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Abstract In this paper, we study the conflict management plan of the organization in the age of convergence.
More specifically, we reveal the impact of the conflict according to behavior of the leader. To this purpose,
The behavior of the leader were classified as Supportive Leader and Controlled Leader, and forms of
Resistance wert classified as Functional Resistance and Dysfunctional Resistance that results of the conflict.
Also, Psychological Contract Violation and Breach was set up as a mediate variable.

The results were as follows. First, When employee resistance comes up in the organization, Support behavior
of Leaders leads to desirable changes in the organization through the functional and constructive resistance. In
contrast, Controlled behavior of Leaders leads the destructive and dysfunctional resistance of employee. Second,
Since the perception that the follower is receiving assistance to leaders, it reduces the perception of
psychological contract violation, but Controlled leader is largely perceived as the Psychological Contract
Violation to the followers. Third, Supportive Leader is not influence the affect of employee, and They resolve
the Conflict in objective and positive way. Therefore, the results of this study have many theoretical and
practical implications.
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(Table 1) Structure of the sample

Category N Percentage
male 137 36.1
Sex female 243 639
under 25 102 26.8
under 35 161 42.4
age under 45 67 176
under 55 36 9.5
over 5 14 3.7
a high school graduate 204 53.7
academic college graduate 126 33.2
ability a university graduate 49 129
graduate school 1 0.3
general manager 325 8.5
position senior manager 24 6.3
section chief 18 4.7
member of the staff 13 34
1~3 118 31.1
3~5 71 187
Tenure 5~ 7 42 11.1
7~ 10 53 139
over 10 % 253

3.4 X2 2A Y iy
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Fd2 FHEATH<Table 2>3+a1).

(Table 2) Reliability Analysis

Variables Factors Questions | Cronbach's a
SuLZf\(IiiZ)rv Supportive Leader 8 942
Pup Y| Controlling Leader 4 917
Style
Psychological Breach 5 932
Contract Violation 4 916
Employee Functional 4 916
Resistance DysFunctional 4 931
B ATOIAE ) 9B FaM, ZHET
B A5 AAsa g sawae 438
zrel ek SEE S BAM0R AEt
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o 8T PERel. Z S 4L B 248 W & ¢ 12 EGHEA o1¥E JESIH<Table 4, 5>
Foll tialjAl, A Q15 gk g APdES g2l 3.
A2 N8 WAk B oIt a7
Mol SARFE] B agl v o3 58 7Fs¥  (Table 4) Coefficient of Correlation and EVA
Aeg wolslel BAlolrh weby selranae e T T T T T T
zae gARANS Aashs 35S AAS: ol Variable
(<Table 3>%11) S‘i’;’;ﬁ"e 0655 | 0016 | 0064 | 0980 | 0.058 | 0.035
Controlling 1 17 | 706 | 0.016 | 0.022 | 0069 | 0220
Leader
(Table 3) Confirmatory factor analysis Psychological
i Contract -0.252 | 125 | 0.737 | 0.015 | 0.019 | 0.028
Factor acFor SE T Breach
Loading Psychological
N = 057 sychological
Supportive 1 | 969 | 17115 | 05 Contract 099 | 149 | 123 | 0699 | 0051 | 0.094
Supportive 2| 1003 | 17821 | 056 Violation
Supportive 3 1.048 18707 0.56 Functional R
Supportive | Supportive 4 | 1107 | 19284 | 057 Resistance | 220 | 263 | 138 | .226 | 0719 | 0359
Leader Supportive 5 1.008 17.653 0.527 Dysfunctional ~
Supportive 6 1018 17650 058 Resistance -.187 A79 168 .306 599 | 0.729
Supportive 7 958 16.310 0.57 under the diagonal is coefficient of correlation, diagonal is the EVA,
Supportive 8 1.000 over the diagonal is coefficient of correlation’s square
Controlling 1 822 19.502 042
Controlling Controlling 2 923 21.831 042
Leader Controlling 3 | 1015 | 246% | 041 (Table 5) Construct Reliability and AVE
Controlling 4 1.000
Breach 1 1.000 Standard error AVE CR
Psychological Breach 2 1.198 18.280 0.66 Supportive 1 0.796 0.376
Contract Breach 3 1222 | 18949 0.64 Supportive 2 0.821 0.336
Breach Breach 4 1224 | 17576 070 Supportive 3 0.851 0.288
Breach 5 1.197 18,621 064 Supportive 4 0.871 0.269 065 0,938
pevcholonical |_Yidlation 1|92 | 19061 |0 Supportive 5| 0815 | 03% >
e [ Violation 2 [ 1037 [ 22130 | 047 Supportive 6 0815 0.363
Vi(;at?gn Violation 3 %4 | 21166 | 065 Supportive 7 0.785 0.39%
Violation 4 1.000 Supportive 8 0.784 0432
Functional 1 1.000 Controlling 1 0.791 0.391
Functional Functional 2 1.231 20.390 060 Controlling 2 0.843 0.336 0706 0.905
Resistance Functional 3 1192 | 19.349 062 Controlling 3 0.903 0.225 ' '
Functional 4 1.177 18454 064 Controlling 4 0.8%4 0.271
Dysunctional 1 1.000 Breach 1 0.756 0.405
Dysfunctional | Dysunctional 2 1.269 23.230 055 Breach 2 0.879 0.228
Resistance Dysunctional 3 1.293 23.458 055 Breach 3 0.906 0.176 0.737 0.933
Dysunctional 4 | 1070 | 18276 059 Breach 4 0.850 0.310
Model Fi X2=731.840s5, Breach 5 0.893 0.197
Model 1L Gp1-0.883, CFI=0.960, NFI=0.924, RMR=0.048 Violation 1 0816 0403
Violation 2 0.900 0.227
Violation 3 0.873 0.256 06% 0903
2 o] el A (discriminantvalidity) & 2714w Violation 4 0.839 0.380
Functional 1 0.799 0.367
Ho g Hrls o x] I AB) HFH o i
R 7}—0} }\D]— T E'E]— H t‘f‘ ° H o5 AVE Functional 2 0914 0.183 0719 0911
o] FANATEY] AAA G Al FHE A3 EeER] of Functional 3 0.876 0.265 : :
Functional 4 0.845 0.340
2 AE3Yt) o] H A A AL~ A ZFo] B
= HEO}ME}- ] .107]—01] 1 16574 “g=tAl= Zﬂ ok ] Dysunctional 1 0.801 0.440
T 7158 FE5AY)E Ao et tggow 7F Dysunctional 2 0.952 0132 0729 0914
- Dysunctional 3 0.959 0.116 o h
A 7a 7k Akt 7F =4 -
7N 2F G AAGL] 95% TF3F A A (two standard Dysunctional 1 050 ¥iE

error interval estimate)”} 471 d7ke] &8 AaA
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(Table 6) Model Fit

X2 df P GFI CFI | NFI RMR
780.654 362 0.000 902 931 921 043
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—
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[Fig. 2] Result of Structural Equation Model

1) 7Hd 19 H=

A 1E Ad 145 §30] FAU A A=
JGUAZT ohur] A% Relck. 74 1% Ak, A
A elee 154 Aol FIUE A9l JFL A
= A02 YEITHB=0.24, p<001). ALH 2= 97]
5 Aol Feju g $()e] G e Ao
ERdTHB=-0.15, p<OL). mebA 744 128 Aes e,

EAA aa: %A AG frelvla OS] JB

1 At A0 ERFTHB=-020, p<ooD). TekA 7h

3 AEsgleh, BAA el 97154 gl el

16& A9l FFL TAE Aoz GERTHE-042,
001). webA 7H 18 e .

2) 7Hd 29 AT
7Hd 2= @Y A5 ol AelH Aok il v

T AEHAE Lolry] AFelth. /M AT Axf, A9
X—, o= XA A At gute] folw g 1
-9 FEgE n A= Ao Z YERGTH(BE=-0.27, p<001).
X]%X—*, Y= Ak AEA Ak el f-ofw) g
B(-)e] G A= Aoz LertHB=—012, p<.05).
FAA Fds AR A A Ak $iutel] frojw] g
A+ 9GS n A= Aoz YebFtHB=0.16, p<.001).
BAA fds Al A A Ak gigtel] frojv) g
()] QTS A e Ao VeRth(B=012, p<.05).

whebd 7P 2= A,

(Table 7) Result of Hypothesis Test

Hypothesis 1

1-1 1-2 1-3 1-4

O O O O
Hypothesis 2

2-1 2-2 2-3 2-4

O O O O
Hypothesis 3

3-1 3-2 3-3 3-4

O O

(Partial x (Partial x
Mediation) Mediation)
3-5 3-6 3-7 3-8
O O O
x (Partial (Partial (Partial
Mediation) Mediation) Mediation)

O = Accepted, x = rejection
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APPENDIX
Result of Hypothesis 4-1
Standard
Rout Coefficient t-value P
Support Leader — Functional Resistance 0.242 4,383 Accepted
x2=130.250+=x, GFI=0.943, CFI=0.978, NFI=0.964, RMR=0.034
Istep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Breach ‘ -0.252 ‘ ~4.563%x% Accepted
x2=162.340++x, GFI=0.938, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.960, RMR=0.029
Psychological Contract Breach — Functional Resistance ‘ 0.138 ‘ 2.496% Accepted
x2=80.858«#x, GFI=0.959, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.970, RMR=0.026
Support Leader — Functional Resistance 0.29% 5,185k Accepted
9step Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Breach -0.252 —4.562%3%x (Pz?rti'al
Psychological Contract Breach — Functional Resistance 0.212 3789 Mediation)
X2=288913#x, GFI=0.905, CFI=0.962, NFI=0.918 RMR=0.028
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Support Functional Psychological Contract o o
Lezlt)ier Resistance ! Bgreach 20 053 A
P<0.001 @ #+x P<0.01 : *+ P<0.05 : *
Result of Hypothesis 4-2
Standard
Rout Coefficient t-value P
Support Leader — Functional Resistance 0.242 4,383 Accepted
Xx2=130.250xx, GFI1=0.943, CFI=0.978, NFI=0.964, RMR=0.034
Istep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Violation ‘ -0.102 ‘ -1.841 Reject
X2=121.162#xx, GFI1=0.948, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.966, RMR=0.032
Psychological Contract Violation — Functional Resistance ‘ 0.225 ‘ 4.056%%% Accepted
x2=37.550=xx, GFI=0.976, CFI=0.992, NFI=0.983, RMR=0.040
Support Leader — Functional Resistance 0.221 4,076
9step Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Violation -0.102 -1.846 Reject
Psychological Contract Violation — Functional Resistance 0.203 3724k
X2=189.483*xx, GFI1=0.939, CFI=0.981, NFI=0.960, RMR=0.033
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Supportive Leader Functional Resistance Psychol(jglcalA Contract 221 %%% -.021 20053
Violation
P<0.001 @ #xx P<00L : =+ P<0.05 : =
Result of Hypothesis 4-3
Standard
Rout Coefficient tvalue P
Supportive Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance -0.192 —3.540k Accepted
X2=144.499+x, GF1=0.939, CFI=0.976, NFI=0.963, RMR=0.045
Istep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Breach ‘ -0.252 ‘ 456355 Accepted
X2=162.340=+*, GF1=0.938, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.960, RMR=0.029
Psychological Contract Breach — Dysfunctional Resistance ‘ 0.168 ‘ 3.094 Accepted
X2=94.498+=+ GFI=0.951, CFI=0.977, NFI=0.969, RMR=0.028
Supportive Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance -0.251 4491 5% Accepted
ostep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Breach -0.251 =449 ek (Pa_lrti_al
Psychological Contract Breach — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.231 41545 Mediation)
X2=245.730+*+, GFI=0.931, CFI=0.976, NFI=0.956, RMR=0.038
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
. Dysfunctional Psychological Contract _ ’
Supportive Leader . = 250k =058k =308
Resistance Breach

P<0.001 @ sk P<O01 @ sk P<O05 1
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Result of Hypothesis 4-4

Standard
Rout Coefficient t-value P
Supportive Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance -0.192 —3.540%%* Accepted
X2=144.499+x GF1=0.939, CFI=0.976, NFI=0.963, RMR=0.045
Istep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Violation -0.102 -1.841 Reject
X2=121.162x#+x GF1=0.948, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.966, RMR=0.032
Psychological Contract Violation — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.305 5.605%* Accepted
Xx2=48.291+++ GFI=0.970, CFI=0.989, NFI=0.981, RMR=0.035
Supportive Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance -0.162 =3.111#*
ostep Supportive Leader — Psychological Contract Violation -0.102 -1.849 Reject
Psychological Contract Violation — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.289 5.363#%x
X2=200.199*xx, GFI=0.938, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.961, RMR=0.042
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Supportive Leader Dysfgnctional Psychol(z'gic# Contract (e . — 3R
Resistance Violation
P<0.001 : #rx P<O.01 @ s P<O05 ¢ %
Result of Hypothesis 4-5
Standard
Rout Coefficient t-value P
Controlling Leader — Functional Resistance -0.262 4. 735% %% Accepted
X2=T4.426%++ GF1=0.952, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.967, RMR=0.035
Istep Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Breach 0.125 2.264%%% Accepted
x2=129.031*+x, GFI=0.931, CFI=0.962, NFI=0.953, RMR=0.039
Psychological Contract Breach — Functional Resistance 0.138 2.496% Accepted
x2=80.858+x+, GFI=0.959, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.970, RMR=0.026
Controlling Leader — Functional Resistance -0.248 4489
2step Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Breach 0.125 2.261% Reject
Psychological Contract Breach — Functional Resistance 0.107 1.978+
x2=182.112xx, GFI=0.933, CFI=0.969, NFI=0.954, RMR=0.036
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
) . . . Psychological Contract . . .
Controlling Leader Functional Resistance = 250k =058k =308k
Breach
P<0.001 : #orx P<O.01 @ e P<O05 ¢ ok
Result of Hypothesis 4-6
Standard
Hout Coefficient tvalue P
Controlling Leader — Functional Resistance -0.262 —4.735% %% Accepted
X2=T4.426%++ GF1=0.952, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.967, RMR=0.035
Istep Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Violation 0.125 2,264 Accepted
x2=63.111*xx GFI=0.958, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.972, RMR=0.034
Psychological Contract Violation — Functional Resistance 0.225 4,066 Accepted
x2=37.550%+ GFI=0.976, CFI1=0.992, NFI=0.983, RMR=0.040
Controlling Leader — Functional Resistance -0.233 ~4,2605% Accepted
2step Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Violation 0.149 2687k (Pa_lrti_al
Psychological Contract Violation — Functional Resistance 0.190 3,488 Mediation)
Xx2=118.873*xx, GFI=0.950, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.965, RMR=0.040
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Controlling Leader Functional Resistance PSyChOkiglcd Contract =200k =058k =308k
Violation
P<0.001 : sk P<O.01 @ sk P<O05 1 %
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Result of Hypothesis 4-7
Standard
Rout Coefficient t-value P
Controlling Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.479 8931 % Accepted
X2=85.248+*x, GFI=0.949, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.968, RMR=0.034
Istep Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Breach ‘ 0.125 ‘ 2.264%%% Accepted
X2=129.031#*+, GFI=0.931, CFI=0.962, NFI=0.953, RMR=0.039
Psychological Contract Breach — Dysfunctional Resistance ‘ 0.168 ‘ 3,094 Accepted
X2=94.498+#x, GFI=0.951, CFI=0.977, NFI=0.969, RMR=0.028
Controlling Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.456 8710 Accepted
ostep Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Breach 0.125 2.272% (Pg}n%al
Psychological Contract Breach — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.109 2.245% Mediation)
X2=193.608+*+, GFI=0.931, CFI=0.969, NFI=0.955, RMR=0.036
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Controlling Leader Dysfgnctional Psychological Contract (e . — 3R
Resistance Breach
P<0.001 : #rx P<O.01 @ s P<O05 ¢ %
Result of Hypothesis 4-8
Rout :Ot;r;iiit t-value P
Controlling Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.479 8931 sxx Accepted
X2=85.248#x, GFI=0.949, CFI=0.975, NFI=0.968, RMR=0.034
step | Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Violation [ 015 [ 2264es Accepted
X2=63.111=#x, GFI=0.958, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.972, RMR=0.034
Psychological Contract Violation — Dysfunctional Resistance | 035 [ 5605 Accepted
X2=48.291=+x, GFI=0.970, CFI=0.989, NFI=0.981, RMR=0.035
Controlling Leader — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.443 8.521 sk Accepted
2step Controlling Leader — Psychological Contract Violation 0.149 2,694 (Pa_lrti_al
Psychological Contract Violation — Dysfunctional Resistance 0.239 4,863 Mediation)
X2=126.023+*+, GFI=0.948, CFI=0.980, NFI=0.967, RMR=0.038
Independent Dependent Mediation Direct Indirect Total
Controlling Leader Dysfgnctional Psychol(z'gic# Contract = 250k =058k =308k
Resistance Violation

P<0.001 : serx P<O01 @ s P<O0O5 ¢
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