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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to identify the influence of nurses’ emotional intelligence and communica-
tion within the organization on teamwork in Armed Forces hospitals. Methods: This study employed a cross-sec-
tional design with a convenience sample of 195 nurses from five Armed Forces hospitals in Korea. Data were
collected through a self-administered questionnaire from August 7 to 23, 2017 and analyzed using descriptive
statistics, t-test, ANOVA, Pearson's correlation coefficient, and multiple regression. The SPSS/WIN 21.0 program
was used for all analyses. Results: The degree of teamwork was 5.03+0.73, with scores ranging from 1 to 7.
Emotional intelligence and communication within the organization were positively correlated with teamwork.
Specifically, communication within the organization (3=.60, p<.001), the intensive care unit (3=.21, p=.001), and
the medical general ward (3=.17, p=.010) were identified as factors influencing teamwork. This model explained
51% of the variance in teamwork, and it was statistically significant (F=35.09, p<.001). Conclusion: These results
imply the need to develop an approach including communication within the organization to improve teamwork
among nurses in Armed Forces hospitals.
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=S 7]&0]aL Qlth(Linker, 2016). T3 5= 2HAF0] 2]
FZ o} oA A1 A Q1 &S u] X B2 (Institute of Medicine,
2011), 9= 9] A A& FHA717] 918l =237 F
13+ 99 =7} v 584 5|7 QIeh(Ahn, 2017).
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o]th(Baker, Day, & Salas, 2006). B¢ 32| 4 AR A=
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olg| o] o] (Salas, Sims, & Burke, 2005), €¢I+ £4}9]
AT 7150 S Eolal(Manser, 2009), HF38/d o]l
J3FS n] At} (Kang, Kwon, & Cho, 2014). £3], H A28
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(Kalisch, Lee, & Salas, 2010). whe}A] o] 79 2 & 4% 3FA}
= HeliAl= T3A Y] TS A7l Aol FAE
ohE 2310, D128 P71 W] te X144l o
7} B a8 3ltH(Mayo & Woolley, 2016).

A Aol A= A A% (McCallin & Bamford, 2007)3}
ojAbaBo] Wl FeS AL S22 AT 9]
ch(Kim & Kim, 2016). 47 %-& 2413} E}ele] 24 o)
3tal, s 2dst &8 F 4 Qe Y 2E(Wong &
Law, 2002) 2] Rh&3} 7FE A 8] 20] A-S gFFAl7] 1 (Jang,
Kang, & Kim, 2016), ¢ 2] 5 =9, 92 5 229 33
A A7E 7}A-2tHMcCallin & Bamford, 2007). 7+ Hof
A= Bista 452l AFolA Hohe s =E517]
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£ 3 A A, FTA A £, 1A T, H o AEA
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Kooker, & Shoultz, 2008).
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X5} 9JTH(Dale, 2009).
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%2 71 BT TFRAE AR, aEE0] 405%2
71wk, tiARe] & ZREEA 82 1 o) A] 3 w)vto]
46.2% 2 Wekow, Wt 1.3dol e SHA S AT E RE=
Z91(34.4%) 2} T £1(34.4%)7F AL 2] 9] of] whEhA = Lzt
S} 74.4% 2 WtHTable 1).

Table 1. General Characteristics of the Subjects  (N=195)
Variables Categories n (%) or M£SD
Gender Male 32 (16.4)
Female 163 (83.6)
Age (year) 27.8+5.32
<25 86 (44.1)

26~30 66 (33.9)

>31 43 (22.0)
Married status ~ Single 144 (73.9)
Married 48 (24.6)
Religion Yes 108 (55.4)
No 87 (44.6)

Education 3-year college 8(4.1)
4-year university 171 (87.7)

> Graduate school 16 (8.2)

Work unit Medical general ward 37 (19.0)
Surgical general ward 79 (40.5)

Intensive care unit 22 (11.3)

Emergency room 19 (9.7)

Operating room 38 (19.5)
Career in 1.3+1.22
present ward <1 84 (43.1)
(year) 1~<3 90 (46.2)
>3 21 (10.8)
Total career 3.8£3.85
(Year) <1 30 (15.4)
1~<3 70 (35.9)

>3 95 (48.7)

Current rank Second lieutenant 8 (14.4)
First lieutenant 7 (34.4)

Captain 67 (34.4)

Civilian nurse in military 0 (15.4)

Position Charge nurse 0 (25.6)

Staff nurse 145 (74.4)
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RS FHASS B3t 5.08£073 0l 95, 59199
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& Aol A ddAe] A A e 5.038 (74 ) o= &
WY 7t AWE A2 B 13 Choi2} Lee (2017)2] 5.13
B W) I SAR 2202 Ueht, 3339 254

2 R TH(Table 4). 4} Ha®} Jeon (2016)9] 4.797 (73 W) 2ok =3tk 284

Table 2. Mean Scores for Emotional Intelligence, Communication within Organization, Teamwork (N=195)
Variables Item M=SD Min Max
Emotional intelligence 16 5.03+£0.73 3.31 6.94
Self emotion appraisal 4 5.31+0.80 2.50 7.00
Other's emotion appraisal 4 5.18+0.85 2.75 7.00
Regulation of emotion 4 4.62+0.95 2.00 7.00
Use of emotion 4 5.00+0.87 2.50 7.00
Communication within organization 24 3.31£0.46 2.00 4.83
Vertical communication 8 3.55+0.51 2.25 4.88
Horizontal communication 5 3.29%0.59 1.80 5.00
Media quality 6 3.36£0.55 1.67 5.00
Communication climate 2.90£0.65 1.40 5.00
Teamwork 35 3.79%0.51 2.00 497
Team structure 7 3.74%0.52 229 5.00
Team leadership 7 3.61£0.65 1.43 5.00
Situation monitoring 7 3.80+0.57 1.86 5.00
Mutual support 7 3.86£0.55 1.57 5.00
Communication 7 3.95+0.57 1.86 5.00

Vol. 27 No. 1, 2018 71



Table 3. Differences of Emotional Intelligence, Communication within Organization, Teamwork according to General Characteristics

(N=195)
Emotional intelligence Commumc?ho.n i Teamwork
. . organization
Variables Categories torF () torF () torF ()
or or or
+ + +
DL Scheffé WElD) Scheffé LIE1R) Scheffé
Gender Male 4.95+0.84 -0.67 3.37+£0.43 0.79 3.71+£0.46 -0.97
Female 5.0410.70 (-502) 3.301£0.47 (:429) 3.811£0.52 (.334)
Age (year) <25 4.98+0.76 0.68 3.311£0.45 117 3.8210.50 1.13
26~30 5.01£0.72 (.508) 3.26£0.51 (.313) 3.71£0.57 (.325)
>31 5.13+0.65 3.40+0.39 3.84+0.41
Married status Single 4.98+0.74 -1.47 3.28+0.48 -2.00 3.77+0.52 -1.01
Married 5.16+0.68 (-145) 3.40+0.37 (-048) 3.85+0.45 (.314)
Religion Yes 5.07£0.72 1.09 3.38+0.44 2.37 3.8410.48 1.61
No 4.9610.73 (-275) 3.23+0.48 (.019) 3.7210.54 (-109)
Education 3-year college 4.79+0.84 1.94 3.171+0.36 1.29 3.75+0.46 0.60
4-year university 5.01+0.73 (-147) 3.30+0.46 (-278) 3.78+0.52 (-550)
> Graduate school 5.34+0.55 3.47+£0.49 3.92+0.43
Work unit Medical general ward® 4.90£0.73 0.46 3.29+0.40 4.01 3.85%0.52 6.61
Surgical general ward” 5.03£0.78 (-766) 3.32+£0.45 (-004) 3.76%0.46 (<.001)
Intensive care unit* 5.11+0.64 3.6410.32 c>de 4.22+0.37 c>db,e
Emergency room" 5.12+0.78 3.21£0.56 3.77£0.62
Operating room® 5.06£0.64 3.18+0.48 3.57£0.46
Career in <1 4.90+0.68 271 3.27+0.42 0.64 3.81+0.52 0.31
present ward 1~2 5.09+0.75 (-069) 3.34+0.50 (:528) 3.76+0.50 (.736)
(year) >3 5.2610.72 3.36+£0.45 3.85+0.53
Total career <1 4.7910.72 2.08 3.22+0.30 1.34 3.80t£0.45 0.50
(year) 1~2 5.0410.78 (.127) 3.3810.46 (.264) 3.83+£0.53 (.610)
>3 5.09+0.68 3.29+0.50 3.76+0.51
Current rank Second lieutenant 4.84+0.75 1.18 3.20+£0.31 0.97 3.78+0.47 0.28
First lieutenant 5.03£0.79 (-319) 3.36+0.50 (:407) 3.83+0.52 (-839)
Captain 5.1310.62 3.33+0.53 3.79+0.56
Civilian nurse in military =~ 4.95+0.78 3.2510.33 3.73+£0.42
Position Charge nurse 5.18+0.65 177 3.40+0.42 1.60 3.8410.43 1.20
Staff nurse 4.97+0.74 (-078) 3.27+0.46 (-111) 3.77+0.51 (-233)
Table 4. Correlations of Emotional Intelligence, Communica- A &g A 28 +0 2 et o]l Y A= A
tion within Organization and Teamwork (N=195) A7} EFQ19] 7S & oallatT i Tt E AFAAHA A
Emotional  COMMURICANON 9 AP 4 gl YrPlo] L WY, AENA AL w2
. . . within . N
Variables mtelhgence organization %‘!il' E]- ‘/l\_ 3)]\% Z:}-Ag —-‘Z—Xé ‘S‘El‘ﬂ 0] %‘% Z—]\g-i JTE;'.]— ‘/l\_ 3)]\]:]' Iq“j’]-
y e N JEo] gt AEd| AT} 2o e F Mo H 2R 2
Communication within .54 (<.001) T HRE LI AIALE o B A S A E 5
organization Sl 32 30) A 9 go] Bast Aojetn Pkect
Teamwork 43 (<.001) .70 (<.001) tAFRRe] 22 Y OAAE 722 3314 (54 THA)o] gL
o 23 Y 7IFALE e & B 13t Choi (2015)¢) 3.344
9] 1919402 A BT, Choish Lee 2017)9] 79t 59 (53 WA)TH AR S o= Ushirh. o) Geie dwin
a7 A7) A olale] ATt b =oka Bl Aol 7+ W, £ E AT ThEo] 7P kT oAk ulA],
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Table 5. Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Teamwork (N=195)
Teamwork
Variables
B B t p
Work unit Medical general ward 0.22 17 2.61 .010
Surgical general ward 0.10 .09 1.36 177
Intensive care unit 0.34 21 3.44 .001
Emergency room 0.18 .10 1.78 076
(Ref.: Operating room)
Emotional intelligence 0.07 .10 1.66 .098
Communication within organization 0.66 .60 9.48 <.001
Adjusted R’=.51, F=35.09, p<.001
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