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QAR oA Advstal Qi

Stutsky @} Laschinger (2013)2] =XEdojA 7214 & 4 (Personal
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TAACR AU FH2 Afel wiF sHAAA U5 (Beliefs in
ICP) # 9474 (Flexibility), A= te] A% (Trust), &2 5%E5 &
< (Cooperation),  7felo]  FAFSH= 2JAFA%E (Communication
Skills) ] &&7d3 gold oz 7450 3t
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Figure 1. Conceptual Framework for Interprofessional
Collaborative Practice (Stutsky & Laschinger, 2013)
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework of this study
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Press, 1995).
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A4 F(inter—professional) ] #4’ o]gtal o, B AL F oA
YL FTF  AEA W ¢ AEF 2 9o FY BRFEE XFSH
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AZERZE f& E&o] He ojwd /A% 234 o okl et (The
World Health Organization, 2010). A=A )
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T4
2] ¥t} (College of Nurses of Ontario, 2014).
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gt olsll, dEoEA, ANTT, vE FEE U R 2 A%l

D&

Sol A xe BEE AFHI] 8 FHHow dsks A o
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2011). A3 A dFE Fdsted Az dsAgsta
o] Eet= ZlojH, o= A FA Y Mz ool it o]sl|7} A3 wofof
gth (Bronstein, 2003). A4 ¥+ 582 X5 @A 7] 918l 24242
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4 grel gelsk Westw TAY e A Agel v

tH(D'Amour & Oandasan, 2005). T3t g8 €9 FAYO R

o

2]

2
M
X

.

oft
)

gt

BAsl 4 ol A2A Am BRe FolAm ANEM BEs

01-11

638} (Stutsky et al., 2014).

ALY FEe o8 AL 5oy FA o wet b oS BY

I A (BYS et al., 2019; A3 et al., 2018). o] A& AFEL 7

Fqe Aol dFA EAAS vfgo R TR S AFHHS et al,
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RloPE Aok= A ERE ofy g}, el &, o, HEE sk g
Q1 A o] (paraverbal communication) & A|2~3, B4, TWHES XS
sl Bldold 9JA}A%F (non—verbal communication) S EE 3T}
(Mehrabian, 1971). °JAtA4% &3 (communication skill) o] & SJAFAF
= ol &3l Bl dvpht ERAR A5 AES kAol e s e wE
t} (Papa, 1989).

A5 4 U rAFEHS dJdAA Tis T @A
220t} (Smith & Mishra, 2010). 7} 7191 122 44
e 7ol Bo xAE o]Fol ¥F9 HEE  Ftofof
StZE (Arnold & Boggs, 2019), 553 Ataxes 53 =YL
HAQsttt. olgfd RS Fal g gso] Az AEeke A ollA
At A A =2 AEAHAE AT T ATt (Helmreich & Schaefer,
2018; Smith & Mishra, 2010). =3 @Adfe] H3stn 1x=2 d&Eshd
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A A FAo|t}(Palanisamy & Verville, 2015).

LAY A WE 5 ol ARy F 50.7%E AASHAL
RO (S HAAE AT, 2018), FRITAL, AL, oA & A U
o] Hromdygy Eiglel AxAEet dFE =Aske T
gl Q7] wiiEel FEARY] a&AR0 AT

B a5ttt (Brown et al, 2009; Q%4 & 72L7, 2008). E3F 7FF A=

Q] %
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A =52 HPGH e dmEeEA Fxpel v A AAE
At fake] AR ul ghxpel vhReo] HAFLE woteto] el
A &8 b (Dougherty & Larson, 2010). A8 02, Fo A=
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SA A AFRJA SRR et al, 2014). EF FFAR=
OJALel #A} W WS 2p Alofe] ojw Wf-g-2] thslrt a1 7h=A] AR S,
ko] & WEshA thAl $F § dojgw fx} W B A7F A ¢

A3t} (Arnold & Boggs, 2019). FsAL7E o]y st HE&
Tyt A= AAAla, FAAHoH, HEsk SJARARE s
oot (FAS et al, 2014).

A, oAt E s E S B 8 el dEA e |93 dqelE
SAA 7= A3 Q401 (Souza et al., 2016; Stutsky et al., 2014),

olelg AEA 7ol AEAQ ALES Eu: 24 FEO Zus

TIHORE F
2009). T3 Cronenwett 2] (2007) ol &5t o] # o] Fo]x]7] ]3|
MA AT ol Hastth WA oAl Fold Zhxte] AN WHelE

da =8, AAEAE Fek, FAAQ] des sk Aol

Aol AT EuS AHS= o]tk (Suter et al.,

+44 A4S v A7) = dF(Verspuy & Bogaert, 2018).
A 3ol e =) MYASE Ay E,

E
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u5 33 W9l 5099 maclEE e U aAke] ZRH
GrpaEFEe]l  RAA  HAE  ARATN  ARES

& ¥ (collaboration), A1 2] (credibility), &7 (compassion),

%4 (coordination) = 93t Aolgtal 3t tE (Apker et al., 2006). E3|
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AN sFHEAA S A7]el A (self—awareness), WAlstd

=94 &4 (ethical/moral), FR.2] +3d ¥ A (balanced processing),

y

74 (transparency) 4l 7F4 Q<o =® A Htt(Avolio et al.,
2004). A7]A 4 (self—awareness)< 7AYol FHE o9
AAT=A o Axz g3 glon, gy Aol v AbgelA oW
FFe A=A XSk, ALl 7], AR, ke olsiske
Zlo]th(Avolio et al., 2004). WAsd =49
el Z 7= 7R el whet sk 9] Fo] Vel dEdFe A ke A,
= WA st 7HA A9 JdaE JAEA I BE e 2otttk (Gardner et al.,
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X
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>,
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oH(Kim, 2018).
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Table 1. Nursing Unit Characteristics of Subjects

Pediatric Adult
Total unit unit
= 2
Characteristic Category (N=250) (n=124) (n=126) t’(;;
n, mean n, mean n, mean P
(%, SD) (%, SD) (%, SD)
Male 13(5.2) 3(2.4) 10(7.9) 3.744
Gender ('O 3)
Female 236(94.8) 121(97.5) 116(92.0) 05
31.23 30.96 31.51 —-0.747
(5.79) (6.24) (5.33) (.456)
20—24 15(6.0) 11(8.9) 4(3.2)
Age
(year) 25-29 108(43.2) 56(45.2)  52(41.3)
30—34 70(28.0) 30(24.2) 40(31.7)
35 57(22.8) 27(21.7) 30(23.8)
Single 179(71.6)  95(76.6)  84(66.6) 9.770
Marital status )
Married 71(28.4)  29(18.8)  42(33.4) (.096)
Education <Bachelor 203(81.4) 100(81.3) 103(81.7) 0.023
level t Master<  46(18.4)  23(18.7)  23(18.3) (.880)
82.90 81.00 84.78 —-0.425
(70.18) (75.00) (65.33) (.671)
3—24 48(19.2) 34(27.4) 14(11.1)
Clinical career
(month) 25-48 54(21.6)  24(19.4)  30(23.8)
49-72 39(15.6) 15(12.1) 24(19.0)
73< 109(43.6) 51(41.1) 58(46.0)
47.16 50.62 43.76 1.407
(38.52) (43.64) (32.53) (.161)
Clinical carcor 324 83(33.2)  47(37.9)  36(28.6)
In current unit 9548 73(29.2)  29(23.4)  44(34.9)
(month)
49-72 43(17.2) 16(12.9) 27(21.4)
73< 51(20.4) 32(25.8) 19(15.1)
Ward 139(55.6) 64(51.6) 75(59.5)
Current work 1 90(36.0)  48(38.7)  42(33.3) 1.683
unit (.431)
ER 21(8.4) 12(9.7) 9(7.1)
28



Table 1. Nursing Unit Characteristics of Subjects (Continued)

Pediatric Adult
Total unit unit
= 2
Characteristic Category (N=250) (n=124) (n=126) t’(;;
n, mean n, mean n, mean P
(%, SD) (%, SD) (%, SD)
Preference to  Yes 117(47.3) 48(38.7) 69(54.8)

7.208
current (.027)
workplace T No 130(52.7) 73(60.5) 57(45.2) )

Rotating shift  235(94.0) 115(92.7) 120(95.2)
. 0.690
Shift pattern (406)
Fixed shift 15(6.0) 9(7.3) 6(4.8) '
No. of night 5.48 5.30 5.66 —-1.207
shift (2.33) (2.49) (2.16) (.229)
<9 50(36.0) 26(40.6) 24(32.0) 1.115
Ward 2
9<  89(64.0) 38(59.4) 51(68.0)  (-290)
No. of <2 58(64.4) 27(56.2)  31(73.8) 0.082
patients ICU '
assigned 2<  32(35.6) 21438 11262 3014
R+ <6 7(41.1) 3(30.0) 4(57.1) 1.952
6<  10(58.9) 7(70.0)  3(42.9) (.263)
Physicians Yes 230(92.0) 116(93.5) 114(90.5) 0.801
stay (371)
in the unit No 20(8.0) 8(6.5) 12(9.5) '
Job 5.51 5.60 5.40 0.710
satisfaction (2.04) (1.89) (2.19) (.478)
Subjective 7.86 7.81 7.92 —-0.609
workload (1.47) (£.36) (1.58) (.543)

T Missing data were not included.
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2. ol EZ Y9 AAZTHY S 73 ALY AIAF S
g 7k3AM7) QA £715ALe] AR YA, 7HEA-

25 G, HEAL- AL G Aol

AT TS 57 WAl obEtEeel7E 3.73(+£0.24) %, 4R1E
H917F 3.68(F0.47)H o vERg e #o3 Zpol= gLl (t=0.978,

p=.329). 2x3 A7} QA S ALY A YA L 54 whA o of% 7k

}ol'

TV 3.44(£0.76) F, AAZMEE7F 3.27(£0.78) o2 eSO
o o 2bol= AATH(=1.754, p=.081).

A=A 82 43 e ol st 97 T4 2.94(£0.26)
A, ARJNBE L7 2.89(£0.340) o= ER O™ {28 atol= ¢l
OH(t=1.282, p=.201), st ‘A olA obEtadel7F 3.08(+
0.3, AARzE7 2.86(£0.46)Hoz Fo3t o7k AUt
(t=2.576, p=.011).

s A=A FE & 57 v obs ks 917F T4 3.49(£0.56) A,
Azta ekl 7F 3.23(0.71)Ho % vEer §23% zto]7F Tt
(t=3.095, p=.002). 3+-F & And, @2 PR FHFdE ol
FE k99 AlzkE ek ZhzF 3.77(+0.51) 4, 3.58(+£0.65)Ho 2

=2.650, p=.009), ‘A5 JAAA G FA=
obsta ke el JtE e 27 3.38(£0.67)F, 3.10(+0.83)F o=
F23k 2Fol7F AU (t=2.989, p=.003), ‘FFZAF—=2JA} 7+ A

2 obE a9 AAztses) 47 3.27(£0.65) %, 2.99(£0.87) 4
30



o2 Fo%k 2o 7} A THt=2.850, p=.005).

Table 2. Communication Competence, Authentic Leadership, Nurse—
Nurse Collaboration, Nurse—Physician Collaboration according to the

units (Total N=250)
Pediatric Adult
Variabl Cat i (n=124) (n=126) t(0)
ariables ategories Mean Mean D
(SD) (SD)
C‘i“C‘;nt‘iJOIE 3.73 3.68 0.978
(0.35) (0.47) (.329)

Competence

Authentic 3.44 3.27 1.754

Leadership (0.76) (0.78) (.081)

Total 2.94 2.89 1.282

ota (0.26) (0.34) (.201)

. 2.93 2.85 1.431

Conflict management (0.41) (0.43) (.154)

Communication 2.61 2.60 0.185

Nurse—Nurse (0.37) (0.42) (.854)
COllaboratlon Sh . d . 3.04 3.01 0.588
ared processes 0.21) (0.38) (.557)

Coordination 3.08 2.86 2.576

oorcinatio (0.39) (0.46) (011)

Professionalism 3.19 3.16 0.579

otessionais (0.38) (0.46) (.563)

Total 3.49 3.23 3.095

(0.56) 0.71) (.002)

Sharing of patient 3.77 3.58 2.650

information (0.51) (0.65) (.009)

Nurse—

Colaboration  srouess omthe” 3.38 310 2.989
P (0.67) (0.83) (.003)
cure/care

Relationship between 3.27 2.99 2.850
nurse and physician (0.65) (0.87) (.005)
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Table 3. Nurse—Nurse Collaboration by General Characteristics
(Total N=250)

Nurse—Nurse Collaboration

Pediatric(n=124)

Adult (n=126)

variables categories
n Mean t, F, Z n Mean t, F, Z
(SD) () (SD) 02)
2.88 3.10
Conder Male 3 0.200 -0.480 O 0.26) —2.127
el gy 294 (63D |, 2.87 (.033)
emaie (0.26) (0.34)
2.96 2.89
<
Education Bachelor 10054 1794 193 (035 —0.006
level 2.85 (.075) 2.89 (.995)
<
Master=" 23 ) 95) 25 (0.28)
2.93 2.79
3-24 3 0.26) 14 (0.43)
Total 3.02 3.00
Clinical 25-48 24 (0.23) 0845 0 (044 2.356
Career 2.95 (.472) 2.78 (.075)
(month) 9772 15 (0.23) 24 0.24)
2.91 2.91
<
3= oL (0.28) 58 (0.28)
2.93 2.82
Clinical 3-24 T 0.29) 36 (0.34)
C roor | 25—48 29 2.98 44 2.94
errfee;tm (0.25) 0.223 (0.41)  0.839
: ~ 2.93 (.880) 2.89 (.475)
L(‘rrrlfémh) 49-72 16 (.25 2T (0.30)
o - 2.94 . 2.92
= (0.25) (0.19)
2.97 2.96
Ward 5 (0.26) (0,29
. 2.89 2.312 2.86 0.773
Unit type  ICU B 023 0 ¥ 040 (51D
3.05 2.78
ER 12 .30 O (040
2.95 2.89
fgiﬁf’;&e ves B 0.20) 0161 99 (3% 0207
. 2.94 (.872) 2.90 (.837)
workplace No 73 (0.28) 57 (0.28)

. 2.94 3.50
Sgyymans Yes U6 0260  -o723 M (056 -615
: . 2.99 (.470) 3.30 (.538)
in the unit No 8 (0.29) 12 (0.44)

T Missing data were not included.
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=
176, p=.049) & K3t}

Table 4. Correlation between General Characteristics and
Nurse—Nurse Collaboration (Total N=250)

Nurse—Nurse Collaboration

Variables Pediatric(n=124) Adult (n=126)
r(p) r(p)
Job Satisfaction .297(.001) .444(<.001)
Subjective Workload .206(.022) —-.176(.049)
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FrEate] AR ESE, 1EA} A sk dEReAe] 1Y E

JE o} 3 A- A FE o AATAE AR A3l <Table 5>9 2

5
A AESE (r=.511, p=<.001), Zr3A7} QA&= 7hE Ta| =2 24

94 JE=(r=.405, p=<.001) ¢} Fst A (+) 9o FAAAE B

Table 5. Correlation between Study Variables and Nurse—Nurse
Collaboration (Total N=250)

Nurse—Nurse Collaboration

Variables Pediatric(n=124)  Adult (n=126)
r(p) r(p)
Communication Competence .341(<.001) .511(<.001)
Authentic Leadership .271(.002) .405(<.001)
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Table 6. Nurse—Physician collaboration by General Characteristics
(Total N=250)

Nurse—Physician Collaboration

variables categories Pi/clliatric (nt= 1P‘242) ﬁdult (n= 12;:)) 7
ean , I, ean , L'y
i (SD) (p) " (SD) (p)
Male 3 3.50 10 3.42
Gender (0.38)  —0.106 0.67)  —1.025
fomale 121 3.49 (.916) 116 3.22 (.306)
(0.56) (0.71)
100 3.50 103 3.24
Education ~  achelor (0.54)  0.317 0.72)  0.095
level® Mastor < 23 3.46 (.752) 23 3.22 (.925)
- (0.67) (0.68)
34 3.63 14 3.17
324 (0.55) (0.96)
Total 24 3.46 30 3.48
Clinical 25-48 0.63)  1.154 (0.66) 5’681717)
Career 49—79 15 3.33 (.330) 24 2.85 ;:<bass
(month) (0.53) (0.55)
2o 51 3.46 58 3.28
(0.53) (0.68)
3-24 47 3.57 36 3.19
Clinical (0.56) (0.80)
Caroer i 25748 29 3.42 44 3.24
rrent (0.62) 0.695 (0.69) 0.648
it 49-72 16 3.38 (557) 27 3.15 (.586)
(month) (0.45) (0.69)
73< 32 3.49 19 3.43
(0.54) (0.64)
Ward 64 3.36 75 3.20
(0.55) 4.556 (0.68)
Unit type ICU 48 3.67 (012) 42 3.32 1.259
(0.47) a<b (0.70) (.292)
ER 12 3.46 a=c* 9 2.91
0.71) (0.99)
Preference Ves 48 3.56 69 3.31
to current (0.55) 1.205 0.77) 1.373
workplace N 73 3.44 (.231) 57 3.14 (.175)
' © (0.57) (0.63)

. 116 2.90 114 3.21
Physicians  Yes (0.32)  —0.956 0.72)  -1.313
fﬁi’le it N 8 986  (339) 12 345  (.189)

© (0.53) (0.57)

T Missing data were not included. ¥ Scheffe
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(r=—.167, p=.061).

Table 7. Correlation between General Characteristics and Nurse—
Physician Collaboration (Total N=250)

Nurse—Physician Collaboration

Variables Pediatric(n=124) Adult(n=126)

r(p) r(p)
Job Satisfaction .295(.001) .373(<.001)
Subjective Workload .160(.076) —.167(.061)
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2) 23AL- AL BH} FEALY GALESE, 2EA}
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Table 8. Correlation between Study Variables and Nurse—
Physician Collaboration by unit (Total N=250)
Nurse—Physician Collaboration

Variables Pediatric(n=124) Adult(n=126)

r(p) r(p)
Communication Competence .190(.034) .495(<.001)
Authentic Leadership .108(.233) .418(<.001)
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Table 9. Factors affecting Nurse—Nurse Collaboration

(Total N=250)

Model 1 Model 2
Variables
B SE 8 t D B SE B t D
(Constant) 1.522 169 8.996 <.001 1.539 171 8.999 <.001
Female 084 074 061 1.134 258 092 075 066 1.223 223
(Male=0)
Job Satisfaction 041 008 271 4.842 <.001 041 008 270 4.819 <.001
Subjective
002 011 008 143 887 002 011 010 178 859
Workload
Communication 250 041 342 6.046 <.001 250 041 341 6.029 <.001
Competence
Authentic 068 023 171 3.003 .003 066 023 166 2.904 004
Leadership
Pediatric unit
(Adult wmite0) 023 033 038 710 478
R? .325 327
Adj R? 311 310
AR? .001
F(p) 23.524(<.001) 19.648(<.001)

42



2) 5 -AL A9 A 23

AN e s AR Ay, 53 dAFEY
+-=2}8HA (tolerance) = .831—.978% .10 oJAo|gx, FHAFH A=}
(VIF)+= 1.022-1.204%.2 10°]3t2 At=¥HAu. wetr SHWHSFE

7ol g9 A4+ %Y. Durbin—Watsons 1.9400.% 29
717k @A) HHA FAlE A4 &2 Z o2 YE T

<Table 10>9X = EA-YAL FEHE& FTHFHFZ FYsa,
= ]

1

%
23 19 Am#ES 255%F=15.201, p<.001)E YERO M,
EAHE F ZEFEA FEAA (= 162, p=.005), THFU=ZE(R

=.241, p<.001), O AT sH(p= .269, p<.001),

[

AAZHA (g= 180, p=.003)°] ztZA=9A} HHY] {9
FgFadoz FAHL oA E FFH R T 7y 29
A e 27.2%(F=14.270, p<.001) o2 Yehgth ofs3rsehe]z}
A=A Ho thall FrFAoE 1.9%9 AWeEs Frpxzow,
ol BAACE Fos dFS FE 2lox YERHTH(B=.140,

p=.011).

43



Table 10. Factors affecting Nurse—Physician Collaboration (Total N=250)

Model 1 Model 2
Variables
B SE Vs t D B SE Vs t D
(Constant) 886 1338 2.622 .009 868 334 2.597 010
Total Clinical - 001 001 -077 —1.382 168 ~ 001 001 —074  —1.346 180
Career
Unit—-ICU
(Ward=0) 220 078 162 2.838 005 205 077 151 2.662 .008
Unit—ER
(Ward=0) 001 134 .000 006 996 020 133 008 148 883
Job Satisfaction 077 018 241 4200  <.001 077 018 239 4.221 <.001
Communication 411 .093 265 4.4292 <.001 405 092 261 4.404 <.001
Competence
Authentic 151 050 180 3.007 .003 139 050 165 2.773 006
Leadership
Pediatric Unit
(Adult Unit=0) 184 072 140 2.567 011
R? .273 .292
Adj R? .255 272
AR? 019
F(p) 15.201(<.001) 14.270(<.001)
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ABSTRACT

A Comparison between
Pediatric and Adult Nursing Unit
regarding
Nurse-Nurse Collaboration and

Nurse-Physician Collaboration

Hyun, Sang Min

College of Nursing

The Graduate School
Seoul National University

Directed by Professor Chae, Sun-Mi, Ph.D., RN

The aim of this study is to compare Nurse-Nurse Collaboration and Nurse-
Physician Collaboration in Pediatric Nursing Unit and Adult Nursing Unit.
Concurrently, we investigated the relationships between influencing factors—
nurses’ communication competence and perceived authentic leadership—and
collaboration to promote collaborative practice.

The current study is a descriptive research study with participants of 124

pediatric unit nurses and 126 adult unit nurses who are working in a tertiary
78



hospital located in Seoul, South Korea. Data were collected from January 11, 2022

to March 2, 2022 using convenient sampling method. A self-report questionnaire

was used to measure the variables Nurses’ Communication Competence, Nurses’

Perceived Authentic Leadership, Nurse-Nurse Collaboration, and Nurse-Physician

Collaboration. Data were analyzed by descriptive statistics, chi-square test,

independent t-test, one-way ANOVA, Pearson’s correlation coefficient, and

hierarchical multiple regression using SPSS WIN 26.0.

The results of this study are as follows:

1)

2)

3)

4)

Total mean scores of Nurse-Nurse Collaboration between Pediatric nursing
unit and Adult nursing unit were not statistically significant. However, the
subscale Coordination showed a statistically different mean score of 3.08
(standard deviation [SD] = 0.39) in Pediatric nursing unit and 2.86 (SD =
0.46), respectively.

Total mean scores of Nurse-Physician Collaboration in Pediatric nursing
unit and Adult nursing unit were 3.46 (SD = 0.56) and 3.23 (SD = 0.71),
respectively. It was statistically significant (t = 3.095, p =.002).

In Nurse-Nurse Collaboration according to general characteristics,
pediatric nursing unit was statistically significant with job satisfaction (r
= .297, p = .001) and subjective workload (r = .206, p = .022). Adult
nursing unit was statistically significant with gender (t = -2.127, p = .033),
job satisfaction (r = .444, p<.001), and subjective workload (r = -.176, p
= .049).

In Nurse-Physician Collaboration according to general characteristics,
pediatric nursing unit was statistically significant with the type of nursing
unit (F = 4.556, p = .012) and job satisfaction (r = .295, p = .001). Adult
nursing unit was statistically significant with total career month (F = 3.877,

p =.011) and job satisfaction (r =.373, p<.001).
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5)

6)

7)

8)

In pediatric nursing unit, Nurse-Nurse Collaboration showed a significant
positive correlation with nurses’ communication competence (r = .341, p

<.001) and perceived authentic leadership (r = .271, p = .002). In adult

nursing unit, Nurse-Nurse Collaboration showed a significant positive
correlation with nurses’ communication competence (r = .511, p<.001),
and perceived authentic leadership (r =.405, p<.001).

In pediatric nursing unit, Nurse-Physician Collaboration showed a
significant positive correlation with nurses’ communication competence (r
=.190, p =.034). In adult nursing unit, Nurse-Nurse Collaboration showed
a significant positive correlation with nurses’ communication competence
(r =.495, p<.001) and perceived authentic leadership (r = .418, p<.001).
Factors that affect Nurse-Nurse Collaboration were confirmed job
satisfaction (= .271, p<.001), communication competence (= .342,
p<.001), and authentic leadership (6= .171, p=.003) by hierarchical
multiple regression modelingl. The explanatory power of the model was
31.1%. Pediatric nursing unit was not

Factors that affect Nurse-Physician Collaboration were confirmed unit
type ICU (p= .162, p=.005), job satisfaction (f =241, p<.001),
communication competence (f= .265, p<.001), and authentic leadership
(p= .180, p=.003) in hierarchical multiple regression modeling 1, the
explanatory power 25.5%. Pediatric nursing unit (5=.140, p=.011) was a

factor increasing the explanatory power 1.9% additionally in modeling 2.

In conclusion, the examination of Nurse-Nurse Collaboration and Nurse-

Physician Collaboration in Pediatric and Adult units indicated significant
differences. Additionally, Nurses’ Communication Competence and Perceived
Authentic Leadership were verified partially as influencing factors of Collaboration.

Based on this study, strategic plans can be set to promote interprofessional
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collaborative practice among healthcare workers.

Keywords : Nurse-Nurse Collaboration, Nurse-Physician Colalboration,
Communination Competence, Authentic Leadership, Collaborative Practice,
Pediatric Nursing Unit, Adult Nursing Unit

Student Number : 2016-20499

8 1 .



	Ⅰ. 서론
	1. 연구의 필요성
	2. 연구의 목적
	3. 용어 정의
	4. 연구의 개념적 틀

	Ⅱ. 문헌고찰 
	1. 간호사의 협력
	2. 의사소통능력과 협력
	3. 진성리더십과 협력

	Ⅲ. 연구방법 
	1. 연구 설계
	2. 연구 대상
	3. 연구 도구
	4. 자료 수집 방법
	5. 자료 분석 방법
	6. 윤리적 고려

	Ⅳ. 연구결과 
	1. 대상자의 일반적 특성 및 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 동질성 검정 
	2. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단의 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십, 간호사-간호사 협력, 간호사-의사 협력 차이
	3. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-간호사 협력 관련 요인
	1) 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 협력 
	2) 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십 간의 상관관계 

	4. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-의사 협력 관련 요인 
	1) 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 협력 
	2) 간호사-의사 협력과 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십 간의 상관관계 

	5. 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사-의사 협력의 영향 요인

	Ⅴ. 논의 
	1. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력의 차이
	2. 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력 
	3. 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십과 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력의 상관관계
	4. 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사-의사 협력의 영향요인
	5. 연구의 의의
	6. 연구의 제한점 

	Ⅵ. 결론 및 제언
	참고문헌
	부록
	ABSTRACT


<startpage>11
Ⅰ. 서론 1
 1. 연구의 필요성 1
 2. 연구의 목적 4
 3. 용어 정의 5
 4. 연구의 개념적 틀 7
Ⅱ. 문헌고찰  9
 1. 간호사의 협력 9
 2. 의사소통능력과 협력 11
 3. 진성리더십과 협력 14
Ⅲ. 연구방법  17
 1. 연구 설계 17
 2. 연구 대상 17
 3. 연구 도구 19
 4. 자료 수집 방법 22
 5. 자료 분석 방법 23
 6. 윤리적 고려 24
Ⅳ. 연구결과  26
 1. 대상자의 일반적 특성 및 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 동질성 검정  26
 2. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단의 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십, 간호사-간호사 협력, 간호사-의사 협력 차이 30
 3. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-간호사 협력 관련 요인 32
  1) 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 협력  32
  2) 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십 간의 상관관계  35
 4. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-의사 협력 관련 요인  36
  1) 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 협력  36
  2) 간호사-의사 협력과 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십 간의 상관관계  39
 5. 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사-의사 협력의 영향 요인 40
Ⅴ. 논의  45
 1. 아동간호단위와 성인간호단위의 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력의 차이 45
 2. 대상자의 일반적 특성에 따른 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력  49
 3. 간호사의 의사소통능력, 간호사가 인식한 수간호사의 진성리더십과 간호사-간호사 및 간호사-의사 협력의 상관관계 52
 4. 간호사-간호사 협력과 간호사-의사 협력의 영향요인 54
 5. 연구의 의의 56
 6. 연구의 제한점  57
Ⅵ. 결론 및 제언 58
참고문헌 60
부록 67
ABSTRACT 78
</body>

