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The Effects of Hospitals’ Family Friendly Management on Married Female Nurses’ Retention
Intention: Focused on the Mediating Effects of Work-Family Interface

Lee, Jin Hwa - Hwang, Jee-In

College of Nursing Science, Kyung Hee University, Seoul, Korea

Purpose: This study examined the effect of hospitals” family-friendly management on married female nurses’ retention intention, The focus was the
mediating effects of the work-family interface (work-family conflict, work-family enrichment and work-family balance), Methods: This study was a
cross-sectional study. The participants were 307 nurses working at five public and five private hospitals with more than 200 beds in Seoul.,
Data were collected using structured questionnaires from September 10 to September 17, 2018 and analyzed with SPSS 24.0, Data were ana-
lyzed using an independent t-test, a one-way ANOVA, Pearson’s correlation coefficients, and multiple regression following the Baron and Ken-
ny method and Sobel test for mediation, Results: There were significant correlations among family-friendly management, the work-family in-
terface, and retention intention. Work-family conflict showed a partial mediating effect on the relationship between family-friendly manage-
ment and retention intention, Work-family enrichment showed a partial mediating effect on the relationship between family-friendly manage-
ment and retention intention, Work-family balance showed a partial mediating effect on the relationship between family-friendly management
and retention intention, Conclusion: These findings indicate that both hospitals” family-friendly management and nurses’ work-family inter-
face are important factors associated with nurses’ retention intention, Therefore, hospitals should actively implement family-friendly manage-
ment for nurses and establish strategies to enhance nurses” work-family interface for effective human resource management,
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Table 1. Differences in the Study Variables by General Characteristics of Participants (N=307)
Family friendly ~ Family supportive ~ Work-family Work-family Work-family Retention
Variable Categories n (%) policy work environment conflict enrichment balance intention
M#SD torF(p) M+SD torF(p) MzSD torF(p) MzSD torF(p) M+SD torFlp) M+SD torF(p)
Age (yr) <30° 22 179+ 2351 296+ 239 331t 6.84 320t 478 3.09+ 5.39 495+ 1.90
(7.1) 035 (.001) 0.64  (.051) 0.76  (<.001) 0.59 (.001) 0.50 (<.001) 0.63 (.110)
30~¢35° 76 192+ abc 2.79t 355+ e{cb 3.28t  ab<e 3.15¢  ¢ble 475+
(24.8) 0.35 <d,e 0.66 0.80 0.57 0.58 0.71
35~<40¢ 84 2.00% 277+ 345+ 3.43% 3.05+ 497+
(27.4) 0.40 0.74 0.75 0.70 0.66 1.01
40~<45¢ 55 2.30% 3.06+ 3.15+ 3.49+ 3.32+ 495+
(179 0.52 0.65 0.78 0.74 0.59 0.81
>45¢ 70 2.49+ 2.96+ 297+ 3.70% 346t 5.13%
(22.8) 0.51 0.55 0.71 0.61 0.59 0.79
Owner-  Public 159 231+ 6.77 3.02+ 3.86 318t -2.89 348+ 0.81 3.26+ 1.01 486t -1.90
ship (51.8) 0.51 (<.001) 059 (<001) 0.70 (.004) 066 (418) 0.61 (.313) 0.84 (.059)
Private 148  1.95+ 2.73+ 348+ 3.42+ 3.18+ 5.04+
(48.2) 0.42 0.71 0.66 0.66 0.62 0.82
Hospital  Hospital® 104 246 4475 3.06x 1017 311+ 1134 352+ 144 325+ 034 5.40+ 1.10
classific- (33.8) 0.48 (.001) 052 (<.001) 069 (<001) 0.66 (239 059 (712) 1.76 (.336)
ation GHP 119 199t cb<a 290t «b,a 3.24t ab<c 3.38% 3.23+ 5.46%
(38.8) 0.42 0.73 0.78 0.60 0.65 1.71
THe 84 1.92+ 2.63% 3.63% 3.44+ 3.18% 5.10+
(27.4) 042 0.65 0.82 0.75 0.61 1.76
Work Shift 184 208t 494 294+ -174 340+ -291 336t 293 3.12¢ 351 5.08+ 3.10
type (59.9) 0.44 (<.001) 0.63  (.084) 0.75 (.004) 0.61 (.004) 0.57  (.001) 1.69 (.002)
Non-shift 123 2.36% 2.80+ 3.15+ 3.58% 3.36+ 571+
(40.1) 0.53 0.71 0.81 0.71 0.65 1.80
Number 02 61 187+ 18.04 286t 2.20 340+ 3.65 324+ 756 3.17¢  10.56 465+ 5.79
of child (19.9) 039 (<.001) 066 (113) 0.77 (.027) 0.58 (.001) 0.51 (<.001) 0.79 (.003)
10 101 2.07¢ akb/>{c 2.79+ 342+ «b 336t  a,b<c 3.02+ b<c 495+ acc
(329) 045 0.63 0.72 0.73 0.60 0.89
>2¢ 145  2.29+ 2.96% 3.18+ 3.59+ 3.38% 5.08%
(47.2) 0.52 0.69 0.83 0.62 0.63 0.79
Carer’  Husband® 94 230+ 533 290+ 012 330+ 1.66 351 160 412+ 030 457+  0.19
(38.2) 0.54 (.005) 067 (886) 055 (192) 060 (204) 091 (.740) 123 (.826)
Parents® 110 2.08t b<a 2.86% 3.42+ 337+ 4.05+ 4.48+
(44.7) 042 0.64 0.57 0.62 0.87 1.16
Others 42 225+ 2.89+ 3.26% 351+ 3.99+ 445+
(17.1)  0.55 0.76 0.59 0.74 1.10 1.38
Income  <300° 91 210+ 276 3.05+ 462 325t 162 329+ 528 310t 321 472+ 661
(10,000 (29.7) 0.66  (.065) 066 (011) 079 (.200) 0.56 (006) 056 (.042) 073  (.002)
won)  300~<400° 125 212+ 277+ b<a 340+ 344+ alc 323+ alc 496+  adc
(406) 071 0.66 0.78 0.72 0.64 0.78
>400¢ 91 2.32+ 2.87+ 3.22¢ 3.61% 3.33t 5.16%
(29.7) 0.68 0.65 0.79 0.65 0.62 0.96
738 204 o]Ao] 3 olA} 20\ mletETh(p=003) =9tk
AEOLE Wtk RAR} SRR p=002), Aid 2
oo RR7t Glis 74 9-HEHp=.003), A5 4005+ oo 3005
2] wlghath(p=002), A7 104 ol 20d wigro] 3 wjgha
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7% 204 o4l 5 o] 104 Blgk WT(p=005) E3tch
1714 @9 454 olo] 304 ol 40A] lEkREHECO0D),

OE T 50 T
H| A 2R} A RARE T (p=001), AR 4= 21 o)Akl 1HE
o} (p<001), &5 4007+ o] 3007 mlekach(p=042), LA

www.jkan.or.kr



Bl 7t=Z2ISHE G0l 7|20 d7t2 AL ZH219|=0] O|%]|= ot 391
Table 1. Continued
Family friendly ~ Family supportive ~ Work-family Work-family Work-family Retention
Variable Categories n (%) policy work environment conflict enrichment balance intention
M#SD torF(p) M+SD torF(p) MzSD torF(p) MzSD torF(p) M+SD torFlp) M+SD torF(p)
Clinical ~ <3° 56 240+ 768 3.03+ 3.19 3.6 2.69 350+ 3.85 322+ 404 468+ 3.99
career (18.2) 0.46 (£.001) 0.52 (.014) 0.72 (.031) 0.59 (.005) 0.57 (.003) 0.85 (.004)
(yr) 3~¢5P 44 216t cd<a 3.09+ d<b 317+ elc 3.35¢ e 3.17  cb,d<e 487t add
(143) 0.55 0.64 0.76 0.62 0.62 0.80
5~<10¢ 80 1.94+ 2.87% 351+ 3.26% 3.14% 484+
(26.1) 0.45 0.72 0.73 0.60 0.57 0.70
10~<20¢ 92 2.09+ 2.73% 3.35% 3.53% 3.18% 5.15%
(30.00 0.46 0.71 0.85 0.72 0.65 0.93
>20¢ 35 2.20% 2.78% 3.11% 3.71% 3.60% 5.16%
(114) 0.52 0.55 0.80 0.72 0.60 0.71

a, b, ¢, d, and e represent sub-groups of each variable.

M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation; GH=General hospital; TH=Tertiary hospital.
Post hoc: Scheffé test; 'n=246 (The number of participants who have children).

tHp=004) E=}tHTable 1).

4 5 7HERS R 45 W] Het 219%(x1.10),

7HEFISI AR 7= 51 Tl B 2.89%(£0.94)013ict Y-t

3.30%(£099), ¥-

73 L3} B 3458 (+068), 47 #3o] B 3228

0.57)01ct. AEE= 87 THdol Bt 5347 (£2.0D)0Ict
(Table 2).
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FATTATE BEE ZZARMA7E 599% (184%)E TUEC]
7P EQkont Al SR Wtk oF 97t 473% Q7H)A
ot ZHERISEG RS R R oM e FEAVAAT ] 866% (266
)2 EYE0] 7MY Ekout TEAY SgE I ik Al g et

440% (117%)RcH(Table 3).
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BEBAZE Q). 71ERSRAE = G718 2 (r=-65,
p<001), €713 Hl&3H(r=35, p<.001), ¥-7H3 #@(r=.39,
p<00), AEQI% (r=44, p<001)2F AHTA} Ak L7 A
SAHE F 97 A5 7P vlSSHr=-50, p<001), ¥-7}
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FolRa, EPM4E 7H] A7 Q91 (Variance Inflation Factor)
R47F 114~1722 10 vlgho]n 2 thEgAide] gl 2oz Uet
U SARAE AAlsh o]l metsiglom, Hap B4 A3 A, 5
Aol El=|ict

ZFERSAYOFERISA =0 7FESRIS AR 9171) 3 AfEl S =9
TAPIN 2718 Bz (d-7P8 25, vlssEh 49)9] mila
e AP $1gt 39 HF Aib= Table 59 2ot 71E5%18HA|
Tof AEIG o] BAlN -7 459 mivlant AEs g1
A SHEA A 53 THEFISHA SOt uizfESel LTt
g Aol fg FF= FALPE=-40, p<001), 29A A=A
AME SHHSS 7IEXSHAE7E 454 AFe Rl folst

9GS nFTHP=.30, p<001). 3TAIA w74l A7y 2
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Table 2. Scores for Family Friendly Management, Work-Family Inter- &, 397 SHEA0IA Y713 v|LsE w2 P o), 7}
face and Retention Intention (N=307) ZXISHE (=13, p=016), 01_7]_7:4 ul23H(p=43, p<001) %
Variables Categories M+SD Range ool5le] BEOErS sl Ao Uehdt) ujzlE i) EH?}
Family friendly Family friendly policy 2.19+1.10 1~4 Q0|4 AZL Y5 Sobel testS AA|3F A} BE) wag gho)
management  Family supportive work 2.89+0.94 1~5 o
environment EAHZ=541, p<001). 7}EFISRE R 7|2} AE ez o] A
Work-family Work-family conflict 3304099  1~5 A 47V v|8ske] uiadt= 39 SR E-7H Hl&
interface Work-family enrichment 3.45£0.68  1~5 312 oyfEss e uf, 7FEFSRER 7] (R=.32, p<001), Y-
Work-family balance 3.2240.57 1~5
A glesk(R= l=h= 5] odgks 5t A
Retention 534:2.01  1~8 7P8 BlS2H(p=.57, p00D) 2 frelfate] FEabieie S she
intention o vpehdeh, wiphaTiel thet )4 A% 919l Sobel test
M=Mean; SD=Standard deviation. AN Ao} BEal7 A2 FRIEQTHZ=4.89, p<001).
Table 3. ltem-specific Analysis of Family Friendly Policy (N=307)
Implement Utilization"
[tems
Yes,n (%) No,n (%) Rarely,n (%) Partially, n (%) Fully, n (%)
Child-birth & 1. Childcare leave 297 (96.7) 10(3.3) 5(01.7 66 (22.2) 226(76.1)
Child-care support 2. Reduced working hour on parenting period 223 (72.6) 84 (27.4) 08 (48.4) 4 67 (30.1) 48 (21.5)
3. Maternity leave 304 (99.0) 3 (1.0) 5(1.7) 35(11.5) 264 (86.8)
4. Spouse maternity leave 261 (85.0) 46 (15.0) 70 (26.8) 90 (34.5) 101(38.7)
5. Pregnant employee assistance program 134 (43.6) 173 (56.4) 45 (33.6) 44 (32.8) 45 (33.6)
6. Breastfeeding facility and lactation room 152 (49.5) 155 (50.5) 62 (40.8) 52 (34.2) 38(25.0)
7. Child-tuition assistance 262 (85.3) 45 (14.7) 2(4.6) 92 (35.1) 158(60.3)
8. Employer-supported child care center 190 (61.9) 117 (38.1) 2 (13.7) 64 (33.7) 100 (52.6)
Flextime support 9. Flexible work hour policy 184 (59.9) 123 (40.1) 87 (47.3) 49 (26.6) 48 (26.1)
10. Flexible work time policy 156 (50.8) 151 (49.2) 67 (42.9) 46 (29.5) 43 (27.6)
11. Work from home remote work program 61(19.9) 246 (80.1) 52 (85.3) 6(9.8) 3(4.9)
12. Short-time duty (Part-time duty) 138 (45.0) 169 (55.0) 64 (46.4) 39 (28.3) 35 (25.3)
13. Smart work 54 (17.6) 253 (82.4) 46 (85.2) 4(7.4) 4(7.4)
Family-friendly 14. Family-day 132 (43.0) 175 (57.0) 36 (27.3) 45 (34.1) 51 (38.6)
corporation culture  15. Family-friendly employee session 99 (32.2) 208 (67.8) 42 (42.4) 35(35.4) 22(22.2)
16. Workplace counselling program 189 (61.6) 118(38.4) 85 (45.0) 79 (41.8) 25(13.2)
17. Long serve leave (Refresh leave) 179 (58.3) 128 (41.7) 33(18.5) 72 (40.2) 74 (41.3)
18. Family care leave 200 (65.1) 107 (34.9) 47 (23.5) 84 (42.0) 69 (34.5)
19. Family invitation event 107 (34.9) 200 (65.1) 49 (45.8) 48 (44.9) 0(09.3)
20. Family medical check-up aid 166 (54.1) 141 (45.9) 26 (15.6) 77 (46.4) 63 (38.0)
21. Provision of recreation facilities 266 (86.6) 41 (13.4) 36 (13.5) 7(44.0) 113(42.5)
22. Workplace relocation for spouse relocation 98(31.9) 209 (68.1) 34 (34.7) 47 (48.0) 7(17.3)
23. Operation of family-participation program 110 (35.8) 197 (64.2) 30 (27.3) 61 (55.5) 9(17.2)

"n=The number of participants who responded ‘Yes’ to the ‘Implement’.

www.jkan.or.kr

https://doi.org/10.4040/jkan.2019.49.4.386



B9 7IE2ISHAY0| 7|20 g2tSAe] 2219 = 0] 0|2 = F 393
Table 4. Correlational Relationships among the Study Variables (N=307)
x1 X2 X3 x4 x5 X6
Variable
r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o) r (o)
Family friendly policy (x1) 1
Family supportive work environment (x2) 36 (<.001)
Work-family conflict (x3) - 40 (€.001) -.65 (< 001) 1
Work-family enrichment (x4) 39 (<.001) 35 (€.001) -.50 (€.001) 1
Work-family balance (x5) 36 (<.001) 39 (<.001)  -.49(<.001) 55 (<.001) 1
Retention intention (x6) 30 (€.001) 44 (<.001)  -.53(<.001) 48 (<.001) 52 (<.001) 1

—:a;a}xﬂcar AESES] BAIN A-7H 7R wlhst
A SR AN A7b #E SR e W, 1S
xl 1 (B=.13, p=013), Y71 FH(P=47, p<001) BT <]

i

)4‘

stof HEuZ S s AC 2 vehgtt vz Estel] oiet 2
’d 75& S15l Sobel testE AARE A3 FEol Wz R3]

tHZ=5.39, p<.001). 7+&5ZFIStREIE 7|2t A= Qo] BA oA
U-7Hg #5 UH7H§?+b 3T SARA N G- S Tl
NHeE o, 7SR RERS7](=.29, p<00D), ¥-7H3
F(p=41, p<001) BF foloto] FRuj/fe-S ok 202 e}
Wt o7l tigt fold A5 15 Sobel testE AAISH 2
3} BROj7) Wag SHolEQith(Z=546, p<.001).
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Table 5. Mediating Effect of Work-Family Interface in the Relationships between Family Friendly Management and Retention Intention

(N=307)
Equations B B t D Adj. R? F o tolerance  VIF Durbin-Watson
@)
1. FFP — WFC -0.63 -40 -7.58 <.001 16 57.53  <.001
2. FFP —RI 1.05 30 5.50 <.001 .09 30.20 <.001
3. FFP, WFC — RI 29 63.40 <.001 1.85(1.83)
1) FFP—RI 0.36 10 1.98 .049 84 1.19
2) WFC —RI -1.10 -49 -9.38 <.001 84 1.19
Sobel test: 7=5.88, p<.001
1. FSWE — WFC -0.77 -65 -14.85 <.001 42 220.47  <£.001
2. FSWE — Rl 1.17 44 8.67 <.001 20 75.09 <001
3. FSWE, WFC — R 30 65.76  <.001 1.85(1.83)
1) FSWE — RI 0.45 A7 2.70 .007 .58 1.72
2) WFC — Rl -0.95 -42 -6.74 <.001 .58 1.72
Sobel test: 7=6.14, p<.001
1. FFP — WFE 0.52 39 7.49 <.001 15 56.08  <.001
2.FFP —RI 1.05 30 5.50 <.001 .09 30.20 <001
3. FFP, WFE —RI 24 49.07  <.001 1.94(1.83)
1) FFP —RI 0.46 13 243 016 85 1.18
2) WFE — Rl 1.13 43 7.87 <.001 85 1.18
Sobel test: 7=5.41, p<.001
1. FSWE — WFE 0.35 35 6.54 <.001 12 4282 <001
2. FSWE — Rl 1.17 44 8.67 <.001 .20 75.09 <001
3. FSWE, WFE — RI 31 70.38  <.001 1.89 (1.83)
1) FSWE — Rl 0.83 32 6.23 <.001 .88 1.14
2) WFE — Rl 0.98 37 7.27 <.001 .88 1.14
Sobel test: 7=4.89, p<.001
1. FFP — WFB 0.44 36 6.70 <.001 13 4493 <001
2. FFP —RI 1.05 30 5.50 <.001 .09 30.20 <.001
3. FFP, WFB —RI 28 60.77  <.001 1.94 (1.83)
1) FFP —RI 0.46 A3 2.51 013 87 1.15
2) WFB — Rl 1.35 47 9.12 <.001 87 1.15
Sobel test: 7=5.39, p<.001
1. FSWE — WFB 0.36 39 7.42 <.001 15 55.01 <.001
2. FSWE — Rl 1.17 44 8.67 <.001 .20 75.09 <001
3. FSWE, WFB — RI 34 78.09 <001 1.90 (1.83)
1) FSWE — RI 0.75 29 5.62 <.001 85 1.18
2) WFB —RI 117 41 8.08 <.001 85 1.18

Sobel test: 7=5.46, p<.001

FFP=Family friendly policy; FSWE=Family supportive work environment;

family balance; RI=Retention intention; VIF=Variance inflation factor.
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