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Abstract  

 Interpersonal workplace conflict is an eminent part of organizational life 

and affects employees at all organizational levels. Previous research on the topic 

supports the notion that leaders play a particularly important role in managing 

such conflicts, and further suggests that leaders’ conflict management behaviors 

affect important individual and organizational outcomes. In light of this, the 

association between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment was investigated within the framework of the present master thesis. 

Secondly, the master thesis examined a potential moderating effect of leaders’ 

avoiding conflict management behavior on the described association. Thirdly, it 

explored a potential three-way interaction between interpersonal workplace 

conflict, leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior, and employees’ need 

for leadership. The findings of this quantitative, cross-sectional study were only 

partly consistent with previous theoretical assumptions. While confirming the 

significant negative effect of interpersonal workplace conflict on organizational 

commitment, the hypothesized negative moderating effect of leaders’ avoiding 

conflict management behavior was not significant. When including employees’ 

need for leadership as an additional moderator, the hypothesized three-way 

interaction was significant. In our implications, we point to the necessity to assess 

individuals’ need for leadership which offers a reflection of the value of 

leadership as a resource for them. We further highlight that the effect of leaders’ 

avoidance behaviors is contingent on the discrepancy between leadership needed 

and leadership supplied. Based on this novel insight, we call for an extension of 

the literature on third-party conflict management and laissez-faire leadership to 

reflect the relevance of assessing need for leadership. 
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1. Introduction 

Studies on conflict offer a relevant contribution to the work of 

organizational behavior scholars and practitioners as empirical findings show that 

leaders, on average, spend 20% of their time at work managing conflict (Thomas, 

1992a). Research in the field shows that conflict, and its management, critically 

impacts individual, group, and organizational effectiveness (De Dreu et al., 2001). 

As Tjosvold (2008) posits, a large body of work suggests that conflict permeates 

all features of organizational life, and managing workplace conflict is crucial to 

enable organizational members to perform their work effectively. When 

characterized by little harm, low intensity, and relative simplicity, conflicts can 

often be managed by involved parties themselves (Nugent, 2002). In other cases, 

however, conflicts can become highly complex and can have far-reaching, often 

negative, effects on individual, group, and organizational outcomes (Behfar et al., 

2008; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; De Raeve et al., 2009; Römer et al., 2012). 

A particularly important outcome of interpersonal workplace conflict will 

be investigated within the framework of this master thesis: impaired 

organizational commitment. As a concept, organizational commitment refers to 

the degree to which employees identify and engage with their organization 

(Mowday et al., 1979), which transcends passive organizational loyalty and is 

linked to future behavior (Fishbein, 1967). It is further assigned importance due to 

its linkage to multiple indicators of organizational performance such as employee 

turnover (e.g., Somers, 1995), job performance (e.g., Thomas et al., 2005), and 

financial results (e.g., Mowday, 1998). 

There is a large body of research that supports the notion that leadership 

behaviors have a profound influence on how conflict affects employees (Meyer, 

2004; Römer et al., 2012; Trudel & Reio, 2011). Leaders’ avoiding conflict 

management behavior, in particular, is of research interest due to employees’ 

expectations of leaders’ role responsibilities, which include taking action when 

conflict arises. Drawing on theoretical foundations such as the Conservation of 

Resources (COR) Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), it becomes apparent that leadership can 

be perceived as a resource by employees (Halbesleben et al., 2014). If leaders 

avoid providing such resource in times of conflict, in other words, fail to meet 

employees’ expectations and needs, such avoidance could have negative effects 

on employee-related outcomes such as organizational commitment. 
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Third-party avoiding behavior is reflected in leaders’ withdrawal, denial, 

or disengagement patterns (Skogstad et al., 2014; Trudel & Reio, 2011). This non-

response to employees’ needs, in other words, avoiding to satisfy their needs, is 

indicative of a low supply of leadership. According to COR theory, individuals 

value the resource of leadership to differing degrees (Halbesleben et al., 2014), 

which reflects varying needs for leadership. Need for leadership is a characteristic 

of employees and indicates how much employees wish their leaders to support 

them in their goal achievement (De Vries et al., 2002). Therefore, it can be 

assumed that the severity of the negative effect of a low supply of leadership is 

contingent on the extent of leadership needed. In this master thesis, we want to 

investigate the impact of such mismatch between leadership needed and 

leadership supplied on employee organizational commitment. We plan to do this 

by assessing leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior and 

employees’ need for leadership separately. 

Based on a review of the literature, we have identified an opportunity to 

offer important implications for theory and practice with this master thesis. The 

separate assessment of leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management 

behavior and employees’ need for leadership allows us to paint a more nuanced 

picture of the effect of leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior on 

employee organizational commitment. 

This quantitative, cross-sectional study empirically examines three 

hypotheses to answer our general research question ‘How does the moderating 

role of leaders’ perceived third-party avoiding conflict management behavior, 

further moderated by employees’ need for leadership, affect the association 

between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment?’ First, the theorized association between interpersonal workplace 

conflict and employee organizational commitment will be tested. Second, the 

moderating effect of leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior 

on the association between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee 

organizational commitment will be tested. Third, additionally taking need for 

leadership into account, a potential three-way interaction (moderated moderation) 

will be tested.  
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2. Theory & Hypotheses 

 In this section, we will review existing literature on the topics of conflict, 

organizational commitment, conflict management, need for leadership, and 

laissez-faire leadership to gain an understanding of the current state of knowledge 

in these areas. In the first part of this section, we examine perceived interpersonal 

workplace conflict, our independent variable, and outline the theoretical basis for 

the common distinction between different conflict sources. Because previous 

research has highlighted the importance of perceived conflict intensity, our study 

will focus on employees’ perceptions of conflict independent of its possible 

source. We further make use of the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory 

(Hobfoll, 1989) to establish a link between exposure to conflict and experiencing 

a potential threat to or real loss of resources.  

In the second part of this section, we examine organizational commitment, 

our dependent variable. We have chosen to investigate the relationship between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment 

because the literature on these constructs suggests that both low- and high-

intensity conflicts are negatively related to commitment (Leather et al., 1998; 

Pearson et al., 2002; Pooja et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2005; Trudel, 2009). We 

again draw on COR theory to support the notion that workplace conflict is often 

experienced as a threat to or an actual loss of employees’ resources.  

In the third part of this section, we examine the potential moderating role 

of leaders’ perceived third-party conflict management behavior. We first present 

the theoretical basis underlying several taxonomies of conflict management, then 

elaborate on leaders’ role as third-party conflict managers, whose support function 

is viewed as a resource from a COR theory perspective, and finally establish 

avoiding conflict management behavior as our moderating variable. 

The fourth part of this section explores a potential three-way interaction 

between the moderating variable and an additional moderator, need for leadership. 

Because leadership is considered a resource from a COR theory perspective 

(Halbesleben et al., 2014) for which employees have varying needs (De Vries et 

al., 1999, 2002), we hypothesize that need for leadership could moderate the 

moderating effect of leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior. The section 

further addresses laissez-faire leadership, as this type of leadership is built on the 

assumption of a discrepancy between individual employees’ needs for leadership 
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and the extent of leadership actually received. In the final part of this theory 

section we present our research model. 

2.1 Interpersonal conflicts at work 

2.1.1 Definitions of conflict  

Scholars offer several different definitions of the construct conflict, many 

of them referring to it as a process resulting from the interaction between two or 

more individuals during which real or perceived differences are encountered (De 

Dreu et al., 1999; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Römer et al., 2012; Thomas, 1992a; 

Wall & Callister, 1995). Other researchers argue that this definition is too broad 

and refer to conflict more narrowly as a “perceived divergence of interest, or a 

belief that the parties’ current aspirations cannot be achieved simultaneously” 

(Pruitt et al., 2004, p. 4). Yet again others introduced emotional affect as an 

important addition to the existing definition, calling conflict “a dynamic process 

that occurs between interdependent parties as they experience negative emotional 

reactions to perceived disagreements and interference with the attainment of their 

goals” (Barki & Hartwick, 2004, p. 234). Defined “[a]s a type of low-quality 

interpersonal interaction, workplace interpersonal conflict can interfere with 

employees’ normal organizational life and result in negative affective and 

behavioral outcomes (e.g., Hershcovis et al., 2007; Spector & Jex, 1998)” (Liu et 

al., 2015, p. 796). 

Central to all these definitions, however, is the awareness of the 

significance of perception which impacts the development of conflicts (Trudel & 

Reio, 2011). Frequent interaction and communication of individuals, groups, and 

teams in the workplace inherently leads to differing (and sometimes perhaps 

contrasting) perceptions and interpretations of what was said, done, and intended, 

in some cases evolving into conflict. 

2.1.2 Conflict sources 

Research has focused on two types of conflict sources, namely relationship 

and task conflict (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit et al., 2013; DeChurch & 

Marks, 2001; Jehn, 1997; O’Neill et al., 2013; Simons & Peterson, 2000). Römer 

et al. (2012) define the two types in the following way: “Relationship conflict 

occurs when parties disagree about personal issues that are not work-related, such 
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as clashes of personality, political views, hobbies, and social events. Task 

conflicts occur when employees disagree about the task being performed, such as 

what is causing a work-related problem and how they should solve it” (Römer et 

al., 2012, p. 255).  

This common differentiation of conflict types is supported by several 

empirical studies which have indicated that task and relationship conflicts lead to 

different outcomes and require different conflict management strategies. Research 

has shown that team effectiveness can benefit from task conflict under specific 

conditions (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). One explanation offered for this is that 

conflicts about task issues ensure higher cognitive understanding, leading to 

improved quality of decisions made (Simons & Peterson, 2000). On the other 

hand, relationship conflict is assumed to have disruptive effects in almost all 

instances because of its highly personal and thus emotional nature, demanding 

considerable attention and resources, likely impacting individuals’ sense of 

identity and self-esteem (De Dreu et al., 2004; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Römer 

et al., 2012). 

Contrary to these findings, a meta-analysis by De Dreu & Weingart (2003) 

showed that both task and relationship conflict have significant negative effects on 

team performance. This can be explained by the information-processing 

perspective which builds on the notion that a low-intensity conflict may be helpful 

initially, but once it becomes more intense, cognitive load increases to levels that 

hinder information processing, thereby adversely affecting team performance (De 

Dreu & Weingart, 2003). Following this line of reasoning, it is questionable 

whether a strict differentiation of conflict types independent of conflict intensity is 

particularly useful. 

The central assumption that task and relationship conflicts lead to different 

outcomes does not hold when different task types in teams are considered. In line 

with the above-mentioned information processing perspective, De Dreu and 

Weingart (2003) found that the impact of conflict on team performance was less 

negative depending on the type of task to be completed by the team. In teams 

working on highly complex tasks, e.g., project, decision-making, or mixed teams, 

conflict had a more negative effect on performance than in teams working on less 

complex tasks, e.g., production teams. Contrary to the finding that relationship 

conflict typically has more detrimental outcomes than task conflict, meta-analytic 
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research findings by De Dreu and Weingart (2003) suggest that this seems to be 

the case in decision-making teams only. 

Furthermore, as studies have shown, the various conflict types can be 

related to each other in many instances, which leads to the hypothesis that 

individuals can misattribute one type of conflict for another (Rispens, 2012; 

Simons & Peterson, 2000). For example, if a colleague repeatedly disagrees with 

oneself about certain tasks, at some point this may no longer be perceived as a 

task-related disagreement, but rather as a personal attack (Römer et al., 2012). 

Misattributions such as these seem to make the sheer applicability and practicality 

of differentiating between the various conflict types questionable. 

Besides this possibility of misattributions, research on perspective-taking 

in teams has found evidence that the perception of conflict is contingent on teams’ 

average perspective-taking capacity. Teams with lower average perspective-taking 

capacity are more likely to perceive a conflict as people-oriented and less likely to 

perceive it as task-oriented, whereas teams higher on average perspective-taking 

display opposite perception patterns (Sessa, 1996). This is because team members 

who employ low levels of perspective-taking are less tolerant of conflict and more 

likely to assume that conflict is about personal differences rather than task-related 

issues. People with a highly developed ability for perspective-taking often do not 

reach the same conclusions, as a prerequisite of perspective-taking is increased 

understanding and anticipation of differences (Sessa, 1996). The finding that 

perception of conflict type is, among other factors, partly dependent on the level 

of perspective-taking further underlines that the frequently made, explicit 

distinction between relationship and task conflict is too simplistic in its 

categorical approach.  

2.1.3 Conflict intensity 

 There are several reasons to use conflict intensity to research conflict 

situations. As previously discussed, the information-processing perspective can be 

defined by the central empirical finding that “little conflict stimulates information 

processing, but as conflict intensifies, the cognitive system shuts down, [and] 

information processing is impeded” (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003, p. 742). 

Scholars have attributed this phenomenon to an increased cognitive load as 

conflict intensity rises, disrupting creative thinking, problem-solving, and 



  

Page 7 

  

cognitive flexibility (Carnevale & Probst, 1998). Next to this destructive impact 

on cognitive resources, higher conflict intensity can also actively elicit negative 

emotional responses (Todorova et al., 2014). 

To analyze conflict intensity from another theoretical perspective, we draw 

on the Conservation of Resources (COR) theory (Hobfoll, 1989). At its core, the 

COR theory posits that individuals seek to preserve, protect, and build up 

resources, defined “as those objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or 

energies that are valued by the individual or that serve as a means for attainment 

of these objects, personal characteristics, conditions, or energies” (Hobfoll, 1989, 

p. 516). According to the theory, a threatened or actual loss of such valued 

resources induces stress outcomes (Barling & Frone, 2017; Hobfoll, 1989). 

Because conflict is a stressor, employees likely experience a threat to or real loss 

of resources (Hobfoll, 1989). Accordingly, we can assume that higher conflict 

intensity leads to an increased stress response as employees may perceive valuable 

resources to be acutely threatened. 

 Research findings indicate that organizational conflicts of varying 

intensity often arise from acts of workplace incivility as well as counterproductive 

workplace behaviors (Kisamore et al., 2010; Trudel & Reio, 2011). In many cases, 

employees may overlook colleagues behaving slightly rude, however, if this 

behavior continues on for some time these simple acts of workplace incivility can 

develop into conflicts (Trudel & Reio, 2011). If such interpersonal conflicts are 

handled poorly, over time, workplace bullying can actually be observed and 

detected (Baillien et al., 2016; Einarsen et al., 2018). From a conflict theory 

perspective, bullying can be defined as “an unsolved social conflict that has 

reached a high escalation level, combined with a power imbalance between the 

offender(s) and the victim (Zapf & Gross, 2001)” (Skogstad et al., 2007, p. 88). 

Therefore, it becomes apparent that conflict intensity and conflict escalation are 

decisive for the individual perception of conflict as opposed to the initial task or 

relationship issue that caused the conflict in the first place. 

Considering evidence on both the questionable usefulness of 

differentiating between conflict types and the importance of perceived conflict 

intensity, this master thesis investigates the latter. Similar approaches can be 

found in the work of scholars such as Leon-Perez et al. (2015), Schieman and 

Reid (2008), Baillien et al. (2017), Wright et al. (2017), and Liu et al. (2015), who 
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also investigate perceptions of interpersonal workplace conflict independent of the 

possible source of conflict. 

2.2 Effects of conflict on employee organizational commitment 

 There is much empirical evidence that conflict has various and wide-

reaching negative effects on employees and organizations (De Raeve et al., 2009). 

As previously established, from a COR theory perspective, conflict can be 

perceived as a threat to or experienced as a real loss of resources. This experience 

likely motivates employees to protect other resources they deem valuable 

(Hobfoll, 1989). We hypothesize that employees’ organizational commitment 

represents such a resource. Thus, in this master thesis, the association between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment is 

investigated. 

 Organizational commitment is a relevant variable to study because studies 

have shown that unresolved workplace conflicts can significantly impact it (Frone, 

2000; Leather et al., 1998; Pooja et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 2005). It is further 

relevant for investigation because it is a precursor to multiple important 

organizational outcomes. Research has shown that low organizational 

commitment predicts employee turnover, for example (Angle & Perry, 1981; 

Koch & Steers, 1978; Mowday et al., 1982; Reichers, 1985; Somers, 1995; Steers, 

1977; Whitener & Walz, 1993). Consistent with these findings, a significant 

positive outcome of higher organizational commitment is a more permanent labor 

force with the intent to remain at the organization (Hanaysha, 2016; Steers, 1977; 

Wang, 2004). Furthermore, research also indicates that higher organizational 

commitment is linked to higher job performance (Mowday et al., 1974; Organ & 

Ryan, 1995; Riketta, 2002; Thomas et al., 2005). There is evidence that employee 

commitment can drive economic success as well as pose a competitive advantage, 

meaning that organizational commitment seems highly relevant to business 

strategy, financial results, and overall performance (Mowday, 1998).  

 As a concept, organizational commitment captures an individual’s relation 

and engagement with their organization (Meyer & Maltin, 2010) and is 

characterized by a strong occupational focus. For the purpose of our study, we 

adopt the definition of organizational commitment “as the relative strength of an 

individual’s identification with and involvement in a particular organization 
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(Porter & Smith, Note 4). It can be characterized by at least three related factors: 

(1) a strong belief in and acceptance of the organization’s goals and values; (2) a 

willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the organization; and (3) a 

strong desire to maintain membership in the organization” (Mowday et al., 1979, 

p. 226). Consistent with this definition, organizational commitment goes beyond 

passive organizational loyalty and represents not only an employee’s emotional 

response to the organization’s environment, but also leads to future action 

(Fishbein, 1967). The combination of attitudes, beliefs, and opinions as well as 

actions therefore constitutes an active relationship between the individual and the 

organization. Research suggests that attitudes of organizational commitment 

develop gradually but relatively consistently over time as individuals think more 

frequently about how they relate to their organization (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; 

Meyer et al., 1991). 

 Different levels of interpersonal workplace conflict have a significant 

effect on organizational commitment. Even low-intensity conflicts, which 

frequently take place in the form of workplace incivility, are negatively related to 

organizational commitment (Pearson et al., 2002; Thomas et al., 2005; Trudel, 

2009). In line with this, higher-intensity interpersonal workplace conflict, which 

can include instances of e.g., verbal abuse, is also negatively associated with 

employee commitment (Leather et al., 1998; Pooja et al., 2016; Thomas et al., 

2005). Pooja et al. (2016) explain this relationship by suggesting that 

disagreements characterized by strong emotions can lead to animosity and may 

cause employees to feel incompatible with their workplace. As a result, employees 

may develop a negative attitude toward the organization in general. Because 

interpersonal workplace conflict is often destructive, the relationship between 

employees and their organization as a whole may suffer as a result. This is 

because dysfunctional conflict can induce negative affect in the form of spillover 

effects, leading to reduced organizational commitment by negatively impacting 

attitudes toward the organization as a whole (Pooja et al., 2016). 

 Examining organizational commitment from a COR theory perspective 

offers another angle worth integrating. To maintain a high level of commitment 

and attachment to their organization, employees must invest valuable resources. 

One condition for employees to be able to build emotional attachment or 

commitment to their organization is that they perceive a work environment where 
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they are able to satisfy their needs and make use of their abilities is provided 

(Wright & Hobfoll, 2004). If we combine this with insights from the previous 

section, it is therefore reasonable to hypothesize that a work environment 

characterized by increasingly high conflict intensity decreases the likelihood of 

emotional attachment to the organization as well as employees investing their 

valued resources accordingly. This is further supported by taking into account one 

of the key tenets of COR theory which posits that employees likely resort to 

certain withdrawal or defensive mechanisms to maintain their sense of self-

efficacy when experiencing an acute threat to or loss of valued resources (Lee & 

Ashforth, 1993; Leiter, 1991). The perception of increasingly high conflict 

intensity is likely to be experienced as such a threat. The withholding or 

withdrawing of commitment to one’s work, and subsequently, one’s organization, 

may be one way employees attempt to cope with the stress of losing resources 

(Cole & Bedeian, 2007; Wright & Hobfoll, 2004). Withholding or withdrawing of 

commitment can manifest in employees exhibiting a lower willingness to expend 

extended energy, giving up additional outside rewards, and/or remaining 

uninvolved when confronted with work-related issues or problems (Wright & 

Hobfoll, 2004). According to Rabl & Triana (2013), such lowering of 

commitment means employees are able to limit their investment in the 

organization and are better able to protect remaining resources. Combining 

research findings on the detrimental effects of interpersonal workplace conflict on 

organizational commitment, which can be explained by integrating theory on 

spillover effects and conservation of resources, we propose our first hypothesis:  

Hypothesis 1: Interpersonal workplace conflict is associated with lower 

levels of employee organizational commitment. 

2.3 The moderating role of conflict management 

Conflict management is a crucial element in the relationship between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment 

because it has the potential to either amplify or buffer the negative effects of 

conflict (Römer et al., 2012). Empirical findings on conflict management provide 

evidence that interpersonal workplace conflicts are often inadequately handled 

(Tjosvold, 2008). This has wide-reaching and potentially harmful consequences as 

these findings further demonstrate that poor conflict management in organizations 
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impacts both the frequency and severity of future conflict (Trudel & Reio, 2011) 

as well as other organizational outcomes (Meyer, 2004; Thomas et al., 2005). On 

the contrary, situation-appropriate conflict management, which is built on the 

restoration of relationships and actively addresses feelings of injustice and 

dissatisfaction among the parties involved, has the potential to decrease the 

negative effects of conflict and increase effectiveness again (Behfar et al., 2008). 

From a COR theory perspective, this kind of context-appropriate conflict 

management may therefore be viewed as a valuable resource. If, on the other 

hand, there is a lack of useful conflict management, the absence of this resource 

may result in various negative effects described above (Hobfoll, 1989). 

A review of the relevant literature shows there are many different 

definitions of the concept of conflict management. In general, scholars define the 

process of conflict management as one that “encompasses a wide range of 

activities, including communication, problem solving, dealing with emotion, and 

understanding positions (Brett, 2001; Pondy, 1992; Putnam & Poole, 1987)” 

(Behfar et al., 2008, p. 171). Involved parties’ actions during conflict, in other 

words, their conflict management behaviors, have commonly been researched 

from three perspectives. In the organizational conflict research domain, conflict 

management behaviors are commonly conceptualized as orientations of general 

behaviors (e.g., avoiding), types of specific behaviors (e.g., threats), or individual 

styles referring to certain personality traits found in individuals (Behfar et al., 

2008). Independent of the perspective, researchers agree that both conflict 

development as well as its outcomes are contingent on the involved parties’ 

constructive or destructive actions as well as others’ perceptions of these 

(Tjosvold, 2006). 

In line with the demonstrated significance of conflict management and the 

perspectives mentioned above, the theoretical foundation underlying conflict 

management styles is drawn upon. Earlier research on conflict management 

behaviors employed in interpersonal conflicts has resulted in different taxonomies 

of such. Traditionally, three taxonomies dominate conceptualizations of conflict 

management: Deutsch’s (1949, 1973) dichotomy of competition and cooperation, 

Horney’s (1945, 1950) trichotomy of moving away, moving toward, and moving 

against, and, most extensive, the five-part typology (problem-solving, 

accommodating, avoiding, compromising, competing) originally based on Blake 
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and Mouton’s (1964) work that was later refined by several others (e.g., Pruitt & 

Rubin, 1986; Rahim, 1983; Thomas, 1976). 

Deutsch’s (1973, 1990) theory of cooperation and competition represents 

the first major tradition and differentiates between two main responses to conflict. 

Deutsch (1973, 1990) posits that whereas a cooperative response takes other 

conflict parties’ interests into account while finding a solution that satisfies all 

involved parties, a person using a competitive response is determined to pursue a 

solution that best fits themself rather than others. As De Dreu and Van Vianen 

(2001) acknowledged, distinguishing solely between competition and cooperation 

is problematic in that it carries the risk of overlooking the option that conflict 

parties resist to engage in the conflict and choose to downplay the original issue. 

Indeed, avoiding is considered a popular conflict management behavior in both 

quantitative and qualitative research (e.g., Behfar et al., 2008; Römer et al., 2012).  

The addition of this third, frequently utilized conflict response, avoiding, 

is found in Horney’s (1945, 1950) work, which represents the second major 

tradition. Her taxonomy (1945, 1950) presents three central behavioral tendencies 

individuals display when confronted with conflict: moving against others, moving 

towards others, and moving away from others. Horney’s trichotomy has been 

substantiated by Putnam and Wilson (1982), who redefined the three responses to 

conflict as solution-orientation, control, and non-confrontation, respectively. In 

their comparative study on multiple organizations, Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) 

likewise identified the three responses to conflict proposed by Horney. Work by 

other scholars (Balay, 2006; Bell & Blakeney, 1977; Ross & DeWine, 1988; 

Weider-Hatfield, 1988; Wilson & Waltman, 1988) has resulted in similar 

empirical evidence. 

Next to the trichotomy introduced by Horney (1945, 1950), research 

commonly builds on a five-part taxonomy originally based on Blake and 

Mouton’s (1964) Dual Concern Theory of interpersonal conflict, the third major 

tradition of conflict management taxonomies. Others, such as Rahim (1983) and 

Thomas (1976, 1992b) have developed essentially identical taxonomies, although 

the terminology used varies across scholars. The five-part taxonomy has expanded 

the previously discussed and widely accepted trichotomy by adding yielding and 

compromising as further conflict management behaviors. The Dual Concern 

Theory depicts conflict management as a dual function of concern, for oneself and 



  

Page 13 

  

for others. The combination of high and low concern in these two dimensions 

leads to the establishment of five conflict management styles: avoiding (low-self, 

low-others), forcing (high-self, low-others), problem-solving (high-self, high-

others), yielding (low-self, high-others), and compromising (medium-self, 

medium-others) (De Dreu et al., 2001; Pruitt et al., 2004). Due to its popularity, 

our study investigates leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior. 

2.3.1 Leaders’ third-party role in conflict management 

 Conflict management, as previously established, has a substantial impact 

on organizational outcomes such as employee organizational commitment 

(Thomas et al., 2005). When researching interpersonal workplace conflict, it is 

necessary to examine leaders in the role of organizational conflict managers. This 

is because leaders in organizations are often confronted with employee conflict, 

commonly taking on the role of an emergent third-party (Pinkley et al., 1995) that 

reacts to conflict between subordinates (Römer et al., 2012). Given their formal 

responsibility for facilitating the right circumstances for individuals to collaborate 

effectively, employees typically approach their leaders in situations of non-leader 

conflict (Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Römer et al., 2012). This is because, 

according to COR theory, leaders generally represent a resource in the form of 

social support for employees (Halbesleben et al., 2014). The third-party role of 

leaders is distinctly different from that of external and neutral parties such as 

business mediators because of preexisting relationships with one or more parties 

involved in the conflict as well as potential conflicts of interest that may arise 

(Pinkley et al., 1995; Römer et al., 2012). 

 As discussed above, there is a wide range of conflict management 

behaviors leaders can use in situations of employee interpersonal workplace 

conflict. Existing literature suggests that employees’ perceptions of their leaders’ 

conflict management behaviors may amplify or buffer the impact of those 

behaviors on individual and organizational outcomes such as stress (Römer et al., 

2012), job performance and productivity (Meyer, 2004), absenteeism and 

employee sickness rates (Trudel & Reio, 2011), and organizational commitment 

(Thomas et al., 2005). Work by various scholars further suggests a connection 

between leaders’ third-party conflict management behaviors and their overall 

leadership styles (Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Saeed et al., 2014). 
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 Research has shown that the outcome of conflict depends on the perceived 

appropriateness of the conflict management behavior used by the leader (e.g., 

Römer et al., 2012) as well as the assumed intention behind it. Oftentimes, 

intentions are misread by the parties involved. For example, leaders may intend to 

reduce conflict parties’ discomfort by avoiding a conversation but be perceived as 

closed-minded. A leader’s effort to open up dialog by arguing a viewpoint 

forcefully can come across as a coercion attempt (Tjosvold, 2008). The success of 

conflict intervention is further contingent on multiple factors such as leaders’ 

managerial and personal qualities, e.g., their biases, interests, and conflict 

intervention capabilities. Possibilities of intervention are further affected by the 

nature of the relationship between the leader and the conflict parties, which 

encompass their respective statuses as well as the level of interpersonal trust 

(Nugent, 2002). Moreover, the significance of involved parties’ conflict 

management behaviors should not be underestimated (Dijkstra et al., 2009; 

Tjosvold, 2008). 

2.3.2 Avoiding conflict management behavior 

 In this section, we examine the implications of leaders who, in their third-

party role, display avoidant conflict management behavior. Leaders’ third-party 

avoiding conflict management behavior is defined “by attempts to withdraw, 

deny, and disengage from a conflict situation. Changing the topic or making 

irrelevant remarks are efforts to avoid conflict (Hocker & Wilmot, 1998)” (Trudel 

& Reio, 2011, p. 400). A strong form of avoiding could mean that a leader refuses 

to acknowledge the existence of a conflict as well as the necessity to resolve it 

(Song et al., 2006). 

Despite the approach’s global popularity (Tjosvold, 2008) and the various 

reasons why leaders may use an avoiding conflict management style, the impact 

of using such depends on employees’ perceptions of it. Reasons to use avoiding 

can include a lack of time, underdeveloped conflict resolution knowledge and 

skills as well as personal characteristics (Nugent, 2002). Leaders employing 

avoiding behaviors may act out of best intentions, attempting to reduce conflict 

and (re-)establish harmony by retreating from situations perceived as threatening 

or delaying issues to a later point in time, for example. However, research 

suggests that such avoidance behaviors indicate a lack of conflict resolution and 
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typically induce negative affective feelings as well as contribute to the escalation 

of conflict (Leon-Perez et al., 2015).   

Regardless of the conflict source, if involvement is expected, a leader’s 

avoiding conflict management behavior can not only lead to employees 

experiencing frustration, but also a perceived lack of support (Römer et al., 2012). 

Such perceived lack of support, in turn, can entail negative consequences as the 

leader is typically the organizational representative with whom subordinates 

interact with most frequently. Perceiving a lack of consideration from their leader 

may subsequently cause employees to infer that their organization as a whole 

equally neither values nor appreciates them or their contributions (Lambert et al., 

2012). These negative feelings are likely to undermine an employee’s impression 

that their leader does not care about their feelings and is unwilling to help in a 

conflict situation where support is needed. Because of this perceived lack of 

support and consideration, employees will likely encounter inadequate supplies to 

fulfil their psychological needs, which in turn should generate adverse attitudes 

toward their leader, work, and organization as a whole (Lambert et al., 2012). This 

is reflected in reduced employee organizational commitment. This negative effect 

is likely to be stronger in light of the hypothesis that intensifying conflicts have 

increasingly detrimental effects, and the suggested association between a leader’s 

perceived avoiding behavior and the likelihood of conflict escalation (Kuriakose 

et al., 2019). Therefore, it can be assumed that employees’ organizational 

commitment will be negatively affected when employees perceive higher levels of 

leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior (Barker et al., 1988; 

Lambert et al., 2012; Thomas et al., 2005; Trudel, 2009). 

The reasoning above gives support to the notion that leadership in the form 

of social support represents a conditional resource when adopting a COR theory 

perspective. Social support, which includes leadership, constitutes a resource that 

not only contributes to the conservation of valuable resources, but can also lead to 

the depletion of employees’ resources. In line with these findings, research 

suggests that social support has positive effects when it matches employees’ 

specific situational needs. A depleting effect, however, is possible when this is not 

the case (Cohen & Wills, 1985; Hobfoll, 1989). According to Cohen and Wills 

(1985), when resources provided do not fully or at least closely match specific 

needs, they are assumed to be rather ineffective. Excessive social support, 
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manifested in continuous social companionship, for example, may therefore 

deplete an introverted employee’s resources as those individuals have a high 

arousal level and tend to avoid external stimulation (Goldberg, 1990; McCrae & 

Costa, 1987). The resource provided thus does not match the employee’s needs 

and rather depletes other resources (energy) as a result. Applying this notion of 

the COR theory to the preceding considerations of leaders’ avoiding conflict 

management behavior, such perceived lack of support represents a situational lack 

of needed resources. Such lack emerges because leaders avoid involvement in 

workplace conflict despite employees’ expectations. Because this expectation of 

support is not fulfilled, leaders’ avoidance behaviors are expected to have a 

negative effect. As previously discussed with the effect of interpersonal workplace 

conflict on organizational commitment, from a COR theory perspective, the same 

mechanism applies here. Leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior is, in 

the same sense as increasing conflict intensity, likely perceived as threatening to 

employees’ valued resources. The experience of this perceived threat, therefore, is 

likely to amplify employees’ withdrawal intentions in order to protect their 

remaining resources. Based on this deduction, we propose our second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: The negative association between interpersonal workplace 

conflict and employee organizational commitment is stronger when 

employees perceive that their leader displays higher levels of avoiding 

conflict management behavior. 

2.4 Leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior and need for 

leadership: A three-way interaction? 

2.4.1 Need for leadership 

A potential moderating effect of leaders’ avoiding conflict management 

behavior on the association between interpersonal workplace conflict and 

employee organizational commitment has now been hypothesized. Since 

leadership is a resource from a COR theory perspective (Halbesleben et al., 2014) 

for which employees have varying needs (De Vries et al., 1999, 2002), need for 

leadership could moderate the moderating effect of leaders’ avoiding conflict 

management behavior. Moreover, existing research suggests that need for 

leadership is a relevant variable to take into consideration because it possibly 

captures effects of further organizational, task, and individual characteristics (De 
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Vries, 1997). Need for leadership can be defined “as the extent to which an 

employee wishes the leader to facilitate the paths towards individual, group, 

and/or organizational goals” (De Vries et al., 2002, p. 122) and thus 

conceptualizes characteristics of subordinates rather than assets of leaders. Need 

for leadership essentially encompasses both conscious and unconscious mental 

activities. Employees may act based on these mental activities and communicate 

to their leader what they want directly or indirectly (De Vries, 1997). 

Rather than a basic need, need for leadership can be understood as a quasi-

need. De Vries (1997) initially further specified this quasi-need as a social-

contextual motive. In later work, De Vries et al. (2002) explain that this quasi-

need arises through processes of socialization and is evoked in social 

environments that encompass expectations surrounding requirements for action 

and hierarchical relationships. The contextuality of this need is tied to an 

individual’s evaluation of a specific situation (De Vries et al., 2002). Different 

individuals experience different levels of need for leadership in response to 

changing settings and times. Settings that evoke feelings of incompetence and/or 

insecurity are likely to increase an employee’s perceived need for leadership, 

whereas in the absence of these feelings, perceived need for leadership is likely to 

be lower. Examples of situations where this might be the case are situations where 

employees are highly experienced and motivated as well as engaged in a 

continuous feedback and improvement loop with their team members, making 

leadership intervention less necessary or even redundant (Howell et al., 1990). 

In discussing the factors influencing need for leadership, researchers also 

address the influence of gender. In his foundational work on need for leadership, 

De Vries (1997) was able to find support for the hypothesis that women generally 

have a higher need for leadership than men. De Vries explains this finding by 

drawing on earlier work by Eagly et al. (1994) on women’s tendency to fulfil 

social role requirements. Women’s higher need for leadership, as discussed by De 

Vries (1997), can be understood in the context of women’s more comfortable 

societal position when it comes to subordinate roles. This includes a higher 

willingness of women to share that they need leadership compared to men. 

The extent of leadership needed is further influenced by employees’ 

expectations and assessment of the beneficialness of their leaders’ intervention. 

These inherent expectations and benefit evaluations reflect how individuals 
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determine the value of specific resources, such as leadership, which is a core 

building block of the COR theory. According to this theory, something only 

becomes a resource when individuals value it as such, which subsequently means 

that the value ascribed to certain resources differs both within and between 

individuals. In other words, individuals place differing values on different 

resources as well as differing values on the same resources (Halbesleben et al., 

2014). Valuing the resource of leadership to differing degrees indicates varying 

need for leadership. An employee who expects great added value from their leader 

can therefore be expected to place substantial value on leadership as a resource, 

translating to a higher need for such leadership. Lack of a positive expectation of 

the beneficialness of a leader’s intervention could imply that an individual’s need 

for leadership will be lower (De Vries et al., 1999). This can lead to limited power 

of leaders to influence their employees, which can again weaken the perceived 

need for leadership (De Vries et al., 1998). In failing to appropriately meet 

employees’ low need for leadership, a leader’s intervention may be perceived as 

unwanted and can entail various negative employee reactions such as opposition. 

When leaders match their interventions to employees’ need for leadership, on the 

other hand, research suggests this is beneficial (De Vries et al., 2002; Lambert et 

al., 2012). In determining how high an employee’s need for leadership is, 

objective assessment is not possible because employees may be unable to 

accurately determine the extent of leadership needed and will rather act according 

to their perception of these needs (Lambert et al., 2012). 

Building on Kerr and Jermier’s (1978) work, De Vries (1997) 

hypothesized that there are 13 characteristics of subordinates, tasks, and 

organizations that can decrease employees’ need for leadership or make it more 

difficult to provide leadership. Conflict interferes with several of these 

characteristics on an individual level, for example, by negatively impacting 

cognitive ability and processing, as discussed previously. On a task level, for 

example, the presence of conflict increases ambiguity and unpredictability while 

interfering with standardized, routine tasks. Furthermore, on an organizational 

level, conflict oftentimes disrupts the functional collaboration of team members, 

in some cases severely damaging relationships as well as impairing information 

and feedback flows. As previously highlighted, from a COR theory perspective, 

conflict poses a threat to employees’ resources (Carnevale & Probst, 1998), which 
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is hypothesized to increase the value employees ascribe to leadership, with the 

expectation that leaders will manage the conflict and thereby reduce this threat. 

Thus, we propose that conflict will amplify employees’ need for leadership. 

2.4.2 Laissez-faire leadership 

 Integrating insights on both leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict 

management behavior and employees’ need for leadership, laissez-faire leadership 

needs to be addressed. As mentioned previously, there is a connection between 

conflict management behaviors and leadership styles. Although leaders employing 

different leadership styles may respond to workplace conflict with varying 

degrees of avoidance behaviors, research in this area has shown that the conflict 

management behavior of avoiding is linked to laissez-faire leadership (Bass & 

Stogdill, 1990; Saeed et al., 2014; Skogstad et al., 2007; Yang & Li, 2017). This 

type of leadership can “be defined as a follower-centred form of avoidance-based 

leadership by focusing on subordinates’ perceived situational need for leadership, 

and leader non-response to such needs, as the main source of variance in 

outcomes” (Skogstad et al., 2014, p. 325). Across different measuring tools, 

laissez-faire leadership is commonly defined as this situational need for 

leadership. Situational need for leadership is a concept first introduced by De 

Vries et al. (1997; 1999, 2002) and has previously been discussed at length. 

Laissez-faire leadership differs from zero leadership in that the laissez-

faire leader is officially in charge, but does not fulfil expected role responsibilities 

and job duties (Eagly et al., 2003; Skogstad et al., 2007; Wong & Giessner, 2018). 

This failure to meet expectations as well as responsibilities is reflected in 

leadership (in)actions such as little involvement, interaction and feedback, 

postponement of decisions, and a lack of effort to motivate employees or fulfil 

their needs (Bass & Avolio, 1994). When conflict arises, laissez-faire leaders are 

thus likely to withdraw and abstain from taking sides, pay little attention to or fail 

to address priorities, and may announce to take action but never actually do so 

(Bass & Bass, 2008). These avoidance behaviors indicate a lack of active conflict 

management (Yang & Li, 2017). Like avoiding conflict management behavior, 

research indicates that a lack of active organizational conflict management has 

negative effects on employees, which can include growing feelings of work stress 

and isolation (Loi et al., 2009). 
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Next to the poor management of conflict, this type of leadership itself can 

lead to the emergence of conflict. Such emerging and oftentimes escalating 

conflicts may be the product of insufficient leadership when the leader fails to 

reward or encourage prosocial behaviors in his/her team and/or does not (choose 

to) sanction antisocial behaviors by team members (Skogstad et al., 2007). This 

absence of leadership may create fertile ground for tensions between team 

members resulting in conflicts (Einarsen, 1999). In addition, leaders who simply 

adopt a laissez-faire leadership style may give employees the impression that they 

are intentionally ignoring employees and their needs (Skogstad et al., 2007). 

The impact of the perceived lack of leadership depends on the discrepancy 

between individual employees’ needs for leadership and the extent of leadership 

actually received. Research supports the notion that fit between needs and 

supplies is more favorable than insufficiency when looking at organizational 

outcomes such as organizational commitment (Lambert et al., 2012). Important to 

consider when assessing fit is that employees and leaders perceive leader 

behaviors differently, and that these interpretations are furthermore subject to both 

implicit and explicit expectations (Atwater & Yammarino, 1992; Wong & 

Giessner, 2018). From a COR theory perspective, laissez-faire leadership can thus 

be perceived as a type of situational leadership deficiency whereby employees 

discern a lack of resources, e.g., consideration or competence, suggesting that this 

type of leadership may have significant negative implications in situations 

experienced as challenging. In instances where employees feel equipped to cope 

with the situation, laissez-faire leadership may be, in line with this argument, 

significantly less influential (Skogstad et al., 2014). 

Instances of interpersonal workplace conflict can be considered 

particularly challenging for employees, making it reasonable to assume an 

increased need for leadership. Applying COR theory, experiencing a high need for 

leadership in situations of interpersonal workplace conflict likely prompts 

employees to value leadership, as a resource, highly. Drawing on previous 

theoretical considerations, it is therefore plausible to assume that when this 

resource of leadership is desperately needed, but not provided by the laissez-faire 

leader, the negative effect of leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management 

behavior will be stronger than when there is a match between the need for this 

resource and leaders’ adequate supply of such. Following this line of reasoning, 
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when there is a misfit between needed leadership and actual leadership received, 

negative effects on outcomes such as organizational commitment can be expected 

and are supported by research (e.g., Lambert et al., 2012). The larger the gap 

between needed leadership and actual leadership received, the more negative the 

effect on organizational commitment, presumably. 

To our knowledge, the assessment of laissez-faire leadership simply 

assumes a discrepancy between leadership needed and leadership provided, while 

failing to capture the actual need for leadership and the extent of leader avoidance 

behaviors. Based on the previous elaborations on leaders’ perceived third-party 

avoiding conflict management behavior and employees’ need for leadership, our 

third hypothesis aims to test the combination of these variables. Therefore, we 

propose a three-way interaction between interpersonal workplace conflict, leaders’ 

perceived third-party avoiding conflict management behavior, and need for 

leadership on employee organizational commitment: 

Hypothesis 3: The negative association between interpersonal workplace 

conflict and employee organizational commitment is stronger when 

leaders are perceived to display higher levels of avoiding conflict 

management behavior and employees’ need for leadership is high, 

representing a three-way interaction. 

2.5 Research model 

 Our research model is displayed in Figure 1 below. The previously derived 

hypotheses are labeled H1, H2, and H3. 

 

Figure 1 

 



  

Page 22 

  

3. Method 

3.1 Research design 

In line with the previously discussed theory as well as our hypotheses, we 

employ a cross-sectional research design which follows a quantitative, deductive 

approach. In accordance with widely adopted practice in deductive research, we 

use a self-report questionnaire. Our model is based on employees’ perception of 

different constructs rather than potential changes of these between time points, 

thus, the assessment is conducted at one point in time. 

3.2 Data collection 

We employed the snowball-sampling technique to collect sufficient 

responses by leveraging our professional network on the platform LinkedIn. We 

believe LinkedIn is the most suitable channel for data collection in this instance 

because of the high probability of reaching employees from a wide range of 

institutions and based on the reach of our previous LinkedIn posts. For example, 

we garnered over 10,000 views on several posts in the span of two weeks and both 

possess an extensive professional network due to multiple years of work 

experience. Moreover, we encouraged our network to share the questionnaire link 

with their organization. Next to this, we also reached out to our private, non-

professional network. To ensure data anonymity, the same link to the 

questionnaire was distributed so that later identification and tracing of participants 

is not possible. 

3.3 Measures 

By definition, “reliability concerns the extent to which an experiment, test, 

or any measuring procedure yields the same results on repeated trials” (Carmines 

& Zeller, 1979, p. 11). Although all measures included in this study were 

previously validated, to confirm their internal reliability, we assessed such by 

calculating Cronbach’s alpha. In line with the widely acknowledged rule of thumb 

that a Cronbach alpha value that meets or ideally exceeds  = .70 is considered 

sufficient (Cortina, 1993), we assessed all measures against this benchmark. All 

scales included share a high internal reliability as their respective Cronbach alpha 

values exceed the typical benchmark of  = .70 (Hu & Bentler, 1999).  
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Moreover, the internal consistency of all scales was assessed by 

conducting a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA). To conduct the CFA, we used 

JASP (Version 0.17.1) and calculated Chi-Square and the Comparative Fit Index 

(CFI). The CFA demonstrated an adequate fit of the research model to the data 

based on the model fit indicator CFI = .902. According to van Laar & Braeken 

(2021), a cut-off value for the CFI equal to or greater than .90 implies a 

reasonably good fit between observed data and hypothesized model. Therefore, 

the CFA results indicate acceptable psychometric properties of the scales included 

in our study and suggest the distinctiveness of variables studied. 

3.3.1 Interpersonal workplace conflict 

To assess employees’ perceptions of interpersonal workplace conflict, six 

items of the Workplace Interpersonal Conflict Scale (Wright et al., 2017) were 

used. Responses were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘never’ (1) 

to ‘very often’ (5). Examples of items included “In the past 30 days, how often 

have you had a disagreement with others over the work you do?” and “In the past 

30 days, how often have you been shown a lack of respect or felt underappreciated 

by others at work?” (Wright et al., 2017, p. 180). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale 

was  = .82. 

3.3.2 Employee organizational commitment 

To measure employee organizational commitment, the Organizational 

Commitment Scale by Mowday et al. (1979) was used. This scale contains 15 

items, six of which are phrased negatively and need to be scored reversely. All 

items are measured on a 7-point Likert scale with responses ranging from 

‘strongly disagree’ (1) to ‘strongly agree’ (7). An example item is “I am willing to 

put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in order to help this 

organization be successful” (Mowday et al., 1979, p. 228). Cronbach’s alpha for 

this scale was  = .92. 

3.3.3 Leaders’ perceived third-party avoiding conflict management behavior 

The scale to assess leaders’ perceived third-party avoiding conflict 

management behavior was a scale adapted from The Dutch Test for Conflict 

Handling (De Dreu et al., 2001; Van de Vliert, 1997). In its entirety, it contains 

five subscales: yielding, compromising, forcing, problem-solving, and avoiding. 
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In a study by Römer et al. (2012), the four items included in the avoiding subscale 

were rewritten to fit the third-party role of leaders and inquired about employees’ 

perception of their leaders’ display of this conflict management behavior. The 

items were measured on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘completely disagree’ 

(1) to ‘completely agree’ (5). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was  = .74. 

3.3.4 Need for leadership 

To measure employees’ need for leadership, we adapted De Vries et al.’s 

(1998) Need For Supervision Scale so it fits our assessment of leader behavior. 

We rephrased the items slightly to ask participants about their need for leadership 

in relation to their nearest leader instead of their regional manager, which the 

items of the scale originally inquired about. The five items included in the scale 

reflect different aspects of the need for leadership concept. Specifically, “Item 3 

asks whether supervision is relevant for the activities carried out during work, 

Item 4 asks whether supervisors have added value for the work carried out, and 

Item 5 asks explicitly about the influence of the supervisor. [Item 1] asked 

subordinates whether they thought supervision is indispensable in the organization 

[...], thus tapping the more objective, contextual, aspect of need for supervision. 

[Item 2 asked] whether supervision is seen as relevant for the development of a 

subordinate [...], reflecting a more subjective aspect” (De Vries et al., 1998, p. 

491). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was  = .82. 

3.3.5 Control variables 

 The effects of gender on conflict management behavior have been widely 

discussed in research, as Davis et al. (2010) have elaborated on extensively in 

their work. While some scholars argue that gender plays an important role in the 

evaluation of conflict management (e.g., Holt & DeVore, 2005; Thomas et al., 

2008), others have found little empirical evidence for its significance (e.g., 

Chusmir & Mills, 1989; Korabik et al., 1993; Renwick, 1977). One example of 

the former is illustrated in Brewer et al.’s (2002) empirical findings which clearly 

indicate that women are more likely to be associated with an avoiding conflict 

management style than men. In this master thesis, we follow Davis et al.’s (2010) 

proposition that gender differences, no matter how small or large, may affect how 

female and male leaders are perceived by their employees, and therefore have 
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included leader gender as well as employee gender as control variables in our 

study. Participants were asked to select their own and their leader’s gender from 

three options provided: male, female, and non-binary. For the purpose of the 

analysis, we dichotomized the variables into male (0) and female (1). 

 

4. Analysis 

4.1 Preliminary Analyses  

To conduct preliminary analyses, multiple analytical procedures were 

performed using the program IBM SPSS Statistics (Version 29) to describe and 

analyze the data. Next to typical descriptive statistics we calculated Pearson’s 

correlations among the main variables and control variables in our study. 

4.2 Hypotheses Testing  

Hypothesis 1 was tested using hierarchical linear regression analysis, 

which assesses the strength of the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variable while taking control variable effects into account. Control 

variables of participant and leader gender were entered in the first step, and the 

main predictor interpersonal workplace conflict was entered in the second step. 

Hypothesis 2 and 3 were tested using Hayes’ (2022) PROCESS (v.4.2), a 

SPSS macro supplement. All results of interaction analysis are reported in terms 

of unstandardized B coefficients and hence should be interpreted accordingly. To 

test Hypothesis 2, PROCESS Model 1 was used to determine the moderating 

effect of leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior on the 

association between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment. Interpersonal workplace conflict was entered as the independent 

variable, employee organizational commitment was entered as the dependent 

variable, leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior was entered 

as the moderating variable, and participant and leader gender were entered as 

covariates.  

Hypothesis 3 was tested using PROCESS Model 3 to investigate the 

hypothesized three-way interaction effect between interpersonal workplace 

conflict, leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior, and need for 

leadership on employee organizational commitment. Interpersonal workplace 
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conflict was entered as the independent variable, employee organizational 

commitment was entered as the dependent variable, leaders’ third-party avoiding 

conflict management behavior was entered as a moderator, need for leadership 

was entered as a second moderator, and participant and leader gender were 

entered as covariates. To further analyze the hypothesized interaction, simple 

slope analysis was performed. 

 

5. Results 

5.1 Descriptive statistics 

 The sample included a total of N = 353 participants. Of the participants, 

39.1% were male and 60.9% were female. One participant who identified as non-

binary was excluded from the analysis due to the necessity to dichotomize this 

variable for further analyses. Participant ages ranged from 19 to 72 years [mean 

(M) = 33.84, standard deviation (SD) = 11.35]. Organizational tenure ranged from 

a minimum of 1 year to a maximum of 37 years [M = 5.39, SD = 7.32]. However, 

an organizational tenure of 1 year appeared most frequently in the dataset, 

representing 36.5% of participants. 58.2% of participants did not occupy a 

leadership position. Of those in a leadership position (41.8%), 23.2% had 

personnel responsibilities. Responses collected represented employees working in 

a total of 28 countries, with 42.3% of participants working in Germany, 14.9% in 

Norway, and 10.8% in Austria. More than 50% of participants worked in 

organizations with more than 1,000 employees. From this group, more than half 

worked in organizations with more than 10,000 employees. The sample almost 

equally represented participants who work in smaller departments (up to 15 

employees) and larger departments (more than 15 employees). While 22.9% of 

participants worked in the public sector, 77.1% worked in the private sector. 

 When asked about their nearest leader, 56% of participants reported them 

as male and 44% of participants reported them as female. More than 60% of 

participants reported their leaders’ age to be between 30 and 49 years, followed by 

23.6% of leaders between 50 and 59 years. Besides these large age categories, 

there were only a small percentage of leaders reported to be younger than 30 or 

older than 60 years. Furthermore, 7% of leaders had less than 1 year of leadership 

experience, 32.3% had between 1 and less than 5 years, 25.2% had between 5 and 
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less than 10 years, 16.1% had between 10 and less than 15 years, and 19.4% had 

more than 15 years. Means and standard deviations for all study variables can be 

found in Table 1. 

5.2 Correlations 

 Table 1 contains the calculated Pearson correlations among the main 

variables in this study (interpersonal workplace conflict, leaders’ third-party 

avoiding conflict management behavior, need for leadership, employee 

organizational commitment) as well as the control variables participant and leader 

gender. Participant gender was correlated significantly and positively with conflict 

intensity, organizational commitment, and need for leadership. Leader gender was 

correlated significantly and negatively with leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict 

management behavior. 

 

Table 1 

Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations for Study Variables 

 Variable N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1 Participant Gender 353 1.61 0.49 –      

2 Leader Gender 348 1.44 0.50 .17** –     

3 

 

Interpersonal  

Workplace Conflict 

330 1.77 0.60 .17** .01 (.82)    

4 

 

Organizational 

Commitment 

273 4.71 1.12 .13* .05 -.51** (.74)   

5 

 

Avoiding Conflict 

Management Behavior 

301 2.51 0.76 -.05 -.16** .20** -.31** (.92)  

6 Need for Leadership 268 3.55 0.88 .16** .06 -.31** .45** -.35** (.82) 

Note. Gender: 0 = Male, 1 = Female. Cronbach’s alpha values are presented on the diagonal line in 

parentheses. * .01 < p < .05 (two-tailed test). ** p < .01 (two-tailed test).  
 

5.3 Hypothesis Tests 

5.3.1 Hypothesis 1 

It was hypothesized that interpersonal workplace conflict is associated 

with lower levels of employee organizational commitment. Results for the 

hierarchical regression analysis can be seen in Table 2. The variance explained by 

the model was 30.6% [F(3, 268) = 39.460, p < .001]. The results indicate that 
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interpersonal workplace conflict was significantly and negatively associated with 

employee organizational commitment (β = -0.544, p < .001). The variance 

explained by the independent variable alone is equal to ΔR² = .288. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 1 is supported. 

 

Table 2 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 1 

Model B SE t 

1 (Constant) 4.131 .284 14.543** 

Participant Gender .295 .141 2.089 

Leader Gender .072 .139 .518 

2 (Constant) 5.620 .278 20.228 

Participant Gender .506 .120 4.202** 

Leader Gender .049 .117 .417 

Interpersonal Workplace Conflict -1.015 .096 -10.542** 

Note. Dependent Variable: Organizational Commitment. R² = .019 for Model 1, R² = .306 for 

Model 2. ΔR² = .019 for Model 1, ΔR² = .288 for Model 2. ** p < .01.  

5.3.2 Hypothesis 2 

 The study postulated that leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict 

management behavior has a moderating effect on the relationship between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment. The 

variance explained by the model was 34.41% [F(5, 266) = 30.6589, p < .001]. The 

interaction term for interpersonal workplace conflict and leaders’ third-party 

avoiding conflict management behavior was not significant (B = 0.0180, p = 

.8758) with ΔR² = .0001. The hypothesized moderating effect of leaders’ third-

party avoiding conflict management behavior on the relationship between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment is not 

significant and therefore Hypothesis 2 is rejected. Conditional effects at different 

values of the moderating variable leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior 

can be seen in Table 3. 
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Table 3 

Conditional Effects of the Focal Predictor Interpersonal Workplace Conflict at Values of the 

Moderator Avoiding Conflict Management Behavior  

Avoiding B SE t LLCI ULCI 

Low -.9671 .1508 -6.4119 -1.2640 -.6701 

Medium -.9535 .1025 -9.3061 -1.1553 -.7518 

High -.9400 .1148 -8.1890 -1.1660 -.7140 

Note. Avoiding = Avoiding Conflict Management Behavior. p = .00. 

5.3.3 Hypothesis 3 

 In the study a three-way interaction effect between interpersonal 

workplace conflict, leaders’ third-party avoiding conflict management behavior, 

and need for leadership was hypothesized. The variance explained by the final 

model was 38.74% [F(9, 254) = 18.1398, p < .001]. The hypothesized three-way 

interaction is significant (B = -0.2299, p = .0337), yielding support for Hypothesis 

3. The investigated interaction term explained close to 1% of unique variance 

(ΔR² = .0086). Conditional effects at different values of the moderating variables 

can be seen in Table 4. A graphical depiction of this interaction can be seen in 

Figure 2. According to simple slope analysis, all slopes were statistically 

significant. Simple slope analysis shows that the association between 

interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational commitment is 

significant at all levels of the moderator (leaders’ avoiding conflict management 

behavior). Further, the interaction shows that the association is still significantly 

stronger when there is a combination of high need for leadership and high 

avoiding conflict management behavior. This means simple slope analysis 

supported that higher levels of avoiding conflict management behavior in 

combination with higher levels of need for leadership increased the negative effect 

of interpersonal workplace conflict on employee organizational commitment. 
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Figure 2 

The Three-Way Interaction between Interpersonal Workplace Conflict, Avoiding Conflict 

Management Behavior, and Need for Leadership 
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Table 4 

Conditional Effects of the Focal Predictor Interpersonal Workplace Conflict at Values of the 

Moderators Avoiding Conflict Management Behavior and Need for Leadership 

Avoiding NeedfL B SE t p LLCI ULCI 

Low Low -.9533 .2418 -3.9421 .0001 -1.4295 -.4771 

Low Medium -.7845 .1645 -4.7678 .0000 -1.1086 -.4605 

Low High -.6495 .1973 -3.2920 .0011 -1.0380 -.2610 

Medium Low -.8557 .1556 -5.4980 .0000 -1.1623 -.5492 

Medium Medium -.8594 .1089 -7.8910 .0000 -1.0738 -.6449 

Medium High -.8623 .1400 -6.1597 .0000 -1.1380 -.5866 

High Low -.7582 .1296 -5.8494 .0000 -1.0134 -.5029 

High Medium -.9342 .1542 -6.0587 .0000 -1.2379 -.6306 

High High -1.0750 .2155 -4.9897 .0000 -1.4993 -.6507 

Note. Avoiding = Avoiding Conflict Management Behavior. NeedfL = Need for Leadership.  

 

6. Discussion 

The present study aimed to investigate the moderating effect of leaders’ 

perceived third-party avoiding conflict management behavior on the association 

between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment. In addition, this master thesis explored a potential three-way 

interaction between interpersonal workplace conflict, leaders’ perceived third-

party avoiding conflict management behavior, and need for leadership in an effort 

to investigate a) whether such an interaction exists and b) how this interaction 

affects employee organizational commitment.  

In line with an extensive review of the existing literature and empirical 

findings on interpersonal workplace conflict in previous sections, this study found 

support for Hypothesis 1. That is, our data shows that there is a significant 

negative association between experiencing interpersonal workplace conflict and 

an employee’s organizational commitment. This result highlights that an 

individual’s perception of conflict can subsequently have detrimental effects due 

to the demonstrated negative impact of low organizational commitment on 

organizational outcomes (e.g., Frone, 2000; Leather et al., 1998; Pooja et al., 

2016; Thomas et al., 2005). 

We hypothesized a significant negative moderating effect of leaders’ 

perceived third-party avoiding conflict management behavior on the association 
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between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment. Contrary to our hypothesis, however, this effect was not significant, 

which means that leader avoidance in and of itself does not indicate when this 

association holds true. In other words, according to our data, the negative effect of 

interpersonal workplace conflict on employee organizational commitment is not 

contingent on whether or not employees perceive their leaders to be displaying 

avoiding conflict management behavior. This non-finding is not in line with 

previously discussed theory and empirical findings on leaders’ avoiding conflict 

management behavior and laissez-faire leadership, which is demonstrably linked 

to leaders’ avoidance conflict management patterns (Bass & Stogdill, 1990; Saeed 

et al., 2014; Skogstad et al., 2007; Yang & Li, 2017).  

In light of this non-finding we criticize the widely accepted notion that 

avoidant leadership matters across contexts and entails negative consequences. 

Adopting a COR theory perspective, we believe this result offers several possible 

interpretations. First, it indicates that leadership is, on average, less valued as a 

resource than expected based on theoretical presumptions. We draw on 

Halbesleben and colleagues’ (2014) work to offer a more comprehensive 

interpretation of this result. According to their COR-based literature review, the 

value of resources can differ depending on the approach emphasized: the 

nomothetic approach is built on the idea that some resources have universal value, 

whereas the idiographic approach is built on the idea that resource value is 

determined by the fit between the individual and the resource. Our result is 

therefore in line with the latter approach in that it gives support to the notion that 

resource value is mainly determined on an individual rather than a universal basis 

– at least for the resource of leadership. It thus underscores the importance of 

questioning the seemingly universal value of resources such as leadership in light 

of the ongoing research effort by scholars (see e.g., Halbesleben et al., 2014; 

Hobfoll, 1989; Morelli & Cunningham, 2012) to identify the determinants of 

resource value. Second, the result may be seen as a hint that although leadership 

can be perceived as a valuable resource, it is not the only resource that seems to 

matter in times of conflict. This could be the case because employees who 

experience interpersonal workplace conflict draw on other resources than 

leadership, e.g., interpersonal skills, to effectively cope with the situation. Third, 

another angle worth discussing in light of this result is a possible link between 
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avoidant leadership and autonomy. It could be that employees view a leader who 

is not present when not needed as one who grants autonomy to them, leaving them 

to do their work as they see fit and develop solutions to their problems 

independently. Because autonomy represents one of three basic psychological 

needs (Van den Broeck et al., 2010) and influences performance motivation 

(Humphrey et al., 2007), a leader perceived as non-involved could contribute to 

employees’ motivation to work in an autonomous fashion (Yang, 2015). This 

interpretation is further supported by research that links autonomy-supportive 

leadership to various positive employee-related outcomes such as psychological 

job adjustment and task motivation (see e.g., Baard et al., 2004). Therefore, if 

employees actually perceive leaders’ avoidance behaviors as autonomy-enhancing 

and empowering, it makes sense that their organizational commitment does not 

suffer as a result. 

The assumption that avoidant leadership is detrimental in and of itself 

therefore seems to not hold true. Instead, the question emerges whether certain 

conditions must be present for it to matter, and if so, what those conditions are. 

Examining the results of Hypothesis 2 and 3 jointly, it becomes apparent that a 

high need for leadership is such a condition. In short, our data shows that leaders’ 

perceived avoiding conflict management behavior does not matter unless 

employees have a high need for leadership. 

More specifically, the results of our study indicate that while the 

relationship between perceived interpersonal workplace conflict and employee 

organizational commitment is negative at all levels of leaders’ perceived avoiding 

conflict management behavior and employees’ need for leadership (as illustrated 

by the negative slopes depicted in Figure 2), the effect of higher levels of 

perceived avoiding conflict management behavior has stronger negative 

implications for employee organizational commitment when employees’ need for 

leadership is high. As can be seen from the narrowing slopes with increasing 

conflict intensity in the bottom graph, the importance of how avoidant a leader 

behaves in a conflict situation seems to decrease when employees’ need for 

leadership is lower. An opposite trend emerges when employees have a high need 

for leadership, as is evident from the diverting slopes in the top graph, which 

represent different levels of leaders’ perceived avoiding conflict management 

behavior. We expected that need for leadership would strengthen the moderating 
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effect of avoiding leadership, but the graphs show that the moderating role of 

avoidant leadership is in fact entirely dependent on need for leadership. It does not 

strengthen, but explain it. 

In other words, we would have expected that the effect of leaders’ 

avoiding conflict management behavior would have been even more detrimental 

when there is a high need for leadership. That means that, from a COR theory 

perspective, the resource leadership is valued highly, likely indicating that 

employees have a high expectancy toward their leader to take charge when 

workplace conflict arises. However, our results show that the effect of leaders’ 

avoiding conflict management behavior can be explained only when the value 

employees ascribe to leadership is assessed as well, thus taking into account the 

extent to which employees’ need for leadership is not met. Building on this, only 

when employees value the resource of leadership highly and it is not provided, 

they may realize that their work environment does not enable them to protect and 

expand their resources. The larger the gap, the stronger employees’ withdrawal 

mechanisms might be stimulated, causing employees to withdraw their 

commitment to the organization. Put briefly, only when employees’ need for 

leadership is left unmet to an extent large enough does their organizational 

commitment suffer significantly. 

In light of this finding, rather than focusing on how an avoidant leader 

behaves in a conflict situation, the focus should be on the degree of gap between 

needed and received leadership, since this gap appears to be of crucial importance. 

When this gap is smaller, and employees receive an amount of leadership that 

satisfies or almost satisfies their needs, employees might perceive their leader less 

negatively. This less negative leader perception could lead to smaller spillover 

effects toward the organization, which would subsequently have a less negative 

impact on employee organizational commitment. 

Revisiting the previously drawn upon COR theory perspective, we return 

to our discussion that it could be that employees simply value leadership less than 

other resources, e.g., social support from colleagues (Halbesleben et al., 2014). 

Having other valued resources available could balance out the negative effect of a 

leader’s avoiding conflict management behavior. In other words, it could be that 

support and consideration from colleagues in times of conflict are resources of 

similar or equal value to leadership support, which translates to a lower need for 
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leadership. In such instances, a highly avoidant leader likely does not pose a 

substantial threat, therefore, employees’ withdrawal mechanisms are not activated 

as strongly. As a result, their organizational commitment suffers less. On the 

contrary, when employees do not perceive resources other than leadership as 

valuable or do not have a sufficiently large amount of other resources available to 

draw upon, they will likely experience a higher need for leadership with the 

consequences described above. 

If we apply this central finding to laissez-faire leadership, it becomes 

apparent that the usual assumption of a gap between leadership needed and 

leadership supplied is not sufficient. This has several implications worth 

discussing. Firstly, it is important to assess avoiding conflict management 

behavior and need for leadership separately. Secondly, in short, laissez-faire 

leadership is not simply laissez-faire leadership in terms of its effectiveness. 

Rather, the (in)effectiveness of a laissez-faire leader is dependent on the specific 

gap between needed and received leadership of each employee. According to Bass 

and Avolio (1994), groundwork scholars on leadership styles, laissez-faire 

leadership is considered the most ineffective way to lead compared to the two 

other styles included in their Full Range of Leadership model. However, it is too 

simple to assume a certain ineffectiveness of laissez-faire leadership based on an 

assumed gap between needed and received leadership when our results show that 

this gap is decisive for how ineffective this leadership style truly is.  

While calling to assess need for leadership, we need to recognize the 

specificity of such an assessment. Need for leadership is a characteristic of the 

follower, not the leader, and is dynamic and fluid within and between individuals 

as it is both context- and situation-dependent (De Vries, 1997). These qualities 

make it difficult – yet utterly important – for leaders to assess it, especially when 

employees are rather heterogeneous in their need for leadership and differ from 

each other. This might be the case in teams that are characterized by diversity 

which can include but is not limited to members’ tenures, abilities, personalities, 

and genders (Homan et al., 2020). This could be especially difficult in 

organizations facing continuous and constant changes in teams. For example, 

leaders working with many incoming employees may find it especially 

challenging to initially assess their need for leadership. 
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Although leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior is particularly 

detrimental for employees’ organizational commitment when the gap between 

leadership needed and received is substantial, avoidant leadership does not have a 

positive effect when this gap is smaller – the effect on organizational commitment 

is only less negative. This inherently negative effect of avoiding, when exhibited 

by leaders, offers several angles worth discussing. 

When involved in interpersonal workplace conflict, most employees 

expect leader involvement to a certain degree to facilitate conflict management 

and create environments in which team members can collaborate effectively 

(Epitropaki & Martin, 2004; Pinkley et al., 1995; Römer et al., 2012). For some 

leaders, this may be more difficult than for others based on their personal 

characteristics. Specifically, the pitfall of avoidance may befall leaders with a 

pronounced need for harmony. They may postpone intervening in situations of 

conflict where prompt action might mitigate escalation or may be personally 

inclined to settle for easily accomplished, superficial solutions in an effort to 

diffuse conflict without having to address its underlying causes (Nugent, 2002). 

Next to these typically shared expectations for the leader to actively 

manage workplace conflict, the perceived appropriateness of the conflict 

management behavior used by the leader as well as the inferred or assumed 

intention behind it could play into the negative effect of leaders’ avoiding 

behavior. Some leaders, driven by good intentions, may believe that there are 

good reasons to use avoiding conflict management behavior. Our findings, 

however, allow us to challenge this belief as they support the notion that good 

reasons do not exist unless there is no need for leadership. As highlighted 

previously, individuals frequently misinterpret each other’s intentions. Despite a 

leader’s genuine intention to prevent conflict escalation, such attempt could be 

interpreted as disinterest in employees’ concerns. 

Another reason leaders may refrain from intervening in employee conflict 

is maintaining the image of impartiality. Nugent (2002) posits that both the 

maintenance of strict impartiality as well as the appearance of such impartiality is 

crucial for leaders. Leaders may, for these reasons, try their best to resist attempts 

by involved parties to win them over by avoiding interactions with such. They 

may also behave in certain ways to clearly establish impartiality, for example, by 

not speaking to involved parties about the conflict at all to avoid signaling 
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sympathy towards one side or the other. Besides our belief that it is entirely 

possible for leaders to maintain impartiality and credibility while actively 

assisting in conflict resolution, our research shows that leaders who engage in 

avoidance behaviors ultimately fall short of their overarching objective to not be 

perceived negatively. 

 

7. Implications 

7.1 Implications for Practice 

From a practical perspective, the present research findings support the 

notion that leaders’ perceived conflict management behavior in situations of 

interpersonal workplace conflict affect organizational outcomes such as 

organizational commitment. Firstly, our results underline the importance of 

organizations and their members being aware of the detrimental consequences of 

interpersonal workplace conflict and the escalation potential of such. In the same 

sense, organizations may benefit from investing in organizational members’ 

understanding of the relevance of organizational commitment.  

Secondly, organizations should ensure that their leaders are not only aware 

of the potential negative effects of avoiding conflict management behavior on 

outcomes such as organizational commitment but are further equipped with the 

appropriate knowledge and tools to effectively resolve conflicts. Two aspects 

should be emphasized here. Throughout our study, we placed particular 

importance on the significance of perception. The notion that employees’ 

perceptions of both interpersonal workplace conflict and leaders’ conflict 

management behavior are decisive should be reflected in organizational leadership 

training. As Römer et al. (2012) also suggested in their research, this specifically 

includes that leaders learn to be more transparent about their intentions and 

actions to avoid being perceived as conflict-avoidant. This training should ensure 

that leaders refrain from using an avoiding conflict management style simply 

because they do not feel confident in their ability to resolve a conflict. In addition, 

leadership training should include raising awareness of leadership as a valuable 

resource for many employees, especially in times of conflict. 

Thirdly, organizations and leaders should invest more in detecting and 

recognizing individual employees’ need for leadership. Therefore, we support 
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Lambert et al.’s (2012) recommendation that organizations should equip leaders 

with necessary tools that enable them to determine employees’ need for leadership 

to subsequently calibrate the extent of leadership provided in accordance with the 

extent and kind of leadership needed by individual employees. As a part of this, 

leaders should develop an understanding of the possibly severe consequences of a 

discrepancy between leadership needed and leadership supplied. 

7.2 Implications for Research and Theory 

Our unprecedented study design enables us to offer several relevant 

implications for research and theory. Our research findings indicate the relevance 

of need for leadership while simultaneously pointing to the necessity to 

investigate this concept further. Hence, we suggest scholars to research how 

individuals’ need for leadership can be assessed both effectively and efficiently in 

an organizational context. This should include both appropriate tools as well as 

subsequent enablement of leaders to properly use such. Since need for leadership 

is contingent on employees’ perception, it seems promising to consider how 

employees can be involved in determining the changing appropriate amounts of 

leadership needed. 

The importance of need for leadership should further be reflected in future 

research on laissez-faire leadership. Previous studies on this type of leadership 

have generally assumed that it entails a supply of leadership that is too low. 

Research on passive and avoidant leadership, terms some scholars use 

interchangeably with laissez-faire leadership, has also generally assumed that 

leader avoidance in and of itself is harmful (see e.g., Barling & Frone, 2017; 

Skogstad et al., 2014). In light of our findings, we criticize this presumption 

because it does not take individual subordinates’ need for leadership into account, 

thereby reflecting and reproducing an oversimplified and incomplete picture. 

Investigations of laissez-faire leadership that reflect an awareness of need for 

leadership are crucial so that empirical research can be conducted on the size of 

the gap between leadership needed and leadership supplied. Subsequently, theory 

on laissez-faire leadership should be expanded by these new insights because the 

current understanding of this type of leadership is deficient, as our study shows.  

Initial efforts to expand the knowledge sphere on laissez-faire leadership 

have been undertaken by Skogstad and colleagues (2007, 2014). Their work 
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stands for a limited number of studies on laissez-faire leadership which have 

recognized that need for leadership is a relevant element to explore when striving 

towards a more holistic understanding of laissez-faire leadership (see Skogstad et 

al., 2014; Yang, 2015; Yukl, 2006). Precisely, Skogstad et al. (2014) suggest that 

leaders should refrain from using a laissez-faire leadership style. These scholars 

posit that “[t]his is probably especially true when subordinates are in need of 

leadership” (Skogstad et al., 2014, p. 337). Despite stating this recognition 

explicitly, leadership scholars have yet to empirically test need for leadership 

when assessing the effect of leaders’ avoidance behaviors. Moreover, to our 

knowledge, no deliberate attempts have been made to quantify the discrepancy 

that results from an employee’s need for leadership and a leader’s avoidance to 

provide it. What the present master thesis thus aims to contribute in addition to 

increased awareness of need for leadership is the quantification of this need-

dimension. Our study allows us to offer some initial insight into how leader 

avoidance and need for leadership act separately and in conjunction with each 

other, and hence to demonstrate when and to what degree the two affect the 

organizational commitment of employees who experience conflict. 

Our research finding on the importance of leadership in times of conflict 

has additional implications for future research on COR theory. We propose that 

more research is needed on the influence of individual differences on personal 

need for leadership, which includes investigations of the value of particular 

resources in particular situations for particular individuals. Another aspect we 

believe to be promising lies in further exploring under which other conditions – 

aside from conflict – the value of resources varies. In addition, it could be relevant 

to not only examine the value of particular resources but also their effectiveness, a 

proposal that ultimately entails the larger question of whether a resource can only 

be effective when it is seen as valuable. Because our study was conducted with a 

predominantly Western sample, we call for more research to investigate whether 

the variation in the ascribed value of a resource could be contingent on culture. 

Pines et al. (2002), in their cross-cultural study on the importance of six functions 

of social support (a conditional resource), discovered certain similarities in terms 

of how different countries interpret the importance of a particular resource. Their 

work may serve as a starting point for this endeavor, however, we recommend that 
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further investigations are necessary to shed light on the relationship between 

culture and the assignment of value to resources. 

Aside from COR-specific implications for research and theory, we 

recommend that scholars should further investigate if leaders’ perceived avoiding 

conflict management behavior is moderated by factors other than need for 

leadership. At the same time, organizational outcomes other than employee 

organizational commitment should be investigated to examine whether our 

research findings are generalizable to such. 

 

8. Limitations 

There are several methodological limitations to this study. Firstly, we 

utilized a cross-sectional study design, which does not allow for inferences of 

causality. That means even if we assume, based on existing literature, and 

subsequently demonstrate that perceived interpersonal workplace conflict 

negatively affects employee organizational commitment, we are not able to prove 

that organizational commitment is a consequence and not an antecedent. This 

limitation could be addressed in a longitudinal study which would allow for 

confirmation of the direction of the relationships between the variables assessed 

(Einarsen et al., 2018). 

Secondly, as we have pointed out, our research findings represent new 

insights in the area of third-party conflict management behavior as well as laissez-

faire leadership. Although it is important to highlight the implications of these 

findings, we recognize that they are only based on one study. To ensure these 

findings are not merely explainable by e.g., our study design or our sample, our 

hypotheses should be tested again using revised designs and different samples. 

Several replications of our study are necessary before concluding with certainty 

that leaders’ avoiding conflict management behavior is, in general, not of 

significant influence. Once replication studies have been conducted and yield 

results which are supportive of our findings, these findings can supplement 

existing knowledge. 

Thirdly, all data was collected using a self-report questionnaire with a 

single data source, an approach which could result in common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). Empirical evidence, however, has shown that such a bias 

occurs much less frequently than previously assumed (Doty & Glick, 1998; 
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Spector, 2006). Our study solely focused on the perception of individual 

employees, including their perception of interpersonal workplace conflict as well 

as their leaders’ third-party conflict management behavior. Next to this, 

employees reported their personal perceived need for leadership and 

organizational commitment. Data collected from these self-reported measures may 

differ from potentially more objective observational assessments, e.g., it is likely 

that in some cases, leaders’ behavior is perceived as avoiding by one employee, 

whereas when observed by a neutral third-party, the same behavior would not be 

regarded as such. However, the decision to build our research on individual 

assessments of perception is rooted in our understanding that perception is the 

critical factor for the emergence and development of conflict as well as the 

interpretation of others’ behavior (Kuriakose et al., 2019). 

Fourthly, in our study, it was not possible to control for all potentially 

relevant influences on the variables themselves. An example of a relevant 

influence worth considering could be cultural background, as research has shown 

that the conflict management behavior of avoiding is perceived differently across 

cultures (Tjosvold, 2008). 

Fifthly, although we tried to reach as many participants from as many 

countries as possible to generate as diverse and representative a sample as 

possible, this effort is expandable. Because of this, the research results are neither 

generalizable across countries nor within one specific country. 

 

9. Conclusion 

In this master thesis, we investigated employees’ perceptions of 

interpersonal workplace conflict and its association with employees’ 

organizational commitment. Our study has provided support for the hypothesis 

that experiencing interpersonal workplace conflict has a significant negative effect 

on employee organizational commitment, producing a finding in line with existing 

research. We did not find support for the hypothesized moderating effect of 

leaders’ perceived avoiding conflict management behavior on the association 

between interpersonal workplace conflict and employee organizational 

commitment. This non-finding is not in line with existing theory and previous 

research. Moreover, we explored a potential three-way interaction between 

interpersonal workplace conflict, leaders’ perceived avoiding conflict 
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management behavior and employees’ need for leadership. As expected, this 

hypothesis was supported and helps us understand the previously discussed non-

finding. Specifically, it seems that need for leadership does not simply strengthen, 

but is necessary to explain, the effect of leaders’ perceived avoiding conflict 

management behavior on the association between interpersonal workplace conflict 

and employee organizational commitment. Our results demonstrate that the gap 

between leadership needed and leadership supplied is decisive for how severe 

avoiding conflict truly is.  

This finding of novel character contributes to the literature on laissez-faire 

leadership which typically simply assumes a gap between leadership needed and 

leadership supplied. By assessing these separately, our study enables us to craft a 

more nuanced picture of the effect leaders’ avoidance behaviors can have in times 

of conflict. Our findings add to the knowledge on how interpersonal workplace 

conflict affects both individuals as well as organizations and highlights the 

importance of ensuring leaders are aware of the significant value of matching their 

support to their employees’ needs. In addition, our results support the notion that 

leaders should be trained to (pro-)actively manage workplace conflict. 

  



  

Page 43 

  

10.   References 

 

Angle, H. L., & Perry, J. L. (1981). An empirical assessment of organizational 

commitment and organizational effectiveness. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 26(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.2307/2392596 

Atwater, L. E., & Yammarino, F. J. (1992). Does self-other agreement on 

leadership perceptions moderate the validity of leadership and 

performance predictions? Personnel Psychology, 45(1). 

Baard, P. P., Deci, E. L., & Ryan, R. M. (2004). Intrinsic Need Satisfaction: A 

Motivational Basis of Performance and Well-Being in Two Work Settings. 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 34(10), 2045–2068. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1559-1816.2004.tb02690.x 

Baillien, E., Camps, J., Van den Broeck, A., Stouten, J., Godderis, L., Sercu, M., 

& De Witte, H. (2016). An eye for an eye will make the whole world 

blind: Conflict escalation into workplace bullying and the role of 

distributive conflict behavior. Journal of Business Ethics, 137(2), 415–

429. 

Baillien, E., Escartín, J., Gross, C., & Zapf, D. (2017). Towards a conceptual and 

empirical differentiation between workplace bullying and interpersonal 

conflict. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 

26(6), 870–881. https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2017.1385601 

Balay, R. (2006). Conflict Management Strategies of Administrators and 

Teachers. Asian Journal of Management Cases, 3(1), 5–24. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/097282010500300103 

Barker, J., Tjosvold, D., & Andrews, I. R. (1988). Conflict Approaches of 

Effective and Ineffective Project Managers: A Field Study in a Matrix 



  

Page 44 

  

Organization. Journal of Management Studies, 25(2), 167–178. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.1988.tb00030.x 

Barki, H., & Hartwick, J. (2004). Conceptualizing The Construct of Interpersonal 

Conflict. International Journal of Conflict Management, 15(3), 216–244. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022913 

Barling, J., & Frone, M. R. (2017). If Only my Leader Would just Do Something! 

Passive Leadership Undermines Employee Well-being Through Role 

Stressors and Psychological Resource Depletion. Stress and Health, 33(3), 

211–222. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2697 

Bass, B. M., & Avolio, B. J. (1994). Improving organizational effectiveness 

through transformational leadership. Sage publications. 

Bass, B. M., & Bass, R. (2008). The Bass Handbook of Leadership: Theory, 

Research, and Managerial Applications (4th ed., Free Press hardcover ed). 

Free Press. 

Bass, B. M., & Stogdill, R. M. (1990). Bass & Stogdill’s Handbook of 

Leadership: Theory, Research, and Managerial Applications. Simon and 

Schuster. 

Behfar, K. J., Peterson, R. S., Mannix, E. A., & Trochim, W. M. K. (2008). The 

critical role of conflict resolution in teams: A close look at the links 

between conflict type, conflict management strategies, and team outcomes. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 93(1), 170–188. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.170 

Bell, E. C., & Blakeney, R. N. (1977). Personality Correlates of Conflict 

Resolution Modes. Human Relations, 30(9), 849–857. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001872677703000907 



  

Page 45 

  

Blake, R. R., & Mouton, J. S. (1964). The Managerial Grid: The Key to 

Leadership Excellence. Gulf Publishing Company. 

Brewer, N., Mitchell, P., & Weber, N. (2002). Gender role organizational status, 

and conflict management styles. International Journal of Conflict 

Management, 13(1), 78–94. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022868 

Carmines, E. G., & Zeller, R. A. (1979). Reliability and validity assessment. Sage 

publications. 

Carnevale, P. J., & Probst, T. M. (1998). Social values and social conflict in 

creative problem solving and categorization. Journal of Personality and 

Social Psychology, 74(5), 1300. 

Chusmir, L. H., & Mills, J. (1989). Gender differences in conflict resolution styles 

of managers: At work and at home. Sex Roles, 20. 

Cohen, S., & Wills, T. A. (1985). Stress, social support, and the buffering 

hypothesis. Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 310–357. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.310 

Cole, M. S., & Bedeian, A. G. (2007). Leadership consensus as a cross-level 

contextual moderator of the emotional exhaustion–work commitment 

relationship. The Leadership Quarterly, 18(5), 447–462. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.07.002 

Cortina, J. M. (1993). What is coefficient alpha? An examination of theory and 

applications. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(1), 98. 

Davis, M. H., Capobianco, S., & Kraus, L. A. (2010). Gender Differences in 

Responding to Conflict in the Workplace: Evidence from a Large Sample 

of Working Adults. Sex Roles, 63(7–8), 500–514. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9828-9 



  

Page 46 

  

De Dreu, C. K. W., Evers, A., Beersma, B., Kluwer, E. S., & Nauta, A. (2001). A 

theory-based measure of conflict management strategies in the workplace. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22(6), 645–668. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.107 

De Dreu, C. K. W., Harinck, F., & Van Vianen, A. E. M. (1999). Conflict and 

performance in groups and organizations. In C. L. Cooper & I. T. 

Robertson (Eds.), International Review of Industrial and Organizational 

Psychology 1999 (Vol. 14, pp. 369–414). John Wiley & Sons Ltd. 

De Dreu, C. K. W., Van Dierendonck, D., & Dijkstra, M. T. (2004). Conflict at 

work and individual well-being. International Journal of Conflict 

Management. 

De Dreu, C. K. W., & Van Vianen, A. E. M. (2001). Managing relationship 

conflict and the effectiveness of organizational teams. Journal of 

Organizational Behavior, 22(3), 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.71 

De Dreu, C. K. W., & Weingart, L. R. (2003). Task versus relationship conflict, 

team performance, and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, 88(4), 741–749. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.4.741 

De Raeve, L., Jansen, N. W. H., van den Brandt, P. A., Vasse, R., & Kant, I. 

(2009). Interpersonal conflicts at work as a predictor of self-reported 

health outcomes and occupational mobility. Occupational and 

Environmental Medicine, 66(1), 16–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1136/oem.2007.037655 

De Vries, R. E. (1997). Need for leadership. A solution to empirical problems in 

situational theories of leadership. FEBO Printing. 

https://pure.uvt.nl/ws/portalfiles/portal/222802/75086.pdf 



  

Page 47 

  

De Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., & Taillieu, T. C. B. (1998). Need for supervision: Its 

impact on leadership effectiveness. The Journal of Applied Behavioral 

Science, 34(4), 486–501. https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886398344015 

De Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., & Taillieu, T. C. B. (1999). On Charisma and Need 

for Leadership. European Journal of Work and Organizational 

Psychology, 8(1), 109–133. https://doi.org/10.1080/135943299398465 

De Vries, R. E., Roe, R. A., & Taillieu, T. C. B. (2002). Need for leadership as a 

moderator of the relationships between leadership and individual 

outcomes. The Leadership Quarterly, 13(2), 121–137. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1048-9843(02)00097-8 

de Wit, F. R. C., Jehn, K. A., & Scheepers, D. (2013). Task conflict, information 

processing, and decision-making: The damaging effect of relationship 

conflict. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 122(2), 

177–189. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2013.07.002 

DeChurch, L. A., & Marks, M. A. (2001). Maximizing the benefits of task 

conflict: The role of conflict management. International Journal of 

Conflict Management, 12(1), 4–22. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022847 

Deutsch, M. (1949). A Theory of Cooperation and Competition. Human 

Relations, 2(2), 129–152. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872674900200204 

Deutsch, M. (1973). The Resolution of Conflict: Constructive and Destructive 

Processes. Yale University Press. 

Deutsch, M. (1990). Sixty Years of Conflict. International Journal of Conflict 

Management, 1(3), 237–263. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022682 

Dijkstra, M. T. M., De Dreu, C. K. W., Evers, A., & van Dierendonck, D. (2009). 

Passive responses to interpersonal conflict at work amplify employee 



  

Page 48 

  

strain. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 18(4), 

405–423. https://doi.org/10.1080/13594320802510880 

Doty, D. H., & Glick, W. H. (1998). Common Methods Bias: Does Common 

Methods Variance Really Bias Results? Organizational Research 

Methods, 1(4), 374–406. https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819814002 

Eagly, A. H., Johannesen-Schmidt, M. C., & van Engen, M. L. (2003). 

Transformational, transactional, and laissez-faire leadership styles: A 

meta-analysis comparing women and men. Psychological Bulletin, 129(4), 

569–591. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.129.4.569 

Eagly, A. H., Karau, S. J., Miner, J. B., & Johnson, B. T. (1994). Gender and 

motivation to manage in hierarchic organizations: A meta-analysis. The 

Leadership Quarterly, 5(2), 135–159. https://doi.org/10.1016/1048-

9843(94)90025-6 

Einarsen, S. (1999). The nature and causes of bullying at work. International 

Journal of Manpower, 20(1/2), 16–27. 

Einarsen, S., Skogstad, A., Rørvik, E., Lande, Å. B., & Nielsen, M. B. (2018). 

Climate for conflict management, exposure to workplace bullying and 

work engagement: A moderated mediation analysis. The International 

Journal of Human Resource Management, 29(3), 549–570. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2016.1164216 

Epitropaki, O., & Martin, R. (2004). Implicit leadership theories in applied 

settings: Factor structure, generalizability, and stability over time. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 89(2), 293. 

Fishbein, M. (1967). Attitude and the Prediction of Behavior. In M. Fishbein 

(Ed.), Readings in Attitude Theory and Measurement (pp. 477–492). 

Wiley. 



  

Page 49 

  

Frone, M. R. (2000). Interpersonal conflict at work and psychological outcomes: 

Testing a model among young workers. Journal of Occupational Health 

Psychology, 5(2), 246–255. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.246 

Goldberg, L. R. (1990). An alternative “description of personality”: The Big-Five 

factor structure. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 59(6), 

1216–1229. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.6.1216 

Halbesleben, J. R., Neveu, J.-P., Paustian-Underdahl, S. C., & Westman, M. 

(2014). Getting to the “COR” understanding the role of resources in 

conservation of resources theory. Journal of Management, 40(5), 1334–

1364. 

Hanaysha, J. (2016). Testing the Effects of Employee Engagement, Work 

Environment, and Organizational Learning on Organizational 

Commitment. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 229, 289–297. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2016.07.139 

Hayes, A. F. (2022). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional 

Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach (3rd ed.). The Guilford 

Press. 

Hobfoll, S. E. (1989). Conservation of resources: A new attempt at 

conceptualizing stress. American Psychologist, 44(3), 513. 

Holt, J. L., & DeVore, C. J. (2005). Culture, gender, organizational role, and 

styles of conflict resolution: A meta-analysis. International Journal of 

Intercultural Relations, 29(2), 165–196. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.06.002 

Homan, A. C., Gündemir, S., Buengeler, C., & Van Kleef, G. A. (2020). Leading 

Diversity: Towards a Theory of Functional Leadership in Diverse Teams. 



  

Page 50 

  

Journal of Applied Psychology, 105(10), 1101–1128. 

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000482 

Horney, K. (1945). Our inner conflicts; a constructive theory of neurosis (p. 250). 

W. W. Norton & Co. 

Horney, K. (1950). Neurosis and human growth; the struggle toward self-

realization (p. 391). W. W. Norton & Co. 

Howell, J. P., Bowen, D. E., Dorfman, P. W., Kerr, S., & Podsakoff, P. M. (1990). 

Substitutes for leadership: Effective alternatives to ineffective leadership. 

Organizational Dynamics, 19(1), 21–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/0090-

2616(90)90046-R 

Hrebiniak, L. G., & Alutto, J. A. (1972). Personal and Role-Related Factors in the 

Development of Organizational Commitment. Administrative Science 

Quarterly, 17(4), 555–573. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393833 

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance 

structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. 

Structural Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, 6(1), 1–55. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118 

Humphrey, S. E., Nahrgang, J. D., & Morgeson, F. P. (2007). Integrating 

motivational, social, and contextual work design features: A meta-analytic 

summary and theoretical extension of the work design literature. Journal 

of Applied Psychology, 92(5), 1332–1356. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.92.5.1332 

Jehn, K. A. (1997). A Qualitative Analysis of Conflict Types and Dimensions in 

Organizational Groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(3), 530–557. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2393737 



  

Page 51 

  

Kerr, S., & Jermier, J. M. (1978). Substitutes for leadership: Their meaning and 

measurement. Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 22(3), 

375–403. https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(78)90023-5 

Kisamore, J. L., Jawahar, I. M., Liguori, E. W., Mharapara, T. L., & Stone, T. H. 

(2010). Conflict and abusive workplace behaviors: The moderating effects 

of social competencies. Career Development International, 15(6), 583–

600. 

Koch, J. L., & Steers, R. M. (1978). Job attachment, satisfaction, and turnover 

among public sector employees. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 12(1), 

119–128. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(78)90013-1 

Korabik, K., Baril, G. L., & Watson, C. (1993). Managers’ conflict management 

style and leadership effectiveness: The moderating effects of gender. Sex 

Roles, 29(5), 405–420. 

Kuriakose, V., S., S., Jose, H., M.R., A., & Jose, S. (2019). Process conflict and 

employee well-being: An application of Activity Reduces Conflict 

Associated Strain (ARCAS) model. International Journal of Conflict 

Management, 30(4), 462–489. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-12-2018-

0142 

Lambert, L. S., Tepper, B. J., Carr, J. C., Holt, D. T., & Barelka, A. J. (2012). 

Forgotten but not gone: An examination of fit between leader 

consideration and initiating structure needed and received. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 97(5), 913–930. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028970 

Lawrence, P. R., & Lorsch, J. W. (1967). Differentiation and Integration in 

Complex Organizations. Administrative Science Quarterly, 12(1), 1–47. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2391211 



  

Page 52 

  

Leather, P., Lawrence, C., Beale, D., Cox, T., & Dickson, R. (1998). Exposure to 

occupational violence and the buffering effects of intra-organizational 

support. Work & Stress, 12(2), 161–178. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/02678379808256857 

Lee, R. T., & Ashforth, B. E. (1993). A further examination of managerial 

burnout: Toward an integrated model. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 14(1), 3–20. 

Leiter, M. P. (1991). Coping patterns as predictors of burnout: The function of 

control and escapist coping patterns. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

12(2), 123–144. 

Leon-Perez, J. M., Medina, F. J., Arenas, A., & Munduate, L. (2015). The 

relationship between interpersonal conflict and workplace bullying. 

Journal of Managerial Psychology, 30(3), 250–263. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-01-2013-0034 

Liu, Y., Wang, M., Chang, C.-H., Shi, J., Zhou, L., & Shao, R. (2015). Work–

family conflict, emotional exhaustion, and displaced aggression toward 

others: The moderating roles of workplace interpersonal conflict and 

perceived managerial family support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

100(3), 793–808. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038387 

Loi, R., Mao, Y., & Ngo, H. (2009). Linking Leader-Member Exchange and 

Employee Work Outcomes: The Mediating Role of Organizational Social 

and Economic Exchange. Management and Organization Review, 5(3), 

401–422. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2009.00149.x 

McCrae, R. R., & Costa, P. T. (1987). Validation of the five-factor model of 

personality across instruments and observers. Journal of Personality and 



  

Page 53 

  

Social Psychology, 52(1), 81–90. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-

3514.52.1.81 

Meyer, J. P., Bobocel, D. R., & Allen, N. J. (1991). Development of 

Organizational Commitment During the First Year of Employment: A 

Longitudinal Study of Pre- and Post-Entry Influences. Journal of 

Management, 17(4), 717–733. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920639101700406 

Meyer, J. P., & Maltin, E. R. (2010). Employee commitment and well-being: A 

critical review, theoretical framework and research agenda. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 77(2), 323–337. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2010.04.007 

Meyer, S. (2004). Organizational response to conflict: Future conflict and work 

outcomes. Social Work Research, 28(3), 183–190. 

Morelli, N. A., & Cunningham, C. J. L. (2012). Not All Resources Are Created 

Equal: COR Theory, Values, and Stress. The Journal of Psychology, 

146(4), 393–415. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.2011.650734 

Mowday, R. T. (1998). Reflections on the study and relevance of organizational 

commitment. Human Resource Management Review, 8(4), 387–401. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(99)00006-6 

Mowday, R. T., Porter, L. W., & Dubin, R. (1974). Unit performance, situational 

factors, and employee attitudes in spatially separated work units. 

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 12(2), 231–248. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(74)90048-8 

Mowday, R. T., Porter, L. W., & Steers, R. M. (1982). Employee-organization 

linkages: The psychology of commitment, absenteeism, and turnover. 

Academic Press. 



  

Page 54 

  

Mowday, R. T., Steers, R. M., & Porter, L. W. (1979). The measurement of 

organizational commitment. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 14(2), 224–

247. https://doi.org/10.1016/0001-8791(79)90072-1 

Nugent, P. S. (2002). Managing Conflict: Third-Party Interventions for Managers. 

The Academy of Management Executive (1993-2005), 16(1), 139–155. 

O’Neill, T. A., Allen, N. J., & Hastings, S. E. (2013). Examining the “Pros” and 

“Cons” of Team Conflict: A Team-Level Meta-Analysis of Task, 

Relationship, and Process Conflict. Human Performance, 26(3), 236–260. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2013.795573 

Organ, D. W., & Ryan, K. (1995). A meta-analytic review of attitudinal and 

dispositional predictors of organizational citizenship behavior. Personnel 

Psychology, 48(4), 775–802. 

Pearson, A. W., Ensley, M. D., & Amason, A. C. (2002). An assessment and 

refinement of Jehn’s intragroup conflict scale. International Journal of 

Conflict Management, 13(2), 110–126. https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022870 

Pines, A. M., Ben-Ari, A., Utasi, A., & Larson, D. (2002). A Cross-Cultural 

Investigation of Social Support and Burnout. European Psychologist, 7(4), 

256–264. https://doi.org/10.1027//1016-9040.7.4.256 

Pinkley, R. L., Brittain, J., Neale, M. A., & Northcraft, G. B. (1995). Managerial 

third-party dispute intervention: An inductive analysis of intervenor 

strategy selection. Journal of Applied Psychology, 80(3), 386–402. 

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J.-Y., & Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). 

Common Method Biases in Behavioral Research: A Critical Review of the 

Literature and Recommended Remedies. Journal of Applied Psychology, 

88(5), 879–903. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879 



  

Page 55 

  

Pooja, A. A., De Clercq, D., & Belausteguigoitia, I. (2016). Job Stressors and 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior: The Roles of Organizational 

Commitment and Social Interaction. Human Resource Development 

Quarterly, 27(3), 373–405. https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.21258 

Pruitt, D. G., Kim, S. H., & Rubin, J. Z. (2004). Social Conflict: Escalation, 

Stalemate, and Settlement (3rd ed.). McGraw-Hill. 

Pruitt, D. G., & Rubin, J. Z. (1986). Social Conflict: Escalation, Stalemate, and 

Settlement (1st ed.). Random House. 

Putnam, L. L., & Wilson, C. E. (1982). Communicative Strategies in 

Organizational Conflicts: Reliability and Validity of a Measurement Scale. 

Annals of the International Communication Association, 6(1), 629–652. 

https://doi-org.ezproxy.library.bi.no/10.1080/23808985.1982.11678515 

Rabl, T., & Triana, M. D. C. (2013). How German employees of different ages 

conserve resources: Perceived age discrimination and affective 

organizational commitment. The International Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 24(19), 3599–3612. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.777936 

Rahim, M. A. (1983). A Measure of Styles of Handling Interpersonal Conflict. 

Academy of Management Journal, 26(2), 368–376. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/255985 

Reichers, A. E. (1985). A Review and Reconceptualization of Organizational 

Commitment. Academy of Management Review. 

https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.1985.4278960 

Renwick, P. A. (1977). The effects of sex differences on the perception and 

management of superior—subordinate conflict: An exploratory study. 



  

Page 56 

  

Organizational Behavior and Human Performance, 19(2), 403–415. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0030-5073(77)90073-3 

Riketta, M. (2002). Attitudinal organizational commitment and job performance: 

A meta-analysis. Journal of Organizational Behavior: The International 

Journal of Industrial, Occupational and Organizational Psychology and 

Behavior, 23(3), 257–266. 

Rispens, S. (2012). The influence of conflict issue importance on the co-

occurrence of task and relationship conflict in teams. Applied Psychology, 

61(3), 349–367. 

Römer, M., Rispens, S., Giebels, E., & Euwema, M. C. (2012). A Helping Hand? 

The Moderating Role of Leaders’ Conflict Management Behavior on the 

Conflict–Stress Relationship of Employees. Negotiation Journal, 28(3), 

253–277. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1571-9979.2012.00340.x 

Ross, R. G., & DeWine, S. (1988). Assessing the Ross-Dewine Conflict 

Management Message Style (CMMS). Management Communication 

Quarterly, 1(3), 389–413. https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318988001003007 

Saeed, T., Almas, S., Anis-ul-Haq, M., & Niazi, G. (2014). Leadership styles: 

Relationship with conflict management styles. International Journal of 

Conflict Management, 25(3), 214–225. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-12-

2012-0091 

Schieman, S., & Reid, S. (2008). Job Authority and Interpersonal Conflict in the 

Workplace. Work and Occupations, 35(3), 296–326. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0730888408322448 

Sessa, V. I. (1996). Using perspective taking to manage conflict and affect in 

teams. The Journal of Applied Behavioral Science, 32(1). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886396321007 



  

Page 57 

  

Simons, T. L., & Peterson, R. S. (2000). Task conflict and relationship conflict in 

top management teams: The pivotal role of intragroup trust. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 85(1), 102–111. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.85.1.102 

Skogstad, A., Einarsen, S., Torsheim, T., Aasland, M. S., & Hetland, H. (2007). 

The destructiveness of laissez-faire leadership behavior. Journal of 

Occupational Health Psychology, 12(1), 80–92. 

Skogstad, A., Hetland, J., Glasø, L., & Einarsen, S. (2014). Is avoidant leadership 

a root cause of subordinate stress? Longitudinal relationships between 

laissez-faire leadership and role ambiguity. Work & Stress, 28(4), 323–

341. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2014.957362 

Somers, M. J. (1995). Organizational commitment, turnover and absenteeism: An 

examination of direct and interaction effects. Journal of Organizational 

Behavior, 16(1), 49–58. 

Song, M., Dyer, B., & Thieme, R. J. (2006). Conflict Management and Innovation 

Performance: An Integrated Contingency Perspective. Journal of the 

Academy of Marketing Science, 34(3), 341–356. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070306286705 

Spector, P. E. (2006). Method Variance in Organizational Research: Truth or 

Urban Legend? Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 221–232. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428105284955 

Steers, R. M. (1977). Antecedents and Outcomes of Organizational Commitment. 

Administrative Science Quarterly, 22(1), 46–56. 

https://doi.org/10.2307/2391745 

Thomas, J. L., Bliese, P. D., & Jex, S. M. (2005). Interpersonal conflict and 

organizational commitment: Examining two levels of supervisory support 



  

Page 58 

  

as multilevel moderators. Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 35(11), 

2375–2398. 

Thomas, K. W. (1976). Conflict and Conflict Management. In M. D. Dunnette 

(Ed.), Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology (pp. 889–

935). Rand McNally, Chicago. 

Thomas, K. W. (1992a). Conflict and Conflict Management: Reflections and 

Update. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 13(3), 265–274. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.4030130307 

Thomas, K. W. (1992b). Conflict and Negotiation Processes in Organizations. In 

Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 3, 2nd Ed. 

(pp. 651–717). Consulting Psychologists Press. 

Thomas, K. W., Fann Thomas, G., & Schaubhut, N. (2008). Conflict styles of 

men and women at six organization levels. International Journal of 

Conflict Management, 19(2), 148–166. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060810856085 

Tjosvold, D. (2006). Defining conflict and making choices about its management: 

Lighting the dark side of organizational life. International Journal of 

Conflict Management, 17(2), 87–95. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060610736585 

Tjosvold, D. (2008). The conflict-positive organization: It depends upon us. 

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29(1), 19–28. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/job.473 

Todorova, G., Bear, J. B., & Weingart, L. R. (2014). Can conflict be energizing? 

A study of task conflict, positive emotions, and job satisfaction. Journal of 

Applied Psychology, 99(3), 451–467. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0035134 



  

Page 59 

  

Trudel, J. (2009). Workplace incivility: Relationship with conflict management 

styles and impact on perceived job performance, organizational 

commitment and turnover. University of Louisville. 

Trudel, J., & Reio, T. G., Jr. (2011). Managing workplace incivility: The role of 

conflict management styles—Antecedent or antidote? Human Resource 

Development Quarterly, 22(4), 395–423. 

https://doi.org/10.1002/hrdq.20081 

Van de Vliert, E. (1997). Complex Interpersonal Conflict Behaviour: Theoretical 

Frontiers (pp. xii, 188). Psychology Press/Erlbaum (UK) Taylor & 

Francis. 

Van den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., De Witte, H., Soenens, B., & Lens, W. 

(2010). Capturing autonomy, competence, and relatedness at work: 

Construction and initial validation of the Work-related Basic Need 

Satisfaction scale. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 

Psychology, 83(4), 981–1002. https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X481382 

Van Laar, S., & Braeken, J. (2021). Understanding the Comparative Fit Index: It’s 

all about the base! Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation, 26(1). 

Wall, J. A., & Callister, R. R. (1995). Conflict and its management. Journal of 

Management, 21(3), 515–558. https://doi.org/10.1016/0149-

2063(95)90018-7 

Wang, Y. (2004). Observations on the organizational commitment of Chinese 

employees: Comparative studies of state-owned enterprises and foreign-

invested enterprises. The International Journal of Human Resource 

Management, 15(4–5), 649–669. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0958519042000192889 



  

Page 60 

  

Weider-Hatfield, D. (1988). Assessing the Rahim Organizational Conflict 

Inventory-II (ROCI-II). Management Communication Quarterly, 1(3), 

350–366. https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318988001003005 

Whitener, E. M., & Walz, P. M. (1993). Exchange theory determinants of 

affective and continuance commitment and turnover. Journal of 

Vocational Behavior, 42(3), 265–281. 

Wilson, S. R., & Waltman, M. S. (1988). Assessing the Putnam-Wilson 

Organizational Communication Conflict Instrument (OCCI). Management 

Communication Quarterly, 1(3), 367–388. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318988001003006 

Wong, S. I., & Giessner, S. R. (2018). The Thin Line Between Empowering and 

Laissez-Faire Leadership: An Expectancy-Match Perspective. Journal of 

Management, 44(2), 757–783. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315574597 

Wright, R. R., Nixon, A. E., Peterson, Z. B., Thompson, S. V., Olson, R., Martin, 

S., & Marrott, D. (2017). The Workplace Interpersonal Conflict Scale: An 

Alternative in Conflict Assessment. Psi Chi Journal of Psychological 

Research, 22(3), 163–180. https://doi.org/10.24839/2325-7342.JN22.3.163 

Wright, T. A., & Hobfoll, S. E. (2004). Commitment, psychological well-being 

and job performance: An examination of conservation of resources (COR) 

theory and job burnout. Journal of Business & Management, 9(4). 

Yang, I. (2015). Positive Effects of Laissez-Faire Leadership: Conceptual 

Exploration. Journal of Management Development, 34(10), 1246–1261. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JMD-02-2015-0016 

Yang, I., & Li, M. (2017). Can absent leadership be positive in team conflicts? An 

examination of leaders’ avoidance behavior in China. International 



  

Page 61 

  

Journal of Conflict Management, 28(2), 146–165. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-12-2015-0083 

Yukl, G. A. (2006). Leadership in Organizations (6th ed.). Pearson/Prentice Hall. 

 

 

11.   Appendix 

Appendix 11.1: Participant Information Sheet 

 



  

Page 62 

  

Appendix 11.2: Questionnaire 



  

Page 63 

  

 

 



  

Page 64 

  

 

 

 



  

Page 65 

  

 

 




