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The Moderation Effect of Organization Trust on the Relationship between
Perceptions of Organizational Politics and Job Attitudes in Hospital Employees

Keun Hwan Lee', Young Chul Chang?

'Korea University Medical Center; “Department of Management, Kyung Hee University School of Management, Seoul, Korea

This study investigates the moderation effect that organizational trust had on the relationship between perceptions of organiza-
tional politics and organizational commitment, intention to turnover, organizational citizenship behavior by analyzing the empirical
data of 716 personnels collected from university hospital in Korea. We hypothesized that perceptions of organizational politics
would tended to negatively related to a high level of organizational commitment and intention to turnover, organizational citizen-
ship behaviors, and that organizational trust would moderate the relationship between perceptions of organizational politics and
outcomes. These results suggest that organizational politics of perceptions had negative impacts on organizational commitment
and organizational citizenship behaviors, while perceptions of organizational politics had positive impact on intention to turnover.
Furthermore, the level of organizational trust moderated the relationship between perceptions of organizational politics and out-
comes. Based on these findings, implications of the research findings are discussed, and recommendation for future research and
practice are provided.

Keywords: Perceptions of organizational politics; Organizational trust; Organizational commitment; Intention to turnover; Organiza-

tion citizen
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Figure 1. Research model. POPs, perceptions of organizational poli-
tics; OC, organization commitment; Tl, turnover intention; OCB, orga-
nizational citizenship behavior.
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Table 1. The result of exploratory factor analysis

Variable [tems First items Choice Factor loading Cronbach’s o Eigen value Power
POPs POPs 1 14 " 0.749 0.925 6.294 0572
POPs 2 0.754
POPs 3 0.7%
POPs 4 0.792
POPs 5 0723
POPs 7 0652
POPs 8 0.729
POPs 9 0.797
POPs 10 0.766
POPs 12 0.799
POPs 14 0.750
CT CT1 10 7 0698 0.809 32% 0471
CT2 0.736
CT4 0.669
CT6 0.663
CT8 0699
C19 0.6%
CT10 0.640
MT MT1 5 3 0.761 0.755 2028 0676
MT3 0.850
MT4 0.852
ST ST1 5 5 0738 0819 2.940 0588
ST2 0.831
ST3 0.833
ST4 0.795
ST5 0616
ac 0C1 7 7 0.745 0.841 3604 0515
0C2 0.630
0C3 0.7%
0c4 0.724
0C5 0.748
0C6 0.700
oc7 0.666
Tl n 7 6 0.873 0.884 3918 0.653
TI2 0.839
I3 0689
Ti5 0.863
TI6 0.866
7 0.697
0cB 0CB1 10 9 0.755 0890 4732 0526
0cB2 0.670
0CB3 0602
0CB5 0.691
0CB6 0.723
0cB7 0.789
0CB8 0820
0CBI 0.704
0CB10 0.748

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; CT, company trust; MT, management trust; ST, supervisor trust; OC, organization commitment; TI, turnover intention; OCB, organizational
citizenship behavior.
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Table 2. The result of confirmatory factor analysis

Table 3. Test result of model fit

Variable ltems Standardized Copst_rgct Variance
estimate reliability extracted
POPs POPs 1 0.718 0935 0.567
POPs 2 0.725
POPs 3 0.773
POPs 4 0.770
POPs 5 0.687
POPs 7 0.606
POPs 8 0.693
POPs 9 0.777
POPs 10 0.742
POPs 12 0.779
POPs 14 0.720
CT CT1 0629 0.905 0578
CT2 0.674
CT4 0.5%
CT6 0.554
CT8 0643
CT9 0644
CT10 0.583
MT MT 1 0622 0.882 0.715
MT 3 0.773
MT 4 0.769
ST ST1 0.654 0.895 0634
ST2 0.532
ST3 0.783
ST4 0.791
STH 0.726
0c 0C1 0.691 0.897 0.555
0C2 0579
0Cc3 0.736
0c4 0676
0C5 0.680
0C6 0634
0c7 0623
Tl T 0.847 0.917 0.651
TI2 0.788
T3 0611
TI5 0.861
TI6 0.846
T7 0623
0CB 0CB1 0.703 0.939 0634
0CB2 0613
0CB3 0574
0CB5 0.650
0CB6 0674
0CB7 0.763
0CB8 0.805
0CB9 0.664
0CB10 0697

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; CT, company trust; MT, management trust;
ST, supervisor trust; OC, organization commitment; Tl, turnover intention; OCB, organi-
zational citizenship behavior.
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Model ~ X%/df  GFI CFl RFI IFI NF RMR RMSEA
Index 3717 0795 0844 0785 0844 0798 0046 0.062

GFI, goodness of fit index; CFl, comparative fit index; RFI, relative fit index, IFl, incremen-
tal fit index; NFI, normed fit index; RMR, root mean square residual; RMSEA, root mean
square error of approximation.

Table 4. Discriminant validity

Variable ~ POPs CT MT ST 0C Tl 0CB
POPs 057 0170 0070 0262 0433 0170 0201

CT - 0578 0593 0349 019% 0055 0010
MT - - 0715 0204 0065 0004  0.001
ST - - - 0634 0437 0205 015
0C - - - - 0555 0482 0498
Tl = - - = = 0651  0.260
0CB - - - - - - 0.634

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; CT, company trust; MT, management trust;
ST, supervisor trust; OC, organization commitment; TI, turnover intention; OCB, organi-
zational citizenship behavior.
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Table 5. Correlations between variables (n=716)

Variable Mean SD  POPs CT  MT ST 0C T 0CB
POPs 3666 775 100 03 -025 048 -053 043 -043

CT 1977 321 = 100 062 048 038 024 010
MT 832 162 - - 100 036 025 -011 000
ST 1415 287 = = = 100 058 -046 038
0c 1972 397 - - - - 100 -067 063
Tl 1779 407 - = = = = 100 -052
0cB 2898 455 - - - - - - 1.00

SD, standard deviation; POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; CT, company trust;
MT, management trust; ST, supervisor trust; OC, organization commitment; TI, turnover
intention; OCB, organizational citizenship behavior.
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Table 6. The value of variance inflation factor

Dependent Perceptions of Trust Trust
: - ” Trust boss
variable  organizational politics ~ company management
VIF 1.776 1.950 1.705 1.584
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Table 7. The effect of moderation organization trust between POPs
and OC

Table 8. The effect of moderation organization trust between POPs
andTI

0C Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Tl Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 21.29*** 17.91%** 17.36%** Intercept 17.38*** 18.99*** 16.61%**
Control variable Control variable
Gender (male) 028 0.01 0.05 Gender (male) 0.1 033 028
Age yr) Age yr)
20 -5.99%** -3.39%%* -3.35%%* 20 4.65%** 2.29** 217
30 4147 2.21%%% 22277 30 2.55%* 0.83 0.82
40 -1.62%* 013 0.16 40 0.61 -0.68 063
Education level Education level
High school 02 0.75 0.77 High school -1.42% -0.87 081
Junior college 0.63 -0.16 0.26 Junior college 0383 01N 0.07
University 0.61 0.15 021 University 048 0.19 03
Entrance type (new) -1.13%** 0.44* -049* Entrance type (new) 0.94** 0.39 0.48
Position Position
Mere worker 3277 1.71%* 1.72%* Mere worker -261** -1.31 -1.22
Deputy 1.79** 0.55 06 Deputy -1.34 0.32 0.31
Section chief -0.66 -1.54%* -1.58%* Section chief 0.7 1.34% 1.46%
Length of service (yr) Length of service (yr)
1 5.58%** 1.92%% 1.82%* 1 -3.48%%* 037 022
5 2.45%** 0.71 0.68 5 094 0.6 0.68
10 0.76 0.42 0.37 10 0.04 0.27 0.36
20 0.83* 0.66* 0.58 20 048 03 018
Job Job
Adminstrative 044 032 0.35 Adminstrative -0.05 0.74* 0.85**
Sales -1.34 -0.69 0.72 Sales 044 -1.13 -1.02
Service -1.58%** 0.12 0.13 Service 0.69 -0.68 -0.68
Research -1.83* 061 061 Research 0.46 -0.67 071
Technical 0.86* 0.17 0.21 Technical 0.19 113 -1.24%*
Dependent variable Dependent variable
POPs - 0.16%** 013 POPs - 0.15%** 0.19*
CT - 0.13** 025 CT - -0.07 0.85**
MT - -0.09 0.09 MT - 0.2** 047
ST - 0.48*** 0.95%** ST - 0477 -1.22%%
Interaction Interaction
POPs x CT - - 0.01* POPs x CT 0.02%**
POPs x MT - - 0 POPs x MT - - 0.02
POPs x ST - - 0.01%* POPs x ST 0.02%**
F-value 13.19%** 33.87*** 3057 F-value 6.34*** 16.09%** 15.23***
R? 0.275 0.541 0.545 R? 0.154 0.359 0.374
AR? - 0.266 0.004 AR? - 0.205 0.015

AR% R? increment,

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; OC, organization commitment; CT, company
trust; MT, management trust; ST, supervisor trust.

*pvalue<0.1. **p-value < 0.05. ***pvalue<0.001.

0.055}0]| f-2Jn]5to] Aol Agatrtal 3 4= Qlrt. ofuf 317
o] e oF 154% Vet BE 2= 224227} 3|4
A1, BRRANE, AR} 23 mgoch AR FARS
16.09% 5-oJu|}A] Vrehr, Aele- oF 20.5% 2713t 35.9% %
Urept ot 22422712 F] g3K0.15), BPXIAI= = o)
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AR% R? increment.

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; Tl, turnover intention; CT, company trust;
MT, management trust; ST, supervisor trust.

*pvalue<0.1. **p-value < 0.05. ***p-value<0.001.
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Table 9. The effect of moderation organization trust between POPs
and OCB

0CB Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Intercept 34.78*** 36.89™** 13.35**
Control variable
Gender (male) -1.07%* 0.95%* 0917
Age (yr)
20 -6.37%** -4.48% % -4 58%**
30 -4.92%%* -3.61*** -3.54%**
40 2.42%% -1.49%* -1.43%%
Education level
High school -1.27* -1.86** -1.96%*
Junior college 03 0.88* -0.85*
University -0.09 -0.58 057
Entrance type (new) -0.89** 064* 06
Position
Mere worker 1.75* 0.99 1.44
Deputy 1.18 0.58 0.97
Section chief -1.96** 2.11% -1.86%*
Length of service (yr)
1 3.45*** 1.44 0.78
5 1.69** 0.54 048
10 043 044 053
20 0.66 0.5 0.49
Job
Adminstrative S VA -1.18** -1.21%*
Sales -1.87 -1 -1.03
Service -3.19%* 2.01%% -2.03%%*
Research -3.05* 2.1% 2.27**
Technical -1.65** 0.88* 097
Dependent variable
POPs - 0.12%% 0.51***
CT - -0.07 0.57**
MT - 0.42%% 0.36
ST - 0.46%** 0.67**
Interaction
POPs x CT - - -0.02%*
POPs x MT - - -0.02*
POPs x ST - - -0.01
F-value 12.10%** 17.71%%* 17.44%%
R? 0.258 0.381 0.406
AR? - 0123 0.025

AR% R? increment.

POPs, perceptions of organizational politics; OCB, organizational citizenship behavior,
CT, company trust; MT, management trust; ST, supervisor trust.

*pvalue<0.1. **pvalue<0.05. ***pvalue<0.001.
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