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Abstract  Politics and conflicts within organizations are natural phenomena found in any type of
organization, affecting organizational outcomes and output variables. Nevertheless, there are not many
previous studies on politics and conflict within nursing organizations. Therefore, in this study, we
would like to analyze how the internal politics and conflicts, which have been excluded from the
previous studies related to nursing organizations, affect the quality of communication between nurses.
Data were collected from 310 nurses in an university hospital. Using SPSS21, the data were analyzed
by descriptive statistics, Pearson’s correlation analysis, and multiple regression analyses. As results of
the analyses, the organizational politics and relationship conflict have negative effect on the quality of
vertical and horizontal communication, and task conflict has a positive effect on them. Organizational
politics and relationship conflict have negative effects on quality of formal communication.
Organizational politics and conflicts did not significantly affect the quality of informal communication.
These results suggest that active, managerial efforts should be executed to overcome the negative
effects of organizational politics and emotional conflicts among nurses. Furthermore, empirical
research on organizational politics and conflicts within nurses organizations should be expanded.
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Working full-time (= 0) 275 88.4
Type shift work (= 1) 35 11.3
Turnover yes 60 19.4

Experience
no 250 80.6

* dummy variables: sex, marital status, working type

Cronbach’s Alpha #2418 2|3t Ay B E 4 W4
SollA 80 B SA9] AF=T) vlg- =4 BAE
th 74 Likert A5 283 71&5A #2400 o=

Z2) W A7} 3.192(SD: 1.050), AZS0] 3.540(SD:
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Table 2. Descriptive Statistics / Measurement Validity

- (N=310)
35(11.3%), 1A 7ol e ZAMN A= 60(192.%),
Mean SD a
:L%ixl %1—% EH/;J'Z}-7}- 250(806%); iA}QS&D} Organizational
o 3.192 1.050 .846
Politics
Table 1. Characteristics of Subjects (N=310) Reéﬁ?ﬁz?m 3.540 1.217 858
— n Task
Characteristics Categories n % Conflict 3.697 1.075 .901
S men (= 0) 15 4.8 Vertical
Sex N S _
women (= 1) 295 95.9 (/om&lL;rllilfyanon 5.041 .967 .893
20—29 207 66.8 Horizontal
Communication 5.008 .987 872
Age 30—39 67 21.6 Quality
(years) 40—49 33 10.6 Formal
50< 3 10 Comgurll?tcation 4.514 1.166 .833
uality
Marital S single ( =0) 241 78.0 Informal
arital Status .
a married marriage (= 1) 68 22.0 Commun}cahon 4,301 1.274 828
Quality
a college diploma 36 11.7
Education bachelor 247 79.9
master 26 8.4 %L%%ﬂ] E‘ﬁ@ﬂ'}\f Table 3. 37’]’ Zzl‘q Z\—Z] LH Zéi]
< 2.0 122 39.2 of HjFA A SJriFe] A FARAE ALt BE
2.1- 50 Y AL BAHOE 05 Ei= 01 FEAN fel@ Ao
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Career o1 50 29 93 E Q'EPXALQ' }—Z_} LH 237(]9,]— %ﬁ]é}%g )\01—1741‘/]:7]-
fear = ' 5957 UER} Ad e el g BRI U9
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201 = 7 e o, ARSI AT Atelo] FAASTE 71602
general nurse 241 7.7 L]'E]'L}, ﬁégod?‘oﬂj‘i %ﬁ]@‘%j’]’ O}j“‘?‘@_‘%‘ /‘]‘0194 ais
Position ==
managerial positions 69 22.3 Aoq o] %T_:% ‘/l: 3)\‘:]% OE:TLQT’]"Q]' ?2] ]0}9314[14]. = _z'_
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Table 4. Regression Result: Model 1

Model 1 (DV: Vertical Communication Quality)

/‘]' (S Non—Standardized |Standardized
- t p
o] 650202 A Lhekit), & oAlage] 39 ael B | Sk 5
Zl- }(\317_/\04 o] %]H :_]:q._t. Xéoﬂ/\i T‘:].E]Zﬂl ‘c;;:]!—gjl. %zﬂzﬂ.ﬂ_ (constant)| 5.815 276 21.089 .000
35 2~ o] POPS —.175%* .062 -.190 —.2850 .005
=2 T
RC —.298%x* .066 -.375 —4.509 .000
. TC 172% .069 192 2.498 .013
Table 3. Pearson Correlation Result (N=310) —
Working .
Type .036 181 .012 .200 .842
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Organizational _ Total 1 hogs 012 1169 2.078 .039
Politics (1) Career
Relationship 595" _ Sex 241 241 .054 1.001 318
Conflict (2) ) Marital
- arita
Task - - _ - .030 175 .013 173 .862
Conflict (3) 487 716 Status
Vertical R’ = 180 F = 9431 p < .000 All VIF < 3.000 DW=2.21
Comn;gnic(aii)on —.312"|-.313"| —.138" - « < 05 # < 0l
Qua Tty POPS = Organizational Politics RC= Relationship Conflict
Horizontal TC= Task Conflict Working Type: Dummy variable (1 = Shift work)
Communication |—.361"|—.379"|—.176"| .755™ =
Quality (5)
Formal . - = 2~
Communication |—.325%|—.411%|—-.246"| 510" | .650" | — RE2e 22 U] A eF Aeo] 34 oakiEe] A
Quality (6) - - — -
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Table 5. Regression Result: Model 2

Model 2 (DV: Horizontal Communication Quality)

Non—Standardized | Standardized
t p
B S.E. B
(constant)| 6.151 2.273 22.552

POPS | —.197++ | .061 -.209 -3.220 | .001

RC —.365% | .066 —.450 5573 | .000

TC 209+ .069 227 3.035 .003

Working | _ 156 179 -.041 -.075 481
Type

Total .008 .012 .058 731 465
Career

Sex 279 238 061 1.170 243

Marital | 55 173 .098 1.349 178
Status

R* =232 F = 12962 p <.000 All VIF < 3.000 DW=2.08

x < 05 =x < 01
POPS = Organizational Politics RC= Relationship Conflict
TC= Task Conflict Working Type: Dummy variable (1 = Shift work)
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Table 6. Regression Result: Model 3

Model 3 (DV: Formal Communication Quality)

Non—=Standardized | Standardized
B S.E. Vi ‘ ’

(constant) | 6.066 325 18.670 | .000

POPS | —.151% | .073 -.136 -2.076 | .039

RC —.423+ | 078 —.443 -5.426 | .000

TC 117 081 109 1.440 151

Wg;l;l:g —101 | 214 —028 | —474 | .636

CTai’t;lr 012 014 072 903 367

Sex —175 284 -.032 —617 538

l\é[f;tlil 025 .206 .009 119 905
R?= 210 F =11424 p <.000 All VIF < 3.000 DW=2.16

x < 05 = < 01
POPS = Organizational Politics RC= Relationship Conflict
TC= Task Conflict Working Type: Dummy variable (1 = Shift work)

Table 7. Regression Result: Model 4

Model 4 (DV: Informal Communication Quality)

Non—Standardized | Standardized
t p
B S.E. B

(constant)| 4.549 .393 11.584 .000

POPS | —.010 .088 —.008 —115 908

RC —.160 .094 —.152 —.1694 | .091

TC -.016 098 —.013 ~.160 873

Working | »55 258 .059 915 361
Type

Total 032 017 171 1.944 053
Career

Sex 490 343 .083 1.429 154

Marital 1 _ 334 | 249 —044 | —538 | 591
Status

R® = .043 F = 1946 p < .062 All VIF < 3.000 DW=2.12

* < 05 =% < 0L

POPS = Organizational Politics RC= Relationship Conflict
TC= Task Conflict

Working Type: Dummy variable (1 = Shift work)
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Fig. 2. The Research Results
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