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Luis Llanos (Mexico), Fernando Granados (Mexico)

STRUCTURED PERSONAL
CONELICT AS A MAIN

DETERMINANT OF INTRAGROUP
CONELICT: A STUDY IN MEXICO

Abstract

Managers can spot and target the common driving forces of conflicting employees to

ensure their efficiency and productivity. The aim of this research is to provide evidence

for the existence of a personal profile, named in this work Structured Personal Conflict,
which is present in intragroup conflicts, traditionally studied based on the factoring of
conflicts of processes, results and relationships. More than 400 questionnaires were dis-
tributed by mail among workers from different organizations and jobs in Mexico, the

methodology used the information of 201 usable questionnaires. Various goodness-
of-fit tests obtained were applied and rival models were compared using Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (AFC). As a result, it was found that structured personal conflict can

be estimated from the intragroup conflicts of processes, results and relationships, and

that it has a greater explanatory power than either of them individually. The impor-
tance of structured personal conflict in the personnel selection and in the performance

of teams should be emphasized.

Keywords task conflict, process conflict, relationship conflict,
endogenous factors, selection of personnel, Mexico
JEL Classification M12, M54, M55

INTRODUCTION

According to some authors such as Greer et al. (2008), De Witt et al.
(2012) and De Church et al. (2013), intragroup conflict is a process that
begins when an individual or group perceives differences and oppo-
sition between himself and others about incompatibilities of interests,
resources, beliefs, values or practices. Pondy (1992) and Jehn (1994,
1997) identified the categories for the intragroup conflict: processes,
tasks and relationships; De Witt et al. (2013) proposed considering in-
dividual perceptions in future research, since this variable could affect
the collective phenomenon.

Ayub et al. (2017) establish that the Big Five theory is one of the suc-
cessful theories in predicting behavior at work. The authors identify
that personality traits, during the conflict management process, de-
termine performance.

This study contributes to the discussion about individual per-
ceptions by demonstrating the existence of a conflict named
Structured personal conflict, which can be distinguished from ex-
ogenous conflicts to the person. The study seeks to provide more
evidence of how personal conflict stands out over any other type of
conflict at work and requires consideration to define how to han-
dle it and thus avoid group failure.
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1. LITERATURE REVIEW

Some studies indicate that members of a group
distinguish their intragroup conflicts within three
categories: i) with internal processes (De Witt et
al., 2012; Vodosek, 2007), however, different opin-
ions may even be presented among the members
regarding the severity of each of them (Amason,
1996; Jehn & Chatman, 2000; Jehn et al., 2010),
ii) with the tasks to be performed (De Witt et al.,
2012; Lé & Jarzabkowski, 2015; Vodosek, 2007),
and iii) with interpersonal relationships (Jehn &
Mannix, 2001; Jehn et al., 2008).

The literature is reviewed in the following order: the
main theories of intragroup conflict, processes, tasks
to be carried out, relationships, as well as perceptions
and individual personalities facing conflicts. Greer et
al. (2008), De Witt et al. (2012) and De Church et al.
(2013) defined intragroup conflict as a process that
begins when an individual or group perceives difter-
ences and opposition between himself and others
about interests, resources, beliefs, values or practic-
es. As an example, Pondy (1992) expresses it as a
dynamic process in which at least one of the mem-
bers of the group perceives, feels or behaves against
another and defines the conflict as potentially func-
tional, and even neutral, as well as possibly negative.
In the same line, the classification by Pondy (1992)
and later Jehn (1994, 1997) identifies three catego-
ries for the intragroup conflict: processes, tasks and
relationships. And it has been used by many re-
searchers (O’Neill et al., 2015; De Witt et al., 2012;
Smith, 2014; Greer et al., 2008; Jehn et al., 2008;
Behfar et al., 2011; Jehn & Benderesky, 2003; Jehn &
Mannix, 2001; Vodosek, 2007).

De Witt et al. (2013) propose that conflict makes
group members more likely to be rigid and to pro-
cess information partially, using their own infor-
mation during decision-making, rather than shar-
ing the information with the group. Following
this line, Smith (2014) proposes that the presence
and persistence of antecedents of conflict lead to a
higher level of intragroup conflict, and this level
of perceived conflict increases negative behaviors
and reduces positive behaviors.

Some studies indicate that group members per-
ceive conflict in a similar way, but that they gen-
erally neglect potentially important differences
between each of its members (Amason, 1996; Jehn
& Chatman, 2000; Jehn et al., 2010). De Witt et
al. (2013) change the concept of intragroup con-
flict from a homogeneous perception to individual
heterogeneous perception. Their studies, with an
experimentally controlled population, show that
the individual perception of conflict is different
among team members.

When the conflict is already a threat, the mem-
bers of a group seek to confirm their information,
as well as the context for their decision-making
(Fischer et al., 2011). Mikkelsen and Clegg (2017)
add that conflict is an element of dissonance in
the order, which can have positive and negative
effects. McCarter et al. (2018), in contrast to clas-
sifying the conflict as good or bad, focus on iden-
tifying five models of intragroup conflict: diversity,
behavioral negotiation, social dilemma, social ex-
change and economy of transaction costs. In par-
ticular, they highlight that the models of conflict
of diversity and behavioral negotiation (lab) are
normally used to analyze conflicts within groups
made up of people and have been studied mainly
at the individual level within the group, the most
widely used methodology being surveys and data
from archive'.

Jehn and Chatman (2000) suggest that the asym-
metry of the personality traits of the members of
a group is more important than the conflict itself.
This asymmetry of personality traits determines
at least the experience of the conflict, this means
perceiving the conflict differently, that is, a prob-
lem can be perceived as more or less conflictive by
the members of a work group. Jehn et al. (2010)
include in their studies the individual perception,
as well as the attitudes of each of the individuals
with the level of conflict, and identified that con-
flictive people tend to generate more complicated
work environments, with less trust, respect, and
commitment. In their research, they have found
that better attitudes towards the group tend to im-
prove individual satisfaction with it.

1 Other study techniques use the behavioral laboratory, field studies (Van den Assem et al., 2012), longitudinal (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Jehn,
1997; Jehn et al., 1999), mixed methods, theory tests of social exchange in a behavioral laboratory (Galinsky et al., 2015). Latest studies
based on transaction cost economics laboratory complement years of field studies examining the applicability of the models (Harmon et

al., 2015; McDowell & Voelker, 2008).
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De Witt et al. (2013), when studying the conse-
quences of intragroup conflict, highlight the im-
portance of taking into account the processes at
the individual level. They consider that the differ-
ences in perception at the individual level about a
conflict affects the way in which group members
face the conflict and how these affect the way de-
cisions are made (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; De
Witt et al., 2013).

Rahim (1983) proposes that the five traits of the
Big Five Theory can predict the conflict manage-
ment style (or CMS) Rispens et al. (2020) concep-
tualized CMS at the individual level and defined it
as the way of each person to approach the conflict;
this tendency can direct the feelings, thoughts
and actions of an individual towards the conflict,
although people usually have a style of conflict
management, this could vary according to some
situation. According to the Dual concert theory,
the CMS is a function that involves a person in
himself and others. From this idea four styles of
CMS can be understood: forcing, which implies a
great personal concern and little for the other per-
son, so it could be cheating, persuasive in excess,
great concern for himself and another person, in
this case he would be a problem solver looking
for satisfactory solutions for both parties, taking
great care of others and little of himself would be
yielding, little concern for himself and others, he
would tend to avoid conflict, for example, by re-
ducing the importance of the subject, and the fifth
is the compromise, intermediate concern for him-
self and another person.

Big Five Theory (Norman, 1963) identifies five per-
sonality traits that influence team behavior, name-
ly, openness to experience, responsibility, extro-
version, kindness, and neuroticism.

According to Barrick and Mount (1991):

a) openness to experience is associated with be-
ing imaginative, creative, open-minded, curi-
ous and artistically sensitive;

b) responsibility is associated with hard work, fo-
cus on results and organization, with strength
of will;

2 CMS stands for Conflict Management Style.
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c) extraversion is associated with sociabil-
ity, community life, communicativeness,
assertiveness;

d) kindness is associated with courtesy, flexi-
bility, confidence, being cooperative, tolerant,
and easygoing; and

e) neuroticism is associated with anxiety, anger,
depression, shame, worry, and insecurity.

Teherani and Yamini (2020, p. 2), in their me-
ta-analysis about the connection of personality di-
mensions and the five styles of conflict resolution,
define that “the inconsistent empirical outcomes
attest that the conclusive results are still an open
question”.

Jehn et al. (2010), De Witt et al. (2012) and Vodosek
(2007) explain that the process conflict occurs spe-
cifically on the logistics of task fulfillment, such as
the delegation of tasks and responsibilities.

According to Greer et al. (2008), the process con-
flict occurs mainly at the beginning of the group’s
life, and leaving it unresolved is like perpetuating
it over time. Jehn et al. (2010) consider the process
conflict as disagreements between the assignment
of tasks and resources. They represent how well a
group manages the logistical support of the strat-
egy and the support of people. According to Greer
et al. (2008), the process conflict is especially relat-
ed to the emotional state of the team members, as
well as to the personal connotation of value and
respect, suggesting that it has a negative impact on
the results of the groups partly as it increases the
emotionality of the team members and decreases
the ability to focus on the task.

In the specialized literature, three different per-
ceptible scopes are presented within the defini-
tions of the task conflict:

a) De Witt et al. (2012), Lé and Jarzabkowski
(2015) and Vodosek (2007) define it as disa-
greement regarding the contents and results
of the task to be carried out, and the relevance
of what needs to be accomplished, specifically
the goals. For example, Smith (2014) finds that
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70% of people perceive a conflict with their
functional goals.

b) Jehn et al. (2008) define it as a difference of
opinion about how a group task should be per-
formed. Textually, Jehn and Mannix (2001)
define it as “...differences of opinion about the
work being done and about ideas”, and later
Mikkelsen and Clegg (2017) - “differences in
views, ideas and opinions”.

¢) De Dreu and Weingart (2003) and Parayitam
et al. (2010) define it as disagreements about
the right choices or differences of opinion
about the decision.

Two possible results can be produced from the
task conflict, both divergent; the first is positive,
since it increases the understanding and commit-
ment to the task, from the meeting and synthesis
between multiple perspectives (O’Neill et al., 2015;
Amason, 1996; Parayitam and Dooley, 2007); and
the second is negative, since it could distract team
members and affect performance (Greer et al.,
2008).

Jehn and Mannix (2001) and Jehn et al. (2008)
consider relationship conflict as interpersonal
disagreements and incompatibilities that include
affective components such as feelings of tension
and friction. Relationship conflict involves per-
sonal issues like dislike, aversion and feelings like
annoyance, frustration, and irritation.

De Witt et al. (2012) define relationship conflict
as disagreements among team members about
interpersonal issues such as personal differences
or differences in values and norms. Sometimes
this conflict, consistent with affective and cogni-
tive categorization, could be given by aspects such
as social events, gossip, dress, political positions
(Amason, 1996; Pinkley, 1990).

According to De Dreu and Weingart (2003) and
for Greer et al. (2008), relationship conflicts hin-
der group’s performance and member’s satisfac-
tion, which can be explained since this kind of
conflict increases emotionality within the team
and distracts members from the task. Relationship
conflict prevents good understanding and good
desires among team members and makes group
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members less open to ideas other members might
have about task-related ideas. Relationship con-
flict develops in terms of misattribution, harsh
and emotional language in arguments, or hurtful
and aggressive tactics by some group members to
convince others of their views (Jehn, 1997).

The aim of this study is to demonstrate the exist-
ence of a different element named Structured per-
sonal conflict. It is an individual and personal pro-
file, endogenous, latent to the person, and can be
distinguished from traditionally studied conflicts
of process, task and relationships, which allows a
better explanation of intragroup conflict.

1.1. Research hypotheses

In a meta-analysis on 116 articles, De Witt et al.
(2012) calculated direct correlations between con-
flict of results and conflict of processes at 0.660
(DS = 0.28), relationship conflict and conflict of
process at 0.670 (DS = 0.15), and conflict of results
and relationship conflict at 0.520 (DS = 0.32). It is
significant to underline that inter-construct cor-
relations higher than 0.7 indicate the existence of
some degree of multicollinearity that might sug-
gest the elimination of some of the typical con-
structs for any multivariate analysis (Gujarati,
1993). This study is aimed at exploring the pres-
ence of a structured personal conflict within intra-
group conflicts, based on the following hypotheses:
HI:  The component of structured personal con-
flict explains a higher percentage of total
variance than the component conflict of net
processes, net results and net relationships
individually.

H2: The components of structured personal con-
flict, net processes, net results and net rela-
tionships build a robust model to explain the
phenomenon of intra-group conflict.

Figure 1 presents a conceptual diagram of the
investigation.

Although personality significantly helps deter-
mine interpersonal interactions (Barrick et al.,
2005), personality traits often fail to find a mean-
ingful place in empirical studies (Hogan & Kaiser,
2005), so their research, unlike others on the sub-

PPM_issue_4 2020 _Luis Llanos_2967.indd



Traditional Individual Components
Intragroup conflict

Conflict with
processes

Conflict with
relationships

personal conflict

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 18, Issue 4, 2020

Proposed Individual Components
Intragroup conflict

Net conflict with
processes

Net conflict with
the tasks

Structured

Net conflict with
relationships

Figure 1. Conceptual diagram of the components that make up the intragroup conflict

ject, focus on the exogenous perception of the per-
son around the conflict of processes, results and
relationships, or are justified from the findings
that serve to determine how their members work
together (Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Jehn, 1995).
The research seeks to contribute to the literature
on an endogenous personal profile of conflict that
affects the team.

2. METHOD

The method consists of five stages:

1) Constructing a research instrument in
Spanish.

2) Sample.

3) Internal reliability tests.

4) External reliability.

5) Confirmatory factor analysis.

2.1. Research instrument

Following the recommendation of Bostwick and
Kyte (2005), the instrument begins with a series
of neutral questions to locate respondents within
the topic. A first open question was to find out the
main conflict that the team has at that time. In the
second instance, the subjects were asked:

PPM _issue_4_2020_Luis Llanos_2967.indd

a) From which of the following three elements
(processes, results or relationships) do you

think this conflict began?

If you were responsible for solving that con-
flict, from which of the following three el-
ements (processes, results or relationships)
would you start its correction?

To measure the constructs, a series of 18 state-
ments was used (six items per construct). A 5-point
Likert scale was used (where 1 means never and 5
always).

To measure the conflict construct with the pro-
cesses, the items were adapted from Jehn and
Mannix (2001), Jehn et al. (2008), and Bendersky
and Hays (2012). There were statements such
as: “There is disagreement in my team about the
process followed to carry out the entrusted ac-
tivities,” and “The members of my team are upset
with the way of delegating the activities within
it” To measure the conflict construct with the
results to be obtained, the items were adapted
from Jehn (1994, 1995), Jehn et al. (2008), Behfar
et al. (2011), and Bendersky and Hays (2012), in-
cluding statements such as: “Frequently, the peo-
ple in my team have different opinions about the
results we obtain,” and “In my team, we often
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have disagreements about the results of the pro-
ject we are working on.” To measure the con-
flict with relationship construct, the items were
adapted from Jehn (1995), Jehn and Mannix
(2001), Jehn et al. (2008), and Bendersky and
Hays (2012). Statements were included such as:
“In my work team, it is very clear that there are
emotional conflicts,” and “The members of my
team frequently get angry during work.”

2.2. Sample to test the instrument

More than 400 members of organizations op-
erating in Mexico were surveyed between July
2018 and May 2019. The sample was voluntary
and required that the subject was part of a group
at that time. A link to answer the survey was sent
by e-mail and social networks. The question-
naire was processed by an internet electronic
platform with the ability to rotate the questions
and process the captured information to avoid
errors, following the recommendation (Abella et
al., 2010).

2.3. Internal reliability test results

The three constructs tested in the sample result-
ed in adequate internal reliability, with Pearson
item-total correlations between 0.638 and 0.840,
and a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.8417 to 0.9001.

The Sampling Adequacy Test gives a KMO value of
0.944 and Bartlett’s Sphericity Test a Chi-square of
2037,117 (P-val < 0.001), which indicates that the
matrix of 18 items may be subject to factorization.

Exploratory factor analysis confirms that with
only three factors, an extracted variance of 62.8%
can be obtained (Table 1), with significant individ-
ual loads (Pérez-Gil et al., 2000).

Applying a VARIMAX rotation, it is achieved that
all the items turn out to be significant with indi-
vidual loads greater than 0.4 within their factor,
recommended by Hair et al. (1998). The exception
is Item 12, which can be left aside, as the load is
slightly below the 0.40 limit. However, it was de-
cided to maintain it, since Cronbach’s alpha does
not improve substantially with its omission, and
the structure of six items per construct would be
broken.
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Table 1. Component analysis factor matrix

* Factor : Factor : Shared
Item H i Factor3 .

1 P2 variance

Q13 0674 - S 0637
Q14 0.785 - 0.702
TN 200 BN . B
Qw6 0667 . = .. S 0,687
Q17 0.803 - 0.705
s oes oL e
Qi1 - 0.702
R s T i
T B B O B 1o
Q4 T T 0,551
B N e ot T4 SO RO SO 0.682
96 T T 0,674
Q7 0.803 0.681
Q8 .T.o...T....064 0588
89T OB9A 0.579
Q10 0.626 0.613
AL e e
Q12T 0398 0.339
\e/jtr;‘ztceed | 40713 3.9493 | 3.2797 11.3003
z/;ta;o“t 22.6% @ 21.9% 18.2% 62.8%

Note: The rotation is Varimax of the factor loads.

2.4. External reliability

The discriminant validity of Fornell and Larcker
(1981) was adequate as the square roots of the av-
erage variance extracted of each factor were supe-
rior to the pairwise correlations against the other
factors.

2.5. Confirmatory Factor Analysis
(CFA)

When applying a CFA to the sample informa-
tion, to check the grouping of the 18 items within
their corresponding theoretical factors, and using
the LISREL 10.1 (64 Bit) system with Maximum
Likelihood estimators, it was found that the indi-
cators of goodness-of-fit tests were marginally ac-
ceptable, according to the following results (Hair
etal., 1998, p. 687):

1) All the coeflicients of the items individually
are relevant and significant to their theoret-
ical construct (R? > 0.25 and a P-val < 0.001).

2) The mean square error of approximation

RMSEA = 0.0825 with a 90% CI of (0.0707;

PPM_issue_4 2020 _Luis Llanos_2967.indd
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Table 2. Correlation matrix of information grouped by theoretical construct

Theoretical construct Process Task Relationship
Process 0.834 - : -
S P S -
Relationship 0.682** o705t 0.847

Note: The diagonal of each factor presents the square root of the AVE. ** — significant correlations at the 0.01 level.

0.0943) is marginally acceptable (what is ap-
plicable is an index between 0.05 and 0.08).

3) The chi-square likelihood ratio statistic (C1) =
312,391 (P-val < 0.001) is marginally accept-
able (what is applicable is P-val > 0.05).

4) The standardized fit index NFI = 0.883 is
marginally acceptable (what is applicable is
NFI > 0.9).

5) The Tucker-Lewis index NNFI = 0.917 is ac-
ceptable (what is applicable is NNFI > 0.9).

3. RESULTS

3.1. Sample data
descriptive

The composition of the sample (201 generat-
ed) was as follows: 122 men (60.7%), 77 wom-
en (38.3%), and two did not declare; the average
age was 34.8 years (SD of 11.0); 39 (19.4%) grad-
uated from high school; graduates 90 (44.8%)
and postgraduates 72 (35.8%). On average, team
members — 13.3 (with a SD of 19.7), they have
an average age in their teams 4.1 years (SD of
4.2), 123 declared to be team leaders (61.2%)
and 78 followers (38.8%). Types of respondents’
activities in the company in which they work:
Financial 44 (21.9%); Academic 41 (20.4%), and
Commercial and Marketing 14 (7.0%).

3.2. Correlations matrix
Direct correlations between outcome conflict and

process conflict is r = 0.680 (PV < 0.05) and rela-
tionship conflict and process conflict is r = 0.682

(PV < 0.05); the correlation between outcome con-
flict and relationship conflict is r = 0.705 (P-val >
0.05)°. This presupposes a problem of multicollin-
earity. Table 2 presents the respective inter-con-
struct correlations.

3.3.Test hypothesis 1

In particular, to address this situation, Gujarati
(1993) suggests applying the latent variable - fac-
torization process. For this reason, this investiga-
tion proposes to explore the existence of the fourth
construct that can be created from the informa-
tion of the three traditional theoretical constructs.

To test hypothesis 1, the Principal Component
Analysis (PCA) of the LISREL 10.1 System (64 Bit)
methodology is used*. Table 3 presents the first six
latent components constructed based on the infor-
mation from the 201 useful questionnaires.

To illustrate the theoretical composition of the
first three main components, Figure 2 shows the
average loads of items per construct with refer-
ence to their theoretical origins.

The first component (PC1) is constructed from the
items of the process conflict (with an average of
loads of 0.23), results (with 0.22) and relationships
(with 0.25). This practically uniform composition
verifies the existence of a component (endogenous)
that explains the high correlation observed in the
correlation matrix. This PC1 component, for the
present investigation, will be called Structured
Personal Conflict (SPC), as an extension of the
works that explain that personality differences
can be a major reason for conflict, as well as the
perception of conflict and preference for manag-
ing that conflict.

According to Nieves and Dominguez (2010), a strong positive and significant correlation is r > 0.7 and P-val < 0.01.

It is used to form a smaller number of uncorrelated variables from a large data set. The objective of principal component analysis is to
explain the maximum amount of variation with the fewest components. This analysis is commonly used in the social sciences when
using large data sets. It is commonly used as a step in a series of analyses to reduce the number of variables and avoid multicollinearity
(MINITAB Note).
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Table 3. Principal components analysis

Component PC_1 PC_2 PC_3 PC_4 PC_5 PC_6
Eigen value : 9.73 1.31 1.17 0.77 0.68 0.58
e
% of variance the item 54.08 7.29 6.49 4.29 378 3.24
%accumulated 5408 ............ 6137 67.86 72.14 759 7917 """"""
e 025 ............... 0206 o o VS 0087 ...........
@ 0238 = 023 = -0163 0145 = -0381 0124
s 0188 """"""" 0379 -0.091 0.302 0.579

PrOCEss e
Q4 -0.058 -0.223 0.381
Q5 -0.17 0.126 -0.122 -0.056
Q6 -0.202 -0.017 0009 | —0368 """""
Q7 0.551 -0.237 -0.033 —0392 """""
Qs 0.306 -0.249 0.054 —0016 """""
Q9 0.397 0.128 0167 033 """""""
TASK e o e s
Q1o 0.245 -0.046 0.259 0.103 -0.008 0.463
ar 0254 0143 0264 0052 002 0001
a2 019 = -0086 | 0119 0.768 0112 | -039%8
. 0253 _0201 o o T 0142 ...........
Q14 -0.18 -0.181 0124 0042 """"""
Q15 -0.04 -0.087 0.295
Relationship

Q16 -0.1 -0.005 0.191
Q17 0.238 -0.366 -0.211 0.044 -0.027 -0.057
s 0274 | -0135  -0105 . -0018 .  -0056 . 0006

Note: SD stands for standard deviation.

The second component is mainly loaded with items
related to the process conflict (with 0.27), which is
attenuated by the items related to the relationship
conflict (with 0.27 but with a negative sign). The
third component is mainly loaded by the items re-
lated to the outcome conflict (with 0.32), which is
attenuated by the items related to the other two
types of conflict.

0,40

* Wl L
PC1 PC2

(0,20)

(0,40)

M Processes

Table 3 shows that the first component (PC1) reach-
es an Eigen value of 9.73 (DS = 0.94), which repre-
sents by itself 54.08% of the total variance. This val-
ue is significantly removed from the Eigen values of
the other constructs. In the absence of an intersec-
tion between the confidence interval of the Eigen
value of component 1 and the sum of the Eigen val-
ues of the following three, hypothesis 1 is approved.

.l

Hm Task M Relationship

Figure 2. Theoretical composition of the first three main components
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3.4.Test hypothesis 2

To test hypothesis 2, it is proposed to use
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) to evaluate
four rival models composed of different quantifi-
cation options of the Structured Personal Conflict
(SPC) construct.

o Model 1: SPC = simple average of 18 items.

o Model 2: SPC = weighted average of 18 items
based on the ACP coefficients for the first
component PCI1.

e Model 3: SPC = value of the item with the low-
est score.

o Model 4: SPC = value of the first quartile of
18 items.

To quantify the Net conflict process, Net conflict
task and Net conflict relationship constructs, the
average of the respective items will be used, sub-
tracting from each of them the value of the struc-
tured personal conflict (SPC), depending on the
model.

In accordance with the recommendations of
Hair et al. (1998), to locate the best model, the
various goodness-of-fit tests obtained from the
Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) are com-

Problems and Perspectives in Management, Volume 18, Issue 4, 2020

pared through the LISREL 10.1 system (64 Bit)
with estimators of Maximum Likelihood. The re-
sults of the goodness-of-fit tests of the four models
are presented in Table 4.

Model 3 is the one that obtains the best scores in
the goodness-of-fit tests, compared to rival mod-
els. It only requires the R? coefficient issue to be
resolved.

As an example of operationalizing Model 3, as-
suming that a team member rates the conflict pro-
cess construct items in {3,4,5,4,4,5}, task in {5,4,4,4,
4.5}, and relations in {3,3,4,4,5,4}. The value of the
structural personal conflict construct (SPC) is 3
(the value of the item with the lowest score), the
value of the Net conflict process is 1.17 (average
value of the construct items after subtracting from
each of them the value of 3), that of the Net con-
flict task is 1.33, and that of Net conflict relations
is 0.83.

However, the model is improved without dis-
pensing with three items with R* problems T12,
T17 and T3, maintaining five items for each
construct: (T12) We often discuss in my team
the reasons for doing the projects; (T17) In my
team, there are often fights over personal is-
sues; and (T3) My team members disagree with
the allocation of resources, one from each con-
struct, to maintain the balance of 5 items per

Table 4. Comparison of goodness-of-fit measures for rival models

Test Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Approval rule
- All are All are i Only 16 of 18 are R © Only 11 of 18 are R?
2 H H 2
R coefficients RP<0.25 | R?>0.25 >0.25 >0.25 RE>0.25
- : Allare : Allare : All are All are
Pl ety Pval<0001 - Pval<000L - Pval<0001 . Pval<00o1 - Pel<005
Conditional number | 113.78 MC present : 8,204.80 MC - 493 MCdonot - 3s3MC do not i MCdo not present
e PTESENE i present present S
. 256.790 257.472 248.173 250.843
Ratio Chi-square (C1) (P-val < 0.01) (P-val < 0.01) (P-val < 0.01) (P-val < 0.01) P-val <0.05.
g‘;lodness'Of'ﬁt index 0.877 0.882 0.885 0.884 Greater is better
Quadratic residual 0.0610 0.0611 0.0585 0.0595 . From 0.050 to 0.080.

RMSEA
S0%RCIRMSEA ...
Comparative fit index
(CFD

(0.048,0073) (0049;0073)

0.938

...0868
Tucker-Lewis Index

(NNFI) 0.928

0046,0071)

Not including zero

0.845 Greater than 0.9
0.819 Greater than 0.9

Note: MC stands for Multicollinearity.
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construct. The CFA for Model 3, now limited to  4)
15 items, presents the following improvement of
goodness-of-fit indicators:

1)

2)

3)

All the R?of the coefficients are greater than
0.25, therefore they are relevant.

All the P-values of the coeflicients are less than
0.001, therefore they are significant.

The Conditional number 4,547 indicates that
there is no multicollinearity.

5)

6)

7)

The Chi-square ratio (C1) = 168,749 (P < 0.001)
declares a marginal acceptability.

The goodness of fit index GFI = 0.902 is
adequate.

The root mean square RMSEA = 0.0592 (with
a 90% confidence interval between 0.0435;
0.0742) is acceptable.

Comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.933, which is
acceptable.

Minumum
0.00 = ltems <— 1.00
0.42
048 > T1
™\ 0.7
062 > T2 IS (55
Net
051 > T4 [&— 059 Process 1.00
066 > TS e— 0.76
0.78 0.68 -0.03
055 > 16 K
0.55 > T7 &<— 0.58
0.57 0.63
052 > T8 &
0.55
/ Net
1.00
064 > T9 0.54 Relationship
052 > T10 IZ 0.64
035 > T11 0.52
057 > T13 0.76
/ 0.67
064 > T14
/ 0.66
076 > T15 / 0.55
037 >{ T16 /
033 > 7118
Chi-Square=168.75, df=99, P-value=0.00002, RMSA=0.059

Note: The index of the arrows presents the estimators of the standardized solution.
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Figure 3. Variable relationship diagram
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8) The Net fit index NFI = 0.855 indicates a mar-
ginal acceptability.

9) The Tucker-Lewis index, NNFI = 0.919, indi-
cates an acceptable non-standard fit.

This model shows robust results, which is proven
by Hypothesis 2. Figure 3 presents the relationship
diagram (Path Diagrams) of the proposed model.

4. DESCRIPTIVE VALUES
OF THE NEW CONSTRUCTS

Given model 3, Table 5 presents the descrip-
tive statistics of the sample based on the 15-item
instrument.

Table 5. Basic statistics of the sample constructs

. . SE
Variable i N : Mean : : St. dev
: : i Mean :
structural Personal 201 1493 | 0049 | 0694
Conflict i
_NetProcess Conflict  : 201 : 1.196 @ 0.054 : 0764
NetTask Conflict & 201 : 0980 : 0045 : 0632
Net Relationship 201 0.885 | 0.047 | 0.669
Conflict T
Teammembers  : 201 : 133 | 1390 : 19.650
Yearsontheteam ~ : 201 : 41 : 03 : 42
Age of members 200 348 : 08 : 11.0

The inter-construct correlations are presented in
Table 6. Now, the correlations obtained have less
interdependence than those identified under the
traditional model (see Table 2).

Table 6. Correlation matrix of the information
grouped by theoretical construct

Construct SPC 1 2
1. Net Process
—0.159 ** - -
Confliec BT 7 N
.2 NetTask Conflict @ —0.242** :  0.464™** T
3. Net Relationship -0.032 0.481%** | 0.419%**
Conflict

Note: Significant correlations at the 0.05 level if **,
0.01 if ***,

It is worth noting the negative signs of the correla-
tions between the constructs of conflict in process-
es, task and relationships, against the structural
personal conflict, which suggests that, the great-
er the personal structural conflict, the less mar-
gin to identify any other type of specific conflict,

PPM _issue_4_2020_Luis Llanos_2967.indd
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and vice versa. Another significant finding is the
degree of independence found between personal
structural conflict and conflict with relationships
with others.

5. DISCUSSION

Personality traits remain a subject of study and
have found significant support in empirical studies
(Hogan & Sherman, 2020). Additionally, the literary
review recognized about the influence that individu-
al personality traits have on team performance. For
example, De Witt et al. (2013) report that intragroup
conflict depends on individual perceptions rather
than on a collective variable. More recently, Ayub
et al. (2017) strongly associate personality traits and
performance with interactions between conflicts
and their conflict management styles.

A first finding, based on the sample data, was the im-
portant correlation by pairs, positive (0.65 > r > 0.70)

and significant (P-val < 0.01), between the constructs

of results and relationship processes. This result is

similar to the meta-analysis on 116 articles prepared

by De Witt et al. (2012), except for the correlation

between the conflict of results and the conflict of
relationship, which in this study with the Mexican

sample was substantially higher than that of the me-
ta-analysis (0.705 > 0.52, P-val > 0.05). This indicates

an important component of multicollinearity. These

correlations greater than 0.7 between pairs of re-
gresses are a symptom of multicollinearity. Gujarati

(1993) suggests, as a remedial measure, to omit some

constructs that would go against the theories re-
viewed in the literature. A second remedial measure

is to apply a latent variable factorization process.

From a Confirmatory Factor Analysis, four rival
models were analyzed to quantify the structured
personal conflict construct (SPC). The model that
presented the best goodness-of-fit statistics was
the one to quantify the structured personal con-
flict construct (SPC), based on the item with the
lowest score, out of the 15 used. This model has
the advantage of offering a series of constructs
to measure intragroup conflicts with lower in-
ter-construct correlations than is presented in the
meta-analysis of 116 articles prepared by De Witt
et al. (2012), recommended situation for multivar-
iable analysis models.
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CONCLUSION

According to Hypothesis 1, this study provides evidence on the existence of a personal profile, which is pres-
ent in intragroup conflicts and can be distinguished from the conflicts of processes, task, and relationships,
traditionally studied by Pondy (1992) and Jehn (1994 1997). Particularly, using the Principal Component
Analysis, the existence of a first component (PC1), which consists of items of the process conflict (with an
average of loads of 0.23), tasks (with 0.22) and relationships (with 0.25), the existence of a component (endog-
enous) that explains the high correlation observed in the correlation matrix is verified. This PC1 identified a
construct, Structured Personal Conflict (SPC), which is in line with the asymmetry of the personality traits
of group members in conflict issues already found by Jehn and Chatman (2000) and Jehn et al. (2010).

Model 3 presents robust results, which is supported by Hypothesis 2. The model uses the value of the
item with the lowest score to quantify the Structured Personal Conflict (SPC), and the average of the
respective items minus the item with the lowest commented score to quantify each of the Net Conflict
process, Net Conflict task and Net Conflict relationship constructs, it is the one that obtains the best
scores in the goodness-of-fit tests than rival models.

An additional finding was the final instrument, which was found to be reliable and valid across various
tests that yielded satisfactory results.

For management, it is important to highlight the importance of identifying structured personal conflict
in the selection process and in terms of the performance measures of teams.
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