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<Table 1> General characteristics of the subjects (N=451)

Characteristics N %
Age
<25 54 12.0
25-30 204 452
31-34 70 15.5
35-39 75 16.6
>40 48 10.6
Marital status
Married 203 45.0
Unmarried 248 55.0
Education level
Junior college 284 63.0
Baccalaureate 146 324
Master's 21 4.7
Career (yrs)
<1 38 8.4
1- 3 75 16.6
4- 5 58 12.9
6-10 129 28.6
11-14 75 16.6
>15 76 16.9
Position
Staff nurse 414 91.8
Charge nurse 37 8.2
Number of rotation
0 155 344
1 70 15.5
2 79 17.5
>3 147 32.6
Working unit
Special / I.C.U 120 26.6
Medicine 141 31.3
Surgery 159 353
Psychiatry / others 31 6.9

57 °ﬂ Ae o)kl s 458 158(39.5%), 1-3d
A= 5ol 2 , 183 11-14d0

1d

2474(32%), 4-5'd, 6-101d
M= *‘“%Ol ZFz} 30%8(51.7%), 5113#(395%), 217(28%) =
7P wotem) 159 ool B0 279(35.5%) 0%
7P w2 vlEs A A4 A9lelA AriztsAtelA
A5-o] 15079(36.2%) 0= 71 ﬂ}o] x}x]awguq 20
735 AFE 127(32.4%) 3 0] 127(32.4%) 0
AT Ao 1%%# A= gletel
Aol b W nlEgS AHsigon, 39

AFA]

; P st

A 2Pl U R Mg

ZEA e WE =45
FEHE(F=23.1, p<.001), ZAZI(F
F=29.45, p<.001)°l4]

AL <Table 3>3} 2t} 3
F=46.87, p<.001), 71T
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<Table 2> Followership style according to general characteristics
Followership Passive Alienated Pragmatists Conformists Effective ,
style . N o X P
Characteristics N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%) N (%)
95(21.1) 37( 8.2) 162(35.9) 74(16.4) 83(18.4)
Age
<25 18(33.3) 6(11.1) 22(40.7) 6(11.1) 2 3.7) 56.12 .000
25-30 51(25.0) 21(10.3) 78(38.2) 29(14.2) 25(12.3)
31-34 15(21.4) 2( 2.9) 24(34.3) 15(21.4) 14(20.0)
35-39 8(10.7) 6( 8.0) 26(34.7) 14(18.7) 21(28.0)
>40 3( 6.3) 2( 42) 12(25.0) 10(20.8) 21(43.8)
Marital status
Married 33(16.3) 12( 5.9) 68(33.5) 39(19.2) 51(25.1) 17.84 001
Unmarried 62(25.0) 25(10.1) 94(37.9) 35(14.1) 32(12.9)
Education level
Junior college 68(24.0) 30(10.6) 109(38.4) 42(14.8) 35(12.3) 34.39 .000
Baccalaureate 26(17.8) 5( 3.4) 50(34.3) 26(17.8) 39(26.7)
Master's 1( 4.8) 2( 9.5) 3(14.3) 6(28.6) 9(42.9)
Career (yrs)
<1 15(39.5) 4(10.5) 14(36.8) 4(10.5) 1(2.63) 54.32 .000
1-3 24(32.0) 6( 8.0) 23(30.7) 12(16.0) 10(13.3)
4.5 10(17.2) 5( 8.6) 30(51.7) 6(10.3) 7(12.1)
6-10 26(20.2) 12( 9.3) 51(39.5) 22(17.1) 18(14.0)
11-14 15(20.0) 6( 8.0) 21(28.0) 13(17.3) 20(26.7)
>15 5( 6.6) 4(5.3) 23(30.3) 17(22.4) 27(35.5)
Position
Staff nurse 89(21.5) 36( 8.7) 150(36.2) 68(16.4) 71(17.2) 6.38 017
Charge nurse 6(16.2) 1( 2.7) 12(32.4) 6(16.2) 12(32.4)
Rotation Time
0 42(27.1) 12( 7.7) 62(40.0) 24(15.5) 15( 9.7) 21.61 042
1 15(21.4) 7(10.0) 27(38.6) 8(11.4) 13(18.6)
2 13(16.5) 8(11.4) 25(31.7) 17(21.5) 16(20.3)
31 25(17.0) 10( 6.8) 48(10.6) 25(17.0) 39(26.5)
Working unit
Special / 1.C.U 26(21.7) 10( 8.3) 45(37.5) 23(19.2) 16(13.3) 8.89 11
Medicine 24(17.0) 14( 9.9) 46(32.6) 24(17.0) 33(23.4)
Surgery 37(23.3) 12( 7.6) 60(37.7) 22(13.8) 28(17.6)
Psychiatry/others 8(25.8) 11(35.5) 1( 3.2) 5(16.1) 6(18.4)
Duncan AFF- 74 Ad, 2454, 259, 53l A Y 2lod, 2ts ZXEE), HEAO0|
Al By 227 OE §39 FEYRT A JEhd e X S8M0| O|X|= Hek
H, FEdo] U F39 ZE2Yny 7 WAl YelRdtk
. - . . == \ZUR=RS]
<Table 3> Descriptive statistics of organizational o AT ke
effectiveness according to followership style ZZ2 A4, Huy, rexAR3) a8 228 3
rganizational Qrganizational Job Nursing © <Table 4>} Zrh ZRHI} v HFE3e] wAlelA
effectiveness  commitment  satisfaction performance = Aoy o9 AYE FyAIe IAZ ALst YR
Followershi
style M SD M SD M SD AL Apoldle BF ARIAZE e Zo® YERth
Passive' 257 047 292 028 339 037 e xAEse) e dFEde] WAdAE AAAEEE
b o e ve odm AR SAARES, A Ay, 248y, A7
ragma 1S1S . B . . . . o1 ) », - . 7_] ° 1 A =
Conformists* 302 046 334 032 380 036 WS AL fls sles vt dsA - e
Effective® 320 0.59 348 033 3.96 041 oA o2 veETe] A E WEE glido] x4
F 23.1%%% 46.87%%* 29.45%%* B9l AEulE 7baQRsd 71 240 SEAe] BE
Duncan 5>4,2>3>1 5>4>23>1 5>4>23>1
S SHS|X| 15(2), 20094 68 237
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<Table 4> Relation of followership, leadership, nursing organizational culture, and organizational effectiveness

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 1.00

2 0.72 3% 1.00

3 0.20 g~ 0.40 45 1.00

4 0.34 josr 048 s 0.62 s 1.00

5 0.09 4 0.12 e 0.03 -0.05 1.00

6 0.29 s 0.27 sy 0.21 s 0.40 g 0.36 g 1.00

8 0.25 g~ 0.09 0.14 s -0.05 0.15 s 0.20 s -0.17 s 1.00

9 0.29 syt 0.44 s 0.34 o 0.32 s -0.05 -0.13 s 0.27 s -0.04 1.00
10 0.45 s 0.55 s 0.34 sopexe 0.34 g 0.02 0.28 s 0.26 g 0.13 4 0.54 455 1.00

1: critical thinking, 2

7 : transformational leadership, 8

* <05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

PRz ARE 2

. active involvement, 3: relation-oriented, 4 :
9 : organizational commitment, 10 : job satisfaction, 11 : nursing performance

. transactional leadership,
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<Table 5> Goodness of fit index of model

| =] 0tk NNFI

R

Model RMSR

GFl

AGFI NFI

NNFI

Final path model  0.063

0.94  0.82

0.88  0.78
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innovation-oriented, 5 : rank-oriented, 6 : task-oriented
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{Table 6> Direct, indirect and total effect of model (N=451)
variables variables Direct effect Indirect effect Total effect SMC
(t—value) (t—value) (t—value)

Organizational 22

commitment Followership .33(4.95)%** — 33(4.95)***
Relation-oriented 24(3.58)*** 24(3.58)***
Innovation-oriented — 12(3.52)%** A12(3.52)%**
Transformational leadership .05(1.80)* .05(1.80)*
Transactional leadership — 07(2.71)** 07(2.71)**

Job satisfaction 32
Followership A5(7.20)%** A5(7.20)%**
Relation-oriented 18(2.88)** 18(2.88)**
Task-oriented A1(1.85)* — A1(1.85)*
Innovation-oriented — A7(4.11)** AT7(4.11)***
Transformational leadership — .06(1.86)* .06(1.86)*
Transactional leadership — .09(2.96)** .09(2.96)**

Nursing 22

performance Followership A6(7.20)%** — 46(7.20)***
Innovation-oriented — A7(4.11)*** AT7(4.11)***
Rank-oriented 13(2.05)* — 13(2.05)*
Transformational leadership — .07(1.86)* .07(1.86)*
Transactional leadership - 11(-1.75)* .10(2.96)** -.02(-.25)

Followership 24
Transformational leadership 14(1.93)** 14(1.93)**
Transactional leadership 21(3.24)%** 21(3.24)%*x*

Innovation-oriented

37(5.01)%%*

— 37(5.01)%%*

* p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001

= 11, t-value=-1.75), W&A ggio] ¥ oz %Z
(.05), AFT=E(.06), TFHEHF-
4 e g4 eRE x4

FE10)0] QS w)H

o AT

=4 7ha7 o] Fitiel mE HE KL <Figure 1> 2Tk
T307)el YIS HAM, A
£3(.07), ZFTE(.09), 5
T AoE UERTE
B 03_?% ez B2 FE8E godste] ol
° =

ek, e

Transformational
leadership

QOrganizational

commitment

Transactional
leadership

0.33%**

Followership

Job satisfaction

Relation—oriented

0.37%%* 0.46%%*

Innovation—oriented

Nursing

A

Rank—oriented

performance

/

Task—oriented

ﬂ*

<Figure 1> Path diagram of final mode
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The Impact of the Followership Style on the Organizational
Effectiveness in Nursing Organization

Han, Jiyoung” - Kim, Miyez)

1) Full time Lecturer, Department of Nursing Silla University
2) Professor, College of Nursing Kyungpook National University

Purpose: The purposes of the study were to examine whether nurses' followership style influence organizational
effectiveness and to test the model of organizational effectiveness including the factors of nursing organizational
culture, leadership style, and followership style. Methods: Data were collected from July 10th to september 20th in
2006 from 451 nurses working in four acute care hospitals. Data analysis were performed by Chi-square test,
ANOVA, Duncan test, Pearson Correlation, and maximum likelihood estimation, using the SAS and LISREL 8.30
program. Results: The findings showed that the types of nurses' followership were classified as passive (21.1%),
alienated (8.2%), conformist (16.4%), pragmatist (35.9%), and effective style (18.4%). There was significant
difference in the organizational effectiveness among the nurses with different followership styles. In testing the
path model, transformational, transactional leadership directly influenced followership style. Followership directly
influenced organizational effectiveness. Conclusion: The overall fitness of the model was good, evidenced by
general fitness index (GFI)= .94, adjusted goodness of fitness index (AGFI)= .82, and root mean square residual
(RMSEA)= .06. Based on the findings, it is recommended to develop a program for enhancing effective followership
in nursing organization.
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