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1. [bookmark: _Toc225093279]Introduction
Developing critical thinking in the workplace is essential for understanding how beliefs, attitudes and values shape behaviour, particularly in environments where organizational demands and individual perspectives do not always align. These internal factors influence how individuals interpret situations, interact with others and make decisions, especially in operational settings where efficiency and performance are prioritised (Rokeach, 1973; Robbins & Judge, 2020).
Critical thinking supports individuals in moving beyond immediate reactions by encouraging the questioning of assumptions, consideration of alternative perspectives and more balanced decision making (Paul & Elder, 2019). This becomes particularly important when dealing with conflict, ethical challenges and leadership responsibilities, where decisions can have both practical and interpersonal consequences.
This report critically analyses the impact of beliefs, attitudes and values on workplace behaviour within the context of a warehouse-based role in inventory control and previous leadership experience. It applies the Paul-Elder critical thinking framework to evaluate decision making, explores conflict management through the Thomas Kilmann model and compares it with the Harvard negotiation model. It also considers generational differences, ethical perspectives, stakeholder influences and both internal and external factors through SWOT and PESTLE analysis.

2. [bookmark: _Toc225093280]Critical Thinking as a Foundation for Workplace Behaviour
Critical thinking involves analysing and reflecting on information before acting on it, rather than relying on instinct or assumption (Facione, 2020). It is often described as a disciplined way of thinking that improves the quality of decisions by encouraging individuals to question what they believe to be true and consider alternative explanations (Paul & Elder, 2019). In workplace settings, this becomes particularly important, as decisions often affect both outcomes and relationships. 
The Paul-Elder framework provides a structured way of approaching critical thinking by focusing on key elements such as assumptions, evidence, implications and point of view (Paul & Elder, 2019). This structure is useful because it encourages individuals to move beyond surface level reactions and consider the reasoning behind their decisions. For example, rather than accepting a situation at face value, it promotes asking questions such as: What evidence supports this belief? Are there alternative interpretations? What are the possible consequences of this decision?
In fast paced environments, such as warehouse operations, decisions are often made quickly, which increases the likelihood of relying on assumptions rather than evidence. This is particularly relevant when dealing with team dynamics. For instance, when employees believed that task allocation was unfair, their reaction was based on perception rather than objective information. Without critical thinking, this type of situation can escalate quickly, as assumptions may be reinforced through informal discussions among team members.
Applying critical thinking in this context required stepping back and questioning whether the issue was actual bias or a lack of transparency. This involved considering both the process itself and how it was perceived by others. Research suggests that workplace conflict is often driven by perceived injustice rather than actual inequality, which highlights the importance of understanding how situations are interpreted (Colquitt et al., 2021). By recognizing this, it became possible to address not only the process, but also the perception of fairness. 
The Paul-Elder model also introduces intellectual standards such as fairness, clarity, accuracy and relevance (Paul & Elder, 2019). These standards are particularly important in leadership situations, where decisions can influence trust and team performance. For example, ensuring clarity in communication can reduce misunderstandings, while fairness in decision making can improve team cohesion.
However, it is important to recognize that applying critical thinking consistently can be challenging in practice. Time pressure, workload and organisational expectations can limit the extent to which decisions are fully analysed (Dwyer, 2019). In operational environments, there is often a need to balance speed with accuracy, which means that not every decision can be explored in depth.
Another limitation is that critical thinking does not remove bias completely. Individuals may still be influenced by their own beliefs and values, even when attempting to think objectively. This reinforces the need for ongoing self-awareness and reflection. Research highlights that critical thinking is not a one-time skill, but something that develops over time through practice and experience (Facione, 2020).

3. [bookmark: _Toc225093281] Beliefs, Attitudes and Values
Beliefs, attitudes and values are closely linked, but they influence behaviour in different ways and operate at different levels of depth. Beliefs are what individuals consider to be true, often shaped by past experiences, observation or social influence (Fishbein and Ajzen, 2010). In workplace settings, beliefs can form quickly, particularly when information is incomplete. For example, employees may develop beliefs about fairness, management intent or workload distribution based on limited visibility of how decisions are made.
Attitudes develop from these beliefs and represent how individuals feel about a situation or group (Ajzen, 2020). They tend to be more immediate and can shift depending on context. In practice, attitudes are often visible through behaviour, such as willingness to engage, cooperate or challenge decisions. A negative attitude towards management, for instance, may not always come from direct experience, but from shared beliefs within a team.
Values operate at a deeper level and are generally more stable over time. They reflect what an individual considers important, such as fairness, equality or respect (Schwartz, 2017). Unlike attitudes, values are less likely to change in response to a single situation. Instead, they act as a reference point for decision making, particularly in situations where there is no clear right or wrong answer.
The relationship between these three elements becomes clearer when applied to workplace situations. A belief that work is being distributed unfairly can lead to a negative attitude towards leadership, but the response to that situation is influenced by values. For example, someone who places a strong emphasis on fairness may be more likely to question the situation or seek change, while someone who prioritises stability may choose to accept the situation to avoid conflict.
It is also important to recognize that beliefs are not always accurate, and attitudes can be influenced by group dynamics rather than individual judgement. Research suggests that workplace perceptions are often shaped socially, meaning that individuals may adopt beliefs and attitudes based on team discussions rather than direct evidence (Robbins & Judge, 2020). This can reinforce shared assumptions, even when they are not fully supported.
At the same time, values can sometimes come into tension with organisational expectations. For instance, a strong personal value of fairness may conflict with systems that prioritise efficiency or output. This creates situations where individuals need to decide whether to adapt to organisational norms or act in line with their own principles. These tensions are particularly relevant in environments where decision making is driven by performance targets rather than individual consideration.
Another important point is that these three elements do not operate independently. Beliefs can shape attitudes, attitudes can reinforce values, and values can influence how beliefs are interpreted. This interaction makes workplace behaviour more complex than simply responding to a situation, as individuals are constantly filtering experiences through their own perspectives (Schwartz, 2017; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).

4. [bookmark: _Toc225093282]Impact of Beliefs, Attitudes and Values on Workplace Behaviour
The influence of beliefs, attitudes and values becomes more visible when applied to real workplace situations, particularly those involving workload distribution and team dynamics. While acting as a step-up team leader, responsibility included allocating work batches to associates. Over time, some employees developed the belief that they were consistently receiving more difficult tasks. This belief influenced their attitude towards both the work and leadership, which contributed to dissatisfaction and reduced trust. Research suggests that perceived unfairness can significantly influence behaviour, even when processes are neutral (Colquitt et al., 2021).
In response, the allocation process was adjusted by introducing a randomized selection method. This reduced the perception of control over task distribution and increased transparency, which helped address concerns. The decision was influenced by values, particularly fairness and equality, and reflects a shift from focusing purely on efficiency towards considering how decisions are experienced by employees. This aligns with research on organisational justice, which highlights the importance of fairness in shaping trust and cooperation (Greenberg, 2018).
Rather than repeating that perceptions influence behaviour, this situation shows how quickly those perceptions can spread and become reinforced within a team. Once assumptions are shared, they can shape group attitudes and make it more difficult to resolve issues, even when changes are introduced. This suggests that workplace behaviour is not only shaped by individual interpretation, but also by collective understanding within the team.
At the same time, the decision to prioritise fairness introduced tension with organisational priorities, where efficiency and output are often emphasized (Robbins & Judge, 2020). A randomized system may address concerns around fairness, but it does not necessarily align with the most efficient way of distributing tasks. This reflects a broader form of socioeconomic conflict, where organisational expectations, focused on productivity, do not always align with the values and experiences of employees.
This tension can be linked to Marx’s analysis of labour, which highlights how workers in large scale systems can become disconnected from decision making processes (Marx, 1867/2015). While modern workplaces are more complex, similar tensions can still emerge when employees feel that their experience is secondary to operational demands. At the same time, business decisions are shaped by constraints such as costs, scale and performance expectations, which influence how processes are designed and implemented (Armstrong, 2020).

5. [bookmark: _Toc225093283]Generational Differences and Workplace Behaviour
Generational differences can shape workplace expectations, particularly in relation to authority, communication and leadership style (Rudolph et al., 2021). These differences are often discussed in terms of broader patterns, where millennials are associated with valuing fairness, autonomy and open communication, while older generations may place greater emphasis on hierarchy and established structures (Ng et al., 2010; Parry & Urwin, 2017). Rather than treating these as fixed traits, it is more useful to view them as tendencies that may influence how individuals interpret workplace situations. 
In this context, personal background adds another layer of complexity. Growing up in a post-communist environment meant exposure to more structured and authority-based systems, while later experiences aligned more closely with contemporary workplace expectations. Research suggests that individuals from post-communist societies often develop hybrid value systems, combining elements of traditional hierarchy with more individualistic perspectives (Inglehart & Baker, 2000; Minkov & Hofstede, 2012). This helps explain a mixed approach to workplace behaviour, where there is both an understanding of authority and a willingness to question it.
Within the workplace, these differences can influence how leadership behaviour is interpreted. For example, approaches that rely on authority or directive communication may be accepted by some employees, while others may expect a more collaborative or transparent style. This can create tension, particularly when expectations are not clearly aligned. In some cases, leadership behaviour may be perceived as overly authoritative or lacking in interpersonal awareness, which can affect how decisions are received and how teams respond.

6. [bookmark: _Toc225093284]Internal and External Factors Influencing Behaviour
Understanding workplace conduct requires looking beyond individual beliefs and considering the context in which decisions are made. While earlier sections focused on internal drivers such as values and attitudes, these do not operate in isolation. Analytical tools such as SWOT and PESTLE are useful in structuring this understanding, as they allow different influences to be examined in a more systematic way (Gurel & Tat, 2017; Perera, 2017). Rather than simply listing factors, these frameworks support a more critical approach by encouraging comparison between internal tendencies and external pressures.
[bookmark: _Toc225093285]Internal Factors (SWOT)
A SWOT analysis was used to examine how personal tendencies influence actions within the workplace, particularly in situations involving leadership responsibility. The purpose of applying this model was not only to identify strengths and weaknesses, but to question how these factors affect decision making and interactions with others. The analysis is presented in Figure 1 (see Appendix A; Plesca, 2026).
[image: ]
Figure 1 - Appendix A - SWOT analysis of internal workplace factors
One of the main strengths identified is a strong emphasis on fairness and equal treatment. This can be seen in actions such as adjusting the task allocation process to reduce perceived bias. Research on organisational justice suggests that fairness plays a key role in shaping trust and cooperation within teams (Greenberg, 2018). However, when viewed more critically, this strength can also introduce tension. Prioritising fairness may lead to decisions that do not align fully with efficiency or performance expectations, particularly in environments where output is closely monitored.
Another factor identified through the SWOT analysis is the tendency to support colleagues, including advocating on their behalf. While this can improve team relationships, it also raises questions about balance and neutrality. From a management perspective, decision making often requires maintaining a degree of distance to ensure consistency (Robbins & Judge, 2020). This creates a point of tension between relational approaches and structured expectations. 
Weaknesses identified include the potential for strong personal views to influence interpretation of situations. While critical thinking encourages questioning systems, it also requires awareness of personal bias. Without this, there is a risk that decisions are shaped more by individual perspective than by a broader evaluation of the situation. This reflects the importance of considering multiple viewpoints, rather than relying on a single interpretation.
Opportunities highlighted through the analysis include the development of more structured approaches to conflict management and decision making. Exposure to leadership responsibilities provides a basis for applying formal models, which may improve consistency and reduce reliance on instinct alone. At the same time, threats include the possibility of misalignment with management expectations, particularly where values differ.

Belbin’s Team Roles and Self Perception
To explore internal tendencies further, Belbin’s Team Roles model was used as a self-perception tool. This model identifies patterns of behaviour within teams and is commonly used to understand how individuals contribute to team dynamics (Belbin, 2010). The result identified a tendency towards the Shaper role, which is typically associated with being task focused, driven and inclined towards taking action.
This provides an additional perspective on how situations are approached. For example, in the task allocation scenario, the focus was on implementing a solution rather than allowing the issue to continue. This aligns with the action-oriented nature of the shaper role. However, the model also suggests that this approach may be perceived as direct or challenging, depending on how it is communicated.
From a critical perspective, Belbin’s model is useful for developing self-awareness, but it does not fully account for situational factors. Behaviour is influenced not only by individual tendencies, but also by context, expectations and interactions with others (Aritzeta et al., 2007). This means that while the model provides insight, it should not be treated as a fixed explanation of behaviour.

[bookmark: _Toc225093286]External Factors (PESTLE)
While the SWOT analysis focuses on internal tendencies, the PESTLE framework was used to examine external influences that shape decision making within the workplace. The analysis is presented in Figure 2 (see Appendix B; Plesca, 2026). The purpose of applying this model was to consider how wider factors, such as economic pressure and organisational systems, influence how decisions are made and experienced.[image: ]
Figure 2 - Appendix B - PESTLE analysis of external workplace factors
Economic factors are particularly relevant in large scale operational environments. Performance targets, efficiency requirements and cost considerations all shape how tasks are structured and distributed. These pressures can limit the flexibility of decision making, even when alternative approaches may better align with individual values. 
Technological systems also play a significant role. In warehouse environments, task allocation and performance tracking are often system driven. While this supports consistency and efficiency, it can reduce visibility and understanding from the employee perspective. This lack of transparency can contribute to the formation of assumptions, particularly in situations where decisions are not clearly explained. 
Social and legal factors further influence expectations around fairness and treatment. The Equality Act 2010 reinforces the importance of equal treatment, while broader societal expectations increasingly emphasise employee wellbeing and respect. These factors shape how workplace practices are interpreted, even when they are designed primarily for efficiency.

[bookmark: _Toc225093287]Stakeholder Considerations
To extend this analysis, stakeholder perspectives were also considered, as different groups experience workplace decisions in different ways. A summary of key stakeholders is presented in Figure 3 (see Appendix C; Plesca, 2026). The inclusion of this analysis allows for a more balanced understanding of decision making by recognizing that actions may benefit one group while creating challenges for another (Bryson, 2018).
[image: ]
Figure 3 - Appendix C - Stakeholder Analysis
For example, changes to task allocation may improve fairness for employees, but may introduce complexity for those responsible for meeting performance targets. Similarly, decisions made at a managerial level may prioritise efficiency, while being experienced differently by those carrying out the work. Considering these perspectives makes it easier to understand why tensions arise, particularly in environments where different priorities exist.

[bookmark: _Toc225093288]7. Conflict Management and Decision Making
Conflict within workplace settings does not always arise from clear disagreements, but often from differences in perception, expectations and interpretation (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008). This is particularly relevant in operational environments, where decisions are made quickly and not always fully explained. In such cases, assumptions can develop, and these can influence how individuals respond to both tasks and leadership.
To better understand how conflict was managed in the task allocation scenario, the Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument was applied as an analytical framework. The purpose of using this model was not simply to categorise behaviour, but to examine how different approaches to conflict could influence outcomes in a team setting. A summary of the model is presented in Figure 4 (see Appendix D; Plesca, 2026).
[image: ]
Figure 4 - Appendix D - Summary of Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Model
The model identifies five approaches to handling conflict, competing, avoiding, accommodating, compromising and collaborating (Thomas & Kilmann, 1974). In this situation, the response aligned most closely with a collaborative approach, where both the issue and the team dynamic were considered. Rather than dismissing concerns or enforcing authority, the focus was placed on addressing the underlying perception of unfairness by adjusting the allocation process.
This approach reflects a balance between assertiveness and cooperation, allowing the issue to be addressed without escalating tension. Research suggests that collaborative strategies are more effective in maintaining relationships while still resolving the issue, particularly in team-based environments (DeChurch et al., 2013). However, applying this approach also required time and flexibility, which may not always be available in high pressure operational settings.
To consider alternative perspectives, the Harvard Negotiating Model was examined alongside the Thomas-Kilmann model. A comparison between the two approaches is shown in Figure 5 (see Appendix E; Plesca, 2026). The purpose of this comparison was to explore whether a more structured negotiation framework would have been appropriate in this context.[image: ]
Figure 5 - Appendix E - Comparison between the Harvard and the Thomas-Kilmann Models
The Harvard model focuses on separating people from the problem, identifying interests and working towards mutually beneficial outcomes (Fisher et al., 2011). While this approach is effective in formal negotiation settings, its application in this situation is more limited. The conflict described was not structured around clearly defined positions or interests but was instead based on perception and informal communication within a team.
This highlights a key difference between the two models. The Thoman-Kilmann framework is more adaptable to everyday workplace situations, where conflict may not be formally recognized or addressed through structured discussion. In contrast, the Harvard model assumes a level of clarity and communication that may not exist in fast paced environments. 
From a critical perspective, neither model can fully capture the complexity of workplace conflict. While Thomas-Kilmann provides a useful way of understanding behavioural responses, it simplifies situations into fixed categories. Similarly, the Harvard model offers a structured process but may not account for situations where individuals are not consciously engaging in negotiation.
The task allocation scenario demonstrates that conflict management often involves adapting approaches based on context rather than applying a single model. The effectiveness of the response depended not only on the method used, but also on how the situation was understood and interpreted by those involved.

[bookmark: _Toc225093289]8. Ethics, Stakeholders and Decision Making
Ethical decision making in workplace settings often involves balancing competing priorities rather than applying a single clear principle (Trevino & Nelson, 2021). In operational environments, this is particularly visible where efficiency, performance targets and employee experience do not always align. 
One of the most established contrasts in this area is between Friedman’s shareholder-focused perspective and stakeholder theory. Friedman (1970) argued that the primary responsibility of a business is to maximise profit within legal boundaries, while stakeholder theory emphasizes the importance of considering the interests of a wider group, including employees, customers and the community (Freeman et al., 2020). A structured comparison of these perspectives is presented in Figure 6 (see Appendix F; Plesca, 2026).
[image: ]
Figure 6 - Appendix F - Friedman vs Stakeholder Theory
In practice, decision making in the task allocation scenario reflected a stronger alignment with stakeholder theory, particularly in prioritizing fairness and the employee experience. Adjusting the allocation process addressed concerns around perceived inequality, even though this approach may not have been the most efficient in operational terms. This highlights how ethical considerations can influence decisions beyond purely performance-based criteria.
At the same time, this approach introduces tension within efficiency driven environments. Decisions that prioritise fairness may require additional time, reduce flexibility or conflict with established systems. This reflects a broader challenge in workplace behaviour, where ethical considerations and operational demands do not always align, requiring ongoing judgement rather than fixed solutions.

[bookmark: _Toc225093290]9. Management Theories and Critical Evaluation
Management theories provide structural ways of understanding leadership and decision making, but their relevance depends on how well they reflect actual workplace conditions. Fiedler’s contingency theory highlights the importance of context by suggesting that leadership effectiveness depends on the match between leadership style and situational factors (Fiedler, 1967). However, the assumption that leadership style is relatively fixed presents a limitation, as it does not fully reflect the extent to which individuals can adjust their approach depending on circumstances (Northouse, 2021). 
In practice, leadership behaviour is often more flexible than this model suggests. Situations such as resolving team concerns or addressing performance issues may require shifts between task focused and relationship focused approaches. This raises questions about whether leadership style can be treated as stable, or whether it is better understood as something that develops and adapts over time. 
Systems theory provides a broader perspective by viewing organisations as interconnected structures where different elements influence one another (Von Bertalanffy, 1968). While this offers a useful way of understanding how processes are linked, it tends to prioritise structure over individual experience. In operational environments, systems may function efficiently on paper yet still produce dissatisfaction if they do not align with how work is experienced by employees.
Contingency theory similarly suggests that there is no single best way to manage, and that decisions should depend on the situation (Donaldson, 2001). Although this introduces flexibility, it does not fully explain how decisions are shaped by factors such as personal values, communication styles or team dynamics. This limits its ability to account for differences in how similar situations are handled by different individuals. 
More recent approaches place greater emphasis on adaptability, emotional awareness and interpersonal understanding. Contemporary perspectives suggest that effective leadership involves responding to both situational demands and the needs of individuals within a team (Mango, 2018; Goleman, 2017). This shifts the focus away from fixed models and towards a more fluid understanding of leadership in practice. 
At the same time, these approaches introduce their own challenges. Emphasising flexibility and interpersonal awareness may make leadership more responsive, but it can also reduce consistency if not applied carefully. This creates a tension between adaptability and structure, particularly in environments where standardization and performance targets remain important.

[bookmark: _Toc225093291]10. Reflection
To reflect on the impact of my beliefs, attitudes and values on my workplace behavior, I have chosen to use the Gibbs Reflective Cycle. I selected this model because it provides a clear and structured framework that guides reflection through defined stages, allowing for a deeper and more detailed analysis of experience (Gibbs, 1988)
Compared to Schon’s reflective model, for example, which focuses more on reflection in action and on action, Gibbs offers a more step-by-step process. In this case, I found Gibbs more suitable as it allows me to break down the situation fully and examine not only what happened, but also why it happened and how I can improve in the future (Schon, 1983).
[bookmark: _Toc225093292]Description
In my role as a step-up team leader, I was responsible for allocating work batches to associates. Over time, some employees began to believe that they were consistently receiving more difficult tasks. This led to complaints and accusations of favouritism directed towards me.
[bookmark: _Toc225093293]Feelings
At the time, I felt frustrated and slightly defensive, because I knew that I was not intentionally assigning work unfairly. However, I also recognized that the issue was not just about my intention, but about how my actions were being perceived by others. I became aware that even if the process was fair, the lack of transparency was creating distrust.
[bookmark: _Toc225093294]Evaluation
Looking back, there were both positive and negative aspects to how the situation was handled. On the positive side, I was able to recognize that the problem was rooted in perception rather than necessarily in actual bias. I responded by introducing a random allocation system, which helped reduce complaints and improve trust within the team.
On the negative side, I realized that I had not identified the issue early enough. If I had communicated more clearly from the start or made the process more transparent, the conflict might not have escalated to the same extent.
[bookmark: _Toc225093295]Analysis
This situation made me more aware of how strongly beliefs and attitudes influence behaviour in the workplace. The employees’ belief that the process was unfair shaped their attitude towards me and affected how they responded to their work. Research supports the idea that perceived unfairness can influence behaviour when processes are neutral (Colquitt et al., 2021).
My own response was shaped by my values, particularly fairness and equality. I prioritised resolving the issue in a way that would be seen as fair by everyone, even though this may not have been the most efficient solution. This reflects a more stakeholder approach, where employee experience is considered alongside organisational needs (Freeman et al., 2020).
At the same time, I can see that this approach has limitations. By focusing strongly on fairness, I may have overlooked the importance of balancing this with efficiency and organisational expectations. This highlights an ongoing tension between my personal values and the environment I work in.
[bookmark: _Toc225093296]Conclusion
From this experience, I have learned that workplace behaviour is influenced not only by what I do, but also by how others interpret my actions. It is not enough for a process to be fair, it also needs to be clearly seen as fair.
I have also learned that my values play a significant role in how I respond to situations. While this can be a strength, it can also create challenges when those values do not fully align with organisational priorities.
[bookmark: _Toc225093297]Action Plan
In future situations, I will aim to communicate more clearly and proactively to prevent misunderstandings, apply more structured approaches to conflict management, such as the Thomas-Kilmann model, where appropriate, balance fairness with efficiency when making decisions and finally, consider both employee and organisational perspectives before taking action.
I also plan to continue developing my leadership skills, particularly in managing situations where there is conflict between personal values and workplace expectations.

[bookmark: _Toc225093298]11. Conclusion
Workplace behaviour is influenced by a combination of beliefs, attitudes and values, alongside organisational and external factors. Critical thinking plays an important role in helping individuals respond more effectively to complex situations.
The report has shown that different models and theories offer useful insights, but their relevance depends on context. Overall, effective workplace behaviour requires balancing personal values with organisational expectations.
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Appendix A - SWOT Analysis (Internal Factors)

Strengths | Weaknesses
|Strong value of faimess and equality [Tendency to prioritise employees over organisational efficiency
IWillingness to support colleagues |Risk of being perceived as biased towards workforce
(Good team communication and approachability [Strong personal views may lead to frustration
IAbilty to resolve confiict informally |Limited formal avthority in decision-making

‘Opportunities | Threats

IDevelopment of leadership and conflict management skills_[Potential negative perception from management
IApplying formal models (e.g. Thomas-Kilmann) |Misalignment with organisational priorities
|Progression into leadership roles |Ongoing value conflict leading to disengagement

|Building structured decision-making approaches |High-pressure environment limiting reflection’
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Appendix B - PESTLE Analysis (External Factors)
Factor lImpact on Workplace Behaviour
Political [Organisational policies and labour expectations influence management style
Economic  |High pressure for efficiency and productivity affects decision-making

Social lIncreased expectations of faimess and employee wellbeing
Technological |Performance tracking systems reduce autonomy, increase monitoring
Legal |Equality Act 2010 promotes faimess and equal treatment.

Environmental |Limited direct impact, but corporate responsibility influences perception
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Appendix C - Stakeholder Analysis

Stakeholder Interest Impact on Decisions
Employees |Faimess, manageable workioad, respect High, influences team morale and behaviour
Team Leaders |Meeting targets while managing teams  High, balance between staff and management
|Senior Management |Productivity, efficiency, cost control Very high, sets expectations and systems

Organisation__|Profitability and performance Overall driving force behind decisions
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Appendix D - Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Model (Summary)

Mode Description Relevance to Situation
Competing | Assertive, low cooperation Not used, could escalate conflict
Avoiding |Low assertiveness and cooperation ‘Would ignore issue, ineffective
Accommodating |Low assertiveness, high cooperation  Could lead to imbalance.
Compromising | Moderate balance Partial solution only

Collaborating __|High assertiveness and cooperation Used, addressed fairness and perception effectivel
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Appendix E - Harvard vs Thomas-Kilmann Comparison

Criteria Thomas-Kilmann Harvard Model
Focus [Behaviour in confiict Structured negotiation
Application informal, everyday workplace conflict Formal negotiation situations
Flexibility |High Moderate
Suitability |Fast-paced environments. Structured discussions
Best fit for case |Yes No
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Appendix F — Friedman vs Stakeholder Theory

Aspect [Friedman Stakeholder Theory
Focus [Profit maximisation _Balance of all stakeholders.
View of employees Resources Key stakeholders

Decision driver

Alignment with personal values

[Financial performance
lLow

Ethical and social responsibilty
High





