o ROl BBsls BHEA
1B B R - R BRI
ReEs B ROl 2 B

a I. &7 &
I. B/EHE

L. L AR

8 =

= N. #E#

FRBEALRE S 2040 7] 0] F-o] 53 B o] BEY mbeikiHe] b, KMEUL, BREES
o] 7z mEso o5t g miEe TAUS TS B3 ke Mk

=
QY JRkES 1) ABtE e} MRS BE BTl "Hew s RE Hiiim A
FAOZ FHEM, 2) K R AEE @Al s HAToli, 3) BM 2
Lol A7E 9% WgmEolY, 4) —ir ADKEO BEEEI @EMESS) HIS
o lomiA kst A AE hxl AR ko)t wEb gikko) mhawy, E
ow 7)ssted v T3 oAeirbA Mo FAS s Aok m#He st
o} mFo HErbE T RkES Bl g B sl a0 oy
B2 7bg Fodxpalolel] ) S FEo] AEIBE REEHMITES 7HE ol

B oRE WS TASE B WA /U HHEMMS FHOE IS5 W
Be FAsUA Ramehs EEEE L RSB WAL T MBMGS Joln

Y OB A DR ZERE Ao B
1) MI/k$ks%, Rakich, Longest & O'Donovan 3t3#%, fiki & B, % Ciit, 1984, p, 238.
2) HIKERER, BidRE, 1984, pp, 240~241.
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S-eiviekel gRavEkE WA NS oF 409 AEYS FEH RO AAEY) WEA HHE

BORIME S Aol v ot gMwt ohuel mEBMY Tol I

Fe vd £ Atk FS AU o FAES] mES e Tty B £ ok

EHo Hifrs BES RWoxl, Faole A, wiY, BEdasw BA 2 #

2l A 2, oAtz pAE = EEIEANA F3o 91X 50 85745 %) (boundary role)
S YIS (@EL BMR)

o
EI

Figure 1. Role Network of Nurse
EFESKRZIC FAfRE

Nursing supervisor Administrator / Physician
LPN* Nurse Nurse
Aide Patient \ Nurse

* Note : Licensed Practical Nurse
Source : A. D. Kaluzny, D. M. Warner, D. G. Warren, and W. N. Zelman, Management of Health
Services, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N. Y., 1982, p.34.

1e]al HiEHS BAREEEA o fEiEEEV EAY Aoz MR8 E S e
H, HEPgelg 5402 wnetol B R &4 (sent role)ol] thEF ZIthel =88 I
(received role) ¥}2] 4 (consensus)”7} o] Foix]7] o3 J3o] @ Aoz F=x

oh(@2. 28H)

2elEe EPIRMRS) BWBED GEEEe] Y=S velsty MBswmE e M
MIBIRS ASe) Bo=M RMEY Y BEmRe HE BS Folvd M x
7t e BEASN B WA HAS) B olmx ¥ F UL Row Mz}
f .

3) Prgit €5, RG-S FH, $32%, 1986, pp.106~107.
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Figure 2. Boundary Role Relationships“)
BHRIKEIF R
ENVIRONMENT

Organization A Organization B
e R o o PRk el A R e E
ek I I e

» Tl | ! P 4
! - - i
: a g BRPA === —» BRPB il :
# 2 e il 1

o 2 aw ! ! e N v

Dt | | T

L________[,___%.___J

Boundary transaction system

Note : C : Constituent
BRP : Boundary Role Position
Source : J. Stacy Adams, “The Structure and Dynamics of Behavior in Organizational Boundary
Roles”. In M. D. Dunnette (ED.), Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psycho

logy, Chicago : Rand McNally, 1976, p.1180.

g

# fFgeel Heye sofstd a3 &

1) A wEEMAcT A Bl Ho) @Bmshs REBEY REEE fRES st
3t

2) olefqt FEEHmE T RERRIMEC] MBI} oYW BMR7E A=AE HMEstaiz)

o

sh=dl Ut
3. B TR

SO A A T M-S BEASE §83 FRom A EEMAC] YW olF
1R ERARON A o) wikhemy Q) WS REIEmM Y BBt oltle S0l BYHU
=

4) A. D. Kaluzny, D. M. Warner, D. G. Warren, and W. N. Zelman, Mangement of Health Services,
Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1982, p.350 4 #2183+ 7<),
figure 29} Cy, Ca, Caz®t Cg, Cg, Cp3 = MR 2ol AL (NS oJn s,
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A 7] Tzh# T2z P (Kahn & Wolfe)S-& #lfol A A Q] &HI BB &EHBIH
PEo] EolAW HESHE W lskel T (FHUE/L HolX I EHETO #VW 1P
7} wopxivha whal wh ok

olol whd #HiEHFZEE el % (Rizzo) 5ol oslA WM, 259 Wk Rol
o)l REEHE Y RABEMINES MMkl M O] MRS BiESHE SO MRS MR
KW THEMQ AHMBGES 23 Ao el I olZeo] AFolA mFsimE 2t
LEEEALO O e AES MBIREZT 2 ekkch olel g ol T X EEHE Y

=0

B EERIE O MR gl Bumgo s zhy] U AFS ZoiE mEsF Wi
Qqom oo W FERHIEEA 92,9 Tz, (House & Rizzo) = ZEIEHHEE
SRk =8

U

]
30

This X BIEOSME©] MAshRME el O 2 ZTEM] FFS T A3
olel AFEL MM MfMEe} WBEKRCEEUT HTHE T2 H
Q=d T 9} FEA] P (Hammer & Tosi)o] Wizess®ol olatd kol A Hufrrt S
I o] old MEE-S Wi thalA HFEBMMHRE T HEBEKRS U

EMOR AZbetal Qar, FhAH o= iyl E3 BEEES TAEE KA

_}{o
R
B

il

Ol
T

r{r

Bimm ol thald EEELchE EEEES oS TEmoR ZEtn Ao
o},

53], o]T Wrol A FEBMES WAL Y SIEm T AR MG 9
ZE A ergkom A REEIMIMTIO] ML Y TEw HRME el YA

#

o) &) BF 1 EIEIIM: O} BRFS i Arol @] Ay AHBIBIRE T2, T2 Y (Organ
& Greene) o] MFEMAFANAMNE TAsA RAFAUH

5) R. L. Kahn, D. M. Wolfe, R. P. Quinn and J. D. Snaek, Organizaitonal Stress : Studies in Role
Confilct and Ambiguity, New York : John Wiley & Sons, 1964, p.28.

6) J. R. Rizzo, J. R. House, and S. L. Litzman, “Role Conflict and Ambiguity in Complex Organization,”
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol.15, 1970, pp.128~129.

7) R. J. House and J. R. Rizzo, “Role Conflict and Ambiguity as Critical Variables in a Model of Or-
ganizational Behavior,” Orgeanizational Behavior and Human Performance, Vol.7, 1972, pp 467~
505.

8) W. C. Hammer and H. W. Tosi, “Relationship of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity to Job Invo-
lvement Measures,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol.59, 1974, pp.497~499.

9) D. Organ and C. Greene, “Role Ambiguity, Locus of Control, Role Dynamic and Job Behavior,”
Jouranl of Applied Psychology, 1975, pp.101~102.
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re) ' (Schuler) o W7t ML#koIA O MTWBS LAIEK, PACE, FAMO = Al
ol FAIEk R ES S SESUITE R O RISl MR Y O 24 SEw
Q1 MHBIBEMRS 23 AR, R RHESS EEBEE O B B
7o AA FHERQ AHBBGES 20 AATE P KESS Rk KESY e
Fde nyrh

ol2] 3 kol I WREE Mo R MEsE 1 SEE A 2 Fee]
 HHHLS Ugo R I FRES te 2o

FEe) sz of reh ' (Brief & Aldag) o] fzeskRol olotd BHHHSS SHBHES
ShAl =zla) EbEAL ol A o] MERREIM S SR8k A Zbela Qlom o) ek RE Rk
ol o R v FEE] I R dolNE FIEA HEm MBS
A= Zolth, 1@ i JkEAlEEo) A Q] FElgE S REIBME TS TE) AHR
%8 Holu USL Meslm Uk

#V5 ol sel N Bk HS FHERS #iso] 4BIAMER 714 =3 wH7h 21
IHAE, xp7]d-do] Qlokzt 173HMES] <=2 #5432 Ak

e A HoKkMERE TrlE 29 (Maslow)o] HoKEMSEO) Qztste) A= F o
=Ale] Rl 10709) #EankEY) EREte B#ER 400£S FRo g sto] mESe] A
2ol oK R ES Birol W ARSI EY I #RE Oen 2

HEGAY HHEEESES PEGEC v mEel #ok, A71E2dY #ok, A&
A ogokel et ol ol EdTh W HORMEER MRS ey aok, b
MoK, AHE A wkck, &5 #ok, ArIEFHS gk IESE el S-S Welm
o},

B Ve Apmrog wle) prreo] osld AMMUMEON A BH#E 1971,
ARBREEOl A 8848 FAS AU EEBHBEUNE B HAREBE 1Y =

>

flo
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P |
-

\d1
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X%

10) R. S. Schuler, “Role Perception, Satisfaction and Performance : A Partial Reconciliation,” Journal
of Applied Psychology, 1975, pp.683~687.

11) A. P. Brief and R. J. Aldag, “Correlates of Role Indices,” Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol.61,
1976, pp.468~472.

) AR, Bt “CRAEEE RO Mol R iR Y mEs) MY WA” hREL 18:

5, 1950,

13) #mBE<F, “EEIERARA & Hol MBsuL ol Bt Sarafe,” s 322 1977.

14) W AG, frdmbe Bk o) I E kol B AFge, M-S o8 (Rl REEE, B8 Ease, 1982,
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A Vebeta thgo] EEAEO R 13 EEE, MMy B, ZEMEEme B
Ngo 2 el 12 iR o] thE MERERY wEES BW ol AR
1712 el wisle] mwA S @EES 23 dom WMol fEIRES] #K o
e Fo wmEES 2T ASS ¢ 5 AUk

RELHES NI HEEES AT A HxHERS 2A RHBE KT
BHEERS A= W e #mkiko]l b I thgo] Azt Y, T 2
Z, t#A e 2 AAstT UL ¢ F Uth

ol o]l @utEle] MEEMMEES 919 GEIEE L UMM MR of
WM T2 FaB (@Sl A FFrEw o] Shoh reiuh £SEEErol A skl
el e S A ol Axrt Basih

EHl(role) & oW AT FAFT Y& MAMKEC NAE VB B W 0
S8l Zolgte= e LHEEN EFXE A FEAM= &I uR AMESHA W 1
HES BAS THC2 3o

%55 7 (role conflict) e 1 fE%HS MAAIXEI B (person-role conflict), f&EIKE

Rl

#'" (intra-role conflict), #likfi56y 5" (organizational conflict) &2 it}
EEEEOIT BHRAWS RNkl t A% AN, FEELE, T SRER=
el zgate] &b ol® RS Mol maE HEE ojv ok
{E BB (role ambiguity )2 & #13F ¥ ® gue] REow HEIWEIL FRea
g ebal A EHE A AV &ETEIC] E ERle] g2 Ad=slv|vl Bl A

HE @3t AHo|th

i

15) A<, RESHAS] REIEE B3 IR, wibA R, RiERREE, HLSAEHRL, 1985,

16) fAATZ&IHE « ZEEEH o] Aol s, aehol i ZEME7T HEEe 45
of e ik

17) #%EINEHE ALl bR, &A fENS e ERTEEMEC] I &HTE A FetA
e Aol BAste Bk

18) #lfHLER R © T—&HAY 2as s BiRelv 58, & Mg 2rd&Ed oplHe
ESRE.
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B i I (job satisfaction)2 fEHA©] 2ZEal QU= ohFe Blmo] #HRZA MR R
o MHCl A ROl A=A E FFH ATt I kR w2 A AT
ol A AFESHaL o, REHRS M AAA e iR, S e e, HEE,
AZEA7], REABROZ FESIA ALSSIA T

2. BEAT

A WfgE= SMAT fFFE(survey research) J7ikcll o¥h HRMK FAR IHILBELZ A
EEIEE S ST, 293 R RS WMBHmAES SHERE olE A dXEn
e BE AEZAN @BAEHRE 222 el @ElEs 3k

RS RS Mgz, 50 nsidl (=TS R HS 4o e
fEste] HERoW ouEAMAI A2 Ert e MES A A REEERS =
St M TRATESON A ARSI R RE 2R0TE, REIAN R GRE AYE) SMIE, MaMEN B
B, 2MIHS o8 TR lom FEBMITES M eMIES R o] At

TR B T A EROR Mol T3 TR S] REEE AhE pakol thdte] “ghA B (13)

AMRE “QEHAM7(TH) AR THSNHEE AHgsgon F5rh Be £ By
BiireS wo) @astes Aoz A8k

WA R e RIS AR X (Stamps)EX 0] HaHS ATNEEE A
71 S18te] whEoll RimEHol A 14RIIHS L SNA ALEEFA T

WO R ROl W RISl REFE “A49s] AR7GR)ANARE “Awe BART(1HE)
7tA] BT IHEE AR e HEU BSE WMEREEY & Aoz XysiAan.

EEEE R REEY 2 BB EY 9 2 Ao HEe el gE S

A 7HQlo] Bauste F-E EF A FHS 7 vhS BEEES 72, &8

2
fr
i
&
¥

o

BOiES 63, MFMEE S 42 242 vroiA e HuHSsEs A ##
ko = 3ot

EIR R R REERME Y B ERE S8 e mEE e o), b, Rug
a3, RE, MR, BRSSO, B 2 RIS o] ol XAME AT

19) Rizo, et al, op. cit., 1970, p.156.
20) R. L. Stamps, Engene B. Pid\emont, Dinah B. Slavitt, and Ann M. Haase, “Measurement of Work
Satisfaction among Health Professionals,” Medical Care, Vol. XVI, No. 4, 1978, pp.337~352.
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3. AEHZR

oel7bx] Hil REEROR <l #gro] MmEMELS] xfolE FAs7] flsted A
ol 21X 4709 KB IEIHBEN A BPIR HH&EH 30045 tha 3 2ol EERE
sk Aok

1) SKEEIHEEE : 1004
2) ERBEIREE 1 1004
3) HRBHEIRE © 504
4) Y REEIREE @ 50%

4. RHEE L S
A ALY 19864F 4 28HON A 58 6HAFolo fuAE SR 300400 A vl o] A A}

Aot

5H 6H 74 wig 3000 o] FRsEH 27207} 3|E o] 90 ME] [EINAS B
on 4 HMEE FUEA FFL HolAL Sge Aelrt fE 260 A2l
& 246W) S srHTEKE AMESERTh

. SHrikER

1. BEES 5%

MEE O] MO R Ek, MBIBASE, BRSBTS, SE, WS 1nelsch
M%) B S Fl19 2ok

2. BB 1R

Ha B o) Wt FSHRIe] s 3.4801A 3 RS 0.890]ATH

AN EE Dol AmgidEoly EEM, fEhol U@ EEMRIT MHEE =
A9-o EAZEIERE] 27002 7 vHA JUEbgew, AL KR, s, gEf1E el
i gk ERAREEC] 71 = & EIATEIC] A ek = Aol Ak REIAN B
o] 381, F—AY Ea&sHE F Yoy 5, B XA g FuE okriEE M
MAEsm ko] 3.760.82 e (£2 2H)

63



Table 1. Distribution of Respondents by Individual Background
FEEES| 151E5 2

General Number 9
Background
Age
Under 22 yrs 12 49
23~26 yrs 118 480
27~30 yrs 7il 289
31~40 yrs 42 174
41 yrs and over 3 11
Marital Status
Unmarried 165 67.1
Married 81 329
Total Clinical Nursing Experience
Under 1 yr 39 159
2~4 yrs 87 354
5~7 yrs 54 220
8~10 yrs 47 191
11 yrs and over 19 7.7
Tenure of Present Job
Under 1 yr 42 17.1
2~4 yrs 93 378
5~7 yrs 53 215
8~10 yrs 42 171
11 yrs and over 16 6.5
Education Level
Professional nursing school 138 56.1
Dept. or college of nursing 94 382
Graduate school of nursing 14 5.7
Position
Staff nurse 192 77.6
Charge nurse 15 6.1
Head nurse and surpervisor 35 153

ol FHaHO! 19 EFHEEATA UM EFILZAM S MFFE 7HAL 7] "l
BAEBEES A Jepda dow, REINEEY MHAREEN 2SS FABRO|
B gFabeol st A ECIN] Wil KMEINAM o= JmBleke] JEhat
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Table 2. Mean and Standard Deviations of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity with Respondents
FEEES| 15Z1EE X SSIEMM

Role Variable N Mean® SD;
Role Conflict 246 348 0.87
Person-role conflict 246 2.7 il
Intra—role conflict 246 3.81 125
Organizational conflict 246 .76 1.25
Role Ambiguity 246 411 0.76
Task 246 410 094
Feedback 246 411 1.08

a 7 point scale.

A—E3F B9 A7in th4o) mEiEER /E TR st B BB S Re; MMk )
WRIEES T3k 9129 7108 Aoz Azdd.

ERE o] ¥ F-§H A = 4.110]3 FEHERE= 077010k & EIBE K
o

# 3.483} vlwa) = Bl BT SRR 7E 52 Wolvh(&R2 8#1)
MBS 9 BPMLE 2 g 2T s EHEiTCl HE= FHiREE

3 AlEsE mEESEY desian & 5 Aok a8y K204 o) &k#ATE

Faglkol thgh 254 (task) o] FEHfE7}T 4.1 o R WolM= FHill B X% RFES

do

Bk gebsta) ek e Hitolu fREimo] Eho MESS T Eatn 9

a3 F# BRI (7S oE A Hrbha dexlel gk &34 A (feed back) 2]
AR = PIHE7E 4112 A YEbRth o) RS kRARkE B HO W3 AHEER

2 Higol] ol &S 7IES ZHRL UAA ZEE THFHSE fAF 5 A

N

3. MBI, B, B3] RE B REEHME

MENIEAEEE ) REN K-S WA 14ELIT7F 328, 114 L) ko] 32002 713 Sto
B, 26 ~44 Aol o] BBAIES 7H B HEEC] 71g wo 37002 felsl Aol

V&L & 5 Yok (p<0.05)(%£3 BMW)
LELT o Bifame 71 B REHS A7 222 HEHel &8 %78 71w

o= Z@H1o2 Folzxl 2% S Hesd s gFolr] uiio] EEEmEikiko] B}

65



Table 3. Mean and Standard Deviations of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity by Clinical Nursing
Experience, Education Level and Position
HMENFSICEER, B, BRI, SEIEEI B

Role Conflict Role Ambiguity
N F Ratio F Ratio
General Background Mean® SD. (F Prob.) Mean® SD. (F Prob.)
Total
Clinical Nursing 2867 0.364
Experience ; % :
(0.02) (0.83)
Under 1 vr 39 3.28 090 408 0.81
2~4 yrs 87 3.70 0.82 410 0.66
5~7 yrs 54 347 0.78 419 0.64
8~10 yrs 47 3.34 099 411 096
11 yrs and over 19 3.20 0.76 395 0.94
1.080 1.505
Education Level (0.30) (0.22)
Professional nursing 138 342 091 4.05 0.83
school
Dept. or college of 108 3.54 0.81 417 0.67
nursing and graduate
school of nursing
3.251 1.454
Position (0.04)* (0.24)
Staff nurse 191 3.55 0.85 416 0.71
Charge nurse 15 299 0.78 404 0.74
Head nurse and 39 342 0.76 3.96 0.72

supervisor

a 7 point scale

* p<0.05

N=246
7V %59 Aol MY WA kBB solxH, 84 LI LS F#RINA= ®REAE
S T 4 e fENE A7 I Eobgell upel BrEEMR ] Folxo] EEE
k#(3.20)0] Stolxl= RoZ AztdTt

B REI RS K3A B upel o] HPIKSAE FHHEKME(342)3
KL E LR (354)S Ao ¥ FFELE AFET 2RV A% & 4 gtk
(p==030]
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BEAZR] BB AKNES EE#HC] 35562 718 A el B E# RS E#ERE
o] 3422 FwWixolil {HEFR#HC 2997 71 S e FES =RV IS
& 4 Aot (p<0.05)

SEE#HES A Bxe g2 #HELe] s sty die kEEKES wol v
I EE#EY BHEE-S &He] WEY MR EE wbi e FEAA 2= ZE
o] we o=z Jehyrt

R EBEME S MEBREI 2= 1040] 4] B & 712 Bl Rl AlY @2 +F(3.95)
oli, 5~74 2 FHL 71X F#HC AY ¥ £F(4.19)22 Yt YA {9
g xol7t AotmE T 4 gich.(p=0.83)

CEBEBHNEZ S BEMKRKES EYI HilEe Hate] 4.050)0 Fili kB E A3 Fil
HS 4172 oFzte] FolE Yelyar YA A3 2ols JERA FUtH(p=0.22)

BAZAE B ¥EEHE 2 BHNES HEgel 3% /1Y Ron FFRHES
41602 7174 =& FFEYS ¢ F AAV FFES =V dodase & 5 gtk (p=0.
24)

I B2 EEIETHE S MR RSER N, BRY, BiE AES ERE JEeA &

T Aee B & Arh (£3 BW)
4 WBHRE

e A2 FEEe MRS Hoatd 321ela fHifEEE 0592 HlwFH
2 Rojr

g R o] Y e mRES Ba 29 71(3.35), fEERE(3.65), ¥
#(3.30) o] ol wheto] WjmA o REES Rolil Aom #H(3.08) = AR
(3.07)2] #E W= tah e wmEES JERI T

=, ¥B el Tadolut it&ny BBk BN AR, BRI JUERfR BsiM =
HEMSE AZista glovt HEMeZ A Afdde] ¥ &t Fdld £33 &
M= MREEZ A Roha B 5 A

53], HfEtEe]l WA vehvdes e F#Hol W HoldAr & Al mEE
A-9-7F Ba Aridgdel oA 2@ AJME BT = FHREES ARFFA wET

W

Rlov, wHMEHZA MAe] o3 #Hl7E ol Fo] Au ALS T & AUTh(R4 3
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Table 4. Mean and Standard Deviations of Job Satisfaction with Respondents
FEEEC| MiHimER

Satisfaction
Variable N Mean® SD.
Job satisfaction 246 3.21 0.57
Autonomy 246 3.07 0.74
Job atmosphere 246 3.35 091
Pay recognition 246 3.08 0.97
Intrinsic job 246 3.30 0.92
Ability upgrade 246 3.65 0.84

a : 5 point Scale

Table 5. Mean and Standard Deviations of Job Satisfaction by Total Clinical Nursing Experience,
Education Level, and Position
RENIS R, BRI, BArRl, MR s e EKE

General Background N Mean S.D. (E S::l;)
1.069
Total Clinical Nursing Experience (0.37)
Under 1 yr 39 3.22 0.68
2~4 yrs 87 3.16 054
5~7 yrs 54 3.27 047
8~10 yrs 47 313 0.69
11 yrs and over 19 3.40 0.36
0.145
Education Level (0.70)
Professional nursing school 138 3.20 0.62
Dept. or college of nursing 108 322 0.50
and graduate school of nursing
2.740
Position (0.04)*
Staff nurse 191 3.18 0.56
Charge nurse 15 3.31 042
Head nurse 37 3.37 040
and supervisor
* p<0.05
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5. MENBICHE, BE X W% BBHEE

#5004 B MENESES SR EKES AET ZRE TXE 4 X 10#
L kel £ES 717 B#ES BTate]l 34022 7 5 ¢ 5 Utk

BERGI| B R K S BB HMHOIY, KB F#HAC A7 H
gto] 3203 32224 BEINZE 1 #R7 JEIUR U

TRV MBS B OBBmEEE SR AES 22 ASS o 7 A (p<
0.05)FF# A 25 Miswepge] Watgho] 3.18, WEFHEH 331, HH# A Hil
B 3.39% Mzl wold S MMMl Eobds & & Utk (XS5 2MW)

6. IXE BRI BMEREE2A2 ERERE

#F6oIM B 5 o] HHE S HEIBEY BBHEE oo TEQ MHERGG=
-0.30, p<0.001)E ZE Ao = el F &HEEe] =S5 BBMEEL Fot
A AHEEE 5 Aok

TE B MRS R MK Fol A BN, BBV, B IAA, REEER =
TERIR FHBBFRZE GERR G el BE MR Y TES MHBBRZE 2184 )
e ROz Ve

HEER RET WAKESERS BsmE #KS B 1A (r=-0.31, p<0.001) <}
He 18R (r=-031, p<0.001), Z#AEE-S BHEME(r=-020, p<0.001) 2 2FE217]
(r=-0.22, p<0.001) %} 7} =& THER MHBBGRE 7R AT

Table 6. Correlation between Role Conflict and Job Satisfaction
HEEED BEAEERS +EBARRF

Job Working Pay Intrinsic Ability
Satisfaction Rutenomy Atmosphere  Recognition Job Upgrade

Role Conflict ~ —30%*** ok DO Rk -08 —opEE*® —16**

Person-role ~ —24*** =13* -08 -07 g e T e

conflict

Intra—role —Ip* %+ =I0FE*® ke -10 -02 ~01

conflict .

Organizational —21%** ~J5** « JE** -1 IR * ~14%*

conflict

*p<005 **p<00l ***p<0o01
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7. RBAERIEDL BESRE R 2te| AARRRRLR

K7 A B PREBDEITE ) B R AL ol = SFElE Al mREry AHBAR R (r=-0.27,

p<0.001)7} velL}aL Qe
EEIEIE S IR NSOl BEtE T =8 SmEN AHBRAR (r=-0.30,

l

ﬂlr

o} 2= 0]

o)
7‘]—3‘ = ST MK

2~

p<001)5 2=

B HBTRATE ] K Foll A B EATED - FEhtol O @ ASHINE (task) S} HAS i L HEALO] o) =
RN FMHBIBIER (=-0.28, p<0.001) S Zr=|Wh L EIFTH) #5Rol )3 M) T HEE (feed
back) ¥} HFsi 2 Aol ol = A o) HIBIBIGR(r—-0.08, p>0.05)7} Sl o2 vhebytch
e E R Akl A A HY e ZEHEsEs)L S Wateta) FolMew 159
TS R B = sobxlgletar A Z2hE )

Table 7. Correlation between Role Ambiguity and Job Satisfaction
EERESEL BRESHEERL Bk

Job Working Pay Intrinsic Ability
Satisfaction Fetonony Atmosphere  Recognition Job Upgrade
Role Ambiguity —27%** ~ S ~16*™ —03 ~18** W a
Task ~GRFEE  _ggs T -08 —pkE  _jotas
Feedback -.08 ~18%* -04 -.08 -.02 -04

* p<005  ** p<00l  ***p<0001

8. MEAFFER RBIBHE, KBVEMWIE, BBHEE2C| 5B

1) BUBSS BB S, SR 9 BRATH) BRI B 2 BT R ob o) AHRERE A%

78l A XA BRI Bh A E B R BB RE ) BRSOl o] TmaERy MBI R E
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21) Don Hellriegel, John W. Slocum, Jr., and Richard W. Woodman, Organizational Behavior, 3rd Ed.,
New York : West Publishing Company, 1983, pp.502~503.
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Table 8. Correlation between Role Coflict and Role Ambiguity, and Job Satisfaction by Tenure
of Present Job, Education Level and Position

RS SBFG, BES, B3,

*

REER X RIEMIEL BB EEAS| 185168

General Background

Correlation Correlation

Between role conflict Between role ambiguity

and job satisfaction and job satisfaction

Tenure of Present Job

Under 1 yr —B7**E*® Y .
2~4 yrs s bt 7
5~7 yrs 8% * 39**
8~10 yrs ~4T*** =
11 yrs and over -03 — 35
Education Level
Professional nursing school —26*** ~19%**
Dept. or college of nursing i = 4p**
and graduate school of
nursing
Position
Staff nurse =TT —48* **
Charge nurse -55** -24
Head nurse and supervisor -15 ~96"
* p<0.05 *p=001 ¥ pa0,001
28] 3L 114p0) 70 o] BBKRES 71 B ES wElEEY s e el SEmsl 4
BARA {2 (r=0.03, p=0459)7} vl etal o ol A 114 E 3 F oA -5
s & A, Ac&#e ek TS olaief g F A W A Ljv7E BAHY] wief
ZEIEEEC] Aokttt W AT F e THS /MR A7) WReE AydEn
BRI ZEIE O B R ALl o] ISEny FHEIRRE W gl s EJ3E B Eol

HPRBAEAER D = Jetds

F&AZ R ==

A ¢ &
0.05)

o O A~
e Y Aok

VEE HA 2] AHBHBH R (r=-0.46, p=0.001) Xt} FUHEF & Hol AHBHBH
R (r=-055, p=0.01)F =7} EolAh7} BEFEMHY} HlEES
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22) S. Budner, “Intolerance of Ambiguity as a Personality Variables,” Journal of Personality, 1962, pp.29~
50,
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Abstract

An Empirical Study on Role Conflict, Role Ambiguity and Job Satisfac—

tion of Nurse in Some General Hospital

Jin~Sook Kim*

Hospital is a complex organizaiton which is consisted of various professional personnel
such as doctor, nurse, technician, etc. Of the total personnel in hospital, nurses are about
40 percent.

In Korean general hospitals, nurses is expected to routinely distribute medications order
certain procedures, and monitor the overall process of patient care. Nurse, however, often
play multiple roles. many nurses within hospital organization occupy boundary role positions.
The person in a boundary role position can expect a great deal of conflict and ambiguity.

The purpose of this study was designed 1) to investigate the extent to which role conflict
and role ambiguity perceived by hospital nurses affects the organizational effectiveness, 2)
to find a relationship between role conflict or role ambiguity and job satisfaction, and 3)
to see the differences of role conflict and role ambiguity depending on nurses’ personal /
general characteristics.

Questionnaires were administered to 300 nurses in four general hospitals in seoul. Data
was collected using self-administered questionnaire. In the data analysis 246 questionnaires
were analyzed,

The orginal data was translated into computer input, using the computer package of st-
atistical analysis of correlation, analysis of variance, simple frequency and F-test.

The result of this study were as follows.

1. The differences of role conflict by total clinical nursing experience and position were very

singnificant (p<0.05) but according to education level the difference in perceived role

* Researcher, Korea Institute for Population and Health,
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conflict was not found.

2. The difference in perceived role ambiguity was not evident by total clinical nursing ex-
perience, education level and position.

3. It was found that relationship between role conflict and job satisfaction was negatively
correlated (r=-30, p=0.0001). Among job satisfaction variables such as work itself
(r=-20, p=0.001), autonomy (r=-.23, p=0.001), working atmosphere(r=-.16, p=
0.005) were negatively correlated with role conflict.

4. It was found that relationship between role ambiguity and job satisfaction was negatively
correlated (r=-27, p=0.001). Among job satisfaction variables such as work itself
(r=-.18, p=0.002), autonomy (r=-30, p=0.001), working atmosphere (r=-.16,
p= 0.005) and ability upgrade (r=-.18, p=0.002) were negatively correlated with role
ambiguity.

5. Among nurses who held high position in the hospital, correlation between role ambiguity
and job satisfaction was more negatively related (r=-.26) than that of role confiict and
job satisfaction, (r=-,15)

In conclusion, the results showed that nurese in 4 Korean general hospitals in Seoul
have high level of role conflict and ambiguity, and such attitudes have an effect on their
job satisfaction, Therefore, the effectiveness of organiazation was effected by the individual’
s role conflict and ambiguity.

However, managers have to give their best to minimize the role conflict and role ambi-

guity in order to enhance the organizational effectiveness.
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