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ABSTRACT

Teams are being used more in organizations to do important work. However,
both positive and negative effects come with the increased use of teams. One problem is
the “bad apple’ effect where a highly disagreeable team mate, for example, damages
team performance. This research aims to study how this person damages team
performance and what can be done to minimize the negative impact. | propose that a
disagreeabl e teammate negatively impacts team affective states which in turn giveriseto
defensive behaviors among teammates. These defensive behaviors impact team
processes which in turn impact the team’s performance. In addition, | propose that team
interdependence moderates the impact of disagreeableness on teammate affective
reactions such that teammates in less interdependent contexts will react less negatively to
the “bad apple.”

| designed a 2x2 lab experiment with a confederate, or trained research
participant, to test these hypotheses. | manipulated disagreeabl eness through the
behaviors of the confederate and | manipulated interdependence through the information,
goals, and rewards of the teams. Results support all the hypothesized relationships. Of
note, | found that interdependence interacted with disagreeableness to predict team
affective reactions as measured by salivary cortisol —awell established biomarker for
affective reactions. | aso found support for a mediating model using team core affect or
affective culture mediating the impact of disagreeableness on team process. Finadly, |
found support for a mediated moderation model demonstrating that the moderation of
interdependence and disagreeableness on team process was mediated by team cortisol.

However, the impact on process was in the opposite direction than expected. Namely,



that more interdependent teams had higher processes despite elevated cortisol levels
indicating a negative affective, or stressreaction. This counterintuitive finding has
implications for future research attempting to discover useful methods of minimizing the

impact of a disagreeable teammate on the team.
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CHAPTER |
INTRODUCTION
One of the mgjor trends in organizations today is the increase of work donein
teams (I1gen, Hollenbeck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). With this increase comes the need to
improve our understanding of the dynamics of teams. Hence, team research has grown
rapidly and spans multiple literatures and domains.

Theoretical Background

One of the most prominent literatures regarding how teams work is that of team
composition which deals with the skills, abilities, and dispositions that individuals bring
to the team and how these elements interact to impact the team’ s functioning and
performance. For example, personality has been along studied element that contributes
to team composition and dynamics. Therise in popularity and acceptance of the Big 5
taxonomy of individual personality (Digman, 1990) allows team researchers a common
perspective to study the compositional effects of personality in teams. This taxonomy
comprises conscientiousness, extraversion, emotional stability, openness to experience,
and agreeableness. Meta-analytic findings show that conscientiousness and emotional
stability influence individual level performance (Barrick & Mount, 1991) and that team
aggregated personality influences team performance (Stewart, 2006). Specifically,
average levels of team conscientiousness and openness to experience lead to better team
performance in organizational settings (Bell, 2007). However, given the critical need to
get along with others in ateam context, many have hypothesized and some found that

agreeablenessis of critical importance in the team context (Morgeson, Reider, &



Campion, 2005; Mount, Barrick, & Stewart, 1998; Neumann & Wright, 1999; Barrick,
Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998).
Disagreeable Team Member

One of the most interesting findings with regard to agreeableness and team
performance relates to the effect of ahighly disagreeable team member. A recent meta-
analysis shows that team minimum agreeabl eness has an impact on team performance
(Bell, 2007). In addition, Barrick and colleagues (1998) found that teams with a highly
disagreeable team member performed meaningfully worse than teams that did not include
such amember. They concluded that “including a member who lacks desirable
interpersonal traits can negatively affect team processes and performance”’ and that
“examination of the minimum-score operationalization [of personality] clearly
demonstrates the effect of a single disagreeable member, which isimportant because it
illustrates the potentially strong effect one person can have on team performance (pg.
388).” Others (Neumann & Wright, 1999; Van Vianen & De Dreu, 2001; Halfhill,
Nielsen, Sundstrom, & Wellbaecher, 2005) have replicated this finding which portrays
the highly disagreeable teammate as the quintessential ‘ anti-team player.” However,
despite the empirical findings that a disagreeable member leads to poor team
performance, what has not been demonstrated is how thisimpact occurs. Thisgap in the
literature is characteristic of much of the literature on team personality as evidenced by
the following quote from Moynihan and Peterson:

“future research...should focus on refining our understanding of how

personality traits are related to the task and interpersonal behaviorsin

group processes... The inattention to mediating mechanisms is exacerbated

in the literature by the tendency to focus on desirable behaviors (e.g.,

helping, cooperation). For the most part, undesirable behaviors such as
malingering, social loafing, dishonesty, and sabotage have been



ignored....We suspect, in short, that many of the process theories need to

explicate the negative individual behaviors that cause poor group

performance (Moynihan & Peterson, 2001; pg. 340).”

This gap in the current literature prevents researchers from pursuing ways to limit
the negative effects of the disagreeable team member. Hence, my first research question
isasfollows:

Research Question #1. How does a disagreeabl e team member damage the

performance of the team? In essence, what are the intermediary mechanisms that

link a disagreeable team member to team performance?

Recently Felps, Mitchell, and Byington (2006) proposed a model of how one “bad
apple” damages team performance (Appendix A). They discussed the bad apple in terms
of ahighly ‘negative’ teammate which is quite similar to a highly * disagreeable’
teammate and argue that three intermediary variableslink the bad apple to team
performance. First, teammates react psychologically with negative emotions and feelings
of inequity and damaged trust. Second, these affective reactions lead to defensive
behaviors such as emotional explosions or withdrawal from the team. Third, these
defensive behaviors damage team processes such as communication and cooperation
which then directly impact the performance of the team. The intermediary variables of
psychological reactions, defensive behaviors, and team processes show how a
disagreeabl e teammate damages team performance. Affective events theory (Weiss &
Cropanzano, 1996) also argues that psychological or emotional reactions mediate the
impact of negative interactions at work and defensive behaviors.

Affective Reactions

Research on emotions in teams has increased over the last decade (Kanfer &

Klimoski, 2002; Lazarus, 1999). One popular perspective is affective events theory



(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) which holds that affective reactions are the proximal
outcomes of work events. Experiencing a disagreeable coworker, especialy in an
interdependent team setting, can be seen as a series of negative work events. Thus,
integrating the model of the bad apple phenomenon (Felps, et al, 2006) with affective
events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) leads to the conclusion that affective
reactions of teammates play an important role in explaining the impact of a disagreeable
teammate on team performance. Next, the affective reactions of teammates are argued to
giveriseto defensive behaviors.
Defensive Behaviors

Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) argued that affective reactions have a direct impact
on ‘affect driven behaviors' such as confrontation or withdrawal. They state that “ people
in an emotional state tend to be controlled by that state, they tend to be preoccupied by
the emotion and there is a persistence to behaviors designed to deal with the emotion
(Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996, pg. 54).” These effortsto deal with the emotion correspond
to ‘defensive behaviors' in the model of the bad apple phenomenon (Felps, et a, 2006).
In addition, the literature on psychological stress (Lazarus, 1991) indicates that people
respond to experiences of stress-emotions with coping behaviors. Coping hasto do with
the way people manage life conditions that are stressful and can be directed at the cause
of emotion or the emotion itself. Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) aso state that “in most
cases the emotion responses will tend to be incompatible with behavior in the job
domain, producing performance decrements (Weiss & Cropanzano, pg. 55).” Thus, |
integrate research from the bad apple phenomenon (Felps, et a, 2006), affective events

theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), and stress research (Lazarus, 1991) to argue that



teammates’ affective reactionsto abad apple lead to defensive behaviors such as
emotional explosions or withdrawal. Team process makes up the final intermediary
mechanism linking the disagreeable teammate to the performance of the team.
Team Processes

The impact of defensive behaviors on * performance decrements’ should be
mediated by team processes. A focus on processes as mediators in team research stems
from the wide spread use of the inputs-processes-outputs (I-P-O) model in the research
on small groups and teams (McGrath, 1984; Hackman, 1987; Steiner, 1972) which has
shown that processes lead to performance (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). Researchersusing
this model argue that processes mediate the impact of team inputs such as personality on
team outputs such as performance. Processes refer to the behavioral interactions among
the members of a group including coordination, cooperation, communication, and
conflict. Defensive behavioral responses begin to impact these important processes of
the team by (@) decreasing beneficial process behaviors such as communication and
cooperation and (b) increasing detrimental process behaviors such as relationship-focused
conflict. Thus, according to the model of the bad apple phenomenon (Felps, et a, 2006),
| included the long-studied construct of team process as the final intermediary mechanism
linking the disagreeable teammate to team performance. In summary, | argue that a
disagreeable ‘bad apple’ in ateam will impact teammates’ affective states which will
then impact teammates’ defensive behaviors. These defensive behaviors will impact
team processes which will in turn impact team performance.

The intermediary mechanisms that link the bad apple to team performance serve

to answer the first research question. However, an additional pursuit of this study is



discovering moderators of the bad apple effect. Because team affective reactions are the
first step in the progression of the bad apple’ s impact, | focus on a specific moderator of
thisrelationship. Thus, my second research question is as follows:

Research Question #2: Which variables moderate the impact of abad apple on
the affective reactions of teammates?

Interdependence

Interdependence is one of the most fundamental elements of small groups
(Johnson & Johnson, 1989) and has been found to have contingency effects on team
performance (Gibson, 1999; Barrick, Bradley, Kristof-Brown & Colbert, 2007) leading a
recent team review to conclude that it is a defining characteristic of teams (Kozlowski &
Bell, 2003). Interdependenceis defined as the extent to which contextual features outside
the individual and his or her behavior (i.e., tasks and outcomes) require a collection of
individuals to interact and depend on each other for information, motivation and support
(Barrick, et a., 2007; Wageman, 2001; Campion, Medsker, & Higgs, 1993).
Interdependence, then, is not an interactional process (i.e., behaviors) and is not an
emergent state (i.e., attitude or affect) but rather the requirement to interact and depend
on each other (Barrick, et al., 2007).

When teammates are highly interdependent they must work together closely in
order to perform well asateam. This may be due to dispersed knowledge, information or
skills that must be shared to complete tasks. On the other hand, when teammates are not
interdependent they do not need to work together closely to complete the tasks of the
group. Individuals can work mostly alone and coordinate efforts at only aminimal level
in order to perform well (Barrick, et a, 2007). The need to interact makes team

processes such as communicating and cooperating critically important in highly



interdependent team settings. However, in minimally interdependent settings these
processes are not asimportant. In teams that have a disagreeabl e teammate this minimal
need to interact will mean less exposure to and spreading of the negativity of the
disagreeable teammate. In discussing the impact of bad apples on teams Taggar and
Neubert (2000) concluded that “the behaviours of one person, if left unchecked, can
affect the whole team....To ultimately realize the potentia of teams, we need to be
proactive in ensuring that one *bad apple’ doesn’t ruin the whole barrel (pg. 53).”
Therefore, teams with less interdependence among teammates should be less effected by
the bad apple because team members will be less compelled to interact and depend on the
disagreeable person. Thus, | propose that the impact of a highly disagreeable team
member on other members' affective reactions to this bad apple depends on the level of
interdependence within the team setting. Specificaly, that teams with lower amounts of
interdependence will have less negative affective reactions to the bad apple than teams
with higher amounts of interdependence.

Appendix B depicts the proposed model. First, a disagreeable team member
negatively influences the average level of affective states of other teammates. Second,
these affective reactions lead to higher levels of average defensive behaviors within a
team. Third, the team defensive behaviors negatively influence team processes. Fourth,
team processes impact the performance of the team. Finally, interdependence moderates
the relationship between the disagreeable teammate and the team’ s affective reactions.
Thus, one contribution of this study isto show how a disagreeable ‘bad apple’ spoils
team performance and another contribution isto show that the level of interdependence

among teammates changes how much the *bad apple’ can impact the team.



CHAPTERIII
LITERATURE REVIEW

One of the mgjor trends in organizations today is the increase of work donein
small groups (Ilgen, et a, 2005). A recent review stated that “the last decade and a half
has witnessed a remarkable transformation of organizationa structures worldwide....one
of its more compelling aspects has been an ongoing shift from work organized around
individual jobs to team-based work structures (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; pg. 333).” This
guote is one of many from organizational behavior scholars recognizing the increased use
of team-based work structuresin organizations. With this rise comes an increase in the
dependence workers have on others to do their jobs and despite the productivity benefits
(Wageman, 1995), an increase in worker interdependence is not without a negative side
(Sinclair, 1992). One of the ways doing work in teams can be detrimental to both
individual satisfaction and team productivity is through experiencing a highly
disagreeable team member. For example, Barrick and colleagues (1998) found that teams
with one very disagreeable team member performed worse that teams without a highly
disagreeable team member. They reasoned that this *bad apple’ may make team
membership too costly in terms of social rewards and thus destroy interpersonal
relationships within the team. But, how does a bad apple spoil the team? In order to
answer this question | will review pertinent literature according to the model presented in
the preceding chapter (Appendix B) and propose specific hypotheses about the nature of
the impact of the bad apple and what can be done about it.

This chapter is organized asfollows. First, | define teams and discuss the nature

of the team setting. Second, | review the personality literature on agreeableness, evaluate



the findings that one highly disagreeable team member damages team performance, and
develop a profile of disagreeableness. Third, | integrate the profile of disagreeableness
with the three theoretical models of the bad apple phenomenon in teams (Felps, et al,
2006), affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), and psychological stress
(Lazarus, 1991) to propose that team affective reactions, team defensive behaviors, and
team processes are the intermediary mechanisms linking the bad apple to team
performance. Finaly, | review the literature on interdependence and argue that it will
moderate the impact of disagreeableness on team-level state affective. Hypotheses are
developed according to these reviews and are presented after the corresponding sections.

What Are Teams?

Thetitle of ‘team’ has been applied to small groups, small businesses, business
units, and even entire organizations. This proliferation of the team title is no doubt partly
attributed to the increased use of teams to get work done and the increased attention to
them in the management literatures. In this study, | view ateam asasmall group of
people interacting to complete atask. Specifically, | define ateam as asocial system of
two or more individuals who interact by taking on different roles to perform complex
tasks, share responsibility for outcomes, and are embedded in alarger socia system such
as a business unit or an organization (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003; Cohen & Bailey, 1997,
Hackman, 1987). The essence of ateam is the requirement to interact because of shared
goals, responsibilities, and outcomes.

Many scholars draw a distinction between teams and groups. For example, a
team is a specific kind of group that exists within an organization and pursues specific

goals. Management and organization researchers studying teams are often most
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concerned with ateam’ s effectiveness and what can be done to improve it. On the other
hand, groups are much broader and include families, groups of friends, and even co-
located strangers, in addition to work groups. Small group researchers, often based in
social psychology, tend to focus on group processes such as interactions and
interpersonal attraction and are less concerned with the effectiveness, or performance, of
the group (Cohen & Bailey, 1997). On the other hand, the emphasis of team research in
the organizational literatures tends to focus on task driven processes and their causes and
consequences, namely inputs and outputs (Bettenhausen, 1991). Inthisresearch | planto
utilize an inputs-processes-outputs framework in alab study with artificially created
teams to study phenomenafound in real work teams within organizations.
The I-P-O Framework for the Study of Teams

The input-process-output (IPO) framework was first applied in the functional
perspective of small groups. This perspective is a normative approach to describing and
predicting group behavior and performance that focuses on the functions of inputs and/or
processes (Hollingshead, Wittenbaum, Paulus, Hirokawa, Ancona, Peterson, Jehn, &
Y oon, 2005). The functional perspective assumes a causal string from inputs to
processes to outputs and has four main assumptions. First, groups are goal oriented.
Second, group behavior and performance varies and can be evaluated. Third, interaction
processes have utility and can be regulated. Fourth, internal and external factors
influence group performance viainteraction. Given its strength in predicting and
explaining task-oriented group performance it is no wonder that most research on team

effectiveness incorporates a functional perspective, often through the I1PO framework.
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The IPO framework (McGrath, 1984; Hackman, 1987; Steiner, 1972) includes
inputs, processes, and outputs. Inputs include individual, team, and environmental
elements that make up the context for the team. For example, the intelligence and
personality of team members, the size and structure of the team, and the reward and
control structure of the organization, i.e., the environment of the team. Processes, on the
other hand, help or hinder the team’ s ability to convert these inputs into outputs. Most
researchers agree that processes refer to interactions among the members of a group
including coordination, cooperation, communication, and conflict. Outputs, then, are the
outcomes of the effects of inputs on processes and represent the criteriafor judging the
effectiveness of ateam. Team effectiveness can be organized into internal and external
categories. Internal outcomes are often satisfaction or team viability, while external
outcomes are often performance or productivity (Kozlowski & Bell, 2003). The ubiquity
of thisframework is evidenced in its reference in current team reviews (Kozlowski &
Bell, 2003; Cohen & Bailey, 1997; ligen, et a., 2005).

In addition to the functional perspective of small groups, a second perspectiveis
relevant to the current paper. The psychodynamic perspective focuses on the impact of
individuals' emotional, nonconscious processes and the conscious, rational processes on
interpersonal interactions. This perspective has three main assumptions. First, social
behavior has rootsin biological instincts. Second, group mind exists. Third,
unawareness of emotional processes inhibits effectiveness and bringing these processes to
awareness improves effectiveness. Because the affective and emotional side of groupsis
acentral concern in the psychodynamic perspective, | am to integrate elements from it

into the functional perspective of this paper. | do it by arguing that, in addition to
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traditional team processes, team affective reactions play a central roleis explaining how a
bad apple damages team performance.

As team research advances toward the conceptualization of teams as complex,
adaptive, dynamic systems (Arrow, McGrath, Berdahl, 2001) the need is heightened for
the field to pursue more complex interrel ationships among inputs and processes and to
expand the array of team processes studied (Hollingshead, et al., 2005). One such
advancement is the recent distinction being made in the teams literature regarding
interactional processes and affective or attitudinal emergent states. This growing
distinction represents prior research working to integrate el ements of the psychodynamic
perspective into traditionally functional team research. For example, Marks, Mathieu,
and Zaccaro (2001) emphasized team processes as interactional in nature and emergent
states as cognitive, motivational, and affective states of teams. They note that many
constructs used by researchers to represent ‘process’ in the IPO model are in fact
emergent states. In their review of group effectiveness research, Cohen and Bailey
(1997) also drew the distinction between processes and ‘ group psychosocial traits.’
Processes, again, were described as interactions such as communication and conflict
while group psychosocial traits were described as “ shared understandings, beliefs, or
emotional tone (pg. 244).” Finaly, llgen, and colleagues (2005) drew asimilar
distinction while reviewing the research on teamsin organizations. They argued that
many of the mediational factors that intervene and transmit the influence of inputs to
outputs are not processes at all but emergent cognitive or affective states. These three
reviews recognize that a major trend in the field of team research is an effort to integrate

affective elements from the psychodynamic perspective into traditional team research that
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uses a functional perspective. Inthe current study, | argue that the effects of a
disagreeable member on the team’ s performance go through the affective states,
defensive behaviors, and interactional processes of the team members. | next review
team personality research, the findings of agreeableness, and construct a profile of
disagreeabl eness to characterize the bad apple.
Individual-Level Personality Research

While the domain of individual personality is quite broad, personality research
has increasingly centered on the five factor model, or Big 5 taxonomy, in recent years
(Digman, 1990). The five factor model (FFM) of personality consists of
conscientiousness, emotional stability, extraversion, agreeableness and openness to
experience. Conscientiousness refers to an active process of planning, organizing, and
carrying out tasks. People who are described as conscientious strive for achievement and
are said to be competent, orderly, dutiful, self-disciplined, and deliberate. Neuroticism
(emotional stability isits opposite) refersto the general tendency to experience negative
emotions such as fear, sadness, embarrassment, guilt, and disgust. In addition, neurotic
individuals tend to be less able to control impulses and cope with stress than others.
Neurotic people tend to be self-conscious and vulnerable and experience anxiety, anger,
and depression more than others. Extraversion refers to sociability and enjoying being in
large groups of people. Extraverts are assertive, active, and talkative and tend to have a
cheerful disposition. These individuals tend to be enterprising and so it’s no surprise that
sales people typify this personality trait. Extravertstend to seek excitement and be warm,
gregarious, active, and experience positive emotions more than others. Agreeableness,

like extraversion, is mostly a dimension of interpersonal tendencies. These people are
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thoughtful, sympathetic, and cooperative. Agreeable people are trusting, straightforward,
altruistic, compliant, modest, and tender-minded and tend to see others this way as well.
Finally, openness to experience refers to creativity, curiosity, and divergent thinking.
Open individuals tend to be unconventional, question authority, and focus on aesthetics
and action. These individuals experience fantasy, feelings, and ideas more than other
people (Costa& McCrae, 1992). In addition to its emergence as the standard for the
study of normal personality traits, the five factor model also appears to be a human
universal (McCrae & Costa, 1997).

Findings regarding the FFM of personality and work outcomes have been
accumulating for years. In asemina meta-analysis on the FFM and work outcomes,
Barrick and Mount (1991) showed that across work situations and types of jobs,
conscientiousness and extraversion were valid predictors of job performance with
conscientiousness having the strongest relationship. Conscientiousness, emotional
stability, extraversion, and openness to experience have been linked to leadership (Judge,
Bono, llies, & Gerhardt, 2002). Openness has also been shown to relate to performance
on brainstorming tasks (Bolin & Neuman, 2006). However, agreeableness has not shown
effects on many of these important individual work outcomes. One reason for the lack of
findings regarding agreeableness and important individual work outcomes is due to the
socia nature of thistrait, making it a prime trait to study in the team context.

Agreeableness

Agreeablenessislikely the FFM trait most closely associated with interpersonal

interaction (Graziano, Jensen-Campbell, & Hair, 1996) which helps explain the paucity

of findings relating it to individual-centered work outcomes such as job performance. As
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previoudy stated, agreeable people are thoughtful, sympathetic, and cooperative. They
also tend to see other people thisway. Costa and McCrae (1992) list six sub-facets of
agreeableness as. trust, straightforwardness, altruism, compliance, modesty, and tender-
mindedness. Graziano, et a. (1996) described agreeableness as reflecting internal
tendencies in the regulation of anger and frustration and go on to say that agreeabl eness
allows humans to capitalize on the advantages of group living. On the other hand, a
disagreeabl e person is antagonistic, egocentric, skeptical of others' intentions, and
competitive rather than cooperative. Disagreeableness has aso been linked to narcissism,
paranoia, and antisocial behaviors (Costa & McCrag, 1992).

Findings concerning arelationship between agreeableness and socially oriented
outcomes are now accumulating in the social psychology, industrial-organizational
psychology, and management literatures. These findings show why agreeablenessis
important in teams because they represent the underpinnings of team process behaviors.
For example, agreeableness has been shown to be a key trait predictor in contextua
performance and extra-role behaviors. In addition, evidence shows a negative
relationship between agreeableness and relationship conflict, and counterproductive
behaviors. | now review these findings to more fully paint the picture of thetrait of
agreeableness.

Expanding the domain of job performance, Hurtz and Donovan (2000) found
meta-anal ytic evidence that agreeableness was the strongest personality trait relating to
interpersonal facilitation, a key factor in contextual performance. Borman and
Motowidlo (1993) note that in addition to task-focused performance, contextual

performanceislikely akey criterion in jobs that center around interpersonal interaction.
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Contextual performance is characterized by helping other employees and being
cooperative and inclusive. In addition, agreeableness has been found to be the highest
FFM trait predictor of cooperative behavior (LePine & Van Dyne, 2001b), another
important element of contextual performance. Others have also found that agreeableness
is the most important personality trait predictor of contextual performance (Mohammed,
Mathieu, & Bartlett, 2002).

Agreeableness also relates positively to organizational citizenship behaviors
(OCBs). For example, llies, Scott, & Judge (2006) found that agree