028 - -6.028

Working Environment 6.871 - 6.871

Public Role -2.338 - -2.338

Task 1.732 -2.098 -0.366

Communication -2.810 3.327 0.517

Revisit Evaluation and Compensation 15.416 -18.203 -2.787

In-Patient Working Environment -17.542 20.748 3.206

Public Role 6.040 -7.060 -1.020

Satisfaction 3.020 - 3.020

Task 0.405 -1.188 -0.783

Communication -0.747 1.883 1.136

. Evaluation and Compensation 4.398 -10.305 -5.907
Recommendation - -

Working Environment -4.967 11.746 6.779

Public Role 1.730 -3.997 -2.267

Satisfaction 1.709 - 1.709

Task -0.401 - -0.401

Communication 0.564 - 0.564

Satisfaction Evaluation and Compensation -2.896 - -2.896

Working Environment 3.321 - 3.321

Public Role -1.098 - -1.098

Task -0.354 -0.276 -0.630

Communication 0.578 0.389 0.967

. .. Evaluation and Compensation -2.802 -1.994 -4.796
Out-Patient Revisit - -

Working Environment 3.200 2.288 5.488

Public Role -1.147 -0.757 -1.904
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