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example, it might be easier for team members to recognize a task conflict occurring between two
of the members. However, this is not true for relationship conflict in that an interpersonal conflict
between two of the team members may go unnoticed by other members. Thus, when asked about
their relationship conflict perceptions, members experiencing interpersonal conflict may report
high levels of relationship conflict while others who are not involved report low levels of
relationship conflict. This, in turn, may lead to higher levels of relationship conflict asymmetry.
On the other hand, in race-homogeneous teams, due to increased communication, members would
easily recognize the personal disagreements that exist in the team, and this may lead to lower levels
of relationship conflict asymmetry. Overall, although the effect of race diversity on relationship
conflict asymmetry was supportive of the prediction, given the lack of consistent findings, it is
difficult to make any conclusive interpretations as to how diversity in general influences team
conflict asymmetry.

Another unexpected finding regarding the antecedents of team conflict asymmetry has to
do with the effect of team size. Contrary to expectation, team size appeared to have no impact on
conflict asymmetry. Actual team sizes in this study ranged from 3 to 9 with an average of 4.22.
Thus, one potential explanation for this result might be that average team size in the sample was
too small to detect the effect predicted. Further research is hence needed to examine the
relationship between team size and team conflict asymmetry using a sample of larger teams.
Finally, contrary to what was predicted, task interdependence did not have any influence on team
conflict asymmetry. The lack of significant relationship between the two constructs may be
attributed to the low ICC (2) value of task interdependence. As mentioned before, low values of
ICC (2) imply a potential difficulty in detecting the relationships tested (Bliese, 1998). Although

task interdependence had accepted values of rwg(j) and ICC(1) indices, the ICC(2) for this variable
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was only .07, indicating a low variability among teams in terms of task interdependence
perceptions®®. The low value of ICC (2) observed in this study might be explained by the fact that
the data were collected from similar types of teams from a single university (Bliese, 2000; James
et al., 1984). Overall, it is likely that due to the low variability in the task interdependence
construct, this dissertation failed to find the relationship predicted between task interdependence
and team conflict asymmetry. Nevertheless, future studies are warranted to clarify whether this
non-finding might be related to a low ICC (2) value or whether this should be an expected effect
of task interdependence.

Regarding the antecedents at the individual level, the results demonstrated positive
relationships between group attachment orientations and individual conflict asymmetry (both task
and relationship conflict asymmetry). Specifically, team members who scored high on either group
attachment anxiety or group attachment avoidance were more likely to perceive conflict in their
team than those with low levels of these traits. This result confirms the study hypotheses and is
also consistent with previous research showing that members with high levels of group attachment
anxiety or avoidance tend to experience strong negative emotions toward team interactions (Rom
& Mikulincer, 2003). However, the findings did not reveal support for the hypothesized positive
effect of negative affectivity on individual conflict asymmetry. Although prior studies show that
individuals with high levels of negative affectivity have a tendency to experience and report
negative moods (Watson & Clark, 1984), it is possible that this negative mood may not translate
or equate to high conflict asymmetry. Thus, additional research is required to better understand the

relationship of negative affectivity with individual conflict asymmetry.

51t is also worth to note that the mean level of task interdependence in the present study was relatively low
compared to other studies.



137

Taken together, in terms of the antecedents of conflict asymmetries, this dissertation
provided some evidence that race diversity can be an important driver of the variation in team
members’ perceptions of relationship conflict (i.e. team conflict asymmetry). Moreover, this study
also showed that group attachment orientations can explain why people working in the same team
may see the conflict situation through different eyes (i.e., individual conflict asymmetry).

The second research question of this dissertation addressed the effects of conflict
asymmetry on team and individual outcomes. Previous research by Jehn et al., (2010) attempted to
answer this question by examining the effects of conflict asymmetries on such outcomes as
performance, satisfaction, and creativity. Expanding this research, this dissertation tested the
relationship of conflict asymmetries with a broader range of outcomes, including performance,
satisfaction, commitment, helping, and deviance behavior. However, contrary to the study’s
predictions, several unexpected results were found at both the team and individual level.
Specifically, regarding the effects of relationship conflict asymmetry, it was found that relationship
conflict asymmetry at the team level had no impact on team performance. This finding was
surprising especially given that Jehn and colleagues (2010) observed a negative effect of
relationship conflict asymmetry on team performance. However, it is important to note to that the
present study differs from the work of Jehn et al., (2010) in several ways. For example, while this
study used a sample of student teams, Jehn and colleagues used real organizational teams.
Although student teams resemble work teams in certain aspects (e.g., shared goals, shared
responsibility), there are potentially differences between the two, which may lead to different
results. Moreover, Jehn et al., (2010) employed a cross sectional design with data collected at one

specific point in time, whereas this study used a longitudinal research design and collected data at
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different times. Thus, the results found here need to be interpreted in light of the context of the
present study.

The current research also did not find any significant associations between relationship
conflict asymmetry and other team outcomes, namely team satisfaction, commitment, helping and
deviance behavior. A close examination of the findings, however, provided evidence that, in the
present study, the mean level of relationship conflict had a strong negative effect on both team
satisfaction and commitment. Hence, it may be that due to the strong relationships between the
mean level of relationship conflict and these outcomes, relationship conflict asymmetry did not
account for significant additional variance. In an exploratory manner and to check whether this
assumption was true, the analyses were conducted after the mean level of relationship conflict was
removed from the model. Confirming the prediction, and also supporting the study hypotheses, the
results revealed a significant and negative association between relationship conflict asymmetry
and both team satisfaction and commitment.

The effects of task conflict asymmetry reflect those of the relationship conflict asymmetry.
Specifically, the findings revealed that task conflict asymmetry at the team level had no influence
on team performance, helping, and deviance behavior. Surprisingly, however, there was a positive
association between task conflict asymmetry and both team satisfaction and commitment, meaning
that the variation in members’ task conflict perceptions increased overall team satisfaction and
commitment. In terms of team performance, the results are comparable to those of Jehn et al.,
(2010), who also found no relationship between task conflict asymmetry and team performance. It
was not clear, however, why the effects of task conflict asymmetry on team helping and deviance
were not significant. Likewise, it is difficult to explain the positive relationships found between

task conflict asymmetry and both team satisfaction and commitment.
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A likely explanation for these contradictory results might be that the distribution of conflict
perceptions among team members may be a more important determinant of team functioning than
the absolute variance or dispersion in team conflict (Jehn, Rispens, & Thatcher, 2012; Sinha,
Janardhanan, Greer, Conlon, & Edwards, 2016). In other words, it may be that team dynamics are
more likely to be influenced by the form or shape of the asymmetry (e.g., uniform, positively
skewed or negatively skewed) rather than the absolute asymmetry score. In line with this, for
example, a recent study by Sinha et al., (2016) showed that there was a positive relationship
between skewed task conflict, which occurs when most members perceive lower levels of task
conflict and a very small number of members perceives higher levels of task conflict, and team
performance after controlling for both the mean and the variance in task conflict. Moreover,
although not directly examined, their results revealed no significant association between task
conflict asymmetry or variance in task conflict and team performance. Clearly, more research
needs to be conducted to investigate the relative importance of mean, variance, and other
configurations of conflict perceptions on team processes and outcomes.

Regarding the consequences of conflict asymmetries at the individual level, contrary to the
predictions, no significant associations were found between individual conflict asymmetry and
individual outcomes, except a significant impact of relationship conflict asymmetry on individual
performance and deviance. However, both of these effects were again in the opposite direction of
what was predicted such that relationship conflict asymmetry had a positive impact on individual
performance but a negative impact on deviance. This result implies that individuals who perceived
more relationship conflict in the team performed better and engaged in less deviance behavior.

This finding is counterintuitive and also contradictory to the findings obtained by Jehn et al.,
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(2010), who showed a negative relationship between task conflict asymmetry and individual
performance while relationship conflict asymmetry was not significantly related to performance.

Generally, it seems possible that these conflicting results might have resulted from the
differences in the methodology used for measuring the study constructs. That is, in Jehn et al.,
(2010), individual performance was assessed through members’ own ratings whereas in the present
study both performance and deviance were measured using peer ratings. The same source measure
in Jehn et al., (2010) might partially explain the differences in the findings. Alternatively, perhaps
peer ratings may be biased which may lead to opposing effects observed in this study. For example,
it may be that individuals with high relationship conflict asymmetry received higher performance
and lower deviance ratings since they were rated by their peers who perceived (relatively) less
team conflict. Members perceiving less team conflict (having low conflict asymmetry) may have
a more positive view of the situation (i.e. team) and therefore they may be more likely to rate other
members favorably. On the other hand, individuals with low relationship conflict asymmetry
received lower performance and higher deviance ratings since the members who rated them
perceived (relatively) more team conflict. Individuals who experience more team conflict (having
high conflict asymmetry) may have a more a negative view of the situation, and therefore they
may be more inclined to rate others unfavorably. Overall, given the inconsistent findings obtained,
it is difficult to make any general conclusion regarding the effects of conflict asymmetry in teams.
It would seem, therefore, that, further investigation is needed to better understand how conflict
asymmetry influences team and individual outcomes.

The third research question of the dissertation asked the moderating role of team emotional
intelligence on the conflict asymmetry-outcome relationship. Researchers have recently argued

that the effects of asymmetric conflict perceptions may change depending on whether members
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are aware of their different conflict perceptions (Rispens & Jehn, 2011). Based on this argument,
this dissertation predicted that team emotional intelligence could be one of the means allowing
team members to recognize the asymmetries in their conflict perceptions. Thus, it could moderate
the relationships between conflict asymmetry and both team and individual outcomes. The
findings, however, demonstrated no significant interaction effects of team emotional intelligence
and conflict asymmetries for any of the team or individual outcomes, suggesting that the overall
emotional intelligence of a team did not have any influence on the conflict asymmetry-outcome
relationship.

At the individual level, these results were understandable given that the relationships
between conflict asymmetry and outcomes (i.e. slope) did not vary across teams, except for the
effect of conflict asymmetry on individual deviance. Perhaps, the lack of significant slope variation
for the individual-level relationships might be explained by the nature of the sample. That is, teams
in this study were fairly comparable such that they were all self-managed student teams working
on a temporary team project. However, researchers suggested the importance of sampling diverse
teams from different settings in order to increase the variability of lower-level slopes (Mathieu,
Aguinis, Culpepper, & Chen, 2012). On the other hand, the reason for no moderating effect
regarding the conflict asymmetry-deviance relationship could be attributed to the small sample
size at the team level. Several studies have argued that cross-level interactions are more likely to
be detected by maximizing the observations at the higher level rather than maximizing the lower-
level observations (Bassiri, 1988; Snijders & Bosker, 1993). Hence, it is likely that the relatively
small number of teams might have constrained the study’s ability to detect the cross-level
moderation effect. Nevertheless, although team emotional intelligence did not moderate the

relationship between conflict asymmetry and deviance, the fact that there was significant slope
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variation may also suggest the presence of other moderators. For example, it may be that other
variables, such as team affective tone or team trust, would moderate the relationship between the
two constructs. Thus, future work may further explore the moderators of the conflict asymmetry-
outcome relationship collecting data from not only a higher number of teams but also more diverse
teams.

The results of this dissertation also did not reveal any significant interaction effects at the
team level, suggesting that the effects of conflict asymmetry on team outcomes did not change
depending on the level of team emotional intelligence. However, given the previously
demonstrated benefits of high emotional intelligence in teams (Barczak et al., 2010; Chang et al.,
2012), additional analyses were conducted to better understand its role with regard to conflict
asymmetry. Indeed, the results provided evidence that team emotional intelligence did moderate
the relationships between the antecedents and team conflict asymmetries (the first link in the
research model). For example, it was found that although team size and diversity in openness did
not have a direct effect on conflict asymmetry, their effects were moderated by team emotional
intelligence. Specifically, openness diversity had a negative impact on relationship conflict
asymmetry in teams with high emotional intelligence but its impact was positive in teams with low
team emotional intelligence. Likewise, the relationship between team size and relationship conflict
asymmetry was negative when team emotional intelligence was high while it was positive when
team emotional intelligence was low. Together, these results imply that the proposed positive
impacts of openness diversity and team size on relationship conflict asymmetry tend to disappear
(and even become negative) in teams with high emotional intelligence. This might be because team
emotional intelligence would create a climate in which members understand each other’s emotions

(Goleman, 1998), which in turn attenuates the harmful impacts of team characteristics on the



143

team’s ability to develop shared understandings. It was surprising, though, that the impacts of team
size and diversity in openness on conflict asymmetry became negative when team emotional
intelligence is high. This result was unexpected and warrants further investigation. Additionally,
regarding the interaction effects with task interdependence and gender diversity, the results were
quite the opposite in that when team emotional intelligence was high, the relationship between task
interdependence and task conflict asymmetry was positive. Likewise, the effect of gender diversity
on relationship conflict asymmetry was positive under high team emotional intelligence, whereas
it was negative under low team emotional intelligence. These results were also counterintuitive
and should therefore be replicated before interpretations are made.

Taken together, with regard to the moderating role of team emotional intelligence, the
results of this dissertation failed to find support for the proposed effect of team emotional
intelligence on the conflict asymmetry-outcome relationships. However, further analyses provided
some evidence that team emotional intelligence did play a moderator role between the antecedents
and team-level conflict asymmetries.

In addition to these questions, this dissertation also sought to investigate whether the
asymmetry measure used in the study may have an influence on the relationships tested. Past
research on conflict asymmetry (e.g., Jehn et al., 2010) mainly used the standard deviation
approach (objective measurement of asymmetry) in measuring the variation in team members’
perceptions of conflict. Yet, asymmetry can also be measured through a survey method (subjective
measurement of asymmetry) in which team members are asked about the level of conflict that
occurs in the team. In line with this, for example, Ferguson et al., (2012) showed that subjective
conflict asymmetry negatively influenced team satisfaction and performance over and above

objective conflict asymmetry. Extending this research, this dissertation operationalized conflict
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asymmetry using both objective and subjective methods, and sought to explore if the results may
change depending on the measurement of asymmetry. However, it must be noted that given the
description and the content of the subjective conflict asymmetry scale, only team-level analyses
were repeated using this measure.

Interestingly, the results revealed that all the significant effects found for objective conflict
asymmetry disappeared when a subjective conflict asymmetry measure was used. Specifically,
none of the antecedents were significantly related to team level subjective conflict asymmetry,
which in turn had no impact on any of the team outcomes. As in the case of task interdependence,
there is a possibility that the low ICC (2) values of the subjective conflict asymmetry scale may
have led to its non-significant relationships. As described in the previous chapter, while the values
of rwg(j) and ICC (1) for this construct were in the acceptable range, the ICC (2) values were
relatively lower, indicating a potential difficulty in finding support for the hypothesized effects
(Bliese, 1998). Additionally, the lack of effects found may also be attributed to the fact that the
subjective conflict asymmetry scale used in the present study was a newly developed measure and
its psychometric properties have not yet been fully established. Thus, more research using
alternative measures of subjective conflict asymmetry with higher ICC values is warranted.

With regards to the moderation effects, the only significant relationship found was for the
interaction effect of team emotional intelligence and subjective task conflict asymmetry on team
performance. Specifically, the results revealed that although the effect of subjective task conflict
asymmetry on team performance was not significant, its effect was moderated by team emotional
intelligence in such a way that the relationship between the two constructs was positive when team
emotional intelligence was high, but negative when team emotional intelligence was low. It can

be assumed from this finding that in teams with high emotional intelligence, members are more
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likely to recognize the differences in their own and others’ perceptions of conflict and produce
desirable strategies to deal with this situation. Thus, the detrimental effects of subjective task
conflict asymmetry on team performance are attenuated (or even eliminated) in teams composed
of members with high levels of emotional intelligence.

In sum, these findings seem to suggest that using a subjective conflict asymmetry measure
for hypothesis testing did not influence the results much although there appeared to be some slight
differences. However, given the issues described above regarding the subjective conflict
asymmetry scale, these results need to be interpreted with caution. Further work with alternative
scales is therefore needed in order to have a better understanding of the relative importance of
subjective versus objective measures of asymmetry.

The final question of this dissertation referred to whether the effects of asymmetry were
generalizable to other team processes. As discussed earlier, past research has found conflict
asymmetry to be detrimental to team functioning (Jehn et al., 2010). However, the results of the
present study revealed mixed findings regarding the effects of conflict asymmetries on team and
individual outcomes. Thus, for the purpose of exploring whether the effects of asymmetry might
be the same across other team processes, this dissertation attempted to examine asymmetry in
another team process—trust in the team. Yet, there has been little research examining the concept
of trust asymmetry (e.g., De Jong & Dirks, 2012; Mach & Lvina, 2012). Furthermore, these
existing studies mainly focused on investigating team-level trust asymmetry rather than examining
individual-level asymmetric trust perceptions. Thus, expanding past research, this dissertation
tested the effects of trust asymmetry on both team and individual outcomes.

Surprisingly, the results revealed no significant relationships between trust asymmetry and

any of the team and individual outcomes, except a positive relationship between individual trust
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asymmetry and individual deviance. Specifically, it was found that members who perceived higher
levels of team trust were more likely to engage in interpersonal deviance behavior. This was
counterintuitive given that normally members perceiving high trust are expected to demonstrate
less deviance behavior. This contradictory result may again be explained by the fact that peer
ratings were used for measuring interpersonal deviance. That is, it is likely that individuals who
perceived higher levels of team trust (higher trust asymmetry) received higher deviance ratings
since they were rated by the members who experienced (relatively) lower levels of team trust.
Members experiencing low team trust (lower trust asymmetry) may have a more negative view of
the situation (i.e. team) and thus they may be more inclined to rate other members unfavorably.

Overall, it appears from these findings that in general trust asymmetry does not have a
direct impact on team and individual outcomes. It is difficult to explain the results at the individual
level, as there is no prior evidence to compare. However, at the team level, these findings
corroborate those of Mach and Lvina (2012) and De Jong and Dirks, (2012), who also did not
report a significant association between trust asymmetry and team performance. It is worth noting,
however, that the current research differs from these studies in that they did not explicitly examine
the direct effect of trust asymmetry, rather they tested whether trust asymmetry may play a
moderating role in the relationship between the mean-level of trust and team performance. In
addition, these studies used different approaches in operationalizing team-level trust asymmetry.
For example, De Jong and Dirks, (2012) measured trust asymmetry through a peer rating approach
while Mach and Lvina (2012) used the Euclidean distance metric. Thus, the results of each study
should be interpreted separately.

6.2. Limitations and Future Directions
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As with any study, this dissertation has some limitations that highlight avenues for future
research. These limitations can be categorized under two areas: methodological limitations and
theoretical limitations. With regard to the methodological limitations, first, the external validity of
this dissertation is limited in that the data were gathered from student teams working on a
temporary team project. Although student teams are similar to work teams in some aspects (e.g.,
shared goals, shared responsibility), there are certain differences between the two, which limit the
generalizability of the findings. For example, the teams in this study worked together for only four
to five months, whereas organizational teams often work together for a longer period of time. In
addition, students were motivated by course grades while members in work teams are motivated
by salaries and other incentives. Moreover, this study used self-managed student teams; however
teams in organizations usually work under a manager or leader. Thus, due to these differences,
team dynamics would be different in student teams compared to organizational teams. Future
studies conducted in organizational settings are hence warranted.

Another methodological limitation of this dissertation has to do with the sample size.
Although the sample size at the individual level was moderate (342 individuals), the number of
teams in this study was relatively small (81 teams), which may have constrained the study’s ability
to detect the effects predicted. As discussed above, sampling a greater number of teams is
especially important in detecting cross-level moderating effects. Moreover, scholars also
emphasize the importance of sampling from diverse teams for cross-level analyses (Mathieu et al.,
2012). Thus, further studies of conflict asymmetry should collect data from a larger number of
teams working in different settings.

This dissertation also has some limitations resulting from its survey methodology. One

limitation is that several of the scales (i.e., task interdependence, subjective conflict asymmetry)
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demonstrated relatively low ICC (2) values, indicating low reliability of team means. As discussed
in the previous chapter, the low ICC (2) values obtained could be attributed to the small average
team size (i.e., 4.22) in the present study. Thus, future research may strive for higher response rates
in increasing the accuracy of team means. In addition, the current study used peer ratings in
measuring individuals’ performance, helping, and deviance behaviors. Although the use of peer
ratings may have certain advantages, it may also lead to biased responses. Future studies should
therefore collect data from multiple sources in order to minimize any potential bias. Finally, this
dissertation measured team-level constructs through the aggregation method. Yet, team-level
measures can also be assessed using group discussion or consensus ratings methods. Indeed, some
studies show that the group discussion method is a better predictor of team outcomes than the
aggregation method (e.g., Gibson, Randel, & Earley, 2000; Kirkman, Tesluk, & Rosen, 2001;
Quigley, Tekleab, & Tesluk, 2007). Hence, a future study using team-level scales that do not rely
on aggregating individual level responses would be worthwhile.

In terms of the theoretical limitations of this dissertation, first, the theoretical model
specified in this study was limited to certain variables. However, there are many other potential
variables that could be considered in the study of conflict asymmetry. For example, this research
identified negative affectivity and group attachment orientations as predictors of individual
conflict asymmetry. However, it seems possible that other factors (e.g., demographic or cultural
identities), may also have an influence on individuals’ conflict perceptions. Thus, future research
should consider additional antecedents of conflict asymmetry. Likewise, this dissertation discussed
the role of team emotional intelligence in moderating the relationship between conflict asymmetry
and relevant outcomes. Yet, there could be other variables (e.g., team affective tone) that may

moderate this association. In this regard, another avenue for future research would be to identify
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other factors that may have an influence on the relationship between conflict asymmetry and team
and individual effectiveness. Similarly, this study focused on examining the direct effects of
conflict asymmetries on the relevant outcomes. However, it is also possible that there may be
certain intervening variables through which the effects of conflict asymmetry are transmitted. In
line with this, for example, Jehn et al., (2010) found that the relationships between individual
conflict asymmetry and both satisfaction and performance were mediated by group atmosphere
perceptions and social process experiences. Thus, further researchers may also want to investigate
the theoretical mechanisms explaining the effects of conflict asymmetry.

Furthermore, the current framework took a general approach and predicted that the same
effects would be observed for both task and relationship conflict asymmetry. However, as the
results demonstrated, the two types of conflict asymmetry had differential relationships with the
constructs examined. For instance, while relationship conflict asymmetry had no effect on team
outcomes, task conflict asymmetry was positively related to team satisfaction and commitment.
Likewise, race diversity increased relationship conflict asymmetry, but it did not have any
influence on task conflict asymmetry. Hence, in order to develop a more complete understanding
of the concept of conflict asymmetry, future studies may focus on investigating the drivers and
consequences of task and relationship conflict asymmetry separately.

Finally, the present study operationalized team-level conflict asymmetry using the standard
deviation (variance) approach and did not consider the different configurations of conflict
dispersion. However, researchers recently demonstrated that different forms of conflict dispersion
(i.e., skewed) may have unique effects on team dynamics above and beyond the mean and the
variance in conflict (Sinha et al., 2016). Therefore, it would be fruitful to explore how the different

distributions of conflict perceptions may have an influence on team processes and outcomes.



150

6.3. Implications

This dissertation contributes to a small but growing body of literature on the asymmetric
perceptions in teams (De Jong & Dirks, 2012; Gardner & Kwan, 2012; Jehn et al., 2010) by
providing a multi-level test of the antecedents, consequences, and moderator of conflict
asymmetry. Although many of the hypotheses were not supported, the differences between the
present findings and previous research may have important implications for further research.

First, this dissertation is one of the first attempts to examine the factors that may lead to
asymmetric conflict perceptions in teams. Supporting the research on shared mental models
(Mathieu et al., 2005), the findings provided initial evidence that race diversity increases the
variation in team members’ relationship conflict perceptions. In addition, the results also suggested
that group attachment orientations may have an influence on whether individuals experience more
or less conflict (both task and relationship conflict) than other team members. Through these
findings, this study contributes to the literature on conflict asymmetry and provides an explanation
for why differences exist in individuals’ perceptions of conflict in teams.

In addition, this dissertation further enriches the literature on conflict asymmetry by testing
the relationship of conflict asymmetry with such outcomes as performance, satisfaction,
commitment, helping and deviance behavior. Prior research on conflict asymmetry suggested that
conflict asymmetry may have detrimental effects on team and individual outcomes (Jehn et al.,
2010). However, the present study did not reveal support for this assertion. Moreover, there were
also some opposing results, such as the positive effects of task conflict asymmetry on team
satisfaction and commitment. The fact that the results differed from prior research makes it

difficult to draw any general conclusion as to how conflict asymmetry influences team and



151

individual effectiveness. Clearly, future research is needed in order to have a better understanding
of the effects of conflict asymmetry.

Another contribution of this dissertation was to investigate whether team emotional
intelligence could help teams in overcoming the detrimental effects of conflict asymmetries.
Although the findings failed to support the predicted effects of team emotional intelligence in the
relationship between conflict asymmetry and relevant outcomes, further analyses provided some
evidence that team emotional intelligence did play a moderator role in the relationship between
the antecedents and team conflict asymmetry. For example, this study found that the expected
positive effects of openness diversity and team size on relationship conflict asymmetry tend to
disappear in teams with high emotional intelligence. This finding is important in that it suggests
that working in an emotionally intelligent team may attenuate the harmful impacts of team
characteristics on the team’s ability to develop shared understandings. Nevertheless, this result
should be interpreted with caution because, unexpectedly, the moderating impacts of team
emotional intelligence for some of the antecedents (i.e., gender diversity and task interdependence)
were found to be opposite.

In addition to contributing to the literature on conflict asymmetry, this dissertation also
advances the limited research on trust asymmetry (De Jong & Dirks, 2012; Mach & Lvina, 2012),
by providing a test of the effects of asymmetric trust perceptions in teams. The negative effects of
conflict asymmetry found by previous research raises questions about whether the asymmetry in
another team process could have the same impacts on team functioning. The findings of this study
showed, however, that in general trust asymmetry appeared to have no impact on team and

individual outcomes. Given that this research also failed to find support for most of the predicted
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effects of conflict asymmetry, it appears that further work is needed to fully understand how the
asymmetries in teams influence team and individual effectiveness.

For example, it may be that asymmetry in conflict (or trust) may work as a moderator rather
than directly influencing team outcomes. Indeed, the literature on both within-team dispersion and
climate strength indicates that within-group dispersion (or consensus) is likely to play a moderating
role between the mean-level of a team-level phenomenon and team outcomes. De Jong and Dirks,
(2012), for instance, found that asymmetry in trust moderated the relationship between mean-level
of trust and team performance. Similarly, Grutterink et al., (2013) found that higher levels of
reciprocal expertise affirmation led to more coordinated action, but only when there was a high
sharedness of expertise perceptions. Moreover, research on climate strength also provides evidence
that within-team consensus or climate strength would moderate the relationship between climate
level and tem effectiveness (e.g., Calquitt, Noe, & Jackson, 2002). Along the same lines, it is
possible that conflict asymmetry could play a moderating role in predicting team outcomes. Thus,
further exploration and more empirical studies are needed to better understand the direct and
interactive effects of asymmetric perceptions on team and individual effectiveness.

6.4. Conclusion

This study contributed to the limited literature on conflict asymmetry by examining the
antecedents, consequences, and moderators of conflict asymmetry. The findings of the current
research demonstrated that race diversity increases the variation in team members’ relationship
conflict perceptions. Furthermore, the present study also showed that group attachment
orientations may have an influence on whether individuals experience more or less conflict than
other team members. Although this dissertation provided some evidence regarding the drivers of

conflict asymmetry, it failed to find support for most of the effects predicted. The lack of evidence
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to support the relationships, however, does not imply that researchers should abandon the study of
asymmetric perceptions in teams. Instead, additional research should be conducted on this topic to
further understand the findings observed in this and previous studies. Therefore, it is critical that
future research move beyond the aggregation-based methods of measuring team-level of

phenomena and continue examining the dispersion or variation in team-level variables.



154

presye 01
Kl -6
SNOAJBU '8
paweyse */
a|qeyl "9
9Ilsoy °g
paJeds ‘y
Apnb ¢
19sdn g
(886T) “"[e 18 UOSIe/\ PpassasIp ‘T ANAnoayy annebsN
(pastanal-Q) uolreulbewl poob e aney 10U Op | "0Z
(pastanal-N) an|q |99} wop|es | 6T
(pasianal-0) sBulyy Jo Ssawl e ayew | 8T
(pas4anal-yy) SJIaY10 Ul parsalaiul Ajjeal jou we | /T
(pasianal-3) punoaboeq ayy ul desy | ‘9T
(pasianal-Q) seapl 19ensqe Buipuelsispun A NJILIP 8ARY | 'ST
(N) Apseaiasdnieh | 41
(D) Japio i | €T
(V) suonowd SIOYIO [99) [ 'ZT
(3) sanded je ajdoad Juaiayip Jo 10l B 01 [RY | TT
(pas1anal-Q) seapl 10e1SqR Ul palsalalul Jou we | QT
(pas1anal-N) awin ayl JO 1SOW paxejal Wwe | ‘6
(pasianal-) aoejd Jadoud niayy ul yoeq sbuiyy ind o1 10610) uslyo | g
(pastanai-vy) sworqod s o1doad Jor30 Ul pajsaIIUIOU WR | *)
(pesJanai-q) 101 ENBIIUOP] °Q
(O) uoneulBewi pIAIAB BARY | G
(N) sBuims poow juanbaij aney | v
(D) Aeme1ybui suop seioys 16| ¢
(v) s3urooy s1oyo yum azipedwds | g
(9002) “"e 18 Ue[jauUoQ (3) Auedayrjoayjayiwe| T Aujeuosiad
921N0S swia| 3]eds

SINTLI ANV STTVOS -V XIdAN3IddV






156

(£002) ‘pausbue

paINQIIuU0d 8U0AIBAS SSajun 193foad e 819]dwo9 10U PINOI SN

AJ9S0]9 Y40M N0 8JRUIPI00I M USYM 1S8( SHJOM Wea) ay |

18410 yoea YlIM SLI0J8 J18Y] 81euIpio0d 0] aAeY Ajjuanbal) s1aquiaw wea]
wes} 8y} ul SI8y1o uodn

10edwi Jued1ubIsS B Sey Sysel J1ayl wJoyad sisquisw [enpiAlpul Aeemayl ‘€
yiom dnoib ayy Jo ured Aw ysijdwodoe

0] SJ3QIBW Wea} J3Yl0 JO 18yl UM YI0M Aw 81euIpiood 03 pasu | g

auop sysel dnoub 196 031 Jay1ahol XI0M 01 BARY SiaquisW Wes] T

O ©

aouapuadapJialu] Msel

(2002) Me 79 Buop

suoIows UMo Aw Jo [04Ju0d poob aney | ‘9T

AiBue A1an we | uaym Apjoinb umop wied skemje ued | "GT
suonowsa umo Aw Buljjosjuod Jo ajqedes aynb we | ‘T

Al[euorres sannaiip ajpuey pue Jadws) Aw |043U0d 0} 3|Ce We | "€T
uonows Jo uonejnbay

1580 Aw A11 01 Jj9sAw abeinoous sAkemje pjnom | ‘2T

uosJtad pajeAnow-y@s e we | ‘T

uostad jualadwod e we | JjasAw 181 sSkemie | "0T

wiayl aAsIyde 01 3s8g Aw A uayl pue J1asAw 10} sjeob 18s skempe | ‘g
uonows Jo asn

aw punodJe ajdoad Jo suonows ay} Jo Buipuelstapun poob sney | ‘g
SI13Y30 JO suolows pue sbul|sa) syl 0} sSAIMSUSS We |/

Suonowo SId3Y)0 JO J9AISqO ﬁoow twe] ‘9

JIOTARYD(Q I3} WO SUOIOWD SPUSL AW Mouy sAem[e] °G
|esreadde uonows ,S18Yy10

Addey we | 10U J0 Jayleym mouy| skeme | ‘f

|99} | Jeym pueisiopun Ajjeas| ‘¢

suonows umo Aw Jo Buipuelsiapun poob aney | ‘7

awi) ay) Jo 1sow sbuljgsy urepad aney | Aym Jo asuas poob e aney | ‘T
[esreadde uonows-}|as

aguabijje1u]
[euonow3

324N0S

swiay|

aJeas




157

SJACUSL LWBa) J3Y10 ay) JO [ 1snil |
wea) AW Ul 10] © JY10 Yoes 1SnJ]1 aM Jey) analjaq |
3l U0 JUN0I UBD A3 MOUY| SI3CLUIBL W) J3Yl0 3yl 18y} aAaljaq |

—A N ™

(2002) ‘paiibue SJaqIBW Wea] J3Y10 3yl U0 Unod Ued | Yulyl | Isna |
Wwea) 8yl UIYIIM ISIXa Jeyl Sjuswaalbesip [euosiadiaiul
10 unowe ay1 Inoge suondaalad 1ualalIp 8ARY Slagquiaw weal INO ‘9
Wwea) INo UIYIIM Sanssi parejal-diysuonelal
JO Junowe ay) Inoge suoluldo J1ay) Ul JaIp slaquisw wea) INQ  °§
Wwea) SIY1 Uy 1na20 eyl saysed Alljeuosad
O unowre 3y Inoge suondaalad 1ualaylIp aARY Slaquiaw wea) INO  f
ApwiwAsy 1011juo) diysuone|ay aAndalgns
Wwea] SIY) Ul $IN220 191Ju0?
3Se1 Yulyl A8yl yonw Moy JO suoluldo J1ay Ul JayIp siaquisw weal InQ '€
wiea) SIy1 ulynm Buiinaoo seyeqap palelal
-)J0M JO Junowre ay1 1noge suondadiad UaIaIp aARY SIaqUISW Wea) IO 2
Jaylp suoluido
pale[al-3J0M UYdIym 01 Inoge suondaoiad Juaiaplip aney am ‘wear sSiyyul T AnswwAsy

(2T02) “'Ie 18 UOSnBbia4

AnswwAsy 1011Juo) ysel aAndalgng

10114U0D 3ARdaIgNs

(G66T) ‘Uyse

¢Wwea) InoA ul sJaquisw Buowe 818y} S 191J4U0J [RUOIIOWS Yonw MOH '8
¢wea) InoA ul sisquisw Buowe a1ay) S1 UOISUS) Yyonw MoH /.

¢WIeal INoA ul JUapIAS S191|Juod Alljeuosiad ase yonw MOH 9

Swreal JnoA ul siaquisw Buowre alayl SI UOIDL Yydnw MOH 'S

WIuod diysuoneay

¢Wwieal JnoA ul uoluldo Jo SaouaJaIp 24ay] aJe JUSIXd JeYM 0] '
¢Wieal JNoA Ul 81ay) S1 op NOA X10M ay3 Inoge 19111U0d Yyonw MOH  °€
¢Wea] InoA ul seapl Inoge S101|Ju0d aiay) aJe Ajjusnbaiy moH g
¢auop Buiag iom
ay) Buipaebaa suoluido Inoge saibesip wea) InoA ul sjdoad op usyo moH T
191jjuo sel

191]ju0D

321N0S

Swial|

3[eds




158

ylomwes] 'y
uonNQLIuUO) [eNdsdu]  °§
AAnisuas euossadiaiul g aoueW.I0)I9d
uonedidlled 7 ‘1oy3 ‘souepusny T [enpIAIpu|
Wea) ay) Ul auoawos passedtequia Ajorgnd  “/
Wiea] 8y} Ul U0sWOoS pJemo) Ajspni psldy ‘9
Wea] 8yl Ul auoawos uo yuedd uesw e pakeld 'S
Wes) 8y Ul 8UOsWOS 1e pasinyd -y
Wwieal ay) Ul XJewsal [e1oel Jo ‘snoibijas ‘o1uyls ue speiN '€
Wwieal 8y} ul auoswos 0} [nyuny Buiylswos pres g J01neyag aoueinag
(0002) uosuigoy 7® nauusg Wea] 8yl Ul UoaWos JO UNy 3pRIN  'T [euosaadaalu|
"wes} 8y} 1o} sBuIyl op 01 palsdlun|oA ¢
‘Wes) 8y} 11Jausq 0} PBAJOAULI0D '€
"Wesl 8y} 4O 148UaQ 8y} 104 YI0M 18y} Ul SISqUIBW Wea) Jaylo palsIssy ‘g Joineyag
(866T) auidaT %@ suAkqQ ueA "SaI1]1q1ISuodsal YoM J1ay1 Yrim slagquisw Wweal Jaylo padjpH T PuidjsH euosaadasiug
P829Ns Wes} S1y} d|ay 03 10K BIIXS Laxs O} buljjim we | p
Wea} S1y} 03 PaRIWIWOD AJSA |99} | '€
Wwieal Jayjoue 03 Jou pue wea) siy} 01 Buojaq | eyl peld we | g wea |
(0002) “Te 10 168 Jop ueA weay siy1 01 Buojaq 01 pnoud |93y | T a3 03 JUBWIHWWOD
Slaquiaw wea) Aw JO SSaul|puaLly 8yl UM palysiies we | ‘¢
slaquuaw wea) Aw Aqg pajeal) sem | Aem ayl YlIm paiysijes we | ‘g
(pasianar) wed) Awr o113, UOP [ TeroUad U g wes |
(€86T) “[® 18 UUBWIWED wea) Aw Yim paysies we | ‘jle ul (I T 9yl Yyum uonoejsires

324N0S

sway|

9Jeas




veeibei ol 1

159
APPENDIX B: IRB APPROVAL

IRB Administration Office
WAYN E STATE 87 East Canfield, Second Floor
Detroit, Michigan 48201
N IVERSI Phone: (313) 577-1628
FAX: (313) 993-7122
N

http://irb.wayne.edu

NOTICE OF EXPEDITED CONTINUATION APPROVAL

To: Ayse Karaca
Management
Department of Management and |

From: Dr. Deborah Ellis or designee (;Q %w(bu/\./ QB :

Chairperson, Behavioral Institutional Review Board (B3)
Date: February 05, 2015

RE: IRB#: 0210312B3E
Protocol Title: Conflict About Conflict: Antecedents, Consequences, and Moderators of Conflict Asymmetry in
Teams
Funding Source:
Protocol #: 1203010672
Expiration Date: February 04, 2016

Risk Level / Category: Research not involving greater than minimal risk

Continuation for the above-referenced protocol and items listed below (if applicable) were APPROVED following
Expedited Review by the Chairperson/designee of the Wayne State University Institutional Review Board (B3) for the
period of 02/05/2015 through 02/04/2016. This approval does not replace any departmental or other approvals that may
be required.

+ Actively accruing participants.
« Research Information Sheet (dated 12/22/2014)
« Email Recruitment Script (Invitation) for Online Survey

°

Federal regulations require that all research be reviewed at least annually. You may receive a "Continuation Renewal Reminder” approximately
two months prior to the expiration date; however, it is the Principal Investigator's responsibility to obtain review and continued approval before the
expiration date. Data collected during a period of lapsed approval is unapproved research and can never be reported or published as research
data.

All changes or amendments to the above-referenced protocol require review and approval by the IRB BEFORE implementation.

Adverse Reactions/Unexpected Events (AR/UE) must be submitted on the appropriate form within the timeframe specified in the IRB
Administration Office Policy (http://www.irb.wayne.edu//policies-human-research.php).

NOTE:

1. Upon notification of an impending regulatory site visit, hold notification, and/or external audit the IRB Administration Office must be contacted
immediately.
2. Forms should be downloaded from the IRB website at each use.

*Based on the Expedited Review List, revised November 1998



160

REFERENCES

Amason, A. C. (1996). Distinguishing the effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict on
strategic decision making: Resolving a paradox for top management teams. Academy of
Management Journal, 39(1), 123-148.

Amason, A. C., & Sapienza, H. J. (1997). The effects of top management team size and
interaction norms on cognitive and affective conflict. Journal of Management, 23(4),
495-516.

Aquino, K., Lewis, M. U., & Bradfield, M. (1999). Justice constructs, negative affectivity, and
employee deviance: A proposed model and empirical test. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 20(7), 1073-1091.

Ayoko, O. B., Callan, V. J., & Hartel, C. E. J. (2008). The influence of team emotional
intelligence climate on conflict and team members’ reactions to conflict. Small Group
Research, 39(2), 121-149.

Barczak, G., Lassk, F., & Mulki, J. (2010). Antecedents of team creativity: An examination of
team emotional intelligence, team trust and collaborative culture. Creativity and
Innovation Management, 19(4), 332—345.

Barrick, M. R., Bradley, B. H. Kristof-Brown, A. L., & Colbert, A. E. (2007). The moderating
role of top management team interdependence: Implications for real teams and working
groups. Academy of Management Journal, 50(3), 544-557.

Barsade, S. G., Ward, A. J., Turner, J. D. F., & Sonnenfeld, J. A. (2000). To your heart’s content:
A model of affective diversity in top management teams. Administrative Science

Quarterly, 45(4), 802-836.



161

Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its influence on group
behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(4), 644-675.

Bartel, C. A., & Saavedra, R. (2000). The collective construction of work group moods.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 45(2), 197-231.

Bartholomew, K., & Horowitz, L. M. (1991). Attachment styles among young adults: A test of a
four-category model. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 61(2), 226-244.

Bassiri, D. (1988). Large and small sample properties of maximum likelihood estimates for the
hierarchical linear model (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Michigan State University,
East Lansing.

Bateman, T. S., & Organ, D. W. (1983). Job satisfaction and the good soldier: The relationship
between affect and employee “citizenship”. Academy of Management Journal, 26(4),
587-595.

Bayazit, M., & Mannix, E. A. (2003). Should I stay or should | go? Predicting team members'
intent to remain in the team. Small Group Research, 34(3), 290-321.

Behfar, K. J., Mannix, E. A., Peterson, R. S., & Trochim, W. M. (2011). Conflict in small
groups: The meaning and consequences of process conflict. Small Group Research,
42(2), 127-176.

Bennett, R. J., & Robinson, S. L. (2000). Development of a measure of workplace deviance.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(3), 349-360.

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York, NY: Wiley.

Blau, P. M. (1977). Inequality and heterogeneity. New York: Free Press.

Bliese, P. D. (1998). Group size, ICC values, and group-level correlations: A simulation.

Organizational Research Methods, 1(4), 355-373.



162

Bliese, P. D. (2000). Within-group agreement, non-independence, and reliability: Implications
for data aggregation and analysis. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J. Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel
theory, research, and methods in organizations (pp. 349-381). San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass.

Bliese, P. D. (2002). Using multilevel random coefficient modeling in organizational research. In
F. Drasgow & N. Schmitt (Eds.), Advances in measurement and data analysis (pp. 401—
445). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bono, J. E., Boles, T. L., Judge, T. A., & Lauver, K. J. (2002). The role of personality in task and
relationship conflict. Journal of Personality, 70(3), 311-344.

Borman, W. C., & Motowidlo, S. J. (1993). Expanding the criterion domain to include elements
of contextual performance. In N. Schmitt, & W. C. Borman (Eds.), Personnel selection in
organizations (pp. 71-98). San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bowlby, J. (1982). Attachment and loss. New York: Basic Books.

Bowling, N. A., & Gruys, M. L. (2010). Overlooked issues in the conceptualization and
measurement of counterproductive work behavior. Human Resource Management
Review, 20(1), 54-61.

Bradley, B. H., Postlethwaite, B. E., Klotz, A. C., Hamdani, M. R., & Brown, K. G. (2012).
Reaping the benefits of task conflict in teams: The critical role of team psychological
safety climate. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(1), 151-158.

Bradley, B. H., Klotz, A. C., Postlethwaite, B. E., & Brown, K. G. (2013). Ready to rumble:
How team personality composition and task conflict interact to improve performance.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 98(2), 385-392.



163

Brennan, K. A,, Clark, C. L., & Shaver, P. R. (1998). Self-report measurement of adult
attachment: An integrative overview. In J. A. Simpson & W. F. Rholes (Eds.),
Attachment theory and close relationships (pp. 46-76). New York: Guilford Press.

Brief, A. P., Butcher, A. H., & Roberson, L. (1995). Cookies, disposition, and job attitudes: The
effects of positive mood-inducing events and negative affectivity on job satisfaction in a
field experiment. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 62(1), 55-62.

Buchholtz, A. K., Amason, A. C., & Rutherford, M. A. (2005). The impact of board monitoring
and involvement on top management team affective conflict. Journal of Managerial
Issues, 17(4), 405-422.

Colquitt, J. A., Noe, R. A., & Jackson, C. L. (2002). Justice in teams: Antecedents and
consequences of procedural justice climate. Personnel Psychology, 55(1), 83-109.

Campobell, L., Simpson, J. A., Boldry J., & Kashy, D. A. (2005). Perceptions of conflict and
support in romantic relationships: The role of attachment anxiety. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 88(3), 510-531.

Cannon-Bowers, J. A., Salas, E., & Converse, S. A. (1993). Shared mental models in expert team
decision making. In N. J. Castelllan (Ed). Individual and Group Decision Making:
Current Issues. New Jersey: Taylor & Francis.

Cammann, C., Fichman, M., Jenkins, G. D., & Klesh, J. R. (1983). The Michigan Organizational
Assessment Questionnaire. In S. E. Seashore, E. E. Lawler, P. H. Mirvis, & C. Cammann
(Eds.), Assessing organizational change: A guide to methods, measures, and practices

(pp. 71-138). New York: Wiley.



164

Carte, T., Wang, N., Yetgin, E., & Kim, 1. (2012). Conflict asymmetry in CMC and F2F teams:
A longitudinal, multilevel study. Paper presented at the 72nd Academy of Management
Annual Meeting, Boston, MA.

Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same content domain at different
levels of analysis: A typology of composition models. Journal of Applied Psychology,
83(2), 234-246.

Chang, J. W., Sy, T., & Choi, J. N. (2012). Team emotional intelligence and performance:
Interactive dynamics between leaders and members. Small Group Research, 43(1), 75—
104.

Chen, G., & Bliese, P. D. (2002). The role of different levels of leadership in predicting self-and
collective efficacy: Evidence for discontinuity. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(3),
549-556.

Chen, G., Bliese, P. D., Payne, S. C., Zaccaro, S. J., Simsarian Webber, S., Mathieu, J. E., &
Born, D. H. (2002). Simultaneous examination of the antecedents and consequences of
efficacy beliefs at multiple levels of analysis. Human Performance, 15(4), 381-409.

Chen, G., Sharma, P. N., Edinger, S. K., Shapiro, D. L., & Farh, J. L. (2011). Motivating and
demotivating forces in teams: Cross-level influences of empowering leadership and
relationship conflict. Journal of Applied Psychology, 96(3), 541-57.

Chen, P. Y., & Spector, P. E. (1991). Negative affectivity as the underlying cause of correlations
between stressors and strains. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76(3), 398-407.

Choi, J. N., & Sy, T. (2010). Group-level organizational citizenship behavior: Effects of
demographic faultlines and conflict in small work groups. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, 31(7), 1032-1054.



165

Choi, K., & Cho, B. (2011). Competing hypotheses analyses of the associations between group
task conflict and group relationship conflict. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(8),
1106-1126.

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., & Aiken, L. S. (2003). Applied multiple regression/correlation
analysis for the behavioral sciences (3rd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Collins, N. L. (1996). Working models of attachment: Implications for explanation, emotions,
and behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71(4), 810-832.

Curseu, P. L., & Schruijer, S. G. L. (2010). Does conflict shatter trust or does trust obliterate
conflict? Revisiting the relationships between team diversity, conflict, and trust. Group
Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice, 14(1), 66-79.

Dalal, R. (2005). A meta-analysis of the relationship between organizational citizenship behavior
and counterproductive work behavior. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90(6), 1241-1255.

De Dreu, C. K. W. (2006). When too little or too much hurts: Evidence for a curvilinear
relationship between task conflict and innovation in teams. Journal of Management,
32(1), 83-107.

De Dreu, C. K.W., & Weingart, L. R. (2003). Task versus relationship conflict, team
effectiveness, and team member satisfaction: A meta-analysis. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88(4), 741-749.

De Dreu, C. K. W., & Gelfand, M. J. (2008). Conflict in the workplace: Sources, functions, and
dynamics across multiple levels of analysis. In C. K. W. De Dreu & M. J. Gelfand (Eds.),
The psychology of conflict and conflict management in organizations (pp. 3-54). New

York, NY: Erlbaum.



166

Derue, D. S., Hollenbeck, J., llgen, D., & Feltz, D. (2010). Efficacy dispersion in teams: Moving
beyond agreement and dispersion. Personnel Psychology, 63(1), 1-40.

De Jong, B. A, & Dirks, K. T. (2012). Beyond shared perceptions of trust and monitoring in
teams: Implications of asymmetry and dissensus. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(2),
391-406.

De Wit, F. R. C., Greer, L. L., & Jehn, K. A. (2012). The paradox of intragroup conflict: A meta-
analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(2), 360-390.

Duffy, M. K., Shaw, J. D., & Stark, E. M. (2000). Performance and satisfaction in conflicted
interdependent groups: When and how does self-esteem make a difference? Academy of
Management Journal, 43(4), 772—782.

Donnellan, B. M., Oswald, F. L., Baird, B. M., & Lucas, R. E. (2006). The mini-IPIP scales:
Tiny-yet-effective measures of the big five factors of personality. Psychological
Assessment, 18(2), 192-203.

Eisenhardt, K. M., & Schoonhoven, C. B. (1990). Organizational growth: Linking founding
team, strategy, environment, and growth among U.S. semiconductor ventures, 1978-
1988. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35(3), 504-529.

Farh, J. L., Lee, C., & Farh, C. I. C. (2010). Task conflict and team creativity: A question of how
much and when. Journal of Applied Psychology, 95(6), 1173-1180.

Ferguson, A., Peterson, R. S., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2012). Causes and consequences of
perceptions of intragroup conflict asymmetry. Paper presented at the 72nd Academy of

Management Annual Meeting, Boston, MA.



167

Fisher, D. M., Bell, S. T., Dierdorff, E. C., & Belohlav, J. A. (2012). Facet personality and
surface-level diversity as team mental model antecedents: Implications for implicit
coordination. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(4), 825-842.

Fraley, R. C., & Shaver, P. R. (2000). Adult romantic attachment: Theoretical developments,
emerging controversies, and unanswered questions. Review of General Psychology. 4(2),
132-154.

Ford, L. R., & Seers, A. (2006). Relational leadership and team climates: Pitting differentiation
and agreement. The Leadership Quarterly, 17(3), 258-270.

Gardner, H. K., & Kwan, L. (2012). Expertise dissensus: A multi-level model of teams' differing
perceptions about member expertise. (Working Paper). Boston, MA: Harvard Business
School.

George, J. M., & Bettenhausen, K. (1990). Understanding prosocial behavior, sales performance,
and turnover: A group-level analysis in a service context. Journal of Applied Psychology,
75(6). 698-709.

Gibson, C. B., Randel, A. E., & Earley, P. C. (2000). Understanding group efficacy an empirical
test of multiple assessment methods. Group & Organization Management, 25(1), 67-97.

Goleman, D. (1998). Working with emotional intelligence. New York: Bantam.

Greer, L. L., Jehn, K. A., & Mannix, E. A. (2008). Conflict transformation a longitudinal
investigation of the relationships between different types of intragroup conflict and the
moderating role of conflict resolution. Small Group Research, 39(3), 278-302.

Greer, L. L., Caruso, H. M., & Jehn, K. A. (2011). The bigger they are, the harder they fall:
Linking team power, team conflict, and performance. Organizational Behavior and

Human Decision Processes, 116(1), 116-128.



168

Grutterink, H., Van der Vegt, G. S., Molleman, E., & Jehn, K. A. (2013). Reciprocal expertise
affirmation and shared expertise perceptions in work teams: Their implications for
coordinated action and team performance. Applied Psychology, 62(3), 359-381.

Guetzkow, H., & Gyr, J. (1954). An analysis of conflict in decision-making groups. Human
Relations, 7(3), 367-382.

Goldberg, L. R. (1999). A broad-bandwidth, public-domain, personality inventory measuring the
lower-level facets of several five-factor models. In I. Mervielde, I. J. Deary, F. De Fruyt,
and F. Ostendorf (Eds.), Personality psychology in Europe (Vol. 7, pp. 7-28). Tilburg,
The Netherlands: Tilburg University Press.

Goncalo, J. A., Polman, E., & Maslach, C. (2010). Can confidence come too soon? Collective
efficacy, conflict and group performance over time. Organizational Behavior and Human
Decision Processes, 113(1), 13-24.

Han, G. H., & Harms, P. D. (2010). Team identification, trust and conflict: A mediation model.
International Journal of Conflict Management, 21(1), 20-43.

Harrison, D. A, Price, K. H., & Bell, M. P. (1998). Beyond relational demography: Time and
the effects of surface- and deep-level diversity on work group cohesion. Academy of
Management Journal, 41(1), 96-107.

Harrison, D. A., & Klein, K. J. (2007). What's the difference? Diversity constructs as separation,
variety, or disparity in organizations. Academy of Management Review, 32(4), 1199-
1228.

Harvey, J. H., & Weary, G. (1985). Attribution: Basic Issues and Applications. New York: John
Wiley and Sons.

Heider, F. (1958). The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. New York: John Wiley and Sons.



169

Hinds, P. J., & Mortensen, M. (2005). Understanding conflict in geographically distributed
teams: The moderating effects of shared identity, shared context, and spontaneous
communication. Organization Science, 16(3), 290-307. doi:10.1287/orsc.1050.0122.

Hobman, E. V., Bordia, P., Irmer, B., & Chang, A. (2002). The expression of conflict in
computer-mediated and face-to-face groups. Small Group Research, 33(4), 439-465.

Hollinger, R. C., & Clark, J. P. (1982). Formal and informal social controls of employee
deviance. The Sociological Quarterly, 23(3), 333-343.

Horwitz, S. K., & Horwitz, I. B. (2007). The effects of team diversity on team outcomes: A
meta-analytic review of team demography. Journal of Management, 33(6), 987-1015.

James L. R., Demaree R. G., & Wolf, G. (1984). Estimating within-group interrater reliability
with and without response bias. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(1), 85-98.

Jehn, K. A. (1992). The impact of intragroup conflict on effectiveness: A multimethod
examination of the benefits and detriments of conflict. Unpublished Doctoral
Dissertation. Northwestern University, Evanston, IL.

Jehn, K. A. (1995). A multimethod examination of benefits and detriments of intragroup conflict.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 40(2), 256-282.

Jehn, K.A. (1997). A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in organizational
groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42(3), 530-557.

Jehn, K. A., & Bezrukova, K. (2010). The faultline activation process and the effects of activated
faultlines on coalition formation, conflict, and group outcomes. Organizational Behavior

and Human Decision Processes, 112(1), 24-42.



170

Jehn, K. A., Chadwick, C., & Thatcher, S. (1997). To agree or not to agree: The effects of value
congruence, member diversity, member diversity and conflict on workgroup outcomes.
International Journal of Conflict Management, 8(4), 287-305.

Jehn, K. A., & Chatman, J. A. (2000). The influence of proportional and perceptual conflict
composition on team performance. International Journal of Conflict Management, 11(1),
56-73.

Jehn, K. A., De Wit, F., & Barreto, M. (2008). Conflict asymmetries: Effects on motivation,
attitudes and performance. Paper presented at the 21st Annual International Association
of Conflict Management Conference. Chicago, IL.

Jehn, K. A. & Mannix, E. A. (2001). The dynamic nature of conflict: A longitudinal study of
intragroup conflict and group performance. Academy of Management Journal, 44(2),
238-251.

Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1999). Why differences make a difference: A
field study of diversity, conflict and performance in workgroups. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 44(4), 741-763.

Jehn, K. A., & Bendersky, C. (2003). Intragroup conflict in organizations: A contingency
perspective on the conflict-outcome relationship. Research in Organizational Behavior,
25, 187-241.

Jehn, K. A., Rupert, J., & Nauta, A. (2006). The effects of conflict asymmetry on mediation
outcomes: Satisfaction, work motivation and absenteeism. International Journal of
Conflict Management, 17(2), 96-109.

Jehn, K. A., Rispens, S., & Thatcher, S. M. B. (2012). Managing conflict in group and teams:

Conflict about conflict. In E. A. Mannix and M. A. Neale (Eds.), Looking back, moving



171

forwards: A review of group and team-based research (pp: 133-159). Bingley: Emerald
Group Publishing.

Jehn, K., Rispens, S., Jonsen, K., & Greer, L. (2013). Conflict contagion: A temporal perspective
on the development of conflict within teams. International Journal of Conflict
Management, 24(4), 352-373.

Jehn, K. A., Greer, L., Levine, S., & Szulanski, G. (2008). The effects of conflict types,
dimensions, and emergent states on group outcomes. Group Decision and Negotiation,
17(6), 465-495.

Jehn, K. A., Rispens, S., & Thatcher, S. (2010). The effects of conflict asymmetry on work
group and individual outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 53(3), 596-616.

Jehn, K. A., Peterson, R., & Sanchez-Burks, J. (2011). Seeing the world through different eyes:
The effects of conflict belief asymmetry on workgroup performance. Paper presented at
the 24rd Annual International Association of Conflict Management Conference, Istanbul,
Turkey.

Jehn, K. A., Rupert, J., Nauta, A., & Van Den Bossche, S. (2010). Crooked conflicts: The effects
of conflict asymmetry in mediation. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research,
3(4), 338-357.

Jiang, J. Y., Zhang, X., & Tjosvold, D. (2013). Emotion regulation as a boundary condition of
the relationship between team conflict and performance: A multi-level examination.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 34(5), 714-734.

Kaplan, S., Bradley, J. C., Luchman, J. N., & Haynes, D. (2009). On the role of positive and
negative affectivity in job performance: A meta-analytic investigation. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 94(1), 162-176.



172

Kanter, R. M. (1977). Men and women of the corporation. New York: Basic Books.

Kellermanns, F. W., Floyd, S. W., Pearson, A. W., & Spencer, B. (2008). The contingent effect
of constructive confrontation on the relationship between shared mental models and
decision quality. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29(1), 119-137.

Kirkman, B. L., Tesluk, P. E., & Rosen, B. (2001). Assessing the incremental validity of team
consensus ratings over aggregation of individual-level data in predicting team
effectiveness. Personnel Psychology, 54(3), 645-667.

Klein, K. J., Conn, A. B., Smith, D. B., & Sorra, J. S. (2001). Is everyone in agreement? An
exploration of within group agreement in employee perceptions of the work environment.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 3-16.

Klimoski, R., & Mohammed, S. (1994). Team mental model: Construct or metaphor? Journal of
Management, 20(2), 403-437.

Knight, D., Pearce, C. L., Smith, K. G., Olian, J. D., Sims, H. P., Smith, K. A., & Flood, P.
(1999). Top management team diversity, group process, and strategic consensus.
Strategic Management Journal, 20(5), 445-465.

Kotlyar, 1., & Karakowsky, L. (2006). Leading conflict? Linkages between leader behaviors and
group conflict. Small Group Research, 37(4), 377-403.

Kozlowski, S. W., & Hattrup, K. (1992). A disagreement about within-group agreement:
Disentangling issues of consistency versus consensus. Journal of Applied Psychology,
77(2), 161-167.

Kozlowski, S. W. J., & Klein, K. J. (2000). A multilevel approach to theory and research in

organizations. Contextual, temporal, and emergent processes. In K. J. Klein & S. W. J.



173

Kozlowski (Eds.), Multilevel theory, research, and methods in organizations, (pp. 3-90).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Langfred, C. W. (2007). The downside of self-management: A longitudinal study of the effects
of conflict on trust, autonomy, and task interdependence in self-managing teams.
Academy of Management Journal, 50(4), 885-900.

LeBreton, J. M., & Senter, J. L. (2008). Answers to 20 questions about interrater reliability and
interrater agreement. Organizational Research Methods, 11(4), 815-852.

Levesque, L. L., Wilson, J. M., & Wholey, D. R. (2001). Cognitive divergence and shared
mental models in software development project teams. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 22(2), 135-144.

Li, J., & Hambrick, D. C. (2005). Factional groups: A new vantage on demographic faultlines,
conflict, and disintegration in work teams. Academy of Management Journal, 48(5). 794-
813.

Mach, M., & Lvina, E. (2012). The moderated mediation model of trust and team performance in
sports: When trust consensus matters. Paper presented at the 72nd Academy of
Management Annual Meeting, Boston, MA.

Marks, M. A., Sabella, M. J., Burke, C. S., & Zaccaro, S. J. (2002). The impact of cross-training
on team effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(1), 3-13.

Marks, M. A., Zaccaro, S. J., & Mathieu, J. E. (2000). Performance implications of leader
briefings and team-interaction training for team adaptation to novel environments.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(6), 971.



174

Mathieu, J. E., Heffner, T. S., Goodwin, G. F., Salas, E., & Cannon-Bowers, J. A. (2000). The
influence of shared mental models on team process and performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 85(2), 273-283.

Mathieu, J. E., Heffner, T. S., Goodwin, G. F., Cannon-Bowers, J. A., & Salas, E. (2005).
Scaling the quality of teammates’ mental models: Equifinality and normative
comparisons. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 26(1), 37-56.

Mathieu, J. E., Aguinis, H., Culpepper, S. A., & Chen, G. (2012). Understanding and estimating
the power to detect cross-level interaction effects in multilevel modeling. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 97(5), 951-966.

Mohammed, S., Klimoski, R., & Rentsch, J. R. (2000). The measurement of team mental
models: We have no shared schema. Organizational Research Methods, 3(2), 123-165.

Mohammed, S., & Angell, L. C. (2004). Surface-and deep-level diversity in workgroups:
Examining the moderating effects of team orientation and team process on relationship
conflict. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(8), 1015-1039.

Mohammed, S., Ferzandi, L., & Hamilton, K. (2010). Metaphor no more: A 15-year review of
the team mental model construct. Journal of Management, 36(4), 876-910.

Morgeson, F. P., & Hoffman, D. A. (1999). The structure and function of collective constructs:
Implications for multilevel research and theory development. Academy of Management
Review, 24(2), 249-265.

Mooney, A. C., Holahan, P. J., & Amason, A. C. (2007). Don’t take it personally: Exploring
cognitive conflict as a mediator of affective conflict. Journal of Management Studies,

44(5), 733-758.



175

Moye, N. A., & Langfred, C. W. (2004). Information sharing and group conflict: Going beyond
decision making to understand the effects of information sharing on group performance.
International Journal of Conflict Management, 15(4), 381-410.

Murray, S. L., Holmes, J. G., & Griffin, D. W. (1996). The benefits of positive illusions:
Idealization and the construction of satisfaction in close relationships. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 70(1), 79-98.

Nibler, R., & Harris, K. L. (2003). The effects of culture and cohesiveness on intragroup conflict
and effectiveness. The Journal of Social Psychology, 143(5), 613-631.

Ng, K. Y., & Van Dyne, L. (2005). Antecedents and performance consequences of helping
behavior in work groups: A multilevel analysis. Group and Organization Management,
30(5), 514-540.

Olson, B. J., Parayitam, S., & Bao, Y. (2007). Strategic decision making: The effects of
cognitive diversity, conflict, and trust on decision outcomes. Journal of Management,
33(2), 196-222.

Organ, D. W. (1988). Organizational citizenship behavior: The good soldier syndrome.
Lexington, MA: Lexington.

Organ, D. W. (1997). Organizational citizenship behavior: It's construct clean-up time. Human
Performance, 10(2), 85-97.

Passos, A. M., & Caetano, A. (2005). Exploring the effects of intragroup conflict and past
performance feedback on team effectiveness. Journal of Managerial Psychology, 203(4)
231-244.

Pelled, L. H. (1996). Demographic diversity, conflict, and work group outcomes: An intervening

process theory. Organization Science, 7(6), 615-631.



176

Pelled, L. H. (1996). Relational demography and perceptions of group conflict and performance:
A field investigation. International Journal of Conflict Management, 7(3), 230-246.

Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Xin, K. R. (1999). Exploring the black box: An analysis of
work group diversity, conflict, and performance. Administrative Science Quarterly, 44(1),
1-28.

Penney, L. M., & Spector, P. E. (2005). Job stress, incivility, and counterproductive work
behavior (CWB): The moderating role of negative affectivity. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 26(7), 777-796.

Peterson, R. S., & Behfar, K. J. (2003). The dynamic relationship between performance
feedback, trust, and conflict in groups: A longitudinal study. Organizational Behavior
and Human Decision Processes, 92(1-2), 102-112.

Pfeffer, J. (1983). Organizational demography. In L & L. Cummings & B. M. Shaw (Eds.),
Research in Organizational Behavior (pp. 299-357). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Polzer, J. T., Crisp, C. B., Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Kim, J. W. (2006). Extending the faultline model
to geographically dispersed teams: How colocated subgroups can impair group
functioning. Academy of Management Journal, 49(4), 679-692.

Priem, R. L., & Price, K. H. (1991). Process and outcome expectations for the dialectical inquiry,
devil’s advocacy, and consensus techniques of strategic decision making. Group &
Organization Management, 16(2), 206—225.

Priesemuth, M., Arnaud, A., & Schminke, M. (2013). Bad behavior in groups: The impact of
overall justice climate and functional dependence on counterproductive work behavior in

work units. Group & Organization Management, 38(2), 230-257.



177

Quigley, N. R., Tekleab, A. G., & Tesluk, P. E. (2007). Comparing consensus-and aggregation-
based methods of measuring team-level variables: The role of relationship conflict and
conflict management processes. Organizational Research Methods. 10(4). 589-608.

Rapisanda, B. A. (2002). The impact of emotional intelligence on work team cohesiveness and
performance. The International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 10(4), 363-379.

Rentsch, J. R. (1990). Climate and culture interaction and qualitative differences in
organizational meanings. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(6), 668-681.

Rentsch, J. R., & Klimoski, R. J. (2001). Why do ‘great minds’ think alike?: Antecedents of team
member schema agreement. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 22(2), 107-120.

Rispens, S., & Jehn, K. A. (2011). Conflict in workgroups: Constructive, destructive, and
asymmetric conflict. In D. D. Cremer, R. V. Dick, & J. K. Murnighan (Eds.). Social
Psychology and Organizations (pp. 185-202). Taylor & Francis, NY.

Rispens, S., Jehn, K. A., & Rexwinkel, R. B. (2010). Asymmetry in dual career and commuting
couples. Paper presented at the 23rd Annual International Association of Conflict
Management Conference. Boston, MA.

Rispens, S., Greer, L., Jehn, K. A., & Thatcher, S. M. B. (2011). Not so bad after all: How
relational closeness buffers the association between relationship conflict and helpful and
deviant group behaviors. Negotiation and Conflict Management Research, 4(4), 277-296.

Rispens, S. (2012). The influence of conflict issue importance on the co-occurrence of task and
relationship conflict in teams. Applied Psychology, 61(3), 349-367.

Robinson, S. L., & Bennett, R. J. (1995). A typology of deviant work behaviors: A multi-

dimensional scaling study. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2), 555-572.



178

Rom, E., & Mikulincer, M. (2003). Attachment theory and group processes: The association
between attachment style and group-related representations, goals, memories, and
functioning. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(6), 1220-1235.

Salancik, G. R., & Pfeffer, J. (1978). A social information processing approach to job attitudes
and task design. Administrative Science Quarterly, 23(2), 224-253.

Salovey, P., & Mayer, J. (1990). Emotional intelligence. Imagination, Cognition, and
Personality, 9(3), 185-211.

Schneider, B., & Reichers, A. E. (1983). On the etiology of climates. Personnel Psychology,
36(1), 19-39.

Shavit, H., & Shouval, R. (1977). Repression-sensitization and processing of favorable and
adverse information. Journal of Clinical Psychology, 33 (4), 1041-1044.

Shaw, J. D., Duffy, M. K., & Stark, E. M. (2000). Interdependence and preference for group
work: Main and congruence effects on the satisfaction and performance of group
members. Journal of Management, 26(2), 259-279.

Shaw, J. D., Zhu, J., Duffy, M. K., Scott, K. L., Shih, H. A., & Susanto, E. (2011). A
contingency model of conflict and team effectiveness. Journal of Applied Psychology,
96(2), 391-400.

Shin, Y., & Choi, J. N. (2010). What makes a group of good citizens? The role of perceived
group-level fit and critical psychological states in organizational teams. Journal of
Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 83(2), 531-552.

Simons, T,. & Peterson, R. (2000). Task conflict and relationship conflict in top management
teams: The pivotal role of intragroup trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 85(1), 102-

111.



179

Sinha, R., Janardhanan, N. S., Greer, L. L., Conlon, D. E., & Edwards, J. R. (2016). Skewed task
conflicts in teams: What happens when a few members see more conflict than the rest?.
Journal of Applied Psychology. Advance online publication.

Smith, C. A,, Organ, D. W., & Near, J. P. (1983). Organizational citizenship behavior: Its nature
and antecedents. Journal of Applied Psychology, 68(4), 653.

Smith, K. G., Smith, K. A, Olian, J. D., Sims, H. P., & Jr. O'Bannon, D., & Scully, J. A. (1994).
Top management team demography and process: The role of social integration and
communication. Administrative Science Quarterly, 39(3), 412-438.

Smith, E. R., Murphy, J., & Coats, S. (1999). Attachment to groups: Theory and measurement.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 77(1), 94-110.

Snijders, T. A. B., & Bosker, R. J. (1993). Standard errors and sample sizes for two-level
research. Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, 18(3): 237-259.

Spector, P. E., & Fox, S. (2002). An emotion-centered model of voluntary work behavior: Some
parallels between counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship
behavior. Human Resource Management Review, 12(2), 269-292.

Spector, P. E., Fox, S., Penney, L. M., Bruursema, K., Goh, A., & Kessler, S. (2006). The
dimensionality of counterproductivity: Are all counterproductive behaviors created
equal? Journal of Vocational Behavior, 68(3), 446-460.

Spector, P. E. (2011). The relationship of personality to counterproductive work behavior
(CWB): An integration of perspectives. Human Resource Management Review. 21(4),
342-352.

Spell, C. S., Bezrukova, K., Haar, J., & Spell, C. (2011). Faultlines, fairness, and fighting: A

justice perspective on conflict in diverse groups. Small Group Research, 42(3), 309-340.



180

Stewart, G. L., & Barrick, M. R. (2000). Team structure and performance: Assessing the
mediating role of intrateam process and the moderating role of task type. Academy of
Management Journal, 43(2), 135-148.

Tekleab, A. G., Quigley, N. R., & Tesluk, P. E. (2009). A longitudinal study of team conflict,
conflict management, cohesion, and team effectiveness. Group & Organization
Management, 34(2), 170-205.

Tabachnick, B. G., & Fidell, L. S. (2001). Using multivariate statistics (5th ed.). Boston, MA:
Allyn & Bacon.

Taylor, S. E., & Brown, J. D. (1988). Illusion and wellbeing: A social psychological perspective
on mental health. Psychological Bulletin, 103(2), 193-210.

Taylor, S. E., & Brown, J. D. (1994). Positive illusions and well-being revisited: Separating fact
from fiction. Psychological Bulletin, 116(1), 21-27.

Tsai, W. C., Chi, N. W., Grandey, A. A., & Fung, S. C. (2012). Positive group affective tone and
team creativity: Negative group affective tone and team trust as boundary conditions.
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33(5), 638-656.

Van Der Vegt, G., Emans, B., & Van De Vliert, E. (2000). Team members’ affective responses
to patterns of intragroup interdependence and job complexity. Journal of Management,
26(4), 633-655.

Van Dyne, L., & LePine, J. A. (1998). Helping and voice extra-role behaviors: Evidence of
construct and predictive validity. Academy of Management Journal, 41(1), 108-119.

Vodosek, M. (2007). Intragroup conflict as a mediator between cultural diversity and work group
outcomes. International Journal of Conflict Management, 18(4), 345-375.

Wall, J. A. (1995). Conflict and its management. Journal of Management, 21(3), 515-558.



181

Wall, V. D., & Nolan, L. L. (1987). Small group conflict: a look at equity, satisfaction, and styles
of conflict management. Small Group Research, 18(2), 188-211.

Watson, D., & Clark, L. A. (1984). Negative affectivity: The disposition to experience aversive
emotional states. Psychological Bulletin, 96(3), 465—490.

Watson, D., Clark, L. A., & Tellegen, A. (1988). Development and validation of brief measures
of positive and negative affect: The PANAS scales. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 54(6). 1063-1070.

Weiss, H. M., & Cropanzona, R. (1996). Affective events theory: A theoretical discussion of the
structure, causes, and consequences of affective experiences at work. In B. M. Staw & L.
L. Cummings (Eds.). Research in Organizational Behavior: An annual series of
analytical essays and critical reviews, 18, (pp. 1-74). US: Elsevier Science/JAI Press.

Williams, L. J., & Anderson, S. E. (1991). Job satisfaction and organizational commitment as
predictors of organizational citizenship and in-role behaviors. Journal of Management,
17(3), 601-617.

Wong, C., & Law, K. S. (2002). The effect of leader and follower emotional intelligence on
performance and attitude: An exploratory study. Leadership Quarterly, 13(3), 243-274.

Yang, J., & Mossholder, K. W. (2004). Decoupling task and relationship conflict: The role of

intragroup emotional processing. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 25(5), 589-605.



182

ABSTRACT

CONFLICT ABOUT CONFLICT: ANTECEDENTS, CONSEQUENCES, AND
MODERATORS OF CONFLICT ASYMMETRY IN TEAMS

by
AYSE KARACA
December 2016

Advisor: Dr. Amanuel G. Tekleab
Major: Business Administration
Degree: Doctor of Philosophy

The main objectives of this dissertation were to examine the antecedents and consequences
of conflict asymmetry from a multilevel perspective and to explore the impact of a contextual
factor, team emotional intelligence, on the conflict asymmetry-outcome relationship. In addition,
this study also sought to discover if the asymmetry measure used has an impact on the relationships
tested and if the effects of conflict asymmetry can be generalizable to other team processes.
Hypotheses were tested using 81 self-managed student teams (342 individuals) from a large
university in the U.S. The results showed that race diversity positively predicted relationship
conflict asymmetry at the team level. However, none of the team characteristics had a significant
impact on team task conflict asymmetry. At the individual level, group attachment orientation was
found to be positively related to both task and relationship conflict asymmetry. Yet, the findings
did not reveal support for the hypothesized effect of negative affectivity on individual conflict
asymmetry. In terms of the outcomes of conflict asymmetries, the results demonstrated no
significant effect of team relationship conflict asymmetry on any of the team outcomes. On the
other hand, team task conflict asymmetry had positive effects on both team satisfaction and

commitment, but not on other team outcomes. At the individual level, individual task conflict



183

asymmetry did not significantly influence any of the individual outcomes. The impacts of
relationship conflict asymmetry on individual outcomes were not significant either, with the
exception of performance and deviance. Regarding the moderating effect of team emotional
intelligence, none of the interaction effects were found to be significant at the team or individual
level. Finally, the results showed that the asymmetry measure used in the study (subjective vs.
objective conflict asymmetry) did not change the results dramatically, with some slight
differences. Likewise, the effects of trust asymmetry on team outcomes were slightly different than

those of conflict asymmetry.
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