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Abstract The purpose of this study was to investigate the effect of task conflict on relationship conflict
and the effect of relationship conflict on team satisfaction and to examine the moderating role of trust
in peers in the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict and the moderating role of
team orientation in the relationship between relationship conflict and team satisfaction. The major
findings were as follows: First, it was found that task conflict had a positive effect on relationship
conflict and relationship conflict had a negative effect on team satisfaction. Second, it was found that
trust in peers moderated the relationship between task conflict and relationship conflict. Third, it was
also found that team orientation moderated the relationship between relationship conflict and team
satisfaction. Based on the findings, practical implications and suggestions for future studies were
provided.
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha, correlations (N=274)
Variables M SD a 1 2 3 4 B
1. Task conflict 2.39 .89 91 1.00
2. Relationship conflict 2.59 .62 .81 0.39** 1.00
3. Team satisfaction 3.36 .62 .87 -0.32%* 0.50%* 1.00
4. Trust 3.60 .58 77 -0.32%* -0.33** 0.45** 1.00
5. Team orientation 3.51 .59 91 -0.33** -0.52** 0.67** 0.40** 1.00

Notes: **p{.01, @ = Cronbach’s alpha coefficient estimates.

0,304

i ecenl [0,z

TE e roond [

| matl [=.3s

zat2 [=-0.d0

satd [=-0.39

-

zatd [=-0.51

z satS [=-0.a8

Note: tcon, rcon and sat stand for task conflict, relationship conflict and team satisfaction respectively.

Fig. 1. SEM results with SPC estimates
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Fig. 2. Moderating role of trust in the relationship Fig. 3. Moderating role of team orientation in the

between task conflict and relationship conflict
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