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Abstract

Recent research indicates that task and relationship conflict are highly intercorrelated, suggesting that the potential benefits of task conflict (e.g., increased motivation and improved information sharing) are hard to achieve without the negative effects of relationship conflict (e.g., reduced focus on task) (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  Simons and Peterson (2000) suggest, however, that trust moderates this association so that task and relationship conflict are unrelated in groups with high intragroup trust, arguing that the groups with high trust can benefit from task conflict without the attendant problems of relationship conflict.  We argue, and find support from a sample of 90 work teams from Taiwan, that this effect is limited in two ways.  The moderating effect of trust is restricted to individuals who value: 1) self-direction over security (individualists); and/or 2) benevolence and trust over power and achievement (those who value trust for its own sake).  
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Harnessing the Positive Power of Task Conflict Without the Negative Effects of Relationship Conflict: The Key Role of Personal Values
For some time now, groups scholars have been interested in the potential for conflict to bring positive payback to groups (see Jehn & Bendersky, 2003 for a review).  Constructive conflict has been hypothesized to create group benefits ranging from increased motivation to problem-solve and think carefully through intellectual problems (Deutsch, 1973; Pelz & Andrews, 1966), to greater divergent thinking and creativity (Nemeth, 1986), and more thorough cognitive understanding of issues leading to better group decision making (Baron, 1991; Putnam, 1994, Fiol, 1994; Jansen, Van de Vliert & Veenstra, 1999; Schweiger, Sandberg, & Ragin, 1986; Tjosvold, 1991). The search for the positive effects of conflict has been made easier by distinguishing different types of conflict – task conflict or debate has been theorized to result in positive effects under certain circumstances, as opposed to relationship conflict that has been theorized to result in exclusively negative outcomes for groups (see Amason & Sapienza, 1997; Cosier & Rose, 1977; Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; Jehn, 1995, 1997; Pelled, 1996; Pinkley, 1990; Wall & Nolan, 1986).  
A recent meta-analysis by De Dreu & Weingart (2003) suggests, however, that task and relationship conflict are highly intercorrelated and are not clearly differentiated in their effects on group performance, implying that the distinction between conflict types may not be as helpful as we originally thought in identifying the positive effects of conflict (i.e., they co-occur).  However, that same meta-analysis also suggests that although both task and relationship conflicts tend to co-occur along with hindered team performance, task conflict is more of a hindrance when it is strongly correlated with relationship conflict, rather than when it is not. Thus, the search for the conditions under which task and relationship conflict can be separated is crucial to our understanding of the effects of task conflict alone (i.e, when it is not intertwined with relationship conflict).

Simons and Peterson (2000) have suggested that this dilemma can be resolved by taking account of the level of intragroup trust.  They suggest that trust moderates this association so that task and relationship conflict are unrelated in groups with high intragroup trust – arguing that groups with high trust can benefit from task conflict (e.g., divergent thinking, information exchange, etc.) without the attendant problems of relationship conflict.  This paper investigates the entanglement of task and relationship conflict and tries to elucidate what kinds of groups are most likely to achieve the benefits of task conflict without the costs of relationship conflict.  In doing this, we are specifically interested in understanding the role of personal values in this process.  Can those who highly value group harmony (i.e., more collectivistic) see past the negative affect often created by task conflicts to appreciate the potential information processing benefits of debate and exchange of viewpoints?  Can those who place a high value on power and achievement place real trust in the group and therefore separate task conflict from relationship conflict?  And do those who place relatively low degree of value on interpersonal trust see past their personal suspicions of others and not misattribute task conflict as a personal threat (i.e., relationship conflict)?  We first look at the costs and benefits of intragroup conflict, and then follow with a discussion of the role of personal values in understanding the interplay of trust and relationship conflict.

The Costs and Benefits of Intragroup Conflict

The costs associated with relationship conflict are generally well-known.  Research over the last half a century has consistently found that interpersonal tension or dislike of fellow group members is poisonous to intragroup relations and cohesion, task focus, and decision quality (e.g., Evan, 1965; Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954; Jehn, 1995; Wall & Nolan, 1986).  Pelled (1996) lays out at least three interrelated reasons for this, explaining why relationship conflict leads to poor group outcomes.  Relationship conflict reduces, 1) cognitive capacity to process task-relevant information, 2) receptivity of individuals to the arguments of others, and 3) time available to dedicate to task-related issues (i.e., distraction from the task).  In short, relationship conflict has been found to be a powerfully negative force in groups. 

Task conflict, on the other hand, has a more mixed history with some negative effects, but also some positive benefits for groups (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003).  Task conflict is generally defined as disagreement on the content of a group task and takes the form of differing beliefs about the nature of the task, the direction a project should take, disagreement about how to implement a decision, and so on.  These kinds of conflicts have often been hypothesized and found to be beneficial to a group and the individual members in the group in three interrelated ways.  First, exposure to task conflict has been shown to have some positive affective outcomes for groups.  Debate, for example, can improve motivation to problem-solve (Deutsch, 1973).  It also increases acceptance of group decisions because it represents the enactment of voice in group decision making (Folger, 1977; Peterson, 1997).  More importantly, allowing group members the opportunity to voice any concerns or express their point of view leads not only to greater affective acceptance of the decision made by the group, but also an increase in desire to stay with the group (Amason, 1996; Greenberg & Folger, 1983; Lind & Tyler, 1988).  
The second potential benefit of task conflict is that it affects individual group members by enhancing task focus and information processing (Jehn, 1995, 1997).  When disagreements are focused on the task itself (versus relationships), this is typically hypothesized to encourage individuals to draw attention to the task and increase information processing, leading to more careful and thoughtful assessments of decision options (Baron, 1984, 1991).  Taken to the group level, a number of studies have shown that task conflict enhances information processing and sharing from group members, leading to improved group decision quality and learning (e.g., Fiol, 1994; Tjosvold, Dann, & Wong, 1992; Van de Vliert, Nauta, Euwema, & Janssen, 1997).

Finally, exposure to differing points of view has been found to increase divergent or creative thinking (Nemeth, 1995). Hearing additional minority points of view has been shown to encourage individuals to think about problems more deeply and flexibly, consider alternatives beyond those presented by either side, and make more unusual connections between discussed ideas (see Nemeth, 1986 for a review).  At the group level, this increase in individual-level divergent thinking has been shown to generate new ideas and stimulate thought and creative solutions to problems (Nemeth et al, 2004; De Dreu & West, 2001; Jehn, 1995; Carnevale & Probst, 1998; Van Dyne & Saavedra, 1996; Nemeth & Staw, 1989).  

In sum, the challenge for conflict scholars is to find ways in which the benefits of discussing differences in viewpoints, ideas, and information (i.e., task conflict) can be experienced without suffering the costs of interpersonal animosity (i.e., relationship conflict), given their strong positive interrcorelation. In answer to this challenge, Simons and Peterson (2000) have suggested that the key to unlocking this problem is to be found in intragroup trust.  When groups achieve a high degree of trust, they are much less likely to have misattribution problems where task conflict is mistakenly interpreted as relationship conflict.  Their hypothesis was confirmed in a sample of 70 top management teams in the hotel industry, supporting their claim that trust is a key moderator allowing some groups to enjoy the positive benefits of task conflict without the costs of relationship conflict.   
The key question that we ask in this research, however, is whether there are any boundary conditions around these findings.  More specifically, we note that most of the studies that show task conflict leading to increased motivation, divergent thinking, and information processing have been conducted in countries that score high on individualistic values (e.g., USA) and are group outcomes that particularly appeal to individualistic values – like independent thought and self-expression. Recent developments in cross-cultural psychology suggest, however, that these benefits may not appeal to the same extent to individuals who hold more collectivistic values – like group harmony and personal security. In fact, for individuals with more collectivistic values, task conflict has a negative connotation attached to it and is usually considered destructive because it reduces group harmony and threatens the cohesion and fabric of the group (e.g., Earley, 1989; Tjosvold, Hui, Ding, & Hu, 2003; Triandis, McCusker, & Hui, 1990). Individuals who hold collectivist values also place a high degree of importance on reciprocation of favors and so are more likely to be hurt by opposition to their personal point of view because it might be misconstrued as non-reciprocation. Confirming this, Bond, Leung, and Giacalone (1985) found that while individualists value open forums that give group members an opportunity to express their disagreements and even insult one another, collectivists do not. Thus, we suggest that although conflict can be beneficial to information processing in groups, the nature of these benefits suggest that collectivists may not appreciate those benefits and/or that the damage to group harmony may be perceived as too high a price to pay for that benefit.

The Influence of Personal Values on Attitudes Toward Task Conflict and Intragroup Trust 

Following a suggestion given by Oyserman, Coon and Kemmelmeier (2002) we explore the specific values that cause these differences instead of theorizing on the broad but rather vague classification of individualism versus collectivism. The problem with measuring and analyzing individualism and collectivism directly is that these terms do not represent a unidimensional difference, but rather a set of differences between the two broad national cultural types. Because of this, it is difficult to isolate and justify the exact theoretical reasons underlying empirically observed differences between individualists and collectivists. We seek to identify the specific mechanisms through which differences in values influence group outcomes so that these findings can serve as building blocks for making cross cultural predictions. In the following sections we identify those values that we believe will be key influencers in the process of task conflict turning into relationship conflict. We also identify the values that can influence the moderating role of trust in this process. Values have been conceptualized as abstract goals, standards, or criteria that guide people’s selection or evaluation of actions, people, and events; they are desirable, trans-situational goals, varying in importance, that serve as guiding principles in people’s lives (e.g., Rokeach, 1973; Schwartz, 1992). They serve as criteria that guide the selection and evaluation of actions, events, and people. Therefore, a person’s individual values influence the way that person perceives and interprets the task conflict in a group, and the extent to which that individual believes task conflict can contribute positively towards helping the group meet its goals. In other words, individuals are likely to interpret the same incident differently depending on their personal value priorities because high priority values are chronic goals that guide people to attend to specific value-relevant aspects of a situation (see Schwartz, 1992 for a more extended discussion of this point).  For example, one person may attend to the opportunities that task conflict offers for self-expression; at the same time, another person may attend to the threats it suggests for the group’s harmony and security. Each of these individuals will define the situation in the light of his or her most highly cherished values. Depending on that interpretation, task conflict may be perceived to be desirable or undesirable, information sharing or harmony destroying. 

The most widely used cross-cultural measure of personal values is the one developed by Schwartz (1992) as a universal structure of human values. From 1988 to 1992, Schwartz used empirical data from forty one cultural groups in thirty eight nations (the survey was administered in the respondents' native languages and back translation was used for validation of the instrument) to construct and validate the schematic representation of 10 basic motivational values, which we reproduce as Figure 1.  Since then this model has been empirically revalidated several times and been found to be a robust conceptualization of human values that is operative in at least 70 national cultures around the world (Hitlin & Piliavin, 2004; Spini, 2003; Schmitt et al., 1993; Schwartz & Bilsky, 1990). Adjacent basic values in Figure 1 are hypothesized as overlapped in their motivational emphases, while opposite basic values conflict with one another. The 10 basic values are self-direction, universalism, benevolence, conformity, tradition, security, power, achievement, hedonism, and stimulation. 

Figure 1 shows the two dimensional arrangement of these values along a circle such that the closer any two values in either direction around the circle, the more similar their underlying motivations and the more distant any two values, the more antagonistic their underlying motivations. Each of these 10 basic values in turn is comprised of a few specific values that have been found to share a common motivational emphasis. Please refer to Table 1 for the complete list of specific values that fall under each of the 10 basic motivational values. 

In our study we investigate the effects of values at the basic level – those that have the potential to influence the interactive effect between task conflict and group trust. We explore the role of self direction and security, as values that have the potential to influence attitudes towards task conflict. And we examine benevolence, achievement, and power, as values that might influence attitudes towards trust, and its moderating influence.

The Influence of Self-direction and Security Values on Attitude Towards Task Conflict.  We begin by looking at the basic value of self-direction (i.e., consistent with individualism) and look at the specific values falling under that basic value in order to elucidate the way people with individualistic and collectivistic values view task conflict.  We propose that the basic value of self-direction will be instrumental in promoting an appreciation of the benefits of task conflict because the defining goal of self-direction is independent thought and action. Consistent with this line of thinking, the specific values falling under this are freedom, choosing own goals, creativity, curiousness, and independence (Schwartz, 1992). 

One of the beneficial effects associated with task conflict is better information processing because of the multiple angles from which the same issue is argued. This information processing facilitates a better cognitive understanding of the problem at hand and, we suggest, individuals who value curiosity also value the search for greater cognitive understanding. Another benefit of task conflict is increased motivation that results from an opportunity to voice one’s own opinions and perspectives on the issues being discussed. We suggest here that this benefit is appreciated most by those who value freedom, choosing own goals, and independence because those individuals want to express their independent thoughts and opinions. A third, and often discussed benefit of task conflict is that dissent, debate, and competing views encourage creativity by stimulating divergent thinking among group members, and we propose that this benefit will hold greater value for those who value creativity.  In short, individuals who are high on self-direction, a) value the opportunity to voice their point of view because of their desire for self-expression, b) welcome debates and discussions that lead to new ways of thinking because they value creativity, and c) tolerate differing points of view better because they are curious and seek a better cognitive understanding of the problem (i.e., individualist values).

In the circular arrangement of values in the universal structure proposed by Schwartz (see Figure 1) the basic value of security is opposite to that of self-direction. Actions in pursuit of opposing values have psychological, practical, and social consequences that conflict with one another and so we expect that actions in pursuit of self-direction are likely to conflict with actions in pursuit of security. We argue here that the value of security will be related to how sensitive people are to the negative consequences of task conflict compared to individuals who value self-direction; that is because security values are related to how much individuals value the possible benefits of task conflict. The specific values that fall under the basic value of security are, social order, cleanliness, reciprocation of favors, national security, and family security. 
People who value social order, and who desire that things be clean, we argue, are more likely to be sensitive to the occurrences of chaotic discussions that are likely to occur during task conflict. Further they may not like discussions where several divergent opinions are put forth simultaneously because this might create the appearance of a cluttered stream of thought, and that the discussion is not proceeding in an orderly manner.  In addition, people who value reciprocation of favors will be more likely to be hurt if someone opposes their idea or proposes a differing point of view because this confrontation is likely to be construed as non-reciprocation of a previous favor that this person believes he has done for his group member. Lastly, people who value national security and family security will, in general, value the security of their in-group more and because of this they are more likely to be wary of anything that appears to threaten the stability or existence of their group. Task conflict can sometimes take on the form of vehement and passionate disagreements over ideas or solutions, and when it does, this threatens the long-term security of the group (i.e., task conflict can come to be [mis]interpreted as relationship conflict).  In short, we propose that individuals who value security over self-direction will be more sensitive to negative consequences of task conflict like disorganized arguments and open confrontation of ideas, and will also be more wary of the fact that strong disagreements and differences of opinions could threaten the security of their group (i.e., collectivist values). 

The Influence of Self Direction and Security Values in Moderating The Pivotal Role of Intragroup Trust on Task Conflict.  Task conflict has been theorized to lead to relationship conflict in groups primarily through a process of misattribution where group members interpret the behavior of other members and infer negative intentions. Trust moderates this effect such that when group members trust each other they are less likely to misinterpret task conflict behavior by inferring hidden agendas or personal attacks as the driving force behind the behavior (Simons & Peterson, 2000; Mishra, 1996).  In other words, intragroup trust or generalized expectations that all group members can be believed at face value lowers the possibility of misattribution and makes group members more likely to believe that the task conflict was initiated with a positive intent rather than a negative intent. We argue, however, that this process can occur only among group members who believe there can be a positive impact of task conflict – people who value self-direction over security. Thus, we propose that self-direction moderates the moderating effect of trust on the task conflict/relationship conflict link as found by Simons and Peterson (2000), such that trust is more likely to moderate the link between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are high in self-direction than in groups that are low in self-direction.

Security values function in an opposite manner to self-direction because while self-direction increases the appreciation of the positive consequences of task conflict, security increases the importance placed on the negative consequences of task conflict. We argue that the more sensitive group members are to the negative aspects of task conflict, the less likely it is that trust will be able to alleviate the occurrences of misattribution. Groups that have members who are high in security tend to see primarily the negative consequences of task conflict and focus on those negative consequences compared to individuals who are low in security. Thus we expect that trust will be less likely to reduce the possibility of misattribution in groups that are high on security values.  In summary, we predict:

Hypothesis 1: Intragroup trust will moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups, such that task conflict will predict relationship conflict under conditions of low trust, for those groups that are high on self-direction, but not in groups that are low on self-direction.
Hypothesis 2: Intragroup trust will moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups, such that task conflict will predict relationship conflict under conditions of low trust, for those groups are low on security, but not in groups that are high on security.  

The Influence of Benevolence, Power and Achievement Values in Moderating The Role of Intragroup Trust on Task Conflict.  In addition to suggesting a boundary condition based on the value of task conflict, we also suggest there may be an additional boundary condition around the value of trust.  We identify here additional personal values that influence the process through which trust interacts with task conflict to reduce the possibility of resulting relationship conflict (i.e., benevolence versus achievement and power). We conceptualize and measure intragroup trust as it has been done in previous studies, that is, perceptions of group-wide expectations of truthfulness, integrity, living up to one’s word, and sense of shared respect for group members’ competence (Simons & Peterson, 2000). 

The basic value of benevolence, focuses on the welfare of people with whom one is in close contact (i.e., an ingroup) and has long been associated with notions of intragroup trust (see Schwartz, 1992; Simons & Peterson, 2000). Benevolence covers the specific values of helpful, loyalty, honesty, responsibility, and forgiveness and is closely related to our definition of intragroup trust – although clearly not the same as trust. Benevolence is a motivational construct and it refers to what people consider important and what guides their evaluation of people and actions (Schwartz, 1992) while group trust is a generalized expectation of how benevolent one’s specific group members are (Simons & Peterson, 2000).  What matters here, however, is that a person who values benevolence is more likely to believe that group trust can help the team achieve its goals. 

We expect the two basic values of power and achievement to work in an opposite manner to benevolence in order to decrease the effectiveness of trust in its moderating role. Power and achievement lie adjacent to one another, but are opposite to benevolence in the value structure put forth by Schwartz (1992). The specific values that come under the basic value of power are: wealth, preserving public image, social power, and authority. The specific values that come under the basic value of achievement are: influential, ambitious, successful, and capable. These values are likely to reduce the emphasis that group members place on trust because the pursuit of individual power and achievement values is likely to conflict with the pursuit of actions aimed at enhancing the welfare of others in the group. Personal social power and authority are often an alternative to trust because trust is one way to ensure cooperative behavior from group members, but authority and power can also be used to forcefully elicit the desired behavior. 

To identify the influence of benevolence, power, and achievement, we examine how each of these values affects the role that trust plays in the potential misinterpretation of task conflict as relationship conflict. Trust is hypothesized to reduce the possibility of misattribution because when trust is high, there is an expectation and belief that one’s group members would have acted in the best interests of the group and not with malicious intent. A person who values benevolence highly will value the qualities of honesty, helpfulness, responsibility, and loyalty, and will feel more positive towards other group members who s/he believes (due to trust) possesses and has displayed these qualities. Trust is, therefore, key for people who highly value benevolence to being able to stop the potential misinterpretation of task conflict as relationship conflict.  For the group or individual who highly values benevolence, a strong sense of intragroup trust engenders positive feeling that counter some of the negative feelings that might have also arisen because of the disruption that task conflict is likely to provoke.  Reciprocally, individuals who highly value achievement and power focus primarily on the attainment of a personal goals, regardless of whether trust is present or not (i.e., since it is not valued as an end in itself).  We expect that people who are high on the values of power and achievement will give attention to, and work with, trust only if they feel it is helping them in meeting their goals. But because benevolence and power and achievement are on opposite poles in terms of values (see Figure 1), they are likely to pull in opposite directions.  In other words, violations of trust are likely to be perceived as acceptable if the violation is in the service of goal attainment and power.  Thus again we predict nested moderation, where the moderating effect of trust is nested within the moderating effects by the values of benevolence versus power and achievement:

Hypothesis 3: Intragroup trust will moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict, such that task conflict will predict relationship conflict under conditions of low trust, for those groups that are high on benevolence, but not in groups that are low on benevolence.
Hypothesis 4: Intragroup trust will moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict, such that task conflict will predict relationship conflict under conditions of low trust, for those groups that are low on power, but not in groups that are high on power.

Hypothesis 5: Intragroup trust will moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict, such that task conflict will predict relationship conflict under conditions of low trust, for those groups that are low on achievement, but not in groups that are high on achievement.
This Study
In this study, we build on the findings of Simons and Peterson (2000) by arguing that the situation is even more complex than they suggested (cf. Jehn & Bendersky, 2003 on a number of possible additional complications).  We argue that this moderating effect of trust is bounded in at least two ways.  First, the moderating effect of trust may be limited to individuals who strongly value self-direction over security (individualists) because those who value security over self-direction (collectivists) can see primarily the destructive threat of conflict and value the potential benefits less, even in the presence of high intragroup trust.  Secondly, this moderation effect is also bounded amongst those who do not value trust highly.  For those individuals who value power and achievement over benevolence and trust, the presence of trust in their relations with others is irrelevant to their personal desire for self-enhancement.  In other words, for those individuals who do value power and security, the entanglement between task and relationship conflict is difficult to avoid, but not particularly worrying. 

Overall, we argue that the moderating effect of trust is functional for individuals who value self-direction because they value the potential benefits of task conflict, and for those individuals who value benevolence because they value trust for its own sake. However, we also argue that intragroup trust does not provide the “buffering” effects against task conflict mutating into relationship conflict suggested by Simons and Peterson (2000) for those individuals who value security, primarily because those individuals tend to focus on the threat to group harmony represented by task conflict; nor does intragroup trust buffer against the negative effects of task conflict because those who value power and achievement over benevolence tend to ignore the benefits of intragroup trust in favor of personal achievement.  In sum, this paper investigates the entanglement of task and relationship conflict and tries to elucidate when, and under what conditions, groups can achieve the benefits of task conflict without the costs of relationship conflict.  
Methods

Sample and Procedures

Our sample consists of 90 work teams across 43 different organizations in Taiwan. We chose to sample from work groups in Taiwan because it is an historically collectivistic culture with more recent individualistic economic values infused so that we expect to get a substantial degree of variation on personal values measured in the sample. The groups were identified by two of the authors of the paper by working through former students currently in the workforce, based on whom they were still in contact with.  Once an individual was identified, detailed background information (e.g., company name, industry, types of teams, number of team members, etc.
) was obtained and survey questionnaire distributed to those individuals and all of their work team.  Once a questionnaire was completed, it was sealed in a previously prepared envelope and collected by the HR department or managers as a whole team (to put into a large envelope) that was then sent back to one of the authors. Every respondent received a small gift, about $5 in value in exchange for completing the survey. The total number of questionnaires sent was 550 and we received 463 completed responses, a response rate of 84%. 

Measures
In the present study we used team member’s perception of task conflict, relationship conflict, and intragroup trust exactly as in the originals used by Simons and Peterson (2000). These scales have since then been used in other studies as well and have repeatedly been found to be reliable (Peterson and Behfar, 2003; Jehn,1995; Medina et al., 2005). In our present study, all of the items for these scales were translated into Mandarin Chinese and then back-translated into English to be sure of accuracy.  The respondents were asked to answer each of these questions on a 9-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 = “not at all”; 3 = “seldom”; 5 = “sometimes”; 7 = “often times”; and 9 = “always”. Coefficient alphas for these scales were all acceptable with .86 for task conflict, .88 for relationship conflict, and .94 for intragroup trust. The questions for each of these scales are provided in Table 2, along with a principle axis factor analysis showing that the items load as predicted into each of these three scales.  The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of these items are presented in Table 3.

To examine the influence of values on the way people perceive and react to conflict in groups, we captured the entire value profile of each individual because values are not absolute scores but are ordered by importance relative to one another. We used a Chinese version of the Schwartz Value Scale (translations as used by Schwartz) to measure the value priorities of the respondents. The respondents rated the importance of each value as a guiding principle in their life on a scale that ranged from 7 = of supreme importance; 3 = important; 0 = not important; and –1 = opposed to my values. To correct for differences in individual scale use we scaled each individual’s score on each of the 56 value items by the individual’s average score across all 56 items. We used these scaled value scores to measure the priority given to each of the 10 main basic values, by computing the average score for the items in the standard indices (Schwartz, 1992) as listed in Table 1.  The alpha coefficients for the 10 basic values we used in our analysis were as follows: self-direction = .66, security = .64, benevolence = .76, power = .65, and achievement  = .72
. The reliabilities for all the basic values were within the range of variation commonly observed for the values (for evidence regarding reliability and validity of the inventory, see Schmitt, Schwartz, Steyer, & Schmitt, 1993; Schwartz, Verkasalo, Antonovsky, & Sagiv, 1997).  The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations of these values scales are also presented in Table 3.

Aggregation

Although personal values are held individually, our unit of our analysis and interest was the work teams in the various organizations because the dependent measures are group-level variables. Thus we aggregated all individual survey responses to the group level for further analysis in order to take a conservative approach to our data by not assuming statistical independence of each individual respondent.  We also thought that there would be more similarity within groups than between groups because of selection bias when groups are formed and new members added, and because of workplace socialization (a la March, 1991).  The aggregation for all variables was done by taking the mean across all group members. To justify aggregation of the studied variables, we computed the eta-squared statistic, which indicates whether any two people within the same work team are more similar than two people who are in different teams. Eta-squared for task conflict, relationship conflict, trust, self-direction, security, benevolence, achievement, and power were .37, .39, .25, .22, .25, .29, .24, and .27.  These numbers all exceed Georgopolous’ (1986: 40) minimum criterion of .20, which indicates that it is appropriate to aggregate the variables to the group level for further analysis.       

Analysis Strategy

Our hypotheses require us to test whether intragroup trust moderates the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are high and low on each of the hypothesized values respectively. We did this by analyzing the effect of each basic value separately. For example, to analyze the effect of self-direction we divided the 90 teams into two sub-groups that we called ‘high self-direction’, and ‘low self-direction’. We used the mean score as the cut point for two reasons: 1) there was sufficient range of scores at the group level to make this division meaningful, and 2) there is no theoretically meaningful breakpoint in the continuous variable of self-direction. The number of teams in the high self-direction subgroup was 43 and the number of teams in the low self-direction subgroup was 47. As the next step we tested each subgroup separately to see if group trust moderated the task conflict- relationship conflict link. 

To test the interaction effect between task conflict and group trust we used ordinary linear regression. In order to correct for the multicollinearity that arises when testing moderated relationships among continuous variables, the independent variables were centered before interaction terms were generated. Centering involves subtracting the sample mean from each independent variable so that the sample distribution does not change, but the adjusted variable has a mean of zero (Aiken & West, 1991). The interaction terms were then computed by multiplying the centered variables (task conflict and group trust) together. The interaction term (task conflict X group trust) was tested in the regression after the main effects of task conflict and group trust had already been entered. This way the additional variance explained in the dependent variable (i.e., relationship conflict) by the interaction term (i.e., task conflict X group trust) can be calculated over and above the variance accounted for by the main effects of task conflict and group trust. 

The same process was repeated for each of the other basic values (security, benevolence, power, and achievement) as tests for hypotheses 2 to 5 respectively. For testing each hypothesis we split the complete sample of 90 teams into two subgroups on the basis of the mean of the basic value being analyzed (subgroup sizes are listed in Tables 4 and 5 along with the regression results).  We also present regressions testing our effects as 3-way interactions (difference in values strength X intragroup trust X task conflict).

Results

Table 3 shows the means, standard deviations and correlations between the variables. Trust and task conflict (the two independent variables in the regression) are negatively correlated, but the centering of these terms makes it possible to use these variables together in the regression.  None of the values are correlated with either task conflict or group trust. Power is correlated with relationship conflict, but since relationship conflict is the dependent variable this does not present a significant multicolinearity problem. The tests of our hypotheses are presented below.

Self-Direction vs. Security Values Hypotheses (Hypotheses 1 and 2)

The results of the moderated regression analyses (Table 4) indicate that trust did moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in the subgroup comprising of teams that were high on self-direction. In the main effects model, task conflict has a significant positive impact on relationship conflict, while trust has a significant negative impact. These two independent variables combined account for 56% of the variance in relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust accounts for an additional 4% of the variance in relationship conflict. The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, indicating that high levels of task conflict coupled with low levels of trust is associated with high levels of relationship conflict. When trust is high there is less chances of task conflict being associated with relationship conflict.  This interaction is graphed in Figure 2.  For the sub-set of groups that were low on self-direction the main effects model again showed that task conflict has a positive effect while trust has a negative effect on relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust did not, however, account for any further variance in relationship conflict. Moreover, the b coefficients for task conflict, trust and the interaction term were non-significant in the moderation model (see Table 4).  Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported because trust moderated the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are high in self-direction but not in groups that are low in self-direction. 

For the sub-set of groups that were high on security, the main effects model showed that task conflict has a positive effect and trust has a negative effect on relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust however did not account for any further variance in relationship conflict. Once again, as it was for groups that were low in self-direction, the b coefficients for task conflict, trust and the interaction term were non-significant in the moderation model (Table 4).  However, as shown in Table 4, trust did moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in the subgroup comprising of teams that were low on security. In the main effects model, task conflict has a significant positive effect on relationship conflict, while trust has a significant negative effect.  These two independent variables combined account for 60% of the variance in relationship conflict. However, the addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust accounts for an additional 7% of the variance in relationship conflict. The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, indicating that high levels of task conflict coupled with low levels of trust is associated with high levels of relationship conflict. When trust is high, there is less chances of task conflict being associated with relationship conflict in groups that are low in security.  This interaction is graphed in Figure 2. Thus, Hypothesis 2 was supported because trust moderated the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are low in security but not in groups that are high in security.

Another way of thinking about testing Hypotheses 1 and 2 together is to represent it as a 3-way interaction between, 1) intragroup trust, 2) task conflict, and 3) the difference in value strength of the ratings of self-direction and security predicting relationship conflict.  We present this regression in Table 5.  When all main effects and two-way interactions are entered into the equation 66% of the variance is explained. However, the addition of the triple interaction accounts for an additional 3% of variance in relationship conflict.  The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, suggesting that groups that value self-direction over security are more likely to experience the benefits of task conflict without the negative effects of task conflict in the presence of intragroup trust.  Thus, Hypotheses 1 and 2 are supported.

Benevolence vs. Power and Achievement Values Hypotheses (Hypotheses 3-5)
The results of the moderated regression analyses are shown in Table 6. These results indicate that trust did moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in the subgroup comprised of teams that were high on benevolence. In the main effects model, task conflict has a significant positive effect on relationship conflict, while trust has a significant negative effect. These two independent variables combined account for 73% of the variance in relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust accounts for an additional 2% of the variance in relationship conflict. The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, indicating that high levels of task conflict coupled with low levels of trust is associated with high levels of relationship conflict. In other words, when trust is high there is less chance of task conflict being associated with relationship conflict.  This interaction is graphed in Figure 3. For the sub-set of groups that were low on benevolence, the addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust did not account for any further variance in relationship conflict. Moreover, the b coefficients for task conflict, trust, and the interaction term were non-significant in the moderation model (Table 6).  Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported because trust moderated the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are high in benevolence but not in groups that are low in benevolence. 

For the sub-set of groups that were high on power, the main effects model showed that task conflict has a positive effect but trust does not have a significant effect on relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust did not account for any further variance in relationship conflict. Once again, like it was for groups that were low in benevolence, the b coefficients for task conflict, trust, and the interaction term were non-significant in the moderation model (Table 6).  However, as shown in Table 6, trust did moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in the subgroup comprising of teams that are low on power. In the main effects model, task conflict has a significant positive effect on relationship conflict, while trust has a significant negative effect, and these two independent variables combined account for 65% of the variance in relationship conflict. However, the addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust accounts for an additional 4% of the variance in relationship conflict. The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, indicating that high levels of task conflict coupled with low levels of trust is associated with high levels of relationship conflict. In other words, when trust is high, there is less chance of task conflict being associated with relationship conflict in groups that are low in power.  This interaction is graphed in Figure 3. Thus, Hypothesis 4 was supported because trust moderated the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are low in power, but not in groups that are high in power.

For the sub-set of groups that are high on achievement, the main effects model showed that task conflict has a positive effect and trust has a negative effect on relationship conflict. The addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust did not, however, account for any further variance in relationship conflict. Once again, like it was for groups that are low in benevolence and groups high in power, the b coefficients for task conflict, trust, and the interaction term were non-significant in the moderation model (Table 6).  However, as shown in Table 6, trust did moderate the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in the subgroup comprising of teams that were low on achievement. In the main effects model, task conflict has a significant positive effect on relationship conflict, while trust has a significant negative effect and these two independent variables combined account for 68% of the variance in relationship conflict. However, the addition of an interaction term between task conflict and trust accounts for an additional 6% of the variance in relationship conflict. The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant, indicating that high levels of task conflict coupled with low levels of trust is associated with high levels of relationship conflict. In other words, when trust is high there is less chance of task conflict being associated with relationship conflict in groups that are low in achievement.  This interaction is graphed in Figure 3. Thus, Hypothesis 5 was supported because trust moderates the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict in groups that are low in achievement, but not in groups that are high in achievement.

Another way of thinking about testing Hypotheses 3 – 5 together is to represent it as a 3-way interaction between, 1) intragroup trust, 2) task conflict, and 3) the difference in value strength of the ratings of benevolence versus power and achievement (averaged).  We present this regression in Table 7.  When all main effects and two-way interactions are entered into the equation 67% of the variance is explained. However, the addition of the triple interaction accounts for an additional 2% of variance in relationship conflict.  The b coefficient for this term is negative and significant at the .08 level (which we consider significant given that, a) it is a predicted effect, b) the statistical power for such a test is relatively small, and c) a one-tailed test is significant), suggesting that groups that value benevolence over power and achievement are more likely to experience the benefits of task conflict without the negative effects of task conflict in the presence of intragroup trust.  Thus, Hypotheses 3 – 5 are supported.

Discussion

Our main goal in this study was to understand the role of personal values in the entanglement between task and relationship conflict in group decision making. Our findings reinforce the previous findings by Simons and Peterson (2000), that intragroup trust can be very useful because it can buffer task conflict from turning into relationship conflict through the process of misattribution. However, the findings of this study also help us draw boundary conditions around which we can expect this moderation by trust to be effective. We find that the strength of moderation by trust is subject to two main conditions, both of which are determined by personal values of the group members. The first boundary condition is related to how much group members value the benefits versus risks associated with task conflict (i.e., characterized by a high level of the value self-direction) and how sensitive they are to the problems associated with task conflict  (i.e., characterized by a low level of the value security). This condition is important because it is necessary to be able to see a positive intention behind the task conflict if the possibility of misattribution is to be avoided. 

The second boundary condition is related to the value of intragroup trust.  Trust is theorized to reduce the possibility of misattribution by reinforcing the belief that whatever action is undertaken is done with the best intention of the group in mind. However, some people are primarily concerned about their personal authority and achievement (characterized by a high levels of the values of power and achievement), as opposed to valuing more highly group harmony, the welfare of their group as a whole, and valuing trust for its own sake (characterized by a high level of the value benevolence).  For these people, the presence of trust is irrelevant to their desire for personal achievement and power.

Implications for Research and for Practice

In this study we attempt to better understand the complex interplay between task and relationship conflict in group decision making. From a theory development standpoint, our findings suggest that values moderate the moderation of the task conflict - relationship conflict link by intragroup trust. By beginning to elucidate the different roles that personal values play in the various stages of task conflict turning into relationship conflict, our findings both reinforce the claim made by Simons and Peterson (2000) about the interpretation process being a key mechanism that links task conflict to relationship conflict. However, our study also makes clear that the process is more complicated then their original paper hypothesized. Our findings suggest that personal values play a key role in this process and emphasize the need to incorporate the role of personal values in understanding how task and relationship conflict intersect. 

The practical implications of this study are also important. Organizations are increasingly becoming more diverse in terms of cultural and national backgrounds of people entering the workplace.  Our findings suggest that it is necessary to be sensitive to the kind of values that one’s employees hold before choosing a workplace intervention strategy. Trust-generation interventions can be highly effective if group members are high in self-direction and/or benevolence, but not to the same degree in groups that are high in power and achievement and/or security. For these latter groups, it is likely to be more useful to use interventions directed at increasing the awareness of the benefits of task conflict (for persons high on security) and interventions that emphasize the benefits of group achievement and team spirit (for persons high on personal power and achievement). 

Strengths and Limitations

One of the major strengths of this study is that we have examined the effects of basic values in their simplest form. For example, we did not combine the values of self-direction and security into a single bipolar construct. Nor did we combine power and achievement values into a single variable, although they were predicted to behave similarly with regard to our hypotheses. Examining the values in this simple form has the advantage that the findings are not specific to the particular value profile(s) of the people studied, but can be generalized cross-culturally. In other words, each basic value by itself has a universal meaning that is shared across cultures rather than a profile of values specific to an individual culture (like collectivistic cultures being high on security and low on self-direction as compared to individualistic cultures).  Thus, these findings can now be used to draw implications for new cultures as well (a la, Schwartz, 1992), if their typical value profile is known, no matter how different the sample is from a Taiwanese sample. For example, for a culture where individuals tend to be high in both self-direction and benevolence, managers can emphasize either the benefits of task conflict and/or the importance of trust in order to decouple task and relationship conflict.  However, for a culture that values self-direction and achievement over security and benevolence, the emphasis in management should be on the benefits of task conflict instead of focusing on trust and interpersonal relationship building. By the same reasoning, in a culture that values benevolence, the emphasis in management should be on building trust. We find empirical support for this last scenario in the findings of Tjosvold and Sun(2003). They found that emphasising mutual trust through nonverbal expressions of interpersonal warmth can make open discussions/task conflict more acceptable in China (a culture that values benevolence) and reduces the possibility of task conflict leading to disrupted relationships.
One important limitation of this study, however, is that the data are from a single cross-sectional survey, while our hypotheses imply a causal logic of task conflict leading to relationship conflict. This methodology suggests the possibility of common method variance since all the variables were collected through the same survey instrument. We fully acknowledge this weakness, but also suggest that it cannot fully explain our results.  Fundamentally, the complex data relationships shown in this study of predicted interaction effects is not easily explained by common method variance because respondents would be highly unlikely to guess a complex hypothesis (i.e., nested moderation effects or a three-way interaction) (Brockner, Siegel, Daly, Tyler, & Martin, 1997). More specifically, we predicted a three-step process through which task conflict leads to relationship conflict, 1) the experience of task conflict is followed by appreciation of the benefits and problems associated with it, 2) appreciation of task conflict then leads to the interpretation/misattribution step where group members try to decipher the intention behind the task conflict, and then 3) the final step is the generation of positive or negative feelings towards one’s group members as a result of the interpretation. Based on what happens in each step, we predicted and found support for the respective moderations by trust, and each of the hypothesized values. This stretches the common method argument in this case because it would have to explain all of the complex findings we report here. 

A second limitation of this study is that we are looking at average levels of each value in the group. Values are fundamentally individual beliefs and motivational constructs rather than group-level variables.  We chose to analyze the data at the group-level, however, for two reasons.  First, this is the most conservative approach to data collected from groups.  Second, we found that people in the same group tended to have a reasonably strong degree of commonality in their personal values (i.e., group cultures). This could be due to some form of selection bias when the groups were formed, or because of workplace socialization (e.g., see March, 1991). If future researchers take our advice and incorporate personal values into this kind of group conflict research, however, this is an issue that will need further clarification.

These limitations should not be overstated, however.  We were able to replicate the findings of Simons and Peterson (2000) amongst the part of the sample that is most likely to be culturally similar to their respondents (i.e., stronger value for self-direction over security).  In addition, we were able to robustly demonstrate two potential boundary conditions based on personal values.  The first demonstrated that groups composed of individuals who value security over self-direction will see less value and more risk in task conflict, and the second demonstrated that those who value power and achievement over benevolence place little stock in trust of the group.    
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 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image4.emf]Table 1   Basic Values and the Items that Create the Basic Value Index   Motivational Basic value  Values that Comprise the Basic Value Index   Self - direction  Creativity, freedom, independent, choosing own  goals, curious   Stimulation  Daring, a varied life, an ex citing life   Hedonism  Pleasure, enjoying life, self - indulgent   Achievement  Successful, capable, ambitious, influential   Power  Social power, authority, wealth, preserving  public image   Security  Family security, national security, social order,  clean, recipr ocation of favors   Conformity  Self - discipline, obedient, polite,  honoring  parents and elders   Tradition  Accepting one’s portion in life, humble, devout,  respect for tradition, moderate,   Benevolence  Helpful, honest, forgiving, loyal, responsible   Universal ism  Broadminded, wisdom, social justice, equality,  a world at peace, a world of beauty, unity with  nature, protecting the environment        



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image5.emf]  Table 2   Principle Axis Factor Analysis with Rotation of Scale Items For Trust, Task Conflict  And Relationship Conflict   Item  Trust  Relationship  Conflict  Task  Conflict        How much do team members disagree about the content  of group decisions  - 0.13  0.24  0.80   How frequently are there disagreements about ideas in    your group  - 0.13  0.26  0.79   To what extent are there differences of professional  opinion in your group  - 0.15  0.29  0.70   How often do team members disagree regarding decisions  of the group    - 0.18  0.41  0.54   How much personal friction is there among members of  your group?  - 0.18  0.72  0.34   How much personality clashes is evident in your group?  - 0.27  0.71  0.27   How much tension is there among members in your group  - 0.18  0.71  0.28   To what extent are  grudges evident among members in  your group    - 0.30  0.69  0.29   Team members absolutely respect each others competence  0.81  - 0.18  - 0.16   Team members show absolute integrity  0.83  - 0.21  - 0.19   Team members expect complete truth from each other  0.86  - 0.14  - 0.1 3   We are all certain that we can fully trust each other  0.89  - 0.20  - 0.11   We count on each other to fully live up to our word  0.77  - 0.27  - 0.12     Note.  Loadings greater than .5 are in boldface.    




[image: image6.emf]  Table 3   Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of Items    Mean  s.d.  1  2  3  4  5  6  7   1. Relationship conflict  3.24  1.00          2. Task conflict  3.84  0.93   .74**         3. Intragroup trust  6.76  0.77  - .56**  - .42**        4. Self - direction  1.11  0.14  - .11   .04  - .02       5. Security  1.15  0.09  - .01  - .13  - .00  - .26*      6. Benevolence  1.14  0.08  - .02  - .00  - .10   .17  - .12     7. Power  0.65  0.24   .21*   .12  - .16  - .19  - .04  - .38**    8. Achievement  1.08  0.11   .18   .15  - .07   .26*  - .14  - .14   .19   * p < .05        ** p <  .01   



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image7.emf]  Table 4   Self Direction and Security: Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Relationship Conflict    High Self Direction (n= 43)  Low Self Direction (n=47)  High Security (n=45)  Low Security (n=44)   Variable  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects   Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model   Task Conflict  .50(.11)**  2.63(1.05)*  .84(.11)**  .62(.75)  .62(.11)**  .12(.73)  .70(.12)**  4.01(1.18)**   Intragroup Trust  - .48(.13)**  .73(.61)  - .25(.13)*  - .38(.45)  - .42(.12)**  - .70(.44)  - .38(.17)*  1.53(.70)*   Task Conflict X  Intragroup trust   - .33(.16)*   .03(.11)   .08(.12)   - .50(.18)**   Model R 2    .56**  .60**  .72**  .72**  .67**  .67**  .60**  .67**         R 2   .04*    0    0   .07**   Model F  25.55  19.78  57.42  37.52  41.74  27.65  31.25  27.01   df  (regression,residual)  2,40  3,39  2,44  3,43  2,42  3,41  2,41  3,40   Note. Data reported are b - coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.   * p<.05    ** p<.01       



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image8.emf]  Table 5   Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Relationship Conflict    (Difference Between Self - Direction versus Security)    Self - Direction  –  Security (n= 90)   Variable  Main Effects  Model  3 - Way  Interaction  Model   Task Conflict  .99(.63)  1.83(.68)**   Intr agroup Trust  - .21(.37)  .29(.40)   Self - Direction  –  Security  - .94(.39)  - 1.2(.39)**   Task Conflict X Intragroup trust  - .04(.10)  - .18(.11)   Task conflict X  (Self - Direction  –  Security)  - .81(.48)  - .56(.47)   Intragroup trust X ( Self - Direction  –  Security)  - .28(.6 2)  - .33(.59)   Task conflict X Intragroup trust X ( Self - Direction  –  Security)   - 1.55(.56)**   Model R 2    .66**  .69**         R 2   .03**   Model F  26.86  25.95   df  (regression,residual)  6,82  7,81   Note. Data reported are b - coefficients with standard errors in pare nthesis.   * p<.05    ** p<.01       



 EMBED Word.Document.8 \s [image: image9.emf]Table 6   Benevolence Power and Achievement: Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Relationship Conflict    High Benevolence (n=52)  Low Benevolence  (n=37)  High Achievement (n=49)  Low Achievement  (n=40)  High Power (n=43)  Low Power (n=47)   Variable  Main  Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model  Main Effects  Model  Moderated  Model   Task Conflict  .67(.09)**  2.53(.92)**  .66(.16)**  .5 9(.91)  .61(.11)**  .53(.89)  .72(.11)**  3.36(.98)**  .80(.12)**  .68(.87)  .52(.10)**  2.56(.90)**   Intragroup Trust  - .63(.12)**  .44(.54)  - .16(.15)  - .20(.53)  - .38(.13)**  - .43(.56)  - .46(.15)**  .90(.52)  - .20(.14)  - .27(.53)  - .58(.13)**  .53(.50)   Task Conflict X Int ragroup  trust   - .29(.14)*   .01(.13)   .01(.14)   - .40(.14)**   .02(.13)   - .31(.14)*   Model R 2  .73**  .75**  .51**  .51**  .57**  .57**  .68**  .74**  .63**  .63**  .65**  .69**     R 2   .02*    0    0   .05**    0   .04*   Model F  65.60  47.97  17.87  11.57  30.67  20.01  40.09  33.73  34.23  22.26  41.83  32.25   df  (regression,residual)  2,49  3,48  2,34  3,33  2,46  3,45  2,37  3,36  2,40  3,39  2,44  3,43   Note. Data reported are b - coefficients with standar d errors in parenthesis.   * p<.05    ** p<.01        




[image: image10.emf]  Table 7   Results of Regression Analysis Predicting Relationship Conflict    (Difference Between Benevolence versus Mean of Power and Achievement)    Benevolence  –  Power and  Achievement (n= 90)   Variable  Main Effects  (with  all 2 - way  interactions)  Model  3 - Way  Interaction  Model   Task Conflict  1.64(.64)*  2.07(.67)**   Intragroup Trust  .13(.37)  .34(.38)   Benevolence  –  power & achievement   - .61(.35)  +  - .85(.37)*   Task Conflict X Intragroup trust  - .15(.10)  - .22(.10)*   Task conflict X  (Benevolence  –  power & achieveme nt)  - .32(.46)  - .39(.45)   Intragroup trust X ( Benevolence  –  power & achievement)  - 1.37(.51)*  - 1.37(.50)**   Task conflict X Intragroup trust X ( Benevolence  –  power & achievement)   - .83(.46)  +   Model R 2    .67**  .69**         R 2   .02 +   Model F  28.19  25.28   df  (r egression, residual)  6,82  7,81   Note. Data reported are b - coefficients with standard errors in parenthesis.   + p<.1    * p<.05     ** p<.01       
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� We collected this information as potential control variables.  However, none of these variables was a significant predictor of any of the group-level variables and were therefore dropped from the analysis.


� Because the value survey asks about personal values, we believe that calculating reliabilities at the individual level is most appropriate.  However, in an effort to be thorough, we did also calculate reliabilities again after aggregation to the group level and they still achieve acceptable levels of reliability (i.e., mean alpha = .65).
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Schwartz Model of Relations Among Motivational Values
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