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Relationship of Conflict Management Style, Professional Autonomy, Role
Conflict and Organizational Commitment of Nurses in General Hospitals

Kim, Sun Young' - Kim, Ki-Kyong®

'Wonju Severance Christian Hospital
“School of Nursing, Wonju College of Medicine, Yonsei University

Purpose: The purpose of this research was to examine the relationship between types of conflict management style,
role conflict, professional autonomy and organizational commitment of hospital nurses, and to identify factors influ-
encing organizational commitment. Methods: Participants were 165 conveniently selected nurses from one general
hospital in Gangwon province. Data were collected from March 28 to April 6, 2018 using self-report questionnaires.
Results: There was a significant difference in the level of professional autonomy and organizational commitment
depending on the nurses' styles of conflict management. A statistically significant positive correlation between pro-
fessional autonomy and organizational commitment was found, and a negative correlation between environmental
barriers in role conflict and organizational commitment. Participants' professional autonomy and environmental bar-
riers in role conflict explained 17.9% of organizational commitment. Conclusion: These finding indicate that pro-
fessional autonomy and environmental barriers are both very important factors influencing organizational
commitment. Accordingly, it is necessary to improve nurses’ organizational commitment, enhance autonomy and
reduce environmental barriers for nurses performing nursing roles.
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Table 1. Cluster Analysis of Conflict Management Styles (N=165)
Variables Cluster 1 Cluster 2 Cluster 3 Cluster 4 Cluster 5 F p
Dominating -0.16 091 -0.68 -0.59 0.69 27.64 <.001
Integrating 0.79 -0.01 -1.09 -0.38 0.67 42.32 <.001
Obliging 0.71 -0.15 -0.57 0.79 -0.95 34.71 <.001
Compromising 0.52 0.47 -1.21 -0.28 0.71 39.89 <.001
Avoiding -0.30 0.60 0.23 0.77 -1.39 44.88 <.001

Cluster 1=Integrating-obliging-compromising; Cluster 2=Dominating-avoiding; Cluster 3=Avoiding; Cluster 4=Obliging-avoiding, Cluster

5=Compromising-dominating-integrating.

Table 2. Level of Professional Autonomy, Role Conflict, Organizational Commitment (N=165)
Variable Number of items M=£SD Total M£SD
Professional autonomy 30 3.36£0.36 110.42+10.75

Actualization 9 3.59%0.56 32.06+3.70
Readiness 11 3.42+0.44 37.681+4.84
Empowerment 7 3.01+0.38 21.06+2.65
Valuation 3 3.26%0.60 9.78+1.81
Role conflict 37 3.80+0.50 140.59+18.57
Role ambiguity 15 3.8910.51 58.38+7.63
Environmental barrier 6 4.2910.63 25.76+3.77
Lack of cooperation 5 3.65+0.71 18.25+3.54
Lack of capacity 11 3.47£0.65 38.20+7.13
Organizational commitment 13 2.78+0.57 36.19+7.39
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Table 3. Differences of Professional Autonomy, Role Conflict, Organizational Commitment to General Characteristics of the

Participants and Conflict Management Styles (N=165)
Professional Role conflict Orgam%atlonal
Variables Categories n (%) autonomy commitment
M=SD torF (p) M=SD tor F (p) M=SD tor F (p)
Age (year) <29* 110 (66.7)  3.32%0.35 427 3.74+0.48 2.82 2.74+0.58 4.39
30~39° 28 (17.0)  3.34%+041 (.016) 3.96+0.53 (.062) 2.62+0.52 (.005)
>40° 27 (16.5)  3.54%0.32 a<c 3.89+0.52 3.12+0.46 a,b<c
Gender Male 6 (3.6) 3.43+0.34 0.53 3.76+0.82 -0.12 2.91+0.68 0.55
Female 159 (96.4)  3.35%0.36 (:599) 3.80+£0.49 (.910) 2.78+0.57 (.581)
Marital status Unmarried 124 (75.2)  3.33%£0.36 -1.66 3.76+0.50 -1.81 2.71+£0.59 -2.81
Married 41(24.8) 3.44%0.37 (-100) 3.92+0.50 (.073) 2.99+0.45 (.006)
Religion No 87(52.7) 3.31+0.37 1.55 3.731£0.54 1.60 2.73%+0.56 0.65
Christianity 54 (32.7) 3.38+0.35 (.204) 3.88+0.42 (192) 2.86+0.58 (.584)
Buddhism 7 (4.2) 3.58£0.39 3.73+0.48 2.87+0.43
Catholicism 17 (10.3)  3.41£0.29 3.94+0.54 2.77£0.62
Educational 3-year diploma 12 (7.3) 3.39+0.34 1.58 3.91+0.51 0.31 2.841+0.66 2.10
level Bachelor 134 (81.2)  3.33%£0.37 (.209) 3.79+0.50 (.734) 2.75+0.57 (126)
> Master 19 (115) 3.49+0.31 3.80+0.52 3.02+0.44
Clinical <3 68 (41.2)  3.30+0.36 3.27 3.631£0.48 4.04 2.75%0.51 4.04
career (year) 3~4° 29 (17.6)  3.28%0.35 (.013) 3.85+0.41 (.004) 2.70%0.71 (.004)
5~9° 27 (16.4)  3.44+0.36 a<e 4.02+0.43 a<c 2.64+0.63 a,b,c<e
10~19¢ 21(12.7) 3.33%0.38 3.93+£0.56 2.77+0.32
>20° 20 (12.1)  3.59£0.31 3.86+0.56 3.23+£0.46
Carrier at <3 101 (61.2)  3.36£0.36 1.84 3.78+0.51 0.62 2.82+0.49 1.12
current unit 3~4 43 (26.1)  3.29+0.37 (.162) 3.87+0.47 (.539) 2.67+0.68 (.328)
(year) >5 21(12.7)  3.48%0.33 3.75+0.50 2.83+0.67
Unit General unit 127 (77.0)  3.35%0.37 -0.55 3.82+0.52 0.93 2.79+0.59 0.16
ICU 38(23.0) 3.39+0.35 (.582) 3.7310.42 (.354) 2.77+0.51 (.874)
Experience No 102 (61.8)  3.30£0.36 -2.47 3.731£0.48 -2.30 2.70+0.61 -2.32
of rotation Yes 63(38.2) 3.44+0.36 (.014) 3.91+0.52 (.023) 2.91+0.49 (.021)
Position Staff nurse 157 (95.2)  3.35%0.37 -0.88 3.79£0.49 -1.18 2.77+0.57 -1.35
Charge nurse 8(4.8) 3.47+0.28 (-380) 4.00+0.68 (.240) 3.05£0.54 (.179)
Conflict Cluster 1° 41 (24.8)  3.48%0.30 8.74 3.86+£0.45 0.68 3.06+£0.46 3.83
management  Cluster 2° 32(194) 3.34+031  (<.001) 3.7610.51 (.609) 2.72+0.52 (.005)
styles Cluster 3° 36 (21.8)  3.13%£0.32 ae>c, 3.73+0.49 2.61+0.63 a>c
Cluster 4 29 (17.6)  3.284+0.44 d<e 3.89+0.47 2.77+0.59
Cluster 5° 27 (16.4)  3.56%0.28 3.75+0.62 2.69%0.56

Cluster 1=Integrating-obliging-compromising; Cluster 2=Dominating-avoiding; Cluster 3=Avoiding; Cluster 4=Obliging-avoiding; Cluster
5=Compromising-dominating-integrating.
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Table 4. Correlation among Valuables (N=165)
Role conflict
Variables X X2 X3 X4 X5 X6
r(p) r () r(p)  (p) T (p) r(p)
Organization commitment (X1) 1
Professional autonomy (X2) 27 (<.001) 1
Role Role ambiguity (X3) -.13 (.098) 03 (.662) 1
conflict g ironmental barrier (X4)  -.24 (002) 03 (.688) .65 (<.001) 1
Lack of cooperation (X5) -12 (1126) .09 (.274) .63 (<.001) .51 (<.001) 1
Lack of capacity (X6) -.04 (.650) .03 (.682) 65(<.001) 42(<.001) .61(<.001) 1
Table 5. Factors Influencing to Organization Commitment (N=165)
Model B SE B t p
Age 0.01 .01 .09 0.75 454
Marital status (married=1) 0.15 13 12 1.20 234
Experience of rotation (yes=1) 0.04 12 .03 0.33 .746
Role conflict (environmental barrier) -0.24 .07 -.26 -3.60 <.001
Professional autonomy 0.38 12 24 3.26 .001
R’=179, Adjusted R*=.153, F=6.91, p<.001
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