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Structural Equation Modeling on Nursing Productivity of Nurses in Korea

Kim, Se Young' - Kim, Eun-Kyung? - Lim, Heon Man® - Lee, Mi Young* - Park, Kwang-0k® - Lee, Kyoung A°
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“The Research Institute of Nursing Science, Seoul National University; Seoul, Korea

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to propose and test a predictive model that could explain and predict nursing produc-
tivity. Methods: A survey using a structured questionnaire was conducted with 360 nurses in Korea. The data were analyzed
using SPSS Windows 18.0 and AMOS 19.0 program. Results: Based on the constructed model, burnout and organizational
commitment were found to have direct effects on nurses’ turnover intention and nursing productivity. While nursing work envi-
ronment was found to have indirect effects on nurses’ turnover intention and nursing productivity. Conclusion: This struc-
tural equational model is a comprehensive theoretical model that explains the related factors and their relationship with nursing
productivity. Comprehensive organizational interventions to improve nursing productivity should focus on improving the nurs-
ing work environment. Findings from this study can be used to design appropriate strategies to decrease nurse turnover in Ko-
rea. Further studies are needed to prospectively verify these causal relationships with larger samples.

Key words: Efficiency organizational, Personnel turnover, Environment
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Figure 1. Hypothetical model with parameter estimates for nursing productivity.
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Table 2. Parameter Estimates and SMC of Modified Structural Model (N=360)
Predicting variables Endogenous variables Standardized estimates () CR p SMC
Nursing environment - Burnout -.48 -6.45 <.001 23
Nursing environment — Job satisfaction .36 4.87 <.001 .38
Burnout = Job satisfaction -.36 -5.05 <.001
Nursing environment - Organizational commitment 12 2.54 011 .83
Burnout - Organizational commitment -44 -6.33 <.001
Job satisfaction — Organizational commitment 52 6.12 <.001
Nursing environment — Turnover intention =108} = /6% 530 68
Burnout — Turnover intention 33 4.61 <.001
Organizational commitment = Turnover intention =43%) o164 <.001
Nursing environment e Nursing productivity =14 -1.94 0562 A7
Bumout - Nursing productivity -.16 -1.59 112
Organizational commitment — Nursing productivity 53 3.78 <.001
Turnover intention - Nursing productivity 26 2.28 023
CR=Ciritical ratio; SMC = Squared multiple correlation.
7] %]
o T T
Job ™ ( Organizational >
satisfaction /) commilment )
T T —
Nursing Nursing
envionment LS AT oo . productivity Vs
2
-5 /.26
~~._ —Significant pathway (p<.05)
Tumover ) -----Significant pathway (p<.10)
intention /s Nonsignificant path
M - onsignificant pathway

x1=Nurse participation in hospital affairs; x2=Nursing foundations for quality of care; x3=Nurse manager ability, leadership, and support of nurses; x4 =Collegial nurse-physician relations;
y1="Physical burnout; y2 = Emotional burnout; y3=Mental burnout; y4 = Belief in and acceptance of organizational goals and values; y5=Wilingness to exert effort on behalf of the
organization; y6 = Desire to maintain organizational membership; y7 = Job satisfaction; y8=Turnover intention; y9=Nursing productivity.

Figure 2. Path diagram of the model.
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