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An Association among Ver bal Abuse, Social Support and
Turnover Intention for Special Unit Nursesin a Hospital

Hyeon-Sook Kim, Hyeon-Woo Yim*?, Seung-Hee Jeong"?, Sun-Jin Jo¥

The Graduate School of Public Health, The Catholic University of Korea
Department of Preventive Medicine, The Catholic University of Korea®
Clinical Research Coordinating Center, Catholic Medical Center of Korea?

Objectives: Nurses' turnover has a negative influence on the nursing staff, as well as on the hospital
organization as a whole. In an effort to reduce the turnover of nurses, the conditions causing turnover
intentions can be identified and managed. The research is conducted to identify the association among
verbal abuse, social support, and turnover intentions for specia unit nurses.

Methods: A survey was conducted in 105 registered nurses who worked in the following areas at
Kyonggi province hospital: operating room, intensive care unit, and anesthesia department. The question-
naires included questions in the following areas: verba abuse by doctors, supervisors, and colleagues
social supports by supervisors and colleagues and turnover intention. The survey was distributed and ana-
lyzed based on nurses' responses.

Results: Operating room nurses had the highest turn over intentions. The verbal abuse by doctors and
supervisors were highest in the operating room. Verbal abuse by supervisors had a significantly positive
association with turnover intentions. Verbal abuse by doctors and by colleagues was not associated with
the intention to leave. Finally, the social support by supervisors had a significant negative association
with turnover intentions. Social supports by colleagues did not affect turnover intentions.

Conclusions: For nurses working at special units, verbal abuse and social support by supervisors had a
significant association with turnover intentions. It isimportant for supervisors to make an effort to reduce
nurses' turnover intentions by reducing verbal abuse and by increasing social support.

Key Words: Verbal abuse, Turnover intention, Social support, Specia unit, Nurse
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Table 1. Self reported turnover intention (Mean+ SD) by general characteristics in 99 subjects

Variables N(%) Turnover intention p-value

Sex Female 95(96.0) 3.42+0.72 0.860
Mae 4( 4.0) 3.36+0.54

Marital status Single 72(72.7) 3.43+0.73 0.777
Married 27(27.3) 3.39+0.69

Age (years) <25 32(32.3) 3.35+0.81 0.809
26-29 36(36.4) 3.44+0.54
>30 31(31.3) 3.47+0.81

Career (years) <2 27(27.3) 3.27+0.72 0.371
36 37(37.4) 3.42+0.64
>7 35(35.3) 3.53+0.79

Education College 51(51.5) 3.29+0.60 0.096
University 36(36.4) 3.65+0.52
Graduate school 12(12.1) 3.38+0.10

Duty type Day 29(29.3) 3.20+0.82 0.054
two shift 26(26.3) 3.66+0.60
three shift 44(44.4) 3.42+0.69

Department Operating room 47(47.5) 3.57+0.64* 0.014
Anesthesia department 18(18.2) 3.00+0.73*
Intensive care unit 34(34.3) 343+0.73

Position Staff nurse 91(91.9) 3.45+0.69 0.229
Charge nurse 8( 8.9) 3.13+0.10

Total 99(100.0) 3.42+0.72

*Scheffe post hoc test indicates pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level.

390



J

G5l JRBAE Julshe

ZS’—}\ }H

2AE ol

7] 98k BEASRA = (VIF: variable inflation

fator)& “Fsted H7lshdth.

BE #A42 SPSS 16.0 Z2a3s o] &8t BAE

S

4% A7 55FPA B2 B

+ usen,

N slRer, BAA foeTe 0.062 3t

%01 26~29

Usls S - 00|22 ABIKKIXI2 0|72 £o| kY

FEAY 367(36.4%) 07 M Btk 3~6d
o] A& 7 ks APy 3TH(37.4%) 82 7V Bk
on WEHE wWE FES JEU 9 APt
519 (51.5%)2.2 7V Beta, thetw & 7+3AF 36
H(36.4%), WY Adto] % /1 ZtaAl 127(12.1%)°]
At FAHZE 4 4TH(47.5%), T8R4 347
(34.3%), "3 189 (18.2%)°1 o, dvkz] 7t5
AF 917 (91.9%), AL FSAMF o)A 8% (8.9%)°1%
T} ARk B4 mE o|Aox BAAF, ZFFA
mel o]Aem Al frelgh AFol7t UATHP=0.014).
AREEA A3 e o)A % (3.57+0.73)7F w4
o] oA %= (3.00+0.73)°l Blal s Al =Sk
7 9] dukd EAde mE o]Aoxe] Aol UrEPJr
2] &SktH(Table 1).

<
(]

Table 2. Self reported verbal abuse by doctor, supervisor or colleague according to general characteristicsin 99 subjects

Unit: Mean+SD
) Verba abuse
Variables by doctor p-value by supervisor p-vaue by colleague p-value
Sex
Female 2.80+0.62 0.536 2.88+0.84 0.108 1.74+0.74 0.334
Mae 3.00+0.49 2.16+1.30 1.38+0.68
Marital status
Single 2.82+0.62 0.742 2.88+0.89 0.622 1.67+0.67 0.227
Married 2.77+0.62 2.78+0.81 1.88+0.91
Age (years)
<25 2.73+0.68 0.417 2.85+0.87 0.423 1.67+0.66 0.634
26-29 291+0.61 298+0.91 1.69+0.67
>30 2.77+0.55 2.70+0.81 1.84+0.90
Career (years)
<2 2.80+0.72 0.653 2.89+0.90 0.554 1.83+0.83 0.613
36 2.87+0.56 2.95+0.89 1.64+0.68
>7 2.74+0.59 2.73+0.82 1.74+0.74
Education
College 2.81+0.61 0.444 2.77+0.76 0.231 1.70+0.68 0.540
University 2.87+0.63 3.04+1.00 1.82+0.86
Graduate school 2.61+0.57 2.63+0.77 1.56+0.64
Duty type 0.002 0.082 0.303
Day 2.78+0.50 2.76+0.59 1.86+0.74
two shift 3.16+0.70* 3.18+1.08 1.80+0.92
three shift 2.63+0.56* 2.72+0.86 1.60+0.62
Department
Operating room 3.03+0.60* 0.003 3.07+0.82* 0.049 1.88+0.82 0.156
Anesthesia department 2.64+0.61 2.56+0.83* 1.57+0.68
Intensive care unit 2.59+0.53* 2.69+0.73 1.60+0.63
Position
Staff nurse 2.83+0.62 0.278 2.88+0.87 0.274 1.74+0.75 0.611
Charge nurse 2.58+0.43 253+0.81 1.60+0.67
Total 2.81+0.61 2.85+0.87 1.73+0.74* p<0.01

*Scheffe post hoc test indicates pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level.
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Table 3. Self reported social support by supervisor or colleague according to general characteristics in 99 subjects

Unit: Mean+SD
) Saocia support
Variables -
by supervisor p-value by colleague p-vaue
Sex
Female 2.95+0.62 0.114 3.36+0.52 0.431
Male 3.54+0.49 3.61+0.61
Marital status
Single 2.95+0.65 0.638 3.62+0.60 0.511
Married 3.03+0.88 3.53+£0.65
Age (years)
<25 2.79+0.68* 0.022 3.47+0.66 0.372
26-29 2.89+0.58 3.68+0.48
>30 3.26+0.82* 3.63+0.68
Career (years)
<2 2.92+0.61 0.041 3.49+0.43 0.357
3-6 2.79+0.65* 3.56+0.72
>7 3.21+0.81* 3.71+0.59
Education
College 2.93+0.64 0.131 3.47+0.64* 0.024
University 291+0.77 3.65+0.52
Graduate school 3.37+0.80 3.99+0.59*
Duty type
Day 295+0.74 0.058 3.42+0.70* 0.037
two shift 0.72+0.70 3.84+0.54*
three shift 3.14+0.68 3.56+0.56
Department
Operating room 2.72+0.58* 0.003 3.62+0.60 0.552
Anesthesia department 3.23+0.88* 3.45+0.73
Intensive care unit 3.17+0.69 3.63+0.56
Position
Staff nurse 2.94+0.69 0.064 357+0.58 0.182
Charge nurse 3.43+0.90 3.88+0.31
Tota 2.98+0.72 3.60+0.61 p<0.01

*Scheffe post hoc test indicates pairs of groups significantly different at the 0.05 level.
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Table 4. Regression results among verbal abuse, socia support, demographic characteristics and turnover intention

Variables Univariate Multivariate*
B t p-value B t p-value
Verbal abuse by doctor 0.207 1.660 0.100
Verbal abuse by supervisor 0.450 6.090 <0.001 0.311 3.900 <0.001
Verbal abuse by colleague 0.168 1.670 0.099
Support from supervisor -0.579 -5.820 <0.001 -0.377 -3.550 0.001
Support from colleague -0.148 -1.200 0.233
R*=0.429 p<0.001

*: Adjusted for sex, age, career, education, duty type, marital status, position and department

5] P<0.01

Score of turnover intention

None 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-
(n=26) times  times times  times
(n=42) (n=14) (n=5) (n=12)

Frequency of verbal abuse experience

Fig. 1. Turnover intention by the frequency of verbal abuse
experience in recent 3 months

o mEAES T Aolg HGEH, @ 2RA
o 2arl %Al 249 6 ge A8 A4g weta
QA or, ARUS B AN M) ARl
3ol aAel A9 Be AFAAAE v drkn

1A sl (Table 3).

[0]

4. oloj=Z24 % Asla x|x|9} o|Flo|Eoke| ofnA

SIAb, AL BRSO dlelZew Al FRe| AHA
AAF olgelwe] AL 9GS Lolrr] Aste] 2
SIS QU RN A3t Al I dlo)2

|

J

i
P

S|

3} AbEA A 2] 7} o] A o] o] 3 Jake n)
FAEQIE HFHoz duky EX(E, o

749, wsYE, 27, 288, FH 3 A e
al

o
-

PRI
h oo o

oft,

HYG el M, gAtell o3t doj FH 3} Fate] Abzl A
3 o, 2R (VIF) =

67 Yol A A7 fle Aow
ole] gt AHE & wj, o]#9
=

YebttH(Table 4).

A2 AU AojEe FY WE olHo =] A
Aol%Y AP Wt BL5% ol4ow W4Tt fel
A 27HES BAT + UM (p0.037), 53] 103]
o1d QeFUL AP 1Al A%, @ W AP
A gre sAbel Hla frolabl ol qelw Mt F7ks

AFE B4 % NEAs 2e 9Rasl I
e 2e 54

H
Hasletaal Fed, FEA, a
o ASAE AT ddeR I silen, 24 74
A(AL AL TR AojEHI ARSH A #]7L o] A
g PlAE JEFS BAFowA HY A YlA
tEALe] o]HOEE Zo]7] 93] oW wES 7] gofof

=

Qi S0 B olHow PHAT, TREA o
& olelE A5e] AolE now 5a 5440 n
3ol Hal oot Bk, ol IRHY F 2F
B4 2488 2 540l ol Ao FFL vl
L nolow 483 Ut s44e ¥ 159
9 % 8~10%% AXST dow, 9vlel 9] B
AR E ANAQ B3 54 e $Ae] 2REE
AL 2Rl gl vetn & vk nEel
433 Aol apun], Aol Hal 544 B4

2 59 AaE} WA} Qaskso] Yo, S
gee 2¢ dug 4@ Buel go] 27] Bz 2
o) AolZe3} AEA A7} o Aelwd] o B

4
= 25.27)
& e 79U Thsael Y

2

X
-
ox
o

Ad Sqol WE oAb P} BRE AojEY £F
S AEE, Atk Aol e AojF e FRe )
A frolsbl w9t FEY dojEde BE 54 ¥4

w
©
w



cietatdelstalXl M 21 H M 4 = 20094

o4 WA degton, Rt £84 #AR edd A
#sh ool BEAe Hal ¥& Row 4AuE A%
QAR EG Ak AL mEAA] el ol %Y
o] FEAMOIY iz Mg ol 2FRAF A
AEY3 WA A& olHelmst Bage] gom, WY
ZAA Qe QolEe o] v AAAL Fel7t Bt

Folg 5 g9t

A Eskek, SkAR i
o}, Akl AHEA AR 7}
gﬂ}o s} _/’: 011;]. /\‘Zﬂ =
B skaA el A
e BEY A mu AR ge) olzelwa] 2
S wAx Ry AL guise], ot il
aFo] HBAES] 25 @ gRe ¥RAA ZUL
29 ¢ itke 4 AT oY Ak FAAR
B FARE QYo F ATANS DAt AR,
At AAE W FAASE BE 10% RE o] 4BL
welgn Bag bl Qo 2w axle] AxgEe] A
T Fede] vl wlel gAre] AA7F e Ao
SHseH, w44 A ofel] Rl wlel A=
& SAEAT F2rt PAEA RS WD,
A2 3742 B dolEY wwd w2 o]zejwel A
7

01’”915% ‘;%-ZrEtﬂ 71

e uglon], 53 AYaA @e a5 via 103 o
A REAQ QolFAS AYR BB B4 9P
A AR oAlER EFES BAL & AT ola1
@ AT A ATINE FAS ARE mAT.
3 7ol MY LIAEE dolEAS A W BE
Hog Prg v, 1 B RYPIJT Y, &
AW Yre EAES A71FHE Fa Aol e
BAS] Brhs Bt Fele wEd] AR, Bl
Sz she 5 23H02 A, el A
WE FUEA R4S HAZATH, ojZeld] A
St sEe A4 89 2 A 23w AFARE
785 ol %Y Ao AR O AT
Andon QeFde F elmsleld 2rae
S48 A5AES o de] 3% 9T VAL, £
S5 234 o4t oAbt BEETR:
she] 24H eAaF AV Be DS Wk of
HYEE Zol7] AN Akl A oA (Aol
Z2)g Zolm, FHAA ANEFOHIA A BA
2 ME A BeAtEel 24 Y902 48S 2
T & IR S A4A exvta wwEd dojzy
& 73 AR ohfeh /B QA o I

394

% ¢ dorpz dojZeg duer] A% da oag
el dolEeel WalAe FHaAle] UASH L

9% w8E Fas

B dATe 9l B¥Y 55 EAE utes £3d
ATE FA 2 ARG TLEA esken, o
A7t Aol AeH ] (selection bias)7t MAE 7FsA

o 9ol AFATE the Fehel Wholt 2o &
Aol gtk T 9ede HAx

#] PE A &
Apeol A M%aﬂﬂ A AL elelsed HA
Qg vlete] QRW(SIA, AL FR)R FHsThE

AellA 2ol 7t 9l

AL, A 2R 10599 BEAE
ek A A B 5
% B9 ARH A

an 2q 4AE HAoE

I} EAstth

gap: el 2RAA olHemrt 7MY wdT F
FAdA 53] oAl gate] dolZe Fio] B Ao
2 e Akl ojg O%oiii’ﬂol olF ol x| folg
AW e mgor, oxjst SR 2@ dojEHe o)
oot Awgol glich, =g, datel o Akg A AR
7b olA el we] fojg AW HAth Fa o A
A AR olF e mete] BRYE Holx] Fgk

sn AEA AAE BT W, 55N eSS o
Helet wobd 4 9 Zolth. @, WA v 2A
B3 24 Telsle] 7EAlEe] 24T Qe BT
1

1) Kim, CH, Lee SH, Son TY, Yoo SH. Factors affecting
the intention of transferring of radiology technologists



to different institutions. Korean J Hos Manage
1996;1(1):37-55.

2) Park MS. Satisfaction with and changing from current
job of nurses working at Seoul city hospitals. Graduate
School of Public health, Inje Univ. Gyeongnam. 2004.
pp 24-6. (Korean)

3) Doo YY, Lim JY, SeoMoon KA, Kim YA. An analysis
of nurse's perception of internal marketing activities
affecting on nurse’'s turnover intention, nursing task
performance and nursing productivity. J Korean Nurs
Acad Soc 2005;11(1):1-12.

4) Kim MR. Influential factors on turnover intention of
nurses. the affect of nurse's organizational commitment
and career commitment to turnover intention.
Department of Nursing Science, Graduate School of
Ewha Womans Univ. Seoul. 2007. pp 50-5. (Korean)

5) Seo YS. A study on factors affecting the turnover inten-
tion and job involvement of nurses. Department of
Public Administration, Graduate School of Public
Administration, Changwon National Univ, Gyeong-
nam. 2007. pp 87. (Korean)

6) Kim YM. Study on turnover intention and turnover of
clinical nurses. Department of Nursing Science,
Graduate School of Seoul National Univ. Seoul. 1994.
pp 65-8. (Korean)

7) Lee JH. Study on turnover intention of clinical nurses.
Department of Public Administration, Graduate School
of Public Administration, Chonbuk National Univ.
Chonbuk. 2002. pp 5-8. (Korean)

8) Yoon MS. Influential factors on turnover intention of
nurses at a general hospital. Department of Nursing
Science, Graduate School of Chosun Univ. Chonnam.
2002. pp 3-7. (Korean)

9) Braun K, Christle D, Walker D, Tiwanak G. Verbal
abuse of nurses and non-nurses. Nurs Manage
1991;22(3):72-6.

10) Hwang SS. A study on correlation between clinical
nurses' experience of violence and their self-esteem.
Department of Nursing, Graduate School of Kangwon
Univ. Kangwon. 2008. pp 33-4. (Korean)

11) Rowe MM, Sherlock H. Stress and verbal abusein nurs-
ing: do burned out nurses eat their young? J Nurs
Manag 2005;13(3):242-8.

12) Kwon HJ, Kim HS, Choe KS, Lee KS, Sung YH. A
study on verbal abuse experienced at medical centers.
Clinical Nursing Research 2008;13(2):113-24.
(Korean)

13) Sofield L, Salmond SW. Workplace violence. Orthop
Nurs 2003;22(4):274-83.

14) Braun K, Christle D, Walker D, Tiwanak G. Verbal
abuse of nurses and non-nurses. Nurs Manage

Z1

! - 0= AL HA|X| 2 O]& 2 o] ALty

on

s
=

o

1991;22(3):72-6.

15) Park KO. Characteristics of social support at work
affecting work stress. J Korean Soc Health Educ
Promot 2003;20(3):91-108. (Korean)

16) Chang SJ, Koh SB, Kang MG, Cha BS, Park JK.
Epidemiology of psychosocial distress in Korean
employees. Korean J Prev Med 2005;38(1):25-37.
(Korean)

17) Kippling C. Mental health nurses’ s strategies for cop-
ing with stress. Ment Health Nurs 1998;16(3):18-22.

18) Cox H. Verbal abuse nationwide, part | : oppressed
group behavior. Nurs Manage 1991;22(2):32-5.

19) Cox H. Verbal abuse nationwide, part [ : impact and
modifications. Nurs Manage 1991;22(3):66-9.

20) Anderson L, Clarke JT. De-escalating verbal aggression
in primary care settings. Nurse Pract 1996;21(10):95-
107.

21) Nam KD, Yoon KS, Chung HS, Park SA, Jang BY,
Kim HR, Ohm HS, Sung YH. A study on the develop-
ment of verbal abuse scale for operating room nurses. J
Korean Nurs Acad Soc 2005;11(2):159-72. (Korean)

22) Nam KD, Yoon KS, Chung HS, Park SA, Jang BY,
Sung YH. Verba abuse of operating nurses by physi-
cians and other nurses. J Korean Acad Nurs Admin
2006;12(3): 343-54. (Korean)

23) Shinn M, NoraW, Simko P, Oritz-Torres B. Promoting
the well-being of working parents: coping, social sup-
port, and flexible job schedules. Am J Community
Psychol 1989;17(1):31-55.

24) Jeon KH. The impact of family-friendly work culture on
work-family conflict and job attitude. Department of
Business Administration, Graduate School, Seoul
National Univ. Seoul. 2004. pp 47-8. (Korean)

25) Mobley W, Griffeth R, Hand H, Meglino B. Review
and conceptual analysis of the employee turnover
process. Psychol Bull 1979;86:493-522.

26) Lee GH. The impact of career plateau on turnover
intentions : concerning on bank employees. Dept of
Business Administration, Graduate school of Hanyang
Univ. Seoul. 2004. pp 38-9. (Korean)

27) Yoon KS, Park SA. Development and validation of an
instrument to measure the job satisfaction of periopera-
tive nurses. JKorean Clin Nurs Res 2009;15(1):93-106.

28) Tai TW. The effect of staff's perceptions of social sup-
port systems on turnover behavior. Texas A&M
University. 1996.

29) Hilton PE, Kottke J, Pfahler D. Verbal abuse in nursing:
how seriousisit? Nurs Manage 1999;25(5):90.

30) Cox H. Verbal abuse in nursing: report of a study. Nurs
Manage 1987;18(11):47-50.

395



