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Conflict emerges from a diverse range of communication behaviors that give rise to
interpersonal issues. Employees exhibit diverse conflict management styles, shaped by
individual tolerance for ambiguity. Recognizing tolerance for ambiguity helps predict
employees’ preferred conflict resolution style, although this depends on their specific
communication behaviors. This study examines whether communication behavior mediates the
relationship between tolerance for ambiguity and conflict management styles among
Malaysian employees. Using a cross-sectional design, data from 109 employees were analyzed
with PROCESS Macro for mediation effects. Validated questionnaires were self-administered
by includes Rahim’s Organizational Conflict Inventory — II, Multiple Stimulus Type
Ambiguity Tolerance — II and the Workplace Communication Behaviour Inventory.

While no indirect effects were found across four conflict management styles, a notable result
emerged for the compromising style, which showed a significant direct and indirect effect.
Communication behavior was found to reduce the influence of tolerance for ambiguity on the
use of the compromising style. These findings suggest that improving communication skills
may help Malaysian employees handle conflicts more effectively in ambiguous situations,
fostering a more productive work environment. The significance of this study is that
communication behavior reduces the effect of tolerance for ambiguity on one's tendency to use
the compromising style of conflict management. Malaysian organizations should train
employees to enhance their communication skills for managing conflicts more effectively in
ambiguous situations, thereby fostering more productive and conflict-free environments.

Keywords: conflict management style, tolerance for ambiguity, communication behaviour,
organizational conflict, organisation

Every company aspires to create a work
atmosphere where its staff members feel
empowered to take on obstacles and
navigate ambiguity with grace. Every
individual employee in your company,
though, will approach the situation
differently and think about it in their own
way. This will inevitably lead to
disagreement on a variety of topics. In any
institution, conflict is an inevitable
phenomenon. Conflict in an organizational
sense is defined as the process by which one
party believes that its interests are being

opposed by another through disagreements
or incompatible choices (Champoux,
2021). Conflict is shown to be affected by
factors such as job role, personality,
cultural values (Kaushal & Kwantes, 2006),
communication behaviour and tolerance to
uncertainty. It 1is possible to teach
employees how to handle conflict
strategically and train them to adopt various
approaches that may work better in
particular circumstances. We also need to
examine our ingrained or taught tendencies,
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which determine our behaviour in many
circumstances.

Thomas and Kilman (2020) proposed that
empathy and assertiveness played a key
role in determining the style of conflict
management  individuals opted for,
identifying five main styles, namely,
Collaborating, Competing,
Accommodating, Avoiding, and
Compromising. Individuals working in
organizations are frequently encouraged to
handle conflicts using a variety of Conflict
Management Styles. These include forcing,
which involves using aggressive and
competitive tactics to manage the conflict
when people are primarily focused on their
own gain, avoiding, which involves
choosing not to engage in the conflict and
purposefully avoiding its management, and
problem solving, which addresses the
cooperative and collaborative motives
people have when attempting to balance
their own interests with the interests of
others (e.g., Thomas, 1992). Certain
outcomes, including job performance
(Alper et al., 2000; Tjosvold, 2006), leader
effectiveness (Ayoko & Konrad, 2012),
organizational and network success
(Bradford et al., 2004; Celuch et al., 2011)
have all been found to be influenced by
these conflict management styles that have
been identified as having an impact.

Competing is a power-focused style that is
forceful and uncooperative. Collaborating
1s working together where they try to work
with the other person to discover a solution
that completely addresses their issues.
Compromising is to arrive at a quick,
amicable solution that meets half of the
needs of both sides. Avoiding is a lack of
confidence and cooperation when someone
avoids, they do not pursue their own
problems or the other person right away.
Accommodating is cooperative and
unassailable wheown.re is a self-sacrificing
aspect to accommodating someone else's
concerns over one's own. The collaborating
style was shown to be ideal in a creative

environment and in cross cultural
communications as it allows for access to
different ideas and perspectives (Chua &
Jin, 2020). A Singaporean study revealed
that business students, who had the
characteristics of being independent,
assertive, achievement-oriented and
rational opted for a competing style of
conflict management, a behaviour that was
reflected in CEOs (Wee et al., 2021).
Furthermore, individuals with a collectivist
mindset adopted avoiding style of conflict
management to prevent direct confrontation
(Caputo et al.,, 2018). Various factors
influence one’s conflict management style
ranging from personality traits to cultural
backgrounds and beliefs (Kay & Skarlicki,
2020; Qian, 2020). For example, Chinese
cultural beliefs emphasize on the
importance of harmony-seeking, causing
many to adopt a conflict avoidant
management style (Tabassi et al., 2019).

In a cross-cultural analysis involving
business students from five distinct
countries, it was observed that East Asian
students displayed a higher inclination
towards adopting the Accommodating style
of conflict management to steer clear of
corporate conflicts (Hamelin et al., 2018).
Similarly, when comparing negotiation
tactics between Philippine Chinese and
Taiwanese business contexts, it was found
that Philippine Chinese tended to favor a
more accommodating conflict management
style, whereas the Taiwanese leaned
towards the competing style (Chang, 2011).
This illustrates the substantial variation in
cultural contexts, even within ethnic
groups, and emphasizes the significant
influence of cultural factors on individuals'
preferred conflict management styles.
Moreover, personality traits play a pivotal
role in determining one's approach to
conflict management. Managers who
exhibit transformational leadership
behaviors were observed to lean towards
obliging and integrating styles, whereas
those with  transactional leadership
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behaviors tended to adopt a compromising
style (Saeed et al., 2014).

Tolerance for ambiguity, the ability to
respond to uncertainty, ambiguous
situations, and confounding stimuli, plays a
pivotal role in shaping both communication
behavior and conflict management styles
(Gibson etal., 2021). This capacity is honed
through interactions with ambiguous
stimuli, fostering attempts to interpret and
analyze them (Bentwich & Gilbey, 2017).
Research indicates a positive correlation
between higher tolerance for ambiguity and
prosocial behavior, reflecting a greater
concern for others according to the Dual
Concern Model (Vives & Feldmanhall,
2018). Individuals with inflated tolerance
for ambiguity demonstrate increased
cooperation, a willingness to collaborate
with unconventional partners, and a
propensity to seek creative solutions to
problems (McLain et al., 2015; Runco,
2014). Those adept at holding multiple
interpretations and meanings of
experiences exhibit a high tolerance for
ambiguity (Gard & Leung, 2020).

This trait fosters openness to multiple
possibilities, facilitating effective
cooperation with individuals who may
appear eccentric or unconventional, thereby
promoting workplace communication and
cooperation (Runco, 2014). Research
contends that tolerance for ambiguity is
partially contextual, meaning that an
individual's inclination and reaction to
unclear circumstances rely, to some extent,
on the life area in which they arise. This
viewpoint holds that although people have
a wide general propensity towards
tolerance for ambiguity, the particular
context matters, hence some people may
have high tolerance for ambiguity in one
area of their lives and low tolerance for
ambiguity in another (Herman et al., 2010).
Both the context-dependent and stable
components of tolerance for ambiguity
have been discovered, and as a result, some
researchers have categorized tolerance for

ambiguity as a stable individual difference
with the capacity to vary slightly across
several life domains (McLain et al., 2015).

Communication is fundamental to conflict
resolution, and the degree of tolerance for
ambiguity significantly influences
communication behavior. While effective
communication is essential for ensuring
employee well-being, excessive
communication may be perceived as
demanding and induce stress (Bordi et al.,
2018). Communication behavior, defined
as a set of frequently used behaviors to
convey messages in workplace settings
(Keyton et al., 2013), is strongly correlated
with tolerance for ambiguity. For instance,
a study on elementary school teachers
revealed a strong correlation between
tolerance for ambiguity and willingness to
communicate (Vahedi & Fatemi, 2016).
Moreover, a study on medical students in
the United Kingdom demonstrated that
integrating  programs to  encourage
tolerance for ambiguity within the
instructional design led to improved
communication and reduced conflict
between students, patients, and colleagues
(Bleakley, 2021). This underscores the
existing link between tolerance for
ambiguity and communication strategies in
addressing  workplace conflicts. The
utilization of technology to bridge
communication gaps among employees has
proven instrumental in mitigating the
negative impacts of workplace conflict
(Pitafi et al., 2020).

It is not feasible to envision organizational
communication without conflict (Spaho,
2013), yet communication is absolutely
necessary in resolution of conflict (Mukhtar
et al., 2020). An individual’s interactions
and interpersonal relationships in the
working environment have a profound
effect on conflict management styles as it
affects how one identifies and handles
problems in the workplace. There are many
studies on tolerance for ambiguity
conducted in Western context with only a
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few from Southeast Asia. A cross cultural
comparison has  shown  significant
differences in European and Asian attitudes
toward conflict management (Qian, 2020),
which may limit the applicability of
Western studies. There is a general lack of
research on the effect of tolerance for
ambiguity on conflict management styles in
the Asian context, and this study is
undertaken to address this lacuna in the
Malaysian context.

This study seeks to explore the impact of
tolerance for ambiguity and inclination
towards each of the five conflict
management styles. This ambiguity
tolerance will be related to conflict
management style which refers to the
approach that an individual adopts when a
conflict arises to minimize the negative
repercussions and maximize the positive
outcomes. Since adoption of
communication behaviour to clarify
ambiguities can have a significant impact
on conflict management styles, this
suggests the necessity of a mediation
analysis between tolerance for ambiguity
and the five conflict management styles.
Figure 1 shows the conceptual framework
of this study.

METHODOLOGY
Participants

A total of 109 employees participated
through a convenient sampling from
International Medical University.
Participants were comprised of lecturers
and corporate staff. Engaging workforce
population comprising of working adults is
essential to ensure accurate assessments of
organizational communication (Walter &
Meluch, 2019). Participants were informed
of the nature and purpose of the study and
the right to withdraw. Ethics approval (BPS
[-2022(06) was sought from the University
Ethics Committee prior to data collection.

Instruments

Multiple  Stimulus Types Ambiguity
Tolerance-I1 (MSTAT-II). The MSTAT-II
served as an instrument to measure one’s
tolerance for ambiguity. While this 13-item
scale with items measured on a 5-point
Likert scale is general and applicable to
multiple aspects of one’s life, participants
were asked to answer the questionnaire
within the context of their workplace
behaviour. This instrument was shown to
have good internal consistency (Cronbach’s
alpha = .82) (McLain, 2009), indicating
high reliability. A higher score on this
inventory would indicate a higher tolerance
for ambiguity. Tolerance for ambiguity is
operationally defined as one’s score on the
MSTAT-II.

Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory—
IT (ROCI-II). The ROCI-II measures one’s
conflict management style pertaining to the
relationship  between supervisor and
supervisee. This 28-item questionnaire
indicates responses on a S5-point Likert
scale ranging from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to
5 (Strongly Agree). There are 5 domains i.e.
Collaborating, Accommodating,
Competing, Compromising, and Avoiding
styles of conflict management. This
instrument was shown to have good internal
consistency across domains (Cronbach’s
alpha = .72 - .77) indicating high reliability
(Rahim, 1986).

Workplace Communication Behaviour
Inventory (WCBI). The Workplace
Communication  Behaviour Inventory
serves as a 33-item behavioural checklist
consisting of workplace communication
behaviours. The number of items one ticks,
gauge the quantity of workplace
communication one engages in, with a
higher score being indicative of greater
quantity of workplace communication. This
instrument had good internal consistency
across subscales (Cronbach’s alpha = .73 -
.95) indicating high reliability (Keyton et
al., 2013),
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RESULTS

A total of 109 responses were collected
from employees at International Medical
University. The sample size comprised of
26 males (23.85%) and 83 females
(76.16%). The participants were further
categorized by their age, race, nationality,
marital status, years of service in IMU, and

whether they had a managerial role in the
workplace. Most of our participants were
aged 31-40 years old (34.86%). However,
there was racial diversity as 42.20% were
Chinese, 31.20% were Indian, 21.10% were
Malay, and 5.50% indicated they were of
another race. Most participants were
married (57.80%) and had over 10 years of
service in IMU (36.70%) (refer to Table 1).

Table 1

Demographic of participants
Category Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 26 23.85
Female 83 76.16
Age
21-30 20 18.35
31-40 38 34.86
41-50 35 32.11
51-60 12 11.01
61+ 3 2.75
Prefer not to answer 1 0.92
Marital Status
Single 43 39.45
Married 63 57.80
Divorced 3 2.75
Race
Chinese 46 42.20
Malay 23 21.10
Indian 34 31.20
Others 6 5.50
Years of Service in IMU
Less than 1 25 22.93
1-3 23 21.10
4-6 12 11.01
7-9 9 8.26
10+ 40 36.70

Table 2 shows a coefficient of
determination (R?), which states that 5.71%
of the Collaborating style of conflict
management is explained by tolerance of
ambiguity. Similarly, 8.82% of the
Accommodating style, 6.24% of the
Competing style, and 5.62% of the
Compromising style is explained by
tolerance for ambiguity. However, 29.57%

of the Avoiding style can be explained in
this manner, with all the above findings
being significant at the 95% confidence
interval (p<0.05). Similarly in Table 3, the
relationship  between  tolerance  of
ambiguity and communication behaviour
for the Compromising style of conflict
management is significant (b=0.6492,
p=-0131; CI=0.1392 to 1.1592).
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Table 2

51

Linear regression analysis of direct effect of tolerance for ambiguity and conflict management

style (5 domains)

Variable R R Square  Mean Square F D
Error
Collaborating 2389  .0571 59.4016 3.2084 .0444
Accommodating .2969  .0882 57.4429 5.1251 .0075
Competing 2498  .0624 59.0661 3.5277 .0329
Avoiding 5437 2957 44.3723 22.2468  <.0001
Compromising  .2370  .0562 57.4598 6.3680 0131
Table 3
Regression and significance values for tolerance of ambiguity — communication behaviour
pathways
MSTAT-II b SE t P LLCI ULCI
constant 17.1004 5.1007 3.3526 .0011 6.9888 27.2120
Collaborating 2248 -5753  1.2710 .2065 -.1258 5754
constant 26.7425 45691 5.8529  .0000 17.6848  35.8002
Accommodating -.1490 2080 -7161 4755 -.5613 2634
constant 24.8904 2.3906 10.412  .0000 20.1514  29.6294
Competing -.1080 1784 -.6058  .5459 -.4616 2455
constant 28.8149  3.4798 8.2806  .0000 21.9166  35.7131
Avoiding -.2655 1710 -. 15587 .1220 -.6054 0724
constant 14.0390 3.8245 3.6708 .0004 6.4573 21.620
Compromising  .6492 2573 2.5235 .0131 1392 1.1592
Table 4

Regression and significance communication behaviour — conflict management style pathways

(5 domains)

MSTAT-II b SE t p LLCI  ULCI
Collaborating 1932 1773 1.3381 .1837 -.1153 5942
WCBI 2056 .0962 2.1369  .0349 .0149 3963
Accommodating -.1490 .2080 -7161 4755 -.5613 2634
WCBI 2041 0941 2.1680 .0324 0175 3907
Competing -.1080 1784 -.6058  .5459 -.4616 2455
WCBI 2109 0954 22111 .0292 0218 4000
Avoiding -.2655 1710 -.15587 1220  -.6054 .0724
WCBI 1422 .0835 1.7041 .0913 -.0232 3077
Compromising  .6492 2573 2.5235  .0131 1392 1.1592
WCBI 2006 .0986 2.0354 .0443 .0052 3961
In Table 4, it is seen that the direct effect of significant (p =.0443). Similarly, the

and

the

tolerance  for  ambiguity
compromising style of conflict
management is significant (p = .0131), and
the indirect effect of this relationship
through communication behaviour is also

indirect effect of the relationship between
tolerance for ambiguity and conflict
management style mediated by
communication behaviour is significant for
the domains Collaborating (p = .0349),
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Accommodating (p = .324), and Competing
(p =.0292).

To investigate the mediational hypotheses,
we employed the Preacher and Hayes
(2004) process macro on the variables in
study. This method has been reported in
literature to be the more superior approach
for this study due to its advantages such as
the bootstrapping method that is more
suitable for smaller sample sizes, as well as
its ability to detect partial mediations. The
PROCESS Macro v.4.2 was used to
determine if communication behaviour
would  significantly =~ mediate  the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and collaborating conflict
management style. The total effect model
was found to be not significant, b = -.005,
BCa CI[-.26, .25], p = .97. The direct effect
was also found to be not significant, b = .03,
BCa CI [-.23, .29], p = .85. Finally, the
indirect effect of tolerance for ambiguity
towards collaborating conflict management
style through communication behaviour
was found to also not be significant, b = -
.03, 95% BCa CI [-.07, .01]. Therefore, the
hypothesis that communication behaviour
would significantly mediate the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and collaborating conflict
management style is not supported.

To analyse if communication behaviour
would significantly =~ mediate the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and accommodating conflict
management style, the PROCESS Macro
v.4.2. was used. The total effect model was
found to be significant, b = .47, BCa CI
[.23, .70], p < .001. The direct effect was
also found to be significant, b =.03, BCa CI
[.22, .71], p < .001. However, the indirect
effect of tolerance for ambiguity to
accommodating conflict management style
through communication behaviour was
found to be not significant, b = .0007, 95%
BCa CI [-.04, .05]. Therefore, the
hypothesis that communication behaviour
would  significantly =~ mediate  the
relationship  between  tolerance  for

ambiguity and accommodating conflict
management style is not supported. To
analyse if communication behaviour would
significantly mediate the relationship
between tolerance for ambiguity and
competing conflict management style, the
PROCESS Macro v.4.2. was used. The total
effect model was found to be significant, b
= .74, BCa CI [.41, 1.07], p < .001. The
direct effect was also found to be
significant, b= .17, BCa CI [ .41, 1.08], p <
.001. However, the indirect effect of
tolerance for ambiguity to competing
conflict ~management style through
communication behaviour was found to be
not significant, b = -.004, 95% BCa CI [-
.08, .07]. Therefore, the hypothesis that
communication behaviour would
significantly mediate the relationship
between tolerance for ambiguity and
competing conflict management style is not
supported.

To analyse if communication behaviour
would significantly mediate the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and  avoiding  conflict
management style, the PROCESS Macro
v.4.2. was used. The total effect model was
found to be significant, » = .78, BCa CI
[.51, 1.05], p <.001. The direct effect was
also found to be significant, b = .76, BCa CI
[.48, 1.04], p <.001. However, the indirect
effect of tolerance for ambiguity to
avoiding conflict management style
through communication behaviour was
found to be not significant, b = .02, 95%
BCa CI [-.02, .08]. Therefore, the
hypothesis that communication behaviour
would significantly =~ mediate the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and  avoiding  conflict
management style is not supported. The
PROCESS Macro v.4.2 was used to
determine if communication behaviour
would  significantly =~ mediate  the
relationship  between  tolerance  for
ambiguity and compromising conflict
management style. The total effect model
was found to be not significant, b =.25, BCa
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CI [-.05, .55], p = .10. However, the direct
effect was found to be significant, b = .32,
BCa CI [.03, .62], p = .03. The indirect
effect of tolerance for ambiguity to conflict
management style through communication
behaviour was also found to be significant,
b = -.07, 95% BCa CI [-.16, -.005]. The

Table 5

results indicate that a partial mediation has
occurred. Therefore, the hypothesis that
communication behaviour would
significantly mediate the relationship
between tolerance for ambiguity and
compromising conflict management style is
supported.

Total and direct effects of tolerance for ambiguity, and indirect effects of communication
behaviour mediating the relationship between tolerance for ambiguity and conflict

management style

Collaborating Outcomes

b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Total Effect of -.005 131 -.04 .97 -.26 25
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Direct Effect of .03 13 .20 .85 -23 .29
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Indirect Effect b BootSE  BootLLCI BootULCI
Communication .02 .021 -.07 .01
Behaviour
Accommodating Outcomes
b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Total Effect of Tolerance 47 A2 3.85 .0002 23 .70
of Ambiguity
Direct Effect of 47 12 3.77 .0003 22 1
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Indirect Effect b BootSE  BootLLCI BootULCI
Communication .0007 .02 -.04 .05
Behaviour
Competing Outcomes
b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Total Effect of 74 17 4.48 <.001 41 1.07
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Direct Effect of 75 17 441 <.001 41 1.08
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Indirect Effect b BootSE  BootLLCI BootULCI

Communication -.004 .03 -.08 .07
Behavior
Avoiding Outcomes
b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Total Effect of Tolerance 78 .14 5.70 <.001 S1 1.05
of Ambiguity

Direct Effect of .76 14 5.47 <.001 48 1.04

Tolerance of Ambiguity

Indirect Effect b

BootSE BootLLCI BootULCI
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Communication .02 .02 -.02 .08
Behaviour
Compromising Outcomes
b SE t p LLCI ULCI
Total Effect of 25 15 1.66 10 -.05 .55
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Direct Effect of 32 15 2.16 .03 -.03 .62
Tolerance of Ambiguity
Indirect Effect b BootSE  BootLLCI BootULCI
Communication -.07 .04 -.16 -.005
Behaviour
DISCUSSION value the opinions and viewpoints of others

The aim of the study was to determine if
communication behaviour acts as a
significant mediator of the relationship
between tolerance for ambiguity and
conflict management styles. From the
findings, the results revealed that tolerance
for  ambiguity  predicted  conflict
management  styles, indicating that
individuals with varying levels of
ambiguity tolerance tended to approach
conflicts differently. Through these
findings, tolerance for ambiguity showed
significant prediction towards all the five
conflict management styles. Conflict
management, attempt resolution, or
handling styles are the patterns of
behaviour or approaches that people choose
when confronted with an incompatible
circumstance (Shih et al., 2010). Different
individuals prefer to resolve conflict in
different ways (Shih et al., 2010) and this
indicates that tolerance for ambiguity can
be used to significantly predict conflict
management styles decisions (Nicotera et
al., 2009).

The current findings have also been
supported by past research which has
shown that tolerance for ambiguity is
associated  with  collaborating  and
accommodating style (Nicolaidis &
Katsaros, 2011; Tsirikas et al.,, 2012;
Wittenberg & Norcross, 2001). This is due
to collaborating and accommodating
techniques are embraced by those who

highly. In these situations, someone who is
more accepting of opinions that may differ
from their own may adopt an
accommodative or integrative style. This
suggests that they might be more receptive
to novel concepts and actively consider
their colleagues' input when there is
disagreement and they are open to any
discussions (Chan et al., 2003).
Additionally, other studies have indicated
that tolerance for ambiguity is important for
innovative work behaviour and confidence
in one's capacity to solve problems
creatively (Afsar and Masood, 2018).
Conversely, low levels of tolerance for
ambiguity are linked to a variety of
unfavourable stress and coping outcomes,
including burnout, perceived  stress,
depression, and poor change management
(Hancock & Mattick, 2020; Iannello et al.,
2017).

However, one of the five conflict
management styles were mediated by
communication behaviour. Communication
behavior encompasses various aspects,
such as active listening, clarity in
expression, assertiveness, and empathy.
The finding posits that the way individuals
communicate plays a crucial role in how
they handle conflicts, particularly when
they have varying levels of tolerance for
ambiguity, but only for the compromising
conflict management style.

The compromising conflict management
style entails pursuing solutions that offer
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satisfaction to both parties engaged in the
conflict, typically achieved through
negotiation and mutual concessions (Shih
& Susanto, 2010). This conflict
management style has been seen in
literature to be the style that takes both
individual and other’s needs into
consideration (Rahim et al., 2002). In the
that a mutually agreeable solution can be
reached. In addition, these employees may
be better fortified to navigate uncertainty
and ambiguity in communication, that can
lead to a greater likelihood of adopting
compromising conflict management styles.
Effective communication can facilitate
compromise in many situations at work,
thus easing conflicts to reach a resolution
(Vahedi & Fatemi, 2016). Workers who
possess higher compromising behaviour
will also tend to have more constructive
dialogues, open-mindedness, and the
willingness to  explore  alternative
perspectives, promoting conflict
management via compromising (Shih &
Susanto, 2010).

To put it simply in this mediation model,
generally, tolerance for ambiguity did not
influence the other four domains of conflict
management styles independently of
communication behavior. This hints at the
existence of other influential factors in
shaping how individuals navigate conflicts.
These findings can be attributed to the fact
that various extraneous variables in the
working environment were not accounted
for in this study. Possible extraneous
factors include emotional intelligence,
empathy, and multicultural competence,
which were shown to play a major role in
conflict management (Beitler et al., 2018;
Caputo et al., 2018; Gongalves et al., 2016).

Recognizing the presence of these
unaccounted extraneous factors in the work
environment, the study acknowledges their
potential impact on conflict management
styles. Previous research has emphasized
the significance of these variables, and their
exclusion in the current study could
elucidate why communication behavior

present study, the importance of
communication within the compromising
conflict management style is therefore
amplified in the research findings. In order
for one to compromise in the management
of conflict, the relevant parties have to
communicate their needs so

didn't mediate the link between tolerance
for ambiguity and conflict management
styles except for compromising domain.
Therefore, while this hypothesis proposes a
compelling relationship between tolerance
for ambiguity, communication behavior,
and compromising conflict management
style, further empirical research is needed
to validate and explore the intricacies of this
relationship in different organizational and
cultural contexts. In summary, the findings
underscore the intricate nature of factors
influencing conflict management in
professional settings and highlight the
necessity for a more holistic approach
considering multiple variables
concurrently.

CONCLUSION

The results of this study show that
communication behaviour does not mediate
the relationship between tolerance for
ambiguity and any styles of conflict
management. This can be explained by the
Asian tendency to value harmony being
reflected through communication
behaviour and conflict management. These
findings also suggest that organizational
conflict may be tackled by training
employees to improve their tolerance for
ambiguity as it has a significant role in
facilitating  desirable styles conflict
management. Although the role of
tolerance for ambiguity is steadily growing
but few studies have investigated the
moderating role of communication
behaviour in the link between individual
tolerance for ambiguity and the decision to
engage in a specific conflict management
style. Most of the research in conflict
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management adopts a comparative
approach in describing and explaining
tolerance for ambiguity among different
samples. Specifically, we believe that a
more complex and globalized world calls
for more nuanced and integrated research
approaches with a potential to contribute
toward the integration of different
communication approaches and increased
effectiveness in conflict management
styles. The practical ramifications of our
study's conclusions are numerous. In
organizations, conflict is inevitable.
Although people have varying thresholds
for ambiguity and communication styles,
managers have a need to handle conflict
decisively to prevent it from negatively
impacting workers' output. In times of
disagreement, it is crucial for managers to
support employees in starting to solve
problems. Our findings imply that in order
for managers and staff to effectively

REFERENCES

Afsar, B., & Masood, M. (2018).
Transformational leadership,
creative self-efficacy, trust in
supervisor, uncertainty avoidance,
and innovative work behaviors of
nurses. The Journal of Applied
Behavioral Science, 54(1), 36-61.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002188631
7711891

Alper, S., Tjosvold, D., & Law, K. S.
(2000).  Conflict management,
efficacy, and performance in
organizational teams. Personnel
Psychology, 53(3), 625-642.

Ayoko, O. B., & Konrad, A. M. (2012).
Leaders' transformational, conflict,
and emotion management behaviors
in culturally diverse workgroups.
Equality, Diversity and Inclusion:
An International Journal, 31(8),
694-724

Batool, S., Khattak, S. R., & Saleem, Z.
(2016). Impact of principal’s age
and administrative experience on
conflict management styles. City

manage conflict, training and
comprehension of the various facets of
communication behaviour will be essential.

LIMITATION

The present study has several limitations.
First, the study sample was selected from a
private university in Malaysia, the chosen
sample size was small and limited to staff
in the university. Therefore, the results of
this research cannot be generalized to all the
other employees from another organization
or to those from other countries. The lack of
an indirect effect for variables can be
explained by the fact that obtaining a self-
reported measure of communication
behavior’s one has engaged in may not be
reflective of effective communication.

University Research Journal, 6(2),
229-241.

Beitler, L. A., Scherer, S., & Zapf, D.
(2018). Interpersonal conflict at
work: Age and  emotional
competence differences in conflict
management. Organizational
Psychology Review, 8(4).
https://doi.org/10.1177/204138661
8808346

Bentwich, M. E., & Gilbey, P. (2017). More
than visual literacy: Art and the
enhancement of tolerance for
ambiguity and empathy. BMC
Medical Education, 17(1).
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12909-
017-1028-7

Bertrand, B., Evain, J. N., Piot, J., Wolf, R.,
Bertrand, P. M., Louys, V.,
Terrisse, H., Bosson, J. L.,
Albaladejo, P., & Picard, J. (2021).
Positive communication behaviour
during handover and team-based
clinical performance in critical
situations: A simulation randomised


https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886317711891
https://doi.org/10.1177/0021886317711891

Jurnal Psikologi Malaysia 40 (1) (2026): 46-61 ISSN-2289-8174 57

controlled trial. British Journal of

Anaesthesia, 126(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/5.bja.2020.1
2.011

Bleakley, A. (2021). Embracing ambiguity:
Curriculum design and activity
theory. Medical Teacher, 43(1).
https://doi.org/10.1080/0142159X.
2020.1795099

Bordi, L., Okkonen, J., Mékiniemi, J. P., &
Heikkild-Tammi, K. (2018).
Communication in the digital work
environment:  Implications  for
wellbeing at work. Nordic Journal
of Working Life Studies, 8(Special

Issue 3).
https://doi.org/10.18291/njwls.v8iS
3.105275

Bradford, K. D., Stringfellow, A., & Weitz,
B. A. (2004). Managing conflict to
improve the effectiveness of retail
networks. Journal of Retailing,
80(3) 181-195.

Bundy, J., Vogel, R. M., & Zachary, M. A.
(2018). Organization—stakeholder
fit A dynamic theory of
cooperation, compromise, and
conflict between an organization
and its stakeholders. Strategic
Management  Journal,  39(2).
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.2736

Caputo, A. (2018). Religious motivation,
nepotism and conflict management
in Jordan. International Journal of
Conflict ~ Management,  29(2).
https://doi.org/10.1108/IICMA-02-
2017-0015

Caputo, A., Ayoko, O. B., & Amoo, N.
(2018). The moderating role of

cultural  intelligence in  the
relationship  between  cultural
orientations and conflict
management styles. Journal of
Business Research, 89.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.20
18.03.042

Celuch, K., Bantham, J. H., Kasouf, C. J.
(2011). The role of trust in buyer—
seller conflict management. Journal

of Business Research, 64 (10),
1082-1088.

Champoux, J. E. (2021). Conflict in
Organizations. In Organizational
Behavior (pp. 295-316). Routledge.
https://doi.org/10.4324/978131566
9304-24

Chang, L. C. (2011). A comparison of
Taiwanese and Philippine Chinese
business negotiation styles. Social
Behavior and Personality, 39(6).
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2011.3
9.6.765

Chua, R., & Jin, M. (2020). Across the great
divides: Gender dynamics influence
how intercultural conflict helps or
hurts creative collaboration.
Academy of Management Journal,
63(3).
https://doi.org/10.5465/am;.2016.1
319

Crutzen, R., Ygram Peters, G. J.,, &
Mondschein, C. (2019). Why and
how we should care about the

General Data Protection
Regulation. Psychology and Health,
34(11).

https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2
019.1606222

Eisenkopf, G. (2018). The long-run effects
of communication as a conflict
resolution mechanism. Journal of

Economic Behavior and
Organization, 154.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2018.
08.002

Endres, M. L., Camp, R., & Milner, M.
(2015). Is ambiguity tolerance
malleable? Experimental evidence
with potential implications for
future research. Frontiers in

Psychology, 6.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.
00619

European Commission. (2009, August 31).
The INCA project: Intercultural
competence assessment. European
Website on Integration. Retrieved
December 26, 2022, from
https://ec.europa.eu/migrant-



Jurnal Psikologi Malaysia 40 (1) (2026): 46-61 ISSN-2289-8174

integration/library-document/inca-
project-intercultural-competence-
assessment _en

Gard, D. E., & Leung, L. N. (2020). How
meaning 1s made: Ambiguity

58

Moroccan business students: Multi-
theory perspective. Asian Journal of
Business Research, 8(1).
https://doi.org/10.14707/ajbr.18004
0

tolerance as a central, Han, P. K. J., Scharnetzki, E., Scherer, A.

operationalizable =~ concept  for
Psychotherapy integration.
International Journal of Integrative
Psychotherapy, 11.

Gibson, C. B., Dunlop, P. D., & Raghav, S.
(2021). Navigating identities in
global work: Antecedents and
consequences of intrapersonal
identity conflict. Human Relations,

M., Thorpe, A., Lary, C,
Waterston, L. B., Fagerlin, A., &
Dieckmann, N. F. (2021).
Communicating scientific
uncertainty about the COVID-19
pandemic: Online experimental
study of an uncertainty-normalizing
strategy. Journal of Medical
Internet Research, 23(4).

74(4). https://doi.org/10.2196/27832
https://doi.org/10.1177/001872671 Hancock, J., & Mattick, K. (2020).
9895314 Tolerance of ambiguity and

Gongalves, G., Reis, M., Sousa, C., Santos,
J., Orgambidez-Ramos, A., & Scott,
P. (2016). Cultural intelligence and
conflict management styles.
International Journal of

psychological well-being in
medical training: A systematic
review. Medical Education, 54(2),
125—137. https://doi.
org/10.1111/medu.14031

Organizational  Analysis, 24(4). Hastings, T. J., Kavookjian, J., & Ekong, G.

https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-10-
2015-0923

Grace, S. C., Mgjia, J. M., Inhofe Rapert,
M., & Thyroff, A. (2021).
Emotional awareness in the time of
disruption: The impact of tolerance
for ambiguity, worry, perceived

(2019). Associations among student
conflict management style and
attitudes toward empathy. Currents
in  Pharmacy  Teaching and
Learning, 11(1).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cptl.2018.
09.019

stress, helpful communication, and Hauser, F., Hautz, J., Hutter, K., & Fiiller,

past experience on  student
satisfaction. Marketing Education
Review, 31(3).
https://doi.org/10.1080/10528008.2
021.1944812

Hair, J. F., Black, W., Babin, B. J., &
Anderson, R. (2010). Multivariate

J. (2017). Firestorms: Modeling
conflict diffusion and management
strategies in online communities.
Journal of Strategic Information
Systems, 26(4).
https://doi.org/10.1016/5.jsis.2017.0
1.002

Data Analysis (7th ed.). New Hayes, A. F. (2018). Partial, conditional,

Jersey: Prentice Hall. Retrieved
from
https://is.muni.cz/el/1423/podzim2
017/PSY028/um/_Hair_-
_Multivariate data analysis_7th r
evised.pdf

Hamelin, N., Nasiri, N., Rezaei, S., & el
Haddou-Yousefi, Y. (2018).

and moderated moderated
mediation: Quantification,
inference, and  interpretation:
Quantification, inference, and
interpretation. Communication
Monographs, 85(1).

https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2
017.1352100

Comparing work-related values of Herman J. L., Stevens M. J., Bird A,,

US, Canadian, Chinese, Iranian, and

Mendenhall M., Oddou G. (2010).


https://doi.org/10.2196/27832
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1352100
https://doi.org/10.1080/03637751.2017.1352100

The tolerance for ambiguity scale:
Towards a more refined measure for
international management research.
International Journal of
Intercultural Relations, 34(1), 58—
65.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.20
09.09.004

Iannello, P., Mottini, A., Tirelli, S., Riva,

S., & Antonietti, A. (2017).
Ambiguity and uncertainty
tolerance, need for cognition, and
their association with stress: A
study among Italian practicing
physicians. Medical Education
Online, 22(1), 1270009.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10872981.2
016.1270009

Johnson, A. G. (2018). The Relationship

between intergroup contact and
LGBT multicultural competence in
Early Career Psychologists and
Advanced  Graduate  Students.
ProQuest Dissertations and Theses.

Kay, A. A., & Skarlicki, D. P. (2020).

Cultivating a  conflict-positive
workplace: ~ How  mindfulness
facilitates  constructive  conflict

management. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 159.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.202
0.02.005

Keyton, J., Caputo, J. M., Ford, E. A., Fu,

R., Leibowitz, S. A., Liu, T.,
Polasik, S. S., Ghosh, P., & Wu, C.
(2013). Investigating verbal

workplace communication
behaviors. Journal of Business
Communication, 50(2).

https://doi.org/10.1177/002194361
2474990

Kilmann, R. H., & Thomas, K. W. (1977).

Developing a forced-choice
measure  of  conflict-handling
behavior: The “Mode” instrument.
Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 37(2).
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447
703700204

Jurnal Psikologi Malaysia 40 (1) (2026): 46-61 ISSN-2289-8174 59

Krejcie, R. V., & Morgan, D. W. (1970).
Determining Sample Size for
Research Activities. Educational
and Psychological Measurement,
30(3).
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316447
003000308

Li, X.,, Worm, V., & Xie, P. (2018).
Towards an integrative framework
of conflict-handling behaviour:
Integrating Western and Chinese
perspectives. Asia Pacific Business
Review, 24(1), 22-36.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381.2
017.1357322

McLain D. L. (1993). The MSTAT-I: A
new measure of an individual's
Tolerance for ambiguity.
Educational and Psychological
Measurement, 53(1), 183-189.
https://doi.org/10.1177/001316449
3053001020

McLain, D. L. (2009). Evidence of the
properties of an ambiguity tolerance
measure: The multiple stimulus
types ambiguity tolerance scale-ii

(MSTAT-II). Psychological
Reports, 105(3).
https://doi.org/10.2466/PR0.105.3.
975-988

McLain, D. L., Kefallonitis, E., & Armani,
K. (2015). Ambiguity tolerance in
organizations: Definitional
clarification and perspectives on
future research. Frontiers in

Psychology, 6(344), 1-7.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2015.
00344

Mukhtar, M., Risnita, R., & Prasetyo, M. A.
M. (2020). The influence of

transformation leadership,
interpersonal communication, and
organizational conflict on
organizational effectiveness.
International Journal of
Educational Review, 2(1).
https://doi.org/10.33369/ijer.v2il.1
0371

Mumford, M. D. (2018). Psychology of the
informed consent process: A


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2009.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381.2017.1357322
https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381.2017.1357322

Jurnal Psikologi Malaysia 40 (1) (2026): 46-61 ISSN-2289-8174 60

commentary on three recent
articles. Ethics and Behavior, 28(7),
513-516.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2
018.1493383

Nicotera, A. M., Smilowitz, M., & Pearson,
J. C. (1990). Ambiguity tolerance,
conflict management style and
argumentativeness as predictors of
innovativeness. Communication
Research Reports, 7(2).
https://doi.org/10.1080/088240990
09359866

Nicolaidis, C. S., & Katsaros, K. (2011).
Tolerance of ambiguity and
emotional attitudes in a
changing business environment.
Journal of Strategy and
Management, 4(1), 44-61.
https://doi.org/10.1108/175542511

11110113

Ogilvie, J. R., & Kidder, D. L. (2008). What
about negotiator styles?
International Journal of Conflict
Management, 19(2).
https://doi.org/10.1108/104440608
10856076

Pitafi, A. H., Khan, A. N., Khan, N. A., &
Ren, M. (2020). Using enterprise
social media to investigate the
effect of workplace conflict on
employee creativity. Telematics and

Informatics, 55.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tele.2020.
101451

Preacher, K. J., & Hayes, A. F. (2004).
SPSS and SAS procedures for
estimating indirect effects in simple
mediation  models.  Behavior
Research Methods, Instruments &
Computers, 36(4), 717-731.
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF0320655
3

Qian, X. (2020). How executives manage
interpersonal conflicts in Chinese
companies in Germany:
Intercultural difference in conflict
management styles. [International
Journal of  Business and
Management, 15(4).

https://doi.org/10.5539/ijbm.v15n4
pl182

Rahim, M. A. (1986). Referent role and
styles of handling interpersonal

conflict.  Journal of  Social
Psychology, 126(1).
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.1
986.9713573

Rahim, M.A., Psenicka, C., Polychroniou,
P., Zhao, J.H.,, Yu, C.S., Chan,
K.A., Yee, K.W., Alves, M.G., Lee,
C.W., Rahman, M.S., Ferdausy, S.,
& Wyk, R.V. (2002). A model of
emotional intelligence and conflict
management strategies: A study in
seven countries. [International
Journal of Organizational Analysis,
10(4), 302-26.

Runco, M. A. (2014). Personality and
Motivation. In Creativity.
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-0-12-
410512-6.00009-6

Saeed, T., Almas, S., Anis-Ul-Haq, M., &
Niazi, G. S. K. (2014). Leadership
styles: Relationship with conflict
management styles. [International
Journal of Conflict Management,
25(3).
https://doi.org/10.1108/IICMA-12-
2012-0091

Shih, H.-A. (2010). Conflict management
styles, emotional intelligence, and
job  performance in  public

organizations. International
Journal of Conflict Management,
21(2), 147-167.
https://doi.org/10.1108/104440610
11037387

Spaho, K. (2013). Organizational

communication and conflict
management. Management
(Croatia), 18(1), 103—118.

Tabassi, A. A., Abdullah, A., & Bryde, D.
J. (2019). Conflict management,
team coordination, and performance
within ~ multicultural temporary
projects:  Evidence from the
construction  industry.  Project
Management  Journal,  50(1).


https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099009359866
https://doi.org/10.1080/08824099009359866

Jurnal Psikologi Malaysia 40 (1) (2026): 46-61 ISSN-2289-8174

Teoh,

https://doi.org/10.1177/875697281
8818257

H. Y., & Foo, S. L. (1997).
Moderating effects of tolerance for
ambiguity and risk-taking
propensity on the role conflict-
perceived performance relationship:
Evidence from Singaporean
entrepreneurs. Journal of Business
Venturing, 2 (1), 67-81.
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0883-
9026(96)00035-3

Thomas, K. W., & Kilmann, R. H. (2020).

Thomas — Kilmann Conflict Mode
Instrument Competing
Assertiveness. Profile and
Interpretive Report.

Tjosvold, D. (2006). Defining conflict and

Vives,

making  choices  about its
management: Lighting the dark side
of organizational life. International
M. L., & Feldmanhall, O. (2018).
Tolerance to ambiguous uncertainty
predicts prosocial behavior. Nature
Communications, 9(1).
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-
018-04631-9

Walter, H. L., & Meluch, A. L. (2019).

Measurement in  organizational
communication. In Communication
Research  Measures  III: A
Sourcebook.
https://doi.org/10.4324/978020373
0188-6

Wee, S. X. R., Choo, W. Y., & Cheng, C.

Y. (2021). The influence of tertiary

61

Journal of Conflict Management,
17, 87-95
https://doi.org/10.1108/104440606
10736585

Tsirikas, A. N., Katsaros, K. K., &

Nicolaidis, C. S. (2012).
Knowledge management, tolerance
of ambiguity and productivity:
Evidence from the Greek public
sector. Employee Relations, 34(4),
344-359.

https://doi.org/10.1108/014254512
11236814

Vahedi, V. S., & Fatemi, A. H. (2016). The

role of emotional intelligence and
tolerance of ambiguity in academic
Iranian EFL learners’ willingness to
communicate. Journal of Language
Teaching and Research, 7(1), 178-
184.
http://doi.org/10.17507/j1tr.0701.20
education disciplines on self-
construals and conflict management
tendencies. Frontiers in
Psychology, 12.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.
659301

Wittenberg, K. J., & Norcross, J. C. (2001).

Practitioner perfectionism:
Relationship to ambiguity tolerance
and work satisfaction. Journal of
Clinical Psychology, 57(12), 1543—
1550.
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.1116


https://doi.org/10.1108/01425451211236814
https://doi.org/10.1108/01425451211236814
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.659301
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.659301
https://doi.org/10.1002/jclp.1116

	Table 5
	Total and direct effects of tolerance for ambiguity, and indirect effects of communication behaviour mediating the relationship between tolerance for ambiguity and conflict management style

