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Abstract: This study aims to analyse and combine the entire 100-year-long 
development of fight-or-flight-based research on emotional excitement and 
behaviour. It presents a comparative concept analysis of all the relevant word 
pairs that have emerged. A scoping and a targeted literature review were 
conducted to map word pairs across all related research streams. These reviews 
facilitated a comparative conceptual analysis. The results were combined to 
reflect the status quo of fight-or-flight concepts and how well word pairs 
explain emotions and behaviour relative to communication in conflict. The 
analysis surfaces violence and silence as an umbrella term. Comparing and 
contrasting all word pairs helps reduce barriers to cross-disciplinary research on 
emotional excitement and behaviour. By providing insights into how different 
concepts are overlapping but not the same, researchers from different 
paradigms can more easily draw on a full spectrum of findings when moving 
forward. 
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1 Introduction 

How we communicate in conflicts matters (Caputo et al., 2019). Understanding and 
effectively managing conflict is a pivotal aspect of human interaction that affects various 
facets of our personal and professional lives (Nathan and Devonshire, 2023). Conflict, 
while often perceived unfavourably, holds the potential for growth, innovation, and 
strengthened relationships when approached constructively (Mu et al., 2021). In 
organisational contexts, effectively navigating conflict is crucial for decision-making, 
fostering a culture of open communication, and ensuring the institution’s long-term 
sustainability (Stapinski et al., 2023). Similarly, adept conflict management in personal 
relationships can lead to a deeper understanding and respect for diversity and harmony 
(Kidder et al., 2004). By examining how we engage in conflict, specifically regarding 
emotions and behaviours, and the physiological underpinnings of our responses, we can 
better understand and optimise how we approach them, ensuring more constructive 
outcomes in both professional and personal spheres (Nathan and Devonshire, 2023). 

To the degree that such a phenomenon exists, productive conflict requires reading 
others’ emotions and responding appropriately (Bodtker and Katz Jameson, 2001). 
However, emotions are, of course, not easily read but instead ‘interpreted with a human 
flair for feelings through how we perceive other people’s behaviour’ (Goleman, 2001, 
p.16; Israelsson et al., 2023). Thus, combining emotions and behaviour is central to 
communication during conflicts (Nair, 2008). Walter Bradford Cannon’s fight-or-flight 
(1915) suggests that when we encounter a conflict, our bodies undergo a physiological 
reaction that prepares us to confront or escape the threat. Whether conscious or merely 
reactive, the selected response depends on numerous variables and can significantly 
impact the ability to communicate effectively in conflict (Ayub et al., 2017; Barbuto  
et al., 2010; Fitzpatrick, 2007). However, fight-or-flight has branched into various 
dimensions and research traditions (McEwen and Akil, 2020). This diversification has led 
to a broader understanding of the multifaceted nature of the fight-or-flight response and 
its complex interplay with various physiological factors (Bracha, 2004; Gross, 1998; 
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LeDoux, 2000; McEwen and Wingfield, 2003). Nevertheless, fight-or-flight has been 
extended to many concepts that do not easily relate to each other. Therefore, updating the 
fight-or-flight responses concerning communication in conflict will help combine 
existing and future research (Bracha et al., 2004). This development is noteworthy in 
many fields of research. For example, there have been competing arguments and 
inconsistent empirical results regarding the influence of negative affective experiences on 
proactive behaviour. This inconsistency suggests a lack of systematic understanding of 
how and when emotions, such as anger and fear, influence behaviour in conflict, 
challenging the concept of fight-or-flight (Lebel, 2016). 

1.1 Aim of study, research question, and structure of article 

The aim of this study was to resolve such inconsistencies by drawing on research findings 
across different traditions. However, conflict research lacks interdisciplinary dialog 
(Deutsch et al., 2011; Furlong, 2020). Research often uses specialised terminology that is 
not easily understood outside the field (Klein, 1990). This tendency can make 
interdisciplinary exchanges challenging (Fischhoff, 2013). Additionally, paradigms often 
employ different methodologies that can deepen the divide (Creswell and Creswell, 
2017). A researcher using qualitative methods to study interpersonal conflict may find it 
challenging to engage with a researcher using quantitative methods to study 
organisational conflict (Creswell and Creswell, 2017). Finally, researchers often publish 
papers in journals specific to their sub-disciplines. This narrowness of scope limits the 
exposure of their work to scholars in other areas of research which might be similar 
(Garfield, 2006). Based on Lebel’s (2016) argument we suggest there is a need to gather 
a comprehensive overview of emotions and behaviour when communicating in conflict. 
Therefore, our starting point for this study was Cannon’s (1915) fight-or-flight concept, 
including Cannon’s (1932) seminal work on homeostasis as the balancing concept. 
Hence, our research question became how fight-or-flight has developed into different 
word pairs across research streams. We decided to do this by conducting a comparative 
concept analysis of word pairs spanning the entire 100-year-development. 

Our comparative concept analysis reveals that emotions and behaviour in conflict, 
grounded in Cannon’s fight-or-flight theory (1915), function predominantly in isolation 
with many divergent or overlapping concepts. The body of knowledge would benefit 
from greater clarity about concept resemblance, making cross-disciplinary research easier 
by understanding how they are ‘concept siblings’ in an extended family, of which 
Cannon’s fight-or-flight is the ‘mother concept.’ Today, such a complete analysis of how 
we communicate in conflict is missing, and without it, a multidisciplinary perspective has 
untapped potential. If researchers could more easily draw parallels from findings in one 
area of expertise to those of another, seemingly discordant results could provide more 
significant insights. 

This article is presented in eight sections: 

1 We propose that a complete historical review of the fight-or-flight response is 
needed because it has given birth to many different research streams. 

2 We argue in favour of Rodgers and Knafl’s (1993) relativistic approach, as it 
considers how concepts may develop over time. We adapted their method to conduct 
a comparative concept analysis. 
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3 Next, we present a two-step literature review method for selecting relevant concepts 
for comparison. First, we conducted a scoping review and mapped 52 word pairs 
similar to fight-or-flight (Arksey and O’Malley, 2005). After filtering relevant word 
pairs, we conducted a targeted literature review (Snyder, 2019). We adhered to the 
‘preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-analyses’ (PRISMA) for 
both studies (Page et al., 2021). 

4 Finally, we carried out the intended comparative concept analysis, contrasting word 
pairs as the basis for our 

5 Discussion. 

6 Conclusions (Cronin et al., 2010). 

7 Contribution. 

8 Limitations and future research. 

2 Historical background 

Virtually every conflict theory today involving emotions and behaviour can be traced 
back to Cannon’s original fight-or-flight (Buss, 2019; Collins, 2004; Lazarus and 
Folkman, 1984). Fight-or-flight has branched out, resulting in a 100-year-long journey 
with untold ties to various concepts (LeDoux, 2003; Porges and Furman, 2011; Sapolsky, 
2004). This trend may drive conflicting lines of research (Barrett et al., 2016; Keltner  
et al., 1993). Fight-or-flight responses engender considerable debate in conflict-related 
research. However, incongruent concepts can stifle cross-disciplinary research as they 
lack a broad perspective. This comparative concept analysis will provide such scope. 

Profound differences exist in how fight-or-flight responses are applied. Within gender 
studies, a discussion about the premise of the phenomenon has emerged. The discovery 
of the response was based on studies of male animals. Thus, some researchers argue that 
it does not translate well to females, who may have evolved different stress responses due 
to other social and biological roles. Hence, some say that the fight-or-flight response is 
too male-centric. It is inadequate to describe the female stress response. ‘Tend and 
befriend’ surfaced as an alternative (Taylor et al., 2000). 

Opposing claims have been made regarding neurochemical responses; understanding 
the full range of neurochemical reactions can lead to more effective stress management 
and conflict resolution strategies. While adrenaline is often cited as the primary hormone 
involved in fight-or-flight, some researchers argue that other neurochemicals like cortisol 
and oxytocin play equally essential roles (Joëls et al., 2008). 

The influence of cultural variability has also been disputed. Some researchers argue 
that fight-or-flight is not universal but varies depending on social and environmental 
factors. This argument challenges the idea that fight-or-flight is a hardwired evolutionary 
response. Instead, it suggests that the response may be malleable (Henrich et al., 2010). 
Finally, arguments diverge considerably when applying fight-or-flight to social and 
organisational conflicts. While fight-or-flight has been used to explain behaviour in social 
and corporate disputes, some researchers have questioned its applicability in complex 
settings. They argue that social and organisational conflicts often involve long-term 
relationships and complex power dynamics that may not be adequately explained by an 
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immediate fight-or-flight response (Jehn and Bendersky, 2003). Overall, the question is 
whether fight-or-flight is an incomplete explanation of reality. Some researchers propose 
that humans also have a ‘freeze’ or ‘fawn’ response to stress and conflict. If so, this 
expands the model to better account for human behaviours observed in stressful 
situations, including paralysis and appeasement (Bracha, 2004). These disagreements 
highlight the complexity of human behaviour and the challenges of applying biological 
models to social and psychological phenomena. Without a holistic, higher-order 
perspective, the bigger picture may be lost. Thus, we have arrived at an appropriate time 
to provide a holistic, higher-order view of the fight-or-flight response. 

2.1 Fight-or-flight as a cross-disciplinary concept 

Cannon coined the phrase fight-or-flight, also referred to as a hyperarousal or acute stress 
response (Southwick et al., 1994). Strictly speaking, we do not know whether the word 
pair can be attributed to him. However, he popularised it in his research on emotional 
excitement and behaviour, bridging the gap between the biological and psychological 
sciences (Cannon, 1915; Cannon, 1929). Although Cannon did refer to fight-or-flight 
earlier than 1915 (Cannon, 1914), on the hundredth anniversary of his seminal work 
surrounding traumatic shock, where the foundation for fight-or-flight emerged (Cannon 
and Cattell, 1922), we see an ever-increasing number of varying word pairs stemming 
from fight-or-flight. These pairs may not necessarily carry the same meaning but instead 
build on the original idea. Each opposing word pair (juxtaposed concepts) fills a gap once 
identified by Cannon (1915) and carries significant research traditions that have been 
applied to clarify emotions and behaviour. Hence, today, many word pairs exist. 

Fight-or-flight responses have far-reaching implications. They constitute the 
cornerstone of various research streams and academic disciplines. Particularly, they are 
foundational in studying stress, anxiety, and fear responses (Bracha, 2004; Cannon, 1915; 
Funkenstein, 1958; Steimer, 2022; Öhman, 2008). Different fields within psychology 
apply fight-or-flight responses in various ways. For example, aviation psychology utilises 
fight-or-flight responses to better understand how pilots respond to high-stress situations 
(O’Hare, 1992, 1997; Stokes and Kite, 2017). Educational psychology has explored how 
fight-or-flight responses affect learning and performance in academic settings (Zeidner, 
1998). Environmental psychology studies how different environments (e.g., urban vs. 
rural) trigger or modulate fight-or-flight responses (Ulrich, 1984). Clinical psychology 
and psychiatry study how maladaptive fight-or-flight responses contribute to mental 
health disorders such as anxiety and post-traumatic stress disorder (PTSD) (Barlow, 
2004). Health psychology investigates how stress responses, including fight-or-flight, 
affect overall health and well-being (Cohen and Herbert, 1996). Medical research seeks 
to clarify how chronic fight-or-flight response activation affects long-term health 
(McEwen, 1998). Neuroscience has applied the fight-or-flight response to investigate 
neural pathways and activity in distinct brain regions (Kuwaki, 2021, LeDoux, 2003 
Scheepers and Swart, 2020). Endocrinology examines hormonal changes, particularly the 
roles of adrenaline and cortisol, while triggering these responses (Sapolsky, 2004, Sheng 
et al., 2021). Pharmacologists investigate drugs that can modulate them, such as beta-
blockers (Rang et al., 2011). 

Social aspects evolved in this respect. Fight-or-flight responses have been studied in 
the context of organisational behaviour, particularly in high-stress situations such as 
corporate crises (Staw et al., 1981). Furthermore, emergency management and disaster 
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response fight-or-flight patterns are useful when seeking to understand human behaviour 
during mass casualty events (Drury et al., 2009). Communication studies have tied 
analogous connections to how fight-or-flight responses affect interpersonal 
communication, particularly in conflict (Afifi and Afifi, 2009). Similarly, sociology has 
examined how fight-or-flight responses manifest in social settings, such as crowd 
behaviour during emergencies, although this has not been a primary focus (Quarantelli, 
2001). Furthermore, military science has researched how soldiers react under combat 
stress and how to train for optimal responses (Boe and Hagen, 2015; Grossman and 
Siddle, 2000). Political science considers how fight-or-flight responses may influence 
decision-making, especially during crises (McDermott, 2004). Sports science has 
explored how fight-or-flight responses affect athletic performance (Hardy, 1999). 
Anthropology has sought greater awareness of how cultural factors may influence  
fight-or-flight responses (Geertz, 1973) and how context can shape genetic 
predispositions toward stress responses, influencing individual and collective behaviours 
in the face of stressors (Chiao and Blizinsky, 2010). 

These research streams offer diverse perspectives on fight-or-flight phenomena, each 
contributing unique insights into its mechanisms, implications, and applications. As this 
analysis will reveal, they demonstrate widespread interest in the fight-or-flight 
phenomena across various disciplines. 

3 Comparative concept analysis 

In the scholarly landscape of concept analysis, two methodologies have gained 
prominence for their distinct approaches to clarifying the meanings of terms, especially 
within healthcare disciplines such as nursing: the realist-based methodology, first 
published in 1983 and developed by Walker and Avant (2005), and the relativistic 
approach proposed by Rodgers and Knafl (1993). Although both methods aim to provide 
clarity and depth in understanding concepts, they diverge significantly in their 
philosophical foundations, procedural methods, and practical applications. 

Walker and Avant’s (2005) concept analysis is anchored in realist epistemology, 
which assumes that the meaning of a concept is fixed and can be understood universally. 
This perspective lends itself to systematic and linear methodology. This approach 
involves a series of well-defined steps starting with the selection of a concept, moving 
through the identification of its uses, defining its attributes, and culminating in the 
identification of empirical referents. The goal is to arrive at a standardised, universally 
accepted definition that can be operationalised for empirical research. This method is 
particularly beneficial when a concept is relatively new, lacks foundational 
understanding, or requires a clear operational definition for empirical studies. 

In contrast, Rodgers and Knafl’s (1993) concept analysis is grounded in relativistic 
epistemology, which posits that the meaning of a concept is fluid and can evolve and be 
influenced by social, temporal, and contextual factors. The methodology of Rodgers and 
Knafl is less prescriptive and aims to highlight how concepts develop over time. It 
involves a comprehensive review of the existing literature to understand the various 
contexts in which a concept has been used and the factors that influence its meaning. This 
approach is valuable for theoretical research and analysing concepts that are complex, 
ambiguous, or influenced by cultural or social factors. The choice between these two 
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methodologies is contingent on the nature of the concept under investigation and the 
research objectives. 

The relativistic approach of Rodgers and Knafl (1993) benefits our analysis by 
accounting for how fight-or-flight is understood over time. Unlike the realist approach, 
which seeks to fix the meaning of fight-or-flight in a static form, the relativistic approach 
acknowledges that fight-or-flight has evolved. Our analysis confirms that several 
disciplines have altered the meaning and application of the paired concepts of fight-or-
flight. Rodgers and Knafl’s (1993) approach allows for a more nuanced understanding 
that considers these shifts, thereby providing a richer and more contextualised 
understanding (Risjord, 2009). Furthermore, the relativistic approach is more adaptive to 
the complexities of real-world applications. In an ever-changing societal landscape, the 
meanings of concepts can shift owing to technological advancements, cultural changes, 
or new scientific discoveries. Rodgers and Knafl’s approach is better equipped to capture 
these dynamic changes, making it relevant and applicable to the context of our analysis 
(Risjord, 2009). 

However, finding out how fight-or-flight has developed into different word pairs 
across research streams does not merely require a concept analysis. Instead, a 
comparative concept analysis is needed. A comparative concept analysis can be […] 
defined as an activity in which concepts, their characteristics, and relations to other 
concepts are clarified [Nuopponen, (2010), p.4]. Following the overall guidelines of 
Rodgers and Knafl’s (1993) seminal work, an adapted five-step process was applied. 
These steps include identifying all potential concepts for comparison, filtering relevant 
concepts, identifying the principles underlying each idea and how they have changed 
over time, comparing the concepts’ essential attributes and where they currently stand, 
and summarising the implications for future research. 

4 Method 

This comparative concept analysis aimed to provide a comprehensive overview of how 
fight-or-flight branched out during the hundred years following Cannon’s (1915) original 
work. As we have already seen, many diverse research streams have brought  
fight-or-flight into play in one way or another. Therefore, our comparative concept 
analysis had to 

a map out the entire body of knowledge of what has been documented (i.e., a scoping 
review), followed by  

b a thorough investigation to interpret the overall picture that emerged (i.e., a targeted 
literature review). 

‘Scoping studies […] aim to map […] key concepts underpinning a research area and the 
primary sources and types of evidence available, […], especially where an area is 
complex or has not been comprehensively reviewed before’ [Arksey and O’Malley, 
(2005), p.21]. This review type helps to identify literature gaps, clarify key concepts, and 
inform future research (Pham et al., 2014). We then conducted a targeted literature 
review (Cooper, 1988). Recent examples of two-step structured reviews have proven 
helpful in studies that require a similar design (Aguey-Zinsou et al., 2023; Fiaz and 
Qureshi, 2021). As a practical approach, we aimed to find word pairs akin to the original 
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fight-or-flight as a starting point for how research traditions have extended the theory of 
similar opposites within their respective fields. It was a charted course for gathering data 
on how identical word pairs within separate research streams had developed. 

4.1 Scoping review 

To study and understand the full extent of topics related to communication and conflict, 
specifically emotional excitement and behaviour, we first asked which dominant word 
pairs emerged from Cannon’s original fight-or-flight (1915). The operationalisation of 
this central question led us to ask more specific research questions. First, do research 
traditions and paradigms produce closely related terms and keywords? Second, what key 
concepts and definitions emerge, and what critical characteristics or related factors can 
provide a structured overview? Third, what are the similarities and differences between 
each word pair and fight-or-flight? 

Figure 1 PRISMA flow diagram for the scoping review (see online version for colours) 
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Table 1 Analysis of 52 word pairs potentially contrasting fight-or-flight responses 
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), 
cr

im
in

ol
og

y 
(C

), 
co

ns
um

er
 b

eh
av

io
ur

 (C
B)

, c
og

ni
tiv

e 
be

ha
vi

ou
r t

he
ra

py
 (C

BT
), 

co
rp

or
at

e 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 (C
G

), 
co

nf
lic

t/n
eg

ot
ia

tio
n 

(C
/N

), 
co

m
m

un
ity

 a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 h

ea
lth

 (C
PH

), 
cl

in
ic

al
 p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
an

d 
ps

yc
hi

at
ry

 (C
PP

), 
cr

iti
ca

l t
he

or
y 

(C
T)

, 
cy

be
rs

ec
ur

ity
 a

nd
 c

om
pu

te
r s

ci
en

ce
 (C

CS
), 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(C
O

M
), 

cu
ltu

ra
l s

tu
di

es
 (C

S)
, d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(D
P)

, e
co

no
m

ic
s (

E)
, e

vo
lu

tio
na

ry
 b

io
lo

gy
 

(E
B)

, e
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

an
d 

co
nt

ro
l t

he
or

y 
(E

CT
), 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
(E

P)
, e

m
ot

io
n 

re
gu

la
tio

n 
(E

R)
, f

em
in

ist
 th

eo
ry

 (F
T)

, f
am

ily
 th

er
ap

y 
(F

A
T)

, g
en

de
r s

tu
di

es
 

(G
S)

, h
ea

lth
ca

re
 a

nd
 m

ed
ic

in
e 

(H
M

), 
he

al
th

 p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(H
P)

, h
um

an
 re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

em
en

t (
H

RM
), 

in
ve

stm
en

t a
nd

 fi
na

nc
e 

(IF
), 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l r
el

at
io

ns
 (I

R)
, 

in
di

ge
no

us
 st

ud
ie

s (
IS

), 
lin

gu
ist

ic
s (

L)
, l

ea
rn

in
g 

an
d 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
(L

E)
, l

eg
al

 st
ud

ie
s (

LS
), 

m
ar

ke
tin

g 
(M

), 
m

ed
ia

 a
nd

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

stu
di

es
 (M

CS
), 

m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 le

ad
er

sh
ip

 (M
L)

, m
ili

ta
ry

 st
ra

te
gy

 (M
S)

, m
ot

iv
at

io
n 

th
eo

ry
 (M

T)
, o

rg
an

isa
tio

na
l b

eh
av

io
ur

 (O
B)

, o
rg

an
isa

tio
na

l p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(O
P)

, 
ps

yc
ho

lo
gy

 (P
), 

ps
yc

ho
an

al
ys

is 
(P

A
), 

ph
ilo

so
ph

y 
(P

H
), 

po
st-

co
lo

ni
al

 st
ud

ie
s (

PC
S)

, p
er

so
na

lit
y 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gy
 (P

P)
, p

ub
lic

 p
ol

ic
y 

(P
U

B)
, p

ol
iti

ca
l s

ci
en

ce
 (P

S)
, 

re
in

fo
rc

em
en

t s
en

sit
iv

ity
 th

eo
ry

 (R
ST

), 
so

ci
al

 p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(S
P)

, s
oc

io
lo

gy
 (S

), 
sto

ry
te

lli
ng

/li
te

ra
tu

re
 (S

/L
), 

sp
or

ts 
Sc

ie
nc

es
 (S

S)
, s

ys
te

m
s t

he
or

y 
(S

T)
, 

th
ea

te
r a

nd
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 (T

P)
, t

ou
ris

m
 (T

). 
Fo

r s
im

pl
ic

ity
, s

ev
er

al
 re

se
ar

ch
 st

re
am

s a
nd

 p
ar

ad
ig

m
s w

er
e 

co
m

bi
ne

d.
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Table 1 Analysis of 52 word pairs potentially contrasting fight-or-flight responses (continued) 

 

W
or

d 
pa

irs
 

Pa
ra

di
gm

/re
se

ar
ch

 st
re

am
* 

C
on

ce
pt

 c
on

sis
te

nc
y 

C
on

str
uc

t r
es

em
bl

an
ce

 
E&

B 
va

ria
bl

e 
di

m
en

sio
n*

* 

‘D
ef

en
siv

e 
A

N
D

 n
on

de
fe

ns
iv

e’
 

CO
M

, C
/N

, M
L,

 O
B,

 P
, S

S 
 

 
 

‘D
ef

en
siv

e 
V

ER
SU

S 
ag

gr
es

siv
e’

 
C,

 C
/N

, M
L,

 M
S,

 O
B,

 P
, P

P,
 S

S 
• 

• 
 

‘D
ef

en
siv

e 
V

ER
SU

S 
of

fe
ns

iv
e’

 
BS

C,
 C

CS
, I

R,
 M

S,
 P

S,
 S

S 
• 

• 
 

‘E
ng

ag
e 

O
R 

di
se

ng
ag

e’
 

CC
S,

 C
/N

, E
P,

 H
P,

 O
B,

 P
 

(•
) 

• 
• 

‘E
sc

ap
e 

A
N

D
 a

tte
nt

io
n 

se
ek

in
g 

be
ha

vi
ou

r’ 
BP

, C
PP

, E
P,

 S
P 

• 
 

 
‘E

va
sio

n 
A

N
D

 a
ss

er
tio

n’
 

CB
, C

/N
, C

O
M

, E
P,

 IR
, M

, L
S,

 P
 

 
 

 
‘E

xi
t A

N
D

 v
oi

ce
’ 

CB
, E

, H
RM

, O
B,

 P
S 

• 
• 

 
‘E

xp
re

ss
 O

R 
su

pp
re

ss
’ 

CP
P,

 C
O

M
, E

R,
 O

B,
 S

P 
• 

• 
• 

‘F
ee

db
ac

k 
O

R 
no

t t
o 

fe
ed

ba
ck

’ 
CC

S,
 C

PP
, E

CT
, E

P,
 H

RM
, O

B,
 S

P,
 S

T 
 

 
 

‘H
id

in
g 

V
S 

ho
ar

di
ng

’ (
al

so
 ‘k

no
w

le
dg

e 
w

ith
ho

ld
in

g’
) 

A
, C

CS
, C

PP
, E

, P
, S

 
 

 
 

‘H
or

iz
on

ta
l v

io
le

nc
e 

A
N

D
 la

te
ra

l v
io

le
nc

e’
 

H
M

, I
S,

 O
B,

 S
, S

P 
 

 
 

‘In
tro

ve
rt 

A
N

D
 e

xt
ro

ve
rt’

 
CP

P,
 H

RM
, O

B,
 P

P,
 S

P 
• 

 
 

‘In
vo

lv
ed

 V
ER

SU
S 

un
in

vo
lv

ed
’ 

CB
, C

PH
, D

P,
 E

P,
 M

, O
B 

 
 

 
‘Is

ol
at

io
n 

V
ER

SU
S 

en
gu

lfm
en

t’ 
FA

T,
 H

M
, P

, S
, S

P 
 

 
 

‘M
as

ki
ng

 b
eh

av
io

ur
 A

N
D

 u
nm

as
ki

ng
’ 

CO
M

, H
P,

 O
B,

 S
P 

 
 

 
‘O

pe
n 

V
ER

SU
S 

cl
os

ed
’ 

CC
S,

 E
, E

P,
 P

P,
 P

S,
 S

T 
 

 
 

‘O
ve

rla
pp

in
g 

ta
lk

 A
N

D
 tu

rn
-ta

ki
ng

’ 
CO

M
 

• 
 

 
(to

) ‘
pa

rti
ci

pa
te

 O
R 

no
t’ 

CP
H

, C
S,

 E
P,

 P
S,

 S
P 

 
 

 

N
ot

es
: *

A
rc

he
ol

og
y 

(A
), 

ar
t a

nd
 a

es
th

et
ic

s (
A

A
), 

an
im

al
 b

eh
av

io
ur

 o
r e

th
ol

og
y 

(A
B)

, a
tta

ch
m

en
t t

he
or

y 
(A

T)
, b

us
in

es
s e

th
ic

s (
BE

), 
be

ha
vi

ou
ra

l e
co

lo
gy

 (B
EC

O
), 

be
ha

vi
ou

ra
l n

eu
ro

sc
ie

nc
e 

(B
N

), 
bu

sin
es

s s
tra

te
gy

 a
nd

 c
om

pe
tit

io
n 

(B
SC

), 
cr

im
in

ol
og

y 
(C

), 
co

ns
um

er
 b

eh
av

io
ur

 (C
B)

, c
og

ni
tiv

e 
be

ha
vi

ou
r t

he
ra

py
 (C

BT
), 

co
rp

or
at

e 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 (C
G

), 
co

nf
lic

t/n
eg

ot
ia

tio
n 

(C
/N

), 
co

m
m

un
ity

 a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 h

ea
lth

 (C
PH

), 
cl

in
ic

al
 p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
an

d 
ps

yc
hi

at
ry

 (C
PP

), 
cr

iti
ca

l t
he

or
y 

(C
T)

, 
cy

be
rs

ec
ur

ity
 a

nd
 c

om
pu

te
r s

ci
en

ce
 (C

CS
), 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(C
O

M
), 

cu
ltu

ra
l s

tu
di

es
 (C

S)
, d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(D
P)

, e
co

no
m

ic
s (

E)
, e

vo
lu

tio
na

ry
 b

io
lo

gy
 

(E
B)

, e
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

an
d 

co
nt

ro
l t

he
or

y 
(E

CT
), 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
(E

P)
, e

m
ot

io
n 

re
gu

la
tio

n 
(E

R)
, f

em
in

ist
 th

eo
ry

 (F
T)

, f
am

ily
 th

er
ap

y 
(F

A
T)

, g
en

de
r s

tu
di

es
 

(G
S)

, h
ea

lth
ca

re
 a

nd
 m

ed
ic

in
e 

(H
M

), 
he

al
th

 p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(H
P)

, h
um

an
 re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

em
en

t (
H

RM
), 

in
ve

stm
en

t a
nd

 fi
na

nc
e 

(IF
), 

in
te

rn
at

io
na

l r
el

at
io

ns
 (I

R)
, 

in
di

ge
no

us
 st

ud
ie

s (
IS

), 
lin

gu
ist

ic
s (

L)
, l

ea
rn

in
g 

an
d 

ed
uc

at
io

n 
(L

E)
, l

eg
al

 st
ud

ie
s (

LS
), 

m
ar

ke
tin

g 
(M

), 
m

ed
ia

 a
nd

 c
om

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

stu
di

es
 (M

CS
), 

m
an

ag
em

en
t a

nd
 le

ad
er

sh
ip

 (M
L)

, m
ili

ta
ry

 st
ra

te
gy

 (M
S)

, m
ot

iv
at

io
n 

th
eo

ry
 (M

T)
, o

rg
an

isa
tio

na
l b

eh
av

io
ur

 (O
B)

, o
rg

an
isa

tio
na

l p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(O
P)

, 
ps

yc
ho

lo
gy

 (P
), 

ps
yc

ho
an

al
ys

is 
(P

A
), 

ph
ilo

so
ph

y 
(P

H
), 

po
st-

co
lo

ni
al

 st
ud

ie
s (

PC
S)

, p
er

so
na

lit
y 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gy
 (P

P)
, p

ub
lic

 p
ol

ic
y 

(P
U

B)
, p

ol
iti

ca
l s

ci
en

ce
 (P

S)
, 

re
in

fo
rc

em
en

t s
en

sit
iv

ity
 th

eo
ry

 (R
ST

), 
so

ci
al

 p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(S
P)

, s
oc

io
lo

gy
 (S

), 
sto

ry
te

lli
ng

/li
te

ra
tu

re
 (S

/L
), 

sp
or

ts 
Sc

ie
nc

es
 (S

S)
, s

ys
te

m
s t

he
or

y 
(S

T)
, 

th
ea

te
r a

nd
 p

er
fo

rm
an

ce
 (T

P)
, t

ou
ris

m
 (T

). 
Fo

r s
im

pl
ic

ity
, s

ev
er

al
 re

se
ar

ch
 st

re
am

s a
nd

 p
ar

ad
ig

m
s w

er
e 

co
m

bi
ne

d.
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Table 1 Analysis of 52 word pairs potentially contrasting fight-or-flight responses (continued) 

 

W
or

d 
pa

irs
 

Pa
ra

di
gm

/r
es

ea
rc

h 
str

ea
m

* 
Co

nc
ep

t c
on

sis
te

nc
y 

C
on

str
uc

t r
es

em
bl

an
ce

 
E&

B 
va

ria
bl

e 
di

m
en

si
on

**
 

‘P
ro

m
ot

iv
e 

V
ER

SU
S 

pr
oh

ib
iti

ve
 v

oi
ce

’ 
O

B 
• 

 
 

‘P
ro

so
ci

al
 A

N
D

 a
nt

iso
ci

al
 b

eh
av

io
ur

’ 
C,

 D
P,

 L
E,

 S
P 

 
 

 
‘P

ro
te

st 
O

R 
pl

ea
su

re
’ 

A
A

, C
, C

O
M

, E
R,

 P
, S

 
 

 
 

‘P
ul

l V
ER

SU
S 

pu
sh

’ 
CB

, C
CS

, E
P,

 M
, T

 
 

 
 

‘P
ul

lin
g 

aw
ay

 A
N

D
 m

ov
in

g 
to

w
ar

d’
 

A
T,

 C
O

M
, O

B,
 P

P 
• 

 
 

‘R
ea

ct
iv

e 
V

ER
SU

S 
pr

oa
ct

iv
e 

ag
gr

es
sio

n’
 

C,
 C

/N
, D

P,
 H

P,
 IR

, L
E,

 S
P 

• 
 

 
‘R

ig
ht

-h
an

d 
co

lu
m

n 
A

N
D

 le
ft-

ha
nd

 c
ol

um
n’

 
CB

T,
 P

 
• 

 
 

‘R
ig

ht
in

g-
re

fle
x 

A
N

D
 q

ue
sti

on
in

g’
 

CS
, F

T,
 L

E,
 P

CS
, S

P 
• 

 
 

‘s
el

f-r
es

tra
in

t A
N

D
 im

pu
lsi

ve
 b

eh
av

io
ur

’ 
BN

, C
, C

B,
 C

PH
, C

PP
, D

P,
 L

E,
 M

, M
L,

 P
P,

 S
S 

• 
• 

 
‘S

ile
nc

e 
O

R 
vi

ol
en

ce
’ 

C/
N

, C
O

M
, G

S,
 IR

, M
L,

 S
P 

(•
) 

• 
• 

‘S
oc

ia
l l

oa
fin

g 
A

N
D

 so
ci

al
 fa

ci
lit

at
io

n’
 

CP
P,

 L
E,

 O
B,

 S
P,

 S
S 

• 
 

 
‘S

pe
ak

 u
p 

O
R 

sh
ut

 u
p’

 
CO

M
, C

S,
 E

P,
 O

B,
 P

S 
• 

 
 

‘(t
o)

 sp
ea

k 
O

R 
no

t t
o 

sp
ea

k’
 

CO
M

, C
S,

 G
S,

 L
, L

E,
 P

 
• 

 
 

‘S
tri

ke
 A

N
D

 h
ol

d’
 

E,
 L

S,
 P

S,
 S

 
• 

 
 

‘S
ur

fa
ce

 a
ct

in
g 

A
N

D
 d

ee
p 

ac
tin

g’
 

CB
, C

BT
, C

/N
, C

PP
, E

P,
 E

R,
 H

M
, M

, M
L,

 S
 

• 
• 

• 
‘T

hi
nk

er
 A

N
D

 in
te

ra
ct

an
t A

N
D

 a
ct

or
’ 

A
A

, C
CS

, C
O

M
, E

P,
 IR

, M
L,

 P
, P

S,
 T

P 
• 

• 
 

‘V
oi

ce
 A

N
D

 si
le

nc
e’

 
EP

, L
S,

 M
CS

, O
B,

 S
P 

• 
• 

• 
‘V

oi
ce

 A
N

D
 sp

ira
l o

f s
ile

nc
e’

 
CO

M
, C

PH
, M

CS
, P

S 
• 

 
 

N
ot

es
: *

A
rc

he
ol

og
y 

(A
), 

ar
t a

nd
 a

es
th

et
ic

s (
A

A
), 

an
im

al
 b

eh
av

io
ur

 o
r e

th
ol

og
y 

(A
B)

, a
tta

ch
m

en
t t

he
or

y 
(A

T)
, b

us
in

es
s e

th
ic

s (
BE

), 
be

ha
vi

ou
ra

l e
co

lo
gy

 (B
EC

O
), 

be
ha

vi
ou

ra
l n

eu
ro

sc
ie

nc
e 

(B
N

), 
bu

sin
es

s s
tra

te
gy

 a
nd

 c
om

pe
tit

io
n 

(B
SC

), 
cr

im
in

ol
og

y 
(C

), 
co

ns
um

er
 b

eh
av

io
ur

 (C
B)

, c
og

ni
tiv

e 
be

ha
vi

ou
r t

he
ra

py
 (C

BT
), 

co
rp

or
at

e 
go

ve
rn

an
ce

 (C
G

), 
co

nf
lic

t/n
eg

ot
ia

tio
n 

(C
/N

), 
co

m
m

un
ity

 a
nd

 p
ub

lic
 h

ea
lth

 (C
PH

), 
cl

in
ic

al
 p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
an

d 
ps

yc
hi

at
ry

 (C
PP

), 
cr

iti
ca

l t
he

or
y 

(C
T)

, 
cy

be
rs

ec
ur

ity
 a

nd
 c

om
pu

te
r s

ci
en

ce
 (C

CS
), 

co
m

m
un

ic
at

io
n 

(C
O

M
), 

cu
ltu

ra
l s

tu
di

es
 (C

S)
, d

ev
el

op
m

en
ta

l p
sy

ch
ol

og
y 

(D
P)

, e
co

no
m

ic
s (

E)
, e

vo
lu

tio
na

ry
 b

io
lo

gy
 

(E
B)

, e
ng

in
ee

rin
g 

an
d 

co
nt

ro
l t

he
or

y 
(E

CT
), 

ed
uc

at
io

na
l p

sy
ch

ol
og

y 
(E

P)
, e

m
ot

io
n 

re
gu

la
tio

n 
(E

R)
, f

em
in

ist
 th

eo
ry

 (F
T)

, f
am

ily
 th

er
ap

y 
(F

A
T)

, g
en

de
r s

tu
di

es
 

(G
S)

, h
ea
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In close collaboration with a team of library consultants and researchers, the scoping 
review comprised a title search of Google Scholar from 1932 to 2022 to map the full 
extent of historical development. Works cited by Cannon (1932) were retrieved using 
Publish or Perish2 software (Harzing, 2007). This strategy allowed for a bulk download 
of the top 1,000 results (sorted by relevance) from Google Scholar out of 10,376 (as of 
mid-November 2021). This bulk download was exported to EndNote for screening 
purposes. Titles and abstracts indicating possible word pairs were included in 186 articles 
(see Figure 1). 

4.2 Filtering for relevant word pairs 

Revisiting our research question, we operationalised it into four inclusion and exclusion 
criteria. The first criterion was the most demanding undertaking in this regard. We 
investigated all the different research streams or paradigms where word pairs had been 
mentioned or applied. Table 1 displays this overview. All but two word pairs were 
utilised in more than one research stream. The two exceptions were ‘overlapping talk 
versus turn-taking’ and ‘promotive versus prohibitive voice,’ which only appeared once 
in communication research and organisational behaviour. According to our main research 
question, the analysis aimed to view these word pairs in light of how fight-or-flight has 
been applied to communication in conflict. Therefore, any word pair applied solely to 
research streams unrelated to communication was excluded regardless of how many other 
paradigms used it. The first criterion was as follows: 

4.2.1 Is the paradigm related to dialog or communication? 
Among these articles, 52 word pairs related to communication surfaced (see Table 1). 

The second criterion for inclusion or exclusion was straightforward. We looked for 
consistency among the remaining word pairs, primarily whether they were consistently 
used as word pairs. We discovered that they were often not used as generalised concepts 
and were thus excluded. The second criterion was as follows: 

4.2.2 Do opposing concepts appear consistently in research as a combined 
word pair? 

19 word pairs were excluded for not being consistent as a concept, and 33 remained. 
The third criterion prompted the most discussion: whether the word pair was similar 

to the original idea of fight-or-flight. Conversations ended with an emphasis on 
individuality, whether it was personal, and the construct was clearly defined. Therefore, 
the third criterion was formulated as follows: 

4.2.3 Do constructs resemble the original individual fight-or-flight response? 
17 word pairs were excluded for not being individual or clearly defined, and 16 remained. 
The fourth criterion was used to determine whether a word pair was a measurable 
variable. Specifically, each opposite dimension of a word pair is required to explain or 
reflect emotions and behaviours. Therefore, the fourth criterion was: 
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4.2.4 Do the variables measure a dimension of emotions and behaviour? 
Another nine word pairs were excluded because they were not measurable variables for 
emotions and behaviours. Hence, in total, from among the 52 viable paired candidates 
(see Table 1), 45 word pairs were excluded. The seven word pairs that remained and 
surfaced as relevant were:  

1 express versus suppress 

2 deep acting versus surface acting 

3 aggressive versus submissive 

4 approach versus avoidance 

5 engage versus disengage 

6 voice versus silence 

7 violence versus silence. 

4.3 Targeted literature review 

The second part of our main research question was the following: To what extent and 
how do concepts overlap? We operationalised this two-fold question with four questions 
that comprised the bulk of the literature review matrix:  

1 Which methodologies were predominantly accepted? 

2 Which quantitative measurement scales have been validated to document these 
phenomena empirically? 

3 How are word pairs defined across different studies, and what other variables 
relating to fight-or-flight are mentioned? 

4 How has the understanding of each word pair developed over time? These questions 
covered most of our questions in the targeted literature review, which aimed to 
search for peer-reviewed research articles on the seven relevant word pairs. 

4.4 Databases and search terms 

Before conducting a regular database search, the research team conferred with experts in 
both Europe and North America concerning relevant literature and potential search terms. 
Such conversations spurred a ‘search and incubate period’ lasting approximately two 
months before we again met with the team of librarians to proceed. 

The Business Source Elite and Academic Search Premier databases were chosen 
because they covered organisational studies and management sciences. Web of Science 
and Scopus were selected to include as many research fields as possible. The use of 
adjacency operators versus exact phrases and Boolean logic was considered for each 
word pair based on whether the terms were regular words used in many different contexts 
or highly specific to the relevant context. More specifically, adjacency or Boolean logic 
is the looser logic available for use. The more regular, the tighter we would search to 
minimise the use of the terms in irrelevant contexts (e.g., ‘approach and avoid’). The 
same was applied to the truncation; we truncated where possible when we decided that 
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the truncation did not alter the meaning of the expression. We also considered using an 
extended range of words that express emotions (such as anger and joy). Still, the research 
team found that previous scans of the relevant literature showed that the term ‘emotions’ 
was mainly used. 

We discussed several strategies for limiting the number of word pairs. The primary 
strategy was to AND them with terms for the workplace or management as opposed to 
violence at home. We also decided to exclude, if possible, any abuse, as defined by 
unsolicited, violated standards of appropriate conduct resulting in emotional harm, typical 
in relationships of unequal power (Lutgen-Sandvik, 2003). After viewing both search 
results, we decided to AND word pairs with different terms for management. 
Furthermore, the results were limited to peer-reviewed studies. This timeframe was 
limited to Cannon’s use of fight-or-flight in 1932. Each potential concept or phrase was 
checked with alternative searches, e.g., ‘approach* and,’ ‘silence versus,’ and ‘or voice,’ 
and the like. An active search for synonyms and antonyms was integral to this process. 

Figure 2 PRISMA flow diagram for the targeted literature review (see online version for colours) 
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4.5 Study selection 

Academic search premier listed 521 articles, business source elite 176 articles, Scopus 
1,162 articles, and web of science 805 articles; in total, 2,664 articles. Duplicate records 
were removed before screening using EndNote (790). The screening and reading 
processes were logged into Rayyan, an online tool for systematic literature reviews, 
making it easy for the three researchers to conduct anonymous reviews (Ouzzani et al., 
2023). After importing 1,874 articles, 233 duplicates were removed from the list. The 
screening process began with 1,641 unique records. 

After reading the abstracts separately, the three researchers agreed to exclude 1,317 
articles because they were about the wrong topic. This exclusion process was consistent, 
with only 14 exceptions resolved through discussion. Of these 14 disputed articles, only 
one was included because it aimed to study emotions and behaviours. The others did not. 
Two hundred twenty-nine articles were excluded because they focused on children or 
dysfunctional populations. Ten articles were excluded because they were not written in 
English, and six were previously undetected duplicates. 

Thus, the librarians were tasked with retrieving 79 selected research articles, one of 
which was unavailable. While reviewing the 78 articles with full-text screening, another 
three were published in double format, leaving 75 as the final number in our review (see 
Figure 2). 

4.6 Charting the data 

Charting the data organised and systematised the 75 articles to help answer the research 
question. Hence, we extracted relevant information from the selected studies in the matrix 
while reading them in detail. In this matrix, we gathered the following data: authors, title, 
publication year, publication type, geographical location, cultural context, sample size, 
stated contribution, fight variables, flight variables, homeostasis variables, methods, 
variables, hypotheses (explicitly listed and implicitly mentioned), findings or outcomes, 
and limitations (explicitly listed and implicitly inferred from the text). This screening 
preceded our collation, summary, and reporting of results in Part 4, the intended 
comparative concept analysis, Part 5, discussion, and Part 6 conclusion, where we 
analysed the charted data to identify patterns, themes, and gaps in the existing literature. 

5 Analysis 

Cannon’s fight-or-flight was primarily aimed at emotional excitement and behaviour 
(Cannon, 1929). Emotions, as antecedents to behaviour, have been the subject of many 
studies; for instance, Charles Darwin (1872) studied how both humans and animals feel 
rage (anger) and fear (anxiety) (Spielberger et al., 1995). However, this topic of interest 
dates back in time. The preferred term is ‘pathos’ (Brinton, 1988), which originates in 
Greek philosophy. Moving from ancient rhetorical philosophy all the way forward to the 
early nineteenth century, Cannon’s use of fight-or-flight (1914–1929) was somewhat 
mixed. His reference to these terms varies with phrases such as ‘conflict and flight,’ 
‘struggle and flight,’ and the like. His authorship appears inconsistent, particularly in his 
early mentioning of these phenomena. As an essential precursor to the analysis of the 
seven word pairs, Cannon (1932) introduced ‘homeostasis’ – a term he used to describe 
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the body’s ability to maintain a stable internal environment, even when faced with 
external challenges. This concept was based on the earlier work of the French 
physiologist Claude Bernard (1865), who coined the term ‘milieu intérieur’ in 1865 to 
describe the constancy of the internal environment. Cannon (1932) further developed 
Bernard’s ideas and popularised the concept of homeostasis. Thus, each word pair was 
analysed related to fight, flight, and homeostasis as a balancing middle. 

5.1 Word pair no. 1: express vs. suppress 

James Gross’s (1998) integrative review led to the development of ‘The process model of 
emotion regulation,’ which provided insights that have been elaborated in much scholarly 
research. This model includes, among others, the expression and suppression of 
emotions. Emotional expressivity is defined as the ‘behavioural changes that typically 
accompany emotion’ or ‘to manifest […] impulses behaviourally,’ such as smiling, 
frowning, crying, or storming out of the room [Gross and John, (1997), p.435]. (For all 
word-pair definitions, see Table 2). This definition seems to be dominant in most studies 
relevant to this analysis. In contrast, emotion suppression has been defined as the 
conscious inhibition of emotionally expressive behaviour while being emotionally 
aroused (Gross and Levenson, 1993). Both definitions are tautological. However, they are 
referenced here as authoritative because they are widely accepted. 

Many similarities have been found between expression and suppression and between 
fight and flight. Fleeing, or flight, is synonymous with suppressing emotions and not 
wanting to show how one feels. Fighting is the same as expressing emotions; that is, not 
holding back by letting go of any control or filter of outbursts. However, considering the 
full spectrum and continuum, it is clear that expressed versus suppressed emotions do not 
have a defined neutral or middle ground. Indeed, there are degrees of expression or 
suppression of emotions; however, research has not yet determined the balance between 
them. Bonanno et al. (2004) might have come close, suggesting that being flexible is to 
‘balance,’ express, and suppress. Gross and Levenson (1997) confessed that ‘there is a 
middle ground between these two perspectives, one that holds that there is an optimal 
level of emotional regulation – somewhere between total strangulation and completely 
unfettered expression’ (emphasis added) [Gross and Levenson, (1997), p.96]. Recent 
developments in this field suggest an increased resolution of how strategies are translated 
into tactics widened viewing angle for interpersonal emotion regulation extension of the 
timescale of affective experiences (Petrova and Gross, 2023). 

5.2 Word pair no. 2: deep acting vs. surface acting 

Unlike the previous word pair, the potentially missing balance between extremes has 
been provided as ‘emotional labour’ in what may be considered a parallel research 
stream. Emotional labour, also referred to as emotional work or emotion management, 
was defined by Hochschild (1983) as the process of managing feelings and expressions to 
fulfill the emotional requirements of a job. Humphrey offered an update of the definition 
as ‘the act of displaying the appropriate emotion […] to create a publicly observable 
facial and bodily display [guided by favourable display rules]’ [Humphrey et al., (2015), 
p.749]. 
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Table 2 Concepts of balance defined with opposing word pairs referenced in the text 
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Table 2 Concepts of balance defined with opposing word pairs referenced in the text 
(continued) 
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A slightly different paradigm is found comparing surface versus deep acting or acting 
versus not acting, compared to suppression and expression. If we are to stay true to the 
original definitions Hochschild (1983) provided in the context of fight-or-flight. In this 
case, surface acting can be compared to flight, that is, disguising one’s true feelings or 
pretending to feel what we do not, and deep acting to fight, that is, by not trying to feel 
happy or sad, changing feelings to align them with organisational expectations (Sutton, 
1991). In both respects, it can be argued that the similarities are closely related to the 
former. However, acting adds valuable emphasis to, for instance, cognitive or emotional 
dissonance and loss of one’s authentic self (Humphrey et al., 2015). Furthermore, 
considering deep acting more closely, how one engages in various behaviours to 
stimulate the desired emotions, that is, seeking balance, is arguably not the same as 
fighting (Humphrey et al., 2015). This difference shows that deep acting is a form of 
emotional labour that seeks to summon ‘correct emotions.’ Thus, to some degree, it is a 
digression from homeostasis. Strictly speaking, it cannot be fully classified as balanced, 
nor can it be categorised as unfiltered or uncontrolled like fight. Hence, based on the 
criteria of this analysis, deep acting has elements of balance but contains the inner 
conflict of still having to change emotions that one may not fully possess. The argument 
is straightforward. Through deep acting, one can emotionally ‘fight internally’ and move 
toward balance. This shift could potentially be visible to outsiders. Furthermore, 
emotional labour misses the mark of homeostasis by triggering emotive dissonance 
(Ashforth and Humphrey, 1993; Riforgiate et al., 2021) or emotional contagion (Barsade 
et al., 2018). 

5.3 Word pair no. 3: aggressive vs. submissive 

Assertive behaviour is closely related to emotional labour. They may even be considered 
conceptual twins or perhaps siblings, or close relatives. Assertiveness (also known as 
assertion) was popularised by Alberti and Emmons (1970). It is the ability to speak and 
interact in a manner that considers and respects the rights, opinions, and personal 
boundaries of others while also standing up for one’s own (Lange et al., 1976). While 
emotional labour reaches out to accommodate others, assertiveness can be said to protect 
itself, allowing service workers to respond to uncivil customers with diplomatic 
politeness or even tactful reprimands (Henkel et al., 2017; Lee et al., 2021). The balance 
of assertiveness shows that emotional labour and, for example, customer service need not 
be one-sided (Winer et al., 2024). 

The opposing extremes of assertiveness are predominantly defined in the literature as 
submissive (also nonassertive or passive) versus aggressive (also passive or aggressive) 
(Alberti and Emmons, 1970). Aggressive or hostile behaviour can involve saying what 
one wants clearly and directly but without the element of empathy or caring found in 
assertiveness. Submissive means that one’s rights are violated. Submissive or non-
assertive behaviour involves not saying what one wants or expressing it in such an 
ineffective way that one is not heard (Doverspike, 2013). Considering Cannon’s (1915) 
original extremes, aggression approximates the fight side of the dichotomy, and 
submissiveness may resemble flight. 

However, several studies have shown that Cannon’s (1915) fight dimension may 
include both assertion and aggression. Researchers have measured the mixed outcomes of 
how assertions and aggression vary interchangeably to produce compliance versus anger 
(Hollandsworth and Cooley, 1978; Hull and Schroeder, 1979; Marriott and Foster, 1978). 
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In the quest to separate assertive behaviour from aggressive behaviour, a lively debate 
ensued from the mid-1970s to the mid-1980s (Rakos, 1991). Lange et al. (1976) 
underscored how appropriate conflict assertion, unlike aggression, shows respect for 
others through nonhostile verbal content and vocal characteristics, strengthening 
relationships and reducing negative emotions. In contrast, Hollandsworth (1977) 
critiqued such definitions for being aimed at consequences rather than strictly objective 
behaviour. Instead, he suggests that the distinction lies in coercion, such as verbal 
disparagement, name-calling, and threats. This view was challenged by Alberti (1977), 
who pointed out that behaviour must be considered in a larger context and thus includes 
intent. Rimm and Masters (1979) widened the scope by considering assertion as part of 
an escalation process. They proposed that threats, such as legal action, might be 
appropriate assertive instead of aggressive behaviour in stepwise communication with an 
opposing party. This definition debate illustrates how the concept was and may still be 
somewhat unclear, as dust never seemed to settle on an agreed formulation. Research on 
assertiveness is ongoing from many perspectives, such as nonverbal communication 
(Conway et al., 2023). 

5.4 Word pair no. 4: engage vs. disengage 

Like aggressive versus passive, the word pair, engaged versus disengaged, adds to the 
essential dimensions of fight and flight. Kahn (1990) defines personal engagement and 
disengagement. He defines personal engagement as harnessing organisation members’ 
selves to their work roles, […] express[ing] themselves physically, cognitively, and 
emotionally during role performance. Personal disengagement is the uncoupling of 
selves from work roles, […] withdraw[ing] and defend[ing] themselves physically, 
cognitively, and emotionally during role performances [Kahn, (1990), p.694]. 

A closer study of Kahn’s (1990) concepts underscores how his work was inspired by 
Goffman’s (2002) suggestion that individuals can be seen as theatrical performers or 
audience members. Goffman’s analogous parallels can, in turn, be traced back to, e.g., 
Adam Smith’s (1759) ‘actor versus spectator.’ In these concepts, one may appreciate the 
kinship between fight and flight. Kahn’s ‘physical, cognitive, and emotional expression’ 
resembles fighting and ‘withdrawing and defending’ can be said to resemble flight. 
Although unclear, the degree to which one engages or disengages carries the same 
semantic meaning: engaging actively in battle or disengaging to avoid conflict. 

Interestingly, Kahn (1990) and others did not offer a balancing term equivalent to 
homeostasis. However, in this research tradition and body of knowledge, one may point 
out that Adam Smith’s ‘impartial spectator’ could be a viable candidate, an imagined 
third party objectively judging the ethics of one’s actions (Marshall, 1984). However, the 
theory of self-awareness or self-focused attention has not been explicitly positioned at the 
centre of this continuum (Duval and Wicklund, 1972). Hence, engagement versus 
disengagement neither has a middle ground nor seems to be an extreme version of  
fight-or-flight, like other word pairs. Recent research on interpersonal conflict has 
implied degrees of engagement (Somaraju et al., 2024). 

5.5 Word pair no. 5: approach vs. avoidance 

The original conflict of the soul torn between the two horses of a chariot, an analogy 
presented by Plato, was retold over time (Williams, 2001). One such perspective is 
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approach versus avoidance. Lewin (1935) introduced these paired opposites while 
studying children’s responses to objects and tasks. 

“A conflict is to be characterised psychologically as a situation in which 
oppositely directed, simultaneously acting forces of approximately equal 
strength work upon the individual” [Lewin, (1935), p.122]. 

However, the basic notion of approach-avoidance conflict had already been defined, even 
before Plato. Democritus (460-370 B.C.) and Aristippus (435-356 B.C.) espoused an 
ethical hedonism that proscribed ‘the pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance of pain as the 
central guide for human behaviour’ [Elliot and Thrash, (2001), p.141]. Therefore, in his 
original work, Lewin raised three types of conflicts:  

1 standing between two positive valences 

2 standing between two negative valences 

3 standing between a positive and a negative valence. 

Two of Lewin’s simple exemplars of the third type of conflict were: ‘A child may wish 
[…] to stroke a dog which it fears or eat a forbidden cake’ (Lewin, 1935). This definition, 
of course, does not only extend fight-or-flight but sounds more like Bentham  
(1748–1832), who wrote: 

“Nature has placed humankind under the governance of two sovereign masters: 
pain and pleasure. It is for them alone to point out what we ought to do, as well 
as to determine what we should do […] they govern us in all we do, in all we 
say, in all we think’ [Bentham, (1994), p.11]]. 

Further development of the approach-avoidance concept has enriched the parallels to 
fight-or-flight. According to Corr (2013), both fight and flight are forms of avoidance. 
Hence, approach and avoidance are not constructs that resemble fight-or-flight as 
opposite behaviours. Instead, they reflect how approach provides balance. This sameness 
of contrasting versions of avoid is further emphasised by Adams et al. (2006, p.180) by 
how ‘anger (fight) and fear (flight) in contemporary theories of emotion attribution […] 
are virtually indistinguishable.’ 

The concept of stress is closely related to approach-avoidance (Roth and Cohen, 
1986), as attributed to Hans Selye (1946), who was also admittedly influenced by Cannon 
(Jackson et al., 2014). Finally, an essential part of this analysis should include the 
dimension of emotion inhibition (Freud, 1961), which has been applied to child 
development (Kopp, 1989; Saarni, 1990; Thompson, 1991) and in combination with this 
approach (Morrison et al., 2015). In addition, in their research on power as a fundamental 
concept of social science, Keltner et al. (2003) stated that the approach concerns 
increased energy and emotion. In contrast, inhibition concerns decreased motivation and 
reduced activity levels. Thus, apart from branching out into related concepts, the original 
definition or understanding of approach-avoidance has remained the same, possibly 
because of its simplicity. Recent research on approach-avoidance suggests that efforts to 
avoid interpersonal conflict, as part of hindrance demand crafting, may lead to decreased 
disengagement at work (Holman et al., 2024). 
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5.6 Word pair no. 6: voice vs. silence 

Brinsfield et al. (2009) highlighted that voice was conceptualised in an initial wave 
roughly from the 1970s to the 1980s. A second wave followed the speaking-up behaviour 
from the mid-1980s to 2000. To date, a third wave has examined voice in a more nuanced 
fashion; for example, how not speaking up may implicitly signal consent (Bohns and 
Schlund, 2020). Looking back to Gestalt psychology in the late 20th century, voice would 
be ‘figure’ and silence the equivalent of ‘ground’ (Watzlawick et al., 2011). This word 
pair did not consistently appear until approximately 2000. Dyne et al. (2003) 
conceptualised employee silence and voice as multidimensional constructs. Even then, 
gathering data and observations about groups remained a collective idea, rarely applied to 
individuals. Voice and silence were coined by Hirschman’s (1970) work to define the 
silence or voice of employees with exit, voice, and loyalty but gave rise to much debate. 
Silence is the conscious withholding of potentially important information, suggestions, or 
concerns from those who may act on the information. Employee voice behaviour is the 
discretionary communication of ideas, suggestions, concerns, or information about 
problems to a person or people who can take appropriate action (Morrison et al., 2015). 
Recent research highlights that voice skills are essential for workers, especially in 
nontraditional employment setups where workers may not have a familial relationship 
with their supervisors because of the nature of their contracts. Such arrangements can 
lead to feelings of isolation, stigmatisation, and an outsider’s identity, which might 
encourage silence and diminish interest in workplace issues, owing to the potential 
backlash from voicing concerns (Oyetunde et al., 2024). 

5.7 Word pair no. 7: violence vs. silence 

Violence versus silence, or rather ‘silence and violence,’ has been a trending expression 
among executives ever since the first edition of ‘crucial conversations’ was published in 
2007 (Patterson et al., 2011). In this word pair, silence is any withholding of information 
from a pool of meanings. The pool of shared meanings is the balance of dialog. It 
involves any action taken to make it safe for others to share their meaning and share 
information, thoughts, experiences, and feelings respectfully and honestly. Thus, silence 
is clearly distinguished from organisational silence to being individual. On the other end 
of the continuum, violence is, therefore, the opposite, defined as any action taken to 
compel others to see things from another’s point of view (Patterson et al., 2011). 

Thus, comparing the last two-word pairs is informative. The ‘voice and silence’ 
literature has built on similar physiological limitations for decades. However, it has failed 
to identify specific, measurable actions and behaviours (Milliken and Morrison, 2003; 
Morrison, 2014; Morrison and Milliken, 2000, 2003; Rosen and Tesser, 1970; Rosenberg 
and Chopra, 2015), which has richly surfaced by exploring ‘violence and silence’. 

However, the combination of ‘silence and voice’ offers a perspective different from 
‘silence and violence.’ Silence and voice, as opposing variables, emphasise speaking and 
not speaking up. This spectrum is relatively narrow compared with that of silence and 
violence. The implication is that voice is equivalent to dialog in a continuum of silence 
and violence (see Figure 3). The extent to which voice can be considered neutral is a 
possible way to view these interrelated constructs. If this argument were to stand, with 
dialog as the focal point, silence and voice are not opposites but merely one side of the 
spectrum, ranging from flight to homeostasis, excluding fight entirely. Thus, by focusing 
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not only on whether, why, or what one should decide to speak up but also on how this 
behaviour takes place, this alternative perspective may reveal antecedents and outcomes 
that accompany the detection of new individual behaviour patterns. 

Figure 3 Comparison of fight-or-flight related concepts 

 

Our analysis summarises how each word pair is compared to Cannon’s original fight, 
flight (1915), and homeostasis (1932) (see Figure 3). Noting how word pairs share many 
similarities but are not identical is instructive. We suggest that a more holistic view of 
these concepts enhances our understanding of each word pair and all of them together, 
making it easier to apply them across different dimensions of research. 

6 Discussion and conclusions 

The word pairs subjected to our analysis have spawned several concepts within each 
concept that were excluded or ignored for practical purposes. We decided to present word 
pairs in what we deemed a natural, logical sequence to underscore how they overlap and 
are related, not chronologically organised. However, a historical timeline (see Figure 4) 
offers a bird’s eye view when the word pairs surfaced. 

All these concepts, excluding Lewin’s ‘approach and avoid,’ (as he was Cannon’s 
contemporary), may have surfaced after an apparent incubation period lasting from 
approximately 1930 to 1970. Reasons for such a ‘concept vacuum’ in time remain 
unclear. 

Furthermore, when comparing concept antecedents and outcomes, we suggest a trend. 
The literature consistently depicts concepts related to fight as predominantly beneficial 
and those related to flight as primarily detrimental. We consider presenting a 
counterargument to be appropriate at this point. Oversimplification of the advantages and 
disadvantages is extremely challenging. If anything, our conclusion must be that 
balancing emotions and behaviour toward the middle is usually the best course. 
Especially since the mid-1980s, research indicates that emotions, even strong ones, and 
their resulting behaviours can be extremely valuable (Damasio, 1994; Druskat and Wolff, 
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2001; Fredrickson, 2004; Frijda, 1986; Goleman, 1996; Izard, 2007; Pressman and 
Cohen, 2005). Jones suggests that ‘moods and emotions represent useful information, and 
[that] this information may become blurred or lost if people regulate their moods and 
emotions too actively’ (Jones, 2022). If, however, any fight-or-flight behaviour is seen 
and heard, which Jones refers to as ‘affect elevation,’ we consequently may seldom see 
extremes but engage more frequently in ‘collective sensemaking’ (Jones, 2022). To 
paraphrase this learning point, we may benefit from balancing our communication in 
conflict around a more sensible ‘middle’ or homeostasis. We do so by becoming more 
aware of emotions in ourselves and the behaviour of others. Firstly, let us consider 
‘emotions in ourselves.’ The literature suggests that we do so by suspending judgment. 
We should delay acting based on our assumptions, the primary drivers of our emotions. If 
we look for more data while ‘in an adrenalin-drunk condition,’ our slowed thinking 
regulates emotions. We discover there may be no need to be upset, which will affect 
behaviour [Patterson et al., (2011), p.108–111]. Secondly, ‘behaviour of others’: When 
we witness fight-or-flight-like behaviours, which our literature review explicitly has 
uncovered, such scenarios offer an opportunity to talk about feelings, as this behaviour is 
triggered by strong emotions [Jones, (2022), p.22]. In both instances, emotions and 
behaviours pivot toward a more amiable middle, making communication in conflict less 
strained over time. Cannon’s original fight-or-flight (1915) branched out into at least 52 
word pairs, seven of which formed the basis for substantial research streams that are not 
necessarily compatible. In addressing the pivotal research question, ‘How has fight-or-
flight developed into different word pairs across research streams?’ It becomes evident 
that the opposites termed ‘violence and silence’ stand out as different among the seven 
scrutinised word pairs. This word pair closely mirrors the primal fight-or-flight response, 
a mechanism deeply ingrained in our instincts for survival. In addition, the word pair 
offers a balancing middle, i.e., dialog, which is parallel to homeostasis. Cannon’s seminal 
work highlights that these responses have been honed over millennia, serving as 
immediate reactions in our ancestral battle for existence [Cannon, (1932), p.186], and 
violence and silence most clearly relate to both 

1 emotional excitement 

2 a wide array of behaviours. 

Figure 4 Timeline of related concepts to fight-or-flight 
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In a contemporary context, Patterson et al. (2011) draw parallels to communication 
behaviours, where the physiological underpinnings of fight-or-flight manifest in the form 
of silence – akin to withholding information as a defensive posture – and violence – the 
offensive counterpart, where one aggressively imposes one’s viewpoints on others. 

Thus, violence and silence stand apart, not merely as communicative strategies in 
conflict but as fundamental expressions of our instinctual legacy in the face of 
confrontation. 

7 Contribution 

This analysis serves as a bridge to connect findings from research streams that have 
adopted fight-or-flight responses (Bracha et al., 2004; McCarty, 2016). Surprisingly, it 
also serves a broader purpose. Compared to fight-or-flight concepts, violence, and silence 
are brought to the forefront as everyday work-life interactions, which explains how we 
deal with conflicts in professional settings. Violence and silence surface as collective 
umbrella terms for all these word pairs to understand both micro- and macro-behaviours 
(Patterson et al., 2011). Unlike traditional interpretations of silence, which often connote 
passivity or voicer humility (Duan et al., 2024), this nuanced perspective recognises 
silence as a deliberate maneuver to withhold information (Patterson et al., 2011). This 
redefinition aligns silence with a form of nonverbal violence in which the absence of 
contribution becomes a tactical move in navigating workplace politics or purposeful 
ostracism (Robinson et al., 2012). On the violent side, leaders employ ‘direct and indirect 
strategies’ to garner support for their causes [Lopez, (2020), p.9]. Violence and silence 
extend beyond the mere resolution of conflict. They offer insights into the broader 
spectrum of interpersonal interactions, contrasting choices individuals make in their 
communication styles – ranging from aggressively imposed ideas to the strategic 
withholding of input (Patterson et al., 2011): whether ‘intimidating and humiliating, or 
[…] passive – aggressive […] when [colleagues] are ignored or excluded’ (Mehraein  
et al., 2023). This perspective reflects the deeper undercurrents of power, influence, and 
emotionality embedded in workplace relations (Raven, 2015). By examining the 
trajectories of these behaviours, this analysis underscores the complexity of human 
responses to everyday stressors, moving beyond the binary fight-or-flight paradigm to 
encompass a spectrum of intricate degrees of interaction (Porges, 2007). Hence, violence 
and silence enrich the theoretical landscape of workplace communication, especially 
regarding how they represent at least 52 other word pairs, as seen in this analysis. By 
dissecting the development of these concepts, this study provides a framework for 
recognising and addressing the subtle and often overlooked aspects of conflict and 
cooperation (van Bunderen et al., 2017). In doing so, this study provides a new lens 
through which to examine and understand better the interplay between power, 
communication, and behaviour in the professional realm. 

Finally, dialog emerges as an equilibrium in modern workplaces when one moves 
away from destructive violence and silence. This move toward open exchanges marks a 
preference for collaborative problem-solving and communication (Morrison, 2023). 
Dialog builds understanding and trust, creating a culture in which opposing perspectives 
are valued, and conflicts are resolved through healthy debate and discussion (Tjosvold  
et al., 2014). As with rhetoricians in the past, neither those who scream the loudest 
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(violence) nor form backbiting alliances (silence), but those who present the best, most 
logical arguments should win. 

8 Limitations and future research 

A fundamental limitation of this comparative concept analysis is its focus on individual 
excitement and behaviour. By comparing only word pairs related to singular reactions, 
this analysis does not capture the complexity of collective behaviour in an organisational 
context. In groups, teams, or large organisations, responses to stress or tension can be 
affected by several important aspects, such as culture, group dynamics, communication 
practices, power structures, prevailing norms and values, and the presence of support 
systems, to name only a few (Greer and Chu, 2020; Kivlighan, 2021). These aspects are 
not considered in the proposed approach. Such macro analysis could reveal completely 
different response patterns. The second limitation is the restricted focus on  
conflict-related behaviours. Considering the many dimensions besides conflict where 
fight-or-flight is relevant, this research does not touch on essential subjects, such as 
decision-making under stress, that is, confrontational or evasive strategies when faced 
with high-stakes scenarios (Knoll et al., 2021). Nor does it investigate all too-frequent 
change scenarios, such as how employees might embrace or resist new requirements from 
top management. Similarly, we might have studied leadership style, innovation, 
creativity, and culture. 

Future research could benefit from this. Extending the analysis to word pairs relevant 
to organisational behaviour offers a more nuanced understanding of how groups and 
organisations respond to stress and tension. Such an analysis could explore the dynamics 
of cultural norms within organisations. Most likely, word pairs different than those 
analysed here, which explain organisational concepts, such as ‘cooperation versus 
confrontation’ or ‘silence versus voice,’ would probably surface. This strategy might 
allow researchers to understand better collective fight-or-flight responses and how 
organisations might become more resilient, improve communication, and increase 
employee well-being. 

References 
Adams, R.B., Ambady, N., Macrae, C.N. and Kleck, R.E. (2006) ‘Emotional expressions forecast 

approach-avoidance behavior’, Motivation and Emotion, Vol. 30, No. 2, pp.177–186, 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-006-9020-2. 

Afifi, W.A. and Afifi, T.D. (2009) ‘Avoidance among adolescents in conversations about their 
parents’ relationship: applying the theory of motivated information management’, Journal of 
Social and Personal Relationships, Vol. 26, No. 4, pp.488–511, https://doi.org/10.1177/026 
5407509350869. 

Aguey-Zinsou, M., Scanlan, J.N. and Cusick, A. (2023) ‘A scoping and systematic review of 
employment processes and outcomes for young adults experiencing psychosis’, Community 
Mental Health Journal, Vol. 59, No. 4, pp.728–755, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10597-022-
01056-z. 

Alberti, R.E. (1977) ‘Comments on ‘differentiating assertion and aggression: some behavioral 
guidelines’, Behavior Therapy, Vol. 8, No. 3, pp.353–354, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-
7894(77)80068-3. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Revisiting Walter Bradford Cannon’s 100-year-old fight-or-flight concept 27    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Alberti, R.E. and Emmons, M.L. (1970) Your Perfect Right: A Guide To Assertive Behavior, 
Impact Publishers, Atascadero, California. 

Arksey, H. and O’malley, L. (2005) ‘Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework’, 
International Journal of Social Research Methodology, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp.19–32, 
https://doi.org/10.1080/1364557032000119616. 

Ashforth, B.E. and Humphrey, R.H. (1993) ‘Emotional labor in service roles: the influence of 
identity’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp.88–115, https://doi.org/ 
10.2307/258824. 

Ayub, N., Alqurashi, S.M., Al-Yafi, W.A. and Jehn, K. (2017) ‘Personality traits and conflict 
management styles in predicting job performance and conflict’, International Journal of 
Conflict Management, Vol. 28, No. 5, pp.671–694, https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-12-2016-
0105. 

Bakker, A.B. and Demerouti, E. (2008) ‘Towards a model of work engagement’, Career 
Development International, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp.209–223, DOI: 10.1108/13620430810870476. 

Bakker, A.B., Schaufeli, W.B., Leiter, M.P. and Taris, T.W. (2008) ‘Work engagement: an 
emerging concept in occupational health psychology’, Work and Stress, Vol. 22, No. 3, 
pp.187–200, DOI: 10.1080/02678370802393649. 

Barbuto Jr, J.E., Phipps, K.A. and Xu, Y. (2010) ‘Testing relationships between personality, 
conflict styles and effectiveness’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 21,  
No. 4, pp.434–447, https://doi.org/10.1108/10444061011079967. 

Barlow, D.H. (2004) Anxiety and its Disorders: The Nature and Treatment of Anxiety and Panic, 
Guilford Press, New York. 

Barrett, L.F., Lewis, M. and Haviland-Jones, J.M. (2016) Handbook of Emotions, Guilford 
Publications, New York. 

Barsade, S.G., Coutifaris, C.G. and Pillemer, J. (2018) ‘Emotional contagion in organizational life’, 
Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 38, No. 1, pp.137–151, https://doi.org/10.1016/ 
j.riob.2018.11.005. 

Bentham, J. (1994) ‘Of the principle of utility’, Ethics, Vol. 20, No. 4, pp.306–312. 
Bernard, C. (1865) Introduction À L’étude De La Médecine Expérimentale, Baillière, Paris. 
Bodtker, A.M. and Katz Jameson, J. (2001) ‘Emotion in conflict formation and its transformation: 

application to organizational conflict management’, International Journal of Conflict 
Management, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp.259–275, https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022858. 

Boe, O. and Hagen, K. (2015) ‘Using mindfulness to reduce the perception of stress during an acute 
stressful situation’, Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 197, pp.858–868, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.07.262. 

Bohns, V.K. and Schlund, R. (2020) ‘Consent is an organizational behavior issue’, Research in 
Organizational Behavior, Vol. 40, No. 1, p.100138, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2021. 
100138. 

Bonanno, G.A., Papa, A., Lalande, K., Westphal, M. and Coifman, K. (2004) ‘The importance of 
being flexible: the ability to both enhance and suppress emotional expression predicts  
long-term adjustment’, Psychological Science, Vol. 15, No. 7, pp.482–487, https://doi.org/10. 
1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00705.x. 

Bracha, H.S. (2004) ‘Freeze, flight, fight, fright, faint: adaptationist perspectives on the acute stress 
response spectrum’, CNS Spectrums, Vol. 9, No. 9, pp.679–685, https://doi.org/10.1017/S109 
2852900001954. 

Bracha, S., Williams, A.E. and Bracha, A.S. (2004) ‘Does ‘fight or flight’ need updating?’, 
Psychosomatics, Vol. 45, No. 5, pp.448–449, https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.psy.45.5.448. 

Brinsfield, C.T., Edwards, M.S. and Greenberg, J. (2009) Voice and Silence in Organizations: 
Historical Review and Current Conceptualizations, Bangley, Emerald. 

Brinton, A. (1988) ‘Pathos and the’ appeal to emotion’: an Aristotelian analysis’, History of 
Philosophy Quarterly, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp.207–219. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   28 V. Top et al.    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Buss, D. (2019) Evolutionary Psychology: The New Science of the Mind, Routledge, 
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429061417. 

Cannon, W.B. (1914) ‘The emergency function of the adrenal medulla in pain and the major 
emotions’, American Journal of Physiology-Legacy Content, Vol. 33, No. 2, pp.356–372, 
https://doi.org/10.1152/ajplegacy.1914.33.2.356. 

Cannon, W.B. (1915) Bodily Changes in Pain, Hunger, Fear And Rage: an Account of Recent 
Researches Into the Function of Emotional Excitement, D. Appleton, https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/10013-000. 

Cannon, W.B. (1929) Bodily Changes in Pain, Hunger, Fear and Rage: an Account of Recent 
Researches Into the Function of Emotional Excitement, D. Appleton, New York. 

Cannon, W.B. (1932) The Wisdom of the Body, Norton & Company, Inc., New York. 
Cannon, W.B. and Cattell, M. (1922) ‘Studies in experimental traumatic shock: V. the critical level 

in a falling blood pressure’, Archives of Surgery, Vol. 4, No. 2, pp.300–323, 
https://doi.org/10.1001/archsurg.1922.01110100010001. 

Caputo, A., Marzi, G., Maley, J. and Silic, M. (2019) ‘Ten years of conflict management research 
2007-2017: an update on themes, concepts and relationships’, International Journal of 
Conflict Management, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp.87–110, https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-06-2018-
0078. 

Chiao, J.Y. and Blizinsky, K.D. (2010) ‘Culture–gene coevolution of individualism–collectivism 
and the serotonin transporter gene’, Proceedings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 
Vol. 277, No. 1681, pp.529–537, https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2009.1650. 

Cohen, S. and Herbert, T.B. (1996) ‘Health psychology: psychological factors and physical disease 
from the perspective of human psychoneuroimmunology’, Annual Review of Psychology,  
Vol. 47, No. 1, pp.113–142, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.47.1.113. 

Collins, R. (2004) Interaction Ritual Chains, Princeton University Press, https://doi.org/10. 
1515/9781400851744. 

Conway, M., Bolanis, D., Leclerc, J., Chiovitti, S., Tran, S.S., Roddick, C., Mclaughlin, K., 
Woods-Fry, H. and Giannopoulos, C. (2023) ‘Perceiving assertiveness and anger from 
gesturing speed in different contexts’, Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, Vol. 47, No. 1,  
pp.19–56, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10919-022-00418-1. 

Cooper, H.M. (1988) ‘Organizing knowledge syntheses: a taxonomy of literature reviews’, 
Knowledge in Society, Vol. 1, No. 1, p.104, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF03177550. 

Corr, P.J. (2013) ‘Approach and avoidance behaviour: multiple systems and their interactions’, 
Emotion Review, Vol. 5, No. 3, pp.285–290, https://doi.org/10.1177/1754073913477507. 

Creswell, J.W. and Creswell, J.D. (2017) Research Design: Qualitative, Quantitative, and Mixed 
Methods Approaches, Sage Publications, California. 

Cronin, P., Ryan, F. and Coughlan, M. (2010) ‘Concept analysis in healthcare research’, 
International Journal of Therapy and Rehabilitation, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp.62–68, https://doi.org/ 
10.12968/ijtr.2010.17.2.46331. 

Damasio, A.R. (1994) ‘Descartes’ error and the future of human life’, Scientific American,  
Vol. 271, No. 4, p.144, https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamerican1094-144. 

Darwin, C. (1872) The Expression of the Emotions in Man and Animals, John Murray and 
Company, https://doi.org/10.1037/10001-000. 

Deutsch, M., Coleman, P.T. and Marcus, E.C. (2011) The Handbook of Conflict Resolution: Theory 
and Practice, John Wiley & Sons, New York. 

Doverspike, W.F. (2013) How To Be More Assertive: a Key to Better Communication [online] 
https://drwilliamdoverspike.com/files/how_to_be_more_assertive.pdf (accessed 2 September 
2023). 

Drury, J., Cocking, C. and Reicher, S. (2009) ‘The nature of collective resilience: survivor 
reactions to the 2005 London bombings’, International Journal of Mass Emergencies and 
Disasters, Vol. 27, No. 1, pp.66–95, https://doi.org/10.1177/028072700902700104. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Revisiting Walter Bradford Cannon’s 100-year-old fight-or-flight concept 29    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Druskat, V.U. and Wolff, S.B. (2001) ‘Building the emotional intelligence of groups’, Harvard 
Business Review, Vol. 79, No. 3, pp.80–91. 

Duan, J., Wang, X., Lin, X. and Guo, Z. (2024) ‘How voicer humility influences managerial voice 
endorsement: an expectancy violation perspective’, British Journal of Management, Vol. 35, 
No. 1, pp.449–463, https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12722. 

Duval, S. and Wicklund, R.A. (1972) A Theory of Objective Self Awareness, Academic Press,  
New York. 

Dyne, L.V., Ang, S. and Botero, I.C. (2003) ‘Conceptualizing employee silence and employee 
voice as multidimensional constructs’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 40, No. 6, 
pp.1359–1392, https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00384. 

Elliot, A.J. and Thrash, T.M. (2001) ‘Achievement goals and the hierarchical model of 
achievement motivation’, Educational Psychology Review, Vol. 13, No. 2, pp.139–156, 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1009057102306. 

Fiaz, S. and Qureshi, M.A. (2021) ‘How perceived organizational politics cause work-to-family 
conflict? Scoping and systematic review of literature’, Future Business Journal, Vol. 7, No. 1, 
pp.1–18, https://doi.org/10.1186/s43093-020-00046-5. 

Fischhoff, B. (2013) ‘The sciences of science communication’, Proceedings of the National 
Academy of Sciences, Vol. 110, No. supplement_3, pp.14033–14039, https://doi.org/10.1073/ 
pnas.1213273110. 

Fitzpatrick, L.R. (2007) ‘A literature review exploring values alignment as a proactive approach to 
conflict management’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 18, No. 3,  
pp.280–305, https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060710826007. 

Fredrickson, B.L. (2004) ‘The broaden–and–build theory of positive emotions’, Philosophical 
Transactions of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biological Sciences, Vol. 359,  
No. 1449, pp.1367–1377, https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2004.1512. 

Freud, S. (1961) ‘Civilization and Its Discontents, trans. James Strachey’, The Standard Edition of 
the Complete Psychological Works of Sigmund Freud, W.W. Norton & Company, Inc.,  
New York. 

Frijda, N.H. (1986) The Emotions, Cambridge University Press, Paris. 
Funkenstein, D.H. (1958) ‘The physiology of fear and anger’, Psychopathology: A Source Book, 

Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 
Furlong, G.T. (2020) The Conflict Resolution Toolbox: Models and Maps for Analyzing, 

Diagnosing, and Resolving Conflict, John Wiley & Sons, Hoboken, New Jersey. 
Garfield, E. (2006) ‘The history and meaning of the journal impact factor’, Jama, Vol. 295, No. 1, 

pp.90–93, https://doi.org/10.1001/jama.295.1.90. 
Geertz, C. (1973) The Interpretation of Cultures, Basic books, New York. 
Goffman, E. (2002) The Presentation of Self in Everyday Life. 1959, Anchor Books, New York. 
Goleman, D. (1996) ‘Emotional intelligence. Why it can matter more than IQ’, Learning, Vol. 24, 

No. 6, pp.49–50. 
Goleman, D. (2001) Emotional Intelligence: Issues In Paradigm Building, Jossey-Bass, San 

Francisco, CA. 
Greer, L.L. and Chu, C. (2020) ‘Power struggles: when and why the benefits of power for 

individuals paradoxically harm groups’, Current Opinion in Psychology, Vol. 33, pp.162–166, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2019.07.040. 

Gross, J.J. (1998) ‘The emerging field of emotion regulation: an integrative review’, Review of 
General Psychology, Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.271–299, https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.2.3.271. 

Gross, J.J. and John, O.P. (1997) ‘Revealing feelings: facets of emotional expressivity in  
self-reports, peer ratings, and behavior’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,  
Vol. 72, No. 2, p.435, https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.2.435. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   30 V. Top et al.    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Gross, J.J. and Levenson, R.W. (1993) ‘Emotional suppression: physiology, self-report, and 
expressive behavior’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 64, No. 6,  
pp.970–986, https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.6.970. 

Gross, J.J. and Levenson, R.W. (1997) ‘Hiding feelings: the acute effects of inhibiting negative and 
positive emotion’, Journal of Abnormal Psychology, Vol. 106, No. 1, p.95, https://doi.org/ 
10.1037/0021-843X.106.1.95. 

Grossman, D. and Siddle, B. (2000) ‘Psychological effects of combat’, Encyclopedia of Violence, 
Peace and Conflict, Vol. 3, No. pp.139–49. 

Hardy, L. (1999) ‘Stress, anxiety and performance’, Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport,  
Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.227–233, https://doi.org/10.1016/S1440-2440(99)80175-3. 

Harzing, A.W. (2007) Publish or Perish, 8.4 ed., [Software]. Available from developer. 
Henkel, A.P., Boegershausen, J., Rafaeli, A. and Lemmink, J. (2017) ‘The social dimension of 

service interactions: Observer reactions to customer incivility’, Journal of Service Research, 
Vol. 20, No. 2, pp.120–134, https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670516685179. 

Henrich, J., Heine, S.J. and Norenzayan, A. (2010) ‘The weirdest people in the world?’, Behavioral 
and Brain Sciences, Vol. 33, Nos. 2–3, pp.61–83, https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0999 
152X. 

Hirschman, A.O. (1970) Exit, Voice, and Loyalty: Responses to Decline in Firms, Organizations, 
And States, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass. 

Hochschild, A.R. (1983) The Managed Heart, University of California Press, Berkeley. CA. 
Hollandsworth Jr., J.G. (1977) ‘Differentiating assertion and aggression: some behavioral 

guidelines’, Behavior Therapy, Vol. 8, No. 3, pp.347–352, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-
7894(77)80067-1. 

Hollandsworth Jr., J.G. and Cooley, M.L. (1978) ‘Provoking anger and gaining compliance with 
assertive versus aggressive responses’, Behavior Therapy, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp.640–646, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(78)80140-3. 

Holman, D., Escaffi-Schwarz, M., Vasquez, C.A., Irmer, J.P. and Zapf, D. (2024) ‘Does job 
crafting affect employee outcomes via job characteristics? A meta-analytic test of a key job 
crafting mechanism’, Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, Vol. 97,  
No. 1, pp.47–73, https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12450. 

Hull, D.B. and Schroeder, H.E. (1979) ‘Some interpersonal effects of assertion, nonassertion, and 
aggression’, Behavior Therapy, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp.20–28, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-
7894(79)80005-2. 

Humphrey, R.H., Ashforth, B.E. and Diefendorff, J.M. (2015) ‘The bright side of emotional labor’, 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, Vol. 36, No. 6, pp.749–769, https://doi.org/10.1002/ 
job.2019. 

Israelsson, A., Seiger, A. and Laukka, P. (2023) ‘Blended Emotions can be Accurately recognized 
from dynamic facial and vocal expressions’, Journal of Nonverbal Behavior, Vol. 47, No. 3, 
pp.267–284, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10919-023-00426-9. 

Izard, C.E. (2007) ‘Basic emotions, natural kinds, emotion schemas, and a new paradigm’, 
Perspectives on Psychological Science, Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.260–280, https://doi.org/10.1111/j. 
1745-6916.2007.00044.x. 

Jackson, M., Ramsden, E. and Cantor, D. (2014) ‘Evaluating the role of Hans Selye in the modern 
history of stress’, Stress, Shock, and Adaptation in the Twentieth Century, University of 
Rochester Press, Rochester, New York. 

Jehn, K.A. and Bendersky, C. (2003) ‘Intragroup conflict in organizations: a contingency 
perspective on the conflict-outcome relationship’, Research in Organizational Behavior,  
Vol. 25, No. 1, pp.187–242, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-3085(03)25005-X. 

Joëls, M., Karst, H., Derijk, R. and De Kloet, E.R. (2008) ‘The coming out of the brain 
mineralocorticoid receptor’, Trends in Neurosciences, Vol. 31, No. 1, pp.1–7, https://doi.org/ 
10.1016/j.tins.2007.10.005. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Revisiting Walter Bradford Cannon’s 100-year-old fight-or-flight concept 31    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Jones, M. (2022) Shaped Like A Loop, Fuelled by Feelings: Organisational Learning in Start-Ups, 
Article-Based, Working Paper, NHH Norwegian School of Economics. 

Kahn, W.A. (1990) ‘Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengagement at work’, 
Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 33, No. 4, pp.692–724, https://journals.aom.org/doi/ 
abs/10.5465/256287. 

Keltner, D., Ellsworth, P.C. and Edwards, K. (1993) ‘Beyond simple pessimism: effects of sadness 
and anger on social perception’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 64, No. 5, 
p.740, https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.5.740. 

Keltner, D., Gruenfeld, D.H. and Anderson, C. (2003) ‘Power, approach, and inhibition’, 
Psychological Review, Vol. 110, No. 2, p.265, https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.110.2.265. 

 
Kidder, D.L., Lankau, M.J., Chrobot‐Mason, D., Mollica, K.A. and Friedman, R.A. (2004) 

‘Backlash toward diversity initiatives: examining the impact of diversity program justification, 
personal and group outcomes’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 15, No. 1, 
pp.77–102, https://doi.org/10.1108/eb022908. 

Kivlighan Jr, D.M. (2021) ‘From where is the group? To what is the group?: Contributions of 
actor− partner interdependence modeling’, Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 
Vol. 25, No. 3, p.229, https://doi.org/10.1037/gdn0000164. 

Klein, J.T. (1990) Interdisciplinarity: History, Theory, and Practice, Wayne State University Press, 
Detroit. 

Knoll, M., Neves, P., Schyns, B. and Meyer, B. (2021) ‘A multi-level approach to direct and 
indirect relationships between organizational voice climate, team manager openness, implicit 
voice theories, and silence’, Applied Psychology, Vol. 70, No. 2, pp.606–642, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12242. 

Kopel, S.A. and Arkowitz, H.S. (1974) ‘Role playing as a source of self-observation and behavior 
change’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 29, No. 5, p.677, 
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0036675. 

Kopp, C.B. (1989) ‘Regulation of distress and negative emotions: a developmental view’, 
Developmental Psychology, Vol. 25, No. 3, p.343, https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649. 
25.3.343. 

Kuwaki, T. (2021) ‘Orexin (hypocretin) participates in central autonomic regulation during  
fight-or-flight response’. Peptides, Vol. 139, p.170530, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.peptides. 
2021.170530. 

Lange, A.J., Jakubowski, P. and Mcgovern, T.V. (1976) Responsible Assertive Behavior: 
Cognitive/Behavioral Procedures For Trainers, Research PressPub. 

Lazarus, R.S. and Folkman, S. (1984) Stress, Appraisal, and Coping, Springer Publishing 
Company, New York. 

Lebel, R.D. (2016) ‘Moving beyond fight and flight: a contingent model of how the emotional 
regulation of anger and fear sparks proactivity’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 42, 
No. 2, pp.190–206, https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2014.0368. 

LeDoux, J. (2003) ‘The emotional brain, fear, and the amygdala’, Cellular and Molecular 
Neurobiology, Vol. 23, Nos. 4–5, pp.727–738, https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1025048802629. 

LeDoux, J.E. (2000) ‘Emotion circuits in the brain’, Annual Review of Neuroscience, Vol. 23,  
No. 1, pp.155–184, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.neuro.23.1.155. 

Lee, A.J., Mason, M.F. and Malcomb, C.S. (2021) ‘Beyond cheap talk accounts: a theory of 
politeness in negotiations’, Research in Organizational Behavior, Vol. 41, No. 2, p.100154, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2021.100154. 

Lewin, K. (1935) A Dynamic Theory of Personality, Translated by Adams, D.K. and Zener, K.E. 
(Eds.): McGraw-Hill, New York, NY. 

Lopez, A.C. (2020) ‘Making ‘my’ problem ‘our’ problem: warfare as collective action, and the role 
of leader manipulation’, The Leadership Quarterly, Vol. 31, No. 2, p.101294, https://doi. 
org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2019.05.001. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   32 V. Top et al.    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Lutgen-Sandvik, P. (2003) ‘The communicative cycle of employee emotional abuse: generation 
and regeneration of workplace mistreatment’, Management Communication Quarterly,  
Vol. 16, No. 4, pp.471–501, https://doi.org/10.1177/0893318903251627. 

Marriott, S. and Foster, S. (1978) ‘Functional effects of assertive communication styles: outcome 
and parameters’, Convention of the Association for Advancement of Behavior Therapy, 
Chicago. 

Marshall, D. (1984) ‘Adam Smith and the theatricality of moral sentiments’, Critical Inquiry,  
Vol. 10, No. 4, pp.592–613, https://doi.org/10.1086/448266. 

McCarty, R. (2016) ‘Chapter 4 - the fight-or-flight response: a cornerstone of stress research’, in: 
Fink, G. (ed.): Stress: Concepts, Cognition, Emotion, and Behavior, Academic Press, San 
Diego. 

McDermott, R. (2004) ‘The feeling of rationality: the meaning of neuroscientific advances for 
political science’, Perspectives on Politics, Vol. 2, No. 4, pp.691–706, https://doi.org/10. 
1017/S1537592704040459. 

McEwen, B.S. (1998). ‘Protective and damaging effects of stress mediators’, New England Journal 
of Medicine, Vol. 338, No. 3, pp.171–179, https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJM199801153380307. 

McEwen, B.S. and Akil, H. (2020) ‘Revisiting the stress concept: implications for affective 
disorders’, Journal of Neuroscience, Vol. 40, No. 1, pp.12–21, https://doi.org/10.1523/ 
JNEUROSCI.0733-19.2019. 

McEwen, B.S. and Wingfield, J.C. (2003) ‘The concept of allostasis in biology and biomedicine’, 
Hormones and Behavior, Vol. 43, No. 1, pp.2–15, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0018-506X 
(02)00024-7. 

Mehraein, V., Visintin, F. and Pittino, D. (2023) ‘The dark side of leadership: a systematic review 
of creativity and innovation’, International Journal of Management Reviews, Vol. 25, No. 4, 
pp.740–767, https://doi.org/10.1111/ijmr.12334. 

Milliken, F.J. and Morrison, E.W. (2003) ‘Shades of silence: emerging themes and future directions 
for research on silence in organizations’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 40, No. 6, 
pp.1563–1568, https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00391. 

Morrison, E.W. (2014) ‘Employee voice and silence’, Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav., 
Vol. 1, No. 1, pp.173–197, https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091328. 

Morrison, E.W. (2023) ‘Employee voice and silence: taking stock a decade later’, Annual Review of 
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp.79–107,  
DOI: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-120920-054654. 

Morrison, E.W. and Milliken, F.J. (2000) ‘Organizational silence: a barrier to change and 
development in a pluralistic world’, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 25, No. 4,  
pp.706–725, https://doi.org/10.2307/259200. 

Morrison, E.W. and Milliken, F.J. (2003) ‘Speaking up, remaining silent: the dynamics of voice 
and silence in organizations’, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 40, No. 6, pp.1353–1358, 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-6486.00383. 

Morrison, E.W., See, K.E. and Pan, C. (2015) ‘An approach‐inhibition model of employee silence: 
the joint effects of personal sense of power and target openness’, Personnel Psychology,  
Vol. 68, No. 3, pp.547–580, https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12087. 

Mu, T., Yang, J., Zhang, F., Lyu, C. and Deng, C. (2021) ‘The role of task conflict in cooperative 
innovation projects: an organizational learning theory perspective’, International Journal of 
Project Management, Vol. 39, No. 3, pp.236–248, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijproman.2020. 
12.005. 

Nair, N. (2008) ‘Towards understanding the role of emotions in conflict: a review and future 
directions’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 19, No. 4, pp.359–381, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/10444060810909301. 

Nathan, L. and Devonshire, J.M. (2023) ‘Don’t we have a right to get angry? Integrating emotions 
into international mediation studies’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 35, 
No. 1, pp.81–103, https://doi.org/10.1108/ijcma-08-2022-0135. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Revisiting Walter Bradford Cannon’s 100-year-old fight-or-flight concept 33    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Nuopponen, A. (2010) ‘Methods of concept analysis-a comparative study’, LSP Journal-Language 
for Special Purposes, Professional Communication, Knowledge Management and Cognition, 
Vol. 1, No. 1, p.4. 

O’Hare, D. (1992) ‘The’Artful’decision maker: a framework model for aeronautical decision 
making’, The International Journal of Aviation Psychology, Vol. 2, No. 3, pp.175–191, 
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327108ijap0203_2. 

O’Hare, D. (1997) ‘Cognitive ability determinants of elite pilot performance’, Human Factors,  
Vol. 39, No. 4, pp.540–55, https://doi.org/10.1518/001872097778668004. 

Öhman, A. (2008) ‘Fear and anxiety’, in: Lewis, M., Haviland-Jones, J.M. and Feldman Barrett, L. 
(Eds.): Handbook of Emotions, Guildford Press, New York, NY. 

Ouzzani, M., Hammady, H., Fedorowicz, Z. and Elmagarmid, A. (2023) Rayyan – A Web And 
Mobile App For Systematic Reviews, ed., Vol. 5, No. 210, Rayyan.ai. https://doi.org/10.1186/ 
s13643-016-0384-4. 

Oyetunde, K., Prouska, R. and Mckearney, A. (2024) ‘Workers’ voice from the triangular 
employment relationship lens: towards a conceptual framework’, Employee Relations: The 
International Journal, Vol. 46, No. 1, pp.54–75, DOI: 10.1108/ER-02-2023-0095. 

Page, M.J., Mckenzie, J.E., Bossuyt, P.M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T.C., Mulrow, C.D., Shamseer, 
L., Tetzlaff, J.M., Akl, E.A. and Brennan, S.E. (2021) ‘The PRISMA 2020 statement: an 
updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews’, International Journal of Surgery, Vol. 88, 
p.105906, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsu.2021.105906. 

Patterson, K., Grenny, J., Mcmillan, R. and Switzler, A. (2011) Crucial Conversations, McGraw-
Hill, New York. 

Petrova, K. and Gross, J.J. (2023) ‘The future of emotion regulation research: broadening our field 
of view’, Affective Science, Vol. 4, No. 4, pp.609–616, DOI: 10.1007/s42761-023-00222-0. 

Pham, M.T., Rajić, A., Greig, J.D., Sargeant, J.M., Papadopoulos, A. and Mcewen, S.A. (2014) ‘A 
scoping review of scoping reviews: advancing the approach and enhancing the consistency’, 
Research Synthesis Methods, Vol. 5, No. 4, pp.371–385, https://doi.org/10.1002/jrsm.1123. 

Porges, S.W. (2007) ‘The polyvagal perspective’, Biological Psychology, Vol. 74, No. 2,  
pp.116–143, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biopsycho.2006.06.009. 

Porges, S.W. and Furman, S.A. (2011) ‘The early development of the autonomic nervous system 
provides a neural platform for social behaviour: a polyvagal perspective’, Infant and Child 
Development, Vol. 20, No. 1, pp.106–118, https://doi.org/10.1002/icd.688. 

Pressman, S.D. and Cohen, S. (2005) ‘Does positive affect influence health?’, Psychological 
Bulletin, Vol. 131, No. 6, p.925, https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.131.6.925. 

Quarantelli, E.L. (2001) The Sociology of Panic, University of Delaware Disaster Research Center, 
https://doi.org/10.1016/B0-08-043076-7/01867-2. 

Rakos, R.F. (1991) Assertive Behavior: Theory, Research, and Training, Taylor & Frances/ 
Routledge. 

Rang, H.P., Dale, M.M., Ritter, J.M., Flower, R.J. and Henderson, G. (2011) Rang & Dale’s 
Pharmacology, Elsevier Health Sciences, London. 

Raven, B.H. (2015) ‘Power/interaction and interpersonal influence: experimental investigations and 
case studies’, The Use and Abuse of Power, Psychology Press, Philadelphia. 

Riforgiate, S.E., Howes, S.S. and Simmons, M.J. (2021) ‘The impact of daily emotional labor on 
health and well-being’, Management Communication Quarterly, Vol. 36, No. 3, pp.391–417, 
DOI: 10.1177/08933189211041352. 

Rimm, D.C. and Masters, J.C. (1979) Behavior Therapy: Techniques and Empirical Findings, 
Academic Press, New York. 

Risjord, M. (2009) ‘Rethinking concept analysis’, Journal of Advanced Nursing, Vol. 65, No. 3, 
pp.684–691, https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2648.2008.04903.x. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

   34 V. Top et al.    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Robinson, S.L., O’Reilly, J. and Wang, W. (2012) ‘Invisible at work: an integrated model of 
workplace ostracism’, Journal of Management, Vol. 39, No. 1, pp.203–231, DOI: 10.1177/ 
0149206312466141. 

Rodgers, B.L. and Knafl, K.A. (1993) ‘Concept development in nursing: foundations, techniques, 
and applications’, Journal of Professional Nursing, W.B. Saunders Company; Philadelphia, 
PA. 

Rosen, S. and Tesser, A. (1970) ‘On reluctance to communicate undesirable information: the MUM 
effect’, Sociometry, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp.253–263, https://doi.org/10.2307/2786156. 

Rosenberg, M.B. and Chopra, D. (2015) Nonviolent Communication: A Language of Life:  
Life-Changing Tools for Healthy Relationships, PuddleDancer Press, Encinitas, California. 

Roth, S. and Cohen, L.J. (1986) ‘Approach, avoidance, and coping with stress’, American 
Psychologist, Vol. 41, No. 7, p.813, https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.41.7.813. 

Saarni, C. (1990) Emotional Competence: How Emotions and Relationships Become Integrated, 
University of Nebraska Press, Lincoln. 

Sapolsky, R.M. (2004) Why Zebras Don’t Get Ulcers: the Acclaimed Guide to Stress, Stress-
Related Diseases, and Coping, Holt Paperbacks, New York. 

Scheepers, C.B. and Swart, S. (2020) ‘Introduction to neuroscience and change’, in: Scheepers, 
C.B. and Swart, S. (Eds.): Change Leadership in Emerging Markets: The Ten Enablers Model, 
Springer International Publishing, Cham. 

Selye, H. (1946) ‘The general adaptation syndrome and the diseases of adaptation’, The Journal of 
Clinical Endocrinology, Vol. 6, No. 2, pp.117–230. 

Sheng, J.A., Bales, N.J., Myers, S.A., Bautista, A.I., Roueinfar, M., Hale, T.M. and Handa, R.J. 
(2021) ‘The hypothalamic-pituitary-adrenal axis: development, programming actions of 
hormones, and maternal-fetal interactions’, Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, Vol. 14, 
DOI: 10.3389/fnbeh.2020.601939. 

Smith, A. (1759) The Theory of Moral Sentiments: by Adam Smith, printed for Millar, A., Kincaid, 
A. and Bell, J. in Edinburgh, London, https://doi.org/10.1093/oseo/instance.00042831. 

Snyder, H. (2019) ‘Literature review as a research methodology: an overview and guidelines’, 
Journal of Business Research, Vol. 104, No. 11, pp.333–339, https://doi.org/10.1016/j. 
jbusres.2019.07.039. 

Somaraju, A.V., Griffin, D.J., Olenick, J., Chang, C-H. and Kozlowski, S.W.J. (2024) ‘A dynamic 
systems theory of intrateam conflict contagion’, Journal of Applied Psychology,  
DOI: 10.1037/apl0001172. 

Southwick, S.M., Bremner, D., Krystal, J.H. and Charney, D.S. (1994) ‘Psychobiologic research in 
post-traumatic stress disorder’, Psychiatric Clinics of North America, Vol. 17, No. 2,  
pp.251–264, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0193-953X(18)30112-6. 

Spielberger, C.D., Reheiser, E.C. and Sydeman, S.J. (1995) ‘Measuring the experience, expression, 
and control of anger’, Issues in Comprehensive Pediatric Nursing, Vol. 18, No. 3,  
pp.207–232, https://doi.org/10.3109/01460869509087271. 

Stapinski, P., Bjørkelo, B., D’cruz, P., Mikkelsen, E.G. and Gamian-Wilk, M. (2023) ‘A role that 
takes its toll? The moderating role of leadership in role stress and exposure to workplace 
bullying’, International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 34, No. 5, pp.1041–1058, 
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijcma-03-2023-0047. 

Staw, B.M., Sandelands, L.E. and Dutton, J.E. (1981) ‘Threat rigidity effects in organizational 
behavior: a multilevel analysis’, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 26, No. 4,  
pp.501–524, https://doi.org/10.2307/2392337. 

Steimer, T. (2022) ‘The biology of fear-and anxiety-related behaviors’, Dialogues in Clinical 
Neuroscience, Vol. 4, No. 3, pp.231–249. 

Stokes, A.F. and Kite, K. (2017) Flight Stress: Stress, Fatigue and Performance in Aviation, 
Routledge, https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315255200. 



   

 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

    Revisiting Walter Bradford Cannon’s 100-year-old fight-or-flight concept 35    
 

    
 
 

   

   
 

   

   

 

   

       
 

Sutton, R.I. (1991) ‘Maintaining norms about expressed emotions: the case of bill collectors’, 
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp.245–268, https://doi.org/10.2307/ 
2393355. 

Taylor, S.E., Klein, L.C., Lewis, B.P., Gruenewald, T.L., Gurung, R.A. and Updegraff, J.A. (2000). 
‘Biobehavioral responses to stress in females: tend-and-befriend, not fight-or-flight’, 
Psychological Review, Vol. 107, No. 3, p.411, https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.107.3.411. 

Thompson, R.A. (1991) ‘Emotional regulation and emotional development’, Educational 
Psychology Review, Vol. 3, No. 4, pp.269–307, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01319934. 

Tjosvold, D., Wong, A.S.H. and Feng Chen, N.Y. (2014) ‘Constructively managing conflicts in 
organizations’, Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 
Vol. 1, No. 1, pp.545–568, DOI: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091306. 

Ulrich, R.S. (1984) ‘View through a window may influence recovery from surgery’, Science,  
Vol. 224, No. 4647, pp.420–421, https://doi.org/10.1126/science.6143402. 

Vagos, P. and Pereira, A. (2018) ‘Towards a cognitive-behavioral understanding of assertiveness: 
effects of cognition and distress on different expressions of assertive behavior’, Journal of 
Rational-Emotive and Cognitive-Behavior Therapy, Vol. 37, No. 2, pp.133–148, https://doi. 
org/10.1007/s10942-018-0296-4. 

Van Bunderen, L., Greer, L.L. and Van Knippenberg, D. (2017) ‘When interteam conflict spirals 
into intrateam power struggles: the pivotal role of team power structures’, Academy of 
Management Journal, Vol. 61, No. 3, pp.1100–1130, DOI: 10.5465/amj.2016.0182. 

Walker, L.O. and Avant, K.C. (2005) Strategies for Theory Construction in Nursing, 
Pearson/Prentice Hall Upper Saddle River, NJ. 

Watzlawick, P., Bavelas, J.B. and Jackson, D.D. (2011) Pragmatics of Human Communication: A 
Study of Interactional Patterns, Pathologies and Paradoxes, WW Norton & Company,  
New York. 

Williams, B. (2001) ‘The analogy of city and soul in Plato’s Republic’, Essays on Plato’s 
Psychology, Vol. 14, No. 1, pp.157–167. 

Winer, S., Ramos Salazar, L., Anderson, A.M. and Busch, M. (2024) ‘Resolving conflict in 
interpersonal relationships using passive, aggressive, and assertive verbal statements’, 
International Journal of Conflict Management, Vol. 35, No. 2, pp.334–359, DOI: 10.1108/ 
IJCMA-03-2023-0048. 

Zeidner, M. (1998) Test Anxiety: The State of the Art, Plenum Press, New York, NY. 


