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Crime Investigation, Judgment and Exeontare the three aspects of Criminal
Justice System. Execution is the last but not the least line of defense. However,
correctional affairs are complicated, dangerous, regarding as low social status, and
without receiving relative respect and encouragerftem the public. These
reasons affect the morale of correctional staff. Furthermore, they affect the
performance of correctional institutions in crime correction. This research, regarding
morale at work as an intermediary variable, discusses the imfpamtrectional
related stress on turnover intention, and serves as a reference for the use of human
resources in correction institutions in the future.

This research summarizes the relevant literature in the past and uses
guestionnaires to study the ralethe correctional sergeants and junior officers from 7
correctional institutions in the North District of Taiwan. 540 questionnaires were
distributed and retrieved 497 copies totally. 452 were valid questionnaires, and valid
rate was 83.70%. Using theasstical package software of SPSS for windows V. 22.0,
the data were analyzed statistically by descriptive statistiest,tonewvay ANONVA,
Pearson product moment correlation analysis, multgdgession analysis, and
regression analysis. Importansearch findings are as follows:

The superintendents with different gender, age, marital status, job characteristics,
job title, and years of service have apparent differences in morale at work. The
superintendents with different gender, age, marital statiication level, job title,
and years of service also have significant differences in the turnover intention.
Analyzing from related coefficients, there is a positive correlation between work
characteristics and sources of stress. There is a negatigiation between sources
of stress and morale at work. There is a positive correlation between sources of stress
and turnover intention. There is a negative correlation between morale at work and

turnover intention. Analyzing from predictability for vasias of source of stress,
\Y



morale at work anturnover intention, tla source of stress of internal organization

and the morale at work of organization recognition have highest predictability on
turnover intentionln other words, focusing on reducing theess of internal

organization and boostinge morale of organizational recognition is helpful to

improve the turnover intention of superintendents at correctional institutions.
According to regression mediation and Bootstrapping effect analysis, monadekat

has partial mediation effects on sources of stress and turnover intention. The empirical
results show that the improvement of morale at work helps to reduce the direct
influence of sources of stress on turnover intention.This research examinedithe mo
of influence of superintendentso moral e
intentions and, basing on research findings, proposed practical and-tqloggearch
recommendations for future research references and practical uses for correctional
institutions, supervisory authorities and research and practical workers.

Keywords: Correctional staff, sources of stressnorale at work, turnover
intention.
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0.621~0.829
i 5 3 0.636~0.848
i 5 3
0.606~0.529 i .
3 0.449~0.725
3

24
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35 4

1 2 3

b08 0.81<

bOL7 0.765

b2t2 0.69¢

b16 L 0.61C

b06 L 0.572

b17 L 0.527

b18 L 0.511

b02 L 0.79¢

bO1 L 0.774

b03 L 0.69¢

b04 L 0.653

b05 L 0.634

b12 L 0.82¢
b10 L 0.75€

bl1 0.621
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b20 0.84¢
b21 0.834
b19 0.63€
b13 0.542
bl14 0.78¢
b15 0.60¢€
b23 0.725
b24 0.654
b09 1 0.44¢
% % % %
1 9.092 37.881 37.881  4.082  17.010  17.010
2 2.344  9.768  47.649  3.634 15141  32.151
3 1.648  6.865 54515  2.730  11.377  43.528
4 1.276  5.316  59.831 2283 9514  53.042
5 1.141 4755 64586  2.094 8727  61.768
6 1.047 4364 = 68951 1.7 7.182  68.951
3,
355
. 6.733 56.109%
1.335 11.122%
67.230%
0.652~0.817
) i 8
0.743~0.885 4

12
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3-5-5

1 2
c12 . 0.817
c10 . 0.778
c03 . 0.766
c01 . 0.719
cl1 . 0.695
c04 0.689
c09 . 0.664
c02 0.652
c07 . 0.885
c06 . 0.820
c05 ) 0.820
c08 0.743
% % % %
1 6.733 56.109 56.109 4564  38.036 38.036
2 1.335 11122 | 67.230 3.503  29.195 67.230
4,
3-5-6
3.942 78.840%6

0.828~0.926
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3-5-6

1
do2 0.926
do3 0.913
do1 0.911
do5 0.858
do4 0.828

% %
1 3.942 78.840 78.840
3 Reliability Analysis
Cronbach©os
U
. Cronbach
Cronbachés U U <50. 3
0.35 <U < 0.7 > 0.7
Cronbachés U 0S8 0.9

Cronbachos 086
Cronbachos 08
(DeVellis, 2016,
CR

Cronbachoés U

Crobachoés U 0.822 0.925
0.929 0.931
Cronbacho $.88l
3-5-7
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3-5-7

Cronbach's Alpha
5 0.797
4 0.803
3 0.756
3 0.753
3 0.709
18 0.822
7 0.868
5 0.879
3 0.785
3 0.811
3 0.703
3 0.630
24 0.925
8 0.921
4 0.893
12 0.929
5 0.931
59 0.881
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SPSS 2.0 for Windows

reliability analysis

. Cronbach's)
Cronbach'dJ

validity analysis

factoranalysis

descriptive statistics analysis
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, t t-test Analysis

s Oneway ANOVA
. Scheffebs
Tukey HSD

s correlation analysis

(Pearson correlation)

regression analysis

R2
F L
four-step approach
s Bootstrapping
1 L
- N . (direct effect) (indirect
effect) (complete mediation)

(partial mediation)

L
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(anonimity
confidentiality

e-mail
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2018 3 21 2018 4 30

7 540 497
41 452 83.70
SPSS 2.0
4-1-1
347 76.8
105 23.2 .
219 48.5 233
515 . .
31~40 188 41.6
30 () 123 27.2  41~50 115

254 51 26 5.8

L
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90 19.9

9.7 32
40.9 3 5
10 84

58 12.8 20
28.1 325
410
42 9.3

80

286 63.3
44
71 |
3 () 185
101 22.3
186 10 20
24 5.3
127
719 )
90.7



4-1-1

10

30 ()
31~40
41~50
51

(
()
3 ()
5
10
20
20

347
105
219
233
123
188
115
26
44
90
286
32
185
101
84
58
24
127
325
42
410

76.8
23.2
48.5
51.5
27.2
41.6
25.4
5.8
9.7
19.9
63.3
7.1
40.9
22.3
18.6
12.8
5.3
28.1
71.9
9.3
90.7

76.8
100.0
48.5
100.0
27.2
68.8
94.2
100.0
9.7
29.6
92.9
100.0
40.9
63.3
81.9
94.7
100.0
28.1
100.0
9.3
100.0

N=452
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4-2-1 3.898
4.282 4.210
3.898
3.301 3.843
3.898 3
4-2-1
M SD
5 4.282 0.641 1
4 3.301 0.787 5
3 4.210 0.628 2
3 3.843 0.754 4
3 3.846 0.607 3
18 3.898 0.449
M= SD= N=452
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83

18 4-2-2
_ ale
- 4.49 . a09
. 4.39 3
. aoo6 -
4-2-2
M SD
al6 5 449 651 1
( )
a09 5 439 .776 2
( Ji
a08 ( 5 435 .704 3
).
al7 5 432 .803 4
( )
als8 5 430 .851 5
( ).
a05 5 418 .774 6
( ).
alo 5 417 .866 7
( )
a07 ( 5 410 .813 8
).
al5 5 410 .999 9
( )
al4d 5 384 969 11



M SD

all 1 5 376 .927 12
( )
al2 1 5 360 .970 13
( )
a03 1 5 348 1009 14
( )
al3 1 5 347 1043 15
( )
a02 1 5 345 932 16
( )
a0l 1 5 332 977 17
( )
a06 1 5 295 1.048 18
( ).
M= SD= N=452 |
4-2-3 4.047
4.333 4.138
4.047
3.563 3.954
4.047
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4-2-3

M SD
7 4.087 0.730 3
5 4.333 0.648 1
3 4.138 0.734 2
3 3.959 0.763 4
3 3.954 0.704 5
3 3.563 0.752 6
24 4.047 0.556

M= SD= N=452

24 4-2-4
. bo4
455 )
446 3

b23
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4-2-4

M  SD
b04 4.55 .720 1
( ).
b03 4.46 .760 2
( ).
b17 4.45 813 3
( ).
b18 4.40 .803 4
( ).
b05 4.40 .791 5
( ).

b09 4.32 .970 6
( ).

b10 4.26 .886 7

( ).
b01 4.23 .767 8
( ).
bl6 4.23 .879 9
( ).
b12 4.22 .829 10
( ).

b08 4.16 .983 11
( ).

b15 4.15 .931 12

( ).
b13 4.07 .834 13
( ).
b02 4.02 .897 14
( ).
b19 4.01 .929 15
( ).

b07 4.00 1.058 16
( ).

b20 3.99 .830 17
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M  SD
b1l 1 5 3.94 .917 18
( ).
b21 1 5 3.88 .924 19
( ).
b22 1 5 3.841.074 20
( ).
bl14 1 5 3.64 .899 21
( ).
bo6 1 5 3521164 22
( ).
b24 1 5 3411123 23
( A
b23 1 5 2961.042 24
( )
M SD= N=452 |
4-2-5 3.286
3.727 3.066
. 3.286 3
4-2-5
M )
8 3.066 0.844 2
4 3.727 0.790 1
12 3.286 0.765
M SD= N=452 |
12 4-2-6

c07
87



3.75 3 c12
5 2.62 _ c10 N
2.85 3
4-2- 6
M  SD
c07 5 3.78 .906 1
)
c06 5 3.75 .883 2
)
c05 y 5 3.71 931 3
( A
c08 5 3.67 .910 4
( A
c02 5 3.461.032 5
( A
c01 5 3.26 .924 6
( A
c09 5 3.251.055 7
( A
cl1 5 3.191.182 8
( A
c04 5 2097 974 9
( A
c03 5 290 .973 10
( )
c10 5 2.8 1.136 11
)
c12 ( ) 5 2621255 12
M= SD=
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4-2-7

89

w L 3
4-2-7
M SD
5 3.311 0.963
M= SD= N=452 |
5 4-2-8
do2
N 3.63 do3
R 3.35 do4
) . 3.00
_dos
3.25
4-2-8
M  SD
do2 5 3.63 1.141
do3 5 3.35 1.043
dos 5 3.25 1.083
do4 5 3.00 1.140
M= SD= N=452 |



J

Levene

t-test P
95%
OneWayAnove

p° .05

Post Hoc test

t 4-3-1

4-3-1
t=-4.647 p=0.000
95%
95%

SD=5.386

4-3-1
t=-3.579 p=0.000
SD=2.823 95%

95%

F © .05

Post Hoc test

Tamhane

M=23.830 SD=6.972

-4.270 -1.727
95%

M=14.637 SD=3.210

-1.804 -0.522

90

.05

Scheffe

Tukey HSD

p .05

L

M=26.829

M=15.800



95%

4-3-1
t=-2.333 p=0.031 M=16.288 SD=4.939 M=17.488 SD=4.308
] 95%
95% -2.140 -0.179
95%
4-3-1
(N=347) (N=105) t p 95%C]

M SD M SD

23.830 6.972 26.829 5.386
14.637 3.210 15.800 2.823
16.288 4.939 17.448 4.308

-4.647 0.000*** -4.270 -1.727
-3.579 0.000*** -1.804 -0.522
-2.333 0.031* -2.140 -0.179

Cl= *<0.05 *p<0.01 **p<0.001
t 4-3-2
1
4-3-2
t=3.670 p=0.00p M=25.712 SD=6.713 M=23.412
SD=3.314 _ 95%
95% 1.068 3.533
95%
2
4-3-2
t=1.899 p=0.058
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4-3-2
t=-5.216 p=0.00Q M=15.361 SD=5.398
M=17.682 SD=9.086 _ 95% X
95% 1.183 4.540
95%
4-3-2
(N=219) (N=233) t p 95%Cl

M SD M SD

25.71z 6.713 23.41z 6.611 3.670 0.000*** 1.068 3.533 >
15.19¢ 2.967 14.635 3.314 1.899 0.058 -0.020 1.142
15.361 5.398 17.68z 3.893 -5.2160.000*** -3.197 -1.447 >

Cl= *p<0.05 *p<0.01 **p<0.001
t 433
1
433
t=3.841 p=0.000 M=26.449 SD=6.240 M=23.775
SD=6.804 _ 95% N
95% 1.306 4.041
95%
2
432
t=2.054 p=0.041
3

432
t=0.779 p=0437
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