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Development of a Team Effectiveness Scale for Nursing Units
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Purpose: The purpose of this study was to develop a Team Effectiveness Scale for Nursing Units (TES-NU) and verify
validity and reliability of the developed scale. Methods: A preliminary 69 item version of the TES-NU was developed
through in-depth interviews. The draft scale was developed using 65 items selected following content validity
evaluation. Finally, thirty items with response options on a 5-point Likert scale were selected based on internal con-
sistency reliability and construct validity. Subsequently, convergent validity of the TES-NU was verified. Results: Six
factors, namely, leadership of the head nurse, cohesion, job satisfaction, competency of nurses, productivity, and
coordination were identified. These factors explained 64.6% of the total variance. The TES-NU’s Cronbach’s o for
the total scale was .94. The correlation coefficient between the scores of the TES-NU and Ahn’s Team Effectiveness
scale was .59. Conclusion: Results show that the TES-NU developed in this study has good reliability and validity.
Therefore, this TES-NU is recommended as a useful tool for managing team effectiveness for nursing units.
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Table 1. General Characteristics of Participants ~ (N=295)
. . n (%) or
Variables Categories M+SD
Gender Female 291 (98.6)
Male 4(1.4)
Age (year) 32.90+8.95
<30 152 (51.5)
31~40 99 (33.6)
41~50 37 (12.5)
>51 7(2.4)
Education Diploma 66 (22.1)
Bachelor 201 (68.4)
Master 28 (9.5)
Marital status Married 103 (34.9)
Single 192 (65.1)
Religion Yes 176 (49.6)
No 179 (50.4)
Total career 8.18+7.26
(year) <1 29 (9.8)
1~10 182 (61.7)
11~20 60 (20.3)
>21 24 (8.2)
Present clinical 4.19+3.85
career (year) <1 58 (19.7)
1~5 163 (55.3)
6~10 57 (19.3)
>11 17 (5.7)
Work Medical 61 (20.7)
department Surgical 45 (15.3)
Pediatric 34 (11.5)
Obstetrics and gynecology 10 (3.4)
ICU 40 (13.6)
Operating room 35 (11.9)
Pediatric ICU 19 (6.4)
Emergency 23 (7.8)
Outpatient 11 (3.7)
Others 17 (5.7)

7,488.43(p <.001) 2.2 pZto] .05 T} Zo} EgHE0] Q91 B4
of Aget A o2 vepgth Q84 A3}, 22% A F(Fac-
tor Loading, FL) gto] .50 0] ekl 4714, 19H, 26/, 28, 22
¥, 331, 454, 249, 254, 21 107 B3-S AHA s 2;1}
3570 %9 890240l KMOge] 922 uehd

Bartlett 384 A4 x” 240] 5,635.93(p <.001) 0.2 L}E}l;tn}.
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Table 2. Factor Loadings of 30 Items According to the Factors and Eigen Value

Items Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4 Factor 5 Facto 6 Communality
1 .81 12 17 .08 .10 14 73
2 .80 15 11 16 17 .09 74
3 77 19 19 .07 .02 .04 .67
4 .76 20 14 24 .05 .08 70
5 72 13 15 .08 21 18 .65
6 71 12 .20 14 21 .09 .63
7 22 .78 14 15 12 .09 72
8 .08 .76 19 16 .08 20 69
9 .09 .75 .07 .07 26 15 .67
10 21 71 21 .20 .03 -.01 .64
11 21 .66 21 34 .01 15 .66
12 19 .62 .02 17 33 15 .58
13 19 14 .79 17 13 13 74
14 13 12 77 13 19 22 73
15 19 .07 .69 34 .07 10 .64
16 19 15 .64 .07 29 .05 .56
17 27 30 .64 -.00 26 .06 .65
18 .16 48 .55 .07 .20 -.04 .61
19 13 19 18 74 21 .09 .68
20 18 22 .05 .74 23 .06 .68
21 14 19 22 72 11 20 .67
22 15 20 13 .64 18 .08 52
23 18 .03 22 .30 .70 -.00 .66
24 -.02 20 12 .05 .68 11 54
25 17 22 19 22 .67 .10 62
26 24 10 22 13 .56 10 46
27 35 16 24 25 .55 18 61
28 .16 .08 .04 .04 14 .81 72
29 20 30 15 17 12 .67 .64
30 13 18 31 .26 .09 .60 .58
Eigen value 431 3.40 3.55 2.87 2.78 1.87

Explained variance (%) 14.4 13.3 11.8 9.6 9.3 6.2

Total explained variance (%) 14.4 27.7 39.5 49.1 58.4 64.6

A8 33} 317 £3H2] 89184 o4 KMOgte] .02,
Bartlett 784 A7 x” gko] 5,007.50(p <.001) 2.2 VFEREO.
™, FLgko] .50 m]ite 2 Yeht O (T SARE S X 55 =56}
£ PAtl A=4 0 2 Frojgith) T 23 A5kt

42} 307)) B35}Fo] @ ol B A o)l A KMOZ} o] 929 11, Bartlett

THA AA x” 3Fo] 4,859.67 (p <.001) 0.2 VpERtoH, 30

7 BaFo] FLZFo] % 50 o]Ato]Q T ZEAL 46~74 O 2
LEbgTh 89154 A3}, I1f-gk(eigen value) 1 0]AF21 67
Q9lo] & BALY] 64.6% 5 AYsh= AL 2 YEIGoH, 29l
H HEko A 22112 14.4%, 221 2=13.3%, 22132 11.8%,
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£ U 2 eH(Table 5).
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73 &4 =7 (Practice Environment Scale of the Nursing
Work Index, PES-NWI)[25]0]|A] 2] z}e] B8, 254, A
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Table 3. Final Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Items

Corrected item Cronbach's a if

Fakrto] o 67p
Y BESEERY

No. Items M=£SD to total the item was
correlation deleted
1  The head nurse is well aware of nurses' attributes. 3.6610.81 .60 94
2 The head nurse is well aware of the work in the nursing unit. 3.61£0.86 .62 .94
3 The head nurse protects nurses in the event of a problem. 3.6610.95 .56 94
4  The head nurse trusts other nurses. 3.7610.68 .62 94
5  The head nurse manages the duty schedule fairly. 3.69£0.85 .60 94
6  The head nurse ensures that nurses follow the rules of nursing unit. 3.91£0.75 .61 94
7 Nurses listen to each other. 3.67£0.80 .62 .94
8  Nurses praise and encourage each other. 3.48+0.86 .58 94
9  Nurses do not blame each other in the event of a problem. 3.13+0.92 .55 94
10  Nurses are friendly. 3.78£0.65 .58 94
11 Nurses trust each other. 3.7710.66 .64 94
12 Nurses help each other to solve problems. 3.591+0.84 .58 .94
13 Ifeel reassured about my work. 3.76+0.89 .62 .94
14  Ifeel confident while doing my work. 3.67+0.82 .61 94
15 My work is highly professional. 3.91£0.76 57 94
16  Iactively participate in job training for my professional development. ~ 3.54%0.82 .56 94
17 Iwant to keep working in this nursing unit . 3.4611.04 .64 94
18  Ilike working with my coworkers . 3.87£0.76 .61 94
19  Nurses perform their duties well. 4.20£0.56 .56 94
20  Nurses are competent to perform their duties. 4.08£0.55 .54 94
21 Nurses' expertise is credible. 4.08+0.61 .57 94
22 Nurses work responsibly. 4.34+0.61 .50 94
23 Nurses complete the tasks assigned to them . 4.03£0.63 .53 94
24 There are few errors in nurses' work. 3.41+0.74 40 94
25  Nurses perform their tasks efficiently. 3.80+0.62 .59 94
26 Nurses finish their work within working hours. 3.75+1.01 51 94
27 Nurses achieve the objectives of the nursing unit. 3.78%0.73 .67 94
28  The work in the nursing unit is predictable. 3.52+0.83 38 94
29 Nurses properly share the work between them. 3.63£0.75 .55 94
30  Doctors trust nurses' expertise. 3.43+0.79 .53 94
Total (30) 3.7310.47 94
NG EOE AR THAS B YANABRAAT 2ol /R4 W B ek, BRASE LI T
4 5} 5] 40 0 DAL AL AR AU I} ol UL, A A2 Qs AT, A
7] B =70 9319 GOl TR HEAGO AR A o olopr| & BolET, ‘B N PAE §18) AR =
S oA A2 lop 8% EolFn A IR, A gk vl ol st o) A e ol ot B

2 2335 51289 SAIATE AX X oA g B
Ly SAYd 9P 1Y SAL Y AT Fare x

Vol. 24 No. 4,2018 335



U

o| -

UM

Table 4. Final Descriptive Statistics and Reliability Estimates of Factors

Factors (number of items) M=SD Skewness Kurtosis Cronbach's a
Leadership of the head nurse (6) 3.7110.67 -0.19 -0.23 90
Cohesion (6) 3.57£0.63 0.10 -0.08 .88
Job satisfaction (6) 3.701+0.66 -0.25 0.32 87
Competency of nurses (4) 4171047 0.01 -0.10 82
Productivity (5) 3.75£0.56 -0.03 -0.35 79
Coordination (3) 3.53+0.63 -0.15 -0.22 .70
Total (30) 3.73£0.47 0.09 -0.07 94

Table 5. Correlations between TES-NU and Ahn's Team Effectiveness Scale
il t%lialfjszhriﬁl‘zfe Cohesion a tis]f(; E e Czrfnfj;:;lscy Productivity Coordination

r (p) t (p) r(p) t (p) t(p) r(p)

Satisfaction of coworker .28 (<.001) .53 (<.001) 47 (<.001) .30 (<.001) 34 (<.001) .22 (<.001)
Team committment .29 (<.001) .50 (<.001) .50 (<.001) .38 (<.001) 41 (<.001) .29 (<.001)
Satisfaction of team 43 (<.001) 48 (<.001) .61 (<.001) .32 (<.001) 42 (<.001) .30 (<.001)
Team performance .38 (<.001) 48 (<.001) .61 (<.001) .32 (<.001) 41 (<.001) .30 (<.001)

TES-NU=Team effectiveness scale for nursing units.
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