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A Study about the Correlation between Friendship and Organizational
Effectiveness who Work at Korean Medicine Hospital
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Department of korean traditional medicine, Dongshin university

Abstract

Objective : This study aimed to investigate the level of friendship perceived by hospital staffs in korean
medicine hospitals in Gwangju and relationship between friendship and organizational effectiveness,
Method : The subject were 134 hospital staffs in 5 different hospitals in Gwangju. The questionnaire used
in this study contained 44 questions about workplace friendship (15 questions), organizational effectiveness
(16 questions), social demographic characteristics (8 questions) and others (5 questions).

Results | Young woman in their 20s and 30s were major participants (69person, 52.7%), nursing and
administrative department(72person, 55%) were dominant division, the person those who have less than 1
year current workplace career(69person, 52.7%) were major group in this study.

Participants responded about barriers of friendship at workplace were lack of opportunities for formal or
informal meeting and lack of hospital’s interest and supporting about human relations among employees at
workplace,

Both friendship level with superior and friendship level with subordinate were lower than friendship level
with colleague, (p=.000)

Participants who have higher workplace friendship level, were also higher level at job satisfaction, organi—
zational commitment and lower level at turnover intention, job stress, Especially friendship level with superior
had biggest relationship with variables of organizational effectiveness.

Conclusion : Participants showed close relationship with friendship degree and organizational effectiveness,
We suggest that the CEOs of korean medicine hospital would make their effort to improve friendship level
of workers for the rise of organizational effectiveness,

Key words : workplace friendship, organizational effectiveness, korean medicine hospital
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Table 1. Sociodemographic characteristics
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Table 2. Friendship level

Classification n %
Sex male 37 27.6
female 97 72.4
total 134 | 100.0
Married state | marriage 59 447
single 71 53.8
others 2 1.5
total 132 | 100.0
Age(years) 20—29 54 41.2
30—39 47 35.9
40—49 20 15.3
>50 10 7.6
total 131 | 100.0
Fducation high school graduate 99 99.1
or less
college graduate 60 45.8
university grauate 49 391
or above
total, 131 | 100.0
Job doctor, 4 3.1
nursing. 45 34.4
administrative affairs, 27 20.6
medical technical post. 22 16.8
general technical post 17 13
others, 16 12.2
total, 131 | 100.0
Position team member 100 | 75.2
team leader 33 24.8
total 133 | 100.0
Work period | <1 69 52.7
(years) 1-2 27 20.6
2-3 22 16.8
>3 13 10.0
total 131 | 100.0
Club activity |yes 5 3.7
no 129 | 96.3
total 134 | 100.0

Mean SD  |Mnimum |Maximum| F
With
T 339 | 720 | 1.20 | 5.00
superior
ith ,
Wit 3.70 | 697 | 1.60 | 5.00 |6.955%
colleague
With 3.48 | 667 | 1.00 | 5.00
subordinate
*p{ .05
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Table 3. Number of close friends

No. of friends n %

0 35 26.3

1 34 25.6

2 29 21.8

3 18 13.5

4 5 3.8

>5 12 9.0

Total 133 100.0
Az ) A7) EAE olgA AsHTlel et
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Table 4. Recognition for a friend

n %
Important 80 59.7
Very important 45 33.6
Immaterial 8 6.0
Wholly immaterial 1 0.7
Total 134 100.0
AP W 27 qlekFear '@t SEAlA A W
Zd=A Weadls 2ARE Aif= (Table 5)¢F 2
oh TRCA WHAQ) 1919t 209 W 4 2

B IRy

ot] 15} 4
{(Table 6y} @1’%

Table 5. Barriers to friendship
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Classification 1 priority(%) 2 priority(%)
Lack of time due to a plethora of tasks 3(8.6) 2(5.9)
domineering and authoritative superior’s presence 1(2.9) 4(11.8)
Lack of hospital’s interest and support about
human relat?ons at workplace . 7(20.0) 7(20.6)
Excessive competition atmosphere within
the Organizatizn ’ 12.9) 12.9)
My own isolated nature and lack of catholicity 6(17.1) 1(2.9)
Its fO(.:us ~on short—.terrn performance B 2(5.9)
organization operating
My own personal liberal values 3(8.6) 5(14.7)
Lack of opportunities for formal and
informal ep;change 10(28.6) 9(26.5)
Others 4(11.4) 3(8.8)
Total 35(100.0) 34(100.0)
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Table 6. Relationship between friendship level and organizational effectiveness

Classification Job satisfaction Organizational commitment Turnover intention Job stress
With superior 252 ATTEE — 429%% — 313%*
With colleague 301 7T —.212% —.080

With subordinate .362%% 4047 —,318%* -.121
*p<.05, *#pl 01
Table 7. Impact on organizational effectiveness by friendship level
Classification Job satisfaction Organizational commitment Turnover intention Stress VIF
B B B B
With superior .053 .345% —.349% —.495% 1,570
With colleague .054 .230% .037 .081 1.705
With subordinate 297 .348* —-.138 .075 1.945
R’ 135 .254 179 130
Adjusted R” A1 .233 .156 .106
F 5.630 12,270 7.859 5.368
* pl05
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Table 8. Friendship level based on existence and nonexistence of close friends
With superior With colleague With subordinate
Nonexistence Mean 3.14 3.43 3.34
SD 702 .676 537
Existence Mean 3.48 3.79 3.52
SD .712 .687 701
t —2.,424% —-2.673% —1.379
#p<.05
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Table 9. Organizational effectiveness with their position

Job satisfaction | Organizational commitment Turnover intention | Job stress
Team member Mean 3.48 3.27 2.97 2.92
SD .665 647 767 .866
Team leader Mean 3.59 3.61 2.68 3.17
SD .681 .593 J915 .828
t =797 —2.779* 1.630 —1.452
#p<.05

Table 10. Organizational effectiveness with their education level

Education level Mean SD F

Job satisfaction edul 3.53 671
edu?2 3.50 .639 .041

edu3 3.49 675

Organizational commitment edul 3.10 .588
edu?2 3.33 .643 5.395%

edu3 3.59 .617

Turnover intention edul 3.25 .840
edu2 2.87 764 4,183%

edu3 2.71 .750

Job stress edul 2.87 .881
edu? 2.97 878 1.819

edu3 2.98 .850

*¢.05

edul = high school graduate or less
edu? = college graduate

edu3d = university graduate or above
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