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Gt A tiElAUcagent) FAIE A3t HIs)
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(self-managed team)o] TH3F F4lo] AR Y}
(Petermann & Zacher, 2020). ©]#|3F ©1& HrT}
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Table 1. Individual-Level Variable Descriptive Statistics and Correlations
1 2 3 3-1 3-2
1 Withholding Effort
2 Conflict Event Strength Frequency 34"
3 Conflict Event Strength 25" 85"
3-1 Task Conflict Event Strength 29" 75" 86"
3-2 Relationship Conflict Event Strength 23 78™ 93" 62"
M 1.94 2.28 1.50 1.51 1.50
SD .62 74 35 .38 40
Nore. p < .05, "p < .01

Table 2. Team-Level Variable Descriptive
Statistics and Correlations

1 2 3 4
1 Team Size
2 Team Tenure 22
3 Peer Monitoring .01 32
4 Team Conflict 18 08 31
Management
M 1119 2639 377 616
SD 1551 28.99 .39 .85
Note. N = 37
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Table 3. Cross-Level Moderation Effect of
Peer Monitoring on Withholding Effort

ol 0l BEHON 52 SUER ¥S 3 © 2582l DAAE INEY

o

Table 4. Cross-Level Moderation Effect of
Peer Monitoring on Withholding Effort

Coef( y) SE Coef(y) SE
Individual-Level Individual-Level
Task Conflict Event ® 48" 18 Relationship Conflict Event  (x) 42" 18
Team-Level Team-Level
Team Size o1 00 Team Size o1 .00
Team Tenure -.00 .00 Team Tenure -.00 .00
Peer Monitoring W) 33" 12 Peer Monitoring (W) -33" 12
Cross-Level Moderation Cross-Level Moderation
X X W -82" 27 x X W 74 33
Note. p < .05, "p < 01 Noze. p < .05

05) BF Ao fo18 AL AT 5

52 BUHY B%59 wisE 24ad)
oliE 7Hd 2-13 2225 ST ix
WAR PAAFEE S
WAANAE A 7
wzpo] EAfsh=A] Q%v}. #4923}

= 6158, p < 01, &5 © 7+ wo]
A 2AS= Ao Yepgtt.
olgA B8 mUEY 59 wisE %
AEFE A3y AP ARzAL F5P
¥, &1mAe 7187 B3¢ A3 2
F= Table 39} Table 4014 &l 4= itk
58 RUHY P59 uxsE 2dads
FADTAARE(y = -821, p < .0DS} BA
BENARSE(y = -742, p < 05) BFA
Ao foaigth 5 © W 8 ZUH
ds Tl =2 u’ﬂ—t« S gte] T3

AABEANYES WAREAADE DEe
YUl ol I k) S 2

< AAFHJL, 7K 22= V14EIH. FE
2 95 ﬂﬂ#% 2HE3} ToEe
Figure 1614 &<1g 4 it}

2804

- Low Peer Monitoring
— High Peer Monitering
2374
5
=
i
=
=
5 214
°
=
£
=
1 T T T 1
Q.50 Q.19 a13 042 a7s
Task Conlict Event Strength
Figure 1. Cross-Level Moderation

Effect of Peer Monitoring in Relation
to Task Conflict - Withholding Effort

tgog © Zsdee uAsE 2EH
I=E ¢ OPH—— 7 313 328 AT
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TAEAY AH Bys RIS 2, © Z&
THYE FUT o= AFETARIAEY
71€719 o B4 feofslgon, X%36) =
51.69, p = 043, BAZGAAZ=ZS] 71&7]9
Bl Bak X235) = 6137, p < 01, T3 £
e

g dsae aAeE 24
7] sl EARAY 71e7] B A
t} A= Table 59 Table GollA FQldh 4=
Ak, SHEAE, © A uAsE =
Hade= JFATAAAE(y = -288, p <
0l E FAHog FosidAnt, dAZS
NABE(y = -091, p = ns)dl A= FJ&HA]
EAUTE. &, ® dsdde WAESARIAE
oF Aol HA QoA F2EITS
shA] FekA|nt, el et AFAFA
AR o] e Rog AL ofmFich
wetA 7Hd 3-1& ARAEHJAL, 7 32 7]
e © dsdee wxeE 2dad

IR EZ= Figure 2014 AT 4 ok

Table 5. Cross-Level Moderation Effect of
Team Conflict Management on Withholding
Effort

Table 6. Cross-Level Moderation Effect of
Team Conflict Management on Withholding
Effort

Coef(p) SE
Individual-Level
Relationship Conflict Event (x) 40" .19
Team-Level
Team Size o1 .00
Team Tenure -o1" .00
Team Conflict Management (W) 08" .05
Cross-Level Moderation
x X W -.09 .14

Coef(y) SE
Individual-Level
Task Conflict Event ® 5319
Team-Level
Team Size o1’ .00
Team Tenure -.00 .00
Team Conflict Management (W)  -.08 .05
Cross-Level Moderation
X X W 29" A1
Note. p < .05, "p < .01

Noze. p < .05

2444

- Low Team Conflict Management
— High Team Conflict Management

Witholding Effort

a2 Q17 ada 1) aka
Task Conflict Event Strength

Figure 2. Cross-Level Moderation Effect
of Team Conflict Management in the
Task Conflict - Withholding Effort
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The Effect of Conflict Event Strength on Withholding Effort:
The Moderation of Team-Level Peer Monitoring and

Team Conflict Management

Minwook Kim Tae Young Han

Key Foundry Kwangwoon University

Based on Event System Theory, this study investigates conflict event strength, which represents how team
members interpret conflict event as the reason for withholding effort. In this study, we identify the
impact of conflict event strength on withholding effort. At the same time, as a way of changing the
effect of conflict event strength on withholding effort, we examine the cross-level effects of peer
monitoring and team conflict management. The data are collected 127 employees from 37 teams, and the
multi-level model was tested. Results indicated that conflict event strength was positively related to
withholding effort. Also, peer monitoring which is first team-level variable moderated the relationship
between task/relationship conflict event strength and withholding effort. Interestingly, we hypothesized that
the peer monitoring cause employee’s psychological reactance when relationship conflict event strength is
high, which in turn reinforce withholding effort, but the result shows exactly the contrary effect. The
second team-level variable, which is team conflict management, only moderated the relationship between
task conflict event strength and withholding effort. Based on these findings, the limitation and

suggestions of the research and the direction for future research were discussed.

Key words : Intragroup Conflict, Conflict Event Strength, Withholding Effort, Peer Monitoring, Team Conflict

Management
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