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ABSTRACT

The purposes of this study were to study level of negotiation among
professional nurses in Lampang Hospital and to study problems and barriers regarding
negotiation. The sample were 35 head nurses and 183 staff nurses obtained by stratiﬁed
random sampling method. The instrument was a set of questionnaire developed by the
researcher consisted of 3 parts : the demographic data form, the Negotiation of Head
Nurses Scale (NHNS} and the Negotiation of Staff Nurses Scale (NSNS) using Robbins
(1996)s framwork, and the Problems and Barriers regarding Negotiation Checklist (PBNC).
The interrater agreement of the instrument was 0.94 and the content validity index (CVI)
was 0.94. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of both the NHNS and the NSNS was 0.99.
Data were analyzed using frequency, percentage, mean and standard deviation.

The results of this study indicated that the total mean score of negotiation of
head nurses was at a high level (; =3.80, SD = 0.63). When considered by sub-scale the
mean score of preparation and planing, clarification and justification, bargaining and
problem solving and closure and implementation were at high levels where as the mean

score of definition of the ground rules was at a moderate level (; =3.11, SD = 0.96). The



most frequent problems and barriers regarding negotiation of head nurses were being self-
cen.tered and be felt that the adiministrators are more powerful.

It was also found that the total mean score of negotiation among staff nurses
was at a high lcvel(; =354, SD=0.91). When considered by sub-scale, the mean score
of clarification and justification, bargaining and problem solving and closure and
implementation were at high. The mean score of preparation and planing and definition of
the ground rules were at a moderate levels. The most frequent problems and barriers
regarding negotiation of staff nurses were felling that the administrators are more powerful
and being seIf—centered.

The results of this study should be taken into consideration in enhancing skills
in negotiation among head nurses and staff nurses in order that the would be able to

work better.



