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Literature Review of Structural Equation Models
for Hospital Nurses' Turnover Intention in Korea
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to review research papers on structural equation models for hospital
nurses' turnover intentions, and to identify the factors that influence these intentions. Methods: Twenty-four re-
search papers on structural equation models for hospital nurses' turnover intentions were identified for systematic
review. Results: All 24 papers assessed nurses’ turnover intentions in general hospitals and university hospitals.
A total of 36 indicators and 105 items were used to measure turnover intention. Turnover intention was positively
related with 10 variables, and negatively with 17 variables. Organizational commitment, job satisfaction, job stress,
burnout, organizational culture, and empowerment were found to have significant direct and indirect effects on
nurses’ turnover intentions. Structural equation models in 23 of the 24 research papers showed high compatibility
with the data. The models accounted for 20.1% 68.0% of total variances. Conclusion: The study findings show
recent trends in nurses’ turnover intentions, and indicate directions for future research.
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Figure 1. Flow chart of study selection process.
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Table 1. List of Reviewed Articles (N=24)

Author Year Title Source

Lee SM' 1995  The Effect of job characteristics and personal factors on work stress, job Journal of Korean Academy of
satisfaction and turnover intention Nursing

Lee SM"” 1998  Causal relationships between antecedent and outcome variables of Journal of Korean Academy of
organizational commitment among clinical nurses Nursing Administration

Koo OH" 2000  Clinical nurses's perception of empowerment structural model in nursing Dissertation, Chungnam National
organization University

Suh ID, Do JwW*” 2007  Mediating effect of organizational identification on the relationships between Journal of Human Resource
organizational culture, organizational commitment and turnover intentions Management Research

An HG, Kang s 2008 A study on the job stress, job satisfaction and impulsed unemployment of Journal of the Korean Data
clinical nurses Analysis Society

Jeong jH“) 2008  Structural equation modeling on nursing productivity of nurses in a hospital Dissertation, Chung-Ang

University
Kim CH, Yang SS, 2009 A structural equation model of nurses' turnover intention Journal of Korean Academy of
Kim Y]J, Son Y], Nursing Administration
You MA, Song JE
Kim YH, Choi JH, 2009  The impact of job overload, relationship with senior on nurses' intention to Journal of Korean Academy of
Kim KE* quit their jobs Nursing Administration

Cho CH, Kim MS'” 2010  An effect of nurses' job stress and job burnout, job satisfaction and turnover Korean Journal of Business
intention: focusing on large-sized hospital in Daegu-Gyeongbuk Area Administration

Lee BH™ 2010  Measurement of emotional intelligence in leadership of nurses in general Master's thesis, Korea University
hospitals

Moon S]m 2010  Structural model of nurses' intentions of changing workplaces Dissertation, Kyung Hee

University

Park JS, Lee Ms™ 2011  The effect nursing organizational culture on job satisfaction and turnover The Korean Journal of Health
intention in general hospital: the mediating effect of empowerment Service Management

Lee KH, Kim JY*” 2011  Effect of shiftwork nurses' fatigue on job stress and turnover intention Korean Journal of Occupational

Health Nursing
An YS* 2012  Effects of the nurses' role stress on turnover intentions Master's thesis, Kyung Hee
University

Kim EH* 2012 Mediation effect of organizational citizenship behavior between job Master's thesis, Kyungpook
embeddedness and turnover intention in the nurse National University

Cho YK 2013 A structural equation model on new graduate nurses' turnover intentions and Dissertation, Ewha Woman's
turnover University

Han JW, Woo HY, 2013  Effects of nurses' social capital on turnover intention: focused on the mediating Journal of Korean Academy of

Ju ES, Lim SH, effects organizational commitment and organizational cynicism Nursing
Han $5*
Han SS, Kim OS, 2013  Effects of nurses' mentoring on turnover intention: focused on the mediating Journal of Korean Academy of
Joo YS, Choi ED, effects role stress and burnout Nursing
Han JW*

Kang SJ]()) 2013 Mediating effects of empowerment, job stress, and organizational commitment Journal of Korean Academy of
in relation-oriented nursing organization culture and turnover intention of Nursing Administration
clinical nurses

Kim JH” 2013  Structural equation modeling for humor, job satisfaction, job stress and Journal of Korean Academy of
intention to turnover Nursing Administration

Kim SY, Kim EK, 2013 Structural equation modeling on nursing productivity of nurses in Korea Journal of Korean Academy of

Lim HM, Lee MY, Nursing
Park KO, Lee KA®"
Seo MS™ 2013 A structural equation model of nurses' turnover intention Dissertation, Chung-Ang
University

Seok HS" 2013  Factors affecting organizational commitment and turnover intention of hospital Journal of Korean Academy of
nurses: focused on the mediating effects of person-environment fit Nursing Administration

Shin EH? 2013  The effects of relational bonds, emotional labor and customer orientation on Dissertation, Kyungnam

nurse turnover intention

University
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Table 2. Type and Location of Hospitals in Articles by Year (N=24)
Year
Total
Variables Categories 1995 1998 2000 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
n% n@® n% 0% 0% 0 @) n (%) n %) n @) n (%) n (%)
Type of General 109 217 435 217 109 62 200174 3206 3(26) 47409 86 (74.8)
hospital University 6(5.2) 1009 435 435 3(2.6) 8(6.9) 29 (25.2)
Location of  Seoul-Gyeongi 109 2@0.7) 5.3 1(0.9) 11(9.6) 1.9 109 27(234) 49 (42.6)
hospital Gyeongsangdo 1(0.9) 109 66.2) 10 (8.7) 18 (15.7)
Chungcheongdo 3(2.6) 3 (2.6)
Cheolado 1(0.9) 1(0.9)
Others 2(1.7) 435 13(113) 2(1.7) 5(43) 18(157) 44 (38.2)
Total 109 217 1087 207 2107 10@7) 24209 3206 6(.2) 55(47.8) 115(100.0)
Table 3. Distribution of Number of Nurse Subjects and Hospitals (N=24)
Hospitals
Total
Nurses 1 2 4 5 6 8 9 10 11 13 No report
n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%) n (%)
100~199 1(4.2) 1(4.2)
200~299 1(4.2) 2(8.3) 142 142 142 2(8.3) 8(33.3)
300~399 1(4.2) 2(8.3) 1(4.2) 283 142 7(29.2)
400~499 2(8.3) 1(4.2) 1(4.2) 1(4.2) 5(20.8)
700~799 1(4.2) 1(4.2) 2(8.3)
900~999 1(4.2) 1(4.2)
Total 5(208) 4(167) 33125 3(125 142 142 142 283 142 142 2(8.3) 24 (100.0)
A, v, b, ARAas, 2e8g, HEA o AEdrh 2489e F 359 Bt AbgEglen,
ZAYaZ0| ZANNYE ZAEAA, 22 AT} 7]ol-7) Mowday, Porter?} Steers (1979)2] =77} & 11Hof|4] A}
7 AR, N-2A AR, AR Ao, WAK, 4 8¥0] 7P ALSHIES B Aoz vehdr) A5 sed
ARBA|, AolES 3, 7Tl 2 1@ .2%) 0] =2l 22 F 10%9] =77 AREeH, Kimt Gu (1984)9]

Al o] Ao x SR A et

ol el gl o]z o] G EHT SAETE= F 10559
ETE 7€ AL E a2 == AEAl A,
ATAT AA Fste] AR A0 & A E T FaE
PEF A 632 F7HA ] AR Hdt 135308 745

gdglon B glolAE He (24, 44, 54, 64, 74, 10
A et 7t =elx] 889 S =72 A1E|E Cronbach's
a 3= 0.45¢141 0.98 Ato]3iet.

ol 9% g o|Z o]z 9| e EHse] wet ZHET O FTF
L ARSRIE S A EH o] Ao ni= F 1759 =77} AME-5
Qo 15 71 wol AM8-E =7 Mobley (1982)2] =
T2 F 5HA AEEHA % 1159 =77t
ARS-EIR 2 1, Slavitt 5(1978)2] =77} & 3H o2 7P &

=3
o]

AA=R e )
S e

=77t & 280 AR E AT 2302 F 3% =77 AN
Ele 1, Pine, Aronson®} Kafry (1981)2] =77} 3 4Ho||
A AL, PAARES 25 £77} A8 Hglen],
Chandler (1986) 2] =77} Z 38 0JX] AMS-=|1Tt.
© 63, dFHehs 3%, 9882 3%, HEH 2%,
2EYX 2%, 44 23, AV Eed 250 =77 ARH
o, IS, AT, AAARA, AT, v,
v, AaAed, fro, WieAs, A
13y, 2AYLF, 2NV E, 24
I QLA A, AN -2 AR, AEA
A, AREAl, AokEest, A7 H
T7HARSEIIT. o] Aol Bl o] 22|59 of
ol thek AFgRE Table 4ol 213191

2423

ols}
ha =t

o]
2R
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Table 4. Tools of Turnover Intention (N=24)
. Developer Modifier Reliability Article
Variables (year of development) (year of modify) lem  Range (Cronbach a) Mean Author*  n (%)
Turnover Bluedorn (1982), 3 1~7 88 3.76+1.43 Lee® 24
intention Lee (2002), Jeong (2006) (100.0)
Iverson (1996), 3 1~7 03 _ Shin®

Lee et al, (2007),
Seo & Kim (2007)

Lawler (1983) Park (2002) 4 1~5 .89 - Kim™”
4 1~5 80 - Cho™
4 1~5 86 - Seok"”
Park (2007) 4 1~5 89 13.75+3217  Kim®
Lee (1994) Lee (2005) 5 1~5 89 3204084  Jeong™
Lee (1995) 2 1~5 77 3.02£110 Koo
Mobley (1982) Cheon (2005) 5 1~5 85 - Moon®”
Kim (2011) 5 1~5 97 - Han®
5 1~5 97 - Han?”
5 1~5 88 3.08+t089  An”
6 1~5 77 3194062  Kim™
Mobley (1982), Kim (2007) 6 1~5 82 201643837 Lee®
Becker (1992)
Moon (2010) 5 1~5 90 3.66+079  Kang'
Price & Muller (1986) 4 1~5 75 - Suh'®
Seashore, Lawler, 4 1~4 .80 - Kim”
Mirvis & Cammann (1982)
Slavittet al, (1978) Kim (1992) 4 1~5 90 370+082  Kim*
Yeun & Kim (2012) 10 1~5 81 2954077  Seo™
Park & Lee (2011) 4 1~5 87 338+075  Park”
Cho & Kim (2010) - 1~5 - - Cho'?
An & Kang (2008) 4 1~2 - - An'"
Lee (1998) 2 1~5 81 55+19 Lee!”
Lee (1995) 2 1~5 77 - Lee'”
Job satisfaction  Brief (1998), Park (2005) 4 1~7 82 - Shin® 14
Han & Oh (1990) 3 1~4 87 _ An'? (58.3)
Hingley (1986) Kim (20041) 30 1~5 92 246+065  Seo™
Hwang (2008) 15 1~5 91 4677+7.667  Kim®”
Minnesota Satisfaction Lee (1996) 20 1~5 .89 - Kim”
Questionnaire (1967) 20 =7 95 4.10£0.91 Lee™
Paula (1978) Park (1997) 20 1~5 77 3194035  Jeong™
Slavitt et al, (1978) Lee (1993) 33 1~5 87 . Cho™
Han & Park (2006) 16 1~5 86 . Moon®”
Park (1994) 29 1~5 85 2731042 Koo
Taylor & Bowers Lee (1998) 7 1~5 83 - Kim®"
Tymon (1988) 8 1~5 90 3014070  Park™
Cho & Kim (2010) - 1~5 - - Cho'”
Lee (1995) 16 1~5 72 . Lee'”
Organizational  Allen & Mayer (1990) Park et al. (2009) 8 1~5 92 - Seok'” 13
commitment Lee (1997) 12 85 428+597 Lee!” (54.2)
Mowday, Porter, & Steers Kim (1986) 15 1~5 87 - Cho™
(1979) 13 1~5 79 3114040  Kang'®
Kim (1986), Park (1997) 15 1~5 88 3341047  Jeong™
Kim (2005) 9 1~5 89 - Moon®”
Lee (1998) 15 1~5 93 4234109  Seo™
15 1~5 88 - Kim®
Moon & Han (2011) 9 1~5 80 - Han?”
Moon (2010) 9 1~5 90 2691064  An”
5 1~5 84 - Suh"
15 1~7 94 435105  Lee®
15 1~7 93 4114101  Koo"

*First author; 'Mean of total point,
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Table 4. Tools of Turnover Intention (Continued) (N=24)
. Developer Modifier Reliability Article
Variables (year of development) (year of modify) lem  Range (Cronbach a) Mean Author*  n (%)
Emotional labor  Morris & Feldman (1996) Cha et al. (2009) 5 1~7 .85 - Shin™ 2
Park (2008) 9 1-5 83 248744527 Kim? 83
Self-efficacy Bozemanetal (2001), 4 =7 89 - Shin® 2
Kim (2009) 8.3)
Riggs & Knight (1994) 4 1~5 81 368+056 Koo'
Personality Costa & McCrae (1992) Yoo, Kim, & Hyun (2002) 17 1~5 77 53,70+ 5.95T Kim> 2
Goldberg (1992) Kim (2011) 30 1~5 82 - Seok” 83
Customer Saxe & Weitz (1982), 4 =7 .90 - Shin®” 1
orientation Franke & Park (2006) (4.2)
Emotional Goleman (1998, 2002) 18 1~7 96 4.68+0.99 Lee™ 1
leadership (4.2)
Fatigue Seol (2007) 19 1~5 90 681379667  Lee® 1
(4.2)
Formal power Laschinger et al, (1994) 12 1~5 77 2.96%0.57 Koo' 1
(4.2)
Gender Kim (1991) 32 1~5 92 214067  Seo™ 1
stereotype (4.2)
Humor Svebak, Kristoffersen, & 6 1~4 72 - Kim” 1
Asarod (2006) (4.2)
Informal power  Laschinger et al. (1994) 19 =5 .90 3.39+0.46 Koo' 1
(4.2)
Internal Lee (2001) Doo (2004) 20 1~5 .88 3.081+0.45 ]eongz/“ 1
marketing (4.2)
Job Mitchell et al, (2001) 18 1~5 87 3.02+0.43 Kim® 1
embeddedness (4.2)
Nursing Lake (2002) Cho, Choi, Kim, Yoo, 28 1~4 89 - Kim®” 1
environment & Lee (2011) (4.2)
Nursing VandeVen & Ferry (1980) Ko (2006) 17 1~4 93 323+039  Jeong™ 1
performance  Park (1988), Lee (1995), (4.2)
Lim (2004)
Organizational Atwater, Waldman, Atwater,  Choi (2005) 6 1~5 85 - Han® 1
cynicism & Cartier (2000) (4.2)
Organizational ~ Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Kim (1999) 24 1~5 69 3.38+0.24 Kim®’ 1
citizenship Moorman, & Fetter (1990) (4.2)
behavior
Organizational ~ Mael & Tetrick (1992) 5 1~5 86 - Suh" 1
identification (4.2)
Organizational Brewer & Selden (2000) 8 1~7 88 4.46+0.89 Lee®™ 1
performance (4.2)
Person-job fit Yang (2009) 6 1~5 91 - Seok'” 1
(4.2)
Person- Jung (2007) 6 1=5 88 - Seok'” 1
organization fit (4.2)
Professional Arthur (1990) Song & Noh (1996) 17 1~5 87 - Seok'” 1
self-concepts (4.2)
Relational Berry & Parasuraman (1991), 16 i=7. 91 - Shin® 1
bonds Berry (1995), (4.2)
Bendapudi & Berry (1997),
Lin et al. (2003)
Relationship Graen & Uhl-Bien (1991) 7 1~5 .80 3.05%£0.48 Kim®® 1
with senior (4.2)
Self-esteem Rosenberg (1965) Lee (1993) 10 1~4 83 - Cho™ 1
(4.2)
Work family Gutek, Searle, & Kim (2007) 6 1~5 85 1913+4.047  Kim® 1
conflict Klepa (1991) (4.2)

*First author; 'Mean of total point.
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Table 5. Effects of Predictor Variables in Structural Model (N=24)
. . Direct Indirect Total Article
Predictor variables ff fF ff
eftect eftect etrect AUthOI’* Year n (%)
Organizational commitment -0.37 - -0.37 Seo‘?) 2013 12 (50.0)
-0.28 - -0.28 Cho®” 2013
-0.47 -0.14 -0.61 Moon®” 2010
-0.49 - -0.49 Jeong™” 2008
-1.00 0.15 -0.85 Lee™ 2010
0.75 -0.07 -0.82 Koo" 2000
-0.10 - -0.10 Seok” 2013
-0.53 - -0.53 Kim®” 2013
0.17 - -0.17 Han®™ 2013
-0.10 - -0.10 An®? 2012
-0.68 - -0.68 Kang'® 2013
-0.35 - -0.35 Lee'” 1998
Job satisfaction -0.27 - -0.27 Kim®” 2009 12 (50.0)
-0.57 0.00 -0.58 Kim” 2013
-0.09 -0.39 -0.48 Cho™ 2013
-0.02 031 -0.33 Moon?” 2010
-0.17 -0.39 -0.55 Jeong®® 2008
-0.29 - -0.29 Shin®” 2013
022 . -0.22 Lee™ 2010
-0.24 -0.24 -0.47 Koo™ 2000
-0.23 - -0.23 Cho'? 2010
-0.53 -0.27 -0.27 Kim®” 2013
-0.81 - -0.81 An'" 2008
-0.34 - -0.34 Lee'” 1995
Job stress 0.41 0.17 0.58 Kim® 2009 10 (41.7)
0.15 0.15 0.30 Kim” 2013
0.14 0.05 0.18 Seo™ 2013
0.16 0.12 0.29 Cho™ 2013
0.31 - 031 Shin™ 2013
0.32 - 0.32 Cho"? 2010
0.55 0.05 0.61 Kang'® 2013
0.33 - 0.33 Lee™” 2011
0.14 - 0.14 An" 2008
0.32 - 0.32 Lee'” 1995
Burnout 0.28 = 0.28 Cho®” 2013 7(29.2)
0.38 - 0.38 Moon?” 2010
0.36 - 0.36 Cho'? 2010
0.33 0.33 0.66 Kim®” 2013
0.73 - 0.73 An* 2012
0.07 . 0.07 Kim® 2009
0.73 - 0.73 Han® 2013
Organizational culture -0.15 -0.14 -0.24 Seok'” 2013 4(16.7)
-0.22 -0.33 -0.55 Suh'® 2007
-0.57 -0.18 -0.74 Park'” 2011
- -0.54 -0.54 Kim® 2009
Empowerment -0.51 - -0.51 Park" 2011 4(16.7)
0.04 -0.33 -0.29 Moon?” 2010
0.09 -0.31 -0.22 Koo" 2000
-0.20 -0.28 -0.47 Kang'® 2013
Role conflict 0.03 0.23 0.26 An® 2012 4(16.7)
0.03 0.53 0.54 Lee'” 1995
-0.02 0.15 0.13 Lee'” 1998
0.02 0.24 0.26 Han® 2013
Personality - 0.21 0.21 Kim® 2009 2(8.3)
0.06 -0.04 0.06 Seok' 2013

*First author,
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Table 5. Effects of Predictor Variables in Structural Model (Continued) (N=24)
. . Direct Indirect Total Article

Predictor variables F ff ff

effect effect effect Author* ez 0 (%)
Work overload 0.01 - 0.01 Kim™” 2009 2(8.3)

0.02 0.05 0.07 Lee"” 1998

Conservative culture 0.14 0.13 0.27 Seo™ 2013 1(4.2)
Emotional labor - 0.25 0.25 Kim™ 2009 1(4.2)
Emotional leadership 0.01 -0.28 -0.27 Lee™ 2010 1(4.2)
Fatigue 0.24 0.21 0.44 Lee™” 2011 1(4.2)
Humor 0.00 -0.12 -0.12 Kim” 2013 1(4.2)
Innovative culture - -0.08 -0.08 Seo™ 2013 1(4.2)
Job embeddedness -0.57 -0.09 0.66 Kim™” 2012 1(4.2)
Mentoring -0.14 -0.21 -0.35 Cho™ 2013 1(4.2)
Nursing environment -0.03 -0.47 -0.51 Kim®” 2013 1(4.2)
Organizational cynicism 0.48 - 0.48 Han® 2013 1(4.2)
Organizational citizenship behavior -0.17 - -0.17 Kim*” 2012 1(4.2)
Organizational identification -0.52 - -0.52 Suh™® 2007 1(4.2)
Person-job fit 031 0.07 017 Seok™” 2013 1(4.2)
Person-organization fit -0.40 -0.08 -0.42 Seok'” 2013 14.2)
Professional self-concepts -0.32 -0.38 -0.62 Seok' 2013 1(4.2)
Relationship with senior -0.02 - -0.02 Kim®® 2009 1(4.2)
Self-esteem 0.05 -0.34 -0.29 Cho™” 2013 1(4.2)
Work family conflict - 0.21 0.21 Kim®™ 2009 1(4.2)

*First author,
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Table 6. Fit Statistics for the Measurement Model (N=24)
Author* Year SMC X XP/df y2) GFI AGFI  RMSEA  RMR NFI CFI TLI
Lee'” 1995 38.00 3627 165  <.050 0.98 0.95 - 0.03 - - -
Lee'” 1998 60.00 12,88 <0.01 0.30 0.99 0.96 - 0.01 - - -
Koo'” 2000 - 139.14 464 <001 0.97 0.94 - 0.04 0.96 - 0.95
suh' 2007 - 31058 222 <001 0.93 0.91 5 0.04 0.90 - -
Jeong™” 2008 39.40 1624 1.62 0.09 1.00 0.98 0.03 0.01 0.99 - 0.99
An"! 2008 - 2506 139 0.12 0.98 0.95 0.04 - 0.97 0.99 -
Kim®” 2009 41.20 28593 196  <.001 0.96 0.94 0.04 - 0.95 0.97 0.96
Kim*” 2009 5 246 123 0.29 - 5 0.02 5 5 1.00 0.99
Cho'” 2010 - 36325 144 <001 0.90 0.87 - 0.04 0.85 0.95 -
Moon”” 2010 54.50 40230 294 <.010 0.90 0.87 0.07 0.03 0.88 0.92 -
Lee™ 2010 - 20772 223 <.001 - - 0.06 - - 0.97 0.97
Park" 2011 22.90 11397 356  <.001 0.94 0.93 - 0.03 0.98 0.99 -
Lee®” 2011 - 22388 162  <.001 0.90 0.86 0.06 0.04 - 0.94 -
An™? 2012 57.00 120 195 0.16 0.99 0.97 0.05 0.01 0.99 0.99 -
Kim®”’ 2012 45.60 9102 182 <.001 0.94 0.91 0.06 - 0.93 0.97 0.96
Seok'” 2013 39.90 0.00 000  <.001 1.00 - 0.37 - 1.00 1.00 -
Kim®” 2013 68.00  3,693.79 197  <.050 0.92 0.90 0.05 0.06 0.90 0.94 -
Han®™ 2013 56.00 779 195 0.10 0.99 0.96 0.04 0.02 0.99 0.96 -
Han™ 2013 - 432 0.68 0.74 0.99 0.98 0.00 0.01 0.99 1.00 -
Kim” 2013 = 4418 192 < .050 = = 0.05 - - - 0.97
Seo™ 2013 20.10 74464 270 <001 0.84 - 0.08 - - 0.86 0.84
Cho™” 2013 51.30 1366 152 0.14 0.98 0.90 0.05 0.04 091 0.96 -
Shin®” 2013 - 403.67 216 <.001 0.90 0.87 0.06 0.08 091 0.95 -
Kang'® 2013 - 921 461  <.050 0.99 0.92 - 0.01 0.98 0.98 0.92

SMC=Squared multiple correlation; GFI=Goodness of Fit Index; AGFI=Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index; RMSEA=Root mean square error of
approximation; RMR=Root mean square residual; NFI=Normal Fit Index; CFI=Comparative Fit Index; TLI=Tucker & Lewis Index,

*First author,
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