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ABSTRACT
The study was designed to determine the relationship between task - person
oriented conflict and team decision success factors in The Siam Industrial Credit Public
Co., Ltd. (SICCO) and SICCO Securities Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO Securities). The study
was proposed to answer the research objectives- to show the relationship between task person oriented conflict and team decision success factors in Financial Institution, two
independent variable, i.e., task oriented conflict (role ambiguity, role conflict, task
interdependence and scarcity of resource), person oriented conflict (attitude,
communication style and belief & value) were used. The dependent variable set for the
study was team decision success factors (effectiveness of leaders, clear goal and
consensus).
The study reviewed several areas of literature on task - person oriented conflict
and team decision success factors. The Bivariate Correlation Test (Pearson Correlation)
was brought into use for proving all hypotheses, including all research questions.
The population of this study was composed of low management level and officer
in SICCO and SICCO Securities. The questionnaire survey method was used to collect
data from the respondents. The survey was pretest for validity and reliability, using 20
persons. It was done before distributing the questionnaires.
The findings demonstrated a correlation between task oriented conflict and
effectiveness of leaders, shown that there is significant relationship with all variables in
terms of role ambiguity, role conflict, task interdependence and scarcity of resource.
Scarcity of resource was the task oriented conflict variable that had the highest correlation
with effectiveness of leaders. The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship

between task oriented conflict and clear goal revealed that role conflict has highest
correlation in the task oriented conflict. The test of correlation conducted to examine the
relationship between task oriented conflict and consensus revealed that role ambiguity has
highest correlation in the task oriented conflict.
The findings demonstrated a correlation between person oriented conflict and
effectiveness of leaders, shown that there is significant relationship with all variables in
terms of attitude, communication style and belief & value. Belief & Value was the person
oriented conflict variable that had the highest correlation with effectiveness of leaders.
The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between person oriented
conflict and clear goal revealed that belief & value has highest correlation in the person
oriented conflict. The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between
person oriented conflict and consensus revealed that attitude has highest correlation in the
person oriented conflict.
These findings led to the recommendations that SICCO and SICCO Securities
should put more focus on the communication between team leaders and their
subordinates. SICCO and SICCO Securities needs to have the training to improve their
members' skills and capabilities, to set the clear goal, to evaluate the team's performance.
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CHAPTERl
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background of the study

The word most commonly used by economists to describe Southeast Asia's
remarkable economic growth during the 1980s and early 1990s was " miracle."
Thailand, Malaysia, South Korea, Indonesia, Japan and other countries in the region
enjoyed rates of growth of nearly 8% a year, several times faster than those in the U.S.
and many other Western industrialized nations. The "Asian miracle" was considered
extraordinary in part because the region's rapid economic growth was accompanied by
very little unemployment and virtually no wealth gap between the rich and poor.
Circumstances have dramatically changed in 1997 however. Starting July
1997, Southeast Asia was gripped by an economic crisis of formidable proportions.
This directly affected Thailand's economy especially in the financial sector.
The first country to be infected by a currency crisis, Thailand agreed to a $17
billion bailout package with the IMF in August 1997. The government pledged to cut
spending, reorganize its financial sector and increase corporate transparency
(conducting deals in an open and public manner) to better protect against corruption.
In December 1997, the Thai government took steps to close 56 non-bank financial
firms. Only leading Thai financial firms survived during that time. The Siam Industrial
Credit Public Limited was one of them.

The Siam Industrial Credit Public Co., Ltd. is one of the nation's oldest finance
companies. It was established on March 17, 1966 as the Siam Industrial Credit Co.,
Ltd.

In adherence to the financial authorities, on January 4, 1999, SICCO split its
finance and securities operations into two separate companies, The Siam Industrial

Credit Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO) and SICCO Securities Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO
Securities).

The Siam Industrial Credit Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO)
On March 2, 200 I, the company was the first Thai financial institution to be
awarded the IS09001 : 2000 Certificate for all systems of its organization (including
design and development system) under supervision of the United Kingdom

-

Accreditation Service, and of the American National Standard Institute Registrar
Accreditation Board (Annual Report 2001).

In order to support its business growth in the long run, the company has always
been focusing on strengthening its management system basis. It determines to pursue
the corporate goal of being "The most trusted finance company" with the vision of
being a "Friendly Financial Partner". In addition, the company has striven for its
business mission to " be a professional finance service provider who fulfills and
satisfies customers' needs, making a favorable image among shareholders, and treating
all staff as valuable assets." Such goals, vision and mission, together with strategic
plans and policy - in support of each other is a dynamic force that drives the company
toward projected achievement (Annual Report, 2002).
The Board of Directors recognizes the importance of good corporate
governance represented by quality, ethics, and transparency, which make it possible
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for investors, shareholders and the public to keep track of the company's business
(Annual Report, 2002). On April 10, 2003, The Siam Industrial Credit Public
Company Limited (SICCO) was awarded the golden card of "CG Rating Awards" for
being rated as an "Excellent" Corporate Governance Company. This marks SICCO as
the first finance firm to be rated at this level by Thai Rating and Information Service
Co., Ltd . or (TRIS).

SICCO Securities Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO Securities)
Siam Industrial Credit Public Company Ltd. holds 80% of SICCO Securities
Public Co., Ltd. The company is a member of the Stock Exchange of Thailand and
provides services as a securities broker for all interested investors. It respects the
principles of ethics and professional behavior, accuracy and speed through the use of
modem technology and computer system. It provides updated and current information

-

and advice for an efficient investment.

In 2003 the company plans to increase revenue from 3 sources name ly, the
brokerage commission, fee income, and gains on securities trading. The company
direction to achieve this goal is to generate more income by enlarging its customer
base, improving the quality of services and research report, as well as improving the
working system and database to suit the company's marketing strategy. Furthermore,
the company consistently supports the personnel development program to ra ise the
standard of work conduct and improve its good corporate governance practice (Annual
Report, 2002).

In order to stay competitive in a global economy, businesses are constantly
looking out for strategies that will help them to cope with complexity and competition.

3

Greater dynamism in the economic and social environment has prompted many firms
to review their resource deployment and productivity strategies. In this climate, there
is a growing realization that the most effective linkage between business activities are
forged by people and the way in which they work together in groups is a key concern
for management. A team is a group of people who are interdependent with respect to
information, resources, and skills and who seek to combine their efforts to achieve a
common goal (Thompson, 2000).
Steiner ( 1972) revealed the essential conditions for successful teams. The team
members must bring adequate knowledge and skill to bear on the task, exert sufficient
motivation and effort to accomplish the task at an acceptable level of performance, and
coordinate their activities and communication. For teams to perform effectively,
members must have the requisite ability, knowledge, and skill to perform the task.
This requires that manager appropriately match people with the right skills to the tasks
at hand and to the organizational human resource structure itself. An effective team
needs people not only with technical skills, but also interpersonal skills, decisionmaking skills, and problem-solving skills.
Teams are typically made up of a diverse group of individuals; each member
possessing different capabilities and skills. This element is what makes the use of
teams so advantageous; however, diversity can also create conflict. Therefore, it is
important for teams to understand the dynamics of conflict and to regulate its natural
flow (Rayeski and Bryant, 1994). Conflict pervades the core of team processes, and, if
unaddressed, will serve to stunt the development of a team. However, teams educated
in the dynamic nature of conflict are capable of harnessing the energy created by its
elements, resulting in productive outcomes. With growing emphasis, the advantages of
the constructive management of team conflict are becoming more evident in today's
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business world (McDaniel et al., 1998). Conflict is a driving force of change, when
managed correctly, conflict produces the following results: new ideas for changing
organizational processes, solving of continuous problems, a chance for workers to
expand their capabilities, and the introduction of creativity into thoughts about
organizational problems (Bowditch & Buono, 1997).
In this study, the researcher divided conflict into two categories- Task oriented conflict and Person - oriented conflict. Although some researchers may call
the person- oriented conflict with different name i.e. people - oriented conflict,
relationship - oriented conflict, and emotional - oriented conflict, all have the same
meaning. This research makes no real distinction between teams and groups. The
researcher uses both terms interchangeably, perhaps more by necessity than by choice.
As a focus of research, groups have Jong been studied, and teams are newcomers
(Guzzo, 1995).

1.2 Research Objective

The objective of this research was to examine the relationship between task person oriented conflict and team decision success factors of The Siam Industrial
Credit Public Company Limited (SICCO) and SICCO Securities Public Company
Limited (SICCO Securities).

1.3 Statement of the Problem

This research is primary concerned with the relationship between task - person
oriented conflict and team decision success factors in SICCO and SICCO Securities.

5

This study specifically sought answers to the following questions:
1.3.1

Does task- oriented conflict in term of Role ambiguity, Role conflict, Task
interdependence and Scarcity of Resources have significant relationship on
team decision success factors in terms of:
(a) Effectiveness of leaders
(b) Clear goals
(c) Consensus

1.3.2 Does person - oriented conflict in term of Belief & value, attitude and
communication style have significant relationship with team decision success
factors in terms of:
(a) Effectiveness of leaders
(b) C lear goals
(c) Consensus
1.3.3

Which task - oriented conflict factor has the strongest relationship with
respondent's team decision success factors?

1.3 .4

Which person - oriented conflict factor has the strongest relationship with
respondent's team decision success factors?

1.4 Hypotheses

I .Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of leaders.

6

2.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Effectiveness of leaders.
3.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Effectiveness of leaders.
4.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Effectiveness of leaders.
5.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Clear goals.
6.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Clear goals.
7.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Clear goals.
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8.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Clear goals.
9.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Consensus.
IO.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Consensus.
11.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Consensus.
12.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Consensus.
13.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and
Effectiveness of leaders.
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14.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Effectiveness of leaders.
15.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of leaders.
16.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and
Clear goals.
17.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Clear goals.

-

Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Clear goals.
18.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Clear goals.
19.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and
Consensus.
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20.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Consensus.
21.Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Consensus.

1.5 Significance of the Study

\\JERSJ]'y
0

The suggestions derived from the study will contribute to the development of
organization's strategies and policies by organizing and exchanging ideas and
problems, with the aim to finding solutions that suit all parties. These will enable the
organization to improve the quality of their employees' lives and obtain higher
productivity or outcomes. The company has continuously encouraged and supported
the training and education of the employees to enhance their knowledge and skill
necessary for the advancement and security of their careers. This study will provide a
comprehensive understanding of conflict in terms of factors that are important to
success of team decision. Finally, the findings of this study add to the body of
literature on task and person conflict and their solutions in a Thai context.
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1.6 Scope and Delimitation of the Research

The research study focused on the topic of the relationship between task person oriented conflict and team decision success factors only.
Although the organization structure in SICCO and SICCO Securities are
hierarchical- there are thirteen levels of management, the working nature of this
organization usually focuses on teamwork process, comprising of lower management
levels as a team leaders down to lowest level of employees as team members.
Therefore, the respondents in this research range from those in the low management
level (which are the sixth level to eleven level) to officer level (which are levels twelve
and thirteen) and it is between these levels that the majority of conflicts take place in
the organization.

Limitations of the study
1. The researcher is not a member in the target organization, hence there were some

limitation on retrieving data from the target organization.
2. Some respondents deviated from answering the questionnaire, because they did not
like to give out certain confidential information on their feeling and attitudes.

1. 7Definition of Terms

Conflict is " a type of behavior which occurs when two or more parties are in
opposition or battle as a result of perceived relative deprivation from the activities of,
or interacting with another person or group (Litterer, 1966).
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Task conflict in team decision-making refers to the disagreements about work
to be done (Janis, 1982).
Person conflict in team decision-making refers to the occurrence of identityoriented issues, where personal beliefs and values come into play. Such personalized
disagreement typically includes tension, animosity, and annoyance among team
members not directly related to the task being performed (Jehn, 1995).
Role ambiguity is defined as role sets which

are unclear and therefore

difficult to satisfy (Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn, 1997).
Role conflict is when a member is unable to respond to the expectations of one or
more group members (Harrison, 1972).
Task interdependence occurs when two individuals or two groups are dependent
upon each other in some way for the successful performance of their tasks, conflict is
likely to occur if the two parties have different goals or priorities (Wexley & Yuki, 1984).
Scarcity of resources is competition for scarce resources - such as budget
funds, space, supplies, personnel, and supporting services (e.g., typing, duplicating,
data processing, maintenance) (Wexley & Yuki, 1984).
Values are broad beliefs about what is or is not appropriate behavior
(Schermerhorn & Chappell, 2000).
Attitudes are predispositions to respond in a positive or negative way to
someone or something in one's environment (Luthans, 1985).
Communication Style refer to a whole range of factors, such as whether the
person is assertive, questioning, pedantic, or humorous; whether his/her tone of voice
is loud, soft, grating or melodious; whether he/she accompanies his/her words with
gestures; and so on (Hages, 1997).
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Teams are typically made up of a diverse group of individuals, each member
possessing different capabilities and skills (Rayeski and Bryant, 1994).

Decision making is perhaps best regarded as a bundle of interconnected
activities that include gathering, interpreting, and exchanging information; creating
and identifying alternative courses of action; choosing among alternatives by
integrating the often-differing perspectives and opinions of team members; and
implementing a choice and monitoring its consequences (Guzzo, 1995 ).

Team decision success factors - Determining whether groups are more
effective at making decisions depends on the criteria one uses for defining
effectiveness (Robbins and Decenzo, 2001).

Effectiveness of Leaders - The group leader will probably be a key figure in
the determining the success of a decision-making group, particularly in the early stages
of the group's development. "Leadership" is the ability to influence the behavior of
others in a particular direction (Lee, Newman and Price, 1999)

-

Clear goals - clear understanding of the goal to be achieved and a belief that
goals embody a worthwhile or important result (Robbins and Coulter, 1999)

Consensus is a state of affairs whereby discussion leads to one alternative
being favored by most members and the other members agreeing to support it, When a
consensus is reached, even those who may have opposed the chosen course of action
know that they have been heard and have had an opportunity to influence the decision
outcome (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn, 1997)

13
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CHAPTER2

REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND RELATED STUDIES

The researcher, in this chapter, presents some literature and studies that are
closely related to the topic. Two major strands of literature cited are task- person
oriented conflict, and team decision success factors.
The 1990s have brought a movement of creating a sense of community in the
workplace (Zemke, 1996). Hegelsen (1996) has suggested that one of the ways to
develop this virtue in organizations is to allow the formation of autonomous teams
since they provide a source of fresh ideas, innovative solutions, and increased
productivity (Technicomp, 1995, Wisinski, 1995). However, with the gathering of
more than one individual, conflict is very likely to occur (Technicomp, 1995). In the
past, organizational conflict theorists have implied that conflict is detrimental to
organizational functioning and research has shown that group conflict decreases
individual satisfaction and group productivity (Evan, 1965; Gladstein, 1984;
Schwenk&Cosier, 1993). Alternatively, conflict, under some circumstances, may
actually be beneficial. While there are many types of dynamics occurring within
teams that reduce a team's effectiveness in making decisions, conflict is one that can
either enhances or reduces the decision-making process (Esquivel and Kleiner, 1997).

While some types of conflict can be detrimental to a team's success, other
forms create a more open, more creative, and ultimately more productive
team. The key is knowing how to steer the team toward constructive conflict.
(Amason, et al., 1995, p.20)
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Therefore, conflict within a team can have two outcomes: prevention of
achieving goals or energizing to reach new heights of achievement. Thus, it is
important to determine whether conflict is always detrimental to organizational
functioning, and if it is not, to identify the situations in which conflict is destructive
and those in which it is productive (Jehn, 1994).

Conflict is central to team effectiveness because conflict is a natural part of the
process that makes team decision making so effective in the first place. Effective
teams know how to manage conflict so that it makes a positive contribution. Less
effective teams avoid conflict altogether or allow it to produce negative consequences
that hamper their effectiveness. (Amason, Hochwarter, Thompson and Harrison,
1995, p.21)

The role of conflict in work teams is determined by the manner in which it is
managed. Conflict is a driving force of change that can result in improved decisionmaking processes and progressive team development. Conflict within teams has been
shown to improve decision quality and strategic planning of groups and organizations
(Cosier and Rose, 1977; Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988; Mitroff, Barabba, and
Kilmann, 1977; Schweiger, Sandberg, and Recher, 1989). However, teams must learn
to be confrontational without destroying the team process. Teams are able to handle
conflict and managing conflict constructively. Teams capable of mediating their own
conflicts, improve both productivity and member relationships (McDaniel et al.,
1998).

15

2.1 Definition and nature of conflict

Conflict is inevitable. While it is easy for many individuals to feel that conflict
is a destructive event (Bisno, 1988), that is not necessarily true. Conflict that is not
identified, understood and managed effectively can lead to inefficient use of
organizational resources (Rahim, 1989), stress and injury on the conflicting parties
(Bisno, 1988; Rahim, 1989), rupturing ofrelationships within the organization (Bisno,
1988), and misdirection of the energies of those affected by the conflict situation
(Rahim, 1989).
On the other hand, conflict that is effectively managed can result in increased
creativity, and a rethinking of goals and practices, a better informed and cohesive
work group (Bisno, I 988; Rahim, 1989), and a reformed and renewed organization
(B isno, 1988). In this manner, Bums (1978) describes conflict as being intrinsically
compelling: galvanizing, prodding, and motivating. Recent research has found the
role of conflict to be to establish limits, channel hostility, counteract social
ossification, invigorate class and group interests, encourage innovation, and define
and empower leadership. In 1973 Deutsch maintained that conflict exists whenever
incompatible activities occur ... an action which prevents, obstructs, interferes with,
injures, or in some way makes tasks less likely or less effective (Hocker and Wilmot,
1995).

Dahtendorf (1961) suggests that conflict stem from one of several sources,
including (1) competition for scarce resources (or rewards), (2) divergence of goals,
and (3) drives for autonomy. In a broader context, the desire ·of one group or
individual to dominate another entity is frequently cited as a basic source of conflict.
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In addition to the diversity of views regarding the sources of conflict, there are
a wide variety of opinions as to its definition (Harrison, 1999). Conflict has been
identified as "behavior by organization members which is expended in opposition to
other members" (Thompson, 1960:23). Another conception suggests that conflict is
" a type of behavior which occurs when two or more parties are in opposition or battle
as a result of perceived relative deprivation from the activities of or interacting with
another person or group" (Litterer, 1966). In a generic sense, of course, conflict refers
to all kinds of opposition or antagonistic interactions based on scarcity of power,
resources, or social position as well as differing value structures (Robbins, 1974). A
conflict exists whenever incompatible activities occur (Deutsch, 1973). Such activities
may originate among persons, groups, or organizations. An activity that is
incompatible with another activity prevents, obstructs, injures, or in some way makes
the completion of the latter less likely or less effective (Deutsch, 1973). Managerial
decision making at all levels is fraught with the potential for incompatibilities and
resultant conflict (Schwenk, 1990).

The greater the knowledge of the determinants and indicators of conflict, the
greater the understanding of conflict, and the more likely that the treatment of
conflict will have positive and beneficial effects. This relationship has been
confirmed through empirical research (Harrison, 1999). It is conceptualized in
Figure 2.1 .

1~!1
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Figure 2.1: A Model of Conflict
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Source: E.F. Harrison, (1999) "The managerial decision - making process,"
Houghton Mifflin Company, U.S.A.
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Determinants of Conflict

The determinants, or causal factors, of conflict are many. Any one or more can
cause conflict in managerial decision making at any level (Amason, 1996). One basic
relationship in forma l organizations that contributes greatly to the incidence of
conflict is interdependence between individuals or units. Interdependence is the extent
to which two or more entities depend on one another for assistance, information,
compliance, or other coordinative acts in the performance of their respective tasks in
the organization (Harrison, 1999). Normally the higher the level of interdependence,
the greater the opportunity for conflict in arriving at decisions (Pondy, 1966).
Another determinant of conflict in decision making relates to pe1formance
criteria and rewards. The more the evaluations and rewards of higher management
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emphasize the separate performance of each department rather than their combined
performance, the more the conflict (Walton&Dutton, 1969).

Communication problems are a third determinant of conflict. These problems
may result from semantic difficulties, misunderstandings, and " noise" in the channels
of communication (Harrison, 1999).

Role dissatisfaction is another frequently cited determinant of conflict in
managerial decision making. Frustrating task conditions such as work overload,
underutilization of skills, and scarcity of resources contribute greatly to role
dissatisfaction (Harrison, 1999).
Research has found that certain personality attributes such as high
authoritarianism, high dogmatism, and low self-esteem increase conflict behavior
(Walton and Dutton, 1969). Individual idiosyncrasies and differing personal value
systems fall into this same category. Moreover, to the extent that perception may be
viewed as part of an individual's personality, perceptual differences also contribute to
conflict in decision making (Harrison, 1999)
Still another significant determinant is a divergence in goals or objectives. The
major determinant of perceived interpersonal conflict is differentiation in the
participants goals for the organization. And, of course, by definition, a conflict
relationship is one in which the parties can gain (relatively) only at each other's
expense (Walton and Dutton, 1969).
Knowledge of the determinants of conflict will contribute to the understanding
and will result in more effective treatment of conflict. The understanding of conflict
will also be enhanced by knowledge of the indicators of conflict.
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Indicators of Conflict
The indicators of conflict are those observable and non-observable symptoms
that reflect the presence of conflict in formal organizations (Harrison, 1999). For
example, in his study of high school teachers and administrators, Corwin (1969) used
indices of felt tension, reports of perceived disagreement, and overt disputes as
indicators of conflict.

In a comprehensive study of a telephone utility, Walton and his associates
( 1969) employed five indicators of conflict:
(1) inte1fe rence, or the lack of consideration shown and/or interference created

between departments,
(2) overstatement, or the tendency of a department to exaggerate its needs in
order to influence another department,
(3) withholding of information, or the tendency of one individual or
department not to volunteer information useful to another entity in the organization,
(4) annoy ance, or the tendency for an individual in one department to become
annoyed with the manager of another, and
(5) distrust, or the level of feelings of distrust felt by a member of one
department toward another department (Walton, et al. , 1969, p.522-542).

Attitudinal correlates of conflict, such as low trust, low friendliness, and low

respect between organizational entities, often lead to adverse manifest effects on
performance in the form of tardiness, absenteeism, and resignation from the
organization (Harrison, 1999). Delivery schedules tend to be missed, rejection rates
escalate, grievances mount, appeals proliferate, waste of resources increases, and
overall efficiency and morale decline precipitously. These conditions are all tangible
20

indicators of advanced conflict, more often than not under girded by the more subtle
and pervasive attitudinal factors (Dutton, 1967).
The indicators of conflict can, in a generic sense, be classified in terms of the
extent to which the normal operation of the organization is interrupted. This is the
criterion of disruption. There is, then, a threshold below which conflict may not be of
significance to managerial decision making, although it may be quite significant to the
individuals or other entities making up the total organization (Harrison, 1999). Still,
when the normal operation of the organization is constrained, deterred, impeded, or,
in extreme cases, actually blocked, conflict in a manifest form does exist. Therefore,
the essence of conflict in managerial decision making is the disruption of day-to-day
operations. Potential disruptions can usually be averted and actual disruptions
effectively treated through a better understanding occasioned by adequate knowledge
of the determinants and indicators of conflict (Harrison, 1999).

-
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In summary, then, a better knowledge of its determinants and indicators leads
to an improved understanding of conflict, which in turn contributes to a more
effective treatment of conflict in the managerial decision making of formal
organization (Tjosvold, 1988).

2.2 Types of conflict
White there are many types of dynamics occurring within teams that reduce a
team's effectiveness in making decisions, conflict is one that can either enhance or
reduce the decision - making process (Esquivel & Kleiner, I 997).
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Good group decisions emerge from conflict when disagreement among team
members leads to the identification and consideration of a variety of decision
solutions. But conflict among team members also breeds dissatisfaction, ill feelings
and reduced cooperation. Team leaders often realize that teams may need to
simultaneously embrace conflict to improve decision quality and shun it to improve
the chances for consensus and future implementation. Thus team leaders face a
critical dilemma: how can they satisfy these two basic but often opposing conditions?
(Brockmann, 1996).

While it is important to identify the goals of a work team, it is also important
to identify. the right type of conflict. A positive outcome to a work team conflict
depends on the types of differences that lead to the disagreement. These differences
dictate the type of conflict, C-type (Cognitive conflict) or A-type (Affective conflict),
which ultimately will impact the work team's decision-making ability (Esquivel and
Kleiner, 1997).

Conflict is proposed to have either positive or negative effects depending on
the type of conflict (emotional or task) and on specific outcome considered (Jehn,
1994).

It is the different types of conflict that cause different affective tones in the
team. When conflict is directed tpward the members of the team, they internalize the
conflict, leading to negative effect. When the conflict is oriented on the task itself,
members are able to dissociate themselves from the conflict, leading to a neutral or
even a positive team tone (Cosier & Schwenk, l 990).
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Studies have shown that team members do have a positive tone when engaged
in task-oriented conflict (Smith, Johnson, & Johnson, 1981; Smith, Petersen, Johnson,
& Johnson, 1985) and that individuals who experience people-oriented conflict rate

their affect more negatively than people who experience task-oriented conflict (Baron,
1984).

We need first to recognize that conflict has two faces. The first face, cognitive
conflict, occurs with differences in perspectives and judgments. Since it helps identify
potential problem solutions, cognitive conflict is readily accepted as good or
functional. Affective conflict, on the other hand, is considered bad or dysfunctional
because it tends to be emotional and is aimed at a person, not an issue. Such conflict
typically comes through personal criticism and often destroys team cohesion
(Brockmamn, 1996).

When conflict is functional, it is generally task oriented and focused on
judgmental differences about how best to achieve common objectives (Brehmer,
1976; Cosier and Rose, 1977; Jehn, 1992; Priem and Price, 1991; Riecken, 1952;
Torrance, 1957). This type of conflict is called cognitive conflict (Amason and
Schweiger, 1994). Cognitive conflict is inevitable in top management teams because
"different positions see different environments" (Mitroff, l 982b:375). This perceptual
diversity leads to conflict over how best to accomplish an organization's objectives
(Astley, Axelsson, Butler, Hickson, and Wilson, 1982; Wiersema and Bantel, 1993).
Cognitive conflict contributes to decision quality because the synthesis that emerges
from the contesting of the diverse perspectives is generally superior to the individual
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perspectives themselves (Mason and Mitroff, 1981; Schweiger et al., 1986; Schweiger
and Sandberg, 1989; Schwenk, 1990 ).Yet, these differences and the cognitive
conflicts that they produce can enhance decision quality and shared understanding
(Mitroff, 1982).
Bantel and Jackson (1985), for instance, argue that complex decision are best
solved by teams with "a variety of skills, knowledge, abilities and perspectives"
(1989, p. l 09). Schweiger and colleagues (1989) also found that interaction techniques
that force team members to disagree and debate the merits of different alternatives
produce superior decisions. Thus, cognitive conflict appears to be altogether
functional with respect to the quality of strategic decisions.
Affective conflict, on the other hand, can produce suspicion, distrust, and
hostility among team members (Brehmer, 1976; Guetzkow and Gyr, 1954; Faulk,
1982). By so doing, affective conflict can obstruct the exchange of infonnation
between team members and erode the commitment team members have for one
another and for their decisions. Teams whose members avoid one another share little
information and produce poor decisions. Team member who are not committed to
their decision are unenthusiastic about seeing those decisions implemented (Guth and
MacMillan, 1986). Finally, team members with residual anger and bitterness may be
unwilling to work together in the future (Korsgaard, Schweiger and Sapienza, 1995).
Thus, affective conflict appears to be altogether dysfunctional with respect to team
member attitudes toward the strategic decision making process.
Amasaon and Schweiger (1994) argue that conflict can be both beneficial and
detrimental because conflict appears in different forms. Cognitive conflict is taskoriented and arises from differences in judgment or perspective (Brehmer, 1976; Jehn,
1994; Pinkley, 1990). Task-oriented conflict concerns the substance of the task (i.e.,
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ideas or procedures concerning the task on which the team is working) (Wall and
Nolan, 1986).
Affective conflict is emotional (person oriented) and arises from personalized
incompatibilities or disputes (Brehmer, 1976; Jehn, 1994; Pinkley, 1990). Peopleoriented conflicts arise out of personality conflicts, struggles for leadership, and just
plain rudeness by one member to another (Lake, 1996). People-oriented conflict is
directed toward the people within the team (i.e., questioning the competence of others,
struggling for leadership, carrying unequal workloads, and dealing with personality
differences) (Wall and Nolan, 1986).
Task conflict in team decision-making refers to the disagreements about work
to be done. This includes the allocation of resources, application of procedures and
maybe the development and implementation of policies. Research indicated that this
type of conflict has beneficial effects on the quality of team decision-making.
Initially, task-oriented disagreement rather than consensus appears to facilitate
dialectically styled discussions, which prevent groupthink (Janis, 1982). It also
stimulates the identification, scrutinization, and ultimate integration of different
perspectives needed to produce high-quality, implementable decisions (e.g., Amason,
1996; Amason and Schweiger, 1997; Cosier and Schwenk, 1990; Jehn, 1995). Task
conflict was also found to enhance affective acceptance among management team
members due to the intellectual consideration and utilization of each other's diverse
input (Amason, 1996).
Person conflict in team decision-making refers to the occurrence of identityoriented issues, where personal beliefs and values come into play. Such personalized
disagreement typically includes tension, animosity, and annoyance among team
members not directly related to the task being performed (Jehn, 1995). Research
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suggests that this type of conflict deteriorates team decision-making effectiveness by
limiting the team's ability to reach high-quality decisions, and disturbing mutual
acceptance among team members (e.g., Amason, 1996; Amason and Schweiger,
1997; Baron, 1991; Jehn, 1995).

The arguments for these detrimental consequences are that person-oriented
incompatibility (Baron, 1991, 1997):
(a) limits cognitive processing of new information;
(b) reduces receptiveness to ideas advocated by others who are disliked;
(c) decrease will ingness to tolerate opposition;
(d) gives rise to hostile attributions concerning each other's intentions and
behaviors;
(e) disturbs effective communication and cooperation within the team; and

(f) consumes time and energy preserved for working on the substantive
decision task
Both types of conflict are a natural part of the team process and occur
regularly throughout the team interactions (Wall and Nolan, 1986).

Amason's (1995) study of the

relationship between functional and

dysfunctional conflict looked at 164 managers from 53 management teams in the food
processing and furniture manufacturing industries. He found that cognitive and
affective conflict occurred together but led to quite different decision outcomes.
Cognitive conflict, such as open issue-related disagreement, was beneficial to a team's
decision quality. Teams experiencing cognitive conflict made better decisions and had
a better understanding of their final decision. Their understanding, in tum, led to
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better acceptance and ownership of the decision. Affective conflict led to poor
decisions and low levels of acceptance of the decision.
Therefore, the author warns that conflict within teams is truly a two-edged
sword; it can bring very positive or very negative processes into team discussions.
Further, he suggests that cognitive conflict, if misunderstood or misinterpreted, may
turn into affective conflict. Consequently, he warns team leaders to recognize the
difference between cognitive and affective conflict. Attempts to stimulate cognitive
conflict may backfire and trigger affective conflict that may damage both the team
and its decision quality. Team leaders must be alert for any shift from cognitive to
affective conflict, counter the shift and steer the team back toward functional conflict.

If unable to correct the negative spin, team leaders should consider ending a meeting
rather than risking further damage to the team's spirit (Brockmamn, 1996).

2.3 Difference between Task oriented conflict and Person oriented
conflict
The distinction between task and relation conflict is important because of the
implications each has for individual and group attributions and subsequent behavior.
Most research comparing the two types of conflict has focused on their differing
effects on work groups, not on individuals (Wall and Nolan, 1986).

Recent group process research distinguishes task conflict from relationship
conflict and argues that the two have different performance consequences (e.g.,
Amason and Sapienza, 1997; de Dreu, 1997; Jehn, 1995, 1997; O'Reilly, Williams,
and Barsade, 1998; Pelled, 1996; Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin, 1999; Van de Vliert
and de Dreu, 1994).
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Jehn (1995) summarized this distinction well:
Task conflict or coginitive conflict, is a perception of disagreements among
group members about the content of their decisions and involves differences in
viewpoints, ideas, and opinions.
Relationship conflict, or emotional conflict, is a perception of interpersonal
incompatibility and typically includes tension, annoyance, and animosity among
group members.

As Bono, Boles, Ludge, & Lavver (2002) state:
There are two general characteristics that distinguish task conflict from
relationship conflict :
(a) whether the conflict is about a task vs. interpersonal relationships,
(b) whether the conflict involves viewpoints, ideas, or opinions vs. affect,
feelings, or emotions.

Guctzkow and Gyr ( 1954) first identified the distinction between task and
relationship conflict in groups. The distinction between task and relationship conflict
in groups has survived over 40 years of scrutiny (O'Reilly et al., 1998).
The distinction between task and relationship conflict is critical for both
managerial prescription and theory development (Bono, Boles, Ludge, & Lavver ,
2002).
Task conflict has usually been associated with two interrelated and beneficial
effects (Friedman, Tidd, Currall, and Tsai, 1998; O'Reilly et al., 1998). The first is
group decision quality. Groups that experience task conflict tend to make better
decisions than those that do not because task conflict encourages greater cognitive
understanding of the issue being discussed (Simons and Peterson, 2000). This effect
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has been found at both the individual level (Baron, 199 I; Putnam, 1994) and the
group level (Fiol, 1994; Jansseo, Van de Vliert, and Veenstra, 1999; Schweiger,
Sandberg, and Ragin, 1986; Schweiger, Sandberg, and Rechner, 1989). A second
beneficial effect of task conflict is affective acceptance of group decisions (Simons
and Petersons, 2000). A number of researchers have found that task conflict can lead
to increased satisfaction with the group decision and a desire to stay in the group
(Amason, 1996; Hoffman and Maier, 1961; Korsgaard, Schweiger, and Sapienza,
1995).
Amason (1996) hypothesized that this link comes from the positive
relationship between task conflict and the likelihood that group members will have the
opportunity to voice their own perspective on issue being decided by the group
(Folger, 1977). Voice, in turn, has long been associated with greater affective
acceptance of group decisions (Greenberg and Folger, 1983; Lind and Tyler, 1998).
More recently, Peterson (1997) has linked voice back to improved group decision
quality as well as to greater affective acceptance of the decision. In sum, task conflict
is generally associated with positive outcomes for group decisions.
Task conflict appears to have less hannful, or even positive, consequences.
Task conflict is associated with better quality group decision (Amason, 1996), greater
likelihood of using integrative styles of conflict management (Wall and Nolan, 1986),
better group performance, and increased satisfaction with the group decision and a
desire to remain in the group (Amason, 1996). However, task conflict is not always
beneficial to group relations and perfonnance (Bono, Boles, Judge and Lauver, 2002).
Jehn (1995) found that even though task conflict was associated with improved
performance, it reduced group members' satisfaction. This finding was confirmed in

29

studies by Amason (1996) and appears to be true when task conflict is at extremely
high levels.

In contrast to task conflict, relationship conflict tends to be associated with a
variety of negative consequences: diminished satisfaction in interacting with and
commitment toward others (Jassen, Van de vliert, and Veenstra, 1999; Jehn, 1995),
lower quality decisions, less consensus over issues, less acceptance of decisions
(Amason, 1996), and poorer overall group performance (Jehn, 1997). Relationship
conflict is thought to have its negative effects on group decision making by
encouraging hypothesis-confinning negative attributions for others' behavior (Simons
and Peterson, 2000). Thus, there is substantial evidence that relationship conflict can
be detrimental for the individuals involved in the conflict and for the groups in which
the relationship conflict resides.
Relationship

conflict,

the

perception

of personal

animosities,

and

incompatibility, may be described as the shadow of task conflict (Simons and
Peterson, 2000). Research on relationship conflict has a Jong history in the literature
dating from the earliest studies of conflict (e.g., Deutsch, 1969; Evan, 1965;
Guetzkow and Gyr, 1954) to a number of more recent studies (e.g., Gladstein, 1984;
Jenssen et al., 1999; Jehn, 1995; Wall and Nolan, 1986). Their studies document the
negative effects of relationship conflict on group satisfaction and commitment.

Relationship conflict also negatively affects group decision quality in three
interrelated ways (Simons and Peterson, 2000).
First, relationship conflict limits the information processing ability of the
group because group members spend their time and energy focusing on each other
rather than on the group problems (Evan, 1965; Jehn and Mannix, 1997).
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Second, relationship conflict limits group members cognitive functioning by
increasing their stress and anxiety levels (Jehn and Mannix, 1997; Staw, Sandelands,
and Dutton, 1981).
Third, relationship conflict encourages antagonistic or sinister attributions for
other group members' behavior, which can create a self-fulfilling prophecy of mutual
hostility and conflict escalation (Baron, 1991; Janssen et al., 1999; Torrance, 1957;
Walton, 1969).
In sum, substantial literature has indicated that relationship conflict is
detrimental to decision quality and to affective commitment to the group.

If task conflict tends to yield positive consequences and relationship conflict
yields negative consequences, it seems that practical management scholars should
simply encourage

task conflict and discourage

relationship conflict. This

recommendation has been problematic however, because almost all studies that
measure perceptions of task and relationship conflict in groups have shown significant
positive correlations between the two. Teams that report task conflict also tend to
report relationship conflict (Simons and Peterson, 2000).

*

The researchers have offered at least three possible explanations for why task
conflict and relationship conflict are consistently correlated (Simons & Peterson,
2000). The first argument is that task conflict leads to relationship conflict through a
process of misattribution. Group members constantly interpret the behavior of other
group members-they infer intentions, appraise whether the source of the behavior
they see is internal or external, and assess the completeness and accuracy of the
arguments made by others (Peterson, 1999). When this attribution process points
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toward personal attack (Jehn, 1997; Torrance, 1957) or hidden agendas (Amason,
1996; Amason and Sapienza, 1997; Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 1988), task conflict
triggers relationship conflict through a process of biased information processing and
self-fulfilling prophecy (Fiske and Taylor, 1991). Ambiguous behavior is interpreted
as fitting the expectations one has about the group or individual involved, and this
confirmed expectation can create a self-fulfilling prophecy. When one person distrusts
another, that person will interpret ambiguous conflict behaviors as sinister in intent
and convey distrust through his or her conduct. The person whose behavior is
interpreted as sinister, perceiving that he or she is distrusted tends to reciprocate that
distrust (Creed and Miles, 1996; Zand, 1972)

As Lake (1996) states:
The way to resolving Task-Oriented Conflicts

1f a disagreement about how the group will operate arises, you should:

* Stay calm.

This is especially true if the disagreement is with you. Don't

assert your authority even if team ground rules allow you to be the final arbiter of
such issues.

* Focus on the issues. Rather than get drawn into any argument with personal
overtones, go back to the mission of the team and discuss how each approach being
advocated would enable the group to achieve its goal.

* Open communication channels. If the discussion became heated, it is likely
that no side listened to the other's argument. So, as team leader, you need to review
with members the different viewpoints. Ask members to identify the pros and cons of
each approach. Then examine the divergent approaches as they might impact the
group's mission.
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The way to resolving Personality - Oriented Conflicts

If personality conflicts arise that could sidetrack the team, meet with the
parties in the conflict outside the meeting room to:

* Identify the source of the conflict. As mediator, listen without comment to
both parties in the conflict. The more information you have, the more prepared you
are to resolve the conflict.

* Look beyond the incident. The source of the conflict may be a problem that
occurred some time before, but the conflict has grown to the point where the two
pa1ties now are attacking each other personally. Search for the triggering incident.

* Search

for solutions. After you've heard out both sides, get them each to

share their ideas for how the issue can be resolved. Just listen.

* Shift

the discussion to identify solutions both disputants can support. In

pointing to the merits of the solutions offered by the disputants, reflect not only on the
pros of the ideas from the conflicting parties' perspective but the organization's.

* Reach agreement. Get each disputant to answer the question, "What will I do
if problems arise in the future?"

2.4 Sub - Variables of Task - Oriented Conflict

*

~

In this section, the researcher presents literature related to the sub-variables of
the Task - oriented conflict. These are Role Ambiguity, Role conflict, Task
interdependence and Scarcity of Resources.

Role Ambiguity
Role ambiguity occurs when the role incumbent is uncertain about his or her
role. That is, the expectations of one or more members of the role set are unclear and
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therefore difficult to satisfy (Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn, 1997). Role ambiguity
occurs when members of the role set fail to communicate to the focal person
expectations they have or information needed to perform the role, either because they
do not have the information or because the deliberately withhold it (Schein, 1980). In
short, people experience role ambiguity when they do not know what is expected of
them (Kreitner and Kinicki, 2001). To do their jobs well, people need to know what is
expected of them. Organizational newcomers often complain about unclear job
descriptions and vague promotion criteria. According to role theory, prolonged role
ambiguity can foster job dissatisfaction, erode self-confidence, hamper job
performance (Kreitner and Kinicki, 2001). In new group or team situations, role
ambiguity may create problems as members find that their work efforts are wasted or
unappreciated by others (Robbin, 2000). Even in mature groups and teams, the failure
of members to share expectations and listen to one another may at times create a
similar Jack of understanding. Role ambiguity can be stressful for the individual,
resulting in lowered self-confidence and decreased job satisfaction. It may also cause
difficulties in relationships with members of the role set (Luthans, 1985).

The role assigned to an individual by the group or organization may be a
source of problems. One such problem is role ambiguity. Fundamentally, role
ambiguity is due to lack of clarity regarding duties, responsibilities, and/or authority.
Role ambiguity may be due to the complexity of the job. Frequently, role ambiguity
may be exhibited by less capable or less confident group members. The resolution to
role ambiguity may lie in precise role descriptions Qob descriptions) or a
simplification of the tasks (Ratzburg, 2003).
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In most cases, effective groups seek to minimize role ambiguity. Such groups
are careful to identify roles and role expectations and to use effective communication
skills to convey expected roles. Groups can also improve the accuracy of perceived
roles by encouraging group members to seek feedback (and not punishing them when
they do). In other situations, a degree of role ambiguity may serve a useful purposefor example, if the organization wants to broadly define the jobs of a group of
employees and let them make assignments as needs arise and change. However, if an
organization allows or encourages role ambiguity, it must recognize that group will
spend time and energy in this area, thus reducing the resources available for other
issues (Johns, 1983).

Role Conflict
Research has found that role conflict is significantly related to areas such as
participation in decision making and organization structure variables such as
supervisory span of control, span of subordination, and formalization (Morris, Steers,
and Koch, 1979). Role conflict occurs when a member is unable to respond to the
expectations of one or more group members (Harrison, 1972). Role conflict is
experienced when different members of the role set expect different things of the
focal person (Schein, 1980).
Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn (1997) recommended that role conflict
occurs when the role incumbent is unable to meet the expectations of one or more
members of the role set. The individual understands what needs to be done, but for
some reason cannot comply with them. The resulting tension can reduce job
satisfaction and affect both work performance and relationships with other group
members. Among the most common fonns of role conflict are the following:
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Intrasender role conflict - occurs when the same person sends conflicting
expectations (e.g. a purchasing agent is asked by the boss to buy materials unavailable
through normal channels; the boss also says company procedures should not be
violated).
Intersender role conflict - occurs when different people send conflicting
expectations (e.g. a manager' s boss expects her to be very direct and to exercise close
control over subordinates; the subordinates want more freedom in their work).
Person-role role conflict - occurs when one's values and needs conflict with
role expectations (e.g. pressure is put on a senior executive to agree secretly to fix
prices with competing finns; this violates the personal ethics of the executive).
Interrole conflict - occurs when the expectations of two or more roles held by
the same individual become incompatible (e.g. task force head must choose between
weekend work to meet a deadline and attending family gatherings).

,,_.

-

Filley and House (1979) also report that research indicates that the extent of
the undesirable effects from role conflict depends upon four major variables:
1. Awareness of role conflict
2. Acceptance of conflicting job pressures
3. Ability to tolerate stress
4. General personality makeup

Task Interdependence
The development or production of goods and services depends on the flow of
work from one function to another, each function builds on the contributions of other
functions (Thompson, 1967). If one function does not do his job well, the ability of
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the function next in line to perform is compromised, and the outcome is likely to be
conflict (George & Jones, 2002).

When two individuals or two groups are dependent upon each other in some
way for the successful performance of their tasks, conflict is likely to occur if the two
parties have different goals or priorities (Wexley and Yuki, 1984). Thomas (1 967)
stated that work that is interdependent requires groups or individuals to depend on one
another to accomplish goals When individuals or sub units are mutually dependent
upon each other to accomplish their own goal, the potential for conflict exists . The
greater the difference in goal orientation for the parties, the most likely it is that
conflict will develop (Gordon, 2002). Depending on other people to get work done is
fine when the process works smoothly. However, when there is a problem, it becomes
very easy to blame the other party, and conflict escalates (Thomas, 1967).

In essence, the greater the extent of task interdependence among individuals
or groups (that is, the most they have to work together or collaborate to accomplish a
goal), the greater is the likelihood of conflict if different expectations or goals exist
among entities, in part because the interdependence makes avoiding the conflict more
difficult. This occurs in part because high task interdependency heightens the intensity
of relationships (Van Der Vegt, Emand and Van De Vliert, 2001 ).

The potential for conflict increases as the interdependence of functions or
divisions increases. Thus, as task interdependence increase from pooled to sequential
to reciprocal interdependence, the potential for conflict among functions or divisions
increases (Walton & Dutton, 1969).
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Scarcity of resources
One major source of conflict in organizations is competition for scarce
resources - such as budget funds, space, supplies, personnel, and supporting services
(e.g., typing, duplicating, data processing, maintenance) (Wexley and Yuki, 1984).

When resources are scarce, working relationships are likely to suffer. This is
especially true in organizations that are experiencing downsizing or financial
difficulties. As cutbacks occur, various individuals or groups try to position
themselves to gain or retain maximum shares of the shrinking resource pool. They are
also likely to try to resist resource redistribution, or to employ counter measures to
defend their resources from redistribution to others (Schermerhorn, Hurt, And
Osborn, 2000).

Also, because the acquisition of resources can indicate power, additional
pressure to compete for scarce resources adds to the conflict potential of these
situations (Hatch, 1997). Scarcity has a way ofturning latent or disguised conflict into
overt conflict (John, 1983). The scarcer the supply of resources relative to the amount
needed by the rival parties, and the more important the resources are to them, the
greater the likelihood that conflict will develop and the more intense it will be
(Wexley and Yuki, 1984).In sum, cases of conflict resulting from competition over
scarce resources can be found in most organizations.

Scarcity of resources can bring about conflict as each department within the
organization seeks to secure for itself the scarce resources it requires for its survival;
each department acts out of self-interest. In order to secure these scarce resources, a
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department may block another department's access to the resources -- this too
contributes to the level of conflict. Furthermore, one party's opposition to the
proposals or action of a second party may also result in conflict (Ratzburg, 2003).

2. 5 Sub - Variables of Person - Oriented Conflict
In this section, the researcher presents literature on the sub-variables of
Person - oriented conflict. These are classified as Attitude, Communication style and
Belief & Value.

Belief & Value
Values are global beliefs that guide action and judgments across a variety of
situations (Gordon, 2002). Values are broad beliefs about what is or is not appropriate
behavior (Schermerhorn and Chappell, 2000). Value represents global beliefs that
influence behavior across all situations (Becker and Connor, 1985). Differences in
values are often magnified by the organization's reward system (John, 1983). Values
reflect their beliefs and feeling about what constitutes acceptable behavior (Gouran,
1997).

Parent, friends, teachers, and external reference groups can all influence
individual values. Indeed, people's values develop as a product of the learning and
experience they encounter in the cultural setting in which they live. As learning and
experience differs from one person to another, value differences result (Miton, 1997).

Lifelong behavior patterns are directed by values that are fairly well set by the
time people are in their early teens. However, significant life-altering events-such as
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having a child, business failure, death of a loved one, going to war, or surviving a
serious accident or disease - can reshape one's value system during adulthood
(Kreitner and Kinicki, 2001).

When the members of a work group have different demographic backgrounds,
they may have dissimilar belief structures (Wiersema and Bantel, 1992), i.e.,
priorities, assumptions about future events, and understandings of alternatives
(Hambrick & Mason, 1984), based on previous training and experiences. As
Eisenhardt, Kahwajy, and Bourgeois (1997) recently noted, executives who have
grown up in sales and marketing typically see opportunities and issues from vantage
points that differ from those who have primarily engineering experience. Increased
diversity generally means there is a greater probability that individual exchanges will
be with dissimilar others. Members are more likely to hear views that diverge from
their own, so intra conflict may become more pronounced (Pelled, 1999).

Differences in values are the source of many conflicts in the decision-making
process and can influence not only a group's choices but also even the possibility of
choice. Conflicts that stem from differences in values are not easily overcome.
Usually the feelings and beliefs reflected in people's values are strongly held. When
faced with differences in values, decision-makers have to find some higher-order,
shared value that minimizes the divisive influence of the values in conflict. And that
is not always easy to do (Gouran, 1997).
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Attitude
There are many definitions of attitude. Attitudes describe the favorability of
our judgments of other people, objects, or events. Attitudes reflect our likes and
dislikes, and they determine whether our responses to other people, objects, and
events are going to be positive or negative. Obviously when members of a decisionmaking group dislike one another, their ability to work cooperatively toward end is
severely hampered. Attitudes reflect how favorably people react to an object of
perception (Gouran, 1997).

Attitudes are predisposition to respond in positive or negative way to
someone or something in one's environment (Lutha:ns, 1985). An attitude is defined
as " a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or unfavorable
manner with respect to a given object" (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975). Attitudes affect
behavior at different level than do values and relate only to behavior directed toward
specific objects, persons, or situations (Becker and Connor, 1985). In organizations,
attitudes are important because they affect job behavior (Robbins, 1998).

Attitudes are influenced by values, but they focus on specific people or
subjects, while values have a more general focus. Employees should be allowed to
participate, is a value; your positive or negative feeling about your job because of the
participation it allows is an attitude (Cushway and Lodge, 1993).
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Communication Style
Words do not mean the same things to eve1yo11e who hears or uses them.

((the communication is related to an activity that is critical to the
organization. a semantic misunderstanding can easi~v lead to conflict.

Wilf H. Ratzburg ,2003

Communication is defined as the exchange of information between a sender
and a receiver, and the inference (perception} of meaning between the individuals
involved (Bowditch and Buono,

1997)

Communication Style refer to a whole range of factors, such as whether the
person is assertive, questioning, pedantic, or humorous; whether his/her tone of voice
is loud, soft, grating or melodious; whether he/she accompanies his/her words with

-

gestures; and so on (Hages, 1997).

r-

l=lit
There are three communication styles.

I .An assertive style is expressive and self-enhancing and is based on the
ethical notion that it is not right or good to violate our own or others' basic human
rights, such as the right to self-expression or the right to be treated with dignity and
respect.
2.An aggressive style is expressive and self-enhancing and strives to take

unfair advantage of others.
3.A nonassertive style is characterized by timid ·and self-denying behavior.

Nonassertiveness is ineffective because it gives the other person an unfair advantage.
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Table 2.1

Communication Style

Communication
Style
Assertive

Nonverbal Behavior
Pattern

Description
Pushing hard
without attacking;
permits others to
influence
outcomes;
expressive and selfenhance without
intruding on others

Aggressive

Nonassertive

Good eye contact
Comfortable but firm
posture
Strong, steady, and
audible voice
Facial expressions
matched to message
Appropriately serious
tone
Selective interruptions
to ensure
understanding
Taking advantage Glaring eye contact
of others;
Moving or learning
expressive and self- too close
Threatening gestures
enhancing at
(pointed finger;
other's expense
clenched fist)
Loud voice
Frequent interruptions
Encouraging others Little eye contact
to take advantage Downward glances
of us; inhibited;
Slumped posture
Constantly shifting
self-denying
weight
Wringing hands
Weak or whiny voice

I;::
Source:
October

Verbal Behavior
Pattern
Direct and
unambiguous
language
No attributions or
evaluations of others'
s behavior
Use of "I" statement
and cooperative "we"
statement

Swear words and
abusive language
Attributions and
evaluations of
other's behavior
Sexist or racist terms
Explicit threats or
put-downs
Qualifiers
("maybe"; kind of')
Fillers <"uh," "you
know," "well"J
Negaters ("it's not
really that
important "; "I'm not
sure")

A Waters, "Managerial Assertiveness," Business Horizons, September19a2,

p. 24-29

1Bll

When units speak different languages they are less likely to agree on issue of
mutual concern and more likely to assume that the lack of agreement is due to
intransigence and self-interest by the other to understand it as the result of two parties
looking at things in commensurable ways (Hatch, 1997).
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There are many barriers to accurate communication between persons.
Insufficient communication can contribute to the development of person-conflict by
preventing agreement between two parties whose positions are essentially compatible
(Wexley & Yuki, 1984). Once the situation has been defined and analyzed,
appropriate communications are necessary to provide the base of the conflict
management (Technicomp, 1995). Management is communication. Every managerial
function and activity involves some form of direct or indirect communication.
Effective communication is critical for both managerial and organizational success
(Kreitner and Kinicki, 2001). The effectiveness of communication can be improved
when positive reinforcement is seen for areas of agreement, nonverbal messages are
consistent with verbal communications, clarification of inferences is sought, subtle
messages are ampli fied, intense messages are tempered (Bisno, 1988), cultural
sensitivity exists, emotions are managed (Girard and Koch, 1996), messages are used,
and active listening occurs (Technicomp, 1995). Active listening refers to listening
with undivided attention for content and feelings, attending with nonverbal behaviors
that indicate listening, and responding with paraphrasing and open questions
(Technicomp, 1995).

2.6Making conflict work in teams

The management of conflict is an important dimension of team effectiveness.
Conflict is a natural part of the team environment. But to be effective, teams must be
able to manage that conflict--and how they do so brings out the best or the worst of
employee involvement. Successful teams use conflict to arouse discussion and
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stimulate creative thinking. Less successful teams do a poor job of managing
differences. These teams tend to avoid conflict (Rarzburg, 2003).

While conflict exists in team interaction, the key to an effective work team is
to manage conflict. The manager's role is to choose appropriate conflict management
techniques and keep conflict at a reasonable level (Higgins, 1991). It is critical to
remember the importance of fostering creativity, keeping communication open and
actively engaging members' skills and abilities in the decision-making process. These
are the characteristics of an effective team. Since these are important, the team leader
must steer the team through C-type conflict while avoiding A-type (Esquivel and
Kleiner, 1996). The question for teams is not so much a matter of whether to allow
conflict, but how to channel it when it exists (Amason, Thompson, Hochwarter, and

,,_.

-

Harrison, 1995).

The research on the subject, supported by experience is clear: conflict can
improve team effectiveness. The problem is that, once aroused, conflict is difficult to
control.

Sometimes

it

remains

task

focused,

facilitating creativity,

open

communication, and team integration. In other instances, it loses its focus and
undermines creativity, open communication, and integrated effort.
Teams must accept conflict if they are to reach their full potential. But, by
allowing conflict, teams run risk of provoking destructive, A-Type conflict.

As

Figure 2.2 illustrates, teams become more effective only when they encourage the
good conflict and restrain the bad conflict. The real issue is how to do this so as to get
the most beneficial aspects of conflict to improve team performance (Amason, et
al.,1 995).
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Figure 2.2: The outcomes of encouraging or suppressing conflict
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2.7The Nature of Teams
In this research, the researcher makes no real distinction between teams and
groups, the researcher uses both terms interchangeably. As a focus of research, groups
have long been studied, and teams are newcomers (Guzzo, 1995).
The teams and groups are bounded social units with work to do in larger social
systems. The larger social systems of interest are organizations. A group or a team
within an organization is said to be bounded when it has an identifiable membership
(that is, members and nonmembers alike clearly know who is a member and who is
not) and when it has an identifiable task or set of tasks to perform. Tasks may include
monitoring, producing, serving, generating ideas, or other activities. The group's
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work requires that team members interact by exchanging information, sharing
resources, and coordinating with and reacting to one another in the course of
accomplishing the group task. Furthermore, there is always some degree of
interdependence among the teams in an organization; that is, the product of one
team's efforts will influence the conduct of another team (Guzzo, 1995, p.2-3).

Thus the teams of interest are bounded social entities with work to accomplish
within a larger social system. It is now important to note these teams can be
differentiated in many ways. Some groups may be differentiated by hierarchy (that is
some group members may hold positions in the organization that are superior to other
members' positions). In many instances, hierarchical differences among members
coincide with who is in charge of the team, but not always (Guzzo, 1995, p.3-4).

Katzenbach and Smith (1993) define a team as a small number of people with
complementary skill who are committed to a common purpose, set of performance
goals, and approach for which they hold themselves mutually accountab le.
Morgan et al., (1986) define a team as a distinguishable set of two or more
individuals who interact interdependently and adaptively to achieve specified, shared,
and valued objectives.

2.8 The Nature of Team decision making
Two heads are better than one. And more than two is even better. If the
decision - making process is effective, it pulls together the skills, knowledge,
experience, and opinions of your group and produces a solution that is greater than the
sum of its parts (Kelly, 1994, p.9).
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Decision-making is not the only activity of relevance to team performance, but
it is a key activity contributing to team effectiveness (Guzzo, 1995, p.4).
Guzzo, (1995) defined decision making is perhaps best regarded as a bundle of
interconnected activities that include gathering, interpreting, and exchanging
information; creating and identifying alternative courses of action; choosing among
alternatives by integrating the often-differing perspectives and opinions of team
members; and implementing a choice and monitoring its consequences.
Decision making in teams is quite distinct from individual decision making. In
terms, information is often distributed unequally among members and must be
integrated, and the integration process may be complicated by uncertainty, by the
effects of status differences among members, by the failure of one member to
appreciate the significance of the information he or she holds, and so on (Guzzo,
1995, p.5).
Additional based for differentiation, functional background, skills, length of
membership in the group, ethnicity, gender, culture, and other factors. As we shall
see, an understanding of differentiation by expertise and by personal characteristics is
important to our understanding the effectiveness of teams that make decision as they
carry out their work (Guzzo, 1995, p.4).

2.9 Characteristics of an Effective Team
Effective teams encourage thinking beyond normal options. Creativity comes
from getting the group to think of problems differently and finding solutions that
approach the problem from a totally new perspective. Teams have the potential to
synergize the thoughts and perspectives of their different members. Consequently,
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teams often produce innovative solutions to problems that seem insurmountable to
single individuals (Ratzburg, 2003).
According to Ingram (1996), team working is a disciplined and focused way
of working, which may be described by the following characteristics:
Relationships: Teamwork to face-to-face relationships between people in
specifically formed groups.
Social: People like to aggregate in groups, and teams represent unit of social
interaction and potential sources of satisfaction at work.
Culture: Effective group, including teams, generate their own rules,
procedures and culture. The team "groupthink" describes those shared values
and opinions that can be a source of innovation or may act as a barrier to
organization change.
Purposive: Team members interact with one another for the purpose of
performing to attain common goals. A common source of team failure is that
team member interprets the task in different ways, so that outcomes or
methods are not clearly apparent to the whole team.
It is also a delicate process which needs to be nurtured carefully in a
supportive organizational climate which employees participate, communicate well,
and work to unwritten codes of conduct in an atmosphere of trust and fun.
Borrelli, Cable and Higgs (1995) developed a team survey of companies in all
industry sectors. Both private and public companies were invited to take part in this
survey. Twenty-eight firms agreed to participate, resulting in 270 questionnaire
responses. Initial results found that both single site and smaller teams were more
effective. The diverse teams were also shown to be more effective. No difference was
found between male and all female teams, showing they can be both equally effective.
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There are nine factors related to team effectiveness as follows:
1. Team balance - the team has resolved the tension between individualism
and mutualism to form a collective partnership based on respect for all
members.
2. Leadership - the leader strengthens commitment and morale, encouraging
individual development, and clear roles and responsibilities.
3. Team to team - the team interacts effectively with other teams, functions
or individuals that impact in the achievement of the team goals.
4. Overcoming hurdles - dependence on external bodies and I or dominance
by individuals within the team is not allowed to hinder achievement of
objectives.
5. Autonomy - the freedom and opportunity to influence the direction of the
team and the achievement of goals related to team objectives.
6. Shared understanding of goals - clear understanding of the roles,
responsibilities, objectives and targets of the team.
7. Recognition - individual contributions to the team, as well as contributions
to the company are fairly acknowledged and valued.
8. Reward - pay and progression in the company are related to the
achievement of both the company and the individual.
9. Full circle feedback - regular feedback is received from team leader,
colleagues, peers, and client/customers.
No single one of these factors was shown strongly to affect team effectiveness
on its own. The result are further complicated as each of the factors was shown to be
dependent to an extent on the absence or presence of the other factors, as shown in
Figure 2.3 below:
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Feedback
understanding
of goals

Figure 2.3 Links between the Nine Team Effectiveness Factors
Sources: Borrelli, G. Cable, J and Higgs M. (1995). Team Perfonnance
Management, Vol. 1 No. 3.

Katzenbach and Smith (1993) contributed the following factors for team

,....

success:

Goals: all teams exist to achieve a goal. It is important to remember that the
goal, whether it be improved customer satisfaction, increasing sales, better morale or
higher quality production, becomes the glue to bind a team together. This suggests
that teams cannot succeed without shared purpose; yet more often than not, teams in
most organisations remain unclear as a team about what they want to accomplish and
why.
Upper management support: another key to a team success is to have
unconditional support from upper management. Without it, the team would be
doomed to fai lure because team building takes time, and management must support it,
so as to accomplish its task. However, managers are sometimes threatened by the
team, and may not give credit where credit is due, to the team: In other words, they
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fail to realize that their own involvement in team activities will promote trust and
cooperation between them and their subordinates and will enhance their own
reputation as effective managers.
Challenge: will bind a team into cohesion. When a team is faced with a
challenge, each participant will start to feel needed and important to the group. It is
this challenge that will force the group into defining roles for itself. Another result
will be incentives that inspire a group to strive towards the common goal. Generally,
the incentives will stem from management and will garner their leader's support.
Without incentives, a team will usually fail.
Rules: will pay a critical role in defining how the team will interact and work
together to accomplish the means to an end.
Commitment: is the team leader' responsibility to inspire this commitment
from his/her group members. Each person will be judged by their abilities and desires
to conform to the group's rules. As the members learn to work together and assume
responsibility , a bond will form and greater achievement become possible.
Developing a team: activities are expected to be undertaken, including specific
objective to be achieved or strategies, recommendations or analysis to be performed
and the establishment of a sense of urgency.
Amount of time spent together: this is especially vital in the beginning. Time
must be both scheduled and unscheduled. It is the collaborative efforts in the
intermediate steps that can tremendously improve a team perfonnance.
Participation: the group can only achieve high goals if all members participate
and express their varying opinions.
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According to Kleiner and Conti (1997) the following problems that surface are
the crucial part of ensuring the effectiveness of teamwork:
Work structure: standardization of work activities. A change in organizational
structure is essential in fostering good teams.
Keeping sight of their goal: individualism plays a big part in this problem.
Control issue, political issues and individual agendas can blur a team' vision.
Groupthink and analysis paralysis: the ultimate conformity of a group in
creativity and individual input. Analysis paralysis is the condition of the group in
constant conflicts with many opposing views that do not allow for a group decision.
Lack of visible support and commitment from top management: deficiency
seriously interferes with the morale of the team. The team's perception that is seldom
taken into action can foster bad feelings.
Lack of training: achieving cohesive teamwork requires specific learned and
inherent skills. Leaming the skills and understanding the important characteristics of
cohesion can facilitate a group's positive work experience.
Culture barriers and communication problems: deter group cohesion.
Sensitivity to the culture is essential in understanding their motivation. Healthy, clear
communication keeps all members up to date and involved in the team 's work.
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Table 2.2: Characteristics of an Effective Team
1.

Clear Purpose

2.

Informality

3.

Participation

4. Listening

s. Civilizes Disagreement

6. Consensus

7. Open

Decisions

Communication

a. Clear Roles and
Work assignments

9.

Shared Leadership

fJ)
10. External

11 . Style

12.

Relations

Diversity

Self -Assessment

The vision, mission, goal, or task of the team has been
defined and is now accepted by everyone. There is an action
plan.
The climate tends to be informal, comfortable, and relaxed.
There are no obvious tensions or signs of boredom.
There is much discussion and everyone is encouraged to
participate.
The members use effective listening techniques such as
questioning, paraphrasing, and summarizing to get out ideas.
There is disagreement, but the team is comfortable with this
and shows no signs of avoiding, smoothing over, or
suppressing conflict.
For important decisions, the goal is substantial but not
necessarily unanimous agreement through open discussion of
everyone's ideas, avoidance of formal voting or easy
compromises.
Team members feel free to express their feelings on the tasks
as well as in the group's operation. There are few hidden
agendas. Communication takes place outside of meeting.
There are clear expectations about the roles played by each
team member. When action is taken, clear assignments are
made, accepted, and carried out. Work is fairly distributed
among team members.
While the team has a formal leader, leadership functions
shift from time to time depending upon the circumstances, the
needs of the group, and the skills of the members. The formal
leader models the appropriate behavior and helps establish
positive norms.
The team spends time developing key outside relationships,
mobilizing resources, and building credibility with important
players in other parts of the organization.
The team has a broad spectrum of team-player types
including members who emphasize attention to task, goal
setting, focus on process, and questions about how the team is
functioning.
Periodically, the team stops to examine how well it is
functioning and what may be interfering with its effectiveness

Source: G. M. Parker, Team player and teamwork: the new competitive business,
1990,Jossey-Bass, U.S.A.
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2.10 Team decision success factor
Determining whether groups are more effective at making decisions depends
on the criteria you use for defining effectiveness (Robbins and Decenzo, 2001). Group
decisions tend to be more accurate. The evidence indicates that, on the average,
groups make better decision than individuals (Watson and Black, 1989).

Effectiveness of Leaders
The group leader will probably be the key figure in determining the success of
a decision-making group, particularly in the early stages of the group' s development.
"Leadership" is the ability to influence the behavior of others in a particular direction
Lee, Newman and Price (1999).

Effective leaders can motivate a team to follow them through the most
difficult situations. How? They help clarify goals. They demonstrate that change is
possible by overcoming inertia. And they increase the self-confidence of team
members, helping members to realize their potential more fully. It is important to note
that the best leaders aren't necessarily directive or controlling. Increasingly, effective
team leaders are taking the role of coach and facilitator. They help guide and support
the team, but they don't control it. This condition obviously applies to self-managed
teams but also increasingly applies to task forces and cross-functional teams in which
the members themselves are empowered. For some traditional managers, changing
their role from boss to facilitator-from giving orders to working for the team- is a
difficult tradition. Although most managers relish the newfound shared authority or
come to understand its advantages through leadership training, some hard-nosed
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dictatorial managers are just ill-suited to the team concept and must be transferred or
replaced.

Clear Goals
Robbins and Coulter (1999) argued that high-performance teams have both a
clear understanding of the goal to be achieved and a belief that goal embodies a
worthwhile or important result. Moreover, the importance of these goals encourages
individuals to redirect personal concern to these team goals. In effective teams,
members are committed to the team's goals, know what they' re expected to
accomplish, and understand how they will work together to achieve those goals.

Kleiner and Conti (1997) recommended the set of tools that help to improve
workflow within a function. They described teamwork that involves all team members
having the same clear goals helps considerably. Team spirit, or the sense of loyalty
and dedication, brings together a group of individuals and develops a team committed
to its goal. The personal involvement of each member enhances the commitment. A
simple activity that can help develop team spirit is to ask each team to write its own
mission statement.

Another concept important for successful teamwork is developing clear and
elevated goals. Understanding a goal gives an individual the ability to believe in it.
The clarity of the goal allows members to communicate them and visualize the
potential results. Clear and elevating goals also keep teams focused, thus avoiding the
divisive potential of political issues and individual agendas. Essential to effective
teamworking are the members themselves. Carefully selecting component team
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members is one factor that accounts for the success of a team. In order to bring
together good team members, an organization must create a job analysis that describes
the behaviors, technical knowledge, skill and motivational trails that would constitute
a successful performance (Kleiner and Conti, 1997)

Consensus
Priem, Harrison and Muir (1995) defined consensus as general agreement
among all or most group members, which has long been considered a desired outcome
of group decision process.

Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn (1997) defined consensus as a state of affairs
whereby discussion leads to one alternative being favored by most members and the
other members agreeing to support it. When a consensus is reached, even those who
may have opposed the chosen course of action know that they have been heard and
have had an opportunity to influence the decision outcome.

A centerpiece of the effective team is the use of the consensus method for
making key decisions. A consensus requires unity but not unanimity and concurrence
but not consistency. Consensus does not require unanimity since members may still
disagree with the final result but are willing to work toward its success. This is the
hallmark of a team player (Parker, 1996)

Many organizations have adopted team decision making as a fundamental
approach to deal effectively with complex problem solving. When group members are
allowed to participate actively in decision making, they invest themselves in the
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process and its outcomes by contributing personally, negotiating, and bargaining
about the ideas and issues. Many organizations feel that the desired outcome of this
free exchange and expression of personal perspectives is to arrive at group consensus.
Although consensus serves as a strong unifying principle for individuals participating
in the group, there is also strong evidence that consensus may have an adverse effect
on the quality of the resulting decisions (Kochery, 1993).

All the decision-making

models that challenge the notion of complete group consensus as an outcome share
the perspective that controversy and conflict are necessary to stimulate a deeper sense
of investigation and discovery.

2.11 Strengths and weaknesses of team decision-making

Groups have both strengths and weaknesses as decision - making entities.
As Harrison (1999,p.14) state:
The strong points for groups permit them to:
1. Discuss problems or situations and discover causes, complexities, and
consequences
2. Edit and react to documents, drafts, or suggestions
3. Narrow the field of decision alternatives by their reactions
4. Act as an extension of the responsible manager in actions intended to
implement decisions successfully
5. Create a climate of involvement, symbolically involving the entire
community.
6. Represent the constituencies or stakeholders affected by the decision as least
to some extent.
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7. Come to understand the nature of the managerial objectives or problems that
occasion the need for decisions.
8. Reach conclusions that benefit the total community or organization rather than
special interests or particular individuals (Dunn, 1984).

Some of the more obvious weakness of groups includes:
1. A pronounced difficulty in drafting policies, procedures, and papers of any
sort. Groups edit or comment; they usually don't write.
2. A tendency to decide at a del iberate pace that is anything but quick. Usually,
the group structure requires that members hear one another out before making
a decision.
3. A disinclination or inability to take the initiative. Groups tend to react and
respond rather than pro-act and initiate (Dunn, 1984) .

,,_.
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2.12 Advantages and Disadvantages of team decision-making
As Kreitner (1998,p.234) state:
Advantages

1. Greater poll of knowledge. A group can bring much more information and
experience to bear on a decision or promotion than can an individual acting alone.
2. Different perspectives. Individuals with varied experience and interests help the
group see decision situations and problems from different angles.
3. Greater comprehension. Those who personally experience the give-and-take of
group discussion about alternative courses of action tend to understand the rationale
behind the final decision.
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4. Increased acceptance. Those who play an active role in group decision making and
problem solving tend to view the outcomes as "ours" rather than "theirs."
5. Training ground. Less experienced participants in group action learn how to cope
with group dynamics by actually being involved.
Disadvantages
l. Social pressure. Unwillingness to "rock the boat" and pressure to comfort may
combine to stifle the creativity of individual contributors.
2. Domination by a vocal few. Sometimes the quality of group action is reduced when
the group gives in to those who talk the loudest and longest.
3. Logrolling. Political wheeling and dealing can displace sound thinking when an
individual's pet project or vested interest is at stake.
4. Goal displacement. Sometimes secondary considerations such as winning an
argument, making a point, or getting back at a rival displaces the primary task of
making a sound decision or solving a problem.
5. "Groupthink." Sometimes cohesive "in groups" let the desire for unanimity
override sound judgment when generating and evaluating alternative courses of
action.

2.13 Four components of team decision-making

Inasmuch as there is no generally accepted model of team decision making
Morgan and Bowers (1995) summarize the foregoing discussion by drawing
conclusion concerning the four components of team decision making described. These
components are situation assessment, metacognition, shared mental models, and
resource management. According to this model, team decision making begins with-
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Situation assessment, which refers to the detection and interpretation of cues
m order to recognize the existence of a problem (Morgan and Bowers, 1995).
Decreased team cohesion, team heterogeneity, and work load may all be important in
terms of their effects on a team's ability to assess problem situations.

Metacognition involves developing the definition of the problem and creating
a strategy to solve it (Morgan and Bowers, 1995). The team must define the problem
and develop a plan of action. This component also includes directing an information
search, should adequate information be unavailable. This process leads to
development of the next step.

Shared mental models, or the ability of team members to develop a common
understanding of the problem and strategy for solving it (Morgan and Bowers, 1995).
This includes an agreement about each member's role in the team and expectations
about behavior.
Finally, resource management. Team decision making requires resource
management, or the efficient utilization of team's skills and abilities in the execution
of the task (Morgan and Bowers, 1995).Resource allocation requires team members to
be familiar with one another's abilities, so that resources can be allocated in the best
possible manner for the completion of the task.

>7ri1i1J~
2.14 Methods for team decisions

Decision-making is one of the most important group processes, and decisions
in team can be made in several different ways (Schermerhorn and Chappell, 2000).
Groups may make decisions through any of the following six methods: lack of
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response, authority rule, minority rule, majority rule, consensus, or unanimity
(Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn, 1997).

In reviewing the different decision making methods listed below, it is
important that we do not quickly judge any one method as better than another. Each
has its use at the appropriate time, and each method has certain consequences for
future group operations. The important point is for the group to understand these
consequences well enough to be able to choose a decision making method that will be
appropriate to the amount of time available, the past history of the group, the kind of
task being worked on, and the kind of climate the group wants to establish (Schein,
1988).
1. Decision by lack of response - a course of action is chosen, be it default or lack of
interest (Robbins, 2000).
The most common team decision-making method occurs when someone
suggests an ideas, and before anyone else has said anything about it, someone else
suggests another idea, until the team finds one it will act on (Schein, 1988). One idea
after another is suggested without any discussion taking place (Robbins, 2000). When
the team finally accept an idea, all others have been bypassed and discarded by simple
lack of response rather than by critical evaluation (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn,
1997).
2. Decision by authority rule or self - authorization - one person dominates and
detennines the course of action (Robbins, 2000).
Many teams set up a power structure or start with a power structure that make
clear the fact that the leader, manager, committee head, or someone in authority will
make a decision for the team (Schein, 1988) This can be done with or without
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discussion and is very time efficient. Whether the decision is a good one or a bad one,
however, depends on whether the authority figure has the necessary information and
on how well other team members accept this approach (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and
Osborn, 1997).
3. Decision by minority rule - a small subgroup dominates and determines the
course of action (Robbins, 2000).
One of the most common complaints of team members is that they feel
railroaded in reference to some decision (Schein, I 988). Two or three people are able
to dominate or "railroad" the team into making a mutually agreeable decision
(Robbins, 2000). This is often done by providing a suggestion and then forcing quick
agreement by challenging the team with such statements as

" Does " anyone

object? ... . Let' s go ahead then." (Schermerhorn, Hunt, & Osborn, 1997).
4. Decision by majority rule - a vote is taking to choose among alternative courses
of action (Robbins, 2000).
One of the most common ways teams making decision, especially when early
signs of disagreement arise, is decision by majority rule (Robbins, 2000). Here,
formal voting may take place, or members may be polled to find the majority
viewpoint.
This method parallels the democratic political system and is often used
without awareness of its potential problems . The very process of voting can create
coalitions; that is, some people will be "winners" and others will be " losers" when
the final vote is tallied. Those in the minority - the " losers"-may feel left out or
discarded without having had a fair say. They may be unenthusiastic about
implementing the decision of the "majority," and lingering resentments may impair
team effectiveness in the future (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn, 1997).
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5. Decision by consensus - not everyone wants to pursue the same course of action,
but everyone agrees to give it a try (Robbins, 2000).
Formally defined, consensus is a state of affairs whereby discussion leads to
one alternative being favored by most members and the other members agreeing to
support it. When a consensus is reached, even those who may have opposed the
chosen course of action know that they have been heard and have had an opportunity
to influence the decision outcome (Schermerhorn, Hunt, and Osborn, 1997).
Consensus, therefore, does not require unanimity. But it does require that
team members be able to argue, engage in reasonable conflict, and yet still get along
with and respect one another (Eisenhardt et. al., 1997). And, it requires that there be
the opportunity for any dissenting members to feel they have been able to speak - and
that they have been listened to (Mello, 1994).
6. Decision by unanimity - everyone in the group wants to pursue the same course of
action (Robbins, 2000).
It may be the ideal state of affairs. Here, all team members agree on the
course of action to be taken. This is a "logically perfect" method for decision making
in team s, but it is also extremely difficult to attain in actual practice (Schermerhorn,
Hunt, & Osborn, 1997).
For certain key kinds of decisions it may be necessary to seek unanimity, but
for most important ones consensus is enough, if it is real consensus. Unanimity is not
always necessary and may be a highly inefficient way to make decisions. The
important thing is to take some time to agree on which method to use what kinds of
tasks and in what kinds of situations. (Schein, 1988).

64

One of the reasons that teams sometimes tum to authority decisions, majority
voting, or even minority decisions, in fact, is the difficulty of managing the team
process to achieve consensus or unanimity (Hall, 197 1).

2.15 Techniques for improving team decision making

As Harrison (1999, p.236-237) state:
1. Interacting group technique - Typically interacting group meetings begin with
a statement of the problem by the group leader. This is followed by an
unstructured group discussion to generate information and pool j udgments
among the participants. The meeting usually concludes with a majority vote on
priorities, or a consensual decision.
2. Nominal group technique - This technique was developed by Delbecq and
Van de Ven in 1968 from industrial engineering studies, social work studies,
and social-psychological studies in the public sector.
The structured format of this technique proceeds this way:
(a) individual members first silently and independently write down their ideas
on a problem or task;
(b) this is followed by a recorded round-robbin in which every group member
presents an idea to the group without discussion, and the ideas are
summarized in short phrases and written on a blackboard or sheet of paper
on the wall;
(c) after all individuals have presented their ideas, there is a discussion to
clarify and evaluate the recorded ideas;
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(d) the meeting concludes with a silent, independent vote on priorities by
individuals through rank ordering or rating. The "group decision" is a
pooled outcome of individual votes (Delbecq & Van de Ven, 1974).
3. Delphi technique - The Delphi technique was developed by Norman Dalkey
and his associates at Rand Corporation (Delbecq, 1976). This technique is
particularly useful for:
(a) determining or developing a range of possible alternatives,
(b) exploring or exposing underlying assumptions or information leading to
various judgments,
(c) seeking out infonnation that may generate a consensus on the part of the
group invo lved,
(d) correlating informed judgments on topics spanning several disciplines.
Unlike either the interacting group or the nominal group decision - making
processes, participants in the Delphi process are physically dispersed and
do not meet face to face for group decision making. The Delphi technique
provides for the systematic solicitation and collation of judgements on a
particular topic

through a

set of carefully designed

sequential

questionnaires interspersed with summarized information and opinions
derived from earlier responses.

Usually only two repetitions of

questionnaires and feedback reports are used to obtain a final opinion from
the group (Delbecq &Van de Ven, 1976).

66

2.16 Theoretical Framework
Based on the theories presented in the earlier section of this chapter, a
theoretical framework has been developed for this study as follows

An Interdependence -Conflict Model of Team Decision Making

Task
Conflict

Person
Conflict

----------------------------------- ------------,
I

:

Team Decision Making Effectiveness

I

:

~---------------- -- ----------------------------~l

l

Positive
Interdependence

I
I

Integrative Behavior
Distributive Behavior
~-----~

Decision Quality
Affective Acceptance
'---------'

I

I

I
I
I

I
I

~-------------------------- --- -- ----------------'

Figure 2.4

Theoretical Framework

Source: Janssen, Van de Vliert and Veenstra .(1999). How task and person conflict
shape the role of positive interdependence in management teams. Journal of
Management, Vol.25 No.2, p.117-142.

The theoretical framework provides an overview of the team decision-making
effectiveness. This is research model in which Task and Person Conflict Interact in
shaping the relationship between Positive Interdependence and Effectiveness of Team
Decision-Making. Since conflict is a natural state in complex decision-making, the
researchers propose a team's quality of conflict management as an appropriate
indicator of decision-making effectiveness. Specifically, they have chosen to focus on
the quality of both the process of conflict behavior as reflected in integrative versus
distributive behavior components, and the outcomes of conflict behavior as reflected
in decision quality as well as affective acceptance.
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2.17 Conceptual Framework
Based on the theoretical framework above, a conceptual framework has been
developed for this study as follows:

Dependent Variable

Independent Variables

Task - oriented conflict
Role Ambiguity
Role Conflict
Task interdependence
Scarcity of Resources

Team decision
success factors
Effectiveness of leaders
Clear goals
Consensus

Person - oriented conflict
Attitude
Communication Style

*

Belief & Value

al.~
Figure 2.5 The Conceptual Framework

In this section, the conceptual framework of this study, is adapted from the
theoretical model (Janssen, Van de Vliert and Veenstra ( 1999) discussed in previous
section. The main independent variables are comprised of two factors: 1) Task
Oriented Conflict that consist of four sub-variables - role ambiguity, role conflict,
task interdependence and scarcity of resources; 2) Person Oriented Conflict that
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consist of three sub-variables - attitude, communication style and belief & value.
There is one main dependent variable, which consists of three sub-variables effectiveness of leaders, clear goal and consensus.

2.18 Operational Definition
Operationalization of Independent Variables
Operational Definition

Sub variables on
Task oriented conftict
1. Role ambiguity

- Employees are not certain about how much
authority they have
- Not clear about their roles
- Don't know exactly what is expected of them

2. Role conflict

- Don't have the right amount of work to do.
- Don't know what their responsibilities are.
- Do not have enough time to complete their work.

3. Task interdependence

- Get information and advice from the other
- Work closely with colleagues
- Depend on others for the completion of work

4. Scarcity ofresources

- Not enough stationery and equipment
- No provision of an adequate fund to run all
projects
- No provision of a specialist during the work

Sub variables on
Person oriented conflict
1. Attitude

2. Communication style

3. Belief & Value

Operational Definition
- Happy with the job
- Glad to be part of this team
- Always help each other
- Communicate directly and personally with each
other
- Use appropriate verbal behaviors
- Use good eye contact, a strong, steady, and
audible voice
- Concerned most with teamwork
- Team expects to be successful
- Team decision making is better than individual
decision making
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Operationalization of Dependent Variables
Sub variables on
Team decision success factors
1. Effectiveness of leaders

2. Clear goal

3. Consensus

$'
/.-;,

Operational Definition

- Allows team members to control themselves
- Encourages everyone to participate in decision
making
- Gives full su ort
- Team mission is to achieve the organization goal
- Members are clear about team's goal
- Members a ree with the team's oal
- Trust the wisdom of the team
- Willing to support the decision
- Have clear sense of unity in the team
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CHAPTER3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter consists of five sections. The first section describes the method of
research used; the second section contains the details of respondents and sampling
procedure. Third section shows the research instruments and questionnaires. The
fourth section contains the collection of data gathering procedures. Finally, the last
section depicts the statistical treatment of data.

3.lMethod of Research Used
In this study, a survey was used as the technique for gathering primary data
and recording the responses for analysis. Survey is defined as a research technique in
which information is gathered from a sample of people by use of a questionnaire, a
method of data collection based on communication with a representative sample of
target population (Zikmund, 1997).
Survey research is the method in which an interviewer interacts with
respondents to obtain facts, opinions, and attitudes (McDaniel and Gates, 1999). In
this study, Pearson Correlation Coefficient was used as the statistical tool to test all
the hypotheses. Pearson correlation coefficient can test the magnitude and direction of
relationships
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Correlation Coefficient generally ranges from -1.00 to + 1.00 as follows:

Correlation Level

Correlation Coefficients
-1.00

Perfect negative correlation

- 0.95

Strong negative correlation

- 0.50

Moderate negative correlation

- 0.10

Weak negative correlation
No correlation

0.00
+0.1 0

Weak positive correlation

+0.50

Moderate positive correlation

+0.95

Strong positive correlatio~

+l.00

~\"E

Perfect positive correlation

3 .2 Respondents and Sampling Procedures
Target group of respondent for this research was people who are working in
SICCO and SICCO SECURITIES at its Head Office. A summary of the respondents
of both firms is shown in the table below:

Table 3.1

SICCO' s respondents
Leve l

Head Office

Branch

Total

5

-

5

Top management level
'

Middle management level

'

~

'

7

~

-

\ijl

7

..

Low management level

*146

6

152

Officers

*86

20

106

244

26

270

=

146+86 = 232

Total

*Number of SICCO respondents
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Table 3.2

SICCO SECURITIES' s respondents
Head Office

Branch

Total

Top management level

5

-

5

Middle management level

5

-

5

Low management level

*145

41

186

Officer

*45

34

79

200

75

275

Level

Total

*Number of SICCO SECURITIES respondents

Table 3.3

= 145+45=190

Total number of respondents

Company

;::.

.

Send

Miss

Retune
S\

~-

SICCO

-

232

211

21

190

170

20

422

*381

41

:...--

SICCO SECURITIES
Total

*Total number of respondents

3.3Research Instruments I Questionnaire
A questionnaire was used as the primary research instrument in eliciting data
from the target groups of respondents. The researcher translated the questionnaire
from English to Thai. It was divided into three parts as follows:
Part!

These questions were related to task oriented conflict.

Partll

These questions were related to the person oriented conflict.

PartIIJ : These questions were related to team decision success factors.
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3 .4 Collection of Data
The researcher's first step was to get the permission from the President and
contact the Human Resource Department for conducting this study.
The primary data was collected by using the questionnaire. The secondary
data came from annual reports and any related journals, books, articles from libraries
and Internet.
The validity of the instrument was first reviewed by the researcher's advisor in
order to examine and make comments and suggestions on the items in the instrument
for validity and relevancy. After the advisor reviewed and made comments, the
questionnaires were sent to 20 employees in Sinmunkong Insurance Company, for
pilot test. The reliability was done after consolidating all the returned questionna ires.
In this pilot test, the researcher has looked for evidence of ambiguous questions and
respondents misunderstanding and whether the questions mean the same thing to all
respondents that is the wordings, sequence and structure are clearly understood.
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In this study, the level of significance was set at 0.05.

Table 3.4

Alpha (Cronbach) Coefficients

Variable

a.-Coefficient

Standardized
item

Task-Oriented Conflict Factors
0

Role Ambiguity

0

Role Confl ict

0

Task Interdepende nce

0

Scarcity of Resource

0.760 1

0.7744

0.6127

0.6222

0.9032

0.9060

0. 6257

0.6735

0.7414

0.7705

0.7713

0.7630

0.7607

0.7630

Person-Oriented Conflict Factors
0

Attitude

0

Communication Style

0

Belief & Value

Team Decision Success Factors
0

Effectiveness of Leaders

0.8287

0.8295

0

Clear Goal

0.6583

0.6566

0

Consensus

0.8133

0.8163

From the results of the reliability test as appearing in the table above, the Cronbach's
alpha values for all variables are greater than 0.6. It means that all measurement scales
were relatively reliable and the questionnaire could be distributed to the sample of
respondents.

3.5 Statistical Treatment of Data
The collected data from all questionnaires were collated,_arranged, inputted
and analyzed by using the software application programming that called Statistical
Package for Social Sciences (SPSS).
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As this research would like to find out the relationship between variables that
are quantitative variable, the Pearson correlation would be used for proving the
hypotheses research question.
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CHAPTER4

RESEARCH FINDINGS, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

In this study, a total of 381 respondents filled out the questionnaires; thus, the
researcher used them as the valid data in order to conduct the analysis.
This section was established to find out the relationship between task-oriented
conflict, person-oriented confl ict, and team decision success factors and to answer the
research questions stated in Chapter 1.
The Bivariate Correlation Test (Pearson Correlation) was used for proving all
hypotheses, including all research questions. In this study, the level of significance
was set at 0.05. And the correlation results acquired from the test were interpreted
according to Correlation Coefficient Range as follows:

Correlation Coefficients

Correlation Level

-1.00
- 0.95
- 0.50

Perfect negative correlation
,~

~t/rJ1it1

- 0.10

Strong negative correlation
Moderate negative correlation
Weak negative correlation

0.00

No correlation

+0.10

Weak positive correlation

+0.50

Moderate positive correlation

+0.95

Strong positive correlation

+ 1.00

Perfect positive correlation
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Rejection Area: The null hypothesis would be rejected when Sig. (2-tailed) or
p-value was less than a.

4.1 Testing the Relationship between Task-oriented Conflict and Team Decision
Success Factors
This section was set to find out whether task-oriented conflict in term of role
ambiguity, role conflict, task interdependence and scarcity of resources have a
significant relationship with team decision success factors, in terms of effectiveness of
leaders, clear goals, and consensus, which was specified as the lst research question
stated in Chapter 1.

4.1.1 Hypothesis 1

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of leaders.

From the results displayed in Table 4.1.1 , the correlation coefficient between
role ambiguity and effectiveness of leaders was 0.418, and the p-value was 0.000,
which was less than the level of significance of 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant relationship between role

ambiguity and effectiveness of leaders at the moderate positive correlation level.
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Table 4.1.1: Correlation Coefficients between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of Leaders
Correlations
,.,....

Role Ambiguity

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Effectiveness of Leaders
.418**
.000

*"'. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 l level (2-tailed).

4.1.2 Hypothesis 2

Ho : There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There

is a significant relationship

between Role Conflict and

,,_.

-

Effectiveness of leaders.

r-

Since the p-value was equaled to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 significance

It

level, the null hypothesis was rejected.

implied that there was a significant

relationship between role conflict and effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation
coefficient of these two factors was equal to 0.443. The level of correlation thus fall s
in the moderate positive correlation level.
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Table 4.1.2: Correlation Coefficients between Role Conflict and
Effectiveness of Leaders
Correlations

Role Conflict

**.

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Effectiveness of
Leaders
.443**
.000

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.1.3 Hypothesis 3

\\JERS1r
Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and

-

Effectiveness of leaders.

r-

As shown in the table 4.1.3, the correlation coefficient between task
interdependence and effectiveness of leaders was 0.291, and its p-value was 0.000,
which was less than the level of significance of 0.05. Thus, the null hypothesis was
rejected.

It implied that there was a significant relationship between task

interdependence and effectiveness of leaders factor, falling in the weak positive
correlation level.
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Table 4.1.3: Correlation Coefficients between Task Interdependence and
Effectiveness of Leaders
Correlations
Effectiveness of
Leaders
Task Interdependence Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.291 **
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.1.4 Hypothesis 4

\\JERS/
Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and

-

Effectiveness of leaders.

r-

From Table 4.1.4, the p-value was equal to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 level
of significance, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. This meant that there was a
significant relationship between scarcity of resource and effectiveness of leaders.
Moreover, the correlation coefficient of these two variables ·was equal to 0.470, which
fell in the moderate positive correlation level.
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Table 4.1.4: Correlation Coefficients between Scarcity of Resources and
Effectiveness of Leaders
Correlations
Effectiveness of
Leaders
Scarcity of Resource

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.470**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.1.S Hypothesis 5

Ho:

There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Clear goals.

Ha:

There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Clear goals.

Since the p-value was equaled to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05
significance level, the null hypothesis was rejected. It implied that there was a
significant relationship between role ambiguity and clear goals. The correlation
coefficient of these two factors was equaled to 0.534, which implies a moderate
positive correlation.
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Table 4.1.5: Correlation Coefficients between Role Ambiguity and Clear Goals
Correlations
Clear Goal

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Role Ambiguity

.534**
.000

*"'. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.1.6 Hypothesis 6

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Clear goals.

As shown in the table 4.1.6, the correlation coefficient between role conflict
and clear goals was 0.535, and its p-value was 0.000, which was less than the level of
significance of 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. It was implied that
there was a significant relationship between role conflict and clear goal, which fell in
the moderate positive correlation level.
Table 4.1.6: Correlation Coefficients between Role Conflict and Clear Goal
Correlations
Clear Goal
Role Conflict

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.535**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 1 level (2-tailed).
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4.1.7

Hypothesis 7

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Clear goals.

From the result stated in Table 4.1. 7, the p-value was equaled to 0.000, which
was less than the 0.05 significance level, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. It
implied that there was a significant relationship between task interdependence and
clear goals. And the correlation coefficient between the task interdependence and
clear goal factors was 0.250, therefore, the level of correlation fell in the weak
positive correlation level.

Table 4.1.7: Correlation Coefficients between Task Interdependence and
Clear Goals
Correlations
Clear Goal
Task Interdependence Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.250**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
4.1.8

Hypothesis 8

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Clear goals
Ha:

There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and
Clear goals.
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Since the p-value was equal to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 significance
level, the null hypothesis was rejected. This implied that there was a significant
relationship between scarcity of resources and clear goals.

And the correlation

coefficient of these two factors was equal to 0.468, falling in the moderate positive
correlation level.

Table 4.1.8: Correlation Coefficients between Scarcity of Resources and
Clear Goals
Correlations
~

Scarcity of Resource

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Clear Goal
.468**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

4.1.9

Hypothesis 9

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Consensus.

From the Table 4.1.9, the p-value equaled 0.000, which was less than the 0.05
level of significance, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. This meant that there
was a significant relationship between role ambiguity and consensus. Moreover, as
the correlation coefficient of these two variables was equaled to 0.450, which fell in
the nearly moderate positive correlation level.
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Table 4.1.9: Correlation Coefficients between Role Ambiguity and Consensus
Correlations
Consensus
Role Ambiguity

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.450**
.000

"'*. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 l level (2-tailed).

4.1.10 Hypothesis 10

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Role Conflict and Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and Consensus.

The p-value was equal to 0.000, which was less than the 0.05 significance
level, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. It implied that there was a significant
relationship between role conflict and consensus. And the correlation coefficient
between the role conflict and consensus factors exhibited a correlation coefficient
value at 0.430, so, the level of correlation fell in the nearly moderate positive
correlation level.

Table 4.1.10: Correlation Coefficients Role Conflict and Consensus
Correlations

Role Conflict

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Consensus
.430**

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

86

.000

4.1.11 Hypothesis 11

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Task interdependence
and Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence
and Consensus.

Since the p-value was equal to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 significance
level, the null hypothesis was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant

relationship between task interdependence and consensus.

And the correlation

coefficient of these two factors was equaled to 0.328 that fe ll in the weak positive
correlation level.
Table 4.1.11: Correlation Coefficients between Task Interdependence
and Consensus

~

Correlations

I~

Consensus
Task Interdependence Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.328**

.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

4.1.12 Hypothesis 12

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Scarcity of resources
and Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources
and Consensus.
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The p-value was equal to 0.000, which was less than the 0.05 significance
level, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. It implied that there was a significant
relationship between scarcity of resources and consensus.

And the correlation

coefficient between the scarcity of resources and consensus factors exhibited a
correlation coefficient value of 0.389, thus, the level of correlation fell within weak
positive correlation level.

Table 4.1.12: Correlation Coefficients between Scarcity of Resources
and Consensus

~-

CorreI ations
'

ii

~

Consensus
Scarcity of Resource

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.389**
.000

~

*"'.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2Testing Relationship between Person-oriented Conflict and Team Decision
Success Factors

This section was established to find out whether person-oriented conflict in
terms of attitude, communication style, belief and value, have significant relationship
with team decision success factors in term of effectiveness of leaders, clear goal, and
consensus, which was specified in the 2nd research question stated in Chapter 1.
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4.2.1 Hypothesis 13

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and
Effectiveness of leaders.

Since the p-value was equal to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 significance
level, the null hypothesis was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant

relationship between attitude and effectiveness of leaders.

And the correlation

coefficient of these two factors was equaled to 0.578, thus showing a moderate
positive correlation.

Table 4.2.1: Correlation Coefficients between Attitude and
Effectiveness of Leaders
Correlations
Effectiveness of Leaders
Attitude

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

** . Correlation 1s significant at the 0.01

.578**

.000

-

level (2 tailed).

~"-:J"'~

4.2.2 Hypothesis 14

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Effectiveness of leaders.
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From the results stated in Table 4.2.2, the p-value was equal to 0.000, which
was less than the 0.05 significance level, therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant relationship between communication style and
effectiveness of leaders.

And the correlation coefficient between the task

interdependence and clear goal factors was 0.667, hence, the level of correlation fell
in the moderate positive correlation level.

Table 4.2.2: Correlation Coefficients between Communication Style
and Effectiveness of Leaders

<:'.'...
~~

Correlations

Rs1ry

Communication Style Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Effectiveness of
Leaders
.667**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2.3 Hypothesis 15

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of leaders.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of leaders.

From the Table 4.2.3, the p-value was equal to 0.000 that was less than the
0.05 level of significance, so, the null hypothesis was rejected. This meant that there
was a significant relationship between belief and value and effectiveness of leaders.
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Moreover, as the correlation coefficient of these two variables was equal to 0.681, the
re lationship fell in the moderate positive correlation level.

Table 4.2.3: Correlation Coefficients between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of Leaders

Correlations

Belief and Value

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Effectiveness of
Leaders
.681**
.000

**.Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2.4

Hypothesis 16

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and Clear goals.

The p-value was equal to 0.000, which was less than the 0.05 significance
level, therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected.

It implied that there was a

significant relationship between attitude and clear goals.

And the correlation

coefficient between the attitude and clear goal factor showed a correlation coefficient
value at 0.584, thus, the level of correlation was in the moderate positive correlation
range.
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Table 4.2.4: Correlation Coefficients between Attitude and Clear Goal

Correlations

Clear Goal
Attitude

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.584**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

4.2.5 Hypothesis 17

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Clear goals.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Clear goals.

As shown in the table 4.2.5, the correlation coefficient between
communication style and clear goal was 0.621, and its p-value was equaled to 0.000,
which was less than the level of significance of 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis
was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant relationship between

communication style and clear goals, falling in the moderate positive correlation
level.
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Table 4.2.S: Correlation Coefficients between Communication Style and
Clear Goals

Correlations

Clear Goal
Communication Style Pearson Correlation

.000

Sig. (2-tailed)
0

4.2.6

•

.621**

Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

Hypothesis 18

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Clear goal.
Ha: There is a significant relationsh ip between Belief & Value and
Clear goal.

Since the p-value was equa l to 0.000 that was less than the 0.05 significance
level, the null hypothesis was rejected.

It implied that there was a significant

relationship between belief and value and clear goal. And the correlation coefficient
of be lief & value and clear goals was equal to 0.663, which showed a moderate
positive correlation.
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Table 4.2.6: Correlation Coefficients between Belief & Value and Clear Goals
Correlations

Belief and Value

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Clear Goal
.663**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2. 7 Hypothesis 19

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Attitude and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and

,,_.

-

Consensus.

From the result stated in Table 4.2. 7, the p-value was equal to 0.000, which
was less than the 0.05 significance level, thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. It
implied that there was a significant relationship between attitude and consensus. And
the correlation coefficient between the attitude and consensus factors was 0.654,
therefore, the level of correlation was in the moderate positive correlation range.

Table 4.:2.7: Correlation Coefficients between Attitude and Consensus
Correlations

Attitude

Consensus
.654**

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).
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4.2.8 Hypothesis 20

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Communication Style and
Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Consensus.

As shown from the findings of Table 4.2.8, the correlation coefficient between
communication style and consensus was 0.533, and its p-value was 0.000, which was
less than the level of significance of 0.05. Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected. It
implied that there was a significant relationship between communication style and
consensus, falling in the moderate positive correlation level.

Table 4.2.8: Correlation Coefficients between Communication Style and Consensus

51

Correlations

(/)
Consensus
Communication Style Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

.533**
.000

•

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.2.9

Hypothesis 21

Ho: There is no significant relationship between Belief & Value
and Consensus.
Ha: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value
and Consensus.

95

As shown in Table 4.2.9, the correlation coefficient between belief and value
and consensus was 0.597, and its p-value was 0.000, which was less than the level of
significance of 0.05. Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. It implied that there
was a significant relationship between belief and value and consensus falling in the
moderate positive correlation level.

Table 4.2.9: Correlation Coefficients between Belief & Value and Consensus
Correlations

Belief and Value

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Consensus
.597**
.000

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

4.3 The Strongest Relationship between Task-Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors

This section was set to verify "which task-oriented conflict factor has the
strongest relationship with team decision success factors, in terms of Effectiveness of
leaders, Clear goal and Consensus"? which was posed as the 3rd research question in
Chapter 1.
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Table 4.3: The Matrix showing Correlation Coefficient between Task-Oriented
Conflict Factors and Team Decision Success Factors
Correlations

Role Ambiguity

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Role Conflict
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Task Interdependence Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Scarcity of Resource
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

Effectiveness
of Leaders
.418**
.000
.443**
.000
.291**
.000
.470**
.000

Clear Goal
.534**
.000
.535**
.000
.250**
.000
.468**
.000

Consensus
.450**
.000
.430**
.000
.328**
.000
.389**
.000

••. Correlation is significant at the 0.0 I level (2-tailed).

Table 4.3 shows the findings and provides an explanation of results of each
variable as follows:

o

Effectiveness of Leaders: the scarcity of resources factor shows the strongest
relationship with effectiveness of leaders of which the correlation coefficient
was equal to 0.470, followed by role conflict, of which the correlation
coefficient was 0.443. The task interdependence was the factor that has had
the weakest relationship with the effectiveness of leader factor, of which the
correlation coefficient was equal to 0.291.

CJ

Clear Goals: Role conflict was the factor that showed the strongest
relationship with the clear goals factor, of which the correlation coefficient
was 0.535, followed by role ambiguity factor, of which the correlation
coefficient value was 0.534.

Whereas, scarcity of resources and task

interdependence, have the weakest relationship, with correlation coefficients
valued at 0.468 and 0.250, respectively.
CJ

Consensus: the relationship between role ambiguity and consensus showed
the strongest relationship, of which the correlation coefficient was equal to
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0.450.

While, role conflict and scarcity of resources show the weakest

relationship with correlation coefficients valued at 0.430 and 0.389,
respectively.

In contrast, the task interdependence correlation coefficient

value was 0.328, which implies it has had the weakest relationship with the
consensus factor.

4.4 The Strongest Relationship between Person-Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors.

This section was set to verify "which person-oriented conflict factor has the
strongest relationship with team decision success factors, in terms of Effectiveness
of leaders, Clear goal and Consensus?"

that was posed as the 4th research

-

question in Chapter 1.

l='

Table 4.4: The Matrix showing Correlation Coefficient between Person-Oriented
Conflict Factors and Team Decision Success Factors

*

Correlations

Effectiveness
of Leaders
Attitude
Pearson Correlation
.578**
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
Communication Style Pearson Correlation
.667**
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000
Belief and Value
Pearson Correlation
.681**
Sig. (2-tailed)
.000

**.

Clear Goal
.584**

Consensus

.000

.654**
.000

.621**

.533**

.000

.000

.663**
.000

.597**
.000

Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Based on the findings in Table 4.4, an explanation for each variable is as
follows:
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CJ

Effectiveness of Leaders: the belief and value factor shows the strongest
relationship with the effectiveness of leaders factor, because the correlation
coefficient was equal to 0.681 which was the highest value, followed by the
communication style factor, of which the correlation coefficient was valued at
0.667. On the other hand, attitude was the factor that showed the weakest
relationship with the effectiveness of leaders factor, the correlation coefficient
of which was equal to 0.578.

CJ

Clear Goals: the belief and value was the factor that showed the strongest
relationship with the clear goal factor once again, the correlation coefficient of
which was equal to 0.663, followed by the communication style factor, o f
which the correlation coefficient was valued at 0.621. In contrast, the weakest
relationships were evident between attitude and clear goal factors, of which
the correlation coefficient was equal to 0.584.

CJ

Consensus: the relationship between attitude and consensus showed the
strongest relationship, of which the correlation coefficient was equal to 0.654.
Meanwhile, belief and value factor shows the weakest relationship, with the
correlation coefficient valued at 0.597. Moreover, the communication style
correlation coefficient value was equal to 0.533, which was the lowest value .
So it can be implied that it has had the weakest relationship with the consensus
factor.
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CHAPTERS

SUMMARY, CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION

This chapter includes four major sections. The first section is the summary of
the findings, the second is the conclusion of the research, the third is the
recommendations, and the four sections contain suggestions for further research.

5.1 Summary of the Findings

This research studied the relationship between task - person oriented conflict
and team decision success factors. This study identified the independent variable,
which are factors related to task - person oriented conflict, and the dependent variable,
which wee team decision success factors. The study focused on employees of The
Siam Industrial Credit Public Co., Ltd. (SICCO) and SICCO Securities Public Co.,
Ltd. (SICCO Securities). The following are the summary findings that were based on
the research hypotheses.

5. 1. I Testing Relationship between Task-Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors
This question was hypothesized as follows:

100

Hal: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and
Effectiveness of leaders.
According to the test, it can be concluded that the role ambiguity factor has
significant relationship with effectiveness of leaders. The correlation coefficient was
0.418, which displayed a nearly moderate positive correlation between the role
ambiguity factor and the effectiveness of leaders.

Ha2: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and
Effectiveness of leaders.
According to the results, it could be concluded that the role conflict factor and
has significant relationship with effectiveness of leaders. The correlation coefficient
was 0.443, which displayed a nearly moderate positive correlation between the ro le
ambiguity factor and the effectiveness of leaders.

-

l='

Ha3: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and
Effectiveness of leaders.

The findings showed that the task interdependence factor has significant
relationship with effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation coefficient was 0.291,
which demonstrated a weak positive correlation between the task interdependence
factor and the effectiveness of leaders.

Ha4: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resource and
Effectiveness of leaders.
The findings showed that the scarcity of resources factor has significant
relationship with effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation coefficient was 0.470,
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which demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the scarcity of resources
factor and the effectiveness of leaders.

Ha5: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and Clear goals.
The findings showed that the role ambiguity factor has a significant
relationship with clear goals. And the correlation coefficient was 0.534, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the role ambiguity factor and
clear goals.

Ha6: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and Clear goal.
The findings showed that the role conflict factor has significant relationship
with clear goals. And the correlation coefficient was 0.535, which demonstrated a
moderate positive correlation between the role conflict factor and clear goals.

Ha7: There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence and Clear goals
The findings showed that the task interdependence factor has a significant
relationship with clear goals. And the correlation coefficient was 0.250, which
demonstrated a weak positive correlation between the task interdependence factor and
clear goals.

Ha8 : There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resource and Clear goals.
The findings showed that the scarcity of resource factor has significant
relationship with clear goal. And the correlation coefficient was 0.468, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the scarcity of resources factor
and clear goals.
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Ha9: There is a significant relationship between Role Ambiguity and Consensus.
The findings showed that the role ambiguity factor has a significant
relationship with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.450, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the role ambiguity factor and
consensus.

Ha IO: There is a significant relationship between Role Conflict and Consensus.
The findings showed that the role conflict factor has significant relationship
with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.430, which demonstrated a
moderate positive correlation between the role conflict factor and consensus.

Ha 11 : There is a significant relationship between Task interdependence
and Consensus.
The findings showed that the task interdependence factor has significant
relationship with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.328, which
demonstrated a weak positive correlation between the task interdependence factor and
consensus.

Ha 12: There is a significant relationship between Scarcity of resources and Consensus.
The findings showed that the scarcity of resource factor has significant
relationship with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.389, which
demonstrated a weak positive correlation between the scarcity of resources factor and
consensus.
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Table 5 .1: Summarization of the Relationship between Task oriented conflict and
Team decision success factors
Hypothesis

Statistic Test

1

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

2

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

3

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

4

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

5

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

6

Pearson Correlation
Sig. <2 tailed>

7

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

8

Pearson Correlation
Sig. c2 tailed)

9

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

10

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

11

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

12

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

Level of
Si2nificance
0.418
0.000
0.443
0.000
0.291
0.000
0.470
0.000

0.534
0.000
0.535
0.000
0.250
0.000
0.468
0.000
0.450
0.000
0.430
0.000
0.328
0.000
0.389
0.000

Null Hypothesis

Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Weak positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Weak positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation ·level
Reject Ho
Weak positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Weak positive correlation level
Reject Ho
i

}~
5.1.2 Testing Relationship between Person-Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors

Ha13: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and
Effectiveness of leaders.
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The findings showed that the attitude factor has significant relationship with
effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation coefficient was 0.578, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the attitude factor and the
effectiveness of leaders.

Hal4: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Effectiveness of leaders.
The findings showed that the communication style factor has significant
relationship with effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation coefficient was 0.667,
which demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the communication style
factor a nd the effectiveness of leaders.

Ha15; There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and
Effectiveness of leaders.

-

The findings showed that the belief & value factor has significant relationship
with effectiveness of leaders. And the correlation coefficient was 0.681 , which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the belief & value factor and the
effectiveness of leaders.

Ha l 6: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and Clear goal.
The findings showed that the attitude factor has significant relationship with
clear goal. And the correlation coefficient was 0.584, which demonstrated a moderate
positive correlation between the attitude factor and clear goals .
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Ha 17: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style and
Clear goals.
The findings showed that the communication style factor has a significant
relationship with clear goals. And the correlation coefficient was 0.621, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the communication style factor
and clear goals .

Hal8: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and Clear goal.
The findings showed that the belief & value factor has significant relationship
with clear goal. And the correlation coefficient was 0.663, which demonstrated a
moderate positive correlation between the belief & value factor and clear goals.

Hal 9: There is a significant relationship between Attitude and Consensus.
The findings showed that the attitude factor has significant relationship with
consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.654, which demonstrated a moderate
positive correlation between the attitude factor and consensus.

Ha20: There is a significant relationship between Communication Style
and Consensus.
The findings showed that the communication style factor has significant
relationship with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.533, which
demonstrated a moderate positive correlation between the communication style factor
and consens us.
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Ha21: There is a significant relationship between Belief & Value and Consensus.
The findings showed that the belief & value factor has significant relationship
with consensus. And the correlation coefficient was 0.597, which demonstrated a
moderate positive correlation between the belief & value factor and consensus.

Table 5.2: Summarization of the Relationship between Person oriented conflict and
Team decision success factors
Hypothesis

Statistic Test

Level of

Null Hypothesis

Si2nificance
13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

0.578

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

0.667

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed>

0.681

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

0.584

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed>

0.621

Pearson Correlation
Sig. <2 tailed)

0.663

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed>

0.654

Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2 tailed)

0.533

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000

0.000
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Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho
Moderate positive correlation level
Reject Ho

5.1.3 The Strongest Relationship between Task - Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors.
The results of the test demonstrated a correlation between task-oriented
conflict and effectiveness of leaders, showed that there is significant relationship with
all variables in terms of role ambiguity, role conflict, task interdependence and
scarcity of resources.
Scarcity of resources was the task oriented conflict variable that had the
highest correlation with effectiveness of leaders, of which the correlation coefficient
was equal to 0.470.
The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between task
oriented conflict and clear goals revealed that role conflict had the highest correlation
in the task oriented conflict, of which the correlation coefficient was equal to 0.535.
The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between task
oriented conflict and consensus revealed that once again, role ambiguity has highest
correlation in the task oriented conflict, which the correlation coefficient was equaled
to 0.450.

5.1.4 The Strongest Relationship between Person - Oriented Conflict and Team
Decision Success Factors.
The results of the test demonstrating a correlation between person-oriented
conflict and effectiveness of leaders showed that there is significant relationship with
all variables in terms of attitude, communication style and belief & value.
Belief & Value was the person oriented conflict variable that had the highest
correlation with effectiveness of leaders, of which the correlation coefficient was equal
to 0.681.
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The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between person
oriented conflict and clear goals, revealed that belief & value has highest correlation in
the person oriented conflict, of which the correlation coefficient was equaled to 0.663.
The test of correlation conducted to examine the relationship between personoriented conflict and consensus revealed that attitude has highest correlation in the
person-oriented conflict, of which the correlation coefficient was equal to 0.654.

5.2 Conclusion:
Although the findings showed that all person-task oriented confl ict factors
were related to team decision success factor, some factors were more significant than
others were. Role conflict showed the strongest relationship with team decision
success factors in terms of task-oriented conflict factors. Often employees discover
that different groups of people in organizations have varying expectations of them and
they cannot meet all these expectations. Role conflicts also that work is not divided
appropriately and job descriptions are unclear.

The second task oriented conflict factor that showed a strong relationship with
team decision success factors was Scarcity of resources. When resources are limited
and must be allocated, mutual dependence increases and team decisions become more
difficult. If money, space, and labor are unlimited, each team can pursue its goals
without problems. In the companies under study, all resources had to be allocated and
shared and when these resources were not allocated in an equal manner, conflict and
poor team decisions were likely to occur.
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In the findings, role ambiguity was strongly related to consensus. If the roles
are unclear, as implied by the responses of employees in these two firms, it will be
very difficult to achieve any kind of consensus between members in the group. Role
ambiguity also means that one employee may do some of the jobs supposed to be
done by another, thus creating overlaps and cause for stress on the job.
In regards to person-oriented conflict and team decision success factors, the
factor that was the most significant was beliefs and values. This factor is also related
to the organization culture of the firms, which is still managed mainly by family
members. An organization's basic values and beliefs are a powerful influence on
behavior and attitude of employees.
Finally, attitude also showed a strong relationship with consensus. People's
attitude reflects their values, personalities, and perceptions. It also reflects whether
they can work together in a team and make successful decisions.

5.3 Recommendations

Based on the findings, some recommendations are made by the researcher for
the two firms under study:
1. The assignment and co-ordination of work activities among teams should be
clarified so that conflicts over issues can be avoided. For many projects, the coordination of different teams' contributions is essential to achieve high quality service
for the customers of these firms. If leaders in the companies clarify the basic issues
such as job description, the petty, day-to-day conflicts will disappear and the teams
can make better decisions.
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2.Managers can remove some of the problems if they clarify role expectations.
From the findings, this was a problem. Employees often experience conflict when
they do not know the scope and responsibilities of their work. Managers can help by
giving straightforward instructions and performance reviews, and by including their
subordinates in planning their own work assignments and workloads.
3.Managers need to focus attention on training group members in terms of
effective decision making. Nowadays, many research studies have focused not just on
the final decision, but on the decision-making procedures employed on the ultimate
quality and effectiveness of decisions that are made.
4.Finally, another point that was significant in the findings was the role of
communication of leaders and clear goals. Managers in these two firms, should use
face-to-face communication whenever possible. Employees enjoy it more because
enhances the impact of praise and softens the impact of criticism. Face-to face
communication is also more effective since it gives employees an opportunity to get
feedback from their leaders.

5.4 Recommendation for further research
The findings in this study have raised additional questions for further
investigation. It is recommended that the following research be conducted to expand
the findings of this study.
5.4.1 In this study, the target respondents were only from two finance
companies. Further studies should be conducted in other service sectors.
5.4.2 Further research is needed to study additional variables that are related to
task - person oriented conflict. Cultural factors, for instance, might be another
important variable among the person-related conflict factors.
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5.4.3 Further research is needed to study the relationship between task person-oriented conflict and team decision success factors, in both Thai and
multinational organizations, so that differences between the two contexts can be better
highlighted.
5.4.4 Further research is needed to study the relationship between task person oriented conflict and team decision success factors leading to team member's
work satisfaction.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
The questionnaire was designed as an instrument for collecting data of
respondents about the relationship between Task- Person oriented conflict and Team
decision success factors. And also identified which variable has the most significant
relationship on Team decision success factors. The survey is conducted for the
purpose of preparing the Thesis to complete the education of Master's Degree of
Management, in Organization Management, Assumption University.
The questions in the questionnaire are divided into 3 parts as follows:Part I

Task - oriented conflict

Part II

Person - oriented conflict

Part III: Team decision success factor

•..•.••...•..••...••.....•....•.....••.•..••......•••..•••......•••...••..••....•.....••. .....••••.

Please kindly circle (0) your opinion on the given statements as follows:

5

= Strongly Agree

4

=Agree

3

=Neutral

2

= Disagree

1 =Strongly Disagree

r-

l:=lm

~

.

Part I· Task - oriented conflict
Descriptions

Strongly

Agree

Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Role Ambiguity
1. I feel certain about how much authority I
have.
2. I am clear about my role.

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

3. I

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

feel certain how I will be evaluated for a raise
or for a promotion.
4.

I know exactly what is expected of me.

Role Conflict
5. I

have just the right amount of work to do.

5

4

3

2

1

6. I

have enough time to complete my work.

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

7. I know

what my responsibilities are.

s. Role assignments match member ability.

I•

Task Interdependence
9. I

have to obtain information and advice from

..,
5

4

3

2

1

10. I depend on my colleagues for the completion
of my work.

5

4

3

2

1

11 . I

have to work closely with my
colleagues to do my work properly.

5

4

3

2

1

·i2. In

5

4

3

2

1

my colleagues in order to complete my work.

on:ic:r io compiete their work, my

-

1:

colleagues have to obtain information and advice
from me.

Scarcity of Resource
13. The

company provides an adequate fund to

,... ,

rr.tt

~-

5

4

3

2

1

14. The company always provides a specialist to
provide all needed information during the
working hour.

5

4

3

2

1

15. There

are enough stationery and
equipment during working.

5

4

3

2

1

16. The

5

4

3

2

1

run all projects.

company has prepared the solution in
advance to all problems that might occur.

Part II · Person - oriented conflict
Descriptions

Strongly

Agree

Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Attitude
11. I

am happy with my job.

5

4

3

2

1

I think that I have a good relationship with my
colleague. We always help each other.

5

4

3

2

1

19. I

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

21.

The team members communicate mostly
directly and personally with each other.

5

4

3

2

1

22.

Your boss is expressive and self-enhancing
without intruding on others.

5

4

3

2

1

23. In your team use appropriate verbal behaviors
include direct and unambiguous language.

5

4

3

2

1

24. In your team

5

4

3

2

1

18.

am glad to be part of this team.

20. I

think that this company has high stability
and potential growth.

Communication Style

use the nonverbal behaviors of
good eye contact, a strong, steady, and audible
voice and selective interruption to ensure
understanding.

,

, ~

,I

::=::=J

:=
'- -

Belief & Value
2s. Company is concerned most on teamwork.

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

21. The team is highly cohesive and members are
cooperative.

5

4

3

2

1

Team Decision making is better than
individual decision making.

5

4

3

2

1

26.

The team expects to be successful.

28.

'' "·
~

-L~

Part III· Team decision success factors
Descriptions

Strongly

Agree

Neutral Disagree Strongly
Disagree

Agree

Effectiveness of leaders
29.

Boss allows team to control themselves.

5

4

3

2

1

Boss encourages everyone to participate in all
decision making
31. Boss gives full support to help their
subordinate to complete their tasks themselves.

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

Company provides effective job
empowerment and job delegation.

5

4

3

2

1

30.

32.

Clear Goal
33. There are clear, planned goals and objectives
for member's job.
34. There is a team mission to achieve the
organizational goal.
35. Members are clear about team's goal.

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

36. Members agree with the team's goal.

5

4

3

2

1

37. I am enthusiastic about this alternative. I am
satisfied that the decision is an expression of the
wisdom of the team.

5

4

3

2

1

38. I

find the decision is the best choice. It is the
best of the real options that we have available to
us.

5

4

3

2

1

I do not fully agree with the decision and need
to register my view about it. However, I do not
choose to block the decision and will stand aside.
I am willing to support the decision because I
trust the wisdom of the team.

5

4

3

2

1

I feel that we have clear sense of unity in the team.
We need to talk more before consensus can be
reached.

5

4

3

2

1

Consensus

39.

40.
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4
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5
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5

4
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5

4
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5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

thL~9

i

... r· "'c:1
... 4
...
.ar
7. ll'Ut11'1111lf\fl1llJ$tlHft'll'fltl'U!Nll'Utltltl:: l

n'U

w
•
!11 .. i ..w ..
.z.
•
.ol
•
.4 ,j
9. ll'U9111J'U9ltH 11trn'lltil;lfl1L11::rn11"U::Ul91nl'l'itl'Ul11Jn'U mtm

9::l\mulil'ri11~9

11.1i'"U~1Hn1rnd11Jtit1nio"U111J"1"flth"ioli'-i11t 1l~o~9::'\~
nmiJ l~tlriHUfl!lll1l'l't
1

i'fl~ium::tl11m::ti191 nIi'u

"'' ~ r

"

r
~c

fl11Sl'UUlllflG\&'UtHTiffUl1ft'l

AW

..

,,J

,j

, ....

,j

o

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

!ft q

14.UHJnl'\'11Jlrn911t'11l~l'lW1'111(\! fllY11J1Hl '11'UtllJl1'1191llJ'U Ill

1::'1111"n11nm11'\~1n1Jtl
"'""'-1'

~

,,,_,.,

'"

•.,

15. lllllfl1JQuOHUllll::lm6-' 'llnl\J0"1um1J"tttlrll'l1rn011
nHlll
16.

uWnii011~11t19l;o1Jnm1nl'UiJ(\!'l11~1,,'111r1 ti1Mi'uljni1111m

~tll9lfl\ll~'Ui'Utllilfl91

.

.,

'Jlft'l.!flfl

t1d

Ql~"'IJJ.c:t.u,

t:t.l

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

....

l1Ul'l1f11H1UUlltff1Ul>11llJU1tl1>nor1 lJf11'l''lf11JLl1ll61fltl~ll'HflU
f

un:aiu

20. nufir1i1u!li'l1u'li~if 1;ju1.JW'l1~iim11JJut1~lJlfl Ulltllt1'1lty

n11l1 u1~0 ltl1~~1v~
1

\\II l' f u .\~

22. tt1l1tl'1Yi1J tnlJ111H1ff111~fi1'l\11 m11Jfir11ttu9lo~nii1JotlN 'l~

Jr

fumrnnvti11fu lr1vtlrnmfltn'i"'nf11l11'6Hthtnu 11u1~
u-~~1.J~fli1JJ
a

,v.

23. 'l'llJ'lltl~f)fil 'lffl11lrl rmn

~

.-

~

un:; fl'W1'11Ll1lJ1tfflJ

'lf\11rnu

'it•

1lJ

fl~rnfl1ti ium1~tirn'~~ouult::nu i~li1ilffluiuli111.U1i111~

,

6UNii1h:;nri~m1'I

24. Yi11'1JtHf)fUiim1i~iWr.11tu<J ium1Atitm 1wm11i'.iti111nm1

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

5

4

3

2

~" 1~uiim,rrumiu'IJfilt'l" lio15Hl-m11titJ~~mlJ1trrlJ1Lltt
w

,

~

..

•

.l

'

'll'rtrnu u 01, l'l'tlff1'i 111'1tlJfl11111lJfl1 (11lJU'l1 'iO'IJUtl!JW11lJltfflJ

1~611'11rnm1!wmlJ1t1i11iu011'1vn111J1n~u
...'
'~
fl'lU.IHlfUID~ fllwUSJ

r

27. t1UlUii1Ji'.lm11J'i'flJ~UD~lni'.itJ111iluu11:;lM'm11J11lJU60U

iu1mrhnu
28. nmiriifui11~lJ1111ntn1li1~1uuuun~lJ~fl')1nmiriiYui11~1u
r1U']l~!J1

.

'

...

. .,

OJ

.

-~

'

d

•

~

.,

..

...

Q''l'l.1'1 3 u1HJfJniiNDf16tl'lUICl'1l111'Ut>.:in11 flilu'l.I 111'Ut>.:1'1JJ.:11'l.I

.

iaMul1u i ai1'11lAlD

n11lAlD
' ...
11DHD~

1'11lAlD

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

I

5

4

3

2

I

5

4

3

2

[

5

4

3

2

I

34.jjtm n!1~~U1iOll'U6~;il!1iftJ'i1lJlil111lJl!J'UfH6~fi'o1

5

4

3

2

1

35. ~flVi1Jjjtn11J1~1111i'A11Jul\.m'J1111nv'U6~~h1

5

4

3

2

I

36. ~ n~hijj m1m if u~1utirnih 11lJ W'lllHVi 1J

5

4

3

2

I

thumrn

'

1

...

111lHll~

•tt1 ~a'YI
"' i lll'W'Ut>.:l'!f'l.11
".
fl'l1JJJJ
29.M1'HU16~t1J19ltif~hmu fll!~1urfo1~16~

30.l11'Hu1rri!urr~utiflJflflU jjr/1u~11Jltrnmil'liiut1J
QI

,,

,

,.,

A!ll

,

d

d

,

..

t

,

11

,,

ll~flUfNrr1lJ1rn

31.111'HU11l:: 'HflWll1!Jl'H"166!JHl9llJl'l ll16'b"1!J

vhmi Mri11~lllJ~h~~1v~11tN
32.u 11'i'l'ljjfl1101:;1J1vfi1u11Jtu 01ni 1~1\mn::m1 u'li~
.J

n "'."

~1Ul'lllllJ1:: n'IJ

I

'""

1 'HJJ1tl'1~~1 tl'l.I

ii
w
ti
~J. w
33. ..
1Jmn1~1 1lllJ1!Jlll\::19lQ <;:;rf4fll1'lll'llllU

n

w

•

1'H1\JHU'U6~1191

tll:tlU

fl'l1JJ1'11u,\'o.:1t\'o.:1n1.1

.__

37.d'ujjm1l!m::9lo16!u1um1~Aiiulll~l!111101J9i1Jm'lm

nri11

5

4

3

2

I

5

4

3

2

I

5

4

3

2

1

5

4

3

2

1

fitJ lfu{nm16ill~i1m'iil'liiut1J 1'liui!'1J11110 m11J'i6Uflvuun::
rr9i\l(!)t"\J1'Uo~Vi"
38. nu 'Ylu11
.... ...,, ,

fl1Hll'lt!U

omil'liiuhlli1'hrn1~1~vn~~~f1'l'l nri11fiv
.J.

d

.,

4

.J:<c:11d

d

~

I

lllJ11l111n1'il1l'i11!16119l11nflnl'll'll1fll'll'llnlJ6~

39.tl'u'hhllu~1u~~11111'ltiun11~Aiiui1> 1111::~a~mrntrl'l~
fl111Jtll'lLifU'U6~UtJ 11~6VHh~9l1lJ UUlfl6fl~ll::1ihil'l'U11~
~ -

,

.

did~
my 1m::l9llJ
llm::tYU\Jl'(~tl fl1'1

,.

fl11\lll'l rl'tl ll'UtNflUtY1U

-u

...

w ,
J
~ .<i i Ufl111J'i!l\JM\JU"1::tY9l (\!ty1'UMl'l1J
\lll'lf'l'U
llUll'll1ZllUl'll6

1i\1fnnLUtnl lJI~u tiUH d~tirn~tJ1 nu 'UM fl~lJtllimifol!UlJ l'i 1
cl
ii ' d .. Ii ~
lll1ll1 umn3AfJUflUlJln fl6lll111::rr~ 6V1~1l1U'Yl!l~ fHOU

40.

,.,

,

w

'

****************************** 'U8UflW *******************************

Reliability Test
.....*Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis

******

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A)
Covariance Matrix

VAROOOO I
VAROOOOl
VAR00002
VAR00003
VAR00004

VAR00002

.4327
.3830
.2339
.1 257

N of Cases=
Item Means

.3860
.1725
.2018

VAR00003

.4327
.0965

VAR00004

.5789

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range
3.6447 3.1053 3.9474
.842 1 1.2712

Max/Min Variance
.1484

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAROOOOl
VAR00002
VAR00003
VAR00004

Scale
Corrected
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
ifltem
Total
Multiple
if Item
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

10.6842
10.6316
11.4737
10.9474

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha = .7601

2.3392
2.3567
2. 8187
2.8304

.7382
.7940
.4554
.3312

.93 19
.9306
.4077
.4200

4 items

Standardized item alpha= .7744

.6037
.5806
.7562
.8368

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis******

RE L I A B I L I TY A N A LY S I S - S C A L E (ALP H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AR00005

VAR00006

VAR00005
VAR00006
VAR00007
VAR00008

.4079
.4342
.1316
.0921

N of Cases =

20.0

Item Means

.5553
.0684
.0974

V AR00007

.4105
.0053

V AR00008

.5763

Range Max/Min Variance
Mean Minimum Maximum
.3500 1.0986
.0223
3.7125 3.5500 3.9000

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAR00005
VAR00006
VAR00007
VAR00008

Corrected
Scale
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
if Item
if Item
Total
Multiple
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

11.1 000
11.2000
10.9500
11.3000

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha = .6 127

1.8842
1.8526
2.7868
2.6421

4 items

.7504
.5916
.1919
.1578

.8709
.8577
.2405
.0396

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .6222

.2723
.3707
.6714
.7201

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******
RE LI A B I L I T Y AN A L Y S I S - S C ALE (A L PH A)

Covariance Matrix
VAR00009

VAROOOIO

VAR00009
VAROOOlO
VAROOOll
VAR00012

.5553
.3868
.4342
.3342

N of Cases =

20.0

Item Means

.4711
.4342
.3658

VAROOOl l

.6184
.4868

VAR0001 2

.68 I 6

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range
4. 1250 3.9500 4.3500
.4000 1.1013

Max/Min Variance
.0425

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAR00009
VAROOOl O
VAROOOll
VAR0001 2

Scale
Corrected
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
if Item
Total
Multiple
if Item
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

12.1500
12.5500
12.2500
12.5500

4.3447
4.3658
3.8816
4.1553

.7438
.8276
.8747
.7052

.6242
.7092
.7673
.5700

.)

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha= .9032

4 items

Standardized item alpha= .9060

.8886
.8626
.8400
.9063

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis*** ***

R E L I A B I L I TY AN ALY S I S - S C A LE (A L P H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AROOO 13
VAR00013
VAR00014
VAR00015
VAR00016

V AROOO 14

.3026
.2500
-.0263
.1184

N of Cases =

Item Means

.4079
.0263
.1184

V AROOO 15

.6421
.2263

VAROOO 16

.2605

20.0

Range
Mean Minimum Maximum
.3500 1.1186
3.1875 2. 9500 3.3000

Max/Min Variance
.0256

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
De leted
VAR00013
VAR00014
VAR00015
VAR00016

Scale
Corrected
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
if Item
if Item
Total
Multiple
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

9.5000
9.5000
9.4500
9.8000

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha= .6257

2.0526
1.8421
1.9447
1.8526

4 items

.434 1
.4554
.2025
.6667

.5950
.5153
.4156
.51 39

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .6735

.5423
.5186
.75 10
.4048

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A)

Covariance Matrix
VAROOO 17 VAROOO 18 V AROOO 19 V AR00020
VAR00017
VAR00018
VAR00019
VAR00020

.681 6
.1184
.1947
.1684

N of Cases =

Item Means

.3026
.2895
.1053

.3263
.1158

.2737

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range Max/Min Variance
3. 7750 3.4500 4.2000
.7500 1.2174
.0975

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
ifltem
Deleted
VAR0001 7
VAR0001 8
VAR00019
VAR00020

Scale
Corrected
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
if Item
if Item
Total
Multiple
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

I 1.6500
11.3500
I I .4000
10.9000

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha= .741 4

1.9237
2.2395
2.0421
2.5158

4 items

.4206
.6233
.7350
.4694

.33 11
.8680
.8806
.2270

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .7705

.7962
.6416
.5760
.7186

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******

RE LI A B I LI T Y A N ALY S I S - S C A L E (ALP H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AR00021
VAR0002 1
VAR00022
VAR00023
VAR00024

.4632
.0421
.2737
.2526

N of Cases =

Item Means

VAR00022

.2395
.1421
.1342

V AR00023

.5158
.3000

V AR00024

.4500

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range Max/Min Variance
3.8000 3.6000 3.9000
.3000 1.0833
.01 83

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAR00021
VAR00022
VAR00023
VAR00024

Scale
Corrected
Variance
Squared
Alpha
Itemif Item
Total
Multiple
ifltem
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

11.6000
11.3500
11 .3000
11.3500

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha = .7713

2.3579
3.0816
2.0105
2.1342

4 items

.5439
.3707
.7029
.7009

o;

~

.4112
.2414
.4945
.4913

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .7630

.7333
.8044
.6401
.6436

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******

R E L I A B I L I TY A N A LY S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AR00025
VAR00025
VAR00026
VAR00027
VAR00028

VAR00026

.3447
.3000
.0711
.2184

N of Cases =

Item Means

.5158
.1000
.3737

V AR00027

.4711
.1342

V AR00028

.4711

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range
3.9375 3.5500 4. 1500
.6000 1.1690

Max/Min Variance
.0740

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
ifltem
Deleted
VAR00025
VAR00026
VAR00027
VAR00028

Corrected
Scale
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
Total
Multiple
ifltem
if Item
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

1 I .6000
11.6500
12.2000
11 .8000

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha= .7607

2.6737
2. 1342
3. 1158
2.2737

4 items

.6140
.7374
.2520
.7018

.5072
.7032
.0835
.5927

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .7630

.682 1
.5956
.8590
.6215

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis******

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AR00029
VAR00029
VAR00030
VAR00031
VAR00032

VAR00030

.6421
.3632
.3474
.1474

N of Cases =

.4500
.3526
.1895

V AR0003 l

.51 58
.2316

V AR00032

.3789

20.0

Item Means
3.9375

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range Max/Min Variance
3.7000 4.1500
.4500 1.1216
.0490

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAR00029
VAR00030
VAR00031
VAR00032

Corrected
Scale
Variance
ItemSquared
Alpha
if Item
Total
Multiple
if Item
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

12.0500
11 .6000
11.6500
11.9500

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha = .8287

2.8921
2.9895
2.8711
3.7342

4 items

.6295
.7805
.7655
.4778

.4864
.6310
.6035
.2926

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .8295

.8025
.7289
.73 14
.8541

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******

RE L I A B I L I T Y AN A LY S I S - S C A LE (A LP H A)

Covariance Matrix
V AR00033
VAR00033
VAR00034
VAR00035
VAR00036

VAR00034

.3658
.1474
.0816
.0947

N of Cases =
Item Means

.3789
.0632
.0632

VAR00035

.5763
.3789

VAR00036

.3789

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range Max/Min Variance
3.7750 3.5500 3.9500
.4000 1.1127
.0275

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
if Item
Deleted
VAR00033
VAR00034
VAR00035
VAR00036

Scale
Corrected
Variance
Squared
Alpha
ItemTotal
Multiple
if Item
if Item
Deleted Correlation Correlation
Deleted

11. 1500
11.3000
11 .5500
11 .3000

Reliability Coefficients
Alpha "" .6583

2.3447
2.43 16
1.7342
1.9053

4 items

.3495
.285 1
.5238
.6318

.1956
.1617
.6586
.6704

"'~'i()Q}.,

Standardized item alpha = .6566

.6465
.685 1
.5281
.4599

******Method 2 (covariance matrix) will be used for this analysis ******

R E L I A B I L I T Y A N A L Y S I S - S C A L E (A L P H A)

Covariance Matrix
VAR00037
VAR00037
VAR00038
VAR00039
VAR00040

VAR00038

.3447
.2316
.2184
.1711

N of Cases =
Item Means

.3789
.2737
.1053

VAR00039

.3658
.1711

VAR00040

.4079

20.0

Mean Minimum Maximum
Range Max/Min Variance
3.8625 3.7500 4.0500
.3000 1.0800
.0173

Item-total Statistics
Scale
Mean
ifltem
Deleted
VAR00037
VAR00038
VAR00039
VAR00040

Scale
Corrected
Variance
Squared
Alpha
Itemifltem
Total
Multiple
if Item
Deleted
Deleted Correlation Correlation

11.6000
11.6500
11.4000
11.7000

Reliabil ity Coefficients
Alpha= .8133

2.2526
2.2395
2.1474
2.5368

.7048
.6627
.7483
.4398

.5097
.6148
.6150
.2825

4 items

Standardized item alpha = .8163

.7325
.7509
.7096
.8558

