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Abstract
 
Social action and communication constitute the building blocks in the organizational structure and
the agents of change, as well as shape the relationships among working parties, that can become
inconsistent, due to the same desire of two or more people for a similar resource which is in scarcity,
introducing the issue of human relations in an organizational context and especially the issue of
conflict prevention. In this study we investigate conflict in a group based on different parameters by
providing some insights on what is the impact between these different factors when interrelated.
The research is carried out by adopting the survey path and performing multivariate statistical
analysis techniques where we simultaneously examine the relationship between latent factors in an
organizational conflict environment.
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1. Introduction

The definition of the term “organization” in modern management theory describes a structure
where people with a particular purpose work together to achieve it. As Barnard (1938) puts it, an
organization is “...a system of consciously coordinated activities of two or more persons...”. There
are many kinds of organizations today with business, non-profit, volunteering or other objectives.
Irrelevant of the scope or purpose of an organization whenever there are two or more people
working together, conflicts usually arise.

Wall & Callister (1995) define conflict as “...a process in which one party perceives that its interests
are being opposed or negatively affected by another party...”. As stated by Kazimoto (2013),
organizational conflict is defined as the presence of discord occuring when goals, values or interests
of various individuals or groups are incompatible and hinder each other’s attempt to pursue the
objectives in an organization. It can be described as a communication process and an inescapable
consequence of reciprocating relationship that demonstrates difference of opinion and dissonance
with and between individuals and groups within the work-environment. That being the case,
workplace conflict is a self-evident fact in any organization, provided that people will compete for
jobs, recognition, power and security (Adomie and Anie, 2005).

Wall & Callister (1995) attribute the causes of conflict to individual factors (personality, individual
values, goals, anxiety, desire for autonomy) and interpersonal factors (perceptual interface,
communications, behavioral and structural relationships, previous interactions). Different
personality characteristics, values, goals and perceptions can be underlying conditions for conflict
which can be attributed to the individual alone. Moreover, the way the individual perceive the others
as a threat to his/her goals, the level and style of communication within the group, the relationships
of hierarchy and power as well as the re-escalation of previous conflicts are important factors to
consider when we try to explain conflict in a group (Wall & Callister, 1995).

Workplace conflict is a reality in most of the situations involving people working together and it has
a significant cost due to loss of time, antagonism and reduced productivity (Gladstein, 1984).
Moreover, conflict at work can have negative effects on the individual such as feelings of anger,
hostility, tension, stress and personal frustration (Thomas, 1976). However, some studies argue that
low levels of conflict can have a beneficial effect because employees learn to look at different
perspectives, solve issues and become more creative (Wall & Nolan, 1986). In that regard, the
management’s duty is not to subdue or resolve every conflict, but to manage it as a means to
enhance and not to deflect from organizational performance.
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Organizational structures with contemporary forms trading in either the manufacturing or the
service industry inherently create conflicts, which arise in groups due to the scarcity of resources,
position and freedom (Hotepo, Asokere, Abdul-Azeez and Ajemunigbohun, 2010). Even when
using the most effective management tools and practices, workplace conflict is an inevitable,
endemic feature of employment relationship, exhibiting numerous different forms. In essence, it is a
lingering, indissoluble process which is more likely to take place in traditional hierarchical business
models where people with diverging backgrounds, opinions and views interconnect. Still,
organizational conflict is not an aberration, given that it brings forth or provides an opportunity for
reconciliation and correction for the refinement of both the workers and the organization (Osad
and Osas, 2013).

1.1 Problem formulation

Until today there is no model present which interprets conflict in a comprehensive approach despite
its significant importance. However, there is substantial material investigating the issue from
different perspectives from which we will draw ideas and experience. What we want to achieve is
the study of underlying relationships between conflict and group characteristics by providing
some insights on how these factors interrelate and which is their impact on conflict in the

workplace.

1.2 Limitations

The research was solely conducted on engineers working in the greek public sector which is a rather
specific group of government employees of the same nationality with many common procedures in
executing public works. Another limitation is that the target group involves individuals located in a
very distinct island geographic region in Greece. One last important remark in this case is the
absence of multicultural communication elements since the group is homogenous (same nationality,
same language, similar age groups).
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2. Literature review

The term “conflict” encapsulates a range of different meanings depending on the context of
professional association and in relation to communication and social integration, it is one of the
most prevalent among the studies in group processes (Williams, 1998). Businesswise, the term
conflict indicates a social phenomenon that can result from people interaction while pursuing
common goals, or as David Laton stated (2008, p. 74), “conflict arises from disagreements over the
goals to attain or the methods used to accomplish these goals.”

As Smith (1966, p. 521) asserts, conflict is “a situation in which the conditions, practices, or goals for
the different participants are inherently incompatible”. On the same wavelength, Thomas (1976, p.
891) stated that conflict refers to a process that comprises emotions, perceptions, behaviors, as well
as outcomes of two individuals and “begins when one party perceives that the other has frustrated,
or is about to frustrate, some concern of his”. Robins (1978) describes conflict as an inferred
condition between two or more parties that oppose one another or experience an antagonistic
interaction. Seen through the prism of Rahim (2002, p. 207), conflict can be described as “an
interactive process manifested in incompatibility, disagreement, or dissonance within or between
social entities (i.e., individual, group, organization, etc.)” and may take place not merely in respect to
a function or activity, but also in respect to values, objectives, preferences and attitudes, when taking
cognizance of the exceedance of a certain limit of intensity.

2.1 Conceptual framework

Contemporary scholars have worked on the issue of conflict in organizations in order to categorize
the different types of conflict present. In the nominal article of Guetzkow and Gyr (1954) they
describe conflict as “affective” or “substantive”. Affective conflict in a group is related more to the
nature of the counterparts and their unique personality characteristics whereas substantive conflict
relates more to the conflict related to the tasks of the group. Jehn (2001) confirms the existence of
relationship conflict (related to incompatibilities between the members of the group) and task

conflict (which are incompatibilities between the opinions about a task but do not entail personal
issues). Jehn (2001) goes further to acknowledge a third type of conflict, process conflict, which is
related to group differences in how a task will be completed and what will be the distribution of
roles for this process.
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Pondy (1967) has done some nominal work in the analysis of organizational conflict on the basis of
three conceptual models. The bargaining model refers to conflict related to the scarcity of
resources since different stakeholders fight for resources. The bureaucratic model addresses
further the issue of conflict on a vertical dimension by describing disagreements and escalations
caused by the hierarchical relationship between a superior and a subordinate. This is confrontation
along the established framework of authority in the organization and is frequently encountered.
Pondy (1967) further suggests the existence of the systems model as conflict between the
stakeholders of a functional relationship and has to do with coordination issues in a team as its
members interact to achieve a common goal. The unique characteristic here is that conflict manifests
between persons at the same hierarchical level.

Conflict as such is a dynamic process in an organization. Pondy (1967) proposed a model of 5 stages
of conflict as it evolves (Fig. 1). The latent conflict can be the initial phase of this process and can
be considered as the results of competition for resources, individual drives for autonomy or
divergence of goals. Pondy (1967) acknowledges these three categories of dynamic events which can
give birth to conflict when there is competition for scarce resources, when some party tries to exert
power on some other party who is not accepted by the second party or when two or more parties
cannot achieve consensus over a common organizational goal. Pondy goes further with the
definition of perceived conflict which is awareness of conflict between stakeholders even if the
causes of conflict do not exist (latent conflict) due to lack of proper communication and common
understanding. Even if conflict is perceived, this is different from felt or tangible conflict when
actually conflict begins to affect the stakeholders. At his stage the persons concerned personalise the
conflict and negative effects begin to materialize. The manifested conflict is a situation when
conflict is openly demonstrated between the stakeholders and actions are deliberately targeting the
opponent. This carries a major concern in the organizational context requiring the proper
mechanisms for managing and resolving. The conflict aftermath which follows as a follow-up of
conflict resolution can contain elements of latent conflict which has not been completely resolved
and can lead to a new cycle of future conflict.

Figure 1: Conflict process according to Pondy’s model
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2.2 Separation and complexity perspective

A great amount of empirical research on these three types of conflict (task, relationship, process)
employ the separation perspective (Janssen et al, 1999), which regards conflict states as independent,
thus recommending that relationships between each type and different effects be explored without
consideration for the two remaining types. The particular approach was used in two meta-analyses
which pointed out that there is no relationship between task conflict and team performance and,
moreover, that both relationship and process conflict have a negative effect on team performance
(de Wit et al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013). Taking into account that the meta-analyses incorporated
116 and 83 surveys, respectively, which researched thousands of work groups with tenfold team
members, it is doubtful that additional research concerning the separation perspective will yield
meaningful theoretical acquisitions (e.g. DeChurch et al., 2013).

Following on from the separation perspective, complexity perspective assumes that a pattern of the
teams’ task, relationship and process conflict interrelation impinges on the team functioning (Janssen
et al., 1999). The said frame of reference originates from the well-established belief that if
relationship conflicts can be evaded, task conflicts may have a positive effect on teams (Amason &
Sapienza, 1997; De Dreu, 1997; Shaw et al., 2011). Furthermore, Jehn and Mannix found that
“teams will be more successful to the extent that their leaders can promote constructive debate
concerning the task at hand [...] while minimizing the potential for relationship and process conflict”
(2001: 248). Hence, this approach points out that different conflict states and their impact on team
effectiveness are compound as well as inextricable (Amason, 1996; Behfar, Peterson, Mannix, &
Trochim, 2008; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a; de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2013; Jehn & Chatman, 2000;
Pondy, 1967). For many decades now, the interconnection between conflict types has been a
recurrent topic in the pertinent research field (e.g. Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; Torrance, 1957).

In general, studies pay particular attention on the differential effect of task conflict as it diversifies
across levels of relationship and process conflict. The common debate, which is acknowledged in
the widely-read publications (e.g., Lencioni, 2002, 2012), is that task conflict may potentially be
utmost beneficial and useful when relationship and process conflict are both minimum. In spite of a
deficiency of empirical evidence thoroughly analysing the complexity perspective (see Jehn &
Chatman, 2000), it has become evident in many theories of organizational conflict, most of which
derive from information processing theory (e.g. Pelled, 1996).
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Thus, the complexity perspective rests upon a widespread principle of information processing to
support that higher levels of cognitive load will arise in presence of perceivable threat, resulting in a
distraction of resources from the critical interpretive processing and analysis of divergent
perspectives (Shaw et al., 2011). Subsequently, this induces unaccommodating, rigid thinking,
inhibits creativity and fragments mental types (Carnevale & Probst, 1998; de Wit et al.,2012, 2013;
Mather, 2009; Varner & Ellis, 1998). It is more probable then, that group members may encounter
lower states of effort, attention, energy and concentration for the task, due to the necessity to
redirect cognitive resources for the purpose of handling the feelings of threat, distrust and fear
related to higher levels of relationship and process conflict (Amason & Mooney, 1999).
Consequently, groups are less likely to develop integrative and innovative approaches for problem
solving and draw from the possible benefits of task conflict, thus lower task performance (De Dreu
& Weingart, 2003b; Jehn & Bezrukova, 2010). In this regard, a team-oriented baseline that
investigates organizational conflict state profiles, which thoroughly embody the complexity
perspective encompassing the interdependency of conflict states, may be notably befitting for
providing an in depth knowledge of conflicts’ part in work teams.

2.3 Communication and job satisfaction on team conflict

After the reference to the complexity perspective in conflict we will refer to recent studies related to
the impact of communication and job satisfaction on organizational conflict. Jehn (1995)
investigated the composition of 105 work groups as well as management teams to examine whether
conflict could be useful. The consequences of conflict on both group-level and individual
parameters were analysed using various methods in order to provide a better understanding of the
interrelated factors and a more sophisticated model of conflict within a group. The study results
demonstrate that the groups’ structure and type of conflict induce the setting for conflict. Moreover,
task and relationship conflicts are negatively correlated with job satisfaction, liking of the rest team
members, as well as intent to remain in the work group. Another finding illustrates that when work
groups execute highly routine tasks, task conflict may become detrimental regarding the functioning
of the group. On the contrary, when work groups execute non-routine tasks, task conflict not only
does not have a detrimental effect, but, in certain cases, it may prove rather beneficial.

Various studies have implied that task conflict positively correlates with improved team
effectiveness, while relationship conflict can induce decreased team effectiveness (Amason &
Schweiger, 1997; Jehn, 1994, 1995, 1997; Simons & Peterson, 2000; van de Vliert & De Dreu, 1994).
On the contrary, a meta-analysis along with further studies indicate that task conflict can bring about
a decline in performance metrics (Jehn et al., 1999; Kurtzberg, 2000; Langfred & Moye, 2014;
Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart, 2001; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xin, 1999). That being said, a
subsequent meta-analysis did not reproduce the same findings, which stands as proof that there is

9 



no direct effect of task conflict as either negative or positive, thus, it can be characterized as highly
variable (de Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012). Due to the contradictory research findings, it would be ill
advised to provide explicit managerial prescriptions and it has been evident that further research is
needed in this domain (de Wit et al., 2012; Greer, Caruso, & Jehn, 2011), given that the limited
studies examining the conditions that enhance or aggravate task conflicts’ beneficial effects on team
performance is still being questioned (Rispens, Greer, & Jehn, 2007). Consequently, the deficiency
of mediating variables in the research area of team conflict has attracted the researchers’ attention
and therefore designates a substantial gap in the literature (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn, Greer,
Levine, & Szulanski, 2008).

DeChurch et al.s’ meta-analysis (2013), demonstrated that both conflict states and conflict processes
are separate and significant future performance indicators and that there is a direct effect of conflict
processes. However, their study did not examine the latent moderating effect of conflict states and
processes interaction, therefore they recommend further research on the said impact. As Nicotera
and Dorsey (2006) reported, communication research on organizational conflict needs a shift
towards discursive and imperative approaches, such as the one already performed in the area of
organizational communication in general (such as, Fairhurst & Putnam, 2004; Cooren, 2000; Taylor
& Van Every, 2000) as well as other conflict contexts. Additionally, pertinent literature points out
the need for research which brings communication in the vanguard of examination, however
deviates from the linear views of communication and, among other things, which presents another
option than the reductionist and linear views of conflict processes in organizations. While such shift
has been more prevailing in the recent past (such as, DeWulf et al., 2009), yet there is a large number
of alternatives to be explored.

Robbins (2001) reflected that poor communication is usually alluded to as the source of

conflicts which eventually will bring about stress and hinder organizational performance. So long as
employees learn to communicate effectively in the organization, they will be capable of minimizing
the said stress. In accordance, Pace (1998) emphasized that any disagreement can be shrunk or
avoided by the presence of a supportive climate so that interpersonal communication can be
preserved and enhanced. Bercerra & Gupta (2003) argued that open communication climate may

reduce uncertainty as it brings forth some level of predictability to the employees as interactants.
In such case, communication openness is an essential aspect in eliminating any detrimental effect of
conflict on trust (Lewicki and Bunker, 1995). Hence, communication is considered as absolutely
necessary to building trust inside an organization (Atkinson and Butcher, 2003; Aubert and Kelsey,
2003) leading to less conflicts and more positive organizational climate.

Hinds & Bailey (2003) study conflict and its link to communication from another perspective, the
one of geographically distributed teams which rely heavily on technology for communication.
Distance was found to have a significant impact on team members’ shared context and familiarity as
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factors having effect on group conflict. Specifically for each type of conflict distance can affect task
conflict as a results of different perspectives and norms between the distributed groups, process
conflict as a results of different temporal rhythms and reduced familiarity and relationship conflict as
a result of different norms and reduced homogeneity (Hinds & Bailey, 2013). Korovyakovskaya et.
al. (2015) performed a study on the relationship between miscommunication and the three types of
conflict (relationship, process and task conflict). This study has as main focus culturally diverse
groups and the data analyzed supported a high correlation of bad communication with task and

process conflict (but not relationship conflict).

Guangdong, Wu. (2017) investigated the relationship between communication-conflict interaction
and project success among construction project teams and found out that communication
willingness has a positive effect on process and task conflict, and a negative one on relationship
conflict. In addition, efficient formal communication decreases both task and process conflict, while
very frequent formal communication is positively correlated with relationship conflict. Finally, it was
concluded that informal communication positively acts upon process and task conflict, and
negatively on relationship conflict. However, the mediums of informal communication are generally
uncertain, random and unstable.

Hom and Kinicki (2001) assert that, in modern organizations, one of the primary reasons why
people may leave a job is inextricable conflicts at work, that bring about job dissatisfaction resulting
in lower productivity. Former studies have shown that conflicts are the factors that lead to decreased
employee performance as well as decreased job satisfaction (Barki and Hartwick, 2001). De Dreu
and Van Vianen (2001) signify that conflict is negatively correlated with organizational performance
and job satisfaction. In cases where too many conflicts arise, it is unavoidable to affect work
motivation and relationships, that consequently will have an effect on job satisfaction (De Dreu and
Van Vianen, 2001; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003b). Even though these studies involve job
satisfaction, they focused on the way conflict impacts on job satisfaction (De Dreu and Weingart,
2003).

The degree to which conflict impedes or enhances job satisfaction, performance and productivity
are topics frequently cited in the pertinent management theory (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Rainey,
2014; Schwenk, 1990). Although many researchers investigated the issue of the impact of conflict on
job satisfaction there is little literature available focusing on the inverse relationship of how job
satisfaction can affect conflict. A meta-analysis performed by Carsten et. al. (2005) showed a strong

negative correlation between relationship conflict and job satisfaction and a moderate

negative correlation between task conflict and job satisfaction respectively. The way job
satisfaction and conflict interact, if one causes the other and vice-versa, is still a valid question for
further research.
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The literature part of this paper would not be complete without reference to the main theoretical
models related to management of conflict when it exhibits itself in a group. The work of Thomas
(1992) ended up to be an instrumental model in conflict resolution by specifying five different
approaches to conflict resolution. Thomas refers to a model extending to two different dimensions
according to the degree to which someone engaged in a conflict attempts to satisfy his own concerns
or the concerns of the others. One therefore can be assertive or unassertive towards his/her own
interests or concerns and in the same time cooperative or uncooperative with the rest of the group.
Thomas identifies five different stances towards conflict in this respect. Avoiding is a behavior that
is both unassertive and uncooperative when the stakeholder chooses not to participate at all in the
conflict process. In case he/she chooses not to cooperate but to pursue his/her own concerns then
we can talk about a competition approach with an all or nothing endeavour. Similarly we refer to an
accommodation when a person in a group prefers to yield to the requests of the others and
collaboration when a group member supports both the interests of the group and his/her
individual interests. The fifth element of this model is the compromise approach which is a
balanced and negotiated approach between individual and group concerns.

3. Methodology

3.1 The Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) method

One of the principal objectives in social sciences research, within the conceptual stage of
recognizing certain events and concepts, is to explore and predict a particular behaviour of a
member or an organizational team in a legitimate way. By acknowledging specific conditions where
the individual or organization exists, researchers can examine and identify certain development
trends and, within certain limitations, describe the given details with regard to their existential
sphere. Consequently, they can interpret and discover the crucial factors and interrelations that set
the said trends in a given situation. Yet, the goal is not solely to conduct elementary statistical
reports, so as to recognise particular behaviors and factors, but to identify and determine the
connections of cause and effect among the scientific areas of interest.

Given that social reality is complex, due to the latent character of various social phenomena, the
necessity of sophisticated methods, as well as techniques of statistical data analysis is paramount. In
this sense, the inferred model alludes to a set of equations joined with assumptions of the system
being analyzed (i.e. hypotheses), in which the parameters are founded on the statistical observation
basis, signifying that structural equations pertain to equations that use parameters in analyzing the
latent or observable variables (Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993). The measurement of the entailed latent

12



constructs is conducted implicitly, mainly by using a set of observable variables and by monitoring
the causal effects between corresponding latent variables.

After having examined the work done by previous researchers our research methodology becomes
an important step in evaluating any underlying relationships in group conflict. We attempt to study a
contemporary phenomenon (conflict) in its real-world context, although the boundaries between the
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident. In our case we will take the survey path and
perform a multivariate statistical analysis where we simultaneously examine the relationship between
certain definitive independent variables and at least two metric dependent variables. Except for the
variables interrelationships investigation, this factor analysis also incorporates the multi-item scales
to account for any measurement error regarding each of the scales (Hair et al, 2010).

Therefore, our tool of choice will be a structured questionnaire based on the validated

questions developed by previous researchers in the field. The set of selected questions will
allow us to measure the latent variables of types of conflict as well as organizational variables such as
job satisfaction, communication and other. In a similar way to other studies we will utilise
exploratory factor analysis in order to understand how data observed can be mapped to latent
components and furthermore to examine if these latent variables have structural relationships
between them. The latter will be analysed using the technique of structural equation modelling or
SEM.

But what do we really mean with the term latent? By latent we mean a variable or concept that
cannot be directly observed or measured as such but is inferred from other variables which are
directly measured themselves. The statistical method of factor analysis is a process where a number
of latent variables are inferred from highly correlated measured variables in order to describe them
in a more comprehensive manner and reduce the dimensionality of variables. What factor analysis
achieves is to “cluster” highly correlated variables together whose input defines the factor as a
dimension in our study. In our case we will use the two latent variables of job satisfaction and
communication as independent latent variables. These variables are not measured directly but as we
will see in a while they are factors which are defined by questionnaire items as variables.
Furthermore, questions about conflict in the questionnaire will be used to measure the “dependent”
latent variables which are emotional conflict, task conflict and process conflict. The interlinking
between the “independent” variables to the “dependent” variables of the three types of conflict is
the model structure we are going to examine.

In our model design we will explore using structural equation modelling the underlying relationship
supporting the theory of impact of factors on the different types of conflict, task, relationship or
process. We assume therefore that our dependent variables Y1 Y2 Y3 represent the different
components of conflict as task conflict (Y1), relationship conflict (Y2) and process conflict (Y3). The
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key question is how these dependent variables relate to the independent variables (factors) of our
model.

3.2 Structural equation modelling in 6 steps

Step 1

The first step in our methodology is to define the the individual constructs (Table 1) comprising the
model. We base our questionnaire on already validated questionnaire questions from previous
literature and starting on this base we will examine the factors which cluster the data taking into
account the endogenous variables of task, relationship and process conflict as well as exogenous
variables as measured (communication and job satisfaction).

Table 1: Individual model constructs

Endogenous variables Exogenous variables

Task conflict
Relationship conflict
Process conflict

Communication
- Task communication
- Performance communication
- Career communication
- Communication responsiveness
- Personal communication

Job satisfaction

Step 2

The second step is to define the measurement model needed for representing these latent variables
using the questionnaire answers. A measurement model links the individual questions (measures)
to the latent variables as defined in our model which cannot be observed directly. The measurement
model in our case is the linking of each group of questions to the respective latent variable. The
relationship between each measure and its corresponding latent variable represents the “loading” of
this measure to the construct.
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Step 3

The third step in the process is to design a study producing empirical results. During this step we
focus on the data and the methods of model estimation. In this step the quality of measurement data
(missing values, wrong values) has to be evaluated but using form validation rules in the data
collection process we are sure that the answers to the questionnaire were complete and no missing
or wrong values will be inserted while testing the measurement model. Related to the estimation we
also refer to the size of the sample data based on previous literature. For example Hair et. al. (2010)
supports as best practice having a minimum of 100 results for a simple model of 5 or less latent
variables.

Step 4

The fourth step in the process is to estimate the model validity. Validity in this case refers to the
measurement model validity which is the degree of fit (goodness of fit) of the measurement variables
to the latent ones. The use of indicators of fit include different indices such as the Chi-square
statistic, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and
GFI (Goodness of Fit Index). Using software the model is modified (for instance questions can be
removed) to improve the model fit.

Step 5

The fifth step refers to the specification of the structural model. In addition to the measurement
model which evaluates how well the measures (questions in our case) represent the latent variables,
the structural model refers to the relationship between the latent variables themselves. Here the
theoretical works dictates the hypotheses we have established above. The model estimation will
confirm or not these hypotheses and can be modified accordingly by starting from the full model
containing all the relationships between all latent variables and removing relationships on the way to
an adequate fit.

Step 6

The sixth step of the process refers to the subsequent estimation of the structural model. The
relationships between the latent variables are evaluated with the goal to achieve a good fit. For this
purpose it is important initially to have a good measurement model fit. Without a good fit related to
the measurement of the latent variables by the questions of the questionnaire, it is not possible to
find a good fit of the structural model. The structural model goodness of fit can be assessed using
the same indicators as the measurement model fit.
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4. Data collection

In order to explore any underlying relationships between the dimensions of conflict, a questionnaire
was developed aligning the theoretical models of conflict as investigated by previous scholars. The
design of the questionnaire allows for the evaluation of different dimensions of conflict and consists
of questions designed to measure conflict types, aspects of group communication and job
satisfaction.

In order to assess task conflict four questionnaire items were used, based on Jehn's (1994) measure
of task conflict. Emotional conflict was evaluated using four questionnaire items, again, adapted
from Jehn's (1994) emotional conflict scale. The process conflict measure consisted of three items
acquired from Gladstein (1984) task complexity scale. Group communication features the third
section of the survey. To illustrate the measurement of group communication, 19 questionnaire
items were used, proposed by Penley and Hawkins (1985), who distinguish five different dimensions
of communication, comprising a.task communication including four questionnaire items,
b.performance communication assessed by three questions, career communication which was
collected by five items, d.communication responsiveness including four questions and e.personal
communication assessed by three items. Job satisfaction constitutes the last section and its
measurement was based on Brayfield and Rothe (1951) scale, comprising 18 questions. Each
questionnaire item measured conflict, group communication and job satisfaction on a 5-point Likert
scale.

The questionnaire was sent to the participants via email, the contact details of whom have been
obtained from the “Pan-hellenic Federation of Unions of Engineers in the Public Sector, with
Higher Tertiary State-accredited University Engineering Degrees” (PO EMDYDAS), Eastern and
Western Crete unions, Greece, since one of the authors is working in a public sector local authority
(in Western Crete) as a civil engineer. The email was sent to approximately 600 engineers from
different organizational units such as: Municipalities, Prefectures, Municipal Port Funds etc. The
candidates were asked to answer the survey online, as the questionnaire was set up via Google forms
tool. This was a change from the initial approach to involve also students from Blekinge since we
would have issues of bias between the academic and professional environment - therefore the data
collection part took account only of answers coming from professionals. This selection of target
population was done having in mind that even if conflict appears in all environments where people
need to cooperate and produce results, conflict in the workplace is specifically detrimental in the
business environment where economic interests are in stake.
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Questionnaire distribution generated 103 responses in a period of one month, approximately, which
corresponds to a roughly 15% response rate. The analysis of sampled data, in this study, is in
compliance with the requirements as proposed by Wolf, Harrington, Clark, and Miller (2013). The
questionnaire comprises of 48 questions related to the measurement of the latent variables in the
model. Hair et. al. (2010) supports as best practice having a minimum of 100 results for a model

of 5 or less latent variables.

5. Results

5.1 Correlation for relevant dimensions

The 48 questions in the questionnaire are input from our population about their perception of
conflict at work, communication and job satisfaction. In order to reveal the latent patterns and how
our questions cluster together we perform the statistical process of exploratory factor analysis. This
transformation of data allows to view the data from another perspective in the form of factors
(latent variables). The questions themselves are mapped to these factors with different importance
(“loading”). The optimal number of factors of our study is determined using parallel analysis (Horn,
1965). A detailed explanation of the process of parallel analysis is out of the scope of this paper but
the mechanics of eigenvalue decomposition allow us to identify the dimensions of data collected and
how they can be transformed. There are many methods to identify the number of factors with the
most popular to be the K1 or Kaiser method (Kaiser, 1960) where the researcher takes into account
only the components with eigenvalues greater than one. In our case both methods end up with a
consensual solution with an optimal number of 5 factors that can be used to represent the latent
variables in our model.
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Figure 2: Scree Plot of principal component /parallel analysis

Table 2: Correlation matrix (partial)

A small area of the full correlation table is shown in table 2. The full correlation table is included in
the Annex. This table allows us to see the highest correlated questions. In parallel the exploratory
factor analysis has produced a loading matrix which shows the loading of questions to each factor.
Using this matrix we can identify the highest loading questions to their corresponding factors. The
questions which have a high loading and load only to one factor (simple structure) can be seen in the
matrix below.
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Table 3: Factor loadings (highest)

 Factor1 Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 Factor5 
V1    0.65  
V2    0.72  
V4    0.66  
V5  0.71    
V6  0.71    
V7  0.82    
V9   0.75   

V10   0.62   
V11   0.73   
V19     0.68 
V20     0.87 
V21     0.76 
V42 0.66     
V43 0.63     
V47 0.69     

 

The number of questions which will be taken into account has been reduced to a smaller set which
carries a significant variance of the model. Without losing a lot of information this model is easier to
process and transform being of lower dimensionality. The principle behind this is if questions are
highly correlated then they can be probably clustered to the same factor (which in fact represents a
latent variable). Since the questionnaire is composed of questions from previous domain studies, we
can base on this literature and consider that the first factor corresponds to job satisfaction in the
workplace, the second to relationship conflict, the third to process conflict, the fourth to task
conflict and the last one to communication in the workplace.  

5.2 CFA building

Our research model identifies 5 latent variables which are measured by a subset of 15 questions
from our questionnaire. The discovery of the underlying latent variables goes along with the
literature on which we based our questionnaire. We map the high loading questions (observed
variables) to the underlying latent variables which stand as a representation of the three types of
conflict, communication and job satisfaction. This builds up our model to the following
representation where basically ellipses stand for our latent variables, squares stand for our measured
variables (questionnaire items), one-way arrows stand for regressions and two-way arrows stand for
covariances between latent variables.
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Figure 3: Research model

The model comprises of the latent variables and their respective measurement variables selected
from the questionnaire according to their correlation and significance. What is following from this
process is the estimation of how good this model fits to the empirical data or “confirm” the model
by performing confirmatory factor analysis. The confirmatory analysis attempts to “confirm” our
theoretical proposition about the model by examining the measurement model fit based on research
supported findings from previous studies.
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The table below provides some commonly accepted fit indexes used for checking the robustness of
measurement models.

Table 4: Criteria for model fit assessment

Measure Fit Description Cut-off for good fit Research study

Evaluation of Absolute Fit: the degree to which the proposed model prognosticates the observed covariance matrix

Goodness-of-Fit
Index (GFI)

Overall degree of fit > 0.90 Browne and Cudect
(1989)

Root Mean
Square Error of
Approximation
(RMSEA)

Average discrepancy
per df expected to
occur

< 0.05 (good)
< 0.08 (acceptable)
< 0.10 (mediocre)

Browne and Cudect
(1993)
MacCallum et al.
(1996)

Evaluation of Incremental Fit: Compares the proposed model to a realistic null or baseline model

Adjusted
Goodness-of-
Fit Index (AGFI)

Goodness-of-fit
adjusted by degrees of
freedom (df)

> 0.80
Chau and Hu (2001)

Comparative Fit
Index (CFI)

> 0.90 Bentler (1990)

Evaluation of Parsimonious Fit: Diagnostic on model fit due to over fitting data with too many coefficient

Normed chi-square χ2/df between 1.0 and
3.0 is considered

good
< 5.0 is acceptable

Bagozzi and Yi
(1988)
Marsh and Hocevar
(1985)

The preceding table demonstrates a synopsis result concerning the different fit evaluations employed
in order to check the validity and reliability through the fit indexes of the model. The weights
calculated (Fig. 4) and the respective model fit (Table 5) appear below.
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Figure 4: Model analysis estimates

Table 5: Goodness-of-fit

Fit Indexes Fit Statistics Suggested Fit Criteria

Chi-square (χ2) 99.859

p = 0.146

p > 0 .05

χ2/df 1.16 1 < χ2/df < 3

GFI
AGFI
CFI

RMSEA

0.890*

0.847

0.968

0.040

GFI > 0.90
AGFI > 0.80
CFI > 0.90

RMSEA < 0.10
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The fit indexes show a good fit. The Chi-square test has a relative low value which indicated little
difference between the observed and the fitted (model) data. The p value of 0.145 is higher than the
significance level of 0.05 which means that the null hypothesis that the model fits the data cannot be
rejected, therefore the fit is good. The CFI index is high enough over the threshold of 0.9 and even
0.95 which is considered as a good fit (Hu and Bentler, 1999). Also it may be that the GFI index is a
bit lower than 0.9 but the adjusted version (AGFI) which provides a correction on the number of
indicators per latent variable is higher than the threshold of 0.80. The RMSEA indication with a low
value of 0.04 shows good fit. Based on the model statistics above we can argue that the

measurement model is confirmed by the data and we can proceed examining the structural
model which is the next stage of structural equation modelling.

What does the measurement model show us? High correlations between the three different types of
conflict and high correlation between communication and job satisfaction. De Dreu (2013) in his
meta-analysis study has found evidence of the co-existence of the three types of conflict. Jehn (1997)
and De Dreu (1997) support the argument that task conflict can lead to relationship conflict. Simons
and Peterson (2000) showed the importance of intragroup trust as moderator of the correlation
between task and relationship conflict which usually coexist in an organization. O’ Neill et. al. (2013)
stated that the impact of each type of conflict relies on the pattern of the work groups’ conflict
profile as a whole and that teams which manifest elevated task conflict and decreased relationship
and process conflict are predisposed to more productive interactions and outstanding results
achievement.

5.3 Evaluation of structural model

The next step of the analysis which will allow us to evaluate the relationship and the weight of the
hypothesis we have established in our study is the evaluation of the structural model. We have
evaluated the fit of measuring questions (measurement model) and now we are in the position to
assess the strength of structural relationship between the latent variables.

The definition of the structural model takes into account our research proposition, how is do job
satisfaction and communication affect the three types of conflict. Therefore, the structural model
goes one step further from the confirmatory analysis and examines the relationship between the
endogenous variables (task conflict, relationship conflict, process conflict) and the exogenous
variables (communication, job satisfaction). In order to proceed to the evaluation of the structural
relationships our model has to be modified by removing the correlation values between the
endogenous variables and adding error terms to them, add correlation between the exogenous
variables and link the endogenous to the exogenous variables according to our theoretical
proposition of how communication and job satisfaction affect the three types of conflict in an
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organization. The evaluation of the fit of the structural model will allow us to determine any
relationships between the latent variables. This structure is depicted in the model below (Fig. 5).

Figure 5: Research model structure

The path diagram of the model (Fig. 6) shows the links between the endogenous (task conflict,
relationship conflict and process conflict) and the exogenous (communication, job satisfaction)
latent variables.

 

24 



 
 

 

Figure 6: Path coefficients of the suggested research model

The weights of the structural model have been evaluated and our main observation is that although
the measurement model has fitted well with high factor loadings for the 5 latent variables, there are
weak relationships present in the structural model. The loadings are significantly low and the
evaluation of fit indices (CFI=0.837, RMSEA=0.092, GFI=0.833, Chi-square=154.222 with p=0)
shows a poor fit of the structural model. At this point the evaluation of the structural model has not
produced any robust evidence confirming our hypotheses about the relationships between conflict,
communication and job satisfaction.

However, we can modify the model and re-run SEM analysis trying to find a model with a good fit
by manipulating the links between the latent variables. With this approach we modify our theoretical
hypotheses and the corresponding model exploring a better fit which could provide confirmation to
our research questions. Modifications to the SEM model (especially the ones related to the structural
relationships) are changes to the theoretical proposition. Changes to the measurement model
(adding or removing measurement variables) are changes to how well the observed variables can
measure the latent ones. Exploring the different possibilities we make an effort to arrive to a good
model fit which confirms our theory.
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Following up on our previous model which did not show strong relationship between the different
types of conflict and the exogenous variables, we have conceptualized a simplified model which
groups the three types of conflict in one latent variable. The reasoning behind this simplification will
allow us to examine the hypothesis behind conflict in general, communication and job satisfaction.
The evaluation of the confirmatory analysis and structural model is depicted below (Fig. 7).

Figure 7: Final model structure

This model appears to show a very good fit. An examination of the fit indexes shows a very high
CFI (CFI=0.972), GFI=0.917, RMSEA=0.49 and Chi-square=50.861 with p=0.139). All fit statistics
are very good which means that the data support this theoretical model.

If we would like to evaluate the impact of communication and job satisfaction to conflict in an
organization, we see that our model proves no strong link between conflict and job satisfaction. The
data collected (N=103) is not a very large sample but this data do fit in a good degree the structural
model above. The almost negligible weight of 0.05 between conflict and job satisfaction show that

26 



 
 

 

there is no validation of the theoretical hypothesis that job satisfaction affects conflict (either
positively either negatively).

The relationship between conflict and communication at work is also weak. However, it is important
to mention its negative nature. Even if the impact is not high, the negative relation shows that
increased communication at work can lead to less conflict. We have a weak indication of this
hypothesis from our data but the inverse nature of this relationship is evident.

6. Discussion and conclusion

Structural equation modelling has allowed us to evaluate the measurement and the structural model
of our proposition. Some limitations, however, need to be noted here starting with the sample size
(N=103). Our study was based on a sample which does not have optimal characteristics. The
statistical strength of proof of a fitted model heavily depends on the size of the sample and in our
case the questionnaire responses were just over 100. Hair et. al. (2010) specifies a minimum sample
size of 100 when the study involves up to 5 constructs therefore our model validity can be
significantly affected. An important factor which usually impedes the collection of data is the
timeframe for the study and the size of the questionnaire involved.

What is important to note here is that the collection of data from a specific target group has to be
taken into consideration while extracting useful conclusions. The limitations are that we are referring
to a specific group of government employees of the same nationality (Greek) performing similar
tasks and processes. The research was solely conducted on engineers working in the greek public
sector, which is a rather specific group of government employees of the same nationality, with many
common procedures in executing public works and, adding to that, the examined data concern the
construction industry exclusively. Another limitation is that the target group involves individuals
located in a very distinct island geographic region in Greece, which may impose intangible
parameters to the research. One last important remark in this case is the absence of multicultural
communication elements since the group is homogenous.

One of the major outcomes of this analysis is a confirmation of strong correlation between task and
relationship conflict. In our fitted model a correlation weight of 0.76 can be considered significant
enough for an underlying correlation of the two latent constructs. Choi et. al. (2011) have similarly
confirmed the effect of relationship conflict to task conflict and its subsequent inter-relation. Our
data confirm their conclusion and show high correlation between the two types of conflict which is
not reflected in the case of process conflict. The seminal paper of Simons et. al (2000) deals
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specifically with the dimensions of task and relationship conflict and concludes similarly with a
correlation coefficient of r=0.57. The interaction between these two types of conflict has been
confirmed by recent literature and many models have been proposed for its explanation. From our
point of view the interrelation is clearly supported by empirical data, the explanation of which causes
which and vice versa cannot be determined. However, this confirmation of task and relationship
conflict interaction may contribute to the literature in the area of team conflict, as Jehn et al (2003
and 2008) suggest.

A similar weight of 0.62 exists as correlation between communication and job satisfaction which also
confirms recent studies. Epure et. al. (2013) focuses on the importance of communication at work
and its impact on employee behavior and sentiment of satisfaction supported by empirical data. The
study showed that the more the employees communicate within the organization, the more satisfied
they feel about their job. Walther (1988) reports similar findings in his paper on communication in
business environment. Our measurement model in this case goes along the recent research findings
in the field which confirm the relationship between communication and job satisfaction.

The structural model itself does not lead us to any strong structural relationship between the
exogenous and endogenous variables. The data collected and fitted to the model did not show
strong dependence of conflict to communication and job satisfaction even after the merger of the
three types of conflict to one conflict latent variable.

An interesting point to be made here is the relationship between communication and job
satisfaction. Our model states a light correlation between the two latent variables with a weight of
0.24. Akinbobola (2011) in his study encountered similar results on the weight of communication
(0.39) and job satisfaction (0.41) as predictors of job involvement and job performance. Luthan’s
(1998) argumentation on the value of internal communication and feedback on employee’s
expectations specifically relates job satisfaction to clear communication about their results and
potential which enhances the feeling of belonging to the organization.

Previous studies (Jehn, 1995; De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a; De Wit, Greer & Jehn, 2012) have
displayed mixed results on task and process types of conflict variables and, until now, process
conflict is the least empirically investigated. The present study contributes to the particular limited
research on the said variable by introducing findings that illustrate a slight but negative relationship
between process conflict and communication, as well as job satisfaction in homogenous work
groups. Additionally, the present research supports previously found little evidence relationship
between task conflict and communication in work groups and also adds to Jehn et als’ (2003 and
2008) recommendation for further research regarding mediating variables in the research area of
team conflict.
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According to Todorova, G., Bear, J. B., & Weingart, L. R. (2014) research, who examined data from
employees in a well-established health care company, and suggest that mild task conflict is positively
correlated with increased job satisfaction while intense task conflict expression impedes it, results in
this study demonstrate a slight but positive reverse interaction (0.11), which could interpret as a
relationship working both ways in the case of mild task conflict and job satisfaction, and producing
beneficial outcomes.

Regarding Hinds & Baileys’ (2003) study which explored the link between conflict types and
communication in geographically distributed teams, relying heavily on technology, our findings did
not demonstrate the same significant impact between these factors, however they are in accordance,
as they both result in a negative interrelation, in the case of task and relationship conflict, while there
is a differentiation in the case of process conflict. In particular, they concluded that remote
communication has a negative effect on each type of conflict, while this study, concerning a very
distinct geographic region with team members communicating directly, resulted in the same negative
impact towards both task and relationship conflict, yet in the case of process conflict our study
indicated no correlation (correlation weight 0.01).

The data of our study taking into account the limitations in sample size, sample composition and
sample specificity did not reveal strong relationships. One should note however the negative kind of
relationship between communication and task conflict (more communication reduces task conflict)
which is supported by our literature study (Robbins, 2001; Pace, 1998; Lewicki and Bunker, 1995;
Korovyakovskaya et. al., 2015; Hom and Kinicki, 2001; Barki and Hartwick, 2001; De Dreu and Van
Vianen, 2001; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a; Carsten et. al., 2005). The same conclusion is present
when evaluating the model which groups the three different types of conflict in one. There is a slight
negative relationship between conflict and communication. More communication leads to less
conflict and this result is in congruence  with the current research in the field.

This study has empirically examined the interrelations between communication, job satisfaction and
three types of conflict in work groups within public organizations based in Greece. The statistics in
the said work groups were investigated at both the peer and supervisor levels. Present structural
model study adds to the extant research body of knowledge on the variables of interest.

Taking into account the limitations of this study we can easily support the need for more research in
the field especially on a broader sample. The specificities of the available target group taking into
account the time limitation for the collection of empirical data do not allow us to have a strong
confidence on the presence or not of the explored underlying relationships between our constructs
although our results agree with related literature in the field. The importance of subject for the
modern business environment definitely calls for further research to examine the association
between these variables in the field.
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Annex

Questionnaire (Likert scale 1-5)

No Question Measure

1 To what extent are there differences of opinion in your team? Task Conflict

2 How often do the members of your team disagree about how things should be done? Task Conflict

3 To what extent are the arguments in your team task-related? Task Conflict

4 How often do the members of your team disagree about which procedure should be used to do your work? Task Conflict

5 How much are personality clashes evident in your team? Relationship Conflict

6 How much tension is there among the members of your team? Relationship Conflict

7 How much jealousy or rivalry is there among the members of your team? Relationship Conflict

8 How often do people get angry while working in your team? Relationship Conflict

9 The technology, required skills, and information needed by the team are constantly changing. Process Conflict

10 During a normal work week, exceptions frequently arise that require substantially different methods or procedures for the team. Process Conflict

11 Frequent interaction between team members is needed to do our work effectively. Process Conflict

12 My supervisor clearly explains policy changes Task Communication

13 My supervisor lets us know about changes which are coming up Task Communication

14 My supervisor lets me know what work needs to be done Task Communication

15 My supervisor discusses with me how to handle problems in my work Task Communication

16 My supervisor lets me know which areas of my performance are weak Performance Communication

17 My supervisor lets me know how I can do better in my work Performance Communication

18 My supervisor lets me know about the quality of my work Performance Communication

19 My supervisor encourages me to develop my career Career Communication

20 My supervisor discusses with me how to get additional training Career Communication

21 My supervisor gives me advice on developing my career Career Communication

22 My supervisor makes me aware of the demands of future jobs in my career path Career Communication

23 My supervisor gives me information on training opportunities Career Communication

24 If I have a problem, my supervisor is willing to listen Communication responsiveness

25 When I ask a question, my supervisor does his/her best to get me an answer Communication responsiveness

26 I make a request if my supervisor, I can depend on getting a response Communication responsiveness

27 My supervisor takes the time to listen to what I have to say Communication responsiveness

28 My supervisor asks about my family Personal Communication

29 My supervisor talks about his/her non-work-related interests and activities Personal Communication
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30 My supervisor asks about my interests outside work Personal Communication

31 My job is like a hobby to me. Job Satisfaction

32 My job is usually interesting enough to keep me from getting bored. Job Satisfaction

33 It seems that my friends are more interested in their jobs. Job Satisfaction

34 I consider my job rather unpleasant. Job Satisfaction

35 I enjoy my work more than my leisure time. Job Satisfaction

36 I am often bored with my job. Job Satisfaction

37 I feel fairly well satisfied with my present job. Job Satisfaction

38 Most of the time I have to force myself to go to work. Job Satisfaction

39 I am satisfied with my job for the time being. Job Satisfaction

40 I feel that my job is no more interesting than others I could get. Job Satisfaction

41 I definitely dislike my work. Job Satisfaction

42 I feel that I am happier in my work than most other people. Job Satisfaction

43 Most days I am enthusiastic about my work. Job Satisfaction

44 Each day of work seems like it will never end. Job Satisfaction

45 I like my job better than the average worker does. Job Satisfaction

46 My job is pretty uninteresting. Job Satisfaction

47 I find real enjoyment in my work. Job Satisfaction

48 I am disappointed that I ever took this job. Job Satisfaction
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Bivariate (Pearson) Correlation Matrix
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