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1 | INTRODUCTION

On-the-job stress arising from factors such as interpersonal conflict
has been considered a major complaint by US employees over the
years (Gallup, 2019). Surveys have indicated that individuals spend
up to 42% of their time resolving conflicts, and managers can spend
up to 20% of their time involved in conflict-related issues (Gupta,
Boyd, & Kuzmits, 2011). Further, it is expected that levels of conflict
are unlikely to subside with a workforce that is increasingly diverse in
terms of demographics (Parsi, 2017).

The examination of workplace stressor-strain relationships has
identified the mechanisms through which stressors, such as inter-
personal conflict, impact a variety of employee health and job-related
outcomes (Frone, 2000; Mulki, Jaramillo, Goad, & Pesquera, 2015).
Applying an emotion-centered model to this relationship, such that
affective reactions function as a mediator, has facilitated further
understanding of these associations (Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008). Still,
a call to examine the possible moderators of this stressor-strain
relationship remains to be addressed (Hershcovis, 2011). Hence, the
purpose of this short communication study was to test the moder-

ating role of conflict intensity on the indirect effects of interpersonal

Alexander Snihur |

Josh Allen

While interpersonal conflict at work continues to draw attention, researchers have
rarely considered the role that conflict intensity plays in amplifying individuals'
affective reactions to it. Hence, this study examines conflict intensity as a moder-
ator of the relationship between interpersonal conflict and perceived stress, phys-
ical symptoms, and job satisfaction, through negative affect. A total of 306
employees from various industries participated in this cross-sectional study. Sup-
porting and expanding an emotion-centered model of conflict, results indicated that
the indirect effects of conflict on the study's outcomes were higher when partici-

pants perceived the conflict to be of medium and high-level intensity.
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conflict on outcomes of job satisfaction, perceived stress, and phys-

ical symptoms.

1.1 | Emotion in the conflict-strain process
Interpersonal conflict is a social stressor that measures disagree-
ments between parties (Spector & Jex, 1998), and has been discussed
under the broader workplace aggression construct, comprised of
variables such as incivility, bullying, social undermining, and abusive
supervision that vary across several defining characteristics,
including intensity (Hershcovis, 2011). Interpersonal conflict has
been linked to decreased job satisfaction (llies, Johnson, Judge, &
Keeney, 2011), low performance (Mulki et al., 2015; Nixon, Bruk-Lee,
& Spector, 2017), high turnover intentions (Frone, 2000),
stress (Mulki et al, 2015), and physical health symptoms (Nixon
et al,, 2011, 2017).

The emotion-centered model of stress provides a potential
mechanism by which conflict impacts well-being and job-related out-
comes (see Spector & Bruk-Lee, 2008). The model posits that the

appraisal of stressful incidents at work, such as conflict, can lead to

596 | Stress and Health. 2021;37:596-601.

wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/smi

© 2020 John Wiley & Sons Ltd.


https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3022
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406
mailto:mburn032@fiu.edu
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406
http://wileyonlinelibrary.com/journal/smi
http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1002%2Fsmi.3022&domain=pdf&date_stamp=2021-01-11

BURNARD ET AL.

averse emotional reactions that subsequently lead to deleterious
outcomes. This is consistent with affective events theory (AET), which
proposes that both negative and positive incidents at work can lead to
emotional states that ultimately influence a variety of behaviors and
attitudes (Fisher, 2000; Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Indeed, research
widely supports the effects of conflict at work on negative emotional
reactions, which are salient indicators of psychological distress (llies
et al,, 2011; Jehn, Greer, Levine, & Szulanski, 2008). Emotion refers to
a transient affective state contingent on the environment (Wat-
son, 1988; Watson & Clark, 1984), and research has supported the
relationship between emotion and various health and organizational
outcomes (Lanz & Bruk-Lee, 2017; Lubbers, Loughlin, & Zweig, 2005).
Given the existing body of work, we expect to find replicating support
for conflict's relationship to well-being and job-related outcomes, as

well as a mediating role for negative emotions.

Hypothesis 1 Interpersonal conflict at work will be negatively related to
(a) job satisfaction, and positively related to (b) perceived stress,

and (c) physical symptoms.

Hypothesis 2 Negative dffect will mediate the relationship between
interpersonal conflict and (a) job satisfaction, (b) perceived stress,

and (c) physical symptoms.

1.2 | Appraisal of conflict intensity

Intensity in the context of workplace aggression is attributed to one's
perceived severity of the aggressive behavior perpetrated against
them (Barling, 1996). A study on nurses found that intensity mod-
erates the relationship between workplace aggression (inclusive of
interpersonal conflict), organizational attitudes and psychological
strains (Nixon & Spector, 2015). Conflict literature also suggests that
intensity is a dimension of conflict that should not be ignored, given it
has the potential to influence if individuals appraise such conflict as a
demand and how they react to it. For instance, low-intensity conflict
may be perceived as benign or even positively in circumstances
requiring exchange of ideas (Leon-Perez, Medina, Arenas, & Mund-
uate, 2015). It may be the case that perceived intensity must reach an
appraisal threshold that subsequently catalyzes the strain process.
Further, even though conflict intensity is deemed pertinent to the
conflict process, few studies have actively measured it (see Weingart,
Behfar, Bendersky, Todorova, & Jehn, 2015). This short communi-
cation study builds on prior research by adopting an emotion-
centered model to understanding, more specifically, the conflict-
strain process and testing the moderating role of conflict intensity on
the conflict-emotion-strain relationships. See Figure 1 for a diagram

of the posited first-stage moderated mediation model.

Hypothesis 3 Perceived intensity will moderate the indirect effects of
interpersonal conflict on (a) job satisfaction, (b) perceived stress,
and (c) physical symptoms, such that the indirect effect is stronger

when intensity is high.
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FIGURE 1 Conceptual diagram. Direct and moderated indirect
pathways of interpersonal conflict's effect on job satisfaction,
stress, and physical symptoms

2 | METHOD

2.1 | Participants and procedures

The current study was reviewed and approved by the university's
Institutional Review Board (IRB) prior to data collection, ensuring
ethical compliance. A snowball recruitment technique was used
where contacts were given a survey invitation and asked to forward
the invitation to other co-workers and individuals in their profes-
sional networks. Participants were compensated with $10 Amazon e-
gift cards for successful completion of the survey. Participation in the
study was completely voluntary, anonymous, and confidential. A total
of 438 individuals began the survey. The survey included ten atten-
tion check questions to ensure participants were accurately reading
and responding to each item in the survey. Participants who
responded incorrectly to more than 20% of the attention check
questions were excluded from further analysis, along with anyone
who completed the survey in less than five minutes. After screening
the data there were 306 surveys that were suitable for analysis
(70%). Most of the participants were female (52.8%) and had a mean
age of 34.70 (SD = 10.18). The participant demographics were 72.9%
White/Caucasian, 9.5% Hispanic, 6.9% Asian, 4.6% African American,
2.3% Native American, 2.0% other, and 1.0% Pacific Islander. Most
participants worked full time (83.7%), averaging 39.22 h per week
and a mean organizational tenure of 6.39 years. The participants
worked in the following industries: management/professional and
related 26.3%, education 16.9%, health/medical care 16.9%, service
11.6%, other 11.6%, technical 9.7%, trades/skilled labor 4.4%, and

government 2.8%.

2.2 | Measures

Conflict at Work. Interpersonal conflict at work was assessed using
Frone's (2000) 8-item modified version of the Interpersonal Conflict
at Work Scale (ICAWS; Spector & Jex, 1998). The scale measured
conflict with one's supervisor and coworkers in the past month, with
each subscale consisting of four items (i.e., “How often do you get

into arguments with your supervisor”). Each item was rated on a
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TABLE 1 Means, standard deviations, coefficient alphas and intercorrelations of the study variables

Variable M SD 1

1. Interpersonal conflict 1.62 0.66 (0.89)
2. Perceived intensity 2.60 1.03 0.19**
3. Negative affect 2.17 0.70 0.40**
4. Job satisfaction 3.90 0.96 -0.32**
5. Perceived stress 259 0.56 0.34**
6. Physical symptoms 1.66 0.59 0.34**

Note: N = 306 to 234. Values on the diagonal are coefficient alphas.
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.

5-point scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (All of the time). An average
composite measure was created to assess overall interpersonal
conflict at work.

Perceived Intensity. Each item in the conflict instrument was
rated on its intensity using a 5-point scale ranging from 1 (Not at all)
to 5 (Greatly) where participants rated how much their experienced
conflict upset them (see Nixon & Spector, 2015). An example item is
“In general, how much did these arguments upset you?” Intensity
items were averaged to create an overall composite measure of
intensity.

Negative Emotions. The Job-Related Affect Well-Being Scale
was used to measure negative affect at work (JAWS; Van Katwyk,
Fox, Spector, & Kelloway, 2000). Participants rated whether their
jobs made them feel each of 10 negative emotions in the past 30 days
(i.e., “My job made me feel angry”). Each item was rated on a 5-point
scale ranging from 1 (Never) to 5 (Extremely Often).

Physical Symptoms. Physical symptoms were measured using the
18-item Physical Symptoms Inventory (PSI; Spector & Jex, 1998). The
PSI was designed to assess a person's perception of somatic symptoms
(i.e., discomfort, headache, upset stomach), answered on a seven-point
response scale from 1 (Not at all) to 7 (Several times a day).

Perceived Stress. Perceived stress was measured using the 10-
item Perceived Stress Scale (PSS), by Cohen, Kamarck and Mermel-
stein (1983). An example item is “In the last month, how often have
you felt nervous and stressed?” Each item was rated on a 5-point
scale ranging from O (Never) to 4 (Very Often).

Job satisfaction. Job satisfaction was assessed using the 3-item
job satisfaction measure from the Michigan Organizational Assess-
ment Scale (Cammann, Fichman, Jenkins, & Klesh, 1979). A sample
item is “All in all | am satisfied with my current job.” Each item was
rated on a five-point response scale from 1 (Strongly agree) to 5
(Strongly disagree).

3 | RESULTS

SPSSv. 26 and PROCESS v. 3.3 by Hayes (2017) were used to analyze
the data. The means, standard deviations, correlations, and coeffi-
cient alphas of the studied variables are shown in Table 1. Inter-
personal conflict was negatively and significantly correlated with job

2 3 4 5 6
(0.85)
0.32** (0.89)
—-0.15* —0.65** (0.92)
0.21** 0.52** -0.39** (0.73)
0.25** 0.49** -0.39** 0.40** (0.88)

satisfaction (r = —0.32, p < 0.05), and positively and significantly
related to perceived stress (r = 0.34, p < 0.05) and physical symptoms
(r=0.34, p < 0.05), supporting Hypothesis 1. All indirect effects were
significant, lending support to Hypothesis 2a—c. Specifically, as seen
in Table 2, negative affect fully mediated the relationship between
interpersonal conflict and job satisfaction (indirect ab effect = —0.36,
Clg.gs = —0.48 to —0.25; ' effect = —0.10, p = 0.15), and served as a
partial mediator in explaining perceived stress (indirect ab ef-
fect = 0.15, Clggs = 0.10 to 0.22; c¢' effect = 0.14, p < 0.05) and
physical symptoms (indirect ab effect = 0.15, Clg 95 = 0.09 to 0.22; c'
effect = 0.15, p < 0.05).

Hypothesis 3 proposed a moderated mediation in which the a
path was contingent on the magnitude of perceived intensity, such
that the indirect effects of interpersonal conflict through negative
affect would be exacerbated by higher perceived intensity. The
percentile bootstrap 95% Cl of the index of moderated mediation
was estimated using 5000 bootstrapped samples. Support for Hy-
pothesis 3 was found given the indirect effects of interpersonal
conflict on job satisfaction (index = —0.34, Clg 95 = —0.53 to —0.23),
perceived stress (index = 0.11, Clggs = 0.07 to 0.19), and physical
symptoms (index = 0.15, Clggs = 0.09 to 0.25) through negative
affect were significantly moderated by perceived intensity. The in-
direct effects of interpersonal conflict on the outcomes were stron-
ger under medium and high levels of intensity, and nonsignificant at

low levels of intensity (see Table 2).

4 | DISCUSSION

The present short communication study extends past research by
exploring the effects of conflict's intensity on an emotion-centered
model of conflict at work. The results lend additional support to the
notion that employees who experience higher levels of interpersonal
conflict at work report negative emotional reactions to this stressor.
In turn, these employees indicate having lower job satisfaction,
increased stress, and more instances of physical symptoms, as may
also be expected from AET (Fisher, 2000). Further, conflict's intensity
moderated the indirect relationship between interpersonal conflict
and the study's outcomes. When conflict experiences were perceived

as being moderately or highly upsetting, conflict's indirect effects on
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TABLE 2 Mediation and moderated mediation estimates for interpersonal conflict and job satisfaction, perceived stress, and physical
symptoms

Mediation model

Job satisfaction Perceived stress Physical symptoms
Direct effects C SE t p C SE t p C SE t p
Negative affect as DV
Constant 1.50 0.10 15.38 0.000 1.50 0.10 1538 0.000 1.50 0.10 15.38 0.000
Interpersonal conflict 0.42 0.06 7.51 0.000 0.42 0.06 7.51 0.000 042 0.06 7.51 0.000
Model R? 0.16 0.16** 0.16**
Outcome as DV
Constant 5.92 0.15 39.48 0.000 1.58 0.10 16.56 0.000 0.64 0.10 6.20 0.000
Interpersonal conflict -0.10 0.07 -1.46 0.146 0.14 0.04 3.03 0.003 0.15 0.05 3.14 0.002
Negative affect -0.86 007 -12.88 0.000 0.36 0.04 8.58 0.000 0.36 0.05 7.79 0.000
Model R? 0.42** 0.29** 0.26**
Indirect effect Effect SE LLCI ULCI Effect  SE LLCI ULCI Effect  SE LLCI ULCI
Conflict on outcome -0.36 0.06 -0476 -0.248 0.15 0.03 0.100 0215 0.15 0.03 0.091 0215
Moderated mediation model
Job satisfaction Perceived stress Physical symptoms
Direct effects C SE t p C SE t p C SE t p
Negative affect as DV
Constant 2.24 0.04 55.54 0.000 2.24 0.04 55.54 0.000 224 0.04 55.54 0.000
Interpersonal conflict 0.28 0.06 4.61 0.000 0.28 0.06 4.61 0.000 0.28 0.06 4.61 0.000
Perceived intensity 0.23 0.04 5.83 0.000 0.23 0.04 5.83 0.000 0.23 0.04 5.83 0.000
Interpersonal Conflict x 0.37 0.07 5.37 0.000 0.37 0.07 5.37 0.000 0.37 0.07 5.37 0.000
Perceived intensity
Model R? 0.28** 0.28** 0.28**
Outcome as DV
Constant 5.86 0.18 3231 0.000 1.97 0.11 1825 0.000 0.81 0.12 6.69 0.000
Interpersonal conflict -0.06 0.08 -0.80 0.427 0.14 0.05 2.82 0.005 0.11 0.05 1.99 0.048
Negative affect -0.91 008 -11.95 0.000 0.31 0.05 6.69 0.000 041 0.05 8.00 0.000
Model R? 0.43* 0.24* 0.28*
Conditional indirect effect Effect SE LLCI ULCI Effect SE LLCI ULCI  Effect SE LLCI ULCI
Low perceived intensity 0.03 0.10 -0.101 0.271 -0.01 0.03 -0.092 0.036 -0.01 0.04 -0.125 0.047

Medium perceived intensity -0.16 0.07 -0.280 -0.006 0.05 0.03 0.001 0.104 0.07 0.03 0.004 0.128

High perceived intensity -0.61 0.10 -0.813 -0.446 0.20 0.05 0.122 0.309 0.27 0.06 0.181 0.403
Index of moderated Index SE LLCI ULCI Index SE LLCI ULCI Index SE LLCI ULC
Mediation -0.34 0.08 -0.528 -0.226 0.11 0.03 0.068 0.189 0.15 0.04 0.092 0.254

Note: N = 303 for mediation model, N = 231 for moderated mediation model. All analyses used 5000 bootstrap samples. R? = percentage of variance
accounted for in outcomes by predictors. Moderator values represent the 16th, 50th, and 84th percentiles respectively. Tests of moderated mediation
by conflict source support the same pattern of significant effects for higher levels of perceived intensity.

Abbreviations: C, Coefficient; DV, dependent variable; SE, Standard error; LLCI/ULCI, percentile bootstrap lower/upper limit confidence intervals.
**p < 0.001.

the outcomes were stronger. Moderate to high intensity conflict at well-being and attitudinal job outcomes. Such outcomes support
work may potentially cascade into a stronger negative emotional the notion that conflict of higher intensity lacks the constructive

reaction, and as such could increase the deleterious effects on elements that are likely present in conflict of lower intensity
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(see Leon-Perez et al., 2015), and as such exacerbates the emotions
felt during the conflict process.

Given the burgeoning media attention on managing conflict
within organizations (Fox, 2015; Hanson, 2018), researchers should
consider the effectiveness of varying conflict management styles
and strategies in resolving disputes varying in intensity. Under-
standing the alternative approaches to conflict management in
effectively dealing with these disputes may mitigate escalation,
improve social interaction, and facilitate norms of collaboration
within organizational settings, as has been suggested in prior
studies not taking intensity into account (Desivilya, Somech, &
Lidgoster, 2010; Helms & Oliver, 2015). Further, while there are
few studies that consider conflict intensity, it is often conceptual-
ized in terms of temporality, frequency, and its manifestation (i.e.,
yelling) (Andrews & Tjosvold, 1983; Woodin, 2011); such concep-
tualizations of intensity ignore victims' perceptions of the conflict
itself, which is problematic due to the removal of the individual's
appraisal of the stressor from the process. Future studies should
also consider how various conflict types (e.g., relationship, task, and
process) interact with perceived intensity to affect employee strain
and well-being outcomes. The positive effects of task conflict, for
example, were contingent on its intensity (Todorova, Bear, &
Weingart, 2014).

5 | LIMITATIONS

Limitations of the study include the use of a cross-sectional self-
report survey design, which presents the potential for common
method variance (Lindell & Whitney, 2001). The use of cross-
sectional data precludes conclusions regarding the temporal prece-
dence of variables, therefore impeding conclusions of causality. As
such, the indirect relationships in this study should be interpreted
with discretion. The current findings, however, are consistent with
previous studies using other methodologies but still indicating that
negative emotions seem to be elicited by conflict in the workplace,
and that such emotions can negatively impact various outcomes (llies
et al, 2011; Lanz & Bruk-Lee, 2017). Lastly, while the use of self-
report may also result in covariation across study variables resulting
from the measurement method, Spector (2006) addresses these
concerns and suggests self-report is a suitable approach for assessing

individuals' perceptions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The current study was reviewed and approved by Florida Interna-
tional University's Institutional Review Board (IRB). This study was
supported by a grant from the Center for Disease Control and
Prevention (CDC)/National Institute for Occupational Safety and
Health (NIOSH) through the Sunshine Education and Research
Center (ERC) at USF (5T420H008438-08). The views and opinions
in this article are those of the authors and do not reflect the
opinion of NIOSH nor USF.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST
All authors have no conflicts of interest to declare.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the
corresponding author, Mark Burnard, upon reasonable request.

ORCID
Mark Burnard
Valentina Bruk-Lee

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406

REFERENCES

Andrews, I. R., & Tjosvold, D. (1983). Conflict management under different
levels of conflict intensity. Journal of Occupational Behaviour, 4(3),
223-228.

Barling, J. (1996). The prediction, experience, and consequences of
workplace violence. In G. R. VandenBos & E. Q. Bulatao (Eds.),
Violence on the job: Identifying risks and developing solutions
(pp. 29-49). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.
https://doi.org/10.1037/10215-001

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, D., & Klesh, J. (1979). The Michigan
organizational assessment questionnaire Unpublished Manuscript.
University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Ml.

Cohen, S., Kamarck, T., & Mermelstein, R. (1983). A global measure of
perceived stress. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 24(4),
385-396. https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404

Desivilya, H. S., Somech, A., & Lidgoster, H. (2010). Innovation and conflict
management in work teams: The effects of team identification and
task and relationship conflict. Negotiation and Conflict Management
Research, 3(1), 28-48. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.
00048.x

Fisher, C. D. (2000). Moods and emotions while working: Missing pieces of
job satisfaction? Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21, 185-202.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(200003)21:2<185::AlD-
JOB34>3.0.CO;2-M

Fox, T. (2015). Dealing with conflict in the workplace. The Washington Post.
May 21. Retrieved from https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/on-
leadership/wp/2015/05/21/dealing-with-conflict-in-the-workplace

Frone, M. R. (2000). Interpersonal conflict at work and psychological
outcomes: Testing a model among young workers. Journal of Occu-
pational Health Psychology, 5(2), 246-255. https://doi.org/10.1037/
1076-8998.5.2.246

Gallup, (2019). Work and workplace. Retrieved from https://news.gallup.
com/poll/1720/work-work-place.aspx

Gupta, M., Boyd, L., & Kuzmits, F. (2011). The evaporating cloud: A tool
for resolving workplace conflict. International Journal of
Conflict Management, 22(4), 394-412. https://doi.org/10.1108/
10444061111171387

Hanson, C. B. (2018). Viewpoint: The art and science of conflict management.
SHRM. August 7. https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topi
cs/employee-relations/pages/viewpoint-the-art-and-science-of-confl
ict-management.aspx

Hayes, A. F. (2017). Introduction to mediation, moderation, and conditional
process analysis: A regression-based approach. New York, NY: Guilford
publications.

Helms, W. S., & Oliver, C. (2015). Radical settlements to conflict: Conflict
management and its implications for institutional change. Journal of
Management and Organization, 21(4), 471-494. https://doi.org/10.
1017/jmo.2015.12

Hershcovis, M. S. (2011). “Incivility, social undermining, bullying oh my...!":
A call to reconcile constructs within workplace aggression research.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406
https://doi.org/10.1037/10215-001
https://doi.org/10.2307/2136404
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-4716.2009.00048.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(200003)21:2%3C185::AID-JOB34%3E3.0.CO;2-M
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(200003)21:2%3C185::AID-JOB34%3E3.0.CO;2-M
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/on-leadership/wp/2015/05/21/dealing-with-conflict-in-the-workplace
https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/on-leadership/wp/2015/05/21/dealing-with-conflict-in-the-workplace
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.246
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.246
https://news.gallup.com/poll/1720/work-work-place.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/1720/work-work-place.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061111171387
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061111171387
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/employee-relations/pages/viewpoint-the-art-and-science-of-conflict-management.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/employee-relations/pages/viewpoint-the-art-and-science-of-conflict-management.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/resourcesandtools/hr-topics/employee-relations/pages/viewpoint-the-art-and-science-of-conflict-management.aspx
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2015.12
https://doi.org/10.1017/jmo.2015.12
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1371-6406
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3430-8164

BURNARD ET AL.

WILEY__|_

Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(3), 499-519. https://doi.org/10.
1002/job.689

llies, R., Johnson, M. D., Judge, T. A., & Keeney, J. (2011). A within-indi-
vidual study of interpersonal conflict as a work stressor: Disposi-
tional and situational moderators. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
32(1), 44-64. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.677

Jehn, K. A, Greer, L., Levine, S., & Szulanski, G. (2008). The effects of
conflict types, dimensions, and emergent states on group outcomes.
Group Decision and Negotiation, 17(6), 465-495. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10726-008-9107-0

Lanz, J. J., & Bruk-Lee, V. (2017). Resilience as a moderator of the indirect
effects of conflict and workload on job outcomes among nurses.
Journal of Advanced Nursing, 73(12), 2973-2986. https://doi.org/10.
1111/jan.13383

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

Lindell, M. K., & Whitney, D. J. (2001). Accounting for common method
variance in cross-sectional research designs. Journal of Applied Psy-
chology, 86(1), 114-121. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.11

Lubbers, R., Loughlin, C., & Zweig, D. (2005). Young workers' job self-
efficacy and affect: Pathways to health and performance. Journal of
Vocational Behavior, 67(2), 199-214. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.
2004.03.002

Mulki, J. P., Jaramillo, F., Goad, E. A., & Pesquera, M. R. (2015). Regulation
of emotions, interpersonal conflict, and job performance for sales-
people. Journal of Business Research, 68(3), 623-630. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.08.009

Nixon, A. E., Bruk-Lee, V., & Spector, P. E. (2017). Grin and bear it?: Em-
ployees' use of surface acting during co-worker conflict. Stress and
Health, 33(2), 129-142. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2689

Nixon, A. E., Mazzola, J. J., Bauer, J., Krueger, J. R., & Spector, P. E. (2011).
Can work make you sick? A meta-analysis of the relationships
between job stressors and physical symptoms. Work & Stress, 25(1),
1-22. https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.569175

Nixon, A. E., & Spector, P. E. (2015). Seeking clarity in a linguistic fog:
Moderators of the workplace aggression-strain relationship. Human
Performance, 28(2), 137-164. https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.
2015.1006325

Parsi, N. (2017). Workplace diversity and inclusion gets innovative. Retrieved
from https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/0217/
pages/disrupting-diversity-in-the-workplace.aspx

Spector, P. E. (2006). Method variance in organizational research: Truth or
urban legend? Organizational Research Methods, 9(2), 221-232.
https://doi.org.ezproxy.fiu.edu/10.1177/1094428105284955

Spector, P. E., & Bruk-Lee, V. (2008). Conflict, health, and well-being. In
C. K. W. De Dreu & M. J. Gelfand (Eds.), The organizational frontiers
series. The psychology of conflict and conflict management in organiza-
tions (pp. 267-288). New York, NY: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Spector, P. E., & Jex, S. M. (1998). Development of four self-report mea-
sures of job stressors and strain: Interpersonal conflict at work scale,
organizational constraints scale, quantitative workload inventory,
and physical symptoms inventory. Journal of Occupational Health
Psychology, 3(4), 356-367.

Todorova, G., Bear, J. B., & Weingart, L. R. (2014). Can conflict be ener-
gizing? A study of task conflict, positive emotions, and job satisfac-
tion. Journal of Applied Psychology, 99(3), 451-467. https://doi-org.
ezproxy.fiu.edu/10.1037/a0035134

Van Katwyk, P. T., Fox, S., Spector, P. E., & Kelloway, E. K. (2000). Using
the job-related affective well-being scale (JAWS) to investigate af-
fective responses to work stressors. Journal of Occupational
Health Psychology, 5(2), 219-230. https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-
8998.5.2.219

Watson, D. (1988). The vicissitudes of mood measurement: Effects of
varying descriptors, time frames, and response formats on measures
of positive and negative affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 55(1), 128-141.

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to
experience aversive emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96(3),
465-490. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.96.3.465

Weingart, L. R., Behfar, K. J., Bendersky, C., Todorova, G., & Jehn, K. A.
(2015). The directness and oppositional intensity of conflict
expression. Academy of Management Review, 40(2), 235-262. https://
doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0124

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzano, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theo-
retical discussion of the structure, causes and consequences of af-
fective experiences at work. In B. M. Staw & L.L. Cummings (Eds.),
Research in organizational behavior: An annual series of analytical essays
and critical reviews (pp. 1-74). Amsterdam, Netherlands: Elsevier
Science.

Woodin, E. M. (2011). A two-dimensional approach to relationship con-
flict: Meta-analytic findings. Journal of Family Psychology, 25(3),
325-335. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023791

How to cite this article: Burnard, M., Bruk-Lee, V., Snihur, A,
& Allen, J. (2021). Is all conflict the same? The role of
perceived intensity in understanding its effects. Stress and
Health, 37(3), 596-601. https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3022



https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.689
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.677
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-008-9107-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10726-008-9107-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13383
https://doi.org/10.1111/jan.13383
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-01-2013-0034
https://doi.org/10.1108/JMP-01-2013-0034
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.11
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2004.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2014.08.009
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.2689
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2011.569175
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1006325
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2015.1006325
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/0217/pages/disrupting-diversity-in-the-workplace.aspx
https://www.shrm.org/hr-today/news/hr-magazine/0217/pages/disrupting-diversity-in-the-workplace.aspx
https://doi.org.ezproxy.fiu.edu/10.1177/1094428105284955
https://doi-org.ezproxy.fiu.edu/10.1037/a0035134
https://doi-org.ezproxy.fiu.edu/10.1037/a0035134
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.5.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.96.3.465
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0124
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2013.0124
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0023791
https://doi.org/10.1002/smi.3022

	Is all conflict the same? The role of perceived intensity in understanding its effects
	1 | INTRODUCTION
	1.1 | Emotion in the conflict‐strain process
	1.2 | Appraisal of conflict intensity

	2 | METHOD 
	2.1 | Participants and procedures  
	2.2 | Measures 

	3 | RESULTS
	4 | DISCUSSION
	5 | LIMITATIONS
	ACKNOWLEDGMENT
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT




