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The Effect of Personal Relationships
on Nursing Professional Autonomy
in the Work Environment

v Yasuko Domon
(St. Luke’s College of Nursing)

Nurses assume many roles in the clinical area and their behavior changes as they form relationships with various
people in the workplace. Personal relationships in the workplace can affect the nurse’s decision-making process. The
purpose of this research is to define the personal relationships on the job that may affect the autonomy of the nurse.
The study also considers the impact of the clinical area on the nurse’s autonomy.

Various correlation were noted between personal relationships on the job and professional autonomy. Strong
correlation was noted in personal relationships between the nurse and the patient. Progressively weaker correlation
was noted in personal relationships between the nurse and other staff members, the nurse and the sense of belonging
to the unit, the nurse and the patient’s family, and the nurse and the nurse manager. The least degree of correlation
was noted in personal relationships with the physician.

The results of the Analysis of Variance (ANOV A), the Pankraz Nursing Questionnaire (PNQ) mean scores in the
clinical area were meaningful and were noted to be highest on the obstetric and gynecology units and lowest in the
emergency, ICU, and NICU units. Subscales of the PNQ, which included nursing autonomy and patient rights
advocacy, also showed similar results. The highest correlation was found to be the relationship between the nurse
and the patient. This personal relationship reflects the professional nurse’s values whih includes respect for patients.

It is suggested that personal relationships with other staff, the feeling of belonging to a unit, and personal
relationships with the nurse manager are primary influencing factors of professional autonomy in nurses. No
correlation was noted in personal relationships with physicians. The subjects’ mean age of 2 5.7, reflected less

experience and, therefore, less opportunity to develop personal relationships with physicians.
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