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Abstract

Purpose — This study aims to investigate the extent to which employee outcomes (anxiety/depression,
bullying and workers’ compensation claims thoughts) are affected by shared perceptions of supervisor
conflict management style (CMS). Further, this study aims to assess cross-level moderating effects of
supervisor CMS climate on the positive association between relationship conflict and these outcomes.
Design/methodology/approach — Multilevel modeling was conducted using a sample of 401
employees nested in 69 workgroups.

Findings — High collaborating, low yielding and low forcing climates (positive supervisor climates)
were associated with lower anxiety/depression, bullying and claim thoughts. Unexpectedly, the
direction of moderation showed that the positive association between relationship conflict and anxiety/
depression and bullying was stronger for positive supervisor CMS climates than for negative
supervisor CMS climates (low collaborating, high yielding and high forcing). Nevertheless, these
interactions revealed that positive supervisor climates were the most effective at reducing anxiety/
depression and bullying when relationship conflict was low. For claim thoughts, positive supervisor
CMS climates had the predicted stress-buffering effects.

Research limitations/implications — Employees benefit from supervisors creating positive CMS
climates when dealing with conflict as a third party, and intervening when conflict is low, when their
intervention is more likely to minimize anxiety/depression and bullying.

Originality/value — By considering the unique perspective of employees’ shared perceptions of
supervisor CMS, important implications for the span of influence of supervisor behavior on employee
well-being have been indicated.
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Figure 1.

Proposed main and
cross-level
moderating effects of
supervisor CMS
climate on employee
outcomes

Better understanding of workgroup climates of conflict management, and the
supervisor’s role in these climates, is important in determining group-level factors that
may influence negative employee outcomes from exposure to relationship conflict.
While conflict at work has been extensively studied at the individual level, there is
limited consideration of group-level variables and their potential effect on links between
conflict and strain (Gelfand ef /., 2012). In particular, there is limited attention to the
supervisor as a third party in the conflict-strain research, even though responding to
workgroup conflict is an important supervisor function (Guttman, 2008). As early as
1973, Mintzberg (1973) identified a key role for leaders as disturbance handlers. This
aspect of a supervisor’s role was reinforced more recently when managers across 40
countries agreed that “Building and Mending Relationships” was one of three
competencies important for success (Gentry and Sparks, 2011). Further, while early
work found that middle managers spent 26 per cent of their time managing conflict
(K.W. Thomas, 1976), a study conducted almost 20 years later found that reaching
agreement with others about conflict accounts for up to 42 per cent of a manager’s time
(Watson and Hoffman, 1996).

Approaching our investigation from the theoretical perspective of stress and coping,
while also integrating conflict theory, we argue that the workgroup-level perception of
supervisor third-party responses to conflict is a fundamentally important driver in the
well-being of employees. Specifically, we argue that a shared group-level perception of
supervisor conflict management style (CMS), or supervisor CMS climate, has a direct
effect on anxiety/depression, experiences of bullying and serious thoughts about
making a workers’ compensation claim. In addition, as represented in Figure 1,
supervisor CMS climate is proposed to have an interactive effect with relationship
conflict, whereby CMS climate moderates the positive association of individual-level
relationship conflict with anxiety/depression, bullying and thoughts about making a
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workers’ compensation claim. This climate perspective, with its focus on the supervisor,
extends the conflict strain literature by providing a cross-level perspective that has not
yet been considered.

Theoretical background

Work stressors are demands that are perceived as a threat by employees, whereas
strains refer to the undesirable responses that are prompted when such demands exceed
the coping resources of employees (Koslowsky, 1998). An imbalance between demands
and resources results in variation in either the physical or psychological state of the
employee, such that they deviate from normal functioning (Bakker and Demerouti,
2007). In the job demands-resources (JD-R) model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2007), job
demands are those aspects of the work that through continuous application of skill or
effort are associated with physical or psychological cost. Job resources, on the other
hand, are work characteristics that support employees, having a positive impact on
growth and development.

In our study, we conceptualize our focal variables as demands, resources and strains.
In this respect, relationship conflict is viewed as a demand that requires sustained
psychological effort in an attempt to navigate its course, thereby creating strain or stress
reactions for employees, such as anxiety/depression, the experience of bullying and
claim thoughts. Similarly, we argue that negative supervisor CMS climates can be
conceived as a demand because employees must expend psychological effort to cope
with negative supervisor behaviors. Conversely, we conceptualize positive supervisor
CMS climates as a resource that supports employees, and are associated with reduced
psychological costs.

In addition to main effects, the JD-R model proposes interactions between demands
and resources. We argue that positive forms of supervisor CMS climate will buffer (or
reduce) the strength of positive association between relationship conflict and employee
stress reactions, while also acknowledging that negative forms of supervisor CMS
climate will exacerbate stress reactions. As well as using occupational stress theory to
explain relationships, we utilize the conflict management literature to more clearly
articulate the specific types of behaviors that supervisors may engage in when
managing relationship conflict among workgroup members. Theory underpinning
supervisors’ conflict handling style is the conflict management taxonomy/grid (Blake
and Mouton, 1964) and the dual concern theory (Pruitt and Rubin, 1986; Thomas, 1992),
where supervisors may handle conflict in their workgroup by collaborating, yielding,
forcing or avoiding.

Relationship conflict and employee outcomes

Relationship conflict refers to inter-personal issues and differences in values, political
ideas or personal attributes and taste (De Dreu and Van de Vliert, 1997). It has been
found to have strong predictable associations with negative affective reactions (De Wit
et al., 2012), lower levels of well-being, and higher levels of anxiety and depression (De
Dreu et al., 2004; Spector and Jex, 1998). When taking a workplace stress perspective,
relationship conflict is a job demand that may thwart an individual’s goal-directed
action (Quick et al., 1997), and trigger negative emotions affecting self-esteem, self-worth
and similarity with others (Frone, 2000).
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Bullying is defined as negative acts that are systematic and persistent (Einarsen
et al., 2011). While some have argued that bullying can be purely predatory or driven by
work design and organizational sanction of aggressive behavior (Einarsen et al., 2011;
Leymann, 1996), others have argued that conflict is an antecedent to bullying (Baillien
and De Witte, 2009; Zapf and Gross, 2001). It is for this reason that we investigate
bullying as an outcome arising from relationship conflict.

Workers’ compensation systems aim to provide monetary compensation or other
support (e.g. rehabilitation treatment) to employees suffering an injury or illness,
including a mental disorder that has arisen from their work. The number of claims
relating to mental disorders is often used to infer the incidence of work-attributable
anxiety or depression. However, it is well accepted that a number of factors influence
employees’ decision to make a workers’ compensation claim for a stress-related reason.
Such factors include fear of retaliation and career limitations (Roberts and Markel, 2001).
Therefore, while the number of claims may be a blunt indicator of prevalence,
measuring employees’ thoughts about making a workers’ compensation claim allows
the investigation of psychological antecedents to coping strategies used when exposed
to relationship conflict.

In our study, we seek to replicate and build on findings of associations between
relationship conflict and the outcomes of anxiety/depression and experience of bullying,
and explore whether there are new relationships to be found between relationship
conflict and serious thoughts about making a workers’ compensation claim:

HI1. High relationship conflict will be associated with high anxiety/depression,
bullying and claim thoughts.

Supervisor behavior and conflict
Supervisors as a third party to conflict
In this study, supervisor third-party intervention is conceptualized as a specific conflict
management strategy used by the supervisor when he or she is acting as a third party to
a dispute between others (Giebels and Janssen, 2005). Sourcing third-party help has long
been acknowledged as an important conflict management strategy that can be used by
disputants (see Deutsch, 1990, for a review), with some authors finding that it buffers the
association between inter-personal (or relationship) conflict and conflict stress (Giebels
and Janssen, 2005). The effectiveness of third-party help is due to its utility in distilling
the issues at hand and increasing a sense of control for parties to the conflict (Arnold and
O’Connor, 1999). The vast majority of empirical studies in the area of third-party help
have focused on formal or professional helpers providing mediation, adjudication or
conciliation (Putnam, 1994). We argue, however, that accessing formal mediation,
adjudication or conciliation can be quite different from the type of third-party help a
supervisor may provide. Supervisors may identify conflict early and intervene, in some
form, to minimize conflict escalation. In this respect, supervisors have the opportunity to
respond in real time as events happen (Way et al., 2011). Other authors support this role
of supervisors, suggesting that the organizational authority that supervisors hold,
including status, powers of coercion and associated options for rewards, has an impact
on the way supervisor conflict interventions are perceived by employees (Kolb, 1986;
Kolb and Sheppard, 1985; Kozan et al., 2014).

The role of the supervisor in responding as a third party to conflict in the workgroup
has had relatively little empirical research attention, and we know little about which



Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

supervisor CMSs have functional or dysfunctional effects (Way et al., 2014). Much of the
research has been theoretical (Putnam, 1994) or inductive, where managers themselves
have been asked about their CMS (Pinkley ef al, 1995; Shapiro and Rosen, 1994).
Alternatively, CMS has been analyzed at the individual level, assessing how the
individual’s perception of manager’s third-party CMS influenced individual-level
perceptions of fairness (Karambayya and Brett, 1989) or conflict stress (Rémer ef al.,
2012). Although CMSs have been studied at the individual level, there have been very
few studies assessing these as a group-level construct with group-level outcomes
(Gelfand et al., 2012, for an exception), and none examining the group’s perception of
their leader’s CMS and its cross-level effects.

Supervisor CMS climate

In their review of organizational culture and climate, Schneider et al. (2013) note that the
construct of “climate” focuses on behaviors, operations and practices, and is typically
studied using quantitative measurement techniques. We argue that supervisor CMS
climate focuses on shared perceptions of supervisor CM practices and behaviors within
distinct “workgroups” to which employees belong, frequently engage with to achieve
goals and have a sense of affiliation with (Anderson and West, 1998). Given that
supervisors are typically the organizationally sanctioned individuals responsible for
setting and enforcing behavioral rules and expectations within their workgroup, we
argue that the workgroup’s observation of the supervisor’s response to conflict will
result in shared perceptions of their supervisor’s CMS or a workgroup-level supervisor
CMS climate.

To further explain why we might expect a shared group-level perception of
supervisor CMS to develop, we draw on the social relations model (Kenny et al., 1996).
This model argues that behaviors are a function of the actor (or in our case, the
supervisor), the person/s they are interacting with and the relationship between the
parties. Although this model has been applied primarily in dyadic situations, empirical
work has demonstrated cross-partner consistency accounting for 20-30 per cent of the
variance in the actor’s behavior (Snijders and Kenny, 1999), and also, with more
relevance to CMSs, those who display competitive or non-competitive behaviors tend to
display these behaviors consistently across all partners (Kenny et al., 1996). Further,
recent work by Saeed ef al. (2014) found leadership styles, which show stability over
time, are significantly related to supervisor CMS. We argue that these findings support
the notion that supervisors would have some consistency in their behaviors when
conflict occurs in their teams, and that employees observing these behaviors over time
would provide ample stimulus for a shared perception of supervisor CMS. Such a
proposition also is influenced by the empirical work of Gelfand ef al. (2012), who found
support for a relationship between supervisor self-reported CMS and workgroup-level
CMS. In that study, using a workgroup-leader matched sample of 92 bank branches,
they found significant associations between the leader’s self-reported CMS and the
group-level CMS in the branch.

In recognizing the potential for employee outcomes from exposure to certain negative
behaviors in groups, Okimoto and Wenzel (2014) argue that observers not involved in
workplace transgressions still experience a threat to shared group norms and values,
and to broader group status and respect. Authors also have argued that employees
observing perceived mistreatment of co-workers by organizational authorities have had
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an “intense sense of wrongness or moral outrage” (Skarlicki and Kulik, 2004, p. 205),
disengagement (Okimoto, 2009) and that the negative reactions of bystanders are
significantly affected by others who also observed the mistreatment (Skarlicki and
Kulik, 2004). In this way, bystanders have an impact on each other by discussing their
experience, interpretation and judgment of the behaviors they have seen (DeGoey, 2000),
thereby making a shared perception of supervisor CMS more likely.

Type of supervisor CMS climate and employee outcomes

CMS theory is dominated by the dual concern theory (Pruitt and Rubin, 1986; Thomas,
1992) and the similar conflict management taxonomy (Blake and Mouton, 1964). These
models suggest that there are a number of CMSs that individuals or groups may choose
when responding to conflict: Collaborating (also known as problem solving or
integrating), which occurs when a solution is sought by looking at the problem from
both sides; Yielding, which occurs when one subordinates their wishes and desires to the
other party; and Forcing (or contending), which occurs when one pushes their own needs
and points of view at the expense of the other party. We propose that these CMSs that
have commonly been studied at the individual level when a party has a conflict (i.e.
collaborating, yielding, forcing) also can form the basis of the group’s shared perception
of their supervisor’s third-party CMS.

While there have not been any cross-level studies assessing supervisor CMS climate
and employee strain, Gelfand ef al (2012) assessed group-level effects, and found that a
collaborative conflict culture within the team was positively associated with lower
group-level burnout. Further, studies have found that individuals who self-reported that
their workgroup typically used a collaborative or problem-solving CMS reported lower
experience of bullying (Baillien and De Witte, 2009) and higher job satisfaction (Chen
et al.,2012). Based on the theoretical reasoning outlined in the previous section and these
few group-level findings with group-level outcomes, we propose that:

H2. High supervisor collaborating climate will be associated with low
anxiety/depression, bullying and claim thoughts.

It is acknowledged that there may be certain contexts that require a CMS of yielding or
forcing (De Dreu and Van Vianen, 2001; Rahim, 1985), but these styles do not share the
pervasive positive effects of a collaborating or problem-solving CMS in reducing
employee strain (Weider-Hatfield and Hatfield, 1995, 1996). When supervisors use a
yielding or forcing CMS, they can be perceived to demonstrate only a concern for self, or
one team member, at the expense of other team members. In other words, for both of
these styles, the team may perceive that the supervisor demonstrates a lack of concern
for the team as a whole. A similar distinction in team conflict processes has been
proposed by DeChurch et al. (2013), where “collectivist” team conflict processes show
concern for others and for working with other team members to achieve team goals (e.g.
collaborating) versus “individualistic” team conflict processes where the focus is on
individual concerns and goals (e.g. yielding or forcing). Following this line of argument,
it is proposed that:

H3. High supervisor yielding climate will be associated with high
anxiety/depression, bullying and claim thoughts.
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H4. High supervisor forcing climate will be associated with high
anxiety/depression, bullying and claim thoughts.

Traditional CMS taxonomies have included an avoiding or withdrawing CMS, which
has been generally associated with negative employee outcomes (DeChurch et al., 2013).
While the relationship between withdrawing and negative outcomes may occur when a
party to the conflict has an avoiding CMS, it is argued that the items typically used to
measure avoiding CMS (e.g. I try to make the problems seem less severe) do not capture
the nature of “avoidance” when being considered from a third-party helper perspective.
A supervisor may avoid confrontation between parties, while still actively dealing with
the conflict, making this response very different to the passive nature of the “avoid”
style at the individual level. In other words, when examining third-party CMS through
the lens of traditional CMS taxonomies, “avoiding” may take on a more active and
positive (i.e. visible confrontation minimization) complexion rather than a passive or
negative complexion. As further development work on the “Avoid” scale as a
third-party conflict handling style is recommended, this construct was not included in
the current study.

Cross-level moderating effects of supervisor CMS climate

Research also has assessed leader characteristics that may moderate the negative
consequences of conflict (Ayoko and Hirtel, 2006; Way et al, 2011). Findings are
commonly explained using the stress-buffering hypothesis (Cohen and Edwards, 1989),
in which certain work characteristics shield employees from experiencing negative
outcomes associated with work stressors. Using an individual-level sample of Dutch
insurance company employees, Romer ef al (2012) found supervisor third-party
problem-solving behavior buffered the association between relationship conflict and
employees’ perceived conflict stress. Further, supervisor support has been found to be a
cross-level moderator of the inter-personal conflict—organizational commitment
relationship (J. L. Thomas et al., 2005), and group-level relationship conflict has been
found to interact with group-level empowering leadership to affect individual-level
empowerment, commitment, innovation, teamwork and turnover (Chen ef al, 2011). In
the current study, the effect described in the stress-buffering hypothesis is proposed to
occur when positive supervisor CMS climates (i.e. high collaborating, low yielding, low
forcing) reduce the positive association between relationship conflict and employee
outcomes.

Further, the current study proposes exacerbating effects of negative supervisor CMS
climates (i.e. low collaborating, high yleldmg, high forcing). We argue that these
exacerbating effects occur as negative supervisor CMS climates are, in themselves, a
work stressor. Therefore, while observation of relationship conflict may constitute
exposure to one work stressor, embedding this relationship conflict within a negative
supervisor CMS climate serves to heighten employee outcomes via increased risk to
group norms, values and status, and a decreased sense of psychological safety. While
this exacerbating hypothesis has not yet been applied to supervisor CMS climate, there
have been individual-level studies, suggesting that employees who use a yielding CMS
when they are a party to conflict exacerbate the positive relationship between
inter-personal conflict and strain (Dijkstra et al, 2009), as does individual-level
supervisor third-party forcing behavior (Romer ef al., 2012).
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I[JCMA To investigate whether these buffering and exacerbating effects hold for a
271 group-level treatment of CMS and when applied to supervisors as a third party, as
’ theorized above, we propose the following hypotheses:

H5. High levels of collaborating (H5a); low levels of yielding (H5b); low levels of

forcing (H5c¢) supervisor CMS climates (i.e. positive supervisor CMS climates)

32 will buffer the positive association between relationship conflict and
experiences of anxiety/depression, workplace bullying and claim thoughts.

H6. Low levels of collaborating (H6a); high levels of yielding (H6b); high levels of
forcing (H6¢) supervisor CMS climates (i.e. negative supervisor CMS climates)
will exacerbate the positive association between relationship conflict and
experiences of anxiety/depression, workplace bullying and claim thoughts.

Method

Procedure and participants

Participants were employees from a large Australian government department
responsible for a range of services related to employment and workplace relations.
Teams in this organization relied on their supervisor for resource allocation and
goal-setting, but were predominantly semi-autonomous. Teams were interdependent in
tasks such as providing programs, training and advice to businesses, conducting
inspections, investigations and compliance activities at workplaces, providing legal
services, customer service and corporate support services.

Questionnaires were hand-delivered to 1,033 employees across 21 regional areas
representing 7 main service areas, with 562 questionnaires returned (response rate of 54
per cent). Supervisors were removed from the sample (2 = 73), as were participants from
groups in which less than three members returned a questionnaire (#z = 83). Three
multivariate outliers with a Mahalanobis distance greater than the critical cut-off point
of chi square p < 0.001 also were removed. The final sample was 401 employees nested
in 69 workgroups, with an average group size of 5.81 (SD = 3.12), ranging from 3 to 21
members per group.

The sample consisted of a diverse range of occupations, including labor inspectors
(31.2 per cent); clerical/office support workers (24.1 per cent); policy officers (11.5 per
cent); call center workers (8.0 per cent); social welfare and social marketing professionals
(7.2 per cent); human resources and training professionals (5.2 per cent); program
administrators (4.9 per cent); accountants (3.0 per cent); engineers, designers and
electricians (1.7 per cent); information technology consultants (1.4 per cent); legal
professionals (1.2 per cent); and other (0.6 per cent). The sample included 45.9 per cent
males and 53.9 per cent females, with a mean age of 41.14 years (SD = 11.31), a mean
tenure with the organization of 7.07 years (SD = 7.97), a mean tenure in current position
of 3.96 years (SD = 5.47) and a mean tenure with current team of 2.38 years (SD = 3.17).

Measures

Where multi-item scales were used, each item was weighted according to its factor
loading prior to being scaled and entered into the model. As factor weighted scales were
used, the Hancock and Mueller (2001) coefficient H formula was used to calculate the
reliability of each measure.
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Relationship conflict: Relationship conflict was measured using Jehn’s (1995)
four-item scale (e.g. Are there personality conflicts evident in your workgroup?).
Participants responded on a scale ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always), and good scale
reliability was found (H = 0.97).

Supervisor CMS climate: A total of 12 items from the Dutch test for conflict handling
(De Dreu et al., 2001) were used as the basis for scales assessing supervisor CMS climate.
Items were adapted to reference the supervisor and their immediate workgroup.
Example items included: Supervisors usually deal with conflict in my workgroup by:
working out a solution that serves both parties’ interests as much as possible
(collaborating); adapting to one party’s goals and interests (yielding); pushing their own
point of view (forcing). Employees responded on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Reliability analyses were conducted for each of the three
conflict handling scales (i.e. three scales with four items in each scale) using data
aggregated to the workgroup level. Good scale reliability was evident (supervisor
collaborating climate H = 0.97; supervisor yielding climate H = 0.97; and supervisor
forcing climate H = 0.98).

Correlations presented in Table I suggest that the three supervisor CMSs may not be
separate constructs. Indeed, it could be argued that should a supervisor yield to one
party in a discussion between two subordinates, other team members may perceive this
behavior as forcing the other party. Previous studies, however, have shown that these
CMS constructs are distinct (De Dreu ef al., 2001). Further, differential patterns of results
were observed across each CMS construct, indicating discrimination in measurement.
Nevertheless, to address these concerns, a confirmatory factor analysis was conducted
testing the fit of three models: a three-factor model (collaborating, forcing, yielding), a
two-factor model (positive [collaborating] and negative [forcing, yielding]) and a
one-factor model. This analysis confirmed that the three-factor model had the best fit
(Table II) and that the change in chi square between the three-factor correlated model
and the two-factor model was significant (Ax® = 254.12(2), p < 0.001), as was the change
in chi square between the three-factor model and the one-factor model (Ax® = 269.28(3),
p < 0.001).

Anxiety/depression: This aspect of psychological strain was measured with the
GHQ-12 (Goldberg, 1972). An example item was “Over the past 4 weeks, how often
have you felt you couldn’t overcome your difficulties?” Participants responded on a scale
ranging from 1 (never) to 7 (always). While one-factor congeneric models were
conducted on both the full GHQ-12 and on the four “anxiety/depression” items (Graetz,
1991), the four-item model had the best fit and reliability statistic (x*(1, N 401) = 1.44,
p =0.23, TLI = 0.99, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA = 0.03, SRMR = 0.01, H = 0.82).

Bullying: As recommended for bounding responses when measuring the experience
of bullying (Einarsen et al., 2009), both a definition of bullying and a time referent were
provided: A person is subjected to “bullying” if they are subjected to repeated behaviors
that a reasonable person would consider to be offensive, intimidating, humiliating or
threatening. Respondents were then asked if they had been subjected to bullying in the
past month using a seven-point scale, 1 (never); 2 (rarely); 3 (once in a while); 4 (some of
the time); 5 (fairly often); 6 (often); and 7 (almost daily). Bullying researchers use a range
of time referents to bound responses when measuring exposure (e.g. during one’s
working life, within the past 12 months, 6 months or 1 month). We used a one-month
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time referent to avoid delayed memory and recall effects, to provide a more conservative Supervisor
indication of exposure and to tap recent experiences of bullying. conflict

Claim thoughts: A single item was constructed that asked employees to consider the management
past month, and indicate the extent to which they had seriously considered submitting
aworkers’ compensation claim for a stress-related problem. The response option ranged Style
from 1 (never) to 7 (very often).

35
Results
Data analysis overview
We assessed the need for control variables by analyzing the correlation between age,
gender, years with organization, years in current role and years with current team and
each of the dependent variables. As none of these were significant, they were not
included in further modeling. As our model contains cross-level relationships, we used
disaggregated modeling in Mplus Version 5.2. This method allows for variance
decomposition so the within- and between-level variance can be modeled. A referent
shift consensus model was used for data aggregation (D. Chan, 1998). The intra-class
correlations (ICCs) for all focal variables are presented in Table I. In regard to the CMS
climate variables, between workgroup variance was evident with ICC values of 8 per
cent (collaborating), 6 per cent (yielding) and 13 per cent (forcing), which is acceptable
(Raudenbush and Bryk, 2002). It is noted that relationship conflict also appeared to have
group-level properties (16 per cent).

For H1, only within-level variance was considered. As H2, H3 and H4 involve
group-level predictors, a random intercept model was used. H5 and H6 represent
cross-level interactions, in which the group-level variable is predicted to moderate the
individual-level relationships. Therefore, we used a random slopes (or slopes as
outcomes) model for these hypotheses. To limit the number of variables and interactions
tested in a single analysis, we assessed each of the cross-level interactions (i.e.
Relationship Conflict X Supervisor CMS Climates) separately for each dependent
variable. The simple slopes representing these cross-level interactions were calculated
for low supervisor CMS climate (1 SD below mean) and high supervisor CMS climate (1
SD above mean), and were plotted using Preacher ef al’s (2004) online calculator (see
also Preacher et al., 2006).

Relationship conflict on employee outcomes

Main effects proposed in H1 were supported, as employees who reported high levels of
relationship conflict reported higher levels of anxiety/depression, 7(401) = 0.31, p <
0.01; bullying, 7(401) = 0.42, p < 0.01; and claims thoughts, 7(401) = 0.24, » < 0.01. Given
that there was between-level variance for relationship conflict, we also modeled the

Model type Chi square TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR

Three-factor model Table II.
(collaborating, forcing, yielding) 2 (24, N = 69) = 36.55, p < 0.05 097 098 0.04 0.04 Confirmatory factor
Two-factor model (positive analyses testing
[collaborating], negative model fit for
[forcing, yielding]) 22(26,N = 69) = 290.67, p < 0.001 0.37 055 0.16 0.10 supervisor CMS
One-factor model #2(27,N = 69) = 305.83, p < 0.001 036 052 0.16 0.15 climate
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effects of group-level relationship conflict on employee outcomes with no significant
main effects found.

Supervisor CMS climate on employee outcomes

Main effects proposed in H2 were supported, as workgroups with a high supervisor
collaborating climate reported lower levels of anxiety/depression, B = —0.26, p < 0.05;
bullying, B = —0.17, p < 0.01; and claims thoughts, B = —0.10, p < 0.05. H3 and H4
were partially supported. Supervisor yielding climate was positively related to bullying,
B =0.17,p < 0.01, and claims thoughts, B = 0.12, p < 0.01, but not significantly related
to anxiety/depression. Supervisor forcing climate was positively related to anxiety/
depression, B = 0.22, p < 0.01, and bullying, B = 0.11, p < 0.01, but not significantly
related to claims thoughts.

Cross-level moderating effects of supervisor CMS climate on employee outcomes

In relation to H5 and H6, analyses revealed a significant cross-level Relationship
Conflict X Supervisor Collaborating Climate interaction on anxiety/depression (B =
0.10, p < 0.05), bullying (B = 0.11, p < 0.01) and claims thoughts (B = —0.07, p < 0.05);
a significant cross-level Relationship Conflict X Supervisor Yielding Climate interaction
on anxiety/depression (B = —0.10, p < 0.01), bullying (B = —0.06, p < 0.01), and claims
thoughts (B = 0.09, p < 0.01); and a significant cross-level Relationship Conflict X
Supervisor Forcing Climate interaction on bullying (B = —0.05, p < 0.05) and claim
thoughts (B = 0.05, p < 0.05).

Simple slopes. H5 predicted that the association between relationship conflict and
anxiety/depression and bullying would be buffered in workgroups with high
collaborating (H5a), low yielding (H5b) and low forcing (H5c¢) climates (i.e. positive
supervisor CMS climates). Instead, the positive supervisor CMS climates were found to
exacerbate the positive association between individual-level relationship conflict and
anxiety/depression (high collaborating: B = 0.25, z = 5.64, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(a)]; low
yielding: B = 0.26, z = 6.11, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(b)]); and between individual-level
relationship conflict and bullying (high collaborating: B = 0.34, z = 22.37, p < 0.01
[Figure 2(c)], low yielding: B = 0.30, z = 13.78, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(d)]; low forcing:
B =0.30, z = 14.16, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(¢))).

When considering the direction of moderation for the outcome variable of claim
thoughts, a different pattern of findings from that found for anxiety/depression and
bullying was evident. Supporting the notion of stress-buffering specified in H5, the
positive association between relationship conflict and claim thoughts was indeed
weaker or non-significant in workgroups with high collaborating (B = 0.04, z = 1.54,
p = 0.12[Figure 3(a)]), low yielding (B = 0.03, z = 1.09, p = 0.28 [Figure 3(b)]) and low
forcing (B = 0.06, z = 2.52, p = 0.01 [Figure 3(c)]) climates.

H6  predicted that the association between relationship conflict and
anxiety/depression and bullying would be exacerbated in workgroups with low
collaborating (H6a), high yielding (H6b) and high forcing (H6¢) climates (i.e. negative
supervisor CMS climates). These hypotheses were supported for all outcome variables,
including anxiety/depression (low collaborating: B = 0.14, z = 3.01, p < 0.01 [Figure
2(a)]; high yielding: B = 012, z = 284, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(b)]); bullying (low
collaborating: B = 0.21, z = 13.73, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(c)]; high yielding: B = 0.22, z =
10.23, p < 0.01[Figure 2(d)]; high forcing: B = 0.23,z = 10.82, p < 0.01 [Figure 2(e)]); and
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claim thoughts (low collaborating (B = 0.13, z = 4.65, p < 0.01 [Figure 3(a)]), high
yielding B = 0.15, z = 5.42, p < 0.01 [Figure 3(b)]) and high forcing climates (B = 0.12,
z = 5.60, p < 0.01 [Figure 3(c)).

Post hoc tests. Examination of the graphs indicate that at low relationship conflict,
high collaborating and low yielding climates appear to be effective in
anxiety/depression reduction, but at high relationship conflict, there is little discernible
difference in these employee outcomes in a high versus low climate. To conduct a post
hoc test of this interpretation, we ran the models with relationship conflict centered at 1
SD below the mean and 1 SD above the mean. There was significantly less experience of
anxiety/depression at low relationship conflict when groups reported a high
collaborating (B = —0.40, p < 0.01) or low yielding climates (B = 0.34, p < 0.01),
whereas this difference in experience of employee outcomes at high versus low climates
was not evident at high relationship conflict (collaborating climate: B = —0.12, p = 0.33;
yielding climate: B = 0.04, p = 0.73). Similarly, there was significantly less experience of
bullying at low relationship conflict when groups reported a high collaborating (B =
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—0.33,p < 0.01), low yielding (B = 0.25, p < 0.01) or low forcing climates (B = 0.18,p <
0.01), and this difference in bullying at high versus low CMS climates was not evident at
high relationship conflict (collaborating climate: B = —0.01, p = 0.86; yielding climate:
B = 0.08, p = 0.15; forcing climate: B = 0.04, p = 0.35).

In contrast to the findings for anxiety/depression and bullying, it was at low
relationship conflict, not high, that supervisor CMS had little differential effect on
employee claims thoughts (collaborating climate: B = 0.01, p = 1.00; yielding climate:
B = 0.01, p = 1.00; forcing climate: B = 0.01, p = 1.00). When relationship conflict was
high, however, the climate represented by low collaborating, high yielding and high
forcing was associated with a significantly higher incidence of claims thoughts
(collaborating climate: B = —0.20, p < 0.01; yielding climate: B = 0.24, p < 0.01; forcing
climate: B = 0.13, p < 0.01).

Discussion

This study found that employees who were exposed to relationship conflict had higher
levels of anxiety/depression, bullying and serious thoughts of making a workers’
compensation claim (/). In addition, this study contributes to the occupational stress
and conflict literature with findings of main and moderating effects of supervisor CMS
climate on employee outcomes. Specifically, a negative main effect was found for
supervisor collaborating climate on employee outcomes (H2). A positive main effect was
found for both supervisor yielding climate (H.3) and supervisor forcing climate (FH4) on
employee outcomes. These findings are broadly consistent with studies focusing on
individuals in dyads who are in conflict either with another co-worker or their
own supervisor, and highlight the important and far-reaching role of the supervisor
when responding to conflict, including the effects on the broader team. Important
implications for the span of influence of supervisor behavior on the workplace
experience for employees have been indicated in these findings.

As an explanation for why these effects occurred, it is argued that the detrimental
employee outcomes in workgroups with low collaborating, high yielding and high
forcing climates may occur through a different mechanism to the detrimental effects
found when individuals in dyads use low collaborating, high yielding or high forcing
CMS during times of conflict. A supervisor, who typically responds as a third party by
yielding to one party, by forcing an outcome or by not collaborating, may foster a sense
of injustice in the workgroup through their placing a higher concern on an individual or
themselves, rather than on the team as a whole. This interpretation also is consistent
with the collectivist view of team conflict processes as proposed by DeChurch ef al.
(2013), which places greater concern on the workgroup than on the individual. For this
reason, we suggest that organizational injustice may be a mechanism for why low
collaborating, high yielding and high forcing climates are associated with negative
employee outcomes, and should be an avenue for further research.

Cross-level moderating effects

The cross-level effects of supervisor CMS climates in the presence of low and high
relationship conflict is an important finding, as it suggests that supervisor behaviors,
represented as the shared perceptions of the team, moderate the effects of relationship
conflict on anxiety/depression, bullying and claim thoughts. To tease out the divergent
pattern of results we found for the outcome variables of anxiety/depression and bullying
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on the one hand, versus claim thoughts on the other, we discuss these findings in
separate sections below.

Anxiety/depression and bullying: Although we found support for the exacerbating
effects of negative supervisor CMS climates (low collaborating, high yielding and high
forcing), we found that positive supervisor CMS climates (high collaborating, low
yielding and low forcing) also exacerbated the positive effects of relationship conflict on
employee strain. Our unexpected stress-exacerbating effects for positive forms of
supervisor CMS climates can be understood with reference to reverse-buffering effects.
Reverse-buffering occurs when resources that are thought to be helpful in promoting
well-being have a detrimental effect, rather than a positive one, by strengthening the
stressor—strain relationship. Indeed, there have been multiple studies reporting that
certain types of social support have this effect (Deelstra et al., 2003; Kickul and Posig,
2001; Mayo et al., 2012). These studies propose that the specific nature and types of
support are important in determining a stress-buffering or reverse-buffering effect.

Post hoc tests conducted in our study found that the beneficial effects of high
collaborating, low yielding and low forcing climates observed at low relationship
conflict did not exist at high relationship conflict. These findings are consistent with
conflict escalation theory which argues that collaborative or mediation type
interventions have greater utility early in the conflict cycle, and are less effective when
relationship conflict is high (Keashly and Nowell, 2010; Kozan et al, 2014). An
explanation for the different efficacy of supervisor CMS at low versus high relationship
conflict also can be found in the work of Rubin (1980), who identified a number of
common threads in the literature on third-party intervention in conflict. Specifically,
Rubin suggested that certain third-party interventions that achieve effective resolution
when the conflict is low may be less effective when the conflict is high in intensity. This
notion can be applied specifically to the positive supervisor CMS of high collaborative
climate where reduced efficacy at high conflict occurs because third-party interventions,
such as new communication channels, encouraging broad consideration of problem sets
and issue identification techniques, may work well when conflict is low, but not when
conflict is high.

A second thread in the conflict literature identified by Rubin (1980, p. 385) that may
explain why negative supervisor CMS climates of high yielding and high forcing have
greater detrimental effects at low conflict, that is when conflict is low, parties have a
general desire to resolve problems themselves, and may view high forcing and yielding
third-party interventions as an “unwelcome and unwanted intrusion”. When conflict is
high, however, Rubin argues that the disputant’s concerns switch to a desire to maintain
entrenched positions and save face. These disputant positions at high relationship
conflict may result in a desire for more definitive third-party interventions such as high
forcing, where the supervisor can shoulder responsibility for decision-making in the
conflict. Although social support from the supervisor was not directly measured, a
finding relating to imposed versus requested support (Deelstra et al., 2003) may be
extrapolated to help understand our findings. These authors found negative physical
and psychological reactions when social support was imposed rather than requested,
and negative employee reactions were moderated by the extent to which they needed
support. It was suggested that the imposition of support when there was either no
problem, or a solvable problem, had detrimental effects on employee outcomes through
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the sense of incompetence it creates, a sense that also may be evoked by high yielding
and forcing climates when relationship conflict is low.

Claims thoughts: As predicted, high collaborating, low yielding and low forcing
supervisor CMS climates (i.e. positive supervisor CMS climates) buffered the positive
association between relationship conflict and claim thoughts, whereas, also as
predicted, low collaborating, high yielding and high forcing supervisor CMS climates
(e. negative supervisor CMS climates) exacerbated this association. By way of
interpretation, it is suggested that when relationship conflict is high, positive supervisor
CMS climates provide clear avenues for conflict handling and employee communication,
thereby reducing claims thoughts. Negative supervisor CMS climates, on the other
hand, may serve to close these avenues and drive a sense of interactional injustice,
thereby further diminishing the likelihood of a constructive approach to conflict
management (Giacomantonio ef al., 2011) and increasing claims thoughts. Further, it has
been suggested that making a stress claim is a form of functional communication — an
action that indicates dissatisfaction (Toohey, 1995). It also has been suggested that
when supervisors, usually a source of social support, become instead a source of stress,
employees do not have access to the usual organizationally sanctioned avenues for
resolution (Dollard ef al,, 1999). This may well be the case when supervisors engender
high yielding or high forcing climates, thereby becoming a source of stress, removing
functional conflict resolution options and driving employee thoughts of making a
workers’ compensation claim to seek resolution and voice dissatisfaction.

To help us understand these findings, there are a number of authors who have
highlighted the importance of human resources (HR) practices (which supervisors enact)
in reducing claims experience for organizations generally (Habeck ef al., 1991; Lewin
and Schecter, 1991) and stress-related claims specifically (Moran ef al., 1995). Lewin and
Schecter (1991) found four HR practices associated with claims frequency and duration.
One of these was effective option for conflict resolution or a “mechanism for airing
conflict openly”. Similarly, Habeck et al (1991) found that organizations in which
management spent less time on employee communications, and had more controlling
management styles, were associated with higher claims experience, the worst
performers having at least 10 times as many claims as the best performers. Finally,
Roberts and Markel (2001, p. 343) found that interactional justice was negatively
associated with filing a claim, and theorized that this was based heavily on interactions
with supervisors and, further, that there may be a retaliatory behavior where employees
“keep a mental score of how fairly they are treated and use their own behavior to
rebalance that score”.

Limutations and future research

A research limitation is the reliance on cross-sectional, self-report data and the potential
confounding effects of common method variance (CMV; Malhotra et al., 2006; Podsakoff
et al., 2003). Although the possible impact of CMV in the inflation or deflation of linear
relationships is acknowledged, it has been argued that interaction effects are less
susceptible to CMV in individual-level (Evans, 1985; Siemsen et al., 2010) and cross-level
interaction analyses (Lai ef al, 2013). Analysis of our data showed an absence of
multicollinearity, as tolerance values were all greater than 0.01 (Tabachnick and Fidell,
2007), no regular or persistent inflation of relationships and a wide range of correlations
(ranging from 0.02 to 0.68). We also used a number of methodological controls to
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minimize the potential effects of CMV as outlined by Podsakoff et al. (2012), such as the
wording of items being diverse, the response scales being varied for predictor and
criterion variables, and we separated the positioning of the predictor and criterion
variables in the questionnaire.

In general, single-item measures have been suggested to have lower reliability and
validity than scales with multiple items (Hair ef al, 1998), but these disadvantages are
counterpointed by lower CMV effects, less redundancy in items and more positive
experience of participants in filling in the questionnaire (Petrescu, 2013). Indeed, there is
increasing recognition that short and single-item measures can have adequate
reliability, and be psychometrically sound when measuring a homogeneous construct
that is clearly defined (Bergkvist, 2014). Items used to measure exposure to bullying and
claim thoughts in the current study meet these criteria of being homogeneous,
one-dimensional and clearly defined. A single-item measure for self-labeling of exposure
to bullying is the most common method of measuring bullying in the academic
literature, and has also been reported to be a more conservative measure (Nielsen ef al.,
2010a, 2010b).

Referent shift consensus composition models were used when aggregating
individual-level data (Chan, 1998). Referent shift consensus models use measurement
items that refer to higher group-level constructs (e.g. supervisors usually deal with
relationship conflict in my workgroup by [...]). However, future consideration of
dispersion-composition models (Cole et al, 2010), which consider the variability in
within-group agreement rather than relying on group means, may allow for
investigation of the main and moderating effects of CMS climate dispersion. Assessing
dispersion of views of conflict and supervisor CMS also may allow identification of
differential effects of conflict asymmetry (Jehn et al., 2008; Karaca et al., 2013; Rispens
and Jehn, 2011), where there are two opposing perceptions of the severity of conflict
within a group. Conflict asymmetry has been found to be negatively associated with
work motivation and satisfaction, and positively associated with absenteeism in dyads
(Jehn et al., 2006) and with decreased performance and creativity in groups (Jehn ef al,
2010). Also, theoretical links have been made between conflict asymmetry and abusive
supervision (Rispens et al., 2010) which could be further explored.

The data, being cross-sectional in nature, place limitations on causation inferences in
the relationships modeled. More complex research designs, such as within-groups
designs, which model the relationships over time, would allow for further investigation
of causative factors. Further research is recommended to determine the extent to which
these main and moderating effects have long-term consequences for employee
outcomes. Other within-person research designs, using experience sampling or diary
studies, also could be conducted to better capture the dynamic nature (such as
escalation) of workgroup relationship conflict.

One specific question arising that could be tested in the laboratory is the efficacy of
positive supervisor CMS when it is imposed versus requested in high and low
relationship conflict groups. Indeed, qualitative work by Romer ef al. (2012a) suggests
subordinates’ expectations regarding supervisor third-party interventions exist, and
that employees are unlikely to request supervisor help unless the conflict is difficult to
solve, or has been occurring for some time. A study of this nature could be implemented
in the laboratory, but would require more careful planning in the field and could perhaps
be embedded in a supervisor training intervention. Thus, future field research could
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make use of experimental intervention studies where supervisors are trained in positive
third-party CMS, how to make them visible and when best to use them.

Practical implications that stem from this research are threefold. First, even when
taking the moderating effects found in this study into account, it is clear that supervisors
should aim to use high collaboration when dealing with conflict as a third party, rather
than high yielding or high forcing, and to engender a positive CMS climate when conflict
is low, when their intervention is likely to have the greatest chance of being influential
for minimizing anxiety/depression and bullying. Supervisors also may benefit from
understanding that while positive CMS climates have limited efficacy in reducing
experience of anxiety/depression and bullying when relationship conflict is high, these
positive CMS climates (high collaborating, low yielding and low forcing) can still have
an impact on reduced claims thoughts at high relationship conflict. Second, supervisors
who understand the broader effects of their CMS on their team may choose to make their
positive CMS more visible, thereby influencing CMS climate. Third, when supervisors
use positive CMS climates, in a visible way, an organizational cost benefit may be
realized through reduced claims experience or a reduction in action-taking cognitions
regarding making a workers’ compensation claim for a stress-related illness.

References

Anderson, N. and West, MLA. (1998), “Measuring climate for work group innovation: development
and validation of the team climate inventory”,*, Vol. 19
No. 3, pp. 235-258.

Arnold, J.A. and O’Connor, K.M. (1999), “Ombudspersons or peers? The effect of third-party
expertize and recommendations on negotiation”, _, Vol. 84
No. 5, pp. 776-785.

Ayoko, O.B. and Hirtel, C.EJ. (2006), “Cultural diversity and leadership: a conceptual model of
leader intervention in conflict events in culturally heterogeneous workgroups”, (Zass

I Vol. 13 No. 4, pp. 345-360.
Baillien, E. and De Witte, H. (2009), “The relationship between the occurrence of conflicts in the
work unit, the conflict management styles in the work unit and workplace bullying”,

. Vo!. 49 No. 4, pp. 207-226.

Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2007), “The job demands-resources model: state of the art”,
, Vol. 22 No. 3, pp. 309-328.

Bergkvist, L. (2014), “Appropriate use of single-item measures is here to stay”, Marketing Letters,
available at: http:/link.springer.com/article/10.1007 % 2Fs11002-014-9325-y

Blake, R. and Mouton, J.S. (1964), The Managerial Grid, Gulf, Houston, TX.

Chan, D. (1998), “Funtional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different
levels of analysis: a typology of composition models”,_, Vol. 83
No. 2, pp. 234-246.

Chen, G., Sharma, P.N.,, Edinger, SK., Shapiro, D.L. and Farh, J.L. (2011), “Motivating and
demotivating forces in teams: cross-level influences of empowering leadership and
relationship conﬂict”,_, Vol. 96 No. 3, pp. 541-557.

Chen, X., Zhao, K., Liu, X. and Wu, D.D. (2012), “Improving employees’ job satisfaction and
innovation performance using conflict management”, h
Iississsisial Vol. 23 No. 2, pp. 151-172.

Supervisor
conflict
management
style

43



http://link.springer.com/article/10.1007%2Fs11002-014-9325-y
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5334%2Fpb-49-4-207&isi=000278750400002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F02683940710733115
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.83.2.234&isi=000073159800008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444061211218276&isi=000305102900003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2F%28SICI%291099-1379%28199805%2919%3A3%3C235%3A%3AAID-JOB837%3E3.0.CO%3B2-C&isi=000073949500002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444061211218276&isi=000305102900003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2Fa0021886&isi=000290776700007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.84.5.776&isi=000083816600010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F13527600610713431
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F13527600610713431

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

JCMA
271

44

Cohen, S. and Edwards, J.R. (1989), “Personality characteristics as moderators of the relationship
between stress and disorder”, in Neufeld, RW.J. (Ed.), Advances in the Investigation of
Psychological Stress, Wiley, New York, NY, pp. 235-283.

Cole, M.S., Bedeian, A.G., Hirschfeld, R.R. and Vogel, B. (2010), “Dispersion-composition models in
multilevel research: a data-analytic framework”, , Vol. 14
No. 4, pp. 718-734.

De Dreu, CK.W. and Van de Vliert, E. (1997), Using Conflict in Organizations, Sage, London.

De Dreu, CK.W. and Van Vianen, A EM. (2001), “Managing relationship conflict and the
effectiveness of organizational teams”, , Vol. 22 No. 3,
pp. 309-328.

DeDreu, CK.W., Evers, A., Beersma, B., Kluwer, E. and Nuate, A. (2001), “A theory-based measure
of conflict management strategies in the workplace”, b
Vol. 22 No. 6, pp. 645-668.

De Dreu, CK.W., Van Dierendonck, D. and Dijkstra, M.T.M. (2004), “Conflict at work and
individual well-being”, . Vol. 15 No. 1,

pp. 6-26.

De Wit, FRC,, Greer, LL. and Jehn, K.A. (2012), “The paradox of intragroup conflict: a
meta-analysis”, # Vol. 97 No. 2, pp. 360-390.

DeChurch, L.A., Mesmer-Magnus, J.R. and Doty, D. (2013), “Moving beyond relationship and task
conflict: toward a process-state perspective”, &, Vol. 98 No. 4,
pp. 559-578.

Deelstra, J.T., Peeters, M.C.W., Schaufeli, W.B., Stroebe, W., Zijlstra, F.R.H. and van Doornen, L.P.
(2003), “Receiving instrumental support at work: when help is not welcome”, Joiuiaimad

iR V/o!. 88 No. 2, pp. 324-331.

DeGoey, P. (2000), “Contagious justice: exploring the social construction of justice in
organizatons', [N . 22 vp. 51102
Deutsch, M. (1990), “Sixty years of conflict”, _, Vol. 1

No. 3, pp. 237-263.

Dijkstra, M.T.M., De Dreu, CK.W., Evers, A. and Van Dierendonck, D. (2009), “Passive responses

to interpersonal conflict at work amplify employee strain”, “
I Vo1 18 No. 4, pp. 405-423.

Dollard, MLF., Winefield, HR. and Winefield, A.H. (1999), “Predicting work stress compensation
claims and return to work in welfare workers”, ,
Vol. 4 No. 3, pp. 279-287.

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H. and Notelaers, G. (2009), “Measuring exposure to bullying and harassment at

work: validity, factor structure and psychometric properties of the Negative Acts
Questionnaire-Revised”, s Vo!. 23 No. 1, pp. 24-44.

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., Zapf, D. and Cooper, C.L. (2011), “The concept of bullying at work: the
European tradition”, in Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., Zapf, D. and Cooper, C.L. (Eds), Bullving and
Harassment in the Workplace: Developments in Theory, Research, and Practice, CRC Press,
Boca Raton, FL, pp. 3-39.

Evans, M.G. (1985), “A Monte Carlo study of the effects of correlated method variance in
moderated multiple regression analysis”,
Biasasses Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 305-323.

Frone, M.R. (2000), “Interpersonal conflict at work and psvchological outcomes: testing a model
among young workers”, [N o. 5 No. 2

Pp. 246-255.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2Feb022682
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320802510880&isi=000274698000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.71&isi=000168423700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320802510880&isi=000274698000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.4.3.279
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fjob.107&isi=000170693900003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F02678370902815673&isi=000266245200002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2Feb022905&isi=000232826300002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2Fa0024844&isi=000301321900008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2885%2990002-0&isi=A1985AUD2300002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2Fa0032896&isi=000321463500001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2F0749-5978%2885%2990002-0&isi=A1985AUD2300002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.5.2.246
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.2.324&isi=000182215000013
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.2.324&isi=000182215000013
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0191-3085%2800%2922003-0&isi=000166194000002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F1094428110389078&isi=000294813800007

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

Gelfand, MJ., Leslie, LM., Keller, K. and de Dreu, CK.W. (2012), “Conflict cultures in

organizations: how leaders shape conflict cultures and their organizational-level
consequences”,*, Vol. 97 No. 6, pp. 1131-1147.

Gentry, W.A. and Sparks, T.E. (2011), “A convergence/divergence perspective of leadership

competencies managers believe are most important for success in organizations: a
cross-cultural multilevel analysis of 40 countries”, *
Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 15-30.

Giacomantonio, M., Pierro, A. and Kruglanski, A.W. (2011), “Leaders’ fairness and followers’

conflict handling style: the moderating role of need for cognitive closure”, Kiiiiiiiindis
I 0. 2> \o. 4, pp. 355572

Giebels, E. and Janssen, O. (2005), “Conflict stress and reduced well-being at work: the bufferin
efect of thirdparty help”, [

Vol. 14 No. 2, pp. 137-155.

Goldberg, D.P. (1972), The Detection of Psychiatric lliness by Questionnaire, Oxford University
Press, Oxford.

Graetz, B. (1991), “Multidimensional properties of the general health questionnaire”, Sggig/
, Vol. 26 No. 1, pp. 132-138.

Guttman, HM. (2008), “The leader’s role in managing conflict”, in Hesselbein, F.E.S. (Ed.), Leader
to Leader 2: Enduring Insights on Leadership from the Leader to Leader Institute’s
Award-Winning Journal, Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA, pp. 129-137.

Habeck, R.H., Leahy, M.J., Hunt, H.A., Chan, R. and Welch, E.M. (1991), “Employer factors related
to workers’ compensation claims and disability management”, | NGiGGcNG
Bulletzw Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 210-227.

Hair, J., Anderson, R., Tatham, R. and Black, W. (1998), Mulitvariate Data Analysis, Prentice-Hall,
Englewood Cliffs, NJ.

Hancock, G.R. and Mueller, R.O. (2001), “Rethinking construct reliability within latent variable
systems”, in Cudeck, R., du Toit, S. and Sérbom, D. (Eds), Structural Equation Modeling:
Present and Future — A Festschrift in Honor of Karl Joreskog, Scientific Software
International, Lincolnwood, IL.

Jehn, K.A. (1995), “A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of intragroup
conflict”, , Vol. 40 No. 2, pp. 256-282.

Jehn, K.A., Bezrukova, K. and Thatcher, S. (2008), “Conflict, diversity, and faultlines in
workgroups”, in Gelfand, M.]J. and De Dreu, C. (Eds), The Psychology of Conflict and Conflict
Management in Orgamizations, Taylor & Francis Group/Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
New York, NY, pp. 179-210.

Jehn, K.A., Rispens, S. and Thatcherl S. i2010i| “The effects of conflict asymmetry on work group
and individual outcomes”, , Vol. 53 No. 3, pp. 596-616.
Jehn, K.A., Rupert, J. and Nauta, A. (2006), “The effects of co

nflict asymmetry on mediation
outcomes: satisfaction, work motivation and absenteeism”,

ississsisiai Vol. 17 No. 2, pp. 96-109.
Karaca, A., Tekleab, A.G., Quigley, N. and Gardner, S. (2013), “Do we (have to) agree? A multilevel

examination of conflict asimmetri in teams” iaier iJresented at the
Karambayya, R. and Brett, J.M. (1989), “Managers handling disputes: third-party roles and

perceptions of fairness”, . Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 687-704.
Keashly, L. and Nowell, B.L. (2010), “Conflict, conflict resolution| and bulliinsi”l in

Einarsen, S., Hoel, H., Zapf, D. and Cooper, C.L. (Eds),

Supervisor
conflict
management
style

45



http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2Fs10869-011-9212-y&isi=000300345700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444061111171369&isi=000208632500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444061111171369&isi=000208632500003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F2393638&isi=A1995RK92400004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320444000236&isi=000230234700003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMJ.2010.51468978&isi=000279600500008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444060610736594&isi=000244973700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00782952&isi=A1991FU07800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2F10444060610736594&isi=000244973700002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF00782952&isi=A1991FU07800005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMBPP.2013.17498abstract
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5465%2FAMBPP.2013.17498abstract
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2307%2F256564&isi=A1989AZ80600001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=A1991FB78800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?isi=A1991FB78800004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1201%2FEBK1439804896-24
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2Fa0029993&isi=000311064700002

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

JCMA
271

46

, CRC Press, Boca Raton,
FL, pp. 423-445.

Kenny, D.A., Kieffer, S.C., Smith, J.A., Ceplenski, P. and Kulu, . (1996), “Circumscribed accuracy
among well-acquainted individuals”, , Vol. 32
No. 1, pp. 1-12.

Kickul, J. and Posig, M. (2001), “Supervisory emotional support and burnout: an explanation of

reverse buffering effects”, Journal of Managerial Issues, Vol. 13 No. 3, pp. 328-344.

Kolb, D.M. (1986), “Who are organizational third parties and what do they do?”, in Lewicki, RJ.,
Sheppard, B.H. and Bazerman, M.H. (Eds), Research on Negotiations in Organizations, JAI
Press, Greenwich, CT, pp. 207-278.

Kolb, D.M. and Sheppard, B.H. (1985), “Do managers mediate, or even arbitrate?”, Mg kisikiads
Lol Vol. 1 No. 4, pp. 379-338.

Koslowsky, M. (1998), Modeling the Stress-Strain Relationship in Work Settings, lagler &
Frances/Routledge, Florence, KY.

Kozan, MK, Ergin, C. and Varoglu, K. (2014), “Bases of power and conflict intervention strategy:
a study on Turkish managers”, , Vol. 25 No. 1,
pp. 38-60.

Lai, X, Li, F. and Leung, K. (2013), “A Monte Carlo study of the effects of common method variance
on significance testing and parameter bias in hierarchical linear modeling”, (s is

i V0!. 16 No. 2, pp. 243-260.

Lewin, D. and Schecter, S. (1991), “Four factors lower disability rates”, Personnel Journal, Vol. 70
No. 5, pp. 99-103.

Leymann| H. i1996i| “The content and development of mobbing at work”, | R
, Vol. 5 No. 2, pp. 165-184.

Malhotra, N.K., Kim, SK. and Patil, A. (2006), “Common method variance in IS research: a
comparison of alternative approaches and a reanalysis of past research”, gt
Seiguee, Vol. 52 No. 12, pp. 1865-1883.

Mayo, M., Sanchez, ] I, Pastor, J.C. and Rodriguez, A. (2012), “Supervisor and coworker support: a

source congruence approach to buffering role conflict and physical stressors”, ki
N .23 \o. 15, pp. 35723550
Mintzberg, H. (1973), The Nature of Managerial Work, Harper and Row, New York, NY.

Moran, SK., Wolff, S.C. and Green, J.E. (1995), “Workers’ compensation and occupational stress:
gaining control”, in Murphy, L.R., Hurrell, ]J. Jr., Sauter, S.L. and Keita, G.P. (Eds), [ob
B\ nmerican Psychological Association, Washington, DC, pp. 355-368.

Nielsen, M.B., Matthiesen, SB. and Einarsen, S. (2010a), “The impact of methodological

moderators on prevalence rates of workplace bullying: a meta-analysis”, feitiicmed
IS . 5 \o. 1 . 55970

Nielsen, M.B., Notelaers, G. and Einarsen, S. (2010b), “Measuring exposure to workplace
bullying”. in Einarsen, S., Hoel, H.. Zapf, D. and Cooper, C.L. (Eds
, CRC Press, Boca Raton,
FL, pp. 149-169.

Okimoto, T.G. (2009), “The moderating and mediating role of group identification in observers’
reactions to intragroup disrespect”, &, Vol. 39 No. 1,
pp. 69-81.

Okimoto, T.G. and Wenzel, M. (2014), “Bridging diverging perspectives and repairing damaged
relationships in the aftermath of workplace transgressions”, ﬂ,
Vol. 24 No. 3, pp. 443-473.


http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.5840%2Fbeq201471515&isi=000341069500005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594329608414853
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1006%2Fjesp.1996.0001&isi=A1996TZ03700001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594329608414853
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.1060.0597&isi=000243077000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.1060.0597&isi=000243077000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585192.2012.676930&isi=000306831600009
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F09585192.2012.676930&isi=000306831600009
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1571-9979.1985.tb00328.x&isi=A1985AVX5400010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1571-9979.1985.tb00328.x&isi=A1985AVX5400010
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F10183-023
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.4324%2F9780203277591
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F10183-023
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FIJCMA-05-2012-0041&isi=000331426000004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317909X481256&isi=000286170200008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1348%2F096317909X481256&isi=000286170200008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F1094428112469667&isi=000330297000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F1094428112469667&isi=000330297000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1201%2FEBK1439804896-9
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1201%2FEBK1439804896-9
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1002%2Fejsp.474&isi=000263960700006
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1201%2FEBK1439804896-24

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

Petrescu, M. (2013), “Marketing research using single-item indicators in structural equation
models”, , Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 99-117.

Pinkley, R., Brittian, J., Neale, M. and Northcraft, G.B. (1995), “Managerial third-party dispute
1ntervent1on an inductive analysis of intervenor strategy selection”,

Lischelagy Vol. 80 No. 3, pp. 386-402.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003), “Common method biases in
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies”, Jouzual

I Vo 33 No. 5, pp. 879-903.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2012), “Sources of method bias in social
science research and recommendations on how to control it”, _
Vol. 63, pp. 539-569.

Preacher, K.J., Curran, P.J. and Bauer, D.]. (2004), “Simple intercepts, simple slopes, and regions of
significance in HLM 2-Way interactions, 2012”, available at: www.quantpsy.org/interact/
hlm2.htm

Preacher, K.J., Curran, P.J. and Bauer, D.]J. (2006), “Computational tools for probing interactions in

multiple linear regression, multilevel modeling, and latent curve analysis”, Kokt
I . *1 No. ., . 37415

Pruitt, D.G. and Rubin, J. (1986), Social Conflict: Escalation, Stalemate and Settlement, Random
House, New York, NY.

Putnam, L.L. (1994), “Bevond third party role: disputes and managerial intervention”, kublaies
, Vol. 7 No. 1, pp. 23-36.

Quick, J.C., Quick, J.D., Nelson, D.L. and Hurrell, J.J. Jr (1997), Preventive Stress Management in
Organizations, American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.

Rahim, M.A. (1985), “A strategy of managing conflict in complex organizations”, Elugu
Selabaus, Vol. 38 No. 1, pp. 81-89.

Raudenbush, SW. and Bryk, A.S. (2002), Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and Data
Analysis Methods, Sage, Newbury Park, CA.

Rispens, S., Giebels, E. and Jehn, K.A. (2010), “Explaining hostile actions: integrating theories of
abusive supervision and conflict asymmetry”, in Schyns, B. and Hansbrough, T. (Eds),
When Leadership Goes Wrong: Destructive Leadership, Mistakes, and Ethical Failures,
Information Age Publishing, Charlotte, pp. 203-222.

Rispens, S. and Jehn, K.A. (2011), “Conflict in workgroups: constructive, destructive, and
asymmetric conflict”, Social Psychology and Organizations, Routledge/Taylor & Francis
Group, New York, NY, pp. 185-209.

Roberts, K. and Markel, K.S. (2001), “Claiming in the name of fairness: organizational justice and
the decision to file for workplace injury compensation”, *
sskalagy Vol. 6 No. 4, pp. 332-347.

Romer, M., Giebels, E. and Rispens, S. (2012), “Always getting what you want? Employee

expectations about leadership conflict behavior in co-worker conflict”, paper presented
at the I
2Dier

Romer, M., Rispens, S., Giebels, E. and Euwema, M.C. (2012), “A helping hand? The moderating
role of leaders’ conflict management behavior on the conflict-stress relationship of

employees”, iR Vo!. 28 No. 3, pp. 253-277.
Rubin, J.Z. (1980), “Experimental research on third-party intervention in conflict: toward some

generalizations”, | N NN, Vo!. 87 No. 2, pp. 379-391.

Supervisor
conflict
management
style

47



http://www.quantpsy.org/interact/hlm2.htm
http://www.quantpsy.org/interact/hlm2.htm
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2139%2Fssrn.2084827
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.2139%2Fssrn.2084827
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1571-9979.2012.00340.x&isi=000305567000003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF02621058
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF02621058
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1057%2Fjma.2013.7
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0033-2909.87.2.379&isi=A1980JJ50200011
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.80.3.386&isi=A1995RC46700004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F001872678503800105&isi=A1985ABS9600005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.80.3.386&isi=A1995RC46700004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F001872678503800105&isi=A1985ABS9600005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.5.879&isi=000185539000008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.5.879&isi=000185539000008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-psych-120710-100452&isi=000299709900021
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.3102%2F10769986031004437&isi=000246377000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.6.4.332
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.6.4.332
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.3102%2F10769986031004437&isi=000246377000005

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

JCMA
271

48

Saeed, T., Almas, S., Anis-ul-Haque, M. and Niazi, G.S.K. (2014), “Leadership styles: relationship
with conflict management styles”, , Vol. 25
No. 3, pp. 214-225.

Schneider, B., Ehrhart, M.G. and Macey, W.H. (2013), “Organizational climate and culture”,
, Vol. 64, pp. 361-388.

Shapiro, D.L. and Rosen, B. (1994). “An investigation of managerial interventions in employee
disputes”, “, Vol. 7 No. 1, pp. 37-51.
Siemsen, E., Roth, A. and Oliveira, P. (2010), “

Common method bias in regression models with
linear, quadratic, and interaction effects”, ﬁ Vol. 13 No. 3,

pp. 456-476.

Skarlicki, D.P. and Kulik, C.T. (2004), “Third-party reactions to employee (mis)treatment: a justice
perspective”, “ Vol. 26, pp. 183-229.

Snijders, T.A.B. and Kenny, D.A. (1999), “The social relations model for family data: a multilevel
approach”, | NN Vo!. 6 No. 4, pp. 471-486.

Spector, P.E. and Jex, S.M. (1998), “Development of four self-report measures of job stressors and
strain: interpersonal conflict at work scale, organizational constraints scale, quantitative
workload inventory, and physical symptoms inventory”, *
msnskalagy Vol. 3 No. 4, pp. 356-367.

Tabachnick, B.G. and Fidell, L.S. (2007), Using Multivariate Statistics, Alyn and Bacon, Boston,
MA.

Thomas, J.L., Bliese, P.D. and Jex, SM. (2005), “Interpersonal conflict and organizational

commitment: examining two levels of supervisory support as multilevel moderators”,
I ' 35 \o. 11, pp. 23752395

Thomas, K.W. (1976), “Conflict and conflict management”, in Dunnette, M.D. (Ed.), Handbook of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Rand McNally, Chicago IL, pp. 889-935.

Thomas, K.W. (1992), “Conflict and negotiation processes in organizations”, in Dunnette, M.D. and
Hough, LM. (Eds), Handbook of Industrial and Orgamizational Psychology, Consulting
Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, CA, pp. 651-717.

Toohey, J. (1995), “Managing the stress phenomenon at work”, in Cotton, P. (Ed.), Psychological
Health in the Workplace: Understanding and Managing Occupational Stress, Australian
Psychological Society, Victoria, pp. 31-50.

Watson, C. and Hoffman, L.R. (1996), “Managers as negotiators: a test of power versus gender as
predictors of feelings, behavior, and outcomes”, | . Vo!. 7 No. 1, pp. 63-85.

Way, K.A.,, Jimmieson, N.L. and Bordia, P. (2011), “An integrative framework of supervisor
responses to workgroup conflict”, in Antoniou, A. and Cooper, C.L. (Eds), New Directions in
Organizational Psychology and Behavioral Medicine, Gower, Surrey, pp. 191-219.

Way, K.A., Jimmieson, N.L. and Bordia, P. i2014i| “Suiervisor conflict manaiement, justice, and
strain: multilevel relationships”, , Vol. 29 No. 8,
pp. 1044-1063.

Weider-Hatfield, D. and Hatfield, J.D. (1995), “Relationships among conflict management styles,
levels of conflict, and reactions to work”, *, Vol. 135 No. 6,
pp. 687-698.

Weider-Hatfield, D. and Hatfield, .D. (1996). “Superiors’ conflict management strategies and
subordinate outcomes”, , Vol. 10 No. 2, pp. 189-208.

Zapf, D. and Gross, C. (2001), “Conflict escalation and Coiini with Workﬁlace bulliini: a

replication and extension”,
Vol. 10 No. 4, pp. 497-522.



http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1475-6811.1999.tb00204.x&isi=000084002100005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FJMP-04-2012-0120&isi=000345148800008
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.3.4.356
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1037%2F1076-8998.3.4.356
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F00224545.1995.9713972&isi=A1995TW00500002
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F0893318996010002003
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1559-1816.2005.tb02107.x&isi=000234756600007
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?system=10.1108%2FIJCMA-12-2012-0091&isi=000341789000001
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1146%2Fannurev-psych-113011-143809&isi=000316383600015
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1080%2F13594320143000834
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1007%2FBF02621059
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1177%2F1094428109351241&isi=000278977000005
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS1048-9843%2896%2990035-1&isi=A1996UL20500004
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?crossref=10.1016%2FS0191-3085%2804%2926005-1&isi=000231117800005

Downloaded by TASHKENT UNIVERSITY OF INFORMATION TECHNOLOGIES At 01:58 10 November 2016 (PT)

About the authors

Kirsten A. Way is the Manager, Workplace and Electrical Safety Policy, Treasury Department,
Queensland, Australia. She holds a PhD in organizational psychology and teaches postgraduate
courses in organizational psychology and occupational health and safety. Her research interests
are in workplace stress, supervisor behaviors, workplace bullying, employee mental health and
human factors. Her research appears in publications in the areas of organizational psychology,
occupational health and safety and ergonomics. Kirsten A. Way is the corresponding author and
can be contacted at: way@psy.uqg.edu.au

Nerina L. Jimmieson holds an appointment at the School of Management, Queensland
University of Technology. She conducts a program of both basic and applied research on
occupational stress and employee health and organizational change management designed to
improve workplace effectiveness, at the individual, group and organizational levels. Across both
of these research agendas, she uses multiple methodologies, including laboratory-based task
simulations, organizational surveys, diary studies and interviews. Her research is well supported
by competitive national grants and funding from industry partners in the field of workplace
health and safety regulation.

Prashant Bordia is a Professor in the Research School of Management at The Australian
National University. His research interests include the consequences of organizational change for
employee well-being, management of employee uncertainty in the workplace and employee
psychological contracts.

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

Supervisor
conflict
management
style

49



mailto:way@psy.uq.edu.au
mailto:permissions@emeraldinsight.com

	Shared perceptions of supervisor conflict management style
	Theoretical background
	Relationship conflict and employee outcomes
	Supervisor behavior and conflict
	Method
	Results
	Discussion
	References


