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The Effects of Role Conflict and Role Ambiguity on Team Performance and the
Mediating Effects of Relationship Conflict and Task Conflict among Hospital
Employees
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'Administrator, Janpalpal Clinic, Busan; *Professor, Department of Medical Administration, Dong-Eui Institute of Technology, Busan; *Adjunct Professor,
Department of Nursing, Inje University, Busan, Korea

Objectives: The objective of this study is to grasp effects of role-conflict and role-ambiguity on team performances in hospital employees and to verify
the mediating effects of relationship conflict and task conflict on the relationships among the variables. Methods: In order to achieve research purposes,
an empirical study model was designed to test the cause-and-effect relationship between team performances and conflicts among the members
through earlier studies. The subjects were 280 employees of 9 hospitals located in Busan and the survey was conducted by self-administered question-
naire. Results: The role ambiguity was the greatest in team performance, the task conflict in sequence and the relationship conflict in order. In terms of
direct effect, the task conflict was the biggest variable. However, the role ambiguity which has both direct and indirect effects was verified as the most
important variable among variables in study model. Conclusions: In conclusion, the role ambiguity in total effect and the task conflict in direct effect are
the most precious variable. Therefore, it is necessary to develop the management method to effectively manage the role ambiguity and the task conflict
among the different conflicts in organization.
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Figure 1. Study model.
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Table 1. General characteristics of study subjects
Variables Category n % 21 o] ZH=0| ElMTl0l OJX| ot
= ol O|x]= s
Gender Male 89 338 seriE=e = ee ] o
Female 174 66.2 Figure 2= 22 Yol A dlet 4= Q= AeS g, ddn s
Age (y) 2029 87 333 3, WA AL S = AAstal g 7o) BRI Al S
30-39 86 33.0 - - - _ -
AR YA AMOS ver. 24.0& o|-&3) =A|gE AR EAO] 7|2
o > we I & o] 3l EAIT A2 7]
>50 16 6.1 Lot
System missing 2 Figure 29] 7|2 182 df (A-+2)7} “079] Lol 2 A g0
Level of educati High school 23 7 _ N
eveloreducation CIEI]I schoo o3 3?6 FHE7F AFEE|R] 9F7] W] Regression Weights C.R o] +1.969]
ollege X )
University 134 510 A v A] ok Hepgo B2E A2 Al sEA S48
Graduate school 23 8.7 do] A3 S GFAA|7 | = WO 2 A e =&Y, Figure 3
Occupation Nurse 50 19.2 o 1= _ -
O 2] p3 o AT H A AulE H Aol
Nursing assistant 33 126 = wEH B AR ATE e ot
Medical articles 50 19.2 Figure 3of] A =74 55 o] AR 4= Abw H, Ao 4= 4=
Administrative 128 49.0 Z 713 7122 0] 3L 947 o & ulotdfjof 5l HIER| 40l 27k
System missing 2
Position St.aff 147 359 Table 2. Correlation among major factors
Middle managers 20 342
Over manager 26 99 Variables R0|? Rc?le ' Tasl'< Relatior'\ship
Working years <1 29 11 conflict  ambiguity  conflict conflict
<land <5 65 249 Role ambiguity 0.628**
<5and <15 85 326 Task conflict 0.505** 0.615**
>15 82 314 Relationship conflict ~ 0.435%* 0.584** 0.850%*
System missing 2 Team performance -0.140% -0.280%* -0.290%* -0.262**
Total 263 100.0 **p <0.01, *p <0.05.
Task conflict
I (=)
Role conflict
/' Team performance
Role ambiguity

Relationship conflict

Figure 2. Basic model.
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Task conflict
i 021 (=)
Roleconflict s /0.
_______________________ N
0.1 :)ji/' Team performance
Role ambiguity
Relationship conflict

Fit index v df p-value GFI RMSEA NFI CFI RFI IFI PGFI PNFI

2.731 2 0.259 0.996 0.037 0.996 0.999 0.978 0.999 0.133 0.199

Figure 3. Modification model and model fit index.

2731, AF-GE(df)= 2, p-valueFke 02592 W0 A2 7} A=
AgE S ol o Ak & & A A= GFlo}
RMSEA & GFI] 79~ 39241 2] R*3} 33745] AR 342 7=
HOR 09 oo 74 o] Fom, & HFof| = 09960 = A7}
E=7F S & 4= Atk RMRY}F RMSEAT 0.05 0|5+ gl 714
H 2ol Lpsitial Frlsh 2 Aol A= 0.37=2 7)ol gk
o} 2 GAre] ZEAFAQ1 NFI, CFI, RFL 1F19] Anghe 2} 2
0.996, 0,999, 0.978, 09992 HE ZFo] 1o] 77k Frojm g2 £ wnd)
ofgfal & 4 Qlth vpAE} 7HA A A]4== PGFI, PNFI9] go] 0.133,
01992 Lpgtow, 29kt 7|EoflA] Blojdte) & 2|51 g o] A3t 4]
T 710l FARSE A7} QA iR 20| X7} -g-autgt

¥9lel S el AERFe HPwL: 4 87H5stckn A

AREHS 7 Q95 1 AR GO FUAS TE 2
Mo B Q7 nyel ARRAS B9 2 00 19 FRA%Y &
O} JITHAIE 7557 Figure 38] =34 A0S A4 o=
A, Sl ejaln A el BAZE B RS
o 91T ] TS TR Hopol], Ses: HLE-S D3]
Z-ollRt FoIR A1 9] P vIA= A= Yeklth =L vzl
0] PAEG-& BAEFO] 23 A2 IS A= Hesd
CHp <0.05). B0 2 FERHP Bdtoll e a5} e oo
176 | http://www.e-jhis.org

Table 3. Direct, indirect, total effects

. Role Role  Relationshi Task
Vel ) GildS ambiguity conflict  conflict P conflict
Relationship Total 0.592 0 0 0

conflict Direct 0.592 0 0 0
Indirect 0 0 0 0
Task conflict Total 0.544 0.125 0.741 0
Direct 0.106 0.125 0.741 0
Indirect 0439 0 0 0
Team Total -0.321 0.077 -0.157 -0.212
performance  Direct -0.206 0.103 0 0212
Indirect -0.116 -0.027 -0.157 0

TR 0] G vIRlE A2 HERETHp <0.05).
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