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Abstract

The purpose of this study is to examine the relationships of Personnel Characteristics,
Role Conflict, Work Attitude, Job Stress and Employee Turnover among prison correctional
officers. From the relative research frameworks, literature and investigated samples, the
conclusions and suggestions were proposed to decrease role conflict and job stress and
improve personal working attitude and turnover intention.

The validity and reliability of the questionnaires were examined. The questionnaires
showed good validity and high reliability. The values of data are presented in descriptive

analysis, Independent t-test, One-way ANOVA, Pearson’s correlation analysis, Scheffe’s
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method, Regression Analysis.

This research found out that role conflict is highly significant among correctional
officers, and the attitudes to their correctional affairs are discreet. Besides the ambient
pressure, they have to confront the personal pressure, inner organization pressure, and the
workload itself. The correctional officers are less significant in turnover intentions, it is
mainly affected by the factors outside the organization; for examples, the situation of
economy, politics and the employment. Accordingly, the further research may discover that
the correctional officers indeed have significantly different opinions in role conflict, work
attitude, word pressure, and turnover intention.

This research discovered that the correlations between each of the three variables, role
conflict, job stress and turnover intention, are highly positive; however, some correlations

between each of the subdivided parts of the three variables are negative.

Keywords: Correctional Officers, Role Conflict, Work Attitude, Job Stress, Turnover

Intention.
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(1998)
(1984)
(1989)
Cronbach’s a 1
1
Cronbach’s a Cronbach’s
20.193 20.193 0.7286
13.896 34.809 0.7782
12.483 47.651 0.8062 0.9594
10.490 58.141 0.7529
18.220 18.220 0.7536
15.237 33.458 0.7993
12.479 45937 0.8028 0.7649
10.040 55.997 0.7608
23.964 23.964 0.7437
17.885 41.849 0.7287
10.402 52.252 0.7427 0.9189
9.039 61.290 0.8013
63.693 0.8388
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(1) 96% (2) 31~40
57.9% 41~50 22.7% 3) 76.1% 4)
53.6% 36.6% (%)
46.6% 22.7% (6) 71.5%
(7) 29.3%
(8) 35.4% 9)
42.1% (10)
59.7% (11) 36.68%
T
(p<0.05)
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5.3

2.7231
3.1269 0.7916
3.6848 0.7351
2.7490 0.7545
3.2627 0.8453
3.2097 0.6632
3.9297 0.6682
3.2830 0.7797
3.1579 0.6611
2.5501 0.5425
3.3478 0.3753
4.0571 0.6567
3.4457 0.7979
3.4150 0.7189
3.6134 0.9270
3.6777 0.5928
2.7231 0.6733

Pearson
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Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson
0.392%%** 0.447%** -0.026 0.379%%**
-0.043 -0.091* 0.139%* -0.059
-0.082 -0.167%** 0.131%** -0.022
-0.256%** -0.283%** 0.061 -(0.343%**
0.446*** 0.655%%* 0.003 0.390%**
0.695%** 0.622%%* 0.235%%* 0.592%**
0.442%** 0.456*** 0.523%%** 0.299%**
0.465%** 0.548%** 0.228%%** 0.355%%**
0.398*** 0.478%** 0.224%** 0.319%**
* P 0.05 ** P 0.01 *¥** P 0.001
Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson
0.576%** -0.093* -0.204%** -0.389%**
0.484%** -0.060 -0.107* -0.304%**
0.247*** 0.162%%** -0.028 -0.129%**
0.366*** -0.080 -0.175%** -0.273%**
0.234%** -0.023 0.041 -0.132%*
* P 0.05 ** P 0.01 *** P 0.001
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3.
( 5)
5
Pearson Pearson Pearson Pearson
0.313*** 0.446%** 0.352%** 0.367***
* P 0.05 ** P 0.01 *** P 0.001
54

63.9%(F=291.013)
1.3%(F=2.599) 23.1%(F=38.021)
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22.6%(F=19.027)
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