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{Abstract)

An Empirical Analysis of The Relationship between Hospital
Employees’ Perception of Organizational Politics, Organizational
Effectiveness, and The Moderating Role of Organizational Trust

Kyunghee Yi*, Hyejeong Yoon*, Myoungsoon You**©. Wang—Jun Lee™**

*Department of Public Health Science, Graduate School of Public Health, Seoul National University, **Department of Public
Health Sclence, Graduate School of Public Health, and Institute of Health and Environment, Seoul National University,
“**Myongji Hospital

The purpose of this study was to empirically investigate the relationship between hospital employees’ perceptions
of organizational politics, organizational effectiveness such as job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
turnover intention. We also evaluated the moderating effect of organizational trust on the relationships between POPs
and organizational effectiveness. By analyzing 726 employees’ data including physicians, nurses, medical
technicians, and administrators from one private hospital, POPs was found to have had a highly negative relationship
with job satisfaction and organizational commitment while a highly positive relationship with turnover intention.
Furthermore, organizational trust moderated the relationship between POPs and job satisfaction, and also POPs and
turnover intention, while no moderating effect appeared between POPs and organizational commitment. Within the
organization, employees who are in a group with high organizational trust have low job satisfaction and high turnover
intention when they have high POPs rather than a group with low organizational trust. Further the implications of
these results and future directions of the study have been discussed.

Keywords: Perceptions of Organizational Politics, Organizational Effectiveness, Organizational Trust, Hospital
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<KE 1 ZALEFO EXM ¥

ME|E(Sources of Measurement)

Variables Sources # of items Cronbach’s

POPS Kacmar & Ferris(1991), Kacmar & Carlson(1997) 14 0.91

Organizational Trust Cook & Wall(1980), Daley & \Vasu(1998) 8 0.93

Job Satisfaction Hackman & Oldham (1975) 6 0.94

Organizational Commitment Allen & Meyer (1993) 6 0.96

Turnover Intention Meyer, Allen, & Smith (1993) 3 0.93

Demographic factors = 8 =
o] FALET= AYATFE Bl AF=S B ARNE, 2AEY, oA T 2AFAANS] B
7b ElE £ ARy, 291A aQ@ME Y ols wACAY =AY 2EaNE A58 §
Cronbach’s a 2 &3l BFg=et AIZ=E oA oF ¥ st} AF2 IARAS Aol & 25, 24
SRletgleh, gQlA agliA Ay, 2AAAAL 2o =9, oJAE F& FEWUSLE T 474 392l A
A 20l Aol 0.5 olste e ) B Aglst  mH Lo ofZudel 2APAAZL, F A B
0 E1EYS (F 204N BgoR dusigt, & 28wl 24492, T8)% vpu R 24
WE D50 QAYLE 0.5 ololdT, MY AF  AXAT 2] A5AE FE 2AH 02 275}
% (Construct Reliability: C.R,)®] 7% 0.8 oMoz of mpx|uf mellof o] F52hg gho] F&HF 9|
712 0.7 SE3I5IeH4T]. 248221 Alefet 2 3 ATAE UelEAE A785ks Aolts0]. =3t
= JigolA BEAiEeZE(Average Variance Extracted, ZAFI A0 AUAL =o|7] Qe mdl 29} wdl
AVE) 72 7122191 0.5 o2 253k3lar[47], 22% 39 Ago] Z7HL(ARY)o] T3t 9AE F AH(F test
A7) A AVE #e 0.5 mmolglott, Mak &  for AR)E B3te] Fo4E BHstATH51]. o)) &

Sockel[48]0] Zﬂ?_}f?_} Normed Fit Index (NF)& 7]&
0= sh= A5 71Xl 0.99 :qu??_} 0.8 =0l
webh] £AHEY] o7 Bdes SHHE Ao s st
ot AR e e 7 XPC’]% Ueh= deld
AL Fornell & Larcker[49]7} A|SFst ®lH o ule} F+
A= 7F A2 a7 AVE gk vl ast
of gRelstelet, W4 7+ AuAS7E 7 =2 AR
I} o] A0 0] A Al AVE g Wk A
1, T A AVE gho] ARAg=e] AlgEoh #iaL,
ZAGA A 2 AL JA] FA7NE Q] AVE Fhol 4
A Aot 2A Ueht sEEd =T} ole A
2 Wsieint, At s S4 =9 Cronbach’s a 4k
2 HE 0.9 oo R =A Uepdthi 1),
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1. 85e]

H 2v 7 o

Aol Rrofgt W AU T FASH B
HH, EA] titkert 0j40]a1(79.8%), AFEEE
20~30 the] Aol 7MY Wokow(76,8%), -SHAH)
gEES ARG o|Ae] HS 2939ITHI6.8%).
AzHaL 715 %0] 74 Wwo| Sukalgl11(59.2%), &
212(19.3%), F%B2(10.1%), AHA(5.4%) A= &
gotatt, HAHY dEAeEEs 1~490] 36.1%,
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<E 2> AFH FouA AN H| W (Results of Main Variables by Occupations)
Medical

Physicians Nurses Administrator Technicians Other
(n=34) (n=440) (n=90) (n=145) (n=17) ~ Fvalue
M=*S.D M=%S.D M£S.D M£S.D M=%S.D

POPs 3.70+1,10 3.83+0.84 3.90+0.97 3.88+1.01 3.81+0.99 0.42 0.80
Org. Trust 4.31%£0.89 3.76+0.83 4.26%+1.03 3.98+0.97 4.28+1.06 8.38 <.001
Job Satisfaction 5.10£0.91 3.83%1.28 474+1,16 479%11.17 471+1.44 28.04 <.001
Org. Commitment ~ 5.30+0.83 451+1.16 527+1.23 497+1.16 4.90+0.97 12.53 <.001
Turnover Intention  2.61+£1.34 4.79+1.48 3.60+1.51 3.71+1.48 3.31+£1.37 37.08 <.001

<HE 3> FQ HAE 7H A |(Correlations among Main Variables)

Mean S.D 1 2 3 4 5
1. POPs 3.84 0.91 1
2. Organizational Trust 3.90 0.91 —0.530"** 1
3. Job Satisfaction 421 1.32 —0.121** 0.382*** 1
4.  Organizational Commitment 475 1.19 —0.235"*  0.463™** 0.472*** 1
5. Turnover Intention 4.29 1.61 0.240"** 0412  —0.687"* —0463"** 1
**p <.01**p <.001
2. AEE ZAHRAPY, 2N Y 24§ (F value=12,53, p<.001), mHARIoR olgelw ol
4] e 45} TS o) EAoIN 7 £ o YolEg

UeREd(M=4.79, S.D=1.48) ol=lgt Aol= &A%

Al oA o] A2 T oAk, ke ] A, o72% {ogt Aor YeTtHEF value=37.08, p
BAZ, e So8 FHslo] 22 #ge }_Méilxw, <.001).
A4 9 24§54 Aol e Hekd v ‘

shoich, 1 At GE 2o ek glol, 2% 1k 24
A2} 4:329] Aol 24 ghspeh. o] v
Qo] zAAFL 74570 2FAF  $Z(M=3.76

S.D=0.890] B AFoIA] j$ ok oleldt W G T ATHE 0] (E 3%k gk 244
Aol EAMORE golsigirt, F4Ha 5 RN ARNE 2 2YBYYE 29 ABWAS 6w,
& oAlo] Zb EOIAM=5.10, SD=091), BAH  olHelwoks H(H) HUVAS ekt & 224
0 WAONE vmd Eohor] kEAe] ARzl ARz 2N b 2L R(-)e B =053,

7V Sokch(M=3.83, 5.D=1.28). & ¥ ARy p<.001)7} 9b&5 IS, 2AAF = A5 9l
=9 Aol FAKLE fogt Rer RAHUHE  2AEdde A(h)e
value=28,04, p<.001), 499 22 B oA, o IS dElth 34 B 8 RS BF
YA, BAZ S BmFE WA E2 AoZ vepte. SAHCR foeh Ars Uit
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0]783] & 1 ez Y] AR AT} A Ao WAL 2ALl=]e] 2E A}
<E 4> XEAHX|X|Ztat 2 20kE 7+ 37| (Relationship between POPs and Job Satisfaction)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
B S.E B S.E B S.E
Intercept 3.56™* 0.12 3.57** 0.12 3,53 0.12
Gender (Female) 0.26* 0.13 0.17 0.12 0.15 0.12
Age (20s)
30s 0.35** 0.13 0.38** 0.12 0.37** 0.12
40s 0.83*** 0.18 0.75*** 0.18 0.73** 0.17
50st+ 1.39%* 0.28 1.19% 0.27 1.20%* 0.27
Education(under College)
College 0.19* 0.10 0.20* 0.09 0.20* 0.09
Graduate school 0.37* 0.18 0.43* 0.17 0.37* 0.17
Job (Nurse)
Physician 047 1 0.24 0.30 0.23 0.31 0.23
Administrator 0.45™* 0.15 0.27 T 0.15 0251 0.15
Medical Technician 0.80™** 0.12 0.70*** 0.12 0.67** 0.12
Other 0.68* 0.29 0.64* 0.28 0.64* 0.28
Tenure (< 1 yr.)
1—4 yrs. —0.08 0.13 0.03 0.12 0.05 0.12
5-12 yrs, -0.07 0.15 —0.03 0.14 —0.01 0.14
13—20 yrs. -0.29 0.21 —0.25 0.20 —0.22 0.20
21 yrs, & over 0.05 0.34 0.08 0.33 0.1 0.32
Position (Staff)
Middle Manager —0.29F 0.17 —0.23 0.16 —0.21 0.16
Team Leader & over 0.20 0.20 0.19 0.19 0.16 0.19
POPs —0.20™** 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.06
Org. Trust 0.48*** 0.06 0.50*** 0.06
POPs X Org. Trust —0.12% 0.03
R 0.245 0.316 0.327
F 13.5%* 18.12%** 18.02***
AR 0.07 0.01
Ffor AR 72.63* 11.49™
(): Reference,
POP % Org. Trust= i SAISISH 2421,
T p< 0.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, ** p<.001
4, 2AAAb 24§ a9ate] 2 obA|t 202 hebgeh(B=—0.20, p<.001). urebH £
A7 71 12 Ak, 1 9] A7 hg Y Ty
1) ARFRRI2AL Y25l 2 o] AR PSEE AP HesRo] BE4T BUT,
B waA Ak, B, WA S AT G
AR} A5 ETe] PAoIA, T4 = =7k BAMoR %ﬂfs Aom Uehdh et ¥e
A7t Sgeo] ol o)5e] AR MEEE T4 Aga 2RARE A AR BEwe] i
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HEEGSIE(X| M22H M2

RIS

FAROR GolatA srtet,

Intercept
Gender (Female)
Age (20s)
30s
40s
50s & over
Education(under College)
College
Graduate school
Job (Nurse)
Physician
Administrator
Medical Technician
Other
Tenure ({1 yr.)
1—-4 yrs.
5-12 yrs.
13—20 yrs,

21 yrs. & over
Position (Staff)
Middle Manager
Team Leader & over
POPs
Org. Trust
POPs X Org. Trust
R
F
AR
Ffor AR

Model 1
B S.E
4,34 0.1
0.12 0.12
0.05 0.12
0.47** 0.17
0.67** 0.26
0.24** 0.09
0.18 0.16
0.33 0.22
0.41** 0.14
0.39™* 0.11
0.27 0.26
-0.27* 0.12
—0.00 0.14
0.16 0.19
0.05 0.31
—0.01 0.15
0.43* 0.19
—0.32"* 0.05
0.229
12,38

2 UERThHB=-0.32, p<.001), wte}A]

B qlao] 714
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=2 2000l H]sA 40t) o] &
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off Hlsiix ©
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SN

Model 2
B S.E
4.36™** 0.10
0.02 0.11
0.08 0.11
0.38* 0.16
0.47 t 0.24
0.24** 0.08
0.23 0.15
0.15 0.21
023 1 0.13
0.29** 0.11
0.23 0.25
—0.16 0.11
0.04 0.13
0.20 0.18
0.09 0.29
0.07 0.14
0.42* 0.17
—0.06 0.05
0.49%* 0.05

0.322

18.63***
0.093
96.54™*

2y
BaolA o =9k
Z2

A o] a9

sela 4 sl

Al(Relationship between POPs and Organizational Commitment)

Model 3

B S.E
4.36™** 0.11
0.02 0.11
0.08 0.11
0.38* 0.16
047 t 0.24
0.24** 0.08
0.23 0.15
0.16 0.21
023 1 0.13
0.29™* 0.11
0.23 0.25
—0.16 0.11
0.04 0.13
0.20 0.18
0.09 0.29
0.07 0.14
0.42* 0.18
—0.06 0.05
0.49™* 0.05
—0.01 0.03

0.322

17.63"**
0.000
0.05

(): Reference,
POP %! Org. Trust= it Selsier 242!,
T p< 0.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, ™ p<.001
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<E 6> XXX X|X|2tat o|Zlo| & 7t A (Relationship between POPs and Turnover Intention)

Intercept
Gender (Female)
Age (20s)
30s
40s
50s & over
Education(under College)
College
Graduate school
Job (Nurse)
Physician
Administrator
Medical Technician
Other
Tenure ({1 yr.)
1—-4 yrs,
5-12 yrs.
13-20 yrs,

21 yrs. & over
Position (Staiff)
Middle Manager
Team Leader & over
POPs
Org. Trust
POPs X Org. Trust
R
F
AR
Fior AR

Model 1
B S.E
473" 0.14
-0.26 t 0.15

—0.55%* 0.15

—1.29%* 0.21
—1.81% 0.33
-0.25* 0.1
—0.49* 0.20
—1.28%* 0.28

—0.63** 0.18
—-0.88*** 0.14

114 0.33
0.64** 0.15
0.68™* 0.17
0.79** 0.24
0.50 0.39
0.40* 0.19
0.18 0.24
0.42"* 0.06

0.329
20.41%**

Model 2
B S.E
472 0.14
-0.17 0.14

-0.58"** 0.14

—1.20%* 0.20
—1.63** 0.32
-0.25* 0.1
-0.54** 0.20
—1.11% 0.27
—0.46** 0.17
—0.79** 0.14
—1.11* 0.32
0.53** 0.14
0.64** 0.17
0.76™ 0.23
0.47 0.38
034t 0.18
0.18 0.23
0.19*™* 0.07

—0.46™* 0.07

0.372
23.28"**
0.043

Model 3
B S.E
475" 0.14
-0.15 0.14

—0.57** 0.14

—1,19"* 0.20
—1,63*** 0.32
-0.25* 0.11
-0.50* 0.20
—1,12%* 0.27
—0.45* 0.17
—0.77%** 0.14
-1.10% 0.32
0.52%** 0.14
0.63*** 0.17
0.74* 0.23
0.45 0.38
0337 0.18
0.20 0.23
0.18** 0.07
—0.47%* 0.07
0.08* 0.04
0.376
22 41%%*
0.004
4,65

(): Reference,
POP %! Org. Trust= it Selsier 242!,
T p< 0.1, * p<.05, ** p<.01, ™ p<.001
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the Relationship between POPs and Job Satisfaction)

5.00

ool
n
=

Turnover Intention
Fe
f=]
=

3.50 4 Organizational Trust
—e—high

i |OW

3.00 T
lowr high

POPs
3> ZAMX[ X2t o| x| Z7F MAOM RXIAE|Q] 2E 5 W Moderating Effect of Organizational Trust on
the Relationship between POPs and Turnover Intention)

AR AT 24 gaA 3 BACNA 2AA=7L «l ”Ezul ?5“31 iﬂﬂ 2l 301]*1 AR A A 23

4
Aol YEAS BT ATE 4 @ O, @ AN YBAE T AT ] S5 JFS 0

80



Ao BRelstiB=-0,12, p=0,001). 12|
AgEe el R $711931(24. 5%

SIS AEkF=11.49, p=0,001), mehy ZH A== 2
ARAA 2 AR 7o) BAS 2Aske Ao

et

ZARAA 7T 2AEQ 7 BANA(E 5), = 30
Mol A A 2k 2A 0] A5 A Go] 2B
of WA B2 FAHCRE {ojstA okt =
8 AgEe 27181 Gka(AR’=0) o] Z7Eo] gt
Fgk Al SAH SR o517 ot =AY A| 24t 22
Y 1F AN 2R 2-aTE 2] Zeke A
O 2 et

mAeto 2 2 A2} o|Fow 7k TA A (&

6), = 399 2AHAAAT 241 oA
P oAzl FostA PR mAL a(B=0.08
3), wdl Ao Z7HL(AR)] gt A3t &
Fo5HTh(F=4.65, p=0.031). watA
A2 A2} o)A o 7 WAE 248k
A4S BEdg, 2

2~
Of

(e

H

LS|

> 0
N

olo 4 o

BN
)
2
R
B
N
N
~{
BN
X,

o

==
UON

b &2 =

81

Ny

e R

2 oy
AN ot
O oF
o
lo

N ox
e i
BN
N,

<, oX,

&
N
—d
d

»
oS
e
o
»
1o
H1

=
N

A )

o > o\

D
N

2

N

>
- Jo L

k_o(,

ox |

ol

Kl

_ﬁ
QL
2
£
H
<L
oX,
rjg

=
=
o
1o

)
ox
Y
N
%)
)

i
X
ﬂJlﬂ.I
N
i)
ok
kd

N

> 4
2
lo
4
o2
i
b4
uj

It

re o
-1
N,
X
A
)
N
-

R
o
e

il
1

° e K
o
rlr
olﬂ
BN
N

©

N JE HI‘F

of
ol
P
1o

) n
r

H1
o it 2 ol

=

DI 4%
T
f
‘l i
H

o o

fUHI N

o e X

il

1o

BN

)

o

ﬁ‘

R

N

:;7
4
oL
e e
tlo o2

- 2 e 2
2

—~
<L
lo

N 11
I 1o
N
o
S
2
o
L2
rlr
ok
e
i
G
_|>i
fu
ol
=
2
al
-
S

EX

)

=)
)
rlr
oMz

F4910) a2

i
P

2o 2 o
rl
—

% oX o

i 4o
BN
i

ol

{1 ox

ot
22
'
4 B
30, =
rlr
N
o 30 ol fo
_c])lg
£l

oX,

[0 o i

[>
|m
o,
[>
<
s

—l>'mo
—H

g
rr

PR 12

o
o

4

o

K

BN

)

oX

N

=
+H o
oz Mr

z

=
o]
=

c

i)
il

[62]. 53] 22 W +4H4Y W52 st 8ol
THAo] AR A] oS B9 2R W9 Sk &
Ao 7rotele][2, 14], 232 U EWsla gtz ol QA
24 AAE vidsta gret dE 4 9 AxE 9
3}, 233t 5 YY) 2ARAALE HAaAT
AL o]& QI FAAQ] Yk Hastsfor & Aolth &
oF HARIAN Al o] 2AH ] Y7t HAyS



HEEGSIE(X| M22H M2

]

rr
S~

ot A kAR 3R A A
o] Ao & Aol
|92 2t0] 28 §EAo] WAL ¥

Spp7] Sl FHAY 24

B
ool 3o
ox
ox

PN
N

il
ox
2

o o,
ro by
L
ol
o
e
o oap
ofN & o

Al

d

>,
m
b

R}
;

=
e ™ o
By

BN
N

fr

pasy
lo
Ul
i,
=
2
o
Hu
oy R
ox
1o

X PN
J>_4
e

N
rir
BN
)
oL
R
N
N
ﬂ
o
E:

I =
i
BN
)
oX,
R
D)
N
I
o

b - 8 .
ol oA WYX FYS teE A4 24
AIE HET Lee & Changl[6]9] dTtoA] 2AES

A 1) 39le] 23
o Aoy gl
W Akl

Zpo] 27 43 )

L), BAA 9 oS Aeeh Uk A0E U

ehdtt, & 2o that AFES £ FHAS 25 A
o

ox MY
o

32 o rlo

2 Aol s oo
Aele z2jo] ApAE
WSS 23 A A& B ol AA B

o, TETHE
=2 A (identification) 2714 o]oiAcH55-56], 18

82

(
o

o
oX W

1 —04 Ol-n

r
¥ o
ofr
ol

'—""—U«—Y‘—‘

o
ofot
g
=

.
Azkgckrl, ol 2 ARlolA A2l o
Au3, A% 2R A G E e
ozapt Uel = Aloltt, weba 2AHA7E 417
UEhd 2 gl wWele] 24 87 SolN 74U 27
A2|o] YL vl Fasith & Aol

B QAT Tt 28 Ao SAEe A

2

A,

& dFolM=
2 A5 s w2l

o

S A=E v glols]o] o] A ol
2ARA] 23} ol Eepit AUAS U
§ A7} 2 oo wle Arka we,
S Ao Bk B HASeIA A Ao 12
Aol olste] eltere] WA s

olaig 4= W7IE 71t

= o %
24 Pso &

vdle}

ar 1

)
BN g
o A1

flr ox
o
4%
£
[
i)
e
N
N
)
é
.
HN
e
9
i
i)

o = e

o,



3 4 Q4] Sz 27 Ao gt N7 427
L T2 A5 A1 Aol ot 4 ol vh)
A 224 o) 24 Yol 4 ojwl e}

A3 gltko] wret vl th] wol[s8], 241

A] 2] Aol ©ig Al2aet opet Aol dhat Al
ol tha Al2lo] el ket AREE Sof o
w3 Aole}, 2ol ot AWAQ 459 Al

it

oo og e
r

Ao AR} FoAl= Al ﬂOW Tohe AA™ A1F)9]

AS/dol EASRR[35], 5 Atelie ol ot
AEsksto] AAZ g2 E43 Zart 97,

npA ko 2 dols U3 T ALl &gk AatE
A g S| (Common Method Bias)2] £AIE HRA]
T 4= giok o] BA 9A] FF HURAS e T
A ATE FPste] o A= S5 = S AeR
==
<P B3>

1, Pfeffer J, Pfeffer J. Power in organizations,
Marshfield, MA: Pitman; 1981 Jan,

2. Drory A, Romm T. The definition of organizational
politics: A review, Human relations, 1990 Nov,
43(11):1133-54,

3. Drory A, Vigoda—Gadot E, Organizational politics
and human resource management: A typology and
the Israeli experience, Human Resource Management
Review, 2010 Sep 30;20(3):194—202,

4. Begun JW, Zimmerman B, Dooley K, Health care
organizations as complex adaptive systems, Advances
in health care organization theory, 2003 Jul;253:288,

5. Cho B, Sociology of the Illness and Health Care,
Jipmundang, 2006

6. Lee K, Chang Y. The Moderation Effect of
Organization Trust on the Relationship between
Perceptions of Organizational Politics and Job
Attitudes in Hospital Employees, Health Policy and
Management 2013 Sep;23(3):244—59.

7. Vigoda E. Organizational politics, job attitudes,

and work outcomes: Exploration and implications

83

for the public sector, Journal of vocational Behavior,
2000 Dec 1;57(3):326—47.

8. Lee K, Do K, The Relationship Between Perceptions
of Organizational Politics and Job Attitudes: The
Moderating Effect of Trust in Supervisor, Korean
Business Review, 2005;18(2):61-81, Cited from
Hicks HG, Gullett CR, Phillips SM, Slaughter WS,
Organizations: theory and behavior, McGraw—Hill
Companies; 1975,

9. Ferris GR, Adams G, Kolodinsky RW, Hochwarter
WA, Ammeter AP, Perceptions of organizational

InThe
many faces of multi—level issues 2002 Dec 12 (pp.
179-254). Emerald Group Publishing Limited.

10, Breaux DM, Munyon TP, Hochwarter WA, Ferris

GR. Politics as a moderator of the accountability

politics: Theory and research directions,

—job satisfaction relationship: FEvidence across

three studies, Journal of Management, 2009
Mar;35(2):307—26.
Parker CP, Dipboye RL, Jackson SL, Perceptions

of organizational politics:

11,
An investigation of
antecedents and consequences, Journal of
Management, 1995 Jan 1;21(5):891-912,

12, Kacmar KM, Ferris GR, Perceptions of organizational
politics scale (POPS): Development and construct
validation, Educational and Psychological measurement,
1991 Mar;51(1):193—205,

Ferris GR, Harrell-Cook G, Dulebohn JH,

The nature of the

13.
Organizational politics:

relationship between politics perceptions and

political behavior, In Research in the Sociology of

Organizations 2000 Jan 31 (pp. 89—130). Emerald

Group Publishing Limited,

Ferris GR, Russ GS, Fandt PM. Politics in

Impression management in the

14,
organizations,
organization, 1989;143(170):79—100.

15, Vigoda—Gadot E, Vigoda E. Developments in

organizational politics: How political dynamics

affect employee performance in modern work

sites. Edward Elgar Publishing; 2003,

16, Vigoda—Gadot E, Dryzin—Amit Y. Organizational



17,

18.

19.

20.

21,

22,

23,

24.

29,

26.

BYStE|X| Mi223 M2E

politics, leadership and performance in modern
public worksites: A theoretical framework, Handbook
of organizational politics, 2006;1:3—15,
Poon JM, Situational antecedents and outcomes
of organizational politics perceptions, Journal of
managerial psychology. 2003 Mar 1;18(2):138—55,
Lee K, Do K. The Relationship Between
Perceptions of Organizational Politics and Job
Attitudes: The Moderating Effect of Trust in
Supervisor, Korean Business Review. 2005;18(2):
61-81.,
Kim Y, Han I. The Impact of Perceptions of
on Job Attitudes

Moderating roles of Positive Affectivity and

Organizational Politics
Negative Affectivity. CNU Journal of Management
& Economics, 2014 Aug;37(1):65—90,

Atinc G, Darrat M, Fuller B, Parker BW, Perceptions
of organizational politics: A meta—analysis of
theoretical antecedents, Journal of Managerial
Issues, 2010 Dec 1:494—-513,

Lee K, Chang Y. Antecedents of Perceptions of
Organizational of
Business Administration, 2012 Jul;25(4):1991—2019,
Eisenhardt KM, Bourgeois LJ, Politics of strategic

decision making in high—velocity environments:

Politics, Korean Journal

Toward a midrange theory, Academy of management
journal, 1988 Dec 1:;31(4): 737170,

Kacmar KM, Bozeman DP, Carlson DS, Anthony
WP, An examination of the perceptions of
organizational politics model: Replication and
extension, Human relations. 1999 Mar 1;52(3):
383—416,

Kim J, Hong A, The Influence of Organizational
Politics Perception on Innovative Behavior:
Mediating Effect of Organizational Cynicism and
Distributive Justice,
Human Resource Development, 2013:;15(2):111-34,

Ferris GR, Kacmar KM, Perceptions of organizational

The Korean dJournal of

politics. Journal of management, 1992 Mar;18(1):
93—116,
Ferris GR, Frink DD, Galang MC, Zhou J, Kacmar

84

27,

28,

29,

30.

31,

32.

33.

34.

30.

KM, Howard JL., Perceptions of organizational
politics: Prediction, stress—related implications,
and outcomes, Human relations, 1996 Feb
1,49(2):233-66,

Lee K, The Impacts of the

Organizational Politics on the Job Satisfaction and

Perception of

Organizational Commitment, Korean Corporation
Management Review, 2006;22:97-110

Byrne ZS. Fairness reduces the negative effects
of organizational politics on turnover intentions,
citizenship behavior and job performance, Journal
of Business and Psychology. 2005 Dec 4;20(2):
175—-200,

Lee K, Chang Y. The Influence of Organization
Justice on the Relationship between Perceptions
of Organizational Politics and Outcomes, Korean
Corporation Management Review 2012;45:133—57.
Park J, Lee K, Hwang H, The Moderating Roles
of Organizational Justice on the Relationship
between Organizational Politics and Organizational
Effectiveness . Focus on After—school Teachers.
Journal of Korean Industrial Economics 2014
Oct;27(5):2223—-45,

Shim D, Cho Y, Kim K, The Influence of Decision
Participation on the Relationship between Perception
of Organizational Politics and Job Attitude, The
Korean Journal for Human Resource Development
2008;10(3):195—-215,

Vigoda-Gadot E, Talmud I, Organizational politics
and job outcomes: The moderating effect of trust
and social support, Journal of Applied Social
Psychology. 2010 Nov 1:40(11):2829—61.

Khalid J, Ahmed J, Perceived organizational
politics and employee silence: supervisor trust as
a moderator. Journal of the Asia Pacific
Economy, 2016 Apr 2;21(2):174-95,

Rousseau DM, Sitkin SB, Burt RS, Camerer C,
Not so different after all: A cross—discipline view
of trust. Academy of management review, 1998
Jul 1:23(3):393-404.

Kim H., A Study on the Causal Relationships



36.

317,

38,

39,

40,

41,

42,

43,

44,

45,

o]43] 9 : HUxA
among Organizational dJustice, Organizational

Trust, and Organizational Citizenship Behavior,
Korean Public Administration Review, 2007
Jun;41(2):69-94,

Spencer DG, Steers RM, The influence of personal
factors and perceived work experiences on
employee turnover and absenteeism, Academy of
Management Journal, 1980 Sep 1;23(3):567—72.
Dirks KT, Ferrin DL, The role of trust in
organizational settings,
2001 Aug;12(4):450—-67.
Daley DM, Vasu ML, Fostering organizational trust
in North Carolina: The pivotal role of administrators
and political leaders. Administration & Society.
1998 Mar;30(1):62—-84.

Cook J, Wall T. New work attitude measures of

Organization science,

trust, organizational commitment and personal
need nonfulfilment, Journal of occupational
psychology. 1980 Mar 1;53(1):39—-52.

Farrell D, Petersen JC, Patterns of political behavior
in organization, Academy of Management Review,
1982 Jul 1;7(3):403-12,

Bartunek JM, Changing interpretive schemes and
organizational restructuring: The example of a
religious order, Administrative science quarterly.,
1984 Sep 1:355—72,

Albrecht S, 7 The direct and indirect influence of
organizational politics on organizational support,
trust and commitment, Handbook of organizational
politics, 2006:107,

Jo H, Lee S, Cho W, Chun K, Moon O, The
Relationship of Organizational Culture and
Organizational Effectiveness at the General
Hospital, Korean J Prev Med, 1999;32(3):374—82,
Mowday RT, Steers RM, Porter LW, The measurement
of organizational commitment, Journal of vocational
behavior, 1979 Apr 30;14(2):224—47.

Meyer JP, Allen NJ, Smith CA, Commitment to
organizations and occupations: Extension and
test of a three—component conceptualization,

Journal of applied psychology. 1993 Aug;78(4):538,

85

46,

47,

48,

49,

90,

ol

o2.

93,

o4,

Lawler EE. Satisfaction and behavior. Motivation
and work behavior, 1983;332:345,

Hair, Jr.,J.F., Anderson. R.E., Tatham, R.L. &
Black, W.C, Multivariate data Analysis (6th ed.).
Upper Saddle River, New Jersey . Prentice Hall,
2006
Mak BL, Sockel H, A confirmatory factor analysis
of IS employee motivation and retention, Information
& management, 2001 Apr 30;33(5):265—76.

Fornell C, Larcker DF., Evaluating structural
equation models with unobservable variables and
measurement error, Journal of marketing research,
1981 Feb 1:39-50.

Baron RM, Kenny DA, The moderator-mediator
variable distinction in social psychological research:
Conceptual, strategic, and statistical considerations,
Journal of personality and social psychology.
1986 Dec;51(6):1173.

Cohen J, Cohen, P.(1983). Applied multiple
regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral
sciences, Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, 81, Cited from
Yang O, Park J, Improving Methodological Rigor
of Verifying the Moderating Effects in Business
Studies. Korean Business Education Review 2014
Aug.;29:249-91,

Bae S, Kim M. The Relationships between
Organizational  Politics and  Organizational
Citizenship Behaviors, Job Strains, and Turnover
Intentions, and the Mediating Effect of Perceived
Organizational Support The Korean Journal of
Human Resource Management, 2010 May;34:1-30,
Heo K, A Study on The Relationships Between Job
Characteristics and Organizational Commitment of
Hospital Organization, Journal of Human Resource
Management Research, 2005 Mar 30;12(1):21—45,
Son K, Lee K, The Relationship among Perception
of Organizational Politics, Organizational Commitment,
and Emotional Exhaustion: the Moderating Effect
of Social Context Factor, National Association of
Korean Local Government, 2015;16(4):87—110,

. Brockner J, Tyler TR, Cooper—Schneider R. The



6.

o7,

BYStE|X| Mi223 M2E

influence of prior commitment to an institution
on reactions to perceived unfairness: The higher
they are, the harder they fall, Administrative
Science Quarterly, 1992 Jun 1:241-61.

Robinson SL, Trust and breach of the psychological
contract, Administrative science quarterly, 1996
Dec 1:574-99,

Hwang SK, Ahn KM, Jeong HJ, The Study of

86

08,

Determinants of Hospital Organization Trust
Leading to Trust in Hospital Worker’s Organization
Trust, The Korean Journal of Health Service
Management, 2013 Jun;7(2):113—24.
Shockley—Zalabak P, Ellis K, Winograd G.
Organizational trust: What it means, why it
matters, Organization Development Journal, 2000
Dec 1;18(4):35,



