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There has been a considerable amount of research at the individual level o analys
examining strivings for power and influence within an organizational contextetr, research
has largely yet to examine how these individual motives and behaviors designed tpoaarte
may translate to processes at the interpersonal and group level, and ulgrathie extent to
which they may result in conflicts or power struggles between individuals. dheréfe goal of
this dissertation was to delineate and explore a construct of power tcosiitig both qualitative
and quantitative methods in two complementary studies.

In the first study of this dissertation, | conducted an inductive, qualitatar@ieation of
power conflict designed to provide an in depth exploration of different types or stahdas of
power conflict. Using data obtained from 58 semi-structured interviews witlogees across
23 different bank branches, this study explored how conflicts over power aredendbte
context, including key actions and motives. In addition, this study explored potent@ddarits
and consequences of power conflict in an effort to begin developing a nomologicaknetw

In Study 2, | then built upon these qualitative results by using survey data from 131 bank

branches to empirically establish power conflict as an important fourth faatdgragroup



conflict, along with the already established task, relationship, and process.fat support of
this, the confirmatory factor analysis results provide evidence that powerctanéidistinct
factor of intragroup conflict and is distinct from the potentially relatedtoactsof dominating
conflict management strategies. | also test a portion of the nomologicarketeveloped
through the qualitative study by examining the relationship of power conflieveya group
level antecedents and consequences. Regression results indicate thatvgholigfer mean
levels of extraversion, lower mean levels of agreeableness, and thegdommantly female
tend to have higher levels of power conflict. In contrast, groups that have highdegoal
orientation climates tend to have lower levels of power conflict. In terrosrequences, power
conflict was significantly related to branch stress and greaterlbtanwver above and beyond

the other three conflict types.
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Overview

Throughout history, the drive for obtaining status and power has been thought of as a
fundamental motivator of human behavior (&dler, 1966; Frieze & Boneva, 2001; Kipnis,
1976;McClelland, 1975, 1987; Winter, 1973). The philosopher, Hobbes (1651) states, “I put for
a generall [sic] inclination of all mankind, a perpetual and restless @égioaver after power
that ceaseath only in Death” (p. 161). To have power is to have control over resmunees
the ability to influence others’ behavior, and to be able to act of your own volitieDédd,

1957; Galinsky, Gruenfeld, & Magee, 2003; Ng, 1980; Overbeck & Park, 2001). As such, power
has long fascinated scholars as an important topic in understanding human behavior and is
studied across many disciplines from politics and economics, to sociology, anthropmidgy
psychology.

In the organizational and management literature, organizations have lonthbeght of
as political systems in which power is a key mechanism influencing alesiand organizational
outcomes (e.g. March, 1962; Mintzberg, 1983; Morgan, 1986, Pfeffer, 1981). As Hawley (1963)
states, “Every social act is an exercise of power, every sociabredhaip is a power equation,
and every social group or system is an organization of power” (p. 422). Over thedast se
decades, the research examining power within organizations has predomowatsdfon
power at the individual level, including examining different sources of poweBasgs, 2002;

Brass & Burkhardt, 1993; Emerson, 1962; French & Raven, 1959; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978;
Thibaut & Kelly, 1959), types of influence tactics (e.g. Allen, Madison, Bdreemwick, &
Mayes, 1979; Farrell & Peterson, 1982; Kacmar & Carlson, 1998; Kipnis & Schmidt, 1982;
Kipnis, Schmidt, & Wilkinson, 1980; Ralston, 1985; Schriesheim & Hinkin, 1990;

Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984; Zanzi, Arthur, & Shamir, 1991), and individual perceptions of



organizational politics (e.g. Ferris, Russ, & Fandt, 1989; Kacmar & Baron, 199frP1i&81).
Thus, it is clear that power and pursuits to gain it have begun to be well documehiedmwit
organizational context.

However, research has largely yet to examine how these individual motives and
behaviors designed to garner power may translate to processes at gexsoteal and group
level (for some exceptions see De Dreu, 1995; Howard, Gardner, & Thompson, 2007; Kim,
Pinkely, & Fragale, 2005; Magee, Galinsky, & Gruenfeld, 2007; Mannix, 1994; Tjosvold,
Johnson, & Johnson, 1984; Van Kleef, De Dreu, Pietroni, & Manstead, 2006), and in particular,
the extent to which they may result in conflicts or power struggles betwdriduals. As
Schein (1977) states, “Power struggles, alliance formation, stratageuwvering, and ‘cut
throat’ actions may be as endemic to organizational life as planning, orgadizeuging, and
controlling” (p. 64). Thus, conflicts over power or power struggles are likelyeaitable truth
as individuals vie for control and status within organizations. Acknowledging this, some
discussions of organizational conflict and its causes even mention power stagglpstential
source (e.g. Phillips & Cheston, 1978; Wall & Callister, 1989; Wall & Nollan, 1986). i#eaywe
there has been no systematic study of power struggles, and conflicts ovetgrgelgrremain
absent from most recent conceptualizations of organizational conflict, whichifigtesd on
task, relationship, and process conflict (Jehn, 1992, 1997). In addition, there are no published
validated scales with which to measure such conflicts, and there has been ratiexpbbr
antecedents and consequences of power conflict. As a result, the potepiavéorconflict has
not been fully explored in either the power or conflict literature.

The goal of this dissertation, therefore, is to delineate and explore a cookpaater

conflict within an organizational context. Utilizing both qualitative and quetnté methods,



this dissertation contains two complementary studies. The first study is anvagdgatlitative
examination of power conflict designed to provide an in depth exploration of diffeperst oy
manifestations of power conflict. Using data obtained from semi-structuesgiews with
employees from 23 different bank branches, this study explores how conflicts overpewe
enacted within context, including key actions and motives. In addition, this studyigaet to
explore potential antecedents and consequences of power conflict in an effgrhto be
developing a nomological network. Finally, in order to provide support for the divergence of
power conflict from potentially related constructs, | also examine thdapvieetween incidents
of power conflict and the currently accepted types of intragroup conflikt ¢(elationship, and
process) and dominating conflict management strategies.

Study 2 builds upon this qualitative examination by using a quantitative approach to
provide empirical evidence in support of power conflict as a new and valid conssung. U
survey data from 131 branches of a large bank, Study 2 is designed to empiriabligleste
proposed construct of power conflict as a key fourth type of intragroup confticictiisom the
already accepted task, relationship, and process conflict dimensions (Jehn, 1992n1997). |
addition, | examine its discriminant validity from potentially related troiess, such as
dominating conflict management strategies. In order to further establistotfsguct, Study 2
also tests a portion of the nomological network developed in Study 1 by examinind gemgoa
level antecedents (personality and demographic composition and organizeimoasd) and
consequences (stress and turnover) of power conflict, including examiningghetexwhich it
provides explanatory power above and beyond the current intragroup conflict types.

In the following chapters, | begin by first defining key terms in order targigpower

conflict within the literature. | then delineate the proposed construct ofrmmméict and review



theoretical and empirical work in support of the potential of power confli¢tsnian
organizational context. Finally, | discuss the hypotheses and results of thedves,sihcluding

the theoretical and practical implications.



Chapter 2: Key Terms

Before providing a definition of the proposed construct, | define key construdtsepéert
to this dissertation. | first provide an overview of current conceptualizatibpower. Then, |
provide an overview of organizational conflict, including an examination of speqiis tyf
conflict that have previously been discussed within the literature. Fihallgyide a definition
of the proposed construct of power conflict.

Power

According to Dahl (1957), “The concept of power is as ancient and ubiquitous as any that
social theory can boast” (p. 201). As such, many definitions of power have been propbsed wit
the literature. For example, power is often conceptualized based on Dahl’'s (19%#pdefA
has power over B to the extent that he can get B to do something that B would otherdcse not
(p. 202-203). It can also be defined as “the ability to control resources, own and ottleosit w
social interference” (Galinsky et al., 2003, p. 454). Additionally, others haveetbcuspower
as the ability of an individual to have agency (Ng, 1980; Overbeck & Park, 2001) and “to bring
about the outcomes they desire” (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977, p. 3). Thus, power can beoadly b
defined as involving both the ability to act of your own volition as well as the atalggntrol
resources and bring about desired behaviors in others.

Power has been hypothesized to be gained and exercised through various means. For
instance, several scholars have conceptualized power as an attribute ofvideahdnd his/her
ability to influence others’ behavior through various tactics (e.g. Allah €1979; Farrell &
Peterson, 1982; French & Raven, 1959; Higgins, Judge, & Ferris, 2003; Kacmar & Carlson,
1998; Kipnis & Schmidt, 1982; Kipnis et al., 1980; Ralston, 1985; Schriesheim & Hinkin 1990;

Vrendenburgh & Maurer, 1984; Yukl & Falbe, 1990; Zanzi et al., 1991). Perhaps the most well



know of these is French and Raven’s (1959) bases of power in which they distinguisimbetwee
formal and informal (personal) power. Formal power is based upon one’s position within a
organization and consists of coercive power, reward power, and legitimate poweiv&€oer
power is based upon an individual’s ability to punish others. Reward power is based upon an
ability to provide rewards or positive benefits to others. Finally, legitipateer is based upon
formal authority within an organization, such as the position of a manager or supervisor. |
contrast to formal power, informal or personal power is based on the chanastefisin

individual, not on any formal authority position. Informal power consists of expertrpowe
which individuals have power due to their expertise, knowledge, or skills, anchtgiereer in
which individuals have power over others due to admiration, respect, and personal adiemtific
by other individuals.

In addition to examining influence tactics, scholars have also taken a maile soci
exchange approach that focuses on scarcity of resources and social dependence leaditiger
to power, such as was advanced by Thibaut & Kelly’s (1959) social psychologyupkgr
Emerson’s (1962) power dependence theory, and Pfeffer and Salancik’s (197&eresour
dependency theory. Finally, scholars have also focused on power being due to oogahizati
structure in the form of institutional hierarchies and decision rules (e.¢eRfE981) or
informal positions within a social network (Brass, 2002; Brass & Burkhardt, 19980 then,
power can be considered to be a result of organizational structure, control of resmumoes
ability to influence and control others.

It is also important to note that intertwined with the concept of power is statuss Stat
often conceived of as being the position one holds within a social network and is considered

something that is conferred to an individual by others in the social group (Sell, iBpvagl|



Mannix, Samuelson, & Wilson, 2004). As Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson (2003) note,
“Status in part determines the allocation of resources within groups and, byatioplieach
individual's power” (p. 266). Thus, consistent with the distinction made by French and Rave
(1959), status is similar to informal power in which one has power due to the respect and
admiration of others. Following these distinctions, individuals can have more infoomat
due to having higher status, or individuals can have more formal power due to a podition wit
the organizational structure, but still not have high status due to low resprattfrers. Thus, in
the case of power conflict, individuals are likely to vie over both formal powerlaasisatus
or informal power.

Organizational Conflict

Conflict can be defined as “a process that begins when an individual or group gerceive
differences and opposition between oneself and another individual or group abousiateiest
resources, beliefs, values, or practices that matter to them” (De Drelf@n@ 2008, p. 6).
Following a distinction proposed by Pondy (1967), conflict can be latent, in which bmmagy
not be perceived and felt, or can be manifested in actual behavior. This distinctiporntant
given that as long as one individual perceives a conflict to exist, whethacted upon or
escalated further, it can have consequences for the individual, future behavior, aridoeiatal
interactions.

Over the last several decades, scholars have proposed various types anmesateg
conflict in an effort to refine theories and account for the potentially diffe@nsequences
associated with conflict. At the center of many of these conceptualizatiardistinction
betweerrelationshipor affective conflicendtaskor cognitive conflict For example, Guetzkow

and Gyr (1954) argued that conflict could be affective, focused on interpersotiahstlgps, or



substantive, focused on the particular group task. Similarly, Wall and Nolan (198&jwstied
between people-centered conflicts and conflicts about the content of thertasskafd Price
(1991) also distinguish between cognitive conflict, which they define as ‘@&led, involving
the degree of disagreement over the interpretation of a common stimulus” (p. 210), dnd socia
emotional conflict, which they define as “interpersonal, involving competition faffsagr
personal disagreements” (p.210). Finally, in a multidimensional scaling stadyftitt frames,
Pinkley (1990) discovered a task versus relationship dimension of conflict, whichdanutee
extent to which conflicts were about interpersonal issues. Other concagtioak which go
beyond the simple task-relationship distinction of conflict, such as conflicigoats, resources,
and general frustrations, have also been developed as scholars have attempyeelxja dud
the entire conflict domain (e.g. Coser, 1956; Cosier & Rose, 1977; Pondy, 1967).

Building on this previous work, current research at the group level is predominate
based on Jehn’s (1992, 1997) three dimensional construct of intragroup conflict. This intragroup
conflict scale maintains the above task versus relationship distinction assvpetposes a third
type of conflict, process conflictask conflicis defined as “an awareness of differences in
viewpoints and opinions pertaining to the group task” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 238). It focuses
on the content of the task and potential differences in interpretations, ideas, and opinions.
Relationship conflicts defined as “an awareness of interpersonal incompatibilities” (Jehn &
Mannix, 2001, p. 238). It can include differences in personality, values, attitudes, or even
opinions that are not task related. The third conflict dimengi@tess confligthas been the
least examined in the organizational literature (for some exceptiodelsecl997; Jehn &
Chatman, 2000; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999). Process conflict can be

defined as “an awareness of controversies about aspects of how task accompiighme



proceed” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 239). It is most related to task conflict, but instead of
focusing on the content of the task, process conflict is “about the means to accomplish the
specific tasks . . . about strategies for approaching the task” (Jehn & Ben@&3g, p. 201).

This current conceptualization of intragroup conflict (Jehn, 1992, 1997) has been widely
accepted and has been used in a variety of research (e.g. Amason, 1996; Amason & Mooney,
1990; Amason & Sapienza, 1997; Janssen, Van De Vliert, & Veenstra, 1999; Jehn et al., 1999;
Langfred, 2007; Pelled, 1996; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999; Simons & Peterson, 2000).
Nevertheless, the question remains as to whether other forms of conflictrethss
dissertation, | propose that one important type of conflict that seems tbé&@avemitted from
previous conceptualizations is conflict over power.

Power Conflict

Power and status have been an important topic in understanding human behavior for
many decades. Like many species, from primates to birds, the egisfememan status
hierarchies and related status striving for greater power is well docuraamtess the social
sciences (e.g. Gould, 2002; Mazur, 1973). Thus, in a world where everyone wants to get ahead,
the search for power is no different in the organizational context. As Culbert dawhiblagh
(1980) comment, “When people get together in groups, power will be exerted. People want t
carve out a niche from which to exert influence, to earn rewards, and to advancartess”

(p. 6). Of course, not everyone can have power and control, making conflict inevitable

In this dissertation, | propose power conflict as an additional fourth dimension of the
currently accepted task, relationship, and process intragroup conflict types (Jehn 1992, 1997)
define power conflict as a group level construct that focuses on merab@r®ness of struggles

for control and dominance within the grolgy the nature of the definition of power, not



everyone can have power within a group. Thus, in any situation in which more than one
individual strives to have power or status for themselves and over others, conkielyisdi
occur. With this definition, | also acknowledge the fact that these staifyylpower can occur
both between supervisors and subordinates and between peers of equal rank. Foleowimg Fr
and Raven’s (1959) typology, power conflict may involve struggles to have more formal
authority, such as the ability to reward and punish others or may involve strugglesdor m
informal power or status, such as being viewed as the most knowledgeable ornimpitinia a
group. This distinction is further supported in the qualitative results exploriiegesht types of
power conflict as will be discussed in Study 1.
Level of Analysis

As recent work on organizational conflict notes (Korsgaard, Jeong, Mahony, & Pitari
2008), conflict can theoretically be represented in different ways acuets ¢ analysis. In the
case of power conflict, it can be represented as individual perceptions ortduetitawviors,
represented at the dyad level, or represented at the group level as shaeptiopesrof the level
of conflict within a group. In this research, | define power conflict gap level construct.
That is, | am interested in power conflict as a group level construdbthages on the level of
intragroup conflict or the level of power conflict within the group as a wihalemembers
perceive. | advance a composition model of emergence in which individual leveppens of
the extent to which group members engage in these various types of power caneflgttared
among group members and thus, represented at the collective level (Kozlowskn&ZI00).
Through their everyday social interactions and mutual experiences of corditEnts in the
workplace, individuals develop shared perceptions concerning the level of powestcbatli

exists within the group. Therefore, in Study 2, | examine power conflict as a gnaip |

10



construct meant to represent the level of power conflict that is perceivegttavighin a group
as a whole and examine aggregation statistics to bolster the case folettteveatature of the
construct.

Now that | have defined power conflict, in the following chapters, | provide an owervie
of theoretical and empirical support for the existence of power conflictwathorganizational

context and then present the qualitative and quantitative studies.

11



Chapter 3: A Review of the Literature

The idea of conflicts over power or power struggles is not new, with many exaofiple
power conflict within other disciplines, such as sociology and political scieacexBmple, in
his development of a general theory of conflict processes, the sociologistt Biabeck (1989),
incorporates the concepts of power and dependency as key components of expkimogde
conflicts including warfare, international conflicts, ethnic conflicts, and ewvenpersonal
interactions. Blalock (1989) argues that with its basis around dependeneyl dreat need or
desire for certain resources, the notion of power is a key part of conflict ge@essinfluences
both the initiation of conflict as well as the outcomes of conflict episodes. Byndther
sociologists include struggles for power and status as key components in tingiiodsfof
social conflict. Himes (1980) defines social conflict as “purposeful strupglegeen collective
actors who use social power to defeat or remove opponents and to gain status, powegsresour
and other scarce values” (p. 14). Similarly, Coser (1956) defines social tasfta struggle
over values and claims to scarce status, power, and resources in which the aimgpdieats
are to neutralize, injure, or eliminate their rivals” (p. 8).

Like sociology, the existence of conflicts over power can also be seen aitrerss
disciplines. For example, discussions of power struggles can be seen in worksrdg#weibi
conflicts among economic class systems for power and resources as the fwoséryp and
the rich try to maintain their control (e.g. Boulding, 1962). Similarly, descriptionsrdficts
among ethnic tribes, political factions, states, and nations include a focuaggiestifor control
and power (e.g. Boulding, 1962; Mearsheimer, 2001; Snyder & Tilly, 1972).

In the organizational behavior and management literature, struggles for pawaisa

been acknowledged in a number of areas, including work on individual motives, teams,

12



leadership, and negotiation. For example, implicit in the above definition and thepéissutmat
conflicts over power occur within groups and organizations is that individuals dediestavely
seek power and control over others. Thus, at a basic level, support for the potential of power
struggles to exist within groups is found in the significant amount of research on [goaver a
fundamental human motivator (eAgler, 1966; Frieze & Boneva, 2001; Kipnis, 1976;
McClelland, 1975, 1987; Winter, 1973ccording to work on power motives, individuals are
argued to strive for social power or power over others as well as for personal ipowigch
individuals have agency to act on their own interests (Van Dijke & Poppe, 2006). The most
prominent argument for a power motive is likely McClelland’s (1987) theory ofvatain

which includes “need for power” as one of the fundamental motivators of human behawigr, al
with a “need for affiliation” and “need for achievement.” McClelland (198 7)i@sghat these
needs are innately satisfying. Once an individual has experienced power aglttieg
satisfaction, he/she will have learned or been socialized into having a power. imosiwpport

of a motivational need for powegHoratory studies have found that individuals with a high need
for power are “concerned about having impact on other people. They seek and gesdoratal
power. They are concerned about prestige” (Winter, 1993, p. 533). Overall, a need for mower ha
been found to be associated with such things as occupying higher or more prestigimus pos
in organizations, being more competitive, participating more in discussions, augyogitions

of leadership, and making more influence attempts (see Winter, 1973). Thus, the@yeamdhr
on power motives clearly demonstrates that first, such motivation does exist and, $kat it
affects behavior, with individuals actively pursuing positions of power and ade¢mjpifluence

others.
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The theory of power distance (Mulder, 1977) and related research also provides suppor
for the notion that individuals desire and actively strive for power. Power cistia@ary
(Mulder, 1977) focuses on the extent to which individuals strive to increase their pover
others and in particular, the extent to which the status difference to the more moviesful
person influences strivings for gaining or maintaining power. The main tenahts tifdory that
are especially important to this dissertationfase, that people desire power due to related
feelings of satisfaction, and second, that people strive to gain power regardibsshar they
already have it or need it. As Mulder (1977) states, “The more powerful individlatwie to
maintain or increase the power distance to the less powerful person” (p. 4), and “Insimidlua
strive to reduce the power distance between themselves and more powerful g@rsons”
Consistent with the theory, Mulder (1977) found support for the proposition that “the mere
exercise of power will give satisfaction” in both a laboratory simulation disdideexperiment
(p-2). Specifically, Mulder (1977) found that more powerful individuals did indeed repategre
satisfaction compared to those individuals with less power. This is also congighe
McClelland’s (1975) proposition that one reason individuals desire power is due to related
feelings of satisfaction. Research on power distance theory also findsdikatuals make
efforts to gain power at various levels of status (e.g. Bruins & Wilke, 19921dv]ul977,
Mulder, Veen, Hijzen, & Jansen, 1973; Mulder, Veen, Rodenburg, Franken, & Tielens, 1973;
Poppe, 2003). Thus, the above research again provides support for the notion that a desire for
power can be a key motivational factor for many individuals and exists acrolssakf@mal
authority.

This notion that individuals desire power and greater status has also been acfadwled

in work examining the larger organizational context in the form of research on @tyzmat
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politics (Pfeffer, 1981). Organizational politics has been defined as “thtgdies taken within
organizations to acquire, develop, and use power and other resources to obtain one’'d preferre
outcomes” (Pfeffer, 1981, p. 7). Pfeffer (1981) goes on to argue that “politics inviadves t
exercise of power to get something accomplished, as well as thoseexcthtch are

undertaken to expand the power already possessed or the scope over which it camsbd’exerc
(p- 7). As research on organizational politics has had a resurgence in recgnihgears a
considerable amount of support for the existence of organizational politics€gig.gt al.,

1996; Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Kacmar, Bozeman, Carlson, & Anthony, 1999; ParkeryBipbo
& Jackson, 1995), including the potential for organizational politics to involve coadlict
organizational coalitions and individuals exercise their power (e.g. Mintzberg), Ma&st
importantly, this research also provides support for the proposition that individuals dféare be
with a focus on their own self-interests or to obtain power within the organizatiohand t
perceptions of such political behaviors are negatively related to outcenobsas turnover
intentions, job satisfaction, OCBs, and commitment (see Kacmar & Baron, 199%foe\a)r
However, work on organizational politics does not directly examine the existeoceflt
between individuals in their pursuits for power, especially within a group contekerfurt
highlighting the insight that research on power conflict could bring to bear.

The potential existence of conflicts over power has also been more directly
acknowledged in the organizational literature. For example, Owens (1998) and &wens
Sutton (2001) discuss the existence of power struggles in the formulation of a modelsof st
dynamics within groups. Through qualitative interviews and observations of piegeats within
a research and development organization, they found that status moves tend tortesl patter

based upon the current status of group members. More specifically, lower statberseere
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found to make more integration moves in order to increase their status. Middlgdével s
individuals were found to make more contesting moves in order to increase their athtus, a
finally, high status individuals were found to make more dominating moves in an atittempt
maintain their status positions. Based on these findings, they argue that indieichiadly gain
and lose their status within groups and that meetings provide an important means for
organizational members to have “status contests.” Furthermore, they argstatimamoves
continue to occur even in long-standing groups.

Similarly, the potential for power conflict is acknowledged in the leadersarpture
focused on the team context. For example, in proposing a model of distributed leadesstiip i
managed teams, Barry (1991) argues that one potential problem facing satfetideams is
that the lack of authority can result in power struggles within the group. Thisher
exemplified in a case description of an unsuccessful team. Barry (1991) delkoribiesone
manufacturing quality control team, competitive group members often got inlingymatches”
in which “an unstated norm was that the ‘winner’ of these bouts would set the teautodir
at least until another match occurred” (p.40). Similarly, he describes how amatmestarted in
an already dysfunctional state as team members argued over who should eethda
result, this team was dissolved after only four months due to low productivity.

Elsewhere in the leadership literature, Bass (1990) also discusses thialpotepbwer
struggles, arguing that such struggles are even more likely when all nsemhlaegroup are of
equal status or when group members overestimate their own status or power. Yo ROWC
candidates, Bass & Flint (1958) arbitrarily gave power to certain greupbers through their
ability to provide incentives to others and found that attempts at leadership @ithiesr

power group members often resulted in power struggles with others. Accordiagd@&B-lint
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(1958), this was partly due to the fact that power had been arbitrarily assignexfoiichevhen
these individuals with higher power overestimated their status and influemoe thé group,
other group members contested their control.

This potential for conflict due to differences in power is also discussed in theatien
literature. For example, in a study by Hornstein (1965), data indicated that Lpegea
between negotiators often produced “power struggles.” Hornstein (1965) found that in
negotiation dyads where one individual had lower status compared to another, thetdtwse
individuals would fight for more resources and higher status than was perceivepraerboy
their counterparts. In response, the higher status dyad member fought bakelytresulting
in an unsuccessful negotiation. This was further supported in research by Vitzea(tbKO),
who found similar results in their study of negotiation behaviors.

Finally, the potential for power conflict has even been acknowledged in the
organizational conflict literature itself, including in previous conceptuatiaatof conflict types.
For example, in Wall and Nolan’s (1986) distinction between people conflicts and tas&tsponfl
one of the sub-themes of people conflict that was revealed in their qualitediysia was
struggles for leadership. They defined struggles for leadership as “thrdftiets described as
having their origin in efforts to control, dominate, exert power over, or lead the gmui39).
Similarly, Pondy’s (1967) distinction of bureaucratic conflict systenws allsdes to power
struggles as it focuses on conflicts between superiors and subordinates of vilrenakt in
status are certainly a cause.

More recently, Wall and Callister (1995) include power struggles as a bedlaource
of conflict. Consistent with this, Phillips and Cheston (1978) describe power strugtlesh

departments with conflicting objectives as a cause for conflict, and Fnedtnater, and Chen
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(2008) describe power struggles as a key part of conflict between labor unions agdmeria
In a discussion of the literature and research findings concerning the $andfdetriments of
conflict within teams, Mannix & Sauer (2006) also hypothesize that one reason somse te
perform worse than others is due to power struggles. Specifically, theythaguenflict
becomes more detrimental when dealing with unclear status hierarchiesimmémbers may
be focusing on obtaining status positions instead of the task.

Additionally, since this dissertation was originally proposed, Bendersky apd2908)
have proposed a similar measure of intragroup conflict in an unpublished study, whildbdie
“status conflict.” They define status conflict as “an attempt to modithatlenge the implicit or
explicit status hierarchy, usually by asserting superior legiyiméea viewpoint, attempting to
gain influence or assert dominance relative to others, or devaluing anothemisutmmts”
(Bendersky & Hay, 2008, p. 15). Bendersky and Hay (2008) observed and then codedgscordi
of the meetings of MBA class project teams over a ten week period fourtteat intragroup
conflict types (task, relationship, and process) as well as statustdaftim these qualitative
findings, they then developed and validated a three-item measure of status cor#lgecond
MBA sample. Using this scale, they tested the extent to which the mehsta¢us conflict
exerted a significant main effect on group performance and individual satisfdctding that
status conflict had a significant negative main effect on both outcomesafteslling for task
and relationship conflict. They also found evidence that a model with task, retgticenrsd
status conflict explained more variance in outcomes than a model withoutttisecstaflict
dimension added.

Similarly, in another unpublished study, Greer and van Kleef (2008) propose aeneasur

of “status conflict” as a mediator of the relationship between power distadadaflict
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resolution within teams. They define status conflict as “disagreemengd@t@am members
over the relative levels of influence that members should hold in the team” (p. 3-4). Tieus, ot
researchers have also begun to explore the importance of conflicts over powernasndigtat
organizations.

The current research goes beyond these studies in several ways, howdyéudeidata
from semi-structured interviews within a real organizational contextitoiigsight into
individuals’ experiences of power conflict and how conflicts over power aceiged within
organizations, including related motives. Second, | provide a more thorough examaiati
power conflict by exploring antecedents and consequences in an effort to béjmglkand
testing a nomological network for power conflict. Finally, | also exarthieenfluence of power
conflict above and beyond the other three types of intragroup conflict on additional asitcome
such as mean levels of employee stress and branch turnover. Thus, this reseates anmosw
and in-depth exploration of conflicts over power and status in organizations.

Summary

In summary, the existence of power struggles is acknowledged across otheindsecipl
well as within the broader organizational psychology and behavior literature veigwie
systematic study of power conflict appears to exist within the literandealthough
acknowledged as a potential type of conflict, power conflict has yet to be inctuded i
conceptualizations and published measures of conflict types. Therefesglaration of power
conflict can provide important insight into group functioning as well as advanceHhsatretical

and practical thinking on the role of power within an organizational context.
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Chapter 4: A Qualitative Exploration of Power Cactf(Study 1)

Study 1 of this dissertation is an inductive study designed to provide a broad txplora
of power conflict. Given that group interactions and processes such as aefliginamic in
nature, an exploratory, qualitative approach offers the opportunity to gain a maexdath
understanding of power conflict that cannot be gained using traditional survey metheslologi
(Strauss & Corbin, 1990). As Strauss and Corbin (1990) argue, “Qualitative methods can be used
to uncover and understand what lies behind any phenomenon about which little is yet known”
(p.19). Consistent with this notion, there have been numerous qualitative pieces designed to
examine similarly complex group phenomena (e.g. Bettenhausen & Murnighan, 1985;
Edmondson, Bohmer, & Pisano, 2001; Eisenhardt & Bourgeois, 1988; Ely & Thomas, 2001;
Ericksen & Dyer, 2004; Gersick, 1988; Jehn, 1997; Klein, Zeigert, Knight, & Xiao, 2006;
Murnighan & Conlon, 1991; Wageman, 1995).

Using this approach, my goal in Study 1 is to begin to explore power conflict by
examining such conflicts within context. More specifically, this qualtasitudy is designed to
explore how power conflicts are enacted by examining the various aatidmsaives involved
in different types of power conflict. In addition, | attempt to begin building a nonoallog
network around power conflict by exploring potential antecedents and consegaemedbkas
any distinct relationships that may exist with the different types of powrdlict that emerge in
the data. Included in this, | also examine the different conflict managesinaiegies used to
deal with the various power conflict types. Finally, in order to begin to edidhke discriminant
validity of power conflict, | explore its distinctiveness from other potéintralated constructs

already within the literature.
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In particular, since | view power conflict as an important fourth type ofgrdcgp
conflict, | explore the extent to which power conflict is distinct from theeciintragroup
conflict types of task, relationship, and process conflict (Jehn, 1992; 1997). Overpdict that
power conflict will be related to some degree to all three types of cogiffien that these
different dimensions could coincide or even affect each other. However, | argiiesiaa
distinct and separate factor given its unique focus on conflicts over power andHtat(isst
factor, task conflict, focuses on the content of the task and differences in opinions or
interpretations about the task itself. This is often viewed as cognitiveatdefly. De Dreu &
Weingart, 2003; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Although power conflict may result in task
disagreements if individuals are attempting to demonstrate their eepestnpared to others, for
example, it is distinct from task conflict in that it is focused on strugglesofrol and status,
not on differences about the task. For example, a group could have disagreements osetr a corr
decision or course of action, but not have individuals engaging in power struggles to control
activities or increase their standing within the group. Alternativelypapcould have
individuals engaging in struggles over power such as trying to control eachvitheuch
actions being unrelated to disagreements over the task at hand. Thus, although thetse conf
types may affect each other, they are distinct in nature.

The second factor, relationship conflict, focuses on personal incompatibtities a
emotional tension within the group (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Jehn & Mannix, 2001).
Although power conflict may result in relationship conflict if there areqratsty conflicts and
leftover tension as a result of individuals struggling for power or control, ittiaatig that it
focuses on conflict over power, not over personal incompatibilities. For exampleduadsvi

may like and respect each other, but at the same time come into conflict ovaegwahiave
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higher status than the other such as wanting to have the most recognition from threbleoss
known as being the most skilled in a particular area. At the same time, individyadsiriee
each other and not get along, without engaging in power conflicts such asdargomgrol one
another’s behavior. Thus, although these conflict types may affect eachtlogtyegire again
distinct in nature.

Finally, the third factor, process conflict, tends to be the least studied tkatlysthe
most closely linked to power conflict. Process conflict is defined as “areaess of how task
accomplishment will proceed” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 239). More specifically, process
conflict involves “conflicts about how task accomplishment should proceed in the work unit,
who'’s responsible for what, and how things should be delegated” (Jehn, 1997, p. 540). Included
in this conceptualization are disagreements over resource allocations antbwitooscupy
what role. Therefore, it overlaps with power conflict to some extent in its focaslon t
responsibilities such as who might be in charge within the group, but is also broadeitgiv
focus on conflict over resource allocation and task procedures. Furthermore, tiss poodkct
items that do focus on responsibilities include such statements as “How often dorsneimbe
your work unit disagree about who should do what?” and “How much conflict is there about
delegation of tasks within you work unit?” (Jehn et al., 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Thus, these
items do not inherently correspond to struggles over gaining status or powerafmexhere
may be disagreements over responsibilities that are unrelated to povwegstsuch as a desire
for a particular responsibility due to an affiliation for that particular taglewise, individuals
may engage in power struggles that do not relate to responsibilities, sudhg#otdemonstrate
expertise compared to others to gain informal power within the group. Thus, although these

conflict types may affect each other, they are distinct in nature.
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In addition to the above conflict types, | also explore the extent to which powerctanfli
distinct from conflict management strategies that may involve the use of moalaain a
desired outcome. Several different conflict management typologies have betpdd over the
years (e.g. Blake & Mouton, 1964; De Dreu, Evers, Beersma, Kluwer, & Nauta, 2001,; Pruit
1983; Rahim & Bonoma, 1979; Thomas, 1976). Across these typologies, one of the main styles
for managing conflict that has emerged is a dominating or forcing com@inagement style.
This strategy is said to arise when there is high concern for the self androgrr for others
(De Dreu et al., 2001; Rahim, 1983) and involves “forcing behavior to win one’s position”
(Rahim, 2002). Although power conflict and a dominating style of conflict managenasnbe
related, | argue that power conflict is distinct. | conceive of powelicba$ a type of conflict
itself, not a means for managing conflicts that have already arisen. inatigs, it is possible
for individuals to use more dominating styles of conflict management, even if pomfectas
absent. For example, group members may experience task conflict, such he st t
candidate is for a position and try to force their choice on one another, without theaknd go
being to increase one’s power within the group. Likewise, it is possible for pomiictto
exist within a group, without members using a dominating or forcing style ofatonfl
management to resolve the disagreement or struggle. For example, grougsmampeesort to
more passive-aggressive means of handling power struggles, such as withingpairignt
information from others. Alternatively, individuals may experience power dasiggut use
more conflict avoidant strategies and suppress their desire for power altidgesonflict with
others if they realize that openly dealing with their conflict may harrfutinetioning of the
group. Thus, | argue that these two constructs are distinct. In sum, an eaplofdtie extent to

which individuals can generate incidents of power conflict that are distomottfre other types
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of intragroup conflict and that do not simply involve engaging in a dominating conflict
management strategy in response to an already existing conflict should purthde $upport
for the validity of power conflict as a new and meaningful construct.

This research is guided by four main questionsWhat are the different types or
manifestations of power conflicts within groups (i.e. what are the different actions andanotiv
involved in power conflicts)@2) What are antecedents and consequences of power conflict and
how do they relate to different power conflict types? (3) What are the different rhearght
which power conflicts are managed or resolvadd (4)To what extent do incidents of power
conflicts overlap with the other types intragroup conflict and dominating conflict management
strategies?

Method
Participants

Participants were employees of branches of a regional bank in Northern Peniasghd
Upper New York State. In order to gain a broad perspective of potential cerfiietiences
within the workplace, | instructed the bank to randomly sample employees acioss var
positions and ranks within the bank branches. These employees were then coptteted b
bank’s Human Resources Department and asked to volunteer for the researchoffttal
employees, across 23 branches as well as from the bank’s administrativevolficesered and
were interviewed. Anywhere from one to five employees were interviewdatgech or
department office, with an average of two employees interviewed per work unit

Of those employees interviewed, 38% were tellers, 12% were branch managers, 12%
were loan officers or specialists, 10% were customer service refaeges, and the remaining

22% held a number of different positions ranging from accounting services toarraigts. All
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but one participant were full time employees. Tenure within the organizatigaddrom 4
months to 37 years, with a mean tenure of 8.38 y&irs1.98). The final sample was 84%
female and 16% male. In terms of ethnicity, the sample was 98% Caucasian aati\2% N
American. In terms of age, 14% of employees were between the ages of 23 and 29, 17% were
between the ages of 30 and 39, and 69% were 40 or older. In terms of education level, 41% of
participants had a high school education, 31% had completed community college, 21% had
completed a four-year college, 5% had completed some type of graduate andd$h did not
report their education level.
Data Collection

| collected data through in-depth semi-structured interviews, which lapfdximately
30-60 minutes. Participants were interviewed in a private room at their place ofskusimeéng
their regular working hours. All interviews were tape recorded and thenritstsexcept for
eight participants who requested to not have their answers recorded. Faighégarticipants,
| took detailed notes throughout the interview and attempted to write down theirwerbati
responses to key questions as much as possible. There were no significamicasgferehe
demographics (age, gender, education, tenure) for these participants freguilae sample, and
there seemed to be no noticeable differences in their responses. Givemsitieesnature of the
interview topic and the observable reactions to the recorder, it is likelshéhparticipants
simply did not feel comfortable having a verbal record of their interviews, ddbpitassurance
of confidentiality.

Interview structureThe interview questions were focused on: (1) generating critical
incidents of conflicts involving power or status or power struggles (includingiassd actions

and motives), (2) antecedents and consequences of these critical incideptidesand power
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conflict in general, (3) how the critical incident descriptions of power ainfiere managed or
resolved, and (4) the extent to which incidents of power conflict overlap wittuthent
intragroup conflict types developed by Jehn (1992, 1997). See Appendix A for the full interview
guide.

In order to first build rapport with participants, | initially focused on gercpraktions,
including their position, tenure, and perspective on some recent initiatives wittuartkewhich
the organization asked to be included in the interview process. Once | felt est#froount of
rapport and trust had developed, | then focused questioning on their experiences of
organizational conflict within their branch or administrative department.

The first goal of the interviews was to gain rich descriptions of how condies power
are enacted or manifested within groups. However, given the sensitive naturéict, ¢doegan
by first asking participants a broad question to make them more comfortabtegetdhiem
thinking about conflicts in general. Specifically, | asked participantdescribe how a typical
employee of their work unit would describe the types of conflicts that take.plds indirect
technique has been shown to allow individuals to respond more openly to sensitive questions
(Burstin, Doughtie, & Raphaeli, 1980) and is consistent with techniques used in othetigealita
work on conflict (e.g. Jehn, 1997). Following this more general question, | then attempted to ge
participants to focus on more specific conflict episodes they could recial the critical
incident technique, | asked participants to “tell me about a time when theyienced or
witnessed conflicts over power or status or power struggles among enggldyi@s line of
guestioning also included asking participants to describe what was goinghemoigénization
at the time of the conflict and what they believed triggered the particuidemcl also asked

participants to describe how the particular power conflict incidenttaffenim/her as well as
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how it affected the work unit as a whole. Participants were asked to discussyasftieese
particular incidents as they could recall. The second line of questioning thendfocuse
participants describing critical incidents for task, relationship, and prooefigct. | then asked
them to describe whether in their experience, conflicts over power tend to be invobeadior
with these same types of conflict.

Qualitative Data Analysis

Following recommendations for qualitative data analysis (Corbin & Sty20€8;
Eisenhardt, 1989; Glaser & Strauss, 1967; Miles & Huberman, 1984), | employed aveiterati
multi-phase approach in analyzing the data. First, | read through thesettirfetranscripts to re-
familiarize myself with the interviews in general and to gain a broappetive on the data. |
then went through the transcripts a second time and employed an open coding methad{Cor
Strauss, 2008) in which | went through the transcripts line by line and took notes gmgmer
concepts and themes in the data. In an attempt to ensure that my personal biasggapmaria
hypotheses were not influencing the concepts being noticed, | also had a ressatahta
independently code the transcripts for key concepts. The research assistastmvated to read
through each transcript line by line and take notes on concepts and themes related to the
descriptions of the critical incidents of power conflict, including relateccadents,
consequences, and conflict management styles.

In the second step of analysis, | then grouped these concepts and themes into more
abstract categories to develop a coding scheme for the transcripts. Oafteoatte coding
scheme was developed, | went back through the transcripts a third time to endine ¢beding
scheme was comprehensive in nature. The final coding scheme was broken ddiwe into

broader categories: actions, motives, contextual antecedents, consegaethcesiflict
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management styles. Each of these broader categories was then composethefeafnigm 6 to

11 more specific codes. Finally, given that one goal of this study was to exmaetént to

which power conflict is distinct from the other types of conflict as welt@s dominating

conflict management strategies, | also made sure to search for anyidisicandr counter-
evidence (Miles & Huberman, 1984) by specifically including a set of codespiore the
discriminant validity of power conflict from task, relationship, and procesdicioas well as

from the potentially related construct of dominating conflict managenrategies. The

definitions and examples quotes for the conflict codes came directly froaraeskone by Jehn
(1997), while the definition and example for dominating conflict management stsateas

adapted from work by De Dreu et al. (2001) and Rahim (2002). Coders were instrusgdro a
these codes even if only a part of the thought unit or quote applied. However, when coding the
dominating conflict management strategy code, they were instructed tappiyythe code if the
main conflict being described focused on a power struggle over resolving a&deagt, not if

it only applied to the resolution of the conflict focused upon in the critical incidestigueThe

full coding guide and instructions can be found in Appendix B. Each code includes a definition,
examples, and distinctions from the other codes contained in the guide.

Coding processTlo ensure that the coding process was done in an unbiased, reliable, and
systematic manner, | trained research assistants blind to any agpotheses to code all the
transcripts. Given the number of categories and codes, the coding was done impbasgesato
ensure the highest accuracy and reliability between coders. Phase onedafisistling the
power conflict critical incidents in terms of consequences and conflictgaarent style. Phase
two consisted of coding the critical incidents in terms of actions, motives, anédartec (this

also included coding antecedents of power conflict that may have been describattlyeipam
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the specific critical incidents). Finally, phase three consisted of ctldéngritical incidents in
terms of their discriminant validity. Phases one and two were coded by thévaanesearch
assistants, while phase 3 was coded by a different pair of researdnéssigtis was done in
order to ensure that the coding designed to explore discriminant validity was in no way
influenced by the other codes assigned to the descriptions of the critical incidents

Training for all three phases of coding took place in a similar manner. Firs¢seerch
assistants read through the coding guide to familiarize themselvehaitbdes, definitions,
and examples. We then sat down as a group and discussed each code and how the codes were
different from one another. Once the coders felt comfortable with the coding weideded
three transcripts independently to discuss during the training sessions. In bediagscripts,
coders were told they could apply more than one code per thought unit or quote (each response
to an interview question was considered its own thought unit), but should use no more than four
codes if possible. If more than four codes were necessary, they were a@ustaukighlight that
thought unit for later discussion. As disagreements or confusion emerged in the cdbeng of
three training transcripts, we discussed the finer distinctions betheeeondes and adapted the
coding guide to include such differences and decision rules. Once | felt confidieatcdoders’
understanding of the coding scheme and their level of agreement, | then gave thamelset
of roughly 10% of the total transcripts to code independently. Once there was iardLitfiel
of agreement across this 10%, | then divided the remaining transcripts in halthrabdar
independently coded their set of transcripts. Each set of transcripts alsodrehadleer 10% of
overlapping transcripts so that | could ensure that the coding scheme was bdingais

systematic and reliable manner throughout the entire coding process.
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| assessed the level of agreement between coders by calculating Colygpeés Which is
an index of inter-rater reliability. Given that each thought unit could be assignediowp to
codes, | counted each thought unit as consisting of four trials and included an additiomdl code
miscellaneous as part of the total number of coding categories to representtinedde of a
thought unit that had only been assigned three codes. In other words, this miscettadeous
was included to represent instances were less than four codes had been assitr@adtd unit
in order to be able to effectively calculate Cohen’s Kappa. For all three pifaseEbng, both
the initial and final checks of average inter-rater reliability betwbe two coders were very
high (Cohen’s K >.95). However, in many instances significant portions of thertpasastid not
include any codes due to the separation of the coding into different phases. Since egath thou
unit consists of four trials, any thought units that included no codes from the codingguide b
either coder would be assigned four miscellaneous codes and be considered to hatve perfe
agreement on each of those trials, potentially inflating the value of Cohen’s.Kdygpafore, |
also calculated Cohen’s Kappa by examining agreement across only those timitisghhere at
least one code from the coding guide had been assigned. Although not as high, tharseerage
rater reliability using this method of calculation was still sufficientifoth the initial and final
agreement checks across all three phases of coding (Cohen’s K > .76). The/ mfajorit
disagreements involved one coder having more codes in a though unit than the othestel heref
most disagreements were resolved by the addition of extra codes. In these@asthe coders
coded the same thought unit differently, the coders met and discussed the ddferditckey
reached agreement on the correct code that should be used in the final analysis.

Once all transcripts had been coded, | then followed the recommendations of fgiisenha

(1989) and employed a within-case and cross-case approach to identifyspiattbe data. This
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involves first examining each coded critical incident in the data separaigéyrt an in-depth
understanding and then looking for similarities and differences betweealantidents within
the same category. This type of approach helps in the development of “accunaicahtel
theory” and “enhances the probability that the investigators will cagtaredvel findings which
may exist in the data” (Eisenhardt, 1989, p. 541). Following this method, | read thrbugh al
coded transcripts individually. | then sorted transcripts into differeagoaes based on the
coding of the critical incidents. | did this in several different phases, looksigfithe different
types of actions and then at the different types of motivations. | examinathtlagises
between incidents within the same categories and the differences beteidents across the
various categories. | then examined the links between the differegbaateof actions and the
categories of motives. Finally, | examined the extent to which anyctigtatterns or
relationships existed between these different types of power conflicténatemerging in the
data and the different antecedents, consequences, and conflict managetegm st In doing
so, | also calculated the frequencies for each of the codes to find fupersfor the potential
links or patterns of association | was noticing in the data. In the followinigisecnow discuss
the results that emerged through this process.
Results

Given that conflicts over power largely remain absent from recent condeatioals of
organizational conflict, the main goal of this study was to begin to explore theneeof
power conflicts in context. | found that the conflicts involve power or status througlattodns
and motives, can involve only two individuals or multiple individuals, and cross lines of formal
authority, occurring both between peers of equal rank and between supervisors and sebordinat

When asked to “tell me about a time when he/she witnessed or experienced aingalictg
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power or status or a power struggle,” 52 of the 58 participants (90%) were alidduogr
descriptions of their experiences surrounding power conflicts with relatee €his resulted in
participants discussing a total of 65 critical incidents focused on powercto@itly six
individuals out of 58 (10%) responded that they had not experienced or withessed aatg confl
over power or power struggles within their work unit. However, these individuals alstddsc
little experience with conflict in their work units in general, indicating levels of conflict of

any type within their work unit, or potentially demonstrating a social destyaliés in which
they wished to portray themselves and their work units in a positive light.

Below, | will first discuss the different types or enactments of paweeflict that
emerged in the data, including related motives described by respondents. Inclided i
discussion, | will also present the discriminant validity findings, in whigkaimined the extent
to which incidents of power conflict overlap with the three other types of intrpgronflict and
dominating conflict management strategies. Finally, | will discussridenfys regarding
consequences, antecedents, and management strategies of power coufliendyreesults
across the types are presented in Tables 1-6.

Manifestations of Power Conflicts

When asked to provide a critical incident of a conflict that involved power or stadus or
power struggle, | discovered distinct themes across respondents. First, ¢éneed $& be two
distinct categories into which all types fell, whether the conflict sedunetweempeers of equal
rank (65%) or between supervisor and subordina{@5%). Within these categories, several
different themes or types of power conflicts became apparent. The masrotyp@wver conflict
among peers included:

e Actions of overstepping authorityin which individuals acted as if they were in charge
and attempted to dominate and control their peers (40% of peer incidents)
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e Displays of superiorityin which individuals engaged in competitions with their fellow
peers to show they were better than one another (33% of peer incidents)

The main types of power conflict between supervisors and subordinates included:

e Displays of formal authority or abusive supervisionin which supervisors abused or
over asserted their formal power over others in response to status threats (35%
supervisor-subordinate incidents)

e Actions of insubordination in which subordinates resisted the orders of a supervisor
(48% of supervisor-subordinate incidents)

A final type of power conflict that occurred between both peers and supervisors artirgibesr
involved:

e Territoriality behaviors in which individuals refused to share responsibilities or tasks in
order to preserve their status within the organization (12% of peer incidents and 9% of
supervisor-subordinate incidents)

Intertwined with these types, descriptions also focused on motives involving powertaad sta

such as:

e Desires for power or advancemento a higher position within the organization (21% of
peer incidents and 4% of supervisor-subordinate incidents)

e References to feelings of job insecuritgr worries that someone wants one’s job (7% of
peer incidents and 13% of supervisor-subordinate incidents)

e Desires for recognition(7% of peer incidents)

e Feelings of being more qualifiedhan others (21% of peer incidents and 43% of
supervisor-subordinate incidents)

e Competition for promotions, including frustrations at not receiving a desired promotion
(14% of peer incidents and 30% of supervisor-subordinate incidents)

¢ Feelings of being threatened by others’ abilitie§7% of peer incidents and 13% of
supervisor-subordinate incidents)

Thus, these power conflicts were not purely about actions alone, but the motives behind them

also stemmed from a focus on both formal and informal power or status. As | edaaahe
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case based on the coding scheme, looking for similarities and differenoges siamnilarly coded
cases, several distinct patterns emerged from the data.

Below, | describe each of the five types of power conflict that | disedyéncluding (a)
a description of each type, (b) examples from the data, (c) the relatedsvastd/éheir
frequencies within each type of power conflict, and (d) the frequencies with wach of these
types of power conflict overlap with the other types of intragroup conflict.

Overstepping authority: Peers dominating pe€@ae of the dominant categories of
power conflict that was described between peers or persons of equal tiainkha organization
involved overstepping authority. These actions involved individuals displaying oakeof-r
behavior and acting like they were in charge and giving orders to their peetghAs s
respondents described being upset at being told what to do by a peer that does ngt have an
actual authority or power over them. Thus, consistent with classic definitions ef fa.

Dahl, 1957) in which power is proposed to result from an ability to direct the behavior & other
as one individual tries to assert power over others by attempting to contrddehawuior,

conflict ensues as they resist those attempts at control.

For example, one teller stated,

When the manager is gone, the CSR (customer service representatikes)'ms i

your boss you better listen to me, which is not at all true . . . no one is in charge.

We can pretty much take care of ourselves (Respondent 5).

Similarly, another respondent commented,
I've been where there’s the power play and the person wants to be in charge and

thinks that she is in charge, and she’s not your supervisor, and she’s trying to tell
you like, ‘this needs to be done’ and ‘that needs to be done’ (Respondent 43).

Another manger also describes how the tellers in her branch refer to a coveditker sheriff,”

because she monitors what everyone else is doing and gives out orders. Howel@remnce to
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this she states, “[but] none of them are any kind of authority at all and that mitet paeblem
right now cause they'’re all equal pretty much” (Respondent 9).

Many of the respondents spoke of these actions as being motivated by desirgisdr
status or power (18%). For example, when asked whether the description of thstpoggte
was about a supervisor, one respondent stated, “No, but she’s trying to be. She wants to be, she
wants to climb up the ladder” (Respondent 43). Similarly, another individual describes the
controlling behavior occurring when “someone wanted the supervisor position, thingstike tha
or thought that they were better suited to be supervisor” (Respondent 44). Several respondent
also described individuals that had failed to receive a promotion as engagingiadtiess in
an effort to exert the power they thought they should have (18%). For example, tvogesspl
from the same branch both describe the same incident in which a customer spresentative
(CSR), who has no authority over the tellers, attempts to tell them what to do alceabisir
boss when the head teller is out of the office (Respondents 37 and 39). Both of these individuals
attribute the behavior to the CSR feeling like she should be in the head position. Thus, the
conflict stems from not only resistance to dominating actions, but perceptiotisetiogiher is
trying to actively obtain and assert power over others.

Additionally, many of the respondents made references to the fact that the pers
exhibiting the controlling behavior had less, experience, tenure, or knowledge edrigptrem
(41%). For example, one teller stated,

“She just wants to show her authority when she’s [manager] not here, she has no more

authority than | do. You know, she’s been here less than a year. I've been heres18 year

don’t try to run anybody around here” (Respondent 5).

Similarly, when describing the power struggle between two tellers, ageiaoc@ammented that,

“She has been here for a long period of time . . . | think that bothers her because
he’s been here for such a short period of time that first of all, how does he know
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what he’s doing and don’t tell me what to do because I've been here forever”
(Respondent 9).

Thus, again it seems that part of these conflicts stem not only fromnmgsistions of control,
but also from feelings that someone is overstepping the informal statustmerar

As one individual attempts to assert dominance and control over another and that
individual resists those attempts, there is clearly a conflict over powese\tdo, the data reveal
that most of these power conflicts are more complex than these observalris alcthe, with
the conflict really occurring as a result of perceptions that individuaksctinely trying to
obtain or assert power over others and are potentially overstepping the irdgtataalhierarchy
in doing so.

In terms of the overlap with the other types of intragroup conflict, several of these
incidents were also coded as including task (18%), relationship (18%), and prodéss ¢
(18%), due to some of the bossy, controlling behavior involving being told what to do about a
procedure or particular task. Generally, the relationship conflict occurredrasofma
consequence, with individuals describing their frustrations with the controllingibelad
generally not “getting along” with the individual as a result of the power s&uggl

Displays of superiority: Peer competitioim addition to conflicts focused on control over
others, another theme | found in the power conflicts between peers involved cdmdlicrose
due to displays of informal status or power. More specifically, these csrfiictlved
individuals getting upset or into struggles and competitions with others who attieimgteow
themselves as having superior status within the group or came across a®tsyiog that they
were better than others. These actions are different than individuals giving @rédétempting
to dominate others and instead more reflect French and Raven’s (1959) idea dadlinform

personal power in which individuals engage in conflicts over other’s attempts to deateons
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their superior knowledge, expertise, skills, etc. Therefore, instead of toyagsert greater
power or status through acting like the boss or controlling the behaviors of diksesattions
involved trying to assert greater status through demonstrations of having rpergsex skills,
or generally trying to show one’s self as more valuable to the organization.

For example, one respondent describes how individuals in the teller line willget int
conflicts with one another when individuals try to demonstrate their superior skibduer
compared to others, such as by making sure all the customers choose to go to hinar3iee li
states,

You know that everybody is trying to get to the top. So, then I think it creates

conflict with one person trying to outdo the other, and to be noticed, recognized

for what they've done or what they're trying to do (Respondent 42).

Similarly, one of the branch managers describes her employees’ forstraith one of the
teller's attempts to always make herself look like she has greater kigend@ed expertise
compared to others.

One of the girls, if you ask a question, she immediately becomes an authority on

it, and it maybe just be you want a simple answer, but it just comes across like ‘I

know more about this than you do’ (Respondent 35).

Several respondents also described such power conflicts as involving co-vigtikers
to display their superiority by taking credit for other’s ideas or workurakely, these actions
were attempts to demonstrate what they deemed were their superidisexpgeills, or
dedication over co-workers in an effort to gain more status and value in thef @yasagement.
For example, one respondent describes a power conflict with a coworker in which trkerow

always tried to show she worked harder and knew more than others in the branch, eglen thou

she did not actually put in the same level of effort. She states, “She wanteddrethkéor
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everything even if her involvement was five minutes and someone else’s involveaseintev
months” (Respondent 44).

Similar to the above incidents of controlling behavior, these behaviors perceived as
demonstrations of superiority were often attributed to desires to gain status (2@¥ggmition
(14%) within the organization. As one teller notes, “They’re trying to push thgiomstomp on
other people to get there” (Respondent 42). Similarly, another respondent descaivesrker
as always taking credit for others’ work due to a desire for advancenterga@gnition. She
comments, “You know, it was always the need to be noticed” (Respondent 44).

In addition to these simple desires for power though, many individuals described such
conflicts as occurring due to competition for jobs or promotions (21%). For examplellene t
describes a power conflict incident in which three tellers were comdetiige same customer
service representative position. The tellers spent their time tryingrtordrate their superior
status to everyone else trying “to show they are better” by making semgae knew what they
were working on and how good they were at it compared to others (Respondent 36ilySimila
with the threat of layoffs at some of the branches, individuals described cordiiEnts
involving employees competing with each other to demonstrate their expertrsefforato
maintain their current positions. For example, one employee stated that manp@ivére
struggles she has seen in the past year involved,

a lot of finger pointing, a lot people trying to make themselves look like they're

more important than other people . . . and I think what they are trying to do is

promote their own job security. . . | just think that there is a lot of jockeying

around and jonesing around to justify the reason for having a job (Respondent

13).

Thus, not all power conflicts are necessarily about asserting formal power,tbatins

may also involve “status contests” in which individuals struggle over moremiafor

power issues, such as expertise and ability.
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A small number of these incidents were coded as including elements of task
(14%), process (7%), and relationship conflict (7%). However, in all of these incident
descriptions, the other types of conflict were not the focus of the descriptioadinsile
the incidents were described as focused upon power or status contests. Furthermore, in
the case of relationship conflict, it seemed to again be more of a consequsucie of
status contests among employees.

Displays of formal authority in the face of status thre@se of the main themes running
across descriptions of power conflicts that did focus on more formal power wagietwe
supervisors and subordinates and arose from displays or demonstrations of autabrgne
supervision. More specifically, these conflicts involved supervisors reinfperid asserting
their formal authority over subordinates, such as through demonstrations of thtgit@bil
control subordinates’ behaviors or their ability to dole out punishments. Therefoeeattiesns
correspond closely to French and Raven’s (1957) notion of formal power due to legitimate
authority and its expression through the power to reward and punish as wellsasfstyle
leadership involving power and dominance, such as abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000) and
petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994). For example, one teller describes themslap between her
boss and the branch employees, stating,

She was a power freak. She would just unleash on anybody that you know, just to

prove that she was the branch manager and you were below her and that's how it

was gonna be that’s how it was gonna stay (Respondent 32).

This idea of establishing authority was echoed in other recollections ofct@sfhvell. A teller
at a different branch describes a power conflict with her supervisor sayingyw&sied us all to

know she was in charge, and she threw her credentials at us” (Respondent 50).
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However, more than just actions that demonstrated authority, most respondents also
referred to the actions being motivated by the supervisor feeling his/hex @saéin authority
figure was threatened (13%), including believing that others thought theybeter qualified
(38%) or even wanted to take over his or her job (25%). For example, the above respondent goes
on to say, “She must have sensed that we questioned whether she was qualified” @R¢spond
50). Similarly, another employee describes an incident in which her superaderiar revise a
report as not a conflict about the correct way of formatting the report, bubafliat¢hat at its
core was about the supervisor demonstrating his power or authority due to a peraginged st
threat.

They want to make sure you're aware that they have control. They have the last

say, so therefore they make you change it even though you have somebody else

over here that prefers it . . . the person you are doing it for prefers it a ceryain wa

... They want to make sure that they are in control and therefore, they don’t

necessarily, they will just come up with things, just to make sure that you know

that you have made mistakes or that they know more than you do (Respondent

57).
She goes on to state that she thinks part of this is due to the supervisor “not having eonfidenc
afraid of somebody taking over their position” (Respondent 57). Thus, the core of theszsconfli
seems to stem from supervisors’ over assertion or abuse of their formal powendt, such
actions and resulting conflicts are due to perceived status threateeegpd by supervisors, in
which they worry that others do not view them as competent or worthy of the fortnal sta
Therefore, the conflict involves both the formal and informal status hierarchy

A small number of these incidents were also coded as including elements diethe ot
intra-group conflict types, with one incident being coded for each of the otlesr {{/p% coded

for each type). However, again, these tended to be part of the power struggle,asbolssas

disagreeing about the best way to do the task as an attempt to assert contiofarme his/her
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formal authority. Therefore, although some of these conflicts may be intedtwitieother
types of conflict, individuals again report perceiving the heart of the cbaflitocused on
power.

Insubordination: Challenges to formal authorignother theme of power conflict that
ran through conflicts involving supervisors and subordinates involved subordinatesgebsti
authority or orders of the supervisor. Although any conflict between a supemissulordinate
could be considered a power struggle given the inherent difference in forimaitguithe power
conflicts described by respondents went beyond this superficial distinctiomdnstiical to the
incidents of power conflicts described in these interviews was that they alseeihwol
distinction of informal status, with subordinates resisting the formal autlodribeir
supervisors, due to their perception of having more informal status (i.e. expekirowledge,
skills, etc.) compared to the supervisor (55%). In a number of the incidents, this/alsed
instances where the supervisor had been previously promoted or received the job over the
individual(s) (45%).

For example, one respondent describes a power struggle between the supervisor and a
fellow coworker in which the coworker often ignores the manager’s instructions on @uRaos
of this behavior, she perceives, stems from the subordinate thinking that she has mieeocexpe
than the manager.

| think it's the person who isn’t the boss has been here several years lomger tha

the person who is the boss so they have the perception that, you know, I've been

here longer, | know more than you (Respondent 6).

Similarly, a supervisor describes a power conflict he had with a subordinatech the

subordinate thought he was better qualified for the position. In one episode of thid,abweflic
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supervisor describes how the subordinate flat out refused to comply with his instructiogs dur
an important group meeting.
One time, | remember we were doing something, a kick off of some event, and |
said okay we’re making phone calls that we’ll make from 5 ‘till 6 o’clock for two
weeks, and he stood up and said, ‘I'm not doing that’ . . . He thought he kind of
oughta be calling some of the shots . . . He thought he was smarter than me. He
thought he knew more about lending than I did. | mean he was an older guy. He
had been in banking longer than | had (Respondent 8).
This supervisor even found out later that this individual had listed his position at the bank as
being the supervisor on his resume.
Interestingly, the age difference between the supervisor and subordinateaised to
be an important informal status characteristic that affected the pdatwnship and subsequent
conflict incidents. For example, a new, young manager discussed getting involved in powe
struggles with many of the older tellers when he first started at thehbranc
| think here ‘cuz I'm so young you know, | mean and in a position where you
know you're second in charge of the branch and on of the branch managers are
not here, you run the branch . . . so and same thing with you know people that
have been in banking for along time, and you know you’re overseeing on a teller
line and you ask them to do something . . . they are more reluctant to act . . . you
know, I'm not gonna do it ‘cuz he’s just a kid and, you know, what does he know
(Respondent 29).
A subordinate at another branch also makes a similar reference when dbas®xperiences
of a power conflict incident. She states,
There’s always a time like when somebody tells you to do something and they're

younger than you and you look at them like what are you talking about or | know
I've been in banking longer than you . . . (Respondent 7).

Thus, these power conflicts described occurring between supervisors and subogdinates
beyond just simple resistance to formal authority, but instead again also involviia c
over informal status or power given that the actions often stem from subordinates

thinking that they have more expertise, skills, and experience than their supervisor.
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As would be expected, some of these incidents were also coded as including task (9%),
relationship (9%), and process conflict (18%) as subordinates would disagresisind re
supervisors’ decisions and task instructions. However, again, respondents desciit@dehts
as being about power, not simple disagreements over the task, for example.

Territoriality behaviors Finally, a theme that emerged involving both peers and
supervisor-subordinate relationships focused on territoriality actions. Thesesaotolved
individuals refusing to share their responsibilities or being very pregeatier their work
domains in an effort to maintain a certain level of power or status within the zagani Such
actions are consistent with conceptualizations of power that focus on controtswerces as a
source of power (Galinsky et al., 2003) and has recently been explored inynBdvmn,
Lawrence, and Robinson (2005) who describe territoriality as a “behavioraksiqr of his or
her feelings of ownership toward a physical or social object” (p. 578). Consistarthevit
findings of this study, they assert that territoriality behaviors maydisvated by a desire to
have control over certain resources that will provide a means for influence andcagéwaithin
the organization. In this case, | found that any potential encroachment on one’s ei#jpEssi
that is perceived as a power play is likely to incite a conflict, such as the eds®& As such,
respondents described these individuals engaging in these actions esgaei&dlylesires for
advancement (29%) and feelings of their status or power being threateoiisy(29%),
including potentially their job (29%).

For example, one individual describes how a fellow teller kept a list from antgaini
meeting and wouldn't let anyone else look at it or help with it. The respondent gaesagn t

that she thought her co-worker’s actions were due to wanting “more, more g&&spondent
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48). Similarly, another respondent describes how a person in a position of authoréyg tefus
delegate some of her responsibilities to others for fear that she would idsghes status.

| can think of a person who basically was in charge and had a big job to do, and

the bank asked more of her to do, and she really couldn’t handle it all, but didn’t

want to give it up and didn’'t want anybody else to help . . . It was a struggle to her

to remain on top, in charge . . . she would be threatened by the help (Respondent

50).

In another description, a customer service representative describeRaiacident.

You know like one girl, she didn’t want to give up any of her duties to cross train

you ‘cause she felt that you were stepping on her toes. You know it's not that |

want your job. | just want to learn how to do other things, and you know, they'd

have that possessiveness, you know about them (Respondent 12).

The same customer service representative goes on to describe anotkat inaihich she

became very territorial herself. She states that part of her job resfibesibiere to open

accounts. However, she became very upset and protective when another tellas theit

backup would bypass her and open accounts for people herself. When asked what she believed
the girls motives were for behaving this way, she comments, “Because rsieel weay job,

‘cause she wanted my job” (Respondent 12). Thus, many of these incidents go beydsd sim
territorial behaviors, but seem to ultimately stem from a desire to nraortais status or power
within the organization.

Again, some of these incidents included elements of the other types of intragroup
conflict, with one incident being coded for task conflict (14%) and one incident beeg ¢or
relationship conflict (14%). Not surprisingly, 43% of these incidents weoecalded for process
conflict, given that the power conflicts focused on disagreements over reslittgssiihus,

these types of power conflicts seem to have the most overlap with process.ddafliever,

respondents focused on the core of the incidents as being about power and status, nolyjust simp
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responsibilities. This is further supported by the descriptions of the motivatioms! beése
actions as being due to desires to advancement or feelings of one’s statukreateged.
General Discriminant Validity

In support of power conflict being a unique construct, 40 out of the total 65 critical
incidents (62%) were not coded as including any of the other types of conflict ousmfpc
solely on dominating conflict management strategies. Only 25 of the laniicadents (38%)
were coded as including at least one type of other intragroup conflict or domgioatiflict
management strategies (see Table 7).

In terms of the overlap with other intragroup conflict types, as expected, process confl
was coded the greatest number of times, being coded in 11 critical inciderptaeseiil7%),
while task conflict was coded in 10 critical incident descriptions (15%), artcbredhip conflict
was coded in 7 critical incident descriptions (11%). However, as discussed abtheséor
conflict incidents that were coded as including other types of intragroup cotiéatrux of the
conflicts described by respondents focused on power or status and were perceivegl as bei
motivated by power concerns, not simple disagreements over fees or who shoulchradaghi
list, for example. Furthermore, it is also not uncommon that different types of tonfloccur
or lead to one another (e.g. De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Greer, Jehn, & Mannix, 2008; Jehn,
1997; Simons & Peterson, 2000) as especially seemed to be the case with powereanhfiigt |
to later relationship conflict among individuals. This is also consistent wipomess to
guestioning focused on whether power conflict overlapped with the three other cgpéit t
When asked to describe critical incidents for the other three types of canfliethether power
conflicts were ever involved in those types of conflicts or tends to be separatajdhieyrof

participants stated that across the different types, they sometimegagethier and sometimes
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are separate. When they do occur together, respondents generally intiabsednetimes
power conflict triggers later types of conflict and sometimes the othes tfpconflict lead to
later power conflicts. Thus, although the data indicate some overlap in the occofrérece
conflict types, | believe there is strong support indicating that powernaasfha distinct type of
conflict.

In terms of its overlap with dominating conflict management strategies,hoely dut of
the 65 critical incidents (5%) were coded as being primarily about individualsdmimgating
conflict management strategies. Although these incidents did appear to be about hew anot
conflict was managed, the fact that only 3 out of 65 total incidents were codethaprevides
strong support that individuals perceive conflicts over power as a type of canftas|f, not
just a strategy for conflict management.

Consequences

Another one of the goals of this study was to begin to build a nomological network
around power conflict by exploring potential consequences. Overall, respondentirdporte
power conflict incidents as having a negative and harmful impact on both individual and branch
level functioning with the majority of conflict types having similar consageas. | discovered
four broad themes involving the consequences of power conflict:

e Negative emotions and attitudes
e Conflict escalation
e Stressful climate
e Lower branch effectiveness
Negative emotions and attitudes the individual level, respondents reported the various

conflict types as leading to negative emotions, ranging from anger atrdtinorsto general
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anxiety (26% of all incidents). For example, when asked how the power strugglesvorke
unit affected individuals, one respondent stated, “I think very negatively . . . | timrdkes
people anxious” (Respondent 44). Likewise, another respondent describes an incidhéctt en w
coworker of the same rank oversteps authority and attempts to control her behaadirastb
anger. She states, “You get pissed at them. You get upset” (Respondent 1). Respondents
described the power conflicts as having a negative effect on workplace atagidell,
particularly job satisfaction (6% of overall incidents). For example, when disguhe
pervasiveness of power conflicts going on in her branch, one teller commentedo‘lase t
coming to work. I love my job, but she’s made it so miserable right now. | could sari¢ lle
came to work, and that's sad” (Respondent 5).

Conflict escalationAdditionally, many of the respondents reported that power conflict
led to later conflict escalation (28% of all incidents). This appeared to be a cansethe
extends across all types, except displays of formal authority. It wathalsnost frequently
mentioned consequence for incidents involving peers (overstepping authority, 35% and displays
of superiority, 50%). For example, many individuals reported that the particular pomfkct
incident led to later emotional tension among the parties involved and later disagreever
work related matters. As one respondent commented, “It builds up and that's whkaoewidls
like a bomb waiting to explode, ya know what | mean? You build it all up. You hold it all in and
then it blows” (Respondent 20). Similarly, another respondent stated, “They migbitsigr
other people’s heads off because they're pissed at that other person. It's icltairi reaction”
(Respondent 1). Such a chain reaction is not surprising given that many conflictedes
episodes of a longer cycle. Furthermore, as previously mentioned regardingidaar

validity, research has also found that different types can lead to one another, sutlnitideat
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of power conflict may lead to later emotional tension or disagreements on uhtakie as
individuals hold on to resentment from the initial conflict (De Dreu & Weingart, 2008; Je
1997; Simons & Peterson, 2000).

Stressful climateThe power conflict incidents were also reported as having a more
ambient effect (Hackman, 1992) and creating a stressful environment theresire work unit
(34% of all incidents). Furthermore, this was reported across the difteneifict types, but was
the most frequently mentioned consequence for incidents involving supervisor-subordinate
relationships (displays of formal authority, 38% and insubordination, 36%). For example, one
respondent stated, “You come back and there’s tension. Just a lot, you feel it, aristasf and
just a lot of, you just feel it, you know in the air” (Respondent 43). Similarly, anablpondent
commented that after the conflict “things are tense...just walking on eggaheiies”
(Respondent 18). Likewise, another respondent stated, “It was horrible. It was jjiodé hior
mean everyday you came to work with that feeling of friction in the office”&edent 24).

Lower branch effectivenedsinally, power conflict was also described as having a
significant effect on branch effectiveness. Specifically, responderdslmbsthe various
conflict incidents as contributing to deficiencies in communication (20% of adlents),
performance (9% of all incidents), and teamwork (5% of all incidents) adoh¢gt the creation
of group coalitions (5% of all incidents). For example, one respondent describes tagsdi$pl
superiority among peers often leading to the “silent treatment” (Respa@jei@imilarly, when
asked how the power struggles affected the group, another respondent stated tkat teaes i
apart any team work, any bond that could help that...actually more that its... it provides um...i
takes away any loyalty that could exist, does not help any mentoring. Thdve na mentoring

going on, at least not in a positive way, and it just provides a very stressfdtingswork
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environment for all involved” (Respondent 57). Ultimately, respondents also adttithe
various power conflict types as a factor in many individuals’ decision to leawegarization
or change positions (17% of all incidents).

SummaryThus, power conflict seems to have detrimental consequences at both the
individual level and for the entire work unit. Although the above consequences were reported
across the various conflict types, there were several distinctions tlad$¢@rmportant. For
instance, while conflict escalation was the most frequently mentioned consetprancalents
involving peers (overstepping authority, 35% and displays of superiority, 50%)ssf\sitier
tense climate was the most frequently mentioned consequence for incidentmgvol
supervisor-subordinate relationships (insubordination, 36% and displays of formal authority
38%). For territoriality behaviors, the most frequently mentioned consequeascactually
communication issues (57%). Finally, there were also a few outcomes mensamadiee to
only one type of conflict. Specifically, respondents involved in incidents ofayis aif
superiority between peers described such conflicts as contributing tonshagi damage (7%)
and distrust (7%) among group members.

Antecedents

Along with exploring potential consequences, | also sought to further broaden the
nomological network of power conflict by exploring potential antecedentscdwised five
broad themes involving antecedents of power conflict:

e Group member composition
e Leadership
e Unclear hierarchy

e Layoffs and mergers
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¢ Organizational climate
The majority of these factors were identified as influencing generatlef/g@ower conflict,
however, and were not identified as relating uniquely to specific types of ponféctc
Therefore, the percentages reported below represent references tadtwseacross
respondents.

Group member compositio@ne of the prominent factors mentioned by respondents
focused on the composition of individuals within the branch as contributing to genelsibtieve
power conflicts. In particular, respondents referenced group size, pessaraliigender as
important. For example, several respondents that reported little to no power euitfilicttheir
branches cited the smaller number of employees as a potentially contribatorg $&6). As one
individual states,

| think sometimes the larger the office, the more number of people in the office.

But I'm sure, [X] branch, they have a lot more conflict and personalities and

power struggles then they would in the [X] office, in the smaller branch. | think

that can make a difference (Respondent 40).

Respondents also cited individuals with overall dominating personalities withingdua zation

as leading to incidents of power conflict (15%). For example, one respondent coththahte
such behaviors occur when “you get somebody with a real dominant personality that doesn’
understand the power of persuasion” (Respondent 54). Several respondents also citetbthe ge
composition of individuals within the branch as influencing the general level ofr pon#ict

(8%). Contrary to what | expected, however, the majority of respondents who mergender

as a factor commented that it was more women that tended to incite greakeof conflict, not
men. “You get a group of women working together they can be pretty aggressied’sta

teller (Respondent 13). Similarly, another respondent commented that “some woncan jos

vicious” (Respondent 38). It is important to note, however, that the majority of branoldesl t
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to be composed predominantly of women. Therefore, there may have been littlereeperie
working in different gender compositions to really make an accurate comparison.

LeadershipRespondents also commented that poor management, in particular the
absence of management or what we might term laissez-faire leadsngdhipore abusive
leadership (17%; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Tepper, 2000) and related communicatisr{38sue
seemed to contribute to the existence of power conflicts among employeesarpies one
respondent commented, “I think an environment where you have a strong managetesnt sys
you have a boss who says this is how it is, this is how you’re going to do it, | think ojpte pe
are more resigned to do that and they don’t have so many power struggles” (Respontient 34).
contrast, another individual stated, “I think when people manage by fear they hdtie lost
respect and trustworthiness of their employees and that creates kind ofeadrostdnment to
work in” (Respondent 13).

Unclear hierarchy Respondents also cited commented that uncertainty or ambiguity
concerning the level of hierarchy within the branch contributed to the existenceaf po
conflicts (9%), likely due to greater opportunity for status moves among individioals
example, when commenting on organizational factors that contributed to the existpooeiof
conflicts in her branch, one woman commented, “It was weird, you had your supervigan) but
would go straight to you department head, or your manager, so it was kind of likeenddfer
you would have this middle person that you were supposed to report to but it didn’t work, it was
kind of you weren’t sure which way to go (Respondent 30).

Layoffs and mergerfkespondents also cited organizational changes such as layoffs (5%)
and mergers (6%) and the resulting tense organizational climate as dorgribuncidents of

power conflict as well. For instance, several of the respondents mentiondeeithatanch was
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facing the threat of layoffs, leading to a tense atmosphere among eagpéng: contributing to
employees trying to prove their worth compared to others in the organizatsmusBing the
influence of such feelings of job insecurity, one respondent states,

There is a lot of uncertainly among people and a lot of fear you know, lets face it,

| mean you walk out of this place and you don’t have a job, | mean, looking at the

conditions that we’re in now | don’t think anybody doesn’t want to have a job,
s0...(13)

Similarly, when discussing the effects of some recent mergers thatexteoith some of the
branches, one respondent states, “There have been a lot of power strugglesuherewy new
collection manager comes in, he’s my boss’s new boss now, don’t necessadlgragiagngs so
you see a lot of conflict and things like that” (Respondent 14).

Organizational climateFinally, similar to the tense organizational climate associated
with the threat of layoffs and mergers, several respondents describedgungral competitive
and cold work atmosphere as contributing to greater incidents of power confljctH@&%
example, one respondent who works a few days at another branch that she descnieg as ha
considerably more power conflicts describes the atmosphere at the bramgjy stdiave no
idea why, it is so cool, that you think you're in a whole different . . .” (Respondent 35). Thus,
when the climate is more hostile and competitive, individuals tend to engage in more power
conflicts to get ahead.

SummarylIn conclusion, several broad factors emerged as antecedents of powets;onfli
providing further insight into different contexts in which power conflicts magidg. In
particular, leadership (17%) and personality composition (15%) were repottezirasst
frequently mentioned factors contributing to power conflicts. Additionally, althowgts|

unable to directly link specific antecedents with specific power confiiestythese findings
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provide practical insight in terms of situations and aspects of the organizetia@an be
addressed to prevent or mitigate the negative effects of power conflicts.
Conflict Management Strategies

The final goal of this study was to explore the different conflict managestrategies
that individuals tended to use to deal with power conflicts. Therefore, interviawscaded for
the prominent conflict management strategies found in the literatur@(akg. & Mouton,

1964; De Dreu et al., 2001; Rahim, 1983, 2002). These strategies include avoiding,,yielding
compromising, problem solving, and dominating or forcing. Avoiding involves tryinghtwreg

or withdraw from the conflict. Yielding involves giving in to the other party. Comprogpisi
involves splitting differences down the middle. Problem solving involves attempting kcowbr

a solution that meets the needs of both parties involved. Finally, dominating involves arfocus
winning or dominating the other party. Based on the open coding of the interviews, | also
included an additional category of “manager intervention” in which a managdies$ gaon to
intervene or resolve the conflict.

Although one might expect individuals to engage in a more power laden approach to
resolve such power conflicts, the most common conflict management strae@iss incidents
were avoidance (25%) and manager intervention (25%). For example, althoughefustrat
individuals commented that they often just ignored the bossy or controlling attenps of t
fellow co-workers or didn’t speak up about someone stealing an idea becaudietfteyant to
“rock the boat” (Respondent 17). In particular, this strategy of avoidance wasreadbm
approach for power conflicts that focused on incidents of overstepping autho?y, (41
insubordination (27%), and territoriality behaviors (29%). Manager intervenagravdominant

approach for power conflicts that focused on displays of superiority (21%priatity
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behaviors (29%), and displays of formal authority (38%). The third most common sireeg
to use a forcing or dominating conflict management style and fight it out until csenpgot
their way. Interestingly, however, only 9% of incidents were coded for dangres a conflict
management strategy, providing some additional support for the distinction between a
dominating conflict management strategy and power conflict. The fourthcmmshon strategy
involved yielding to the other party (8%) and was referenced across thermliffgpes of power
conflict. Finally, the fifth most common strategy involved problem solving (6%) infwhic
individuals discussed a solution that could benefit all parties involved. This stvedsgy
referenced in power conflicts that involved overstepping authority (6%), insubmodih8%),
and displays of superiority (14%). Finally, compromising was not mentionaalyi of the
critical incident descriptions. This is not surprising, however, as it would [desdifficult to
compromise on issues of power and status.
Discussion

Study 1 was designed to qualitatively explore power conflicts within an oegiemal
context by examining how such conflicts are manifested or enacted asvelbegin to build a
nomological network around power conflict by examining potential antecedents and
consequences. The data revealed that power conflicts exist across levatsabBiuthority,
occurring both between peers of equal rank and between supervisors and subordinates.
Furthermore, the power conflicts involved struggles not only over formal power but over
informal power and status as well.

Over the past several decades, various definitions of power have been proposed. Power
has been argued to result from formal positions within institutional hieraréhfermal status

through expertise or social position, control over resources, and direct control ardaftueer
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others (e.g. Brass, 2002; Dahl, 1957; Emerson, 1962; French & Raven, 1959; Pfeffer, 1981,
Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). In some form, many of the power conflicts describtx by
respondents fit these definitions. | discovered five main types of power coRilgtf between
peers, power conflicts included individualgerstepping their authoritgnd attempting to assert
control over the behaviors of others ahsblays of superiorityn which individuals of equal
rank engaged in competitions over informal status. | also discovered dispestalypower
conflict between supervisors and subordinates, which highlights a potential connectiearbet
the conflict and leadership literatures that has not been previously exploredtyfiessef
power conflict included supervisordisplays of their formal authoritgue to their perceptions of
status threatsimilar to abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000) and petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994)
in the leadership literature, and incidentsnslubordinationin which subordinates defied the
orders of their supervisor. Finally, a type of conflict that existed across bathrqesupervisor-
subordinate relationships involvéetritoriality behaviorsin which individuals refused to share
responsibilities or resources in an effort to maintain their power and status.

Interestingly, the power conflicts described by respondents were much onopéex
than these simple actions. Instead, key to understanding the conflicts are éneedermtives
behind such actions. Although the main objective for many of the behaviors may have been to
gain more formal power within the organization, many of these conflidda@ssed on the
informal status hierarchy within the organization. Respondents described fithayconflicts
as resulting from individuals feeling that either their informal or féqpoaver was threatened as
well as perceptions that individuals were overstepping the informal statushyjeréhus, issues
over power and status were manifested in both the actions and motives of the individuals

involved.
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In addition to exploring different types of power conflict that may exidsd sought to
explore the discriminant validity of power conflict from potentially overlapgiogstructs, such
as the other three types of intragroup conflict and dominating conflictgearent strategies.
Overall, 62% of the conflict incidents did not receive any codes for the other @e@sg only
38% of the incidents being coded as containing some element of the other typesyodup
conflict or dominating conflict management strategies. Of those incitettdid include other
types of conflict, the core of the conflict still focused on a struggle over pewEmaonstrated
by both the actions and motives attributed to the particular conflict. In mest, ¢ask and
process conflict were present as a means to engage in a power struggleslatioleship
conflict tended to be more of a consequence of the power conflict. Furthermore, asediscus
previously, it is not surprising that there is some overlap given that previoasctesa task,
relationship, and process conflict tends to find that they are significantlated in self-
reported data (e.g. De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Greer et al., 2008; Jehn, 1997; Simons &
Peterson, 2000). In regards to whether power conflict is distinct from a dominatingtconfl
management strategy, only 3 of 65 incidents (5%) were coded as prib&nfyabout
individuals engaging in dominating conflict management strategies. Timprovides some
initial support for the distinctiveness of power conflict from the other typesrafyiaup conflict
as well as from dominating conflict management strategies.

This qualitative study was also designed to begin to build a broad nomological network
around power conflict by exploring antecedents and consequences. In terms of argecedent
respondents cited such factors as the group composition, leadership, claritgrgithieational
hierarchy, and organizational climate as contributing to general incideptsvef conflict. In

terms of consequences, power conflict was described as having negative and éféentfuat

56



both the individual and branch level. In particular, respondents reported power sdaéding
to negative outcomes such as lower work attitudes and negative emotions, cadlatias a
stressful climate, and lower branch effectiveness.

Finally, this study explored the different conflict management strateged to resolve
power conflicts in an effort to further distinguish power conflict from dominatorglict
management strategies. Overall, the majority of power conflict incidesite described as
involving individuals avoiding the particular conflict or engaging a manager todsgfve the
issue. Only 9% of total incidents were coded as involving dominating conflict nraeage
strategies. Therefore, this provides additional support for the assertion thatcpoWiet is
distinct from dominating conflict management strategies.

Limitations

Despite the strengths of this study, there were also several iiimgaFirst, although |
attempted to sample participants broadly by interviewing individuals acrosar&hbs and
several administrative departments, | was still limited in that thearels was conducted within
only a single organization and was done only with those individuals that chose to volunteer to
participate in the research. Thus, future research would benefit from exarhmiextént to
which other types or manifestations of power conflict may exist within othen@ations and
particularly within other work structures. For instance, as acknowledged irattexdaip
literature, power conflicts may be particularly prevalent in organizdtginactures utilizing
self-managed teams (Barry, 1991).

Additionally, the sample significantly lacked ethnic diversity as themagbrity of
participants were Caucasian. Given that race can be used as a socialstatusociety (Berger,

Rosenholtz, & Zelditch, 1980), it is possible that individuals with different ethnigbawwkds
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have different experiences in regards to power conflicts within the workplaeefére, in the
future it will be important to examine the existence of power conflict in mesrsh samples of
participants as well as to explore whether differences in ethnic divhesigyan influence on
types of power conflict.

Finally, although this study identified several different antecedents aséqoences of
power conflict, these relationships represent individual perceptions. Theref@e upas this
gualitative data alone, it is not possible to determine the extent to which an tamsdaidy
exists. Instead, this research begins to build a nomological network that caedtedeart future
examinations of power conflict.

Conclusion

The purpose of this study was to provide an in-depth exploration of power conflict and its
potential types or manifestations. In doing so, | discovered several dispastdf/power
conflict which focused on both the formal and informal status hierarchy. In@addhis study
began to build a nomological network for power conflict by identifying antecedests an
consequences. Overall, Study 1 provides a greater understanding of power cahhighdights
the important implications it has for advancing theory and our practical urmi#rgja of

conflict and power in the workplace.
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Chapter 5: A Quantitative Exploration of Power GQmhf{Study 2)

In the second study of this dissertation, | build upon the qualitative exploration of power
conflict in Study 1 by taking a quantitative approach to begin to establish theuconatidity
of power conflict. Specifically, the goal of this second study is to emihyriestablish the
construct of power conflict as an important fourth dimension of the current concegitaaliaf
intragroup conflict developed by Jehn (1992, 1997), which includes task, relationship, and
process conflict. Using confirmatory factor analysis, | examine tteneto which power
conflict represents a distinct fourth factor of the currently accepted tyjpesagroup conflict as
well as the discriminant validity of power conflict from the potentiallpted construct of
dominating conflict management strategies. Additionally, this study begtestta portion of
the nomological network that was developed in Study 1 by examining several group level
antecedents and consequences of power conflict. Two of the prominent anteickeshifiesd by
respondents in Study 1 included the group member composition and the organizational clima
Therefore, in this study | examine the influence of group personalityyexsion and
agreeableness) and gender composition and organizational climate (guakioneclimate) on
the level of power conflict that exists within a work unit. Respondents in Study 1 at¢ifiede
a number of consequences of power conflict. | examine two of those variablestba
identified: branch stress as well as the more objective outcome of branch tuiffmserstudy 2
will provide important theoretical and practical insight into power confiiavell as provide

further evidence of construct validity.
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Discriminant Validity
Intragroup Conflict Scale

The goal of the first part of this study is to show that power conflict is actistnd
separate fourth factor of intragroup conflict along with the previously establifactors of task,
relationship, and process conflict (see Table 8 for items used in previous stlidies)iew,
task conflictis defined as “an awareness of differences in viewpoints and opinions pertaining to
the group task” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 238). It focuses on the content of the task and potential
differences in interpretations and ideslationship conflicts defined as “an awareness of
interpersonal incompatibilities” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 238). It can include diffesanc
personality, values, attitudes, or even opinions that are not task r@ededss conflicis
defined as “an awareness of controversies about aspects tdsiaecomplishment will
proceed” (Jehn & Mannix, 2001, p. 239). It is most related to task conflict, but instead of
focusing on the content of the task, process conflict is “about the means to accomplish the
specific tasks. . . . about strategies for approaching the task” (Jehn & Ban@&&Xyp. 201).

In developing this conflict typology, Jehn (1992) first conducted a multidimensional
scaling study with MBA students concerning their experiences of coffhetstudy revealed a
three dimensional solution that along with theory and literature reviews edsaidevelop a
three factor conflict scale composed of the current task (initiallyddlm®ntent conflict),
relationship (initially labeled emotional conflict), and process confiiates (initially labeled
administrative conflict). An initial factor analysis supported the thneeedsional model of
conflict. The developed intragroup conflict scale was then further supported irya&fiib
work groups in a freight transportation firm as part of hypothesis testingrcomg a model of

the relationship between conflict types and various outcomes (Jehn, 1992, 1995). Finally, in
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further support of the conflict dimensions, the three types and their potential corswere
then examined through an ethnographic study (Jehn 1992, 1997). For the ethnography, Jehn
(1992, 1997) observed six of the groups that participated in the previous survey study ever a 20
month period. She also simultaneously conducted a series of semi-structureevustevith all
group members.

This current conceptualization of intragroup conflict has been widely adcaptehas
been used in research ranging from topics such as decision making (e.gnAdsoney,
1990; Janssen et al., 1999) to diversity (e.g. Jehn et al., 1999; Pelled, 1996; Pelled et al., 1999) to
top management teams (e.g. Amason, 1996; Amason & Sapienza, 1997; Simons & Peterson,
2000). The relationship and task dimensions of the scale have also been further validased ac
six different samples to clearly establish their psychometric prop€Rearson, Ensley, &
Amason, 2002). Furthermore, this conceptualization clearly captures the taskrekaisoisship
components of conflict that have considerable theoretical support in previousii@evahat is
also clear in previous literature, however, is that these are not the only potémigaittant
dimensions of conflict that exist. As | argue, power conflict is another iaptaditmension that
has been overlooked in previous conceptualizations, but can provide further insight into group
interactions and outcomes.

As discussed previously, | expect that power conflict will be related to sagneedi® all
three types of intragroup conflict given that these different dimensions coulddmor even
lead to one another. However, | argue that power conflict is distinct from tteactactors and
will be found as a separate fourth dimension of intragroup conflict. More spégificargue

that a four factor model of intragoup conflict will better represent thetdateeither a single
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factor model of power conflict or several three factor models of conflighioh power conflict
is included as part of task, relationship or process conflict.
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Power conflict is a separate and fourth type of intra-group conflict.
Additionally, a four factor model of intragroup conflict, including task, relationship,
process, and power conflict will account for more variance in the data than a three factor
or one factor model.
Dominating Conflict Management Strategies
Given the potential overlap between power conflict and a dominating conflict
management style, it is also important to empirically examine the eatesti¢h these two
constructs are distinct. As discussed previously, although power conflict and doghawetflict
management strategies are likely to be correlated, | argue that pomflict is distinct in that it
is a type of conflict itself, not a means for managing conflicts that dla@ady arisen. In other
words, it is possible for individuals to use more dominating conflict managemeaegssaeven
if power conflict is absent, and it is possible for power conflict to exisimalgroup, without
members using dominating conflict management strategies to resolisabedment or
struggle. Thus, | argue that these two constructs are distinct.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Power conflict is a separate and distinct construct frormetng
conflict management strategies. A two factor model with each of these constructs on
separate factors will account for more variance in the data than a one factor model.
Antecedents of Power Conflict
In order to further explore the construct of power conflict and begin to build a
nomological network, it is important to examine how team members and the broager g

context may influence the level of power conflict that exists within a group.CEm help to
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provide both theoretical and practical insight into how power conflict operates,laswel
provide further evidence for construct validity. Therefore, | examingakkey antecedents of
power conflict that were discovered in Study 1, including personality and daphig
composition and organizational climate.

Personality

One of the key antecedents that emerged in the qualitative data involved individuals
engaging in power conflicts due to having a dominating personality. At the grouptevel, i
therefore likely that the higher the mean level of dominating persosaiti®ng group
members, the more likely power conflicts will ensue. Consistent with thisyrobsen groups
and teams has started looking at the importance of individual traits, espedistigglty among
group members, focusing on how personality may affect group processes ancesuEgm
Barrick, Stewart, Neubert & Mount, 1998; Barry & Stewart, 1997; Humphrey, Hollenbeck,
Meyer, & llgen, 2007; Mohammed & Angell, 2003, Neuman, Wagner, & Christiansen, 1999;
Neuman & Wright, 1999). Based on the qualitative findings regarding dominatiranpbties,
two personality traits that are likely of importance to the potential for powardtict to develop
are extraversion and agreeableness.

Extraversion Although the majority of research has found that extraversion is related to a
variety of positive outcomes at the individual level, including greater litsfaetion and general
well-being (e.g. Diener, Oishi, & Lucas, 2003; Myers & Diener, 1995; Scollonedd, 2006),
given that extraverted individuals also tend to be more assertive and domiNatigé &

John, 1992), | argue that the higher the mean level of extraversion among group mémbers
higher the level of power conflict that is likely to exist. Extraversion isvddfas being

assertive, dominant, sociable, gregarious, talkative, and active (BarricbutML991; McCrae
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& John, 1992). Several scholars have also argued that extraversion represayteageatesire
to get ahead (Hogan & Shelton, 1998; Wiggins & Trapnell, 1996) and can be chasddbgrea
“desire to excel and obtain rewards” (Barrick, Stewart, & Piotrowski, 2002, p. 45) @orsis
with this, Barrick and colleagues (2002) found that extraversion was signiicalatled to a
measure of status striving and status striving was found to mediate tlenstigt between
extraversion and performance for sales representatives. Thus, based on thegs findi
individuals high in extraversion are also more likely to engage in power comfitbtethers. At
the group level, having even only a couple of individuals high in extraversion is bkely t
increase the level of power conflict among all group members. Therefogeiel thiat the higher
the mean level of extraversion within the group, the more likely there will berpmwaflicts
within the group.

Hypothesis 3 (H3): The higher the mean level of extraversion within the group, the

higher the level of power conflict within the group.

Agreeablenesdndividuals low in agreeableness are characterized as being competitive
and less friendly, flexible, or tolerant (Barrick & Mount, 1991). As such, | hyp@éehat the
lower the mean level of agreeableness among group members, the moreoliktys over
power will develop. Previous research at the dyad level has found that individuals high i
agreeableness try to maintain relationships and preserve social harmdeyhwde lower in
agreeableness tend to be more competitive. In terms of conflict in particrdarai@® and
colleagues (1996) found that individuals low in agreeableness were reportediag @eficre
conflict by their partners, and observers saw more tension in low agregaliiethan in dyads
with higher levels of agreeableness. Previous research examining the efffeetsonality at the

group level have found that mean group levels of agreeableness are assathategher
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performance, arguably because agreeable individuals are more coopmrdtthes, function
better in team settings (e.g. Neuman et al. 1999; Neuman & Wright, 1999). For ex@anptk
et al. (1998) found that mean group levels of agreeableness had a significanereyatiation
with general conflict within the group and were positively correlated @ohesion. Thus, based
on these findings, individuals low in agreeableness should also be more likely to engage in
power conflicts with others. At the group level, having even only a couple of individuals low i
agreeableness is likely to increase the level of power conflict amogigpap members.
Therefore, | argue that the lower the mean level of agreeablenesstwélgroup, the more
likely there will be power conflicts within the group.

Hypothesis 4 (H4): The lower the mean level of agreeableness within the group, the

higher the level of power conflict within the group.
Demographics

In addition to personality, demographics are also likely to be an important amieckde
power conflict. In particular, as indicated in the qualitative findings, émeler composition of
team members is likely to influence the level of power conflict. Although thi@agjue results
seemed to indicate that work units with more women experienced higher levels of power
conflict, there is some theoretical support to indicate that it may achealtyen that engage in
more power conflicts.

Research on the power motives of men and women shows that men and women have an
equal interest and motivation toward power (e.g. Stewart & Winter, 1976). Howecerding
to prominent power motive researcher Winter (1988), men tend to express power gdgough
dominance“defined as physical and verbal aggression, rough play, and attention seekiitg,” w

women tend to express power throughponsible nurturancelefined as “giving help and
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support, prosocial dominance, and physical contact” (p. 514). Furthermore, research on
leadership provides evidence that women may be less likely to vie for power based on
stereotypical gender roles and behaviors. Although women have come a long way in the
workplace and in being accepted as leaders, aggressive behaviors that maydeescbns
acceptable for men are often viewed negatively for women. According to soeittheoly
(Eagly, 1987), individuals develop expectations for their own behavior as well as theobehavi
of others based upon their views of what constitutes acceptable behavior for womesmaimd m
general, men are ascribed agentic characteristics, while womascaiteed communal
characteristics. The agentic qualities of men include such characgegistambitious, assertive,
competitive, and dominant. In contrast, the communal qualities associated witim wainee
such characteristics as friendly, unselfish, concerned with others, and a focustammg
harmony (Eagly & Karau, 1991). These different role expectations are egsarmave
developed based upon traditional family and occupational roles held by each genderngccordi
to social role theory, differences in social behavior are due to a tendency Watuath to
behave in a manner consistent with their gender roles. Additionally, when indiviodinage in
inconsistent ways, these behaviors are viewed in a negative manner, even if they weuld ha
been acceptable if displayed by the opposite sex. As a result, these negatssefiinconsistent
role behavior serve to further reinforce gender roles. Moreover, support for the gende
differences in terms of agentic and communal behaviors exists in a considenallet of
research that indicates individuals view these as socially appropriatetenates not only for
others, but also for their ideal selves (for a review see Eagly & Karau,.2002)

Based on social role theory (Eagly, 1987), groups or work units predominantly composed

of men should be more likely to engage in power conflict. Being in positions of power, control
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and dominance have been traditionally viewed as male roles and involving moutimeasc
characteristics. In support of this, meta-analyses have found that men at&keipte emerge
as leaders compared to women (Eagly & Karau, 1991), while women in leadershipmdlé&s t
be evaluated less favorably than men in leadership roles (Eagly, Makhijaton&iy, 1992;
for a review see also Eagly & Karau, 2002). Similarly, in a discussion of issileg feomen in
advancing their careers, Ragins and Sundstrom (1989) argue that powerdsreains be a
male attribute. As a result, “...the incompatibility between the femaleattige and power in an
organization may result in role-conflict for women” (Ragins & Sundstrom, 1989, p. 63). Thus,
given that men are socialized to behave in more competitive and assertiyéhweangsearch
would suggest that a greater proportion of men is likely to result in higher levels &f pow
conflict. Therefore, given the discrepancy between the qualitative finohdgsting that the
presence of more women is likely to lead to more power conflicts and the thedaetic
empirical evidence that suggests it may be that the presence of more mdxy ie ld&d to more
power conflict, | present two competing hypotheses.
Hypothesis 5 (H5): The greater the proportion of males within the group, the greater the
level of power conflict within the group.
Alternatively:
Hypothesis 5 (H5): The greater the proportion of females within the group, the greater
the level of power conflict within the group.
Organizational Climate
The importance of the organizational context in understanding workplace behavior is
well established within the literature (e.g. Brown & Leigh, 1996; Colqudg,N. Jackson,

2002; Schneider, Ehrhart, Mayer, Saltz, & Niles-Jolly, 2005; Zohar & Luria, 2005)rtlaybar,
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research has indicated the importance of organizational or group levekslimahaping
behavior (see Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003). Therefore, it is important to explow the
organizational context may shape the conflict that takes place within a Qmugistent with
this, the qualitative results indicated that the climate of the branch contributendients of
power conflict. In particular, respondents reported that the existence wipeiive climate
often created by the threat of layoffs and competition for promotions led tosasrebpower
conflict among employees. Therefore, | argue that one important coritextizdole may be the
goal orientation climate in terms of the extent to which the group promotes ansl value
performance, leading to greater competition, versus learning, leadingptergtooperation.
Goal orientation was originally developed as a means of classifying the broader
motivational goals of individuals and consists of two main classifications, iheagoial
orientation and performance goal orientation (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988)ingea
goal orientation involves individuals seeking to “increase their competence, to anderst
master something new” (Dweck, 1986). Performance goal orientation involvesl uralgi
seeking to “gain favorable judgments of their competence or avoid negative judgiieis
competence” (Dweck, 1986). Traditionally, goal orientation has been measuredratividual
level of analysis (VandeWalle, 1997). However, in recent work on goal orientatiorgridbrag
(2005) proposed that leaders can create a climate for goal orientation wihgeh gtestate goal
orientation of group members. Organizations with a learning goal orientétrateare
characterized by leaders who value employee self-development. Thess feaatiel the
importance of learning from mistakes, encourage experimentation with new wookaetpes,
and provide constructive feedback on how to improve” (Dragoni, 2005, p. 1086). In contrast,

organizations with a performance goal orientation climate are chazadtdy leaders who value
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ability and performance. These leaders encourage competition and “gxphdtcontinuously
evaluate employee performance relative to other group members and . . . group members a
encouraged by their leader to promote their abilities” (Dragoni, 2005, p. 1087).

Given that performance and competition are emphasized in performance gotztann
climates, individuals are likely to view positions of power and influence asdesiyable. Being
the individual in the power position of a group allows one to demonstrate their abilities and
provides an opportunity to take a larger portion of credit for any outcomes. Furthegnaere
that a performance goal orientation climate focus on competition, it ig tixérther create an
atmosphere conducive for struggles over status. In contrast, if self-dexgiband creative
experimentation are emphasized, individuals are less likely to see the meedihate others.
Furthermore, learning goal orientation is associated with individuals barglikely to see
coworkers as a source of social support and feedback (Dragoni, 2005). Thereforey areati
climate in which coworkers are viewed as peers and true team members shbtddaléaver
likelihood of individuals wanting to gain status and control over others. Thus, legoahg
orientation climate should lead to less power conflict.

Hypothesis 6a (H6a): The higher the learning goal orientation climate, the lower the

level of power conflict.

Hypothesis 6b (H6b): The higher the performance goal orientation climate, the greater

the level of power conflict.

Consequences of Power Conflict

Now that | have provided hypotheses concerning several potential antecegentgiof
conflict, it is equally important to examine the consequences of power conflicefdites |

examine the implications of power conflict for several group level outcdmaesvere identified
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in Study 1. In particular, | examine the influence of power conflict on branetssand branch
turnover. In addition to helping build a nomological network, this will help to establish the
criterion-related validity of the power conflict measure.
Branch Stress

Consistent with the qualitative findings, | argue that power conflict shoytd$igvely
related to branch level stress. Although power conflict will have implicatmritié individuals
immediately involved in the conflict, it is likely to also be an ambient strebemkman, 1992)
in which high levels of power conflict are likely to be uncomfortable and ungagsior both
those involved in the power struggles and those that are witnessing membersndividaal
level, there is a considerable amount of research that has found that conflictral gen
associated with lower well-being and health (De Dreu, Dierendonck, & Diji2§4ea). As
others in the group are aware of the existence of such conflict, it is also li&ethe existence
of conflicts over such strivings would have similar negative implications fgralip members.
As recent research has illustrated, groups can develop shared emotions in wiishaher
convergence of mood or a distinct affective tone within the group (e.g. BarsadeBa@ep&
Saavedra, 2000; Kelly & Barsade, 2001; George, 1990). Furthermore, Bliese anddtalve
(1996) have shown that there are consistencies in how individuals perceive and respond to thei
work environments in terms of levels of job stress, specifically. Thus, | #igtibigher levels
of power conflict will be related to higher levels of branch stress.

Hypothesis 7 (H7): Power conflict will be positively related to branch stres
Branch Turnover

Similar to stress, power conflict is also likely to be associated with highels of

turnover within work units. This is also supported in the qualitative data, with respondents
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reporting power conflicts as a contributing factor to individuals leaving the aajam.
Conflict in general has been found to be negatively related to job satisfacid@réD &
Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al. 1999), and research on organizational politics indicates
that perceptions of power striving behaviors in others is associated with jobyalouer
satisfaction, and higher intentions to turnover (e.g. Ferris & Kacmar, 1992; Katalgrl999).
Therefore, given that conflicts over power are likely to result in an unpleasgkinhg
atmosphere, including lower job satisfaction and higher levels of stresegually likely that
work units that experience power conflict will also have higher rates of turnover

Hypothesis 8 (H8): Power conflict will be positively related to work unit tunnove

In order to further establish the construct validity of power conflict, mgortant to
demonstrate that power conflict accounts for additional variance in these outeboesand
beyond task, relationship, and process conflict. This will help show that power tendlistinct
from the other three types of conflict as well as highlight the further ingighhiprovide in
understanding group functioning and outcomes. Therefore, based on the above discussion and
theoretical support for power conflict as a distinct construct, | argupdladr conflict will
account for additional variance in branch stress and turnover above and beyond the variance
accounted for by task, relationship, and process conflict.

Method

To test the above hypotheses, | used data from a banking context similaincStaly
1. This context complements the qualitative research, but also provides a |lcosdlyed
organization in which all employees have the same hierarchical structureeandodved in the
same tasks, but are exposed to different social contexts due to the organigaparégion into

different branches. Therefore, in this study, all variables are repedsatrthe group (branch)

71



level. In addition, | was able to prevent some common-method bias by having objatioxest
data for each branch.
Participants

Employee samplé total of 862 employees from 159 bank branches completed the
workplace survey, with a mean of 5.37 employees within each briflethgn=5,SD= 2.87).

The overall response rate across branches was 59%. The mean responsamdiegawithes was
62% (Median= .63%,SD= 26%). | eliminated any suspicious responses (e.g., large percentage
of unanswered questions, using the same response for an entire scale), which hedse®gple

size to 781 participants. | then limited the sample to branches for which ahleasemployees
responded to the survey in order to have a sufficient response size to aggregatéedimateh
level. The final total was 743 employees and 131 branches. This resulted in eeanahomber

of 5.67 respondents per brandhedian= 5,SD= 2.43).

The final sample was 51% Caucasian, 16% Asian American, 10% Africandameri%o
Hispanic, 5% International, 2% Native American, 2% Biracial, 5% other, and 5% who did not
report ethnicity. In terms of gender, the sample was 79% female, 20% male, and 2% did not
report gender. In terms of age, 17% of employees were between thé 48esd 22, 26% of
employees were between the ages of 23 and 29, 18% of employees were betages thi&0
and 39, and 35% of employees were 40 years or older. In terms of education, 28% of pirticipa
had a high school education, 26% completed community college, 36% completed college, 7%
completed graduate school, and 2% did not report education. The sample contained 75% full
time workers, 25% part time workers, and 1% of the sample did not report work status. In
addition, 7% of employees reported belonging to the lower SES category, 81%deporte

belonging to the middle SES category, 6% reported belonging to the upper SESycated
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5% did not report SES. The mean tenure of employees was 37.54 nMathan= 15,SD=
61.12).
Procedure

Participants completed the survey during working hours and then mailed thg Isacke
in a pre-paid envelope. Surveys were accompanied by a letter from the primegsailgator as
well as a letter from one of the bank’s regional managers indicating thatgzdion was
voluntary, but highly encouraged. All survey participants were also eligible tozelatitery
with five chances of winning a $60 cash prize. Following completion of the survey
administration, reports of branch turnover were collected from administraitords. See
Appendix C for a full list of the survey measures.
Employee Survey Measures

Power conflictIn order to match the length and breadth of the conflict scales composing
Jehn’s (1992, 1997) intragroup conflict measure, a shortened five-item scale for pofiret ¢
was developed. Power conflict was measured with the five following itemidoft often are
there power struggles among members of this branch? (2) How often are branclianembe
domineering? (3) How often are branch members in a struggle over who is in contrabw(4) H
often do branch members have trouble taking directions from someone else? (5) How often do
branch members try to dominate others? Respondents used a five item respengadta
ranged from 1= “none” to 5= “a lot.” In developing the power conflict scale, a deducti
approach was used in which three individuals independently generated items basedkimga wor
definition of the construct. Consistent with the recommendations of Chan (1998), the items we
written using a referent-shift consensus model. In the case of power tahéitocal referent is

at the level of the group or work unit. Therefore, consistent with Chan’s (1998) typdlogy, a
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items were written with the group (branch) as the referent. In terms ofytibigopsetric
properties, the alpha for the scale was very good at a value of .94. Since powerisonflict
conceptualized as a shared group level construct, | averaged the power cenffidbitreate
the scale and aggregated the data to the branch level of analysis.

Intragroup conflict Intragroup conflict was measured based on Jehn’s (1992, 1997) three
dimensions of task conflict, relationship conflict, and process conflict. Respondeshts fise
point response scale, which ranged from 1= “none” to 5= “a lot.” Task conflict wesuneel by
three items (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Example items include, “How often do people in your
branch have conflicting opinions about the project you are working on?” and “How friggdent
you have disagreements within you branch about the task of the project youldangwa?” @
=.81). Relationship conflict was measured by three items (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Exampl
items include, “How much emotional conflict is there in your branch?” and “How much
relationship conflict is there in your branch@’< .83). Process conflict was measured by three
items (Jehn et al. 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Example items include “How frequently do
members of your branch disagree about the way to complete a group task?” anahdelow
conflict is there in your branch about task responsibilities?’ 89). Again, since conflict is
conceptualized as a shared group level construct, | averaged the conflicbitzeeté¢ the three
scales and aggregated the data to the branch level of analysis. A confirfaetimranalysis
supported a three factor solution (see Hypothesis 1 results for full CFA).

Dominating conflict management strategiB®minating conflict management strategies
was measured with a five item scale developed based on previous conflict marapates
(e.g. De Dreu et al. 2001). Respondents were instructed to rate the statemedten what

happens when “conflicts arise in this branch.” Respondents used a five item respésse s
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ranging from 1= “strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree=(.79). Example items include
“Branch members each search for gains only for themselves” and “Brasmobers do
everything to win for themselves.” ltems were averaged together te ersaale and then
aggregated to the branch level of analysis. A confirmatory factor analygierted the items as
representing a single factor (see Hypothesis 2 results for full CFA).

Extraversion Extraversion was measured with eight items from Goldberg’s (1999)
measure of the Big Five personality dimensions. Respondents used a fivesjtermseescale
ranging from 1= “very inaccurate” to 5= “very accurate<.78). Example items from the
extraversion scale include, “I start conversations” and “I don’t mind beingetiteraof
attention.” For this study, group level extraversion was conceptualized as awveatdidel in
which having at least some people high in extraversion in the work unit will resutigher
average level of extraversion, which is hypothesized to influence the level bftcdiding an
additive model (Steiner, 1972) is consistent with other studies that examine grouglitgrson
composition (Halfhill et al. 2005) and is consistent with the theoretical baslsefstudy
hypothesis.

AgreeablenesdAgreeableness was measured with eight items from Goldberg’s (1999)
measure of the Big Five personality dimensions. Respondents used a fivesjtermseescale
ranging from 1= “very inaccurate” to 5= “very accurate.73). Example items from the
agreeableness scale include, “I sympathize with others’ feelings” andk& people feel at
ease.” Similar to extraversion, for this study, group level agreeablenesnceptualized as an
additive model in which having at least some people high in agreeableness in the wark uni
result in a higher average level of agreeableness, which is hypothesiatdetioce the level of

conflict.
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| conducted a CFA on the two personality variables. Although a two-factor solution did
not produce an ideal fiXf(103) = 889.31p<.05; SRMR = .09, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .73). This
two-factor solution fit the data significantly bettef(1) = 695.5p<.001) than a one-factor
solution in which all items were loaded onto a single factéL04) = 1240.77p<.05; SRMR =
.10, RMSEA = .12, CFI = .61). Furthermore, these scales represent personaditgidims that
have been well established within the literature. Therefore, | kept the seglarate, and the
items were averaged together to create each scale and then aggregatédaioch level of
analysis to represent the mean group level of extraversion and agressblene

GenderGender was measured by self-report from participants, who checked either
female or male on the survey. Female was coded as a 0, and male was coded as aehtConsist
with other research on gender composition (e.g. Ostroff & Atwater, 2003), gendersioaon
was calculated as the percentage of males in the group.

Performance and learning goal orientation clima®erformance and learning goal
orientation were each measured with a four item scale adapted frosyadeaddoped by Dragoni
(2005). The items focused on the extent to which branch managers createdsdbeizted on
performance or learning goal orientation. Respondents used a response goalefnam 1=
“strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree.” For performance goal orientalimate, items
included such statements as “My branch manager encourages members withinahydra
compete with one another” and “My branch manager emphasizes the importance of
outperforming others”o = .72). For learning goal orientation climate, items included such
statements as “My branch manager facilitates the development of brandiens” and “My
branch manager treats mistakes as opportunities to learn somethingie@5§. | conducted a

CFA on the two climate scales. A two factor model fit the data W&|L9) = 46.05p<.05;
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SRMR = .09, RMSEA = .10, CFI = .95). Furthermore, the two factor model fit the data
significantly better 4X%(1) = 138.19p< .001) than a one-factor mod&?(20) = 184.24p<.05;
SRMR = .19, RMSEA = .25, CFl = .67). Since goal orientation climate is conceptuatze
shared group level construct, | then averaged the items to create each detharstéhen
aggregated the data to the branch level of analysis.

Branch stressStress was measured with a three item scale developed for this survey.
Respondents used a five item response scale ranging from 1= “strongly disadreéstrongly
agree” i = .81). The items were “My job is very demanding,” “I feel constant pressurg in m
job,” and “Many aspects of my job are stressful.” An exploratory factalysis using maximum
likelihood extraction supported a one factor solution (60% variance explained®.19,1,.3 <
1.00) in which all items loaded higher than .40 on a single factor. | averaged theoitmeste
the scale and then aggregated the data to the branch level of analysis to répresean level
of stress within the branch.

Control variables Given that social interactions among group members can influence the
strength of work unit effects (Klein, Conn, Smith, & Sorra, 2001), for all analysestrolled
for group size, mean group tenure (mean number of months worked at the branch), agdeemplo
work status, measured as the percentage of full-time employees in the branch.

Aggregation statisticsAll of the above constructs are conceptualized as group level
constructs. Therefore, for each of the above, | averaged items to creatdelamdayggregated
the data to the branch level of analysis. | calculated aggregation stdtstpower conflict, the
three intragroup conflict scales (task, relationship, and process), dominatiict con
management strategies, goal orientation climate (performance amiddgaand stress to justify

aggregation to the branch level (see Table 9; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). As discussed above,

77



although group level personality is measured as a mean group score, thesetsarst
conceptualized as additive models and are not expected to be shared constructs@rpong gr
members. Therefore, it was not necessary to calculate aggregatiorcstatighese variables.

For all variables, the mediaggf) value was above the recommended .70 (Cohen, Doveh,
& Eick, 2001; Klein et al., 2000) across branches, indicating sufficient wgttmap agreement.
The ICC(1) values were also statistically significant. Howeverl@i@€2) values failed to reach
the recommended .70 cutoff (Klein et al., 2000). The ICC(2) value is a measure tibthktye
of the group level means and has been shown to be influenced by group size (Bliese, 2000).
Therefore, lower ICC(2) values are not uncommon when group size is small. Givdretha
ICC(2) values represent the reliability of the group mean, lower valliescivially create a
conservative test of the study hypotheses. Therefore, although the ICC(2) valiosgea than
desired, | concluded that aggregation was justified and aggregated the sdadzrameh level
of analysis.
Administrative Records

Branch turnoverBranch turnover was obtained from bank administrative records.
Branch turnover was measured as the percentage of turnover during the quaetiateiyn
following the administration of the survey. However, turnover data was only lategita 42 of
the branches resulting in a limited sample size for analyses involving brainoker.

Results

Means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations between the eseagpear in
Table 10. The first two hypotheses focus on the discriminant validity of poweictémaim the
other types of intragroup conflict (task, relationship, and process) and dominatihgt conf

management strategies. Confirmatory factor analysis was usetlhottesf these hypotheses.
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The remaining hypotheses are designed to begin testing a portion of the norhaktgioak
developed in Study 1 by examining several antecedents (personality and gendertoongrasi
goal orientation climate) and consequences (stress and turnover) of powet.cdihfliariables
are represented at the group level. Therefore, hypotheses were testddananegical ordinary
least squares regression. Since the low ICC(2)s create a more covsaestof the hypotheses,
| used one-tailed significance tests to increase power. | controlledbigp gize, work status
(measured as the percentage of full time employees), and mean group ternaedlyses.
Discriminant Validity

Intragroup conflict scaleHypothesis 1 predicted that power conflict would be found as a
separate fourth type of intra-group conflict and that this four factor model wothe fitata
significantly better than several alternative models. Therefore, in tréd@iow that power
conflict is a distinct construct from task, relationship, and process confladucted a group
level confirmatory factor analysis on all of the intragroup conflict itenmst,F compared the
theorized four factor model to a series of different three-factor modelsiai whe power
conflict items were loaded onto either the task factor, the relationship,facthe process
factor. | then also compared the four-factor model to a one-factor model in whilct all
organizational conflict items loaded onto a single factor.

Following the cutoff criteria proposed by Hu and Bentler (1999), the proposed tboir-fa
solution with task, relationship, process, and power conflict as distinct constrticésdéta
well, despite a slightly high RMSEA valugi(71) = 142.24p<.001; SRMR = .04, RMSEA =
.09, CFI = .96). Furthermore, this four-factor solution fit the data significantgroax?(3) =
58.73,p<.001) than a three-factor solution in which the power conflict items loaded onto the task

factor (X3(74) = 200.97p<.001; SRMR = .06, RMSEA = .11, CFI = .94) and was significantly
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better AX%(3) = 54.22p<.001) than a three-factor solution in which the power conflict items
loaded onto the relationship factéf(74) = 196.46p<.001; SRMR = .05, RMSEA = .11, CFI =
.94). It was also significantly bettexX?*(3) = 138.59p<.001) than a three-factor solution in
which the power conflict items loaded onto the process faxf6f4) = 280.83, <.001; SRMR =
.06, RMSEA = .15, CFI = .90).. Finally, the four-factor model also fit the data signify

better {X*(6) = 186.93p<.001) than a one-factor modeX*(77) = 329.17p<.001; SRMR =

.05, RMSEA = .16, CFI = .87). Thus, Hypothesis 1 was suppbrted.

Dominating conflict management strategidypothesis 2 predicted that power conflict
was distinct from dominating conflict management strategies. | again cedda group level
confirmatory factor analysis on the items. The overall two-factor solutitmpeiwer conflict
and dominating conflict management strategies as distinct construbtsdita well, despite a
slightly high RMSEA valueX?(34) = 72.79p<.001; SRMR = .04, RMSEA = .09, CFI = .97).
Furthermore, this two-factor solution fit the data significantly bett®f((l) = 104.19p<.001)
than a one-factor solution in which the power conflict and dominating conflict maragem
items were loaded onto a single fact§f(85) = 176.98p<.001; SRMR = .09, RMSEA = .18,
CFI = .88). Hypothesis 2, therefore, was also supported.

Antecedents

In Hypotheses 3-6, | proposed several group composition (personality and gender)

organizational climate variables (goal orientation climate) as antetseafepower conflict. |

tested the antecedent variables in a hierarchical multiple regressiorol@antables (i.e.

! | also conducted a multilevel confirmatory facamalysis for Hypotheses 1 and 2. However, althabgtstructure
of my hypothesized factors seemed to be supporkexhhe multilevel CFA was conducted, M-plus hadite
estimating the between-level covariance matrix.sTtige results of the multilevel CFA could not hested and
were not reported in this document. This might be tb the low average group size.
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branch size, work status, and tenure) were entered in step 1, and the proposed antezredents w
entered in step 2. Results are presented in Table 11.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the higher the group mean on extraversion, the higher the
level of power conflict within the group. In support of this hypothesis, there was acsighif
positive relationship between mean employee extraversion and power cgifi(,t = 3.26,
p<.01).

Hypothesis 4 predicted that the lower the group mean on agreeableness, thédigher t
level of power conflict within the group. In support of this hypothesis, there was acsighif
negative relationship between mean employee agreeableness and power(entlit6,t = -
1.72,p < .05).

Hypothesis 5 contained two competing hypotheses regarding whetherea great
proportion of females or a greater proportion of males would be related to legéksrdf power
conflict within the group. Consistent with the qualitative results, the data ieditzat the
greater the percentage of females within a work unit, the greater the I@ostef conflict = -
.20,t = -2.36,p <.05)?

Hypothesis 6a predicted that the higher the learning goal orientatiornecivithin the
work unit, the lower the level of power conflict. In support of this hypothesis, thera was
significant negative relationship between learning goal climate andr pondict (5= -.31,t = -
3.50,p <.01). Hypothesis 6b predicted that the higher the performance goal orientatiate cl
within the work unit, the greater the level of power conflict. However, there wasmbcsigt
main effect for performance goal climate on power conffict £.06,t = -.66,ns). Thus,

Hypothesis 6 was only partially supported.

2 Given that this analysis involved competing hypsts, the results of a two tailed significanceaesipresented in
order to subject this analysis to a more stringagificance requirement than the other hypotheses.

81



In sum, the results indicate that the personality composition (extraversion and
agreeableness), gender composition, and the learning goal orientation clithatevofk unit
are all significantly associated with the level of power conflict egpeed within the group.
Consequences

In Hypotheses 7-8, | proposed that power conflict would be positively relatedrchbr
stress and turnover. For all hypotheses, the control variables were entéepdlinThe other
intragroup conflict variables (task, relationship, and process conflict)eméeeed in step 2, and
power conflict was entered in step 3. Results are presented in Table 12.

Hypothesis 7 predicted that power conflict would be positively related to braaeh s
above and beyond the other three types of intragroup conflict. In support of this hypothesis,
power conflict had a significant positive relationship with branch stremsafbtrolling for task,
relationship, and process confligtH.29,t= 1.83,p < .05).

Hypothesis 8 predicted that power conflict would be positively related to bramadvéer
above and beyond the other three types of intragroup conflict. In support of this hypothesis, the
was a positive relationship between power conflict and turnover after corgriati task,
relationship, and process confligt«.58,t=1.66,p < .05).

Given the possibility that the various types of intragroup conflict may influence
interact with each other, | also explored the extent to which power canfigimoderate the
relationship between the other types of conflict and these outcomes. Fgolexid is possible
that conflicts about the task or allocation of resources may have strongévanegasequences
if individuals are also misattributing these disagreements to be statasiayever, there were
no significant interactions with the other conflict types in predicting theomés included in

this study.
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Discussion

Given the omission of conflicts over power from the organizational conflict livexat
the goal of this study was to build upon the qualitative results presented in Studiprbade
empirical evidence for the existence of power conflict as a new and valigluzink support of
power conflict as a potential fourth factor of intragroup conflict, a confirmdéamtor analysis
found that a four-factor model of intragroup conflict fit the data significdretyer than several
three-factor models or a single factor model. A second confirmatory factgsiareso indicates
that power conflict is distinct from dominating conflict management gliegewhich provides
support for the assertion that power conflict is a type of conflict itself andmplysa means for
resolving conflicts that have already arisen. Thus, these results prostiger fevidence that
conflicts over power exist in organizations, can be measured, and are distinbbfroother
types of intragroup conflict and dominating conflict management strategies

It should be noted, however, that despite the promising confirmatory factor analysis
results, there was a fairly high correlation among the conflict typesngafrgm .78 to .82.
Although the conflict types are expected to be related, these values &rdigher than those
found in other research such as the meta-analysis by De Dreu and Weingart (R@0R)hi
they found an average correlation between relationship and task conflict acrassiexttstbe
.54. Thus, it will be important to further examine the divergent validity of thesgiotp
conflict types in future studies. Nevertheless, in this study, power ddmdlicunique predictive
validity when controlling for the other conflict types.

The examination of antecedents and consequences of power conflict in this study
provides support for a portion of the nomological network developed in Study 1. With the

exception of performance goal orientation climate, all the other predicte@demes were
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significantly related to power conflict indicating that the personalitypmsition of individual
characteristics (extraversion and agreeableness), the gender compasditire learning goal
orientation climate are associated with the level of power conflict tked f@ace.

In regards to the findings relating gender composition to power conflict, howeger, it i
important to note that it is possible that this result is again due to a lowabasé work units
with a high percentage of males. Over 70% of the branches were composed of more than 70%
female, with over 30% of the branches being completely female, and no branchgieatith
than 80% men. Therefore, future research using samples with greater vamiations of gender
composition should continue to explore this hypothesis. Additionally, given these resultea
sample limitations, it may also be that the level of gender homogesaitynore important
predictor, with greater homogeneity of either gender leading toegileaels of power conflict.

In other words, individuals may feel more status competition with members of timeirsex
compared to members of the opposite sex.

Finally, in terms of consequences, these results indicate that power conflitiploaant
implications for branch stress and turnover, even above and beyond the other intragroup conflic
types. Thus, these findings suggest that previous conceptualizations whichofaibedunt for
status conflicts may be overlooking important implications conflict has for dumgtioning and
effectiveness.

Limitations

Despite the strengths of this research, there were also severaldmsitdirst, although a
broad range of antecedents and consequences of power conflict were identifiety i, $ was
only able to test a limited portion of the nomological network. Certainly, the othabhesr

identified in the qualitative study deserve further exploration. Theretoxd| be important for
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future research to continue to test other portions of the nomological network surrounding powe
conflict.

Second, the ICC(1) andgj values indicated aggregation of the variables to the branch
level was justified. However, the ICC(2) values failed to reach the recodede70 cutoff
(Klein et al., 2000), indicating poor reliability of the group level means. This sraatere
conservative test of the study hypotheses in general. However, it should also be ndbed that t
measures of the other three types of intragroup conflict (task, relationship, aesisptoad
ICC(2) values considerably lower than the measure of power conflict. dhesrtfere is also a
possibility that power conflict was able to account for additional variance in tbenoes above
and beyond the other three types due to a higher reliability of the group level iWdlest is
possible to test whether reliability accounted for the predictive abilitpwep conflict over the
other three types of intragroup conflict, the sample size within each groupmiasv to allow
stable estimates of the corrected variance-covariance matrix. Véttembpted to increase the
cutoff for within group sample size, the number of branches that met this new megptirgas
severely restricted leading to limited statistical power. Thezefowill be important for future
research to continue to examine the aggregation properties of these conficrggaeir
predictive validity relative to one another with larger sample sizes.

Finally, this study used a cross-sectional design. Therefore, it is not pdssilvthw any
causal conclusions concerning the direction of the relationships proposed in the hgpéibese
example, it is possible that instead of power conflict leading to increasési débeanch stress,
increased levels of stress may actually lead to higher levels of ponféctcwithin the group.
Therefore, future research should continue to examine these relationshipasllgsjseng

experimental and longitudinal methods to examine issues of causality.
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Conclusion

Overall, Study 2 provides strong support for power conflict as a new construct. This
study helps establish power conflict as an important fourth factor of intragrodgicand
provides support for its divergence from the other three conflict types assvilhadominating
conflict management strategies. In addition, it built upon the qualitative finairggsidy 1 by
testing a portion of the nomological network around power conflict, finding that bothaine g
composition and climate are important antecedents. This also provided evidencenégatiee
implications of power conflict for group functioning, particularly in termsnoféased group
level stress and turnover. Thus, these findings build upon previous conceptualizations df conflic

that have failed to capture the potential for struggles over power and status.
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Chapter 6: General Discussion

As organizations have long been thought of as political systems (e.g. March, 1962;
Mintzberg, 1983; Morgan, 1986; Pfeffer, 1981), there is a considerable amount of work
examining individual level strivings for status and power. However, researcarpaly lyet to
examine how these individual motives and behaviors designed to garner powemsiayetta
processes at the interpersonal and group level, and in particular, the @xtardtt they may
result in conflicts or power struggles between individuals. Therefore, thefihéd dissertation
was to explore and develop a construct of power conflict using both qualitative andatjuantit
methods.

In Study 1, | used a qualitative approach to explore power conflicts in-depth. &dbgifi
| examined how power conflicts are enacted, including the different ty@egiohs and
motivations that are involved as well as further explored potential antecedentsmaaduences
of power conflict. | discovered that power conflicts exist across levetsm authority and
involve struggles not only over formal power but over informal power and statuslaBives|
main types of power conflict emerged from the qualitative data. Poweraterdfétween peers
focused on (1) individuals overstepping their authority and attempting to denoithers and (2)
displays of superiority in which peers competed for higher informal statoswhe group. The
power conflicts between supervisors and subordinates focused on (3) supervestirgabeir
formal authority in the face of status threats and (4) acts of insubordinanatly Fa type of
power conflict that existed across both peer and supervisor-subordinate relptiavai(5)
territoriality behaviors. These conflicts went beyond simple actions involvingmpdowever.
Key to the descriptions of power conflict were that these conflicts also im/oleéives focused

on power and status, including individuals feeling threatened by others, simple ttegags
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more formal power, and feelings that someone overstepped the informal stettehkiierhus,
power conflicts stem not only from actions, but motives and involve both the formal and
informal power hierarchy.

In an effort to begin building a nomological network, | also explored antecedents and
consequences of power conflict. Respondents identified a broad array of antecadgimg, r
from the group composition, to leadership and the existence of unclear hierarcteesisl of
consequences, power conflicts were reported to have a severe and negativenrbpéc
individual and organizational functioning, including creating a stressful cliamatéeading to
greater conflict escalation. Finally, this qualitative exploration ateongted to explore the
extent to which incidents of power conflict overlap with other potentially ekladestructs such
as the other three types of intragroup conflict and dominating conflict maeagstrategies.
Although some of the incident descriptions included elements of task, relationshipoeeskpr
conflict, the majority of incidents were distinct. Furthermore, those in@dbat were coded as
including other types of intragroup conflict were ultimately focused around kotavier power
or status as evident in both the actions and motivations of the individuals involved. Thus, Study 1
provided considerable insight into the types of power conflict that occur in amzatanal
context, began to develop a nomolgocial network for future testing, and providddsirpipert
for the distinction between power conflict and other potentially related constructs

Study 2 was designed to build upon these initial qualitative findings and provide
empirical evidence that conflicts over power do exist, can be measured, and plaseagions
for group functioning and effectiveness. In the first step of this processiried to
empirically establish power conflict as a new type of intragroup coaflietell as provide

evidence of its discriminant validity from related constructs such asuthently accepted types
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of intragroup conflict (task, relationship, and process) and dominating conflict nnaeatge
strategies. In support of the study hypotheses, the confirmatory faclgsiamesults provide
evidence that power conflict is a distinct and separate fourth factor afrmtgaconflict as well
as is distinct from dominating conflict management strategieso tedsed a portion of the
nomological network developed in Study 1 by examining several antecedetsnaeduences
of power conflict. The findings indicated that both the learning climate and thenadity and
gender composition of the group significantly influenced the level of power confllog in t
branch. | also found that power conflict was related to branch stress and tainoverand
beyond the three other types of intragroup conflict. Thus, these combined studies girovige
support for power conflict as a new and important construct and provide an initieloakn
with which to conduct future research. As illustrated in Figure 1, the qualifetdiegs
identified several different types of power conflict as well as began toageaeiomological
network of which a portion was empirically supported in Study 2. Further explo@ttthese
different conflict types as well as the nomological network will continue lfpldreaden our
understanding of power conflict.
Theoretical and Practical Implications

Although the potential for conflicts over power and status is acknowleddjeic tie
literature (e.g. Barry, 1991; Bass, 1990, Hornstein, 1965; Mannix & Sauer, 2006; Owens, 1998;
Owens & Sutton, 2001; Wall & Callister, 1995), there has been no systematic studyeof pow
conflicts and no published measure with which to conduct research. The findingsqu éwseat
now provide some initial support for the construct of power conflict, including the tloabret

and practical insight it may provide.
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From a theoretical standpoint, these two studies provide support for the inclusion of
power conflict as a key type of intragroup conflict, broadening former tiseofrieonflict that
neglected to incorporate the importance of struggles for power and statbss Aséarch
indicates, conflicts over power are likely as prevalent in organizatiomm#gts over the task
or personality differences. Thus, power conflict provides further insight into bothdtiees
and sources of disagreements that occur in the workplace. Additionally, indivigkiabstfor
power and status are well documented within the literatureAdlgr, 1966; Frieze & Boneva,
2001; Kipnis, 1976McClelland, 1975, 1987; Pfeffer, 1981; Winter, 1973). However, previous
research has largely failed to explore how such strivings may transtajgacesses at the
group and organizational level. Power conflict, thus, also provides further insmkhentole of
power within organizations and the potential influence it has on group dynamics.

Overall, these results highlight the insight power conflict may provide inngaani
greater understanding of the role of power within the workplace and the impact aftcanfl
group functioning. As the nomological network developed in Study 1 and then tested in Study 2
reveals, there is a broad range of antecedents and consequences of power coféondnert
power conflict may provide additional insight into the effects of conflict on grougidunitg
beyond the currently examined types of conflict. Thus, exploring the nomologizelrk edf
power conflict can provide a greater understanding of not only the role of power taisdrs&n
organizational context, but our understanding of group dynamics in general.

The findings presented here also provide practical insight for managers and
organizations. Given the negative outcomes associated across the differeat pgeser
conflict, being aware of the existence of such conflicts, including the onesgera themselves

may be involved in is essential. Furthermore, not only do such conflicts impact tedisben
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individuals involved, but as the results presented here indicate, the consequenogsaaiso i
group functioning and effectiveness as a whole. In addition, managers may wanpéotgayar
attention for the potential of power conflicts to arise during times of change, stajo#s or
mergers in the organization. Data also indicated that power conflicts ofterwaes a
promotion is available. If managers are aware that certain situatmfikedy to incite power
struggles among employees, they can be better prepared to handle sucts eonfligork to
mitigate their effects. Finally, based on the findings of these studiesati@eaéso several steps
managers can take to help curb the potential for power conflicts to take plaegaRwple, in
Study 2, data indicated that fostering a learning climate in which seliogevent is valued and
coworkers are seen as sources of support was significantly asseathatéower levels of power
conflict. In addition, ensuring that there is a clearly delineated hierazig@ay,and consistent
communication, and a present and aware manager are likely to attenuate theeeaigtener
conflicts within organizations.
Future Research

These study results point to several avenues for future research.iF@sthg evidence
for the existence of power conflict and its ability to explain additional varidymmeeaand
beyond the other three types of conflict, it will be important to explore many céldte®nships
that have already been examined in terms of task, relationship, and process tootier
words, to what extent do certain antecedents lead to certain types of powiet owafl others?
Similarly, does power conflict have similar consequences for group funiasithe other
types of conflict, and what additional consequences may it have that are not @eddouby the
other types? By failing to account for the existence of power confliegiqus studies

examining only task, relationship, and process conflict may be missing impaftantation.
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In addition, from a theoretical standpoint, | only tested a limited number of aatésed
and consequences in Study 2. As the results from the qualitative analysesdidveakver,
there is a much broader range of antecedents and consequences. Thereforesdaragte re
should continue to test the nomological network around power conflict by examining such
antecedents as leadership, levels of hierarchy, and the effect of otigamizehanges such as
layoffs and mergers. Additionally, future research should examine other ostdonieding
communication, conflict escalation, and negative emotions, which were found tdibelqdy
important in the qualitative findings.

Although this research provided support for power conflict as a distinct type of
intragroup conflict, the qualitative findings indicated that in some instances, pomfectc
occurred along with other types of conflict or may have also been causecehbytothe other
types of conflict. As discussed previously, research on intragroup conflict does &tkgethat
the others types often occur together or lead to each other in various way® (Brgulx
Weingart, 2003; Greer et al., 2008; Jehn, 1997; Simons & Peterson, 2000). However, there is stil
little known about these processes. Therefore, in order to provide further support for the
discriminant validity of power conflict and to gain insight into how theseouartypes of
conflict are interrelated, future research would benefit from examiningytierdcs of these
conflict types at the process level or through more longitudinal studiegéary& Mannix,
2001). In particular, research would benefit from exploring the different mechauinrough
which the various conflict types are related as well as the contextuahsitances that may
exacerbate or suppress such associations. Additionally, it may be helpfpldeedke extent to
which individuals actually perceive these types of conflict as distioot &me another such as

could be done through a multi-dimensional scaling study.
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As the qualitative exploration of power conflict revealed, there are alsmbdiféerent
types or manifestations of power conflict. Although the scale developed in Stualy 2
shortened and designed to represent power conflicts broadly in order to correspohd with t
current intragroup conflict measures developed by Jehn (1992, 1997), it would be interesting to
empirically explore the existence of different types or dimensions of powdictaithin
organizations. It may be that certain types of power struggles are moyediledist in certain
contexts compared to others depending on the level of hierarchy and interdependenke of wor
units, for example. Furthermore, although the majority of consequences exteratesthe
different power conflict types, certain types did seem to have unique outcameestore, a
more detailed picture of the effects of these different types may be ill@ditrabugh a finer
examination.

Additionally, the qualitative examination of power conflict highlights a conoecti
between the leadership and conflict literatures that has not been previously eXpihared.
category of power conflict | discovered focused specifically on conflictgdest supervisors and
subordinates with power conflicts involving actions of insubordination and displays @fiform
authority in which supervisors over asserted or abused their formal power snaié&scriptions
of abusive supervision (Tepper, 2000) and petty tyranny (Ashforth, 1994) in the leadership
literature. However, the current literature on intragroup conflict largelydes on conflicts
within work groups, neglecting conflicts between supervisors and subordinatesiaeffeoe
on group processes and outcomes. Similarly, although there has been some discabs®ineof
supervision being associated with subordinate’s resistance (e.g. Teppgr.&affaw, 2001),
the leadership literature has largely failed to explore how differergiglaigh styles may

engender conflict, focusing instead primarily on outcomes such as woukliedtinegative

93



emotions, and counterproductive workplace behaviors (e.g. Ashforth, 1999; Tepper, 2007).
Therefore, future research would benefit from exploring how conflict, and inyartfmower
conflict, may be related to various leadership styles or may even mediadatienship
between leadership styles and individual and group level outcomes.

Finally, it is also important to note that this research was conducted eatirtig
Eastern Coast of the United States. Therefore, it is unclear the extent liathdse results are
generalizable across cultures. For example, it is likely that the preveabf power conflicts and
the types of power conflict that take place within organizations would be highly dependent
the level of power distance within a culture (Hofstede, 1980). Power distaaceteefthe
extent to which a society accepts the fact that power in institutions and otgmsiza
distributed unequally” (p. 45). Therefore, in high power distance cultures wheréstestong
hierarchy that is not challenged, such as most East Asian cultures, more directpoficts
between supervisors and subordinates, such as acts of insubordination are lessddazly. t
This is not to say of course that there would be no power conflicts, as Hofstede (1980)
acknowledges that conflicts are likely to exist but at more of a latent letveéen those with
power and those without. Instead, it may be that additional types of power conédlidieyond
those found in this research. Likewise, there may be fewer displays of sup@riori
competitions for informal status between peers in more collectivistictigscwehich value
harmony and focus on the group as a whole (Hofstede, 1980). Thus, exploring the prevalence of
the different types of power conflict as well as exploring what addltigpas of power conflict
may exist in other organizational and societal contexts can further expand ostamiiag of

conflict and power within organizations and differences that may exist acragskabntexts.
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Conclusion

Despite an awareness of the potential for conflicts over power and statusugprevi
research has failed to incorporate this phenomenon into conceptualizations of cooflict
understandings of power dynamics at higher levels. This dissertation [@reuioigort for the
existence of power conflict as a new and important fourth type of intrpgronflict and
highlights the insight it can provide into group functioning and effectiveness. Asrésetts
reveal, power conflicts seem as prevalent in organizations as disagreenwmrthe task or
personal incompatibilities, and its inclusion helps to broaden both our theoretical anzhpracti

understanding of conflict in the workplace.
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Table 1

Overall Qualitative Coding Results

Code

Actions

Overstepping Authority

Displays of Superiority

Displays of Formal Authority

Insubordination

Territoriality Behaviors
Motives

Desire for Advancement/ Power

Job Insecurity

Recognition

Better Qualifications

Advancement Opportunities

Threatened by Others
Contextual Antecedents

Layoffs

Climate

Merger

Leadership

Gender Composition
Branch Size

Personality Composition
Unclear Hierarchy
Communication Issues

Total Number of Critical
Incidents Coded

17
14

11

10

20
17

Percentage of Critical

Incidents Coded

26%
22%
12%
17%
11%

15%
9%
6%
31%
26%
9%

5%
6%
6%
17%
8%
5%
15%
9%
3%
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Table 1 (cont.)

Overall Qualitative Coding Results

Total Number of Critical

Code Incidents Coded
Consequences

Conflict Escalation 18
Negative Emotions 17
Stressful Climate 22
Turnover 11
Performance 6
Group Divisions / Coalitions

Communication 13
Distrust 1
Teamwork 3
Relationship Damage 1
Job Satisfaction 4

Management of Conflict Episode

Forcing/Dominating 6
Avoiding 16
Yielding S
Problem Solving 4
Compromising 0
Manager Intervention 16

Percentage of Critical
Incidents Coded

28%
26%
34%
17%
9%
5%
20%
2%
5%
2%
6%

9%
25%
8%
6%
0%
25%

Note. Nt 65 total critical incidents.
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Table 2

Qualitative Coding Results for Overstepping Authority

Total Number of Critical Percentage of Critical

Code Incidents Coded Incidents Coded
Motives
Desire for Advancement/ Power 3 18%
Job Insecurity 0 0%
Recognition 1 6%
Better Qualifications 7 41%
Advancement Opportunities 3 18%
Threatened by Others 2 12%
Consequences
Conflict Escalation 6 35%
Negative Emotions 4 24%
Stressful Climate 5 29%
Turnover 4 24%
Performance 2 12%
Group Divisions / Coalitions 0 0%
Communication 0 0%
Distrust 0 0%
Teamwork 0 0%
Relationship Damage 0 0%
Job Satisfaction 1 6%
Management of Conflict Episode
Forcing/Dominating 3 18%
Avoiding 7 41%
Yielding 2 12%
Problem Solving 1 6%
Compromising 0 0%

Manager Intervention 3 18%

Note. N& 17 total critical incidents
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Table 3

Qualitative Coding Results for Displays of Superiority

Total Number of Critical Percentage of Critical

Code Incidents Coded Incidents Coded
Motives
Desire for Advancement/ Power 4 29%
Job Insecurity 1 7%
Recognition 2 14%
Better Qualifications 2 14%
Advancement Opportunities 3 21%
Threatened by Others 0 0%
Consequences
Conflict Escalation 7 50%
Negative Emotions 5 36%
Stressful Climate 5 36%
Turnover 3 21%
Performance 2 21%
Group Divisions / Coalitions 2 14%
Communication 4 29%
Distrust 1 7%
Teamwork 1 7%
Relationship Damage 1 %
Job Satisfaction 1 %
Management of Conflict Episode
Forcing/Dominating 0 0%
Avoiding 2 14%
Yielding 2 14%
Problem Solving 2 14%
0 0%

Compromising
Manager Intervention 3 21%

Note. Nt 14 total critical incidents
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Table 4

Qualitative Coding Results for Displays of Formal Authority

Total Number of Critical Percentage of Critical

Code Incidents Coded Incidents Coded
Motives
Desire for Advancement/ Power 0 0%
Job Insecurity 2 25%
Recognition 0 0%
Better Qualifications 3 38%
Advancement Opportunities 2 25%
Threatened by Others 1 13%
Consequences
Conflict Escalation 0 0%
Negative Emotions 1 13%
Stressful Climate 3 38%
Turnover 1 13%
Performance 0 0%
Group Divisions / Coalitions 0 0%
Communication 1 13%
Distrust 0 0%
Teamwork 1 13%
Relationship Damage 0 0%
Job Satisfaction 0 0%
Management of Conflict Episode
Forcing/Dominating 1 13%
Avoiding 0 0%
Yielding 1 13%
Problem Solving 0 0%
0 0%

Compromising
Manager Intervention 3 38%

Note. N& 8 total critical incidents
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Table 5

Qualitative Coding Results for Insubordination

Total Number of Critical
Code Incidents Coded

Motives

Desire for Advancement/ Power
Job Insecurity

Recognition

Better Qualifications
Advancement Opportunities
Threatened by Others

Consequences

Conflict Escalation

Negative Emotions

Stressful Climate

Turnover

Performance

Group Divisions / Coalitions

Communication

Distrust

Teamwork

Relationship Damage

Job Satisfaction
Management of Conflict Episode

Forcing/Dominating
Avoiding

Yielding

Problem Solving
Compromising
Manager Intervention

P O P O WkFRFPFEPDND~WW = 01 OO O B~ B

O N O W O

Percentage of Critical
Incidents Coded

9%
9%
0%
55%
45%
9%

27%
27%
36%
18%
9%
9%
27%
0%
9%
0%
9%

0%
27%
0%
18%
0%
9%

Note. N& 11 total critical incidents
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Table 6

Qualitative Coding Results for Territoriality Behaviors

Total Number of Critical Percentage of Critical

Code Incidents Coded Incidents Coded
Motives
Desire for Advancement/ Power 2 29%
Job Insecurity 2 29%
Recognition 0 0%
Better Qualifications 1 14%
Advancement Opportunities 0 0%
Threatened by Others 2 29%
Consequences
Conflict Escalation 2 29%
Negative Emotions 3 43%
Stressful Climate 3 43%
Turnover 0 0%
Performance 0 0%
Group Divisions / Coalitions 0 0%
Communication 4 S7%
Distrust 0 0%
Teamwork 0 0%
Relationship Damage 0 0%
Job Satisfaction 0 0%
Management of Conflict Episode
Forcing/Dominating 0 0%
Avoiding 2 29%
Yielding 1 14%
Problem Solving 0 0%
Compromising 0 0%

Manager Intervention 2 29%

Note. N& 7 total critical incidents
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Table 7

Results for Discriminant Validity Coding

Total Number of Critical

Code Incidents Coded

Overall (N=65)

Task Conflict
Relationship Conflict
Process Conflict

10
7
11

Dominating Conflict Management 3
Overstepping AuthorityN=17)

Task Conflict 3
Relationship Conflict 3

Process Conflict 3
Dominating Conflict Management 1

Displays of SuperiorityN=14)
Task Conflict 2
Relationship Conflict

Process Conflict
Dominating Conflict Management 0

Displays of Formal AuthorityN=8)

Task Conflict 1
Relationship Conflict

Process Conflict
Dominating Conflict Management 0

Insubordination=11)

Task Conflict 1
Relationship Conflict

Process Conflict
Dominating Conflict Management 0

Territoriality Behaviors N=7)
Task Conflict 1
Relationship Conflict

Process Conflict
Dominating Conflict Management 0

Percentage of Critical
Incidents Coded

15%
11%
17%

5%

18%
18%

18%
6%

14%
7%
7%

0%

11%
11%
11%

0%

9%

9%

18%
0%

14%
14%
43%

0%
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Table 8

Intragroup Conflict Scale

Source Conflict Type Items

Jehn (1995) Relationship Conflict How much frictisrthere among members in your work unit?

How much are personality conflicts evidenyaur work group?
How much tension is there among members of youkwait?
How much emotional conflict is there among memiessour work
unit?

Task Conflict To what extent are there differenokspinion in your work
unit?
How frequently are there conflicts about ideasanrywork unit?
How much conflict about the work you do is thergaur work unit?
How often do people in your work unit disagree alapinions?

Jehn et al. (1999) Relationship Conflict How mucbtion is there among members in your work unit?

How much are personality conflicts evidenyaur work group?
How much tension is there among members of youkwait?
How much emotional conflict is there among memiessour work
unit?

Task Conflict To what extent are there differenckegpinion in your work
unit?
How frequently are there conflicts about ideasanrywork unit?

Process Conflict How often do members of your wamk disagree about who should
do what?
How frequently do members of your work unit disagedout the way
to complete a group task?
How much conflict is there about delegation of saghthin your work

unit?
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Table 8 (cont.)

Intragroup Conflict Scale

Source

Conflict Type

ltems

Jehn & Mannix (2001)

Relationship Conflict

Task Conflict

Process Conflict

How ohurelationship tension is there in your
work group?
How much emotional conflict is there in your work
group?
How often do people get angry while working in your
group?

How often do people in your work gpaave
conflicting opinions about the project you are
working on?

How much conflict of ideas is there in your work
group?
How frequently do you have disagreements within
your work group about the task of the project yo a
working on?

How often are there disagreemamdsit who should
do what in your work group?
How much conflict is there in your group about task
responsibilities?
How often do you disagree about resource allocation

in your work group?
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Table 9
Aggregation Statistics

Variables

Meanyly) Median fyy() ICC(1) ICC(2)
Power conflict .73 .88 19* 57
Task conflict 72 .79 .07* .30
Relationship conflict 75 .85 15* 51
Process conflict .68 .80 A7 .53
Performance goal 77 83 13 46
orientation climate
Learning goal 83 89 09* 36
orientation climate
Dominating conflict . 81 87 15 51
management strategies
Branch Stress .64 .73 .07* .30

Note * p<.05.
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Table 10

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations among Variables

N M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 Branch Size 131 5.67 2.43

2 Percent Full-time 131 75 .20 .02

3 Mean Branch Tenure 131 35.60 31.14 15 22

4 Task Conflict 131 2.02 .39 .03 -.02 -.08 (.81)

5 Relationship Conflict 131 2.19 49 .02 .10 .04 79  (.83)

6 Process Conflict 131 2.05 51 -.07 .06 .05 .82 78  (.89)

7 Power Conflict 131 2.06 .59 -.03 .03 .02 .78 .82 78  (.94)

8 Branch Agreeableness 131 4.09 27 A2 10 A1 -.15 -.15 -.13 -05  (.73)

9 Branch Extraversion 131 3.33 .32 -.06 -.07 -.10 15 .08 10 22 40
10 Percentage Male 131 .20 .20 -.07 .03 -.22 -.08 -.16 -15 -.22 -.23
11 Performance Goal Climate 131 3.06 43 A1 .02 -.20 -.03 -12 -.04 -.10 -.08
12 Learning Goal Climate 131 3.77 40 .18 -11 -.22 -.33 -.37 -.38 -.34 19
13 Branch Turnover 42 .03 .05 -.06 -.05 -.10 A1 .29 .06 27 -12
14 Branch Stress 131 3.27 49 A0 .29 .22 21 .29 22 .30 .19
15 Dominating Conflict 131 276 44 05 01 A5 61 72 66 .69  -08

Management Strategies

Note.Scale reliabilities are on the diagorignificant two-tailed correlationg € .05) are in bold.
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Table 10 (ctd.)

9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1 Branch Size
2 Percent Full Time
3 Mean Branch Tenure
4 Task Conflict
5 Relationship Conflict
6 Process Conflict
7 Power Conflict
8 Branch Agreeableness
9 Branch Extraversion (.78)
10 Percentage Male -.07
11 Performance Goal Climate 14 .23 (.72)
12 Learning Goal Climate .07 .10 .24 (.85)
13 Branch Turnover .20 .05 -11 -.40
14 Branch Stress .07 -15 .04 -.20 .28 (.81)
15 Dominating Conflict 12 -14  -13  -44 29 29 (79)

Management Strategies

Note.Scale reliabilities are on the diagon&ignificant two-tailed correlationg € .05) are in bold.
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Table 11

Antecedents of Power Conflict (Hypotheses 3-6)

Power Conflict

Variables
yij t
Step 1
Group Size -.04 -.40
Percent Full Time .03 31
Mean Branch Tenure .02 .25
R .00
Step 2
Branch Extraversion .30 3.26 **
Branch Agreeableness -.16 -1.72 %
Percent Male -.20 -2.36 **
Learning Goal Climate -31 -3.50 **
Performance Goal Climate -.06 -.66
R 22%*
AR 22%*

Note. N= 131; One-tailed significance testsp* .01, *p < .05, p < .10.
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Table 12

Consequences of Power Conflict (Hypotheses 7-8)

Branch Stress

Branch Turnover

(N=131) (N=42)
B t B t
Step 1
Group Size .07 .87 -.07 -43
Percent Full Time .25 2,95 ** -.01 -.06
Mean Branch Tenure .16 1.82 * -.10 -.58
R 2% .02
Step 2
Task Conflict .08 51 -.23 -.59
Relationship Conflict .22 152 ' .76 2.67 **
Process Conflict -.03 -.22 -.37 -1.07
R 18** 19
AR .06** A7*
Step 3
Power Conflict .29 1.83 * .58 1.66 *
R 20%* 25
AR .02* .06*

Note.One-tailed significance tests,f .01*p < .05; " p < .10.
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Figure 1.Power conflict framework.
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Appendix A: Interview Protocol

General Background Questions

1. How long have you worked at the bank?
2. What is your current position?
3. How long have you worked in your current position?

4. To what extent do you work with others in the branch?

Conflict Questions

1. One of the obstacles or challenges employees often face when they aedremui
work together involves disagreements or conflicts for various reasons. How
would a typical employee describe the disagreements or conflicts in your
workplace? (i.e. what do you fight about?)

Now | am going to ask you about some more specific types of conflict:

2. Tell me about a time when you withessed or experienced a conflict about power
or status (i.e. power struggles)?

a. What was the trigger or source of the conflict (probe with below)?

i. Tell me about the conditions in the organization when the conflict
occurred (i.e. task, management style, resources, time pressure,
group composition)?

b. How did this affect you (emotionally, physically, job attitudes)?

c. How did this affect the other individuals involved (emotionally,
physically, job attitudes)?

d. How did this affect the functioning of the work group?

I. Atmosphere, communication, coordination, performance
e. Describe how the conflict played itself out?

i. Did it escalate? Describe what happened?

ii. How was the conflict handled or resolved in the end?
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3. Tell me about a time when you witnessed or experienced a conflict involving
disagreements over a particular task or work related issues (i.e. @ decision,
opinion, etc.)?

a. Were conflicts over power, such as those you just described, ever involved
in these types of conflict incidents?

i. Which type of conflict tended to come first?

ii. What was different in what was going on in the organization or
who was involved when these types occurred together?

4. Tell me about a time when you witnessed or experienced a conflict involving
personal incompatibilities or people engaging in conflict due to differences in
personalities, or conflict not work related (more emotional tension)?

a. Were conflicts over power, such as those you just described, ever involved
in these types of conflict incidents?

i. Which type of conflict tended to come first?

ii. What was different in what was going on in the organization or
who was involved when these types occurred together?

5. Tell me about a time when you witnessed or experienced a conflict involving
disagreements over how to complete or proceed with a task (i.e. resource
allocation, responsibilities, etc.)?

a. Were conflicts over power, such as those you just described, ever involved
in these types of conflict incidents?

i. Which type of conflict tended to come first?

ii. What was different in what was going on in the organization or
who was involved when these types occurred together?

6. What could the organization do to prevent conflicts involving power or status or
power struggles?
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Appendix B: Qualitative Coding Guides and Instroos

Instructions for Initial Open Coding of Transcripts

. Read through each transcript line by line and make notes of key concepts and
themes

. Focus on critical incident of power struggles

a. What are the key concept and themes in how people describe power
struggles in their workplace?

b. What are the triggers or antecedents of these power struggles?

c. What are the consequences of the power struggles?

d. How are the power struggles managed or resolved?

. When discussing how power struggles may be involved with other types of
conflict, what key concepts and themes are described?
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Final Coding Instructions

1. Read through all the category definitions and examples until you feeldamili
with the coding scheme (You will also want to keep the coding guide with you
while you go through the transcripts).

2. Notice that there are several broader categories of codes, which shoulachslp f
your thinking.

a.

Actions: these codes should be applied when respondents are describing
examples of experiences they have had with power struggles, specifically
what behaviors or actions were involved in the power struggles

Motives: these codes should be applied when respondents are describing
what led to or what triggered the power struggle incident (i.e. why did
people behave that way)

Contextual Antecedents: these codes should be applied when
respondents are describing what was taking place in the organization at the
time of the conflict incident or what broader factors they think contribute
to the existence of the power struggle

Conseguencesthese codes should be applied when respondents are
describing how the particular power struggle incident affected them,
others they work with, and the organization

Management of Conflict these codes should be applied when
respondents are describing how the particular incident or power struggle
was ultimately resolved or managed

3. Going line by line, read each quote or response (i.e. thought unit) within the
transcripts and using the coding guide and the provided definitions and examples,
assign the codes that best match the data.

a.

b.

A code can be assigned even if it only applies to part of the quote or
thought unit.

You may assign more than one code to each quote or thought unit, but try
to assign no more than 4 codes per quote. If you feel the need to assign
more than 4 codes per quote, make a note of the transcript so we can
discuss that particular instance.

There may also be times when no codes match the quote or thought unit
and no codes are assigned.
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Final Coding Guide

ACTIONS

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Bossy/ Controlling
Behavior

(Relabeled Overstepping
Authority)

Descriptions of someone

trying to control or boss the
other person around (e.g. ac
like they are in charge)

*Notice that this is different
than “Desire for
Advancement or Power” in
that it focuses on individual(s
actions or behaviors as boss
[ controlling,not desires to
move up.

“When the manager is
gone, the CSR is like I'm
tyour boss, you better lister
to me, which is not at all
true.”

“We refer to her as the
sheriff because she tries t(
5)monitor everyone and tell

ythem how to do their jobs.’

Resisting Orders
(Relabeled
Insubordination)

Descriptions of defying or
ignoring orders / directions
from a supervisor; not
wanting to take orders from i
formal authority figure

“She would just ignore

anything the supervisor tol
her to do and do it her own
away.”

|

Protecting Turf
(Relabeled Territoriality
Behaviors)

Descriptions of individuals
not willing to give up or sharg
their responsibilities or
particular jobs / protective of
work territory such as specifi
assignments or
responsibilities (e.g. turf war

“We have had people,

> where they won't let go of
what they’re doing, even if
they need help.”

(@)

Taking Credit for Ideas
(Relabeled to be part of
Displays of Superiority)

References to people taking
credit for other’s ideas

“You have to watch out
sometimes, because peop
will take your idea and run
with it”

le
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ACTIONS (continued)

Category / Code Definition Examples
Descriptions of persons “She always comes across
behaving in ways to show theyacting like she knows mors¢
are better than others (e.g.. | than everyone else, and
have more knowledge or does it especially when the
experience) supervisor is around.”
*Notice that this is different | “It's a lot of people trying
than “Better Qualifications” in| to make themselves look
that it focuses on behaviors tolike they’re more important

Displays of Superiority demonstrate or gain stajusot | than other people.”

cognitions about being better
In addition, this is different
than “Displays of Formal
Authority” in that if focuses
on people trying to
demonstrate or gain informal
status, not on individuals
reinforcing their position as
the manager or supervisor.

)%

Displays of Formal
Authority

Descriptions of individuals
demonstrating that they have
formal authority or are the
manager/supervisor (e.g.
ability to punish, higher title,
make decisions, etc.). This
focuses on actions to establis

or reinforce that the individual would throw her credential

is in charge or has formal
authority over others.

*Notice that this is different
from “Displays of Superiority”
in that it focuses purely on
demonstrating one’s formal

“She would always come
down on us, just to remind
us that she was the one in
charge.”

“She wanted us all to knov
kshe was in charge so she

at us.”

authority over another.
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MOTIVES

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Desire for Advancement
Power

References to wanting to be
in charge or wanting to move
up as leading to the conflict

*Notice, this is different than
“Bossy/ Controlling
Behavior” in that it focuses
on people’s desires, not
behaviors.

“She always wanted to be
> on top, no matter what.”

“He always thought he
should be in my position as
supervisor.”

Job Insecurity

References to fears that one
wants the other’s job or will
take over the other’s job

*Notice that this is different
from “Layoffs” in that it
focuses on another individua
wanting to take over the
person’s job, not on losing th
job due to overall

organizational layoffs or cuts.

“I think she behaved that
way because she thought
my supervisor wanted her
job, even though it wasn't
true.”

e

Recognition

References to the conflict
occurring because people
were trying to gain
recognition or attention

*Notice that this is different
than “Displays of
Superiority” in that it focuses
on people’s motives, not
behaviors.

“It's all about them wanting
to make sure they receive
all the recognition from the
boss.”

Better Qualifications

References to thinking one
has better qualifications (e.g
experience, tenure,
knowledge, age, etc.) as
leading to the conflict

*Notice that this is different
than “Displays of
Superiority” in that it focuses
on cognitions about being
better than others, not on
behaviors to demonstrate or

“He thought he should be i
my position because he hg
been with the organization
longer.”

o 5

“l thought, I'm older and

know more than you, so |
don’t need to listen to what
you say.”

gain status.
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MOTIVES (continued)

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Advancement Issues

References to competition fo
a job or promotion or the
opportunity to advance as
leading to conflict

r“l don’t think she wanted
the position, but she didn’t
want anyone else to have
either.”

“I think when you have a
promotion, people will
often get pitted against ea
other.”

Threatened by Others

References to people being
scared or threatened by
others’ knowledge,
experience, skills, etc. as
leading to the conflict

*Notice that this is different
than “Job Insecurity” in that i
focuses on people being
threatened by other’s
characteristics, while “Job
Insecurity” focuses on fears
that someone wants the
other’s job, specifically.

“l think she was threatene
by him because you could
tell that he knew more thar
she did.”

[

Personality

References to something
about the individual or his/he
personality as being a cause|
of the conflict

*If a specific aspect of
personality is described,
please note that along with tf
code (e.g. bossy, power
hungry, etc.).

“It was really just how she
rwas as a person.”

“It was just her personality
to behave like that.”
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CONTEXTUAL ANTECEDENTS

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Layoffs

Descriptions of fears of losin
jobs / layoffs or previous job
losses within the organizatio
as causing conflict incidents

*Notice that this is different
than “Job Insecurity” in that i
focuses on fears of overall
organizational layoffs or cuts
not on fears of a specific
person taking over one’s job

g“There has been an awful
lot of rumors and backroom
ntalk and what not that
someone is going to lose his
job and this and that.”

Climate

References to aspects of the
organizational atmosphere,
climate, or environment
influencing the level of
conflict

*If a specific type of climate
is described, please note tha
along with the code (e.g.
tense, competitive, etc.).

“We have a very friendly,
non-competitive
environment here, so I think
people just have fewer
conflicts.”

Merger

References the influence of
merger on the level of conflig

1“We just had a merger with
t'’X’ bank, so there was a lo
of uncertainty.”

Leadership

References management or
leader behaviors influencing
the level of conflict

*If a specific type of leader

behavior is described, pleast
note that along with the code
(e.g. absent, aggressive, etc

“Sometimes you just have
managers that just don’t

care and let people figure it
out themselves.”

1%

)

Gender Composition

Descriptions of the gender
composition of people in the
organization influencing the
level of conflict

‘| think anytime you get a
group of women together
you are going to have sorgF

sort of power struggles th
go on.”
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CONTEXTUAL ANTECEDENTS (continued)

Category / Code Definition Examples

References to poor “Nothing ever gets
communication or a lack of | communicated so that leac
Communication Issues | communication within the | to people jockeying for
organization as influencing | status.”

the level of conflict

Descriptions of the number of‘l think you have more
employees in the organizatiorpower struggles when ther

. influencing the level of are more people. We only
Branch Size .
conflict have a few people and are
close, so we have less of
that.”
References to the degree of| “It's very clear who is
hierarchy or the clarity of the senior and who makes the
Unclear Hierarchy hierarchy or authority decisions, so people don't
influencing the level of try to overstep that.”
conflict
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CONSEQUENCES

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Conflict Escalation

Descriptions of the conflict
resulting in other conflicts

“It just leads to people
biting each other’s heads
off and not getting along
the entire day.”

Negative Emotions

Descriptions of individuals
having negative emotions
following the conflict (e.g.
getting angry, frustrated,
grumpy, stressed)

*If a specific type of
negative emaotion is
described, please note that
along with the code (e.g.
angry, stressed, etc.).

“I think people get very

the situation.”

frustrated and stressed with

Stressful Climate

Descriptions of there being
a tense or stressful
environment following the
conflict

“There is just a very quiet,
tense atmosphere when th
IS going on.”

Individuals leaving the
organization or changing

“She finally ended up
quitting because she just

Turnover positions as a result of the | couldn’t take it anymore.”
conflict
References the influence of “I think when anything like
the conflict on productivity | that happens if affects a
Performance or performance person’s work. You just

aren’t as focused at what
you're doing.”

Group Divisions /
Coalitions

Descriptions of the conflict
resulting in group divisions
or coalitions

“People end up taking side
and not being as close
anymore.”

Communication

References of the conflict
negatively influencing
communication within the

group

“People usually just don't
talk very much after
incidents like that.”

Descriptions of the conflict

“You just start to distrust

Distrust leading to distrust within theeveryone else and their
group or workplace motives.”
References to the conflict | “He really undermined the
negatively affecting whole team effort, the
Teamwork

cohesion and teamwork
within the group

whole event of the team.’
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CONSEQUENCES (continued)

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Relationship Damage

Descriptions of the conflict
negatively affecting the
relationships of individuals

“| think it ruined a
friendship that had started
between them.”

Job Satisfaction

References to how the
conflict has negatively
affected their attitudes abo

“It just made me not want
to come to work anymore.
utvasn’'t happy with what |

their job

was doing.”
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MANAGEMENT OF CONFLICT

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Forcing/Dominating

Describes individuals
involved in the conflict as
focused on imposing each
one’s will on the other (e.g
forcing their view, focus on
winning)

“Neither of them was
willing to give in on
whether there should be a
fee and just kept fighting
about it.”

Describes individuals
involved in the conflict
trying to ignore or suppres

“Even though it bothered
me, | would usually just
signore it and let it go.”

Avoiding thinking about the issues

(e.g. withdrawal,

sidestepping situations)

Describes individuals “I would just let her have
Yielding involved in the conflict as | her way because | knew |

giving in and accepting an
incorporating others will

dcouldn’t win anyway.”

Problem Solving

Describes individuals
involved in the conflict as
focusing on an agreement
that satisfies both
individuals (involves
exchange of information,
looking for alternatives, an
examining differences)

“We discussed what the
problem was and were able
to find a solution that we
were both happy with.”

d

Compromising

Describes individuals
involved in the conflict as
resolving it by splitting
everything down the middl
or trying to find a middle
ground (e.g. both parties
give up something to make
a mutually acceptable
decision)

“l agreed to cover her

Monday shift, if she would

agree to cover my
e\Wednesday shift.”

Manager Intervention

Describes individuals
involved in the conflict
trying to resolve it by
taking the issue to the
manager or having the
manager intervene in the
conflict incident

“We didn’t know what to
do to stop it, so we went tg
the manager, and she wag
able to put an end to his
behavior.”
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Discriminant Validity Coding Instructions

. Read through all the category definitions and examples until you feeldamili
with the coding scheme (You will also want to keep the coding guide with you
while you go through the transcripts).

. This part of the coding focuses specifically on the critical incident question.

Going line by line, read through the highlighted portion of the transcript and using
the coding guide and the provided definitions and examples, indicate whether the
description of the power conflict matches any of the codes.

. First, give a code indicating whether the critical incident focuses onrpowe
conflict between peers of equal rank or between supervisors and subordinates.

. Next, go through the critical incidents again, reading line by line, and indicate
whether the descriptions of power conflict match any of the conflict codes.

a. A code can be assigned even if it only applies to part of the quote.

b. You may assign more than one code to each quote, but try to assign no
more than 4 codes per quote. If you feel the need to assign more than 4
codes per quote, make a note of the transcript so we can discuss the
particular instance.

c. There may be times when no codes match and no code is assigned.
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Discriminant Validity Coding Guide

PARTIES INVOLVED

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Equal Status

Descriptions of the conflict
taking place between two
individuals that are the same
rank or position

“None of them are any kind
of authority at all and that

might be the problem right
now ‘cause they're all equa
pretty much.”

Supervisor/ Subordinate

Descriptions of the conflict
taking place between a

subordinate and a supervisor could tell me what | was

or two individuals of different
formal rank in the
organization

“l had a situation where a
subordinate felt that they

going to be doing for the
day”

CONFLICT CODES

Category / Code

Definition

Examples

Task Conflict

Describes the conflict as an
awareness of differences in
viewpoints and opinions

pertaining to the group task

“We usually fight about
work things—interpreting
our reports, disagreeing
about government
regulations.”

Relationship Conflict

Describes the conflict as an
awareness of interpersonal
incompatibilities, including
personality conflicts and
emotional tension within the
group (e.g. people not getting
along; non-work related
differences)

“Like any situation, there
are some of us that don’t
get along, and so we don’t
talk at all.”

Process Conflict

Describes the conflict as an
awareness of controversies
about aspects of how task

accomplishment will proceed
including who's responsible
for what, how things should
be delegated, and resource

allocation

“And the net work is
divided and there has been
sometimes conflict on how|
, that work is divided and
who'’s responsible for
what.”
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Dominating Conflict
Management Strategies

Describes power struggles in
terms of how individuals
handled or resolved the
conflict (e.g. focused on
imposing each one’s will or
winning)

*Only assign this code if the
main critical incident of

power conflict focuses on this
Do not assign this code if it
only pertains to how the mair
critical incident of power
conflict was resolved or

1l

handled by participants.

“Neither of them was
willing to give in on

whether there should be a
fee and just kept fighting

about it.”

\*2)
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Appendix C: Study 2 Questionnaire Measures

Conflict Measures

Power Conflict

The following questions ask you about experiences with co-workers in your
branch. Please read each item carefully and circle the response theflbetst r
your opinion (1= “none” to 5= “a lot”).

1. How often are there power struggles among members of this branch?

2. How often are branch members domineering?

3. How often are branch members in a struggle over who is in control?

4. How often do branch members have trouble taking directions from someone
else?

5. How often do branch members try to dominate others?

Intragroup Conflict(Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Jehn et al., 1999)

The following questions ask you about experiences with co-workers in your
branch. Please read each item carefully and circle the response thefl®etst r
your opinion (1= “none” to 5= “a lot”).

1. How much relationship tension is there in your branch? (Relationship)

2. How much emotional conflict is there in your branch? (Relationship)

3. How much conflict of ideas is there in your branch? (Task)

4. How often do people in your branch have conflicting opinions about the project
you are working on? (Task)

5. How often do people get angry while working in your branch? (Relationship)

6. How frequently do you have disagreements within you branch about the task of
the project you are working on? (Task)

7. How often are there disagreements about who should do what in your branch?
(Process)

8. How frequently do members of your branch disagree about the way to complete
a group task? (Process)

9. How much conflict is there in your branch about task responsibilities?
(Process)
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Dominating Conflict Management Strateg(€elfand, Leslie, & Keller)

Please read each statement carefully and circle the number that leets$ sefur
opinion. When conflicts arise in this branch(1= “strongly disagree” to 5=
“strongly agree”).

1. Branch members push their own points of view.

2. Branch members each search for gains for only themselves.

3. Branch members fight for what they want personally.

4. Branch members do everything to win for themselves.

5. Branch members try to force others to accept their own points of view.

Antecedents
Gender
What is your gender? (please checkone) =~ Female ___ Male
PersonalityGoldberg, 1999)

Please use the rating scale below to describe how accurately eachrdtateme
describes you. Please describe yourself as you generally are now, not ashyou w

to be in the future. Describe yourself as you honestly see yourself, inmetat

other people you know of the same sex as you are, and roughly your same age. So
that you can describe yourself in an honest manner, your responses will be kept i
absolute confidence (1= “very inaccurate” to 5= “very accurate”).

Extraversion

| don't talk a lot. (R)

| feel comfortable around people.

| start conversations.

| have little to say. (R)

| talk to a lot of different people at parties.
| don't like to draw attention to myself. (R)
| don't mind being the center of attention.
| am quiet around strangers. (R)

ONOOAWNE

Agreeableness

1. |feel little concern for others. (R)

2. | am interested in people.

3. | sympathize with others’ feelings.

4. | am not interested in other people’s problems. (R)
5. | am not really interested in others. (R)

6. |take time out for others.

7. | feel others’ emotions.

8. | make people feel at ease.
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Goal Orientation ClimatéDragoni, 2005)

Using the scale provided, please indicate the degree to which you agree or
disagree with the following statements. My branch manager... (1= “strongly
disagree” to 5= “strongly agree”).

1. Emphasizes the importance of outperforming others. (Perform)

2. Openly ranks branch members’ performance on an ongoing basis. (Perform)
3. Encourages branch members to participate in learning and development
programs. (Learn)

4. Praises branch members when they take the initiative to learn something new.
(Learn)

5. Rewards branch members when they outperform others within our branch.
(Perform)

6. Encourages members within my branch to compete with one another.
(Perform)

7. Facilitates the development of branch members. (Learn)

8. Treats mistakes as opportunities to learn something new. (Learn)

Consequences

Stresqdeveloped for this study)

Please rate the extent to which you disagree or agree with each stqiement
“strongly disagree” to 5= “strongly agree”).

1. My job is very demanding.

2. | feel constant pressure in my job.
3. Many aspects of my job are stressful.
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