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Abstract
This study utilized the social relations model (SRM) to examine the influence
of interpersonal perceptions on team processes and outcomes. We hypothesized that the three components of the SRM (assimilation, consensus, and
unique relations) would yield differential relationships with group process
outcomes. We proposed that unique relations in members’ perceptions of
group members, perceptual relationships specific to particular dyads within
a focal group, would be a source of negativity within teams’ outcomes.
Participants were undergraduates who worked in small groups for assignments for the duration of one semester; each member rated themselves and
their teammates on five individual-level characteristics. Hypotheses about
unique relations were supported. This component of the SRM model was
positively related to conflict and negatively related to cohesion, showing the
greatest relative importance among the three SRM components in predicting
team process and outcomes.
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A fundamental and defining characteristic of teams or work groups is that
members are dependent on one another to carry out tasks and accomplish
goals (e.g., Arthur, Edwards, Bell, Villado, & Bennett, 2005; Janz, Colquitt,
& Noe, 1997; Sundstrom, DeMeuse, & Futrell, 1990). This property distinguishes groups from simple collections of individuals (Marcus, 1998) and
varies with concern to rewards, goals, and tasks, among others. In short,
team members are not independent of one another in their behaviors or in
their perceptions.
The focus of the present study is on team-member perceptions of one
another (i.e., interpersonal perceptions). Interpersonal perceptions refer to
members’ beliefs and attitudes about and toward other team members (Kenny,
1994). Specifically, we examine the impact of interpersonal perceptions on a
set of three key team process outcomes: conflict, cohesion, and team efficacy. Moreover, we model this examination as an analysis of social relations
among team members. This approach moves beyond traditional approaches
that view team perceptions as simple aggregates of individual team-member
perceptions, by considering multiple dyad-based interactions among team
members.
Our primary goal in the present study is to examine how team member
perceptions influence team processes and outcomes. We examine this relationship through the use of the social relations model (SRM), which proposes
that three independent processes vary across dyads and within groups: assimilation, consensus, and unique relations. We examine the differential associations between these three variables and team processes and outcomes. The
present research represents an introduction of the SRM theoretical and methodological framework into research directed toward within-group processes
and outcomes.

The SRM
The SRM provides a conceptual and statistical basis for modeling group
interactions and perceptions (Kenny, 1994). Conceptually, the SRM is
predicated on examining individuals’ behavior and/or perceptions within the
context of dyadic interactions. Within the SRM framework, three major
types of effects are posited: assimilation, consensus, and unique relations.
Assimilation refers to the tendency for members to perceive (e.g., rate) other
group members (i.e., rates) as similar on a particular characteristic. The general question here is “Do individuals perceive each team member to be
different, or all team members to be similar?” For assimilation to occur, different perceivers must perceive differences across team members, but indi-
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vidual perceivers must view all team members similarly. Consensus refers to
the degree to which members are perceived in similar ways by other members. Consensus requires that all members view each specific target the same
way. In essence, consensus reflects the level of agreement across team members with respect to a given target so the question here is “Do different individuals agree in their perceptions of various team members?” Unique
relations refer to perceptual relationships that are specific to particular dyads
within the focal group. The general question addressed here is “Do individuals have unique perceptions of different team members?” Although the focus
is on the perceiver within assimilation and the target within consensus, the
focus of unique relations is on the relationship (Kenny, 1994). That is, when
considering variation across group members’ interpersonal perceptions, specific relationships between these perceptions may account for variation in
members’ interpersonal perceptions beyond variation accounted for by individual member’s perceptual tendencies and agreement concerning other
teammates. When studying interpersonal perceptions in the context of peer
evaluations, the prevalence of these three sources of variances can become
important. The SRM proposes that these processes vary across groups and
may be examined at the group level, and thus are available for examinations
of between-group processes.
Consider the following example relevant to the present research, similar
to an example provided by Marcus (1998). Bob and Alice are working in a
group with two other members. After completing an exercise, each member
rates their group members on their level of cooperation. The extent to which
Bob perceives all of his group members as similarly cooperative is represented by assimilation. Consensus represents the extent to which Bob’s
group members all perceive him to be cooperative. Unique relations are
indicated by dyadic-level perceptions not represented by assimilation and
consensus. Specifically, unique relations represent the degree to which
Bob’s perception of Alice’s cooperativeness goes beyond his tendency to
perceive his other group members as cooperative (assimilation) and beyond
Alice’s tendency to be perceived by other members as cooperative (consensus). In other words, unique relations refer to phenomena that do not extend
beyond specific dyads within groups, in line with assimilation and consensus. In each case, the levels of these three phenomena are proposed to vary
in a continuous fashion.
A considerable amount of recent research highlights the applicability of
the SRM to the study of a variety of group or team-based issues. Specifically,
the SRM has been applied to the study of interactions in group psychotherapy
(Marcus & Kashy, 1995; Marcus, Kashy, & Baldwin, 2009), family therapy

Downloaded from sgr.sagepub.com by Allen Gorman on May 30, 2012

359

LeDoux et al.

(Cook & Kenny, 2004), interactions at zero acquaintance (Marcus &
Leatherwood, 1998; Marcus & Lehman, 2002), nonverbal communication
(Sabatelli, Buck, & Kenny, 1986), and peer evaluations (e.g., Greguras, Robie,
& Born, 2001; Greguras, Robie, Born, & Koenigs, 2007). In general, this
research has been used to examine interpersonal behavior and perceptions
within group settings. For example, the SRM may be used in group psychotherapy settings to determine how therapists and multiple clients influence one
another (Marcus et al., 2009). With regard to the study of interactions at zero
acquaintance, the SRM can be applied to understand how perceptions of group
members develop over time (e.g., Marcus & Lehman, 2002). However, little,
if any, research has been conducted with respect to the impact of interpersonal
perceptions on team effectiveness.

Present Research and Hypotheses
The evaluation of teams encompasses a variety of components. Many theories
have addressed the multifaceted nature of team effectiveness (e.g., Gladstein,
1984; Hackman, 1987; Shea & Guzzo, 1987). According to Hackman (1987),
group effectiveness may be defined in terms of three criteria. Specifically,
effectiveness may be defined as the extent to which (a) the final outputs produced by the team meet or exceed the standards set by key constituents within
the organization; (b) the internal social processes operating as the team interacts enhance, or at least maintain, the group’s ability to work together in the
future; and, (c) the experience of working in the team environment satisfies
rather than aggravates the personal needs of team members. In the current
study, we focus on the second of these three, namely team process criteria.
Thus, we examine intragroup conflict, team cohesion, and team efficacy.
Intragroup conflict has emerged as an integral team process variable.
Previous research has differentiated two components of intragroup conflict:
relationship conflict and task conflict. Jehn (1994) describes relationship
conflict as interpersonal incompatibilities between team members such as
annoyance and animosity. Task conflict occurs when members convey divergent ideas and opinions about specific aspects related to task accomplishment
(Jehn, 1994). Research to date indicates that relationship conflict is largely
detrimental to team performance (e.g., Baron, 1991; Pelled, 1996; Vodosek,
2007). The impact of task conflict is less clear. Although it has been argued
that task conflict facilitates enhanced performance through task analysis
(e.g., Amason & Schweiger, 1994), empirical evidence is equivocal. Some
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research has found positive relationships between task conflict and novel
idea generation and strategic planning (Amason, 1996; Baron, 1991), but others have shown task conflict may hinder goal accomplishment and implementation (Amason, 1996; Vodosek, 2007). In a direct investigation of task
conflict, Jehn (1994) found only a small amount of task conflict was beneficial, after which team performance began to deteriorate, and a recent metaanalysis demonstrated a negative relationship between task conflict and team
satisfaction and performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). Nonetheless, both
types of conflict have proven to be significant correlates of a variety of teameffectiveness criteria.
Team cohesion is another important process variable (Swezey & Salas,
1992). Although a multitude of definitions and measures have been offered
(Mullen & Copper, 1994), basically, cohesion is viewed as “a general indicator
of synergistic group interaction—or process” (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, &
Mount, 1998, p. 382). Meta-analyses have revealed significant team cohesionperformance effects (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Mullen &
Copper, 1994). Furthermore, cohesion has been linked to greater coordination
during team tasks (Morgan & Lassiter, 1992) as well as improved satisfaction,
productivity, and group interactions (Bettenhausen, 1991).
Finally, team efficacy is another important team process construct. Team
efficacy refers to team members’ perceptions of task-specific team competence (Gibson, 1999). This construct is thought to create a sense of confidence within the team that enables the group to persevere when faced with
hardship (Gully, Incalcaterra, Joshi, & Beaubien, 2002). Several researchers
have related team efficacy to aspects of team effectiveness (e.g., Campion,
Medsker, & Higgs 1993; Gibson, 1999; Gibson, Randel, & Earley, 2000),
and a recent meta-analysis demonstrated that the relationship between team
efficacy and performance was greater than that between cohesion and performance (Gully et al., 2002).
Given the importance of conflict, cohesion, and efficacy for final team
performance, it is important to identify factors that play a role in shaping
these process variables. Moreover, the importance of interpersonal perceptions for team functioning cannot be understated. Yet, to date, little research
has directly addressed this issue.

Deep-Level Diversity
Before proposing hypotheses, it is important to discuss the concept of deeplevel diversity within teams, an area of research that lends itself to the current
discussion of the three SRM components. Harrison, Price, and Bell (1998)
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called attention to the importance of components of diversity, including
those unrelated to demographics. The authors made a distinction between
surface-level diversity (e.g., demographic heterogeneity) and deep-level
diversity (e.g., attitude, belief, and value heterogeneity). Deep-level diversity
was defined as “differences among members’ attitudes, beliefs, and values”
(Harrison et al., 1998, p. 98). This type of diversity lends itself to the present
discussion of the SRM components, as it relates to how team members perceive one another.
The results of Harrison and colleagues’ (1998) research suggested that
deep-level information becomes available over time through verbal and nonverbal interaction. Furthermore, the importance of surface-level diversity
appears to decrease in its effect on group cohesion over time, whereas deeplevel diversity gains importance. Other research has addressed similar points
of interest. For example, Connor and Becker (1975) asserted that value congruity would lead to increased communication accuracy. Furthermore, findings have shown that similarity in values is related to successful interaction
and ease of communication (Jackson, 1992), and that individuals gather more
information from liked others (Byrne, 1971). Dose and Klimoski (1999)
insisted that increased diversity in work values of teams will lead to less
information exchange, because members are likely to withhold information
that would lead to conflict in the group.
Further research has elaborated on relationships present between various
social processes and group outcomes. For example, organizations with strong
intergroup social ties may have less conflict (Nelson, 1989). Labianca, Brass,
and Gray (1998) concluded from their study that negative relationships
resulting from interpersonal interaction lead to increased perceptions of interpersonal conflict within an organization. Indeed, attributional biases arising
from interpersonal perceptions may lead to intergroup conflict (Pronin,
Gilovich, & Ross, 2004). Furthermore, Schyns’ (2006) study of leader–
member exchange (LMX; for example, Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp,
1982; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) emphasized the importance of consensus in
within-group interpersonal perceptions of their leader. Consensus was related
to job satisfaction and commitment.
Like the SRM, leader–member exchange theory also focuses on dyads
within work groups, though unlike the SRM, LMX theory proposes the leader
as the center of the unit with exchange relationships occurring with each
group member. Thus, LMX theory does not take into account the various
relationships that exist between all other members within the group. However,
studies of LMX focusing on differentiation are important within the current
review of within-group processes. This area of research lends support to the
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premise that factors beyond those occurring at the level of the individual
are important within the functioning of work groups, a point that is central to
the SRM and the current study. For example, Cogliser and Schriesheim
(2000) examined the effects of contextual factors on the quality of these
dyadic exchange relationships. Their findings suggest that these relationships
were affected by higher level factors, such as cohesion and autonomy. The
findings of Henderson, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, and Tetrick (2008) further
pointed to the effect of these within-group dyadic relationships on group
members’ perceptions (e.g., psychological contract fulfillment). Other
research suggests that interdependence, a fundamental characteristic of teams
as discussed above, may play a role in the importance of such differentiation
(Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006).
The above discussion provides a conceptual linkage between deep-level
diversity and diversity as it pertains to team members’ interpersonal perceptions. The purpose is to emphasize the importance of this type of diversity, as
it relates to team processes and outcomes. Indeed, within groups and teams,
there are perceptual and attitudinal differences that influence the functional
processes and interactions among team members. Moreover, the diversity, or
variation, among members’ attitudes toward one another is represented
within the theoretical framework of the SRM. Implications follow from this
conceptualization, specifically regarding the relationship between the various
components of the SRM and team process outcomes.

Hypotheses
The primary goal of the current research is to examine the relationship between
within-group interpersonal perceptions and team process outcomes described
above. The input-process-outcome (IPO) model of team effectiveness
(McGrath, 1964) offers a popular theoretical framework for the relationship
between within-group interpersonal perceptions and team process outcomes
(Campion et al., 1993; Guzzo & Shea, 1992; LePine, Piccolo, Jackson,
Mathieu, & Saul, 2008). Specifically, we view interpersonal processes as an
input that should directly impact team process outcomes. Within the SRM,
assimilation, consensus, and unique relations represent distinct forms of underlying interpersonal processes that should differentially affect team processes.
Assimilation, or the tendency for a team member to perceive others as
alike, should be positively related to conflict and negatively related to cohesion and team efficacy. Higher levels of assimilation are represented by the
degree to which each member perceives his or her teammates to be similar
and these similar perceptions across teammates varies among group
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members’ perceptions (Kenny, 1994). In other words, Bob sees all of his
teammates as generally supportive, and Alice sees all of her teammates as
generally unsupportive. There are two implications of assimilation within
groups. First, assimilation, in comparison to consensus, suggests that individual group members view others and may see the world in idiosyncratic
ways. As groups work together, group members become more similar in the
way they make sense of events and their environment (e.g., Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978). Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) noted that work groups develop
shared perceptions of reality over time via group processes that facilitate considerations of the group, rather than of the individual.
Thus, to the degree that individuals abstain from shared perceptions of one
another, these higher levels of assimilation will be problematic regarding
within-group processes. For example, coordination of tasks among group
members may be less effective and inefficient in providing positive group
processes facilitating effective performance among groups whose members
disagree regarding the various members’ characteristics. In addition, communication is likely to be influenced by levels of assimilation. Specifically, individuals who are aware that their perceptions differ from those of particular
group members may refrain from critical communication with these identified
members. Team members who perceive teammates as uncooperative and
unhelpful may be less likely to work with these individuals during the completion of tasks. The lack of intragroup communication, such as information sharing and direction of activities, along with poor coordination are likely to
influence the highlighted team process outcomes in a negative fashion.
Hypothesis 1a: Levels of assimilation within groups will be positively
correlated with task and relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 1b: Levels of assimilation within groups will be negatively
correlated with team cohesion.
Hypothesis 1c: Levels of assimilation within groups will be negatively
correlated with team efficacy.
In addition, there is an assumption that consensus in interpersonal perceptions will be positively related to cohesion and team efficacy and negatively
related to conflict. Consensus represents shared perceptions among group
members, and thus shared sense making within the group context (Salancik
& Pfeffer, 1978). According to the SRM framework, consensus represents
team members’ shared perceptions of one another, indicative of more supportive interactions among team members and positively facilitated group
processes and outcomes. This point highlights the relative positive influence
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of consensus within group processes in that sharedness of these interpersonal
perceptions is likely to positively relate to facilitation of positive group outcomes and negatively to conflict.
Hypothesis 2a: Levels of consensus within groups will be negatively
correlated with task and relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 2b: Levels of consensus within groups will be positively
correlated with team cohesion.
Hypothesis 2c: Levels of consensus within groups will be positively
correlated with team efficacy.
Underlying, unique relationships among interpersonal perceptions of team
members may inhibit shared perceptions, and in addition, may lead to
adverse effects. Several points are worth noting. First, these relationships go
beyond assimilation (i.e., the perceiver) and consensus (i.e., the target), such
that they represent within-group effects that occur at the level of the relationship. As discussed above, shared perceptions facilitate and should positively
relate to various group processes as group members make sense of their
environments in similar ways. Research studying LMX differentiation provides additional support for the directional effects associated with shared
perceptions within group contexts. For example, Schyns (2006) found consensus (i.e., LMX consensus) to be an important factor in producing positive
outcomes (e.g., members’ job satisfaction) within group settings.
Differentiation among group members’ relational quality (indicated in the
current study by unique relations) negatively influenced positive work outcomes (e.g., goal fulfillment). These results suggest that team members
within teams with greater levels of consensus are more satisfied with their
work and perform better, through the facilitation of positive team-member
relationships and cooperation (Schyns, 2006). According to Schyns (2006),
team members like one another more when they have consensus, and cooperate better with one another. We propose that this effect of differentiation
extends beyond relational quality to members’ interpersonal perceptions. In
the current study, the level of unique relations within groups should be
positively related to conflict and negatively related to cohesion and team
efficacy.
Hypothesis 3a: Levels of unique relations within groups will be positively correlated with task and relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 3b: Levels of unique relations within groups will be negatively correlated with team cohesion.
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Hypothesis 3c: Levels of unique relations within groups will be negatively correlated with team efficacy.
Harrison and colleagues (1998) asserted that deep-level diversity (e.g.,
differences among team members’ attitudes, beliefs, and values) may have
strong effects on social integration within teams, more so than surface-level
diversity (e.g., demographic variables). Also important is the proposition
posed within the SRM that group interpersonal perceptions and interactions
exist at the level of the dyadic relationship. Given the emphasis on dyadic
relationships, unique relations are proposed to be most important in influencing team processes. Kenny (1994) asserted that these unique views are
dominant within interpersonal perceptions relative to assimilation and consensus. We posit that unique relations will hold the greatest importance in
prediction of team process outcomes.
Hypothesis 4a: Unique relations will account for the greatest relative
importance of the three SRM effects in prediction of task and relationship conflict.
Hypothesis 4b: Unique relations will account for the greatest relative
importance of the three SRM effects in prediction of cohesion.
Hypothesis 4c: Unique relations will account for the greatest relative importance of the three SRM effects in prediction of team
efficacy.

Method
Participants
Fifty-six teams of undergraduate college students enrolled in an upper level
organizational management course at a large university in the southeastern
United States participated in the present study. The total sample consisted of
270 participants, 50% (136) of whom were male and 88% (237) of whom
reported their race as White. The mean age of participants was 21.58 years,
and the ages ranged from 19 to 38 years (SD = 2.32).

Procedure
Participants were randomly assigned to teams of 4 to 6 individuals at the
beginning of the semester to complete group assignments. The same team
members worked together throughout the duration of the course for group
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assignments. The current task was a regularly scheduled class assignment
(a team-building exercise).
All participants first viewed the task overview presentation as a group and
then were broken up into their teams and assigned to their individual rooms to
complete the task. Team members completed each of the four phases of the
simulation and then each participant individually completed the team process
measures. Data were collected approximately 6 weeks into the semester. Thus,
teams had been working cooperatively together for approximately 5 weeks at
the point of data collection.
Task. In the present study, participants performed a complex team-based
simulator called the Chinese Bridge (Arciniega & Castañón, 2002). The task
is a relatively difficult one requiring both the design and building of a complex structure. Specifically, the task requires each team to design and build a
replica of a real Chinese bridge using 33 plastic pipes of three different sizes
and 20 rubber bands (with instructions that all of the materials are to be used
in the bridge). The task is designed such that, given the material available,
there is one optimal solution. In addition, the task is designed so that even if
a team were given specific plans for the bridge, it requires multiple people
working together to actually build the structure (e.g., one must hold pieces
while another connects them). Thus, successful completion requires team
members to work interdependently. The simulation consists of four phases:
(a) a multimedia presentation describing the task and presenting a picture of
the real bridge, (b) a 20-min period for team members to familiarize themselves with the materials, (c) a 30-min period to sketch a proposed design of
the bridge, and (d) the building phase lasting approximately 60 min.

Measures
Team member ratings. Team members evaluated each other with respect to
five adjectives that describe teamwork: (a) cooperative, (b) helpful, (c) agreeable, (d) creative, and (e) open to new ideas. Participants rated the extent to
which each adjective described each of their team members and themselves
using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much so).
Task and relationship team conflict. Team conflict was measured using
Jehn’s (1994) Intragroup Conflict Scale. The scale contains four items measuring the task conflict dimension (e.g., How often did people in your work
group disagree about ideas regarding the task?), and four items measuring
the relationship conflict dimension (e.g., How much friction was present in
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your work group?). Participants provided their responses using a 5-point
Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (none) to 5 (a lot). The 4-item task conflict
scale exhibits an internal consistency reliability of α = .85. The 4-item relationship conflict scale exhibits an internal consistency reliability of α = .86.
Team cohesion. Team cohesion was measured using an adapted combination of three items from Podsakoff and MacKenzie’s (1994) Substitutes for
Leadership Scale and four items from Zaccaro (1991). Each item consists of
a short statement regarding the cohesion of the individual’s team (e.g., I generally get along well with my fellow group members). Respondents were
asked to rate the extent to which they agree with each item on a scale from
1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). A principal components factor
analysis yielded two factors with eigenvalues above 1.0. The primary component accounted for approximately 40% of the construct’s variance, and the
secondary component accounted for approximately 16%. Six of the seven
items yielded acceptable factor loadings on the primary component, ranging
from .55 to .84. The additional item was removed due to poor fit with the
primary component (factor loading = .10), and the 6-item scale exhibits an
internal consistency reliability of α = .76.
Team efficacy. We assessed team efficacy with a 2-item scale constructed
specifically for this study (My team has an effective plan for completing the
bridge task; My team works as an effective unit). Respondents rated the
extent to which they agreed with each item using a 7-point scale from
1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly disagree). The intercorrelation between the
two items was .59, p < .001.

Data Analysis
The SRM allows for the analysis of round-robin data from groups of four or
more, in which each team member rates themselves and each of his/her other
team members (Kenny, 1998). In the present study, teams of four to six
members participated in an interdependent team task. Each member rated
themselves and their teammates on five teamwork traits related to the task
(cooperation, agreeableness, helpfulness, creativity, and openness). Ingraham
and Wright (1986) warned against accepting group-level values for the
unique relations component when only one assessment is used for each
dimension being rated. This is because measurement error is included within
the level of unique relations at this point, as the value reflects all variance
remaining after accounting for assimilation and consensus (Kenny, 1994).
Therefore, correlations between the five dimensions’ level of unique relations and team variables are not considered accurate, because unique rela-
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tions levels are confounded with error variance. However, in the present
analyses, we accepted the results of the level of unique relations as unconfounded with error variance, because we obtained a composite of the effect
across the five items, which are therefore considered five separate indicators
of the teamwork construct. True variance associated with unique relations is
identified when multiple items are used, in that variance consistent across
items represents the true level of unique relations present.
Data were first analyzed using software designed by Kenny (WIN
SOREMO; Kenny, 1996). WINSOREMO partitions the self- and other perceptions into the three components of the SRM. From this, the program
estimates the average response across partners (i.e., assimilation), the average response elicited by a partner (i.e., consensus), and the contribution to
responses by the specific dyads (i.e., unique relations). Because each trait
was only measured once, the relationship effects generated also included
error variance. However, each item was also included as an indicator of a
general teamwork construct. The computer program separates stable from
unstable variance for the general construct, producing variance estimates for
assimilation, consensus, and unique relations for each team. Stable variance
refers to variance, pertaining to a particular source that is consistent across
the five indicators (Kenny, 1998). Therefore, the unique relations component
is no longer confounded with error for the teamwork construct (Kenny, 1994).
Each dependent variable was aggregated to the team level for analysis.
Consistency across members’ ratings of task (rwg = .77) and relationship
(rwg = .87) conflict, cohesion (rwg = .94), and team-efficacy (rwg = .81) were
acceptable for aggregation (James, Demaree, & Wolf, 1984). We chose to
use this specific within-group statistic over other similar statistics (e.g., intraclass correlations), because researchers (e.g., James et al., 1984) have cautioned against intraclass correlations for its associated problems (e.g., restriction
of range).

Results
Means, standard deviations, and correlations for the survey variables are
presented in Table 1 for individual-level data and Table 2 for team-level
data. Table 3 displays the absolute variance estimates for each of the three
SRM effects. For each of the five teamwork indicators, assimilation held the
majority of the variance ranging from 58% to 68%. Unique relations held the
vast majority of the remaining variance, ranging from 26% to 34%. It is
important to note, however, that the unique relations component is confounded with error at this point. For all five items, levels of assimilation were
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Table 1. Bivariate Correlations Among Survey Variables (Individual Level)
Variables
1. Task conflict
2. Relationship conflict
3. Cohesion
4. Team efficacy

N

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

260
262
264
262

2.44
1.78
5.54
5.6

1.12
.86
.75
1.01

.85
.57***
−.44***
−.38***

.86
−.51***
−.41***

.76
.54***

.71

Note: Internal consistency reliability is presented in bold on the diagonal.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 2. Bivariate Correlations among Survey Variables (Team Level)
Variables

Mean

SD

1

2

3

4

1. Task conflict
2. Relationship conflict
3. Cohesion
4. Team efficacy

2.43
1.78
5.56
5.61

.73
.56
.52
.63

—
.69***
−.55***
−.59***

—
−.56***
−.63***

—
.61***

—

Note: n = 56.
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001.

Table 3. Absolute Variance Estimates for Teamwork Items and Construct

Cooperation
Helpfulness
Agreeableness
Creativity
Openness
Teamwork constructb
Stablec (52.6%)

Assimilation

Consensus

Unique relations

.27* (.68)
.29* (.58)
.37* (.68)
.60* (.65)
.33* (.64)
.27 (.89)

.01 (.02)
.04* (.08)
.03 (.06)
.07* (.07)
.05 (.09)
.01 (.02)

.12 (.30)
.17 (.34)
.14 (.26)
.26 (.28)
.14 (.27)
.03 (.09)

Note: n = 56.
a.The unique relations component is confounded with error at the indicator level; tests of
significance are not produced. The component is separated from error at the construct level
(Kenny, 1994).
b.Represents the construct indicated by the five items above.
c.Represents stable variance estimates in the teamwork construct. Values indicating the
relative stable variance estimates for each effect are given in parentheses.
*p < .05.
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Table 4. Correlations & Relative Importance Estimates of SRM Effects in Relation
to Conflict, Cohesion, and Team Efficacy
SRM effects
Team variables
Task conflict
Relationship conflict
Cohesion
Team efficacy

Assimilation

Consensus

Unique relations

.19 (.37)
.26* (.34)
−.13 (.12)
−.18 (.10)

−.05 (.02)
.11 (.11)
−.03 (.03)
.04 (.01)

.23 (.61)
.31* (.55)
−.29* (.85)
−.45** (.89)

Note: n = 56, Relative importance percentages are given in parentheses.
*p < .05. **p < .01.

significantly greater than zero (p < .05). Only two of the dimensions (i.e.,
helpfulness and creativity) were significantly greater than zero for estimations of consensus, suggesting greater within-group consensus for these
variables. The unique relations component is not tested for significance, in
that it cannot contain a negative value (Kenny, 1998).
Christensen, Cohan, and Stein (2004) asserted that SRM components that
do not contribute statistically significant variance should not be correlated
with other variables. However, as previously mentioned, our correlations and
regressions included the three sources of variance for the overall teamwork
construct with the five items as indicators. Thus, they are exempt from this
stipulation, because only individual indicators (and not multiple-item constructs) are subject to tests of statistical significance. As discussed above,
stable variance is separated from unstable variance for constructs with multiple indicators. Approximately 53% of the teamwork construct’s variance was
consistent across the indicators (i.e., stable variance). Assimilation accounted
for approximately 89% of the construct’s stable variance, whereas unique
relations accounted for about 9%. Consensus accounted for less than 2%.
Hypotheses 1 through 3 addressed the relationships between each component in the SRM and the team process outcomes of interest: task and relationship conflict, cohesion, and team-efficacy. Correlations are presented in
Table 4. Hypothesis 1 pertained to assimilation. Assimilation was significantly
related to relationship conflict (r = .26, p < .05) but was not significantly
related to task conflict, though the correlation was positive (r = .19). Thus,
Hypothesis 1a received only partial support. Hypotheses 1b (cohesion) and
1c (team-efficacy) were not supported. The correlations between assimilation
and cohesion (r = −.13) and team efficacy (r = −.18) were not significant,
though both correlations were negative as hypothesized.

Downloaded from sgr.sagepub.com by Allen Gorman on May 30, 2012

371

LeDoux et al.

Hypothesis 2 pertained to consensus of group members’ interpersonal perceptions. All correlations with consensus were nonsignificant. Therefore, the
three subparts of Hypothesis 2 were not supported. Hypothesis 3 addressed
unique relations. The level of unique relations was positively related to relationship conflict (r = .31, p < .05) but was not significantly related to task
conflict, though there was a small positive correlation (r = .23). Thus,
Hypothesis 3a received partial support. Unique relations were negatively
correlated with cohesion (r = −.29, p < .05) and team efficacy (r = −.45, p < .01).
Therefore, Hypotheses 3b and 3c were supported.
Hypothesis 4 pertained to the relative importance of levels of unique relations, in relation to the additional SRM components, in predicting team process outcomes. Relative importance refers to “the proportionate contribution
each predictor makes to R-squared [the predicted variance of the dependent
variable], considering both the unique contribution of each predictor by itself
and its incremental contribution when combined with the other predictors”
(Johnson & LeBreton, 2004, p. 238). Dominance analysis, developed by
Budescu (1993), seeks to determine the relative importance of multiple predictors in a multiple regression framework. Each team received a variance
estimate for each of the three SRM components for the construct. The three
predictors were then entered into multiple regression models for each of
the dependent variables, entering all possible combinations of the predictors.
The relative importance of each of the three SRM effects was then determined
using a computer program developed by LeBreton (Dominance Analysis
Version 3.1; LeBreton, 2002).
Unique relations accounted for the greatest amount of predicted variance
for task and relationship conflict (4a), cohesion (4b), and team efficacy (4c).
Thus, the three subparts of Hypothesis 4 were supported. Relative importance estimates are presented along with correlations in Table 4. Unique relations accounted for approximately 61% and 55% of the observed variance
for task and relationship conflict, respectively. Assimilation accounted for
approximately 37% and 34% of the observed variance for the conflict types,
whereas consensus accounted for about 2% and 11%, respectively. Unique
relations accounted for approximately 85% of the observed variance in prediction of cohesion, whereas assimilation and consensus accounted for 11%
and 3%, respectively. Finally, unique relations accounted for approximately
89% of the observed variance in prediction of team efficacy, whereas
assimilation accounted for about 10%. Consensus accounted for less
than 1%. Tables 5-8 list the R-squared coefficients for each of the three
predictors.
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Table 5. Dominance Analysis Results for SRM Effects Predicting Task Conflict
Additional contribution of:
Predictors
A. Perceiver
B. Target
C. Relationship
A., B.
A., C.
B., C.
Total R-squared
General dominance weights
Rescaled weights

R-squared

A

B

C

.03
.00
.05
.04
.07
.05
.07

—
.04
.02
—
—
.02

.00
—
.00
—
.00
—

.05
.05
—
.03
—
—

.03
.37

.00
.02

.04
.61

Note: n = 56.

Table 6. Dominance Analysis Results for SRM Effects Predicting Relationship
Conflict
Additional contribution of:
Predictors
A. Perceiver
B. Target
C. Relationship
A., B.
A., C.
B., C.
Total R-squared
General dominance weights
Rescaled weights

R-squared

A

B

C

.07
.01
.09
.08
.13
.12
.15

—
.07
.04
—
—
.03

.01
—
.03
—
.02
—

.06
.11
—
.08
—
—

.05
.34

.02
.11

.09
.55

Note: n = 56.

Discussion
Our study utilized the SRM to help understand how within-group interpersonal perceptions are related to team process outcomes. We found that unique
relations among group members’ perceptions were related to higher levels of
task and relationship conflict and lower levels of cohesion and self-efficacy
to a greater extent than assimilation and consensus. Concerning assimilation,
associations with the team process outcomes were in the hypothesized direc-
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Table 7. Dominance Analysis Results for SRM Effects Predicting Cohesion

Additional contribution of:
Predictors
A. Perceiver
B. Target
C. Relationship
A., B.
A., C.
B., C.
Total R-squared
General dominance weights
Rescaled weights

R-squared

A

B

C

.02
.00
.08
.02
.09
.09
.09

—
.02
.01
—
—
.00

.00
—
.01
—
.01
—

.07
.09
—
.08
—
—

.01
.12

.00
.03

.08
.85

Note: n = 56.

Table 8. Dominance Analysis Results for SRM Effects Predicting Team Efficacy
Additional contribution of:
Predictors
A. Perceiver
B. Target
C. Relationship
A., B.
A., C.
B., C.
Total R-squared
General dominance weights
Rescaled weights

R-squared

A

B

C

.03
.00
.20
.04
.21
.20
.21

—
.04
.01
—
—
.01

.00
—
.00
—
.00
—

.18
.20
—
.17
—
—

.02
.10

.00
.01

.19
.89

Note: n = 56.

tion, but most were small and nonsignificant. Assimilation was significantly
correlated with relationship conflict but not task conflict, suggesting that
groups in which members tend to view other members in idiosyncratic ways
are likely to experience greater levels of affective friction, relative to friction
associated with the work itself. This premise also held for unique relations,
which displayed a stronger association with relationship conflict, relative to
task conflict. With regard to within-group consensus, all correlations with
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team process outcomes were nonsignificant, with results suggesting that
consensus was relatively low across groups and did not play an important
role in influencing team process outcomes. We assert that the single most
important aspect of this study was evaluating the relative importance of the
three components in the SRM in predicting team process outcomes, which,
to our knowledge, has never been examined. These results suggest that the
manner in which group members perceive one another on a number of individual characteristics (e.g., creativity, helpfulness) influences the process of
their work.
Moreover, we believe the finding that unique relations held the highest
level of relative importance across all team variables is most significant.
Hence, unique relations between individuals’ perceptions within groups were
related to increased conflict and decreased cohesion and team efficacy.
Assimilation yielded correlations with the process outcomes in the hypothesized direction, though only the correlation with relationship conflict was
significant. We attribute the insignificant correlations between assimilation
and the group variables to the fact that assimilation was so abundant in our
study. Specifically, Marcus (1998) advised caution in the interpretation of
assimilation due to the confounding influence of response bias. There was
very little consensus in the teamwork construct, suggesting that consensus
was not stable across the indicators. Moreover, consensus was significant
only for two of the five teamwork items; therefore, the correlations between
this SRM component and the group variables should be examined with caution. In addition, stable consensus (i.e., variance consistent across all five
items) was represented by small values across groups in the present study,
making it difficult to detect significant correlations with other variables.
There are implications of the associations between the SRM components
and team process outcomes. Assimilation represents interpersonal perceptions derived from the person, or perceiver, according to the SRM. In general,
assimilation is associated with negative effects on group processes; and thus,
shared perceptions are proposed to positively influence group process outcomes. Though consensus in within-group interpersonal perceptions was not
significantly associated with group process outcomes, several points are
worth noting. First, favorable or unfavorable perceptions may yield consensus. Specifically, group members can agree that Bob is very helpful and
Alice is not. These two variations of within-group consensus may produce
differential effects on group processes. For example, agreement among group
members that Alice is neither helpful nor cooperative will not necessarily
produce positive effects upon group processes. Future research should examine this question in greater detail.
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Unique relations may be indicative of several potential within-group tendencies. Kenny (1994) outlined several facets of unique relations. Unique
relations may represent the different information regarding a particular target
(i.e., group member) that may be exposed to various group members.
Alternatively, this component may represent different attribution biases
among group members, in that members may react to various target behaviors in different ways. In addition, members may use information (e.g., affect,
mood) beyond the target’s behavior in the development of their perceptions.
It is important to note that the focus of the current article is on the effect of
unique relations, rather than their structure or form. However, additional
research is needed to determine potential differential effects these facets may
have on unique relations within groups. Our understanding of unique relations would also benefit through an examination of potential individual- and
group-level antecedents.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The generalizability of our results may be questioned because we used undergraduate teams participating in a class project. However, the students in these
teams worked together over the course of several months as a course requirement. Thus, like many work teams in organizations, the participants in
our study were experienced members of existing project teams. Additional
research is needed to determine the effects of time on the interpersonal processes within teams. In the present study, team members had worked cooperatively together for approximately 5 weeks prior to data collection. A
second limitation results from the use of multiple indicators for the general
teamwork construct used in the present study. As mentioned above, we
adjusted for the confounding presence of error in the dominance analysis by
using a teamwork construct with the five teamwork items as the construct’s
indicators. This technique, however, creates an additional limitation with
regard to the use of the SRM components as team variables. Specifically,
error is removed from the unique relations component at the cost of losing
potentially important variance that is not consistent across multiple indicators.
Values for the consensus and unique relations components were quite
small across teams. However, this suggests two additional important findings.
First, assimilation was relatively stable across all five teamwork indicators.
This suggests that assimilation may be more consistent across multiple variables in comparison to consensus and unique relations. It further suggests
that rater response bias was likely an important part of the great amount of
stable assimilation. Second, although the small stable variance estimates for
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consensus may have hindered the variable in producing significant correlations, the unique relations component produced moderate correlations with
team process outcomes even with small values. This suggests that unique
dyadic relationships among team members’ perceptions may serve as a strong
predictor of team processes. A final limitation concerns the content of interpersonal perceptions assessed in the current study. Although the five items
represent individual characteristics consistent with measures of personality
(e.g., Big Five; Costa & McCrae, 1994), other important traits and relational
factors were not assessed. For example, group members may differentially
perceive teammates’ ability to work with others; and this particular individual characteristic may be especially important in relation to within-group
conflict and cohesion. Other relational factors include interpersonal affect,
such as liking one another. How might these relationships influence group
processes? One potential area of interest may be how interpersonal affect differentially associates with task and relationship conflict, where one might
expect the latter to display a stronger association with this particular type of
perception.
We believe that dominance analysis is an interesting technique that can be
applied to studies utilizing the SRM. Our study, examining the relative importance of the SRM effects as predictors of conflict, cohesion and team-efficacy,
only scratches the surface of potential uses of dominance analysis within studies where round-robin data is available. Additional explanations for unique
relations may have utility for future research. Kulik, Bainbridge, and Cregan
(2008), for example, developed a model that focuses on stigma-by-association
effects in the workplace. Though this line of research operates at the level of
organization, it may still be useful to apply certain characteristics of the model
to an SRM analysis. Additionally, we did not investigate the temporal aspect
of interpersonal perceptions in the present study. It may be interesting to
investigate the process of change in interpersonal perceptions across time.
Related research has shown the importance of performance feedback on subsequent ratings of team members’ performance (e.g., Taggar & Brown, 2006).

Summary
In sum, the empirical research presented has yielded significant contributions with regard to several areas of research. The findings suggest that
deep-level diversity concerning group members’ interpersonal perceptions
may be understood through the SRM, which posits three distinct withingroup processes associated with group members’ perceptions of one another.
The results showing significant associations between the SRM components
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and the team process outcomes lend further support to the IPO model of
group processing, suggesting that underlying group factors may be influential in relating group inputs (e.g., group composition) to group processes
(e.g., cohesion, conflict, team efficacy). Finally, the current research serves
as a framework for continued research utilizing a social relations approach
in studies of within-group interpersonal perceptions and processes.
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