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Teams are formed to benefit from an expanded pool of expertise and experience, yet 2 aspects of the
conflict stemming from those core differences will ultimately play a large role in determining team
viability and productivity: conflict states and conflict processes. The current study theoretically reorganizes the literature on team conflict— distinguishing conflict states from conflict processes—and details
the effects of each on team effectiveness. Findings from a meta-analytic cumulation of 45 independent
studies (total number of teams ⫽ 3,218) suggest states and processes are distinct and important predictors
of team performance and affective outcomes. Controlling for conflict states (i.e., task and relationship
conflict), conflict processes explain an additional 13% of the variance in both team performance and team
affective outcomes. Furthermore, findings reveal particular conflict processes that are beneficial and
others detrimental to teams. The truth about team conflict: Conflict processes, that is, how teams interact
regarding their differences, are at least as important as conflict states, that is, the source and intensity of
their perceived incompatibilities.
Keywords: team, group, conflict, management, meta-analysis

A second purpose of this study was to better integrate prior work
on team conflict (e.g., De Dreu & Weingart, 2003a, 2003b), with
the broader literature on team processes (e.g., Marks, Mathieu, &
Zaccaro, 2001). We do this by invoking a meaningful distinction in
the literature on teams—that of emergent states and behavioral
processes (Kozlowski & Chao, 2012; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006;
Marks et al., 2001)—and leverage this distinction to conceptually
reorganize past work on team conflict. Doing so enables us to
answer another question of both theoretical and practical importance: What is the relative impact of team conflict-emergent states
(i.e., members’ perceptions of differences) versus team conflict
processes (i.e., the behavioral interactions through which members
preemptively and reactively manage differences; Marks et al.,
2001) on team outcomes?

Organizations are increasingly structuring work around teams in
an effort to capitalize on an expanded pool of information, experience, and expertise. Although teams have the potential to transform this expanded input set into lifesaving decisions and innovative new products, teams also possess the almost certainty of
conflict. Substantial research and practical attention have been
paid to understanding this important aspect of team life. Importantly, comparatively more attention has focused on understanding the
types and intensity of conflict issues within teams, with relatively
less attention being paid to how teams interact in relation to those
differences. As a result, prescriptive advice for teams has largely
been provided through conjecture, anecdotal evidence, and common sense rather than empirical evidence. The first aim of the
current study was to provide an evidentiary basis for future prescriptions about team conflict by answering the question: Which
team conflict processes are functional and dysfunctional in teams?

Team Conflict: Emergent States and
Behavioral Processes
Conflict has been defined as “a process that begins when an
individual or group perceives differences and opposition between
itself and another individual or team about interests and resources,
beliefs, values, or practices that matter to them” (De Dreu &
Gelfand, 2008, p. 6). This definition characterizes conflict as a
perceptual state. A second important aspect of conflict in teams is
how it is managed, which was also noted by De Dreu and Gelfand,
“The process view leaves open how parties manage their conflicts”
(p. 6). As the preceding definition illustrates, past research on
conflict uses the term process to encompass multiple aspects of
conflict, including perceived differences, strategies aimed at managing those differences, and the consequences of those differences.
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The distinction between emergent states (defined as relatively
enduring properties of the team rooted in individuals’ thoughts and
feelings) and processes (defined as “members’ interdependent acts
that convert inputs to outcomes through cognitive, verbal, and
behavioral activities directed toward organizing task-work to
achieve collective goals”; Marks et al., 2001, p. 357) is rooted in
systems theory (Allport, 1954; Katz & Kahn, 1966; Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967) and has proved useful in understanding the nuanced
aspects of team interaction that mediate the effects of inputs on
outcomes (Ilgen, Hollenceck, Johnson, & Jundt, 2005). Both team
conflict states and team conflict processes arise because of actual
or perceived differences in members’ values, working styles,
and/or ideas—yet their distinction is an important one. As Marks
and her colleagues (2001) stress:
Indices of emergent states are often intermingled with interactional
process indicators, which results in serious construct contamination.
Emergent states do not represent team interaction or team actions that
lead toward outcomes. Rather, they are products of team experiences
(including team processes) and become new inputs to subsequent
processes and outcomes. The point is that emergent states are not
processes in and of themselves, because they do not describe the
nature of member interaction. (p. 358)

Using the state-process distinction, we define (a) team conflict
states as shared perceptions among members of the team about the
intensity of disagreement over either tasks (i.e., goals, ideas, and
performance strategies) or relationships (i.e., personality clashes,
interpersonal styles) and (b) team conflict processes (commonly
labeled “conflict management” in the conflict literature) as members’ interactions aimed at working through task and interpersonal
disagreements (Marks et al., 2001). Prior work on conflict in teams
has both (a) blended team conflict “emergent states” with team
“conflict processes” and (b) disproportionately focused on understanding team conflict “emergent states” over team “conflict processes.”
As evidence of the second point, the literature on conflict as an
emergent state has been twice meta-analyzed (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003b; De Wit, Greer, & Jehn, 2012). The first meta-analysis
found that both task and relationship conflict were negatively
related to team performance and affective outcomes; the second
confirmed the negative effects of relationship conflict, but found
that task conflict was less harmful, and, in some cases, even
beneficial. The core logic of both meta-analyses was to understand
the direct effects of conflict states (i.e., perceptions) on team
outcomes and to identify moderators of this relationship. Neither
study examined team conflict processes.
Understanding team processes is critical because they characterize the interactions among team members that ultimately give
rise to emergent states. Over the course of team development,
processes regularize into team-emergent states, and states in turn
shape and constrain subsequent behavioral processes. This duality
of structure and process was elaborated by early systems theorists,
as described by Kozlowski and Chao (2012) as “reciprocal forces
such that interaction processes stabilize over time and emerge to
form structures that then shape subsequent processes” (p. 336).
Team members’ interactions about conflict (i.e., conflict process)
determine their perceptions of differences (i.e., conflict states);
likewise, members’ conflict states shape their behavioral repertoires in response to perceived differences (i.e., conflict processes).

Processes are particularly valuable explanatory mechanisms in
teams because they are more malleable and proximal to team
outcomes (like team performance and affect) than are emergent
states. From a cognitive dissonance perspective, the key to changing a team-emergent state is to bring about a change in the pattern
of team interactions so that members’ interactions with one another are no longer congruent with their perceptions, requiring
team members to revise their perceptions (i.e., reducing their
perceptions of conflict; Festinger, 1957). Brett and her colleagues
provide support for this idea, demonstrating that mixing unreciprocated contentious communication with noncontentious communication effectively disrupts dyadic conflict spirals (Brett, Shapiro,
& Lytle, 1998).
As processes and states are distinct team explanatory mechanisms, each of which is important to understanding the implications of team conflict, we posit that:
Hypothesis 1 (H1): Team conflict processes and emergent
states are each uniquely related to team performance (H1a)
and team affective outcomes (H1b).

Impact of Team Conflict Processes on Outcomes
To date, there have been a number of studies to investigate
constructs that meet the definition of team conflict processes.
These include research on team collaboration, team competition,
team avoiding, and team openness. The first three stem from the
literature on interpersonal conflict (Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Deutsch, 2002; Lewin, 1948; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Thomas, 1976;
van de Vliert & Euwema, 1994) and have been conceptually
adapted to characterize interaction patterns within the team as they
work to resolve and/or integrate their differences. The application
of these three processes to understanding how individuals interact
in teams has been described as “moving toward” (i.e., collaborating), “moving against” (i.e., competing), and “moving away” (i.e.,
avoiding; De Dreu & Van Vianen, 2001). The fourth conflict
process (stemming from Tjosvold’s, 1985, idea of constructive
controversy), openness, refers broadly to open/change-oriented
discussions meant to reach mutually beneficial solutions and is
similar to the collaborating process. This “moving toward” versus
“moving away” distinction can also be thought of as an extension
of the Blake and Mouton (1964) dimension of “concern for the
self” and “concern for the other party.”
Thus, an important aspect of team conflict process is the extent
to which members’ behavioral patterns show “concern for individuals” versus “concern for the team as a whole.” This differentiation parallels research on individual collectivistic tendencies
when working in teams (e.g., Jackson, Colquitt, Wesson, &
Zapata-Phelan, 2006), which has found that the individualism–
collectivism distinction originally discussed in the context of macrolevel cultural values (e.g., Hofstede, 1980) can be used to
understand individuals’ behavior in teams. Indeed, teams have
been found to develop behavioral norms that vary on the basis of
their concern for group members, preference to work within the
group, reliance on group members, acceptance of group norms,
and prioritization of group goals. Teams who score high on such
indicators of collectivism are therefore unlikely to adopt conflict
processes characterized by competition or avoidance.
We term this distinguishing feature of team conflict process as
collectivism. Teams with a collectivistic conflict process support a
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greater focus on concern for and reliance on others, preference for
working as a team, cooperation among members, and teamwide
goal accomplishment. In contrast, teams with an individualistic
conflict process support a greater tendency toward individual or
dyadic (subteam) reliance, concern, and goal accomplishment
(Goncalo & Staw, 2006). Openness and collaboration are therefore
collectivistic processes (as they incorporate differences in members’ viewpoints while still preserving the entitativity of the team),
whereas avoiding and competing are individualistic processes (as
they preserve individuality and subjugate the entitativity of the
team to safeguard the disparate views of its members). Figure 1
depicts this categorization of team conflict process.
The open question regarding team conflict process is: Which
processes are functional and which are dysfunctional? We cumulate past research linking these four processes to team effectiveness and test the extent to which they are collectivistic versus
individualistic as a moderator of these relationships. Research
suggests that the process through which teams interact in relation
to conflict affects their functioning (e.g., Behfar, Peterson, Mannix, & Trochim, 2008; Thomas, 1992). For example, collectivistic
processes have been associated with enhanced performance and
increased concern for team members (as evidenced by a greater
incidence of team-directed citizenship behaviors), as well as a
reduction in withdrawal behaviors (Jackson et al., 2006). Similarly, collaborative approaches to conflict resolve conflict in a way
that is mutually beneficial to the parties involved (Thomas, 1992;
Tjosvold, 1991), therefore restoring fairness perceptions, improving process effectiveness, repairing working relationships, and/or
enhancing the affective outcomes of team members. If teams make
use of conflict processes that do not enable the effective integration of ideas, experiences, and beliefs (which is more likely to
occur with the individualistic processes of avoidance and competition), team performance will likely suffer (Behfar et al., 2008).
Thus, we posit that collectivistic conflict processes will be positively related to team performance and affective outcomes,
whereas individualistic processes will be negatively related to
these outcomes.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Collectivistic conflict processes are positively related to team performance (H2a), whereas individu-

Figure 1.
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alistic processes are negatively related to team performance
(H2b).
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Collectivistic conflict processes are positively related to team affective outcomes (H3a), whereas individualistic processes are negatively related to team affective
outcomes (H3b).

Method
Database and Inclusion Criteria
Forty-five independent studies reported in 44 articles (total
number of teams ⫽ 3,218) examining team conflict were included
in this meta-analysis. We built the meta-analytic database using a
comprehensive search of the following: (a) PsycINFO and ABI
Inform databases using appropriate keyword combinations (e.g.,
group or team and conflict management, conflict handling, conflict
resolution, conflict style, or conflict tactic), (b) key journals likely
to publish team conflict process research (e.g., Academy of Management Journal; Administrative Science Quarterly; Group Dynamics: Theory, Research, and Practice; Group and Organizational Studies; International Journal of Conflict Management;
Journal of Applied Psychology; Journal of Management; Journal
of Organizational Behavior; Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology; Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes; Personnel Psychology; and Small Group Research),
(c) references of studies included in the meta-analytic database,
and (d) articles citing seminal studies on team conflict (e.g., De
Dreu & Weingart, 2003b; Jehn, 1995). In order to be included in
the meta-analytic database, primary studies needed to report sufficient information to compute a bivariate relationship between
team conflict process and team effectiveness at the team level of
analysis, and needed to define conflict process in terms of one of
the four focal processes.
Studies reporting on conflict processes in dyads were not included in our database, nor were studies that reported data captured
from dyads that were members of larger groups, even when the
data were aggregated and analyzed at the team level (e.g., Tjos-

Descriptive taxonomy of team conflict states and processes.
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vold, Hui, & Hu, 2003, presented data obtained from 100 teams,
each composed of three or more members; team conflict process
was operationalized using the views of only two team members).
These exclusions were made for two reasons. First, conceptually,
there is a distinction between interpersonal conflict process, involving the actions of two people in direct response to one another,
and intragroup conflict, which involves the simultaneous dynamics
of at least two dyadic interactions and relationships. Second,
missing data in teams studies may significantly increase the incidence of Type II errors (Timmerman, 2005). Appendix E summarizes the studies excluded from the database, including the seven
that were removed due to this issue.

Coding Procedure
Each study was independently coded by two of the study’s
authors for (a) sample size, (b) number of teams, (c) correlations
between conflict process and outcomes, (d) intercorrelations of
conflict processes, if more than one was reported, and (e) reliability estimates for conflict processes and outcomes. Initial intercoder
agreement was very high (Cohen’s ⫽ .966), likely due to the
objective nature of the data coded. Coding disagreements were
resolved through discussion.
Coding of conflict-emergent states. The primary studies examined one or both of two forms of frequently studied team
conflict-emergent states: task conflict (disagreements about ideas
related to the task) and relationship conflict (interpersonal incompatibilities; Jehn, 1995). These conflict states were typically assessed using three items each from Jehn’s (1992) Conflict scale or
a variation thereof (e.g., Jehn, 1994, 1995).
Coding of conflict processes. Conflict processes were coded
into one of the four focal constructs examined here: collaborating,
competing, avoiding, and openness. The first three stem from the
literature on interpersonal conflict (Blake & Mouton, 1964;
Deutsch, 2002; Lewin, 1948; Pruitt & Rubin, 1986; Thomas, 1976;
van de Vliert & Euwema, 1994) and typically used items drawn or
adapted from Rahim’s (1983) scale. Collaborating (“moving toward”) was assessed with items like: “My team tries to investigate
an issue to find a solution acceptable to us.” Competing (“moving
against”; also conceptualized as distributive behaviors; [e.g., Beersma & De Dreu, 2002, 2005]; dominating; [e.g., Desivilya &
Eizen, 2005]; contending; [e.g., Lovelace, Shapiro, & Weingart,
2001]; and forcing [e.g., Richter, Scully, & West, 2005]), was
assessed with items like: “My team members are generally firm in
pursuing their sides of the issue.” Avoiding (“moving away”) was
assessed with items like: “My team usually engages in open
discussion of our differences.” Studies based on Tjosvold’s (1985)
idea of constructive controversy (open-minded discussions in
which expressing opposing viewpoints is encouraged) and Jehn’s
(1995) openness norms construct (group norms that encourage
open discussion and confrontation of opinions and concerns) were
coded as openness; these teams have behavioral repertoires similar
to collaboration and encourage open/change-oriented discussions
of conflict. Scale items in these primary studies were similar to the
following: “Team members express their own views directly to
each other” (Tjosvold, Chen, & Yu, 2003, p. 259), “How much
open discussion of issues was there in your group?” (Jehn &
Mannix, 2001, p. 244), and “Criticizing or providing information
which challenges the feasibility of what is being done is encour-

aged” (Lovelace et al., 2001, p. 785). Although both collaborating
and openness conflict processes involve the open discussion of
varying viewpoints, collaborating behaviors also explicitly encourage the derivation of mutually beneficial solutions. Research in the
collaborating and openness traditions has occurred in silos; to date,
there have been no empirical studies examining the overlap between these constructs. As such, we report them separately here.
Coding of team outcomes. The effects of team conflict processes on two aspects of team effectiveness were examined: team
performance and affective outcomes. Team performance was typically operationalized as decision quality, project grades, or supervisor ratings of performance. Team affective outcomes were typically assessed using aggregates of self-report measures reflecting
the emotional health of the team (e.g., satisfaction and viability).

Analyses
Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) artifact distribution meta-analytic
procedures were used to analyze these data. Observed correlations
were corrected for sampling error and unreliability in measures.
We computed both the credibility and confidence intervals around
 (the sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation corrected
for measure reliability), as each provides unique information about
the nature of  (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Whitener, 1990). Specifically, the credibility interval (CV) provides an estimate of the
variability of corrected correlations across studies. Wide CVs or
those that include zero suggest the presence of a moderator. An
80% CV that excludes zero indicates that more than 90% of the
corrected correlations are different from zero (10% lie beyond the
upper bound of the interval). The confidence interval (CI) provides
an estimate of the accuracy of our estimation of  (Whitener,
1990); in other words, the CI estimates the variability around  due
to sampling error. A 90% CI that excludes zero indicates that if our
estimation procedures were repeated many times, 95% of the
estimates of  would be larger than zero (5% would fall beyond the
upper limit of the interval). As such, relationships are interpreted
to generalize across situations when the 80% CV did not include
zero, and rhos are interpreted to be meaningfully different from
one another when one estimate is not included in the CI band of the
other estimate.
Using the theory-testing methods outlined by Viswesvaran and
Ones (1995), we conducted a series of meta-analytic regression
analyses to explore the extent to which conflict processes and
conflict states explain unique variance in team performance and
affective outcomes. We conducted regression analyses on metaanalytically derived correlations between the relevant variables
(i.e., meta-analytic regression; Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, Porter,
& Ng, 2001; Zimmerman, 2008). To conduct these analyses, we
first constructed a meta-analytic correlation matrix among conflict
states, conflict processes, and team performance and affective
outcomes. This intercorrelation matrix (see Table 1) includes (a)
reliability-corrected correlations computed from our database (i.e.,
between conflict state and conflict process, among the conflict
processes, and between conflict process and performance/affective
outcomes) as well as (b) reliability-corrected correlations reported
by De Wit et al. (2012) between conflict states (task and relationship conflict) and team performance/affective outcomes. We then
used the harmonic means of the total sample sizes on which each
meta-analytic correlation from the input matrix was estimated in
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Table 1
Meta-Analytic Correlation Values for the Relationships Among Conflict States, Conflict Process, and Team Effectiveness
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Variable
Performance
k, N
Affective outcomes
k, N
Task conflict
k, N
Rel. conflict
k, N
Openness
k, N
Collaborating
k, N
Avoiding
k, N

Task conflict
, [95% CI]

Rel. conflict
, [95% CI]

Openness
, [95% CI]

Collaborating
, [95% CI]

⫺.01,a [⫺.06, .04]
95, 7201
⫺.24,a [⫺.40, ⫺.09]
26, 1979

⫺.16,a [⫺.21, ⫺.12]
80, 5369
⫺.54,a [⫺.62, ⫺.47]
26, 1901
.54a, .58a
73, 4845/21, 1491b

.34, [.25, .43]
16, 962
.44, [.29, .59]
10, 628
.06 [⫺.13, .25]
7, 439
⫺.44, [⫺.58, ⫺.30]
6, 387

.33, [.24, .42]
19, 1586
.49, [.36, .62]
10, 661
⫺.13 [⫺.23, ⫺.03]
12, 1195
⫺.34, [⫺.46, ⫺.22]
12, 1150
—

Avoiding
, [95% CI]

Competing
, [95% CI]

⫺.21, [⫺.33, ⫺.09] ⫺.25, [⫺.33, ⫺.17]
7, 650
18, 1521
⫺.14, [⫺.17, ⫺.11] ⫺.14, [⫺.23, ⫺.05]
6, 393
9, 596
.01 [⫺.05, .07]
.24, [.09, .39]
7, 638
10, 943
.25, [.16, .34]
.35, [.21, .49]
8, 694
11, 1047
—
—
⫺.15 [⫺.23, ⫺.07]
12, 953

⫺.32 [⫺.41, ⫺.23]
23, 1732
.38 [.27, .49]
10, 831

Note. Dashes indicate that no correlation was available for a relationship. Rel. conflict ⫽ Relationship conflict; k ⫽ number of correlations meta-analyzed;
N ⫽ total number of groups;  ⫽ sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation corrected for unreliability in both measures; 90% CI ⫽ 90% confidence
interval around .
a
Relationships obtained from De Wit, Greer, and Jehn (2012); 95% CI ⫽ 95% confidence interval around  and are only reported for relationships obtained
from De Wit et al. b De Wit et al. (2012) did not report the 95% CI for this relationship. Two correlations between task and relationship conflict were
provided: one in the case of performance outcomes and the other in the case of affective outcomes. These are provided with their corresponding k and N,
respectively.

order to compute the standard errors associated with the regression
coefficients. Appendices A, B, C, and D report all of the correlations, sample sizes, and reliability coefficients used in the analyses.

Results
Table 1 reports the reliability-corrected correlations among conflict states, conflict processes, and team outcomes. True-score
correlations () between task and relationship conflict, team performance, and team affective outcomes and their associated CIss,
number of correlations (k), and number of teams (N) were drawn
from De Wit et al. (2012). The remaining true-score correlations
involving conflict process were calculated in the current effort
(detailed meta-analytic results associated with these true-score
correlations are presented in Tables 4 and 5). Tables 2 and 3
present regression analyses using the meta-analytically derived
intercorrelations presented in Table 1.
H1 posited that team conflict-emergent states and conflict processes are uniquely related to team performance (H1a) and team
affective outcomes (H1b). H1 was tested by first regressing team
performance (Model 1) and team affective outcomes (Model 2) on
the conflict states (task and relationship conflict). Next, the conflict processes— collaborating, competing, and avoiding—were
entered into the equations (Models 3 and 4, respectively). We also
tested H1 by adding openness at this second step (Models 5 and 6,
respectively). Because intercorrelations could not be computed
between the three processes stemming from Deutsch’s (2002)
work (i.e., collaborating, competing, and avoiding) and the
openness process, separate regressions were run, both of which
evaluate H1.
Examining the regression models reported in Table 2 provides
support for H1. Model 1 shows that task (␤ ⫽ .11, p ⬍ .01) and
relationship (␤ ⫽ ⫺.22, p ⬍ .01) conflict are significantly related
to team performance (R2 ⫽ .03, p ⬍ .01). Similarly, Model 2

shows that relationship (␤ ⫽ ⫺.60, p ⬍ .01) and task conflict
(␤ ⫽ .11, p ⬍ .01) are significantly related to team affective
outcomes. Models 3 and 4 show that collaborating, avoiding, and
competing conflict processes account for an incremental 13% (p ⬍
.01) of the variance in both team performance and team affective
outcomes beyond that which is accounted for by conflict states.
Examining the coefficients associated with each process shows
that all processes are significantly related to team performance

Table 2
Meta-Analytic Regression Results Examining Unique
Contribution of Conflict Processes to Team Outcomes While
Controlling Conflict States
Model and variable(s)
entered

DV ⫽ Team
performance

DV ⫽ Team affective
outcomes

Models 1 & 2
Task conflict
Relationship conflict
R2

(N ⫽ 5,644)
.108ⴱ
⫺.218ⴱ
.034ⴱ

(N ⫽ 1,763)
.110ⴱ
⫺.604ⴱ
.300ⴱ

Models 3 & 4
Collaborating
Avoiding
Competing
R2
⌬R2

(N ⫽ 1,622)
.297ⴱ
⫺.100ⴱ
⫺.128ⴱ
.161ⴱ
.127ⴱ

(N ⫽ 1,247)
.400ⴱ
.004
.139ⴱ
.434ⴱ
.134ⴱ

Models 5 & 6
Openness
R2
⌬R2

(N ⫽ 932)
.349ⴱ
.117ⴱ
.083ⴱ

(N ⫽ 735)
.255ⴱ
.342ⴱ
.043ⴱ

Note. Data are standardized regression coefficients (␤s). N ⫽ the harmonic mean of the number of data points across all cells included in each
analysis. DV ⫽ dependent variable.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .01.
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Table 3
Meta-Analytic Regression Results Examining Unique Contribution of Conflict States to Team Outcomes While Controlling
Conflict Processes
Team performance
(N ⫽ 1,622)

Team affective outcomes
(N ⫽ 1,247)

Models 1 & 2
Collaborating
Avoiding
Competing
R2

.275ⴱ
⫺.125ⴱ
⫺.115ⴱ
.146ⴱ

.493ⴱ
⫺.085ⴱ
.050
.247ⴱ

Models 3 & 4
Task conflict
Relationship conflict
R2
⌬R2

.152ⴱ
⫺.071ⴱ
.161ⴱ
.015ⴱ

.171ⴱ
⫺.553ⴱ
.434ⴱ
.187ⴱ
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Variable

Team performance
(N ⫽ 932)

Variable
Models 5 & 6
Openness

.340ⴱ

.440ⴱ

.116ⴱ

.194ⴱ

⫺.039
.014
.117ⴱ
.001

⫺.011
⫺.421ⴱ
.342ⴱ
.149ⴱ

R2
Models 7 & 8
Task conflict
Relationship conflict
R2
⌬R2

Team affective outcomes
(N ⫽ 735)

Note. Data are standardized regression coefficients (␤s). N ⫽ the harmonic mean of the number of data points across all cells included in each analysis.
ⴱ
p ⬍ .01.

(collaborating [␤ ⫽ .30, p ⬍ .01], avoiding [␤ ⫽ ⫺.10, p ⬍ .01],
and competing [␤ ⫽ ⫺.13, p ⬍ .01]). In predicting affective
outcomes, however, avoiding was not statistically significant (␤ ⫽
.00, ns), whereas the betas associated with collaborating (␤ ⫽ .40,
p ⬍ .01) and competing (␤ ⫽ .14, p ⬍ .01) were significant.
Models 5 and 6 in Table 2 evaluate H1 with openness. After
accounting for the variance in team performance and affective
outcomes accounted for by conflict states in Models 1 and 2,
openness explains an additional 8% (p ⬍ .01) of the variance in
team performance and an additional 4% (p ⬍ .01) of the variance
in team affective outcomes.
We also tested H1 by examining the incremental variance in
team outcomes predicted by conflict states while controlling for
conflict processes (see Table 3). Models 1 and 2 show that conflict
processes are significantly related to team performance (R2 ⫽ .15,
p ⬍ .01) and team affective outcomes (R2 ⫽ .25, p ⬍ .01). Models
3 and 4 show that relationship and task conflict account for an
incremental 2% (p ⬍ .01) of the variance in team performance and
19% (p ⬍ .01) of the variance in team affective outcomes beyond
that which is accounted for by conflict processes. Models 5– 8
enable the same comparisons with openness. After accounting for
the variance in team performance and affective outcomes accounted for by conflict process (i.e., openness) in Models 1 and 2,

relationship and task conflict explain an additional 0.1% (ns) of the
variance in team performance and an additional 15% (p ⬍ .01) of
the variance in team affective outcomes.
H2 proposed that collectivistic team conflict processes relate
positively to team performance, whereas individualistic processes
relate negatively. The meta-analytic effect sizes and associated
intervals used to evaluate H2 are presented in Table 4. As predicted, both collectivistic processes were positively related to team
performance ( Openness ⫽ .33;  Collaborating ⫽ .31; the 80% CVs
of both effects do not include zero), and both individualistic
processes were negatively related to team performance ( Avoiding ⫽
⫺.17;  Competing ⫽ ⫺.23; the 80% CV for competing did not
include zero). Although the avoiding–performance relationship is
in the predicted direction, the 80% CV included zero, suggesting
that in some cases, avoiding is not related or is weakly positively
associated with team performance. This may occur, for example, in
cases in which collectively avoiding dealing with a relationship
conflict allows time to focus on the task at hand rather than getting
bogged down with an irrelevant issue. Importantly, the CIs for the
individualistic processes were completely nonoverlapping with the
CIs for the collectivistic processes, suggesting that collectivistic
processes are uniformly more advantageous for team performance
than are individualistic processes.

Table 4
Team Conflict Process–Team Performance Relationship
r

SDr



1,007
1,794

.28
.27

.18
.21

707
1,723

⫺.14
⫺.20

.17
.18

Meta-analysis

k

N

Openness
Collaborating

17
22

Avoiding
Competing

8
21

SD

80% CV

90% CI

% SEV

% ARTV

FDk

Collectivistic processes
.33
.16
.13/.53
.31
.21
.04/.58

.25/.41
.23/.39

44.05
24.04

45.20
24.46

95
114

Individualistic processes
⫺.17
.16
⫺.38/.04
⫺.23
.16
⫺.44/⫺.02

⫺.29/⫺.05
⫺.30/⫺.16

36.25
36.63

36.41
36.97

19
76

Note. k ⫽ number of correlations meta-analyzed; N ⫽ total number of groups; r ⫽ sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation; SDr ⫽ sample
size-weighted standard deviation of the observed correlations;  ⫽ sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation corrected for unreliability in both
measures; SD ⫽ standard deviation of ; 80% CV ⫽ 80% credibility interval around ; 90% CI ⫽ 90% confidence interval around ; % SEV ⫽ percent
variance due to sampling error; % ARTV ⫽ percent variance due to all corrected artifacts; FDk ⫽ file drawer k representing the number of “lost” studies
reporting null findings necessary to reduce  to .05.
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H3 proposed that collectivistic conflict processes relate positively to team affective outcomes, whereas individualistic processes related negatively. The meta-analytic effect sizes and associated intervals used to evaluate H3 are presented in Table 5. H3
was partially supported. As predicted, both collectivistic processes
were positively related to team affective outcomes ( Openness ⫽
.45;  Collaborating ⫽ .51; the 80% CVs of both effects do not
include zero), and both individualistic processes were negatively
related to team affective outcomes ( Avoiding ⫽ ⫺.12;  Competing ⫽
⫺.20; the 80% CV for avoiding did not include zero). Although
the competing–affective outcomes relationship is in the predicted
direction, the 80% CV included zero, suggesting that in some
instances, competition is not related to team affect. Future research
may be needed to identify when this would occur. Importantly, as
with the results for performance, the CIs for the individualistic
processes in relation to affective outcomes were completely nonoverlapping with the CIs for the collectivistic processes, suggesting that collectivistic processes are uniformly more advantageous
for team affective outcomes than are individualistic processes.

Discussion
A clear reality in modern organizations is that teams of interdependent specialized members are charged with accomplishing
increasingly complex tasks. Such teams are formed to capitalize on
the enhanced intellectual capacity afforded by their diverse array
of background experiences, expertise, and ideas. However, one of
the most ubiquitous and little understood frustrations of teamwork
involves how best to deal with conflict. Despite abundant prescriptive advice originating from both the applied and academic communities regarding how teams “should” manage differences, the
development of practical evidence-based prescriptions has been
impeded by an overemphasis on what teams are disagreeing about
(i.e., conflict states) and an underemphasis on the manner in which
they interact to incorporate those differences (i.e., conflict processes). During the 18 years following the publication of Jehn’s
(1995) seminal article on team conflict types, abundant attention
has been paid to the discourse of what types of issues teams should
and should not disagree on. The prevailing idea of the past two
decades has been that cognitively rooted task conflict should be
promoted and affectively laden relational conflict should be
avoided. Such prescriptions rely on empirical evidence about con-
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flict states to underpin recommendations about needed conflict
processes. The current articleintended to redirect the discourse on
team conflict by bringing the structure–process distinction to the
forefront and pave the way forward for more nuanced and actionable research on team conflict.
Team conflict is composed of both emergent states and behavioral processes, both of which contribute to team performance and
affective outcomes. Although processes and states are both significant predictors of important team outcomes, the processes teams
use to manage their differences explain more variance in outcomes
than do their emerged perceptions of the nature and amount of
those differences. And, finally, collectivistic conflict process is
positively related to both performance and affective outcomes,
whereas individualistic processes are negatively related to these
outcomes. These findings have important implications for theory
and practice.

Theoretical Contribution 1: Team Conflict
State–Process Model
This work advances and tests an integrated model of team
conflict that distinguishes what teams disagree about from how
they go about interacting to resolve their differences. Controlling
for the amount and nature of what teams disagree about, we find
that the manner in which they interact to resolve differences plays
an important role in determining both their performance and affective outcomes.
The model in Figure 1 is offered as a step forward in understanding the state–process conceptualization of conflict in teams
supported in the current study. The vast majority of past research
has explored either conflict states or processes, but rarely have the
two been investigated in tandem. The current findings illustrate
that although conflict states and processes are correlated, each
explains unique variance in team effectiveness. Interestingly,
whereas far more studies investigate conflict states than processes,
their relative effects suggest this research trend may be misguided.
The amount of variance in team performance explained by relationship and task conflict (i.e., conflict states) is 3%, whereas after
controlling for these effects, the conflict processes explain as much
as an additional 13% (when collaborating, competing, and avoiding are included; 8% when only openness is included). That is,
more than 4 times as much performance variance can be explained

Table 5
Team Conflict Process–Team Affective Outcomes Relationship
r

SDr



646
778

.39
.43

.23
.22

450
707

⫺.10
⫺.17

.06
.20

Meta-analysis

k

N

Openness
Collaborating

10
12

Avoiding
Competing

7
11

SD

80% CV

90% CI

% SEV

% ARTV

FDk

Collectivistic processes
.45
.24
.15/.76
.51
.05
.22/.80

.31/.59
.39/.63

21.19
21.42

22.59
22.03

80
110

Individualistic processes
⫺.12
.00
⫺.12/⫺.12
⫺.20
.19
⫺.45/.04

⫺.16/⫺.08
⫺.32/⫺.08

100
36.81

100
37.07

10
33

Note. k ⫽ number of correlations meta-analyzed; N ⫽ total number of groups; r ⫽ sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation; SDr ⫽ sample
size-weighted standard deviation of the observed correlations;  ⫽ sample size-weighted mean-observed correlation corrected for unreliability in both
measures; SD ⫽ standard deviation of ; 80% CV ⫽ 80% credibility interval around ; 90% CI ⫽ 90% confidence interval around ; % SEV ⫽ percent
variance due to sampling error; % ARTV ⫽ percent variance due to all corrected artifacts; FDk ⫽ file drawer k representing the number of “lost” studies
reporting null findings necessary to reduce  to .05; this relates to Rosenthal’s (1979) proposition regarding the potential for a file-drawer effect, wherein
significant results are more likely to be published.
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by the nature of team conflict interactions (i.e., processes) relative
to the nature of their emerged perceptions of conflict (i.e., states).
When predicting the affective health of the team, conflict states
and processes are more balanced in their relation to affective
outcomes. Conflict processes explain 4% (openness) and 13%
(collaborating, avoiding, and competing), respectively, of unique
variance in affective outcomes while controlling for conflict states.
Similarly, conflict states explain 15% (controlling for collaborating, avoiding, and competing) and 19% (controlling for openness),
respectively, of unique variance in affective outcomes while controlling for conflict processes. Taken together, these findings underscore the importance of understanding the unique roles of
conflict states and processes (i.e., by suggesting discriminant validity).
Going back to the founding work on team effectiveness,
McGrath (1964) and others (e.g., Hackman & Morris, 1975) highlight the importance of understanding two team outcomes: Can
they perform, and are they viable to continue working together.
The current results suggest that how teams interact about differences shapes their performance—whereas members’ emerged perceptions of differences shapes their capacity to continue working
together. From this, we know that collectivistic interactions enable
members to openly discuss their differing ideas, bringing them to
the benefit of creative solutions to team problems. We also know
that members’ emerged perceptions of differences are important to
team affective outcomes. What we need to know next is how teams
can interact collectivistically to leverage their differences (benefiting team performance), while suppressing the emerged perceptions of task and relationship conflict that undermine affective
functioning. For this, research is needed to better understand the
microdynamics governing the coevolution of conflict processes
and emerged states over time.
Team conflict research would be well served to consider both
the type and amount of conflict involved (i.e., conflict states) as
well as the nature of interaction processes around resolving and
integrating differences (i.e., conflict processes). De Dreu and Weingart’s (2003b) meta-analytic finding that both task and relationship conflict are negatively related to team outcomes spawned a
frenzy of research aimed at understanding when and how this is
not the case. In fact, a second meta-analysis followed, tripling the
data set and expanding the moderators to conclude, in contrast to
De Dreu and Weingart’s findings, that although both types of
conflict are disruptive for group outcomes, “we have found that
task conflict has a less negative (and under certain conditions, a
positive) relationship with group outcomes” (De Wit et al., 2012,
p. 372). Researchers hold tightly to the idea that intellective,
task-based conflict improves team performance. In light of these
current findings, we raise the possibility that more will be understood about conflict in teams by broadening our conceptualization
of conflict to include both the state and process aspects.

Theoretical Contribution 2: Collectivistic
Conflict Process
Collectivistic conflict processes are associated with enhanced
team performance and affective outcomes. Conversely, the more
teams characterize their conflict process as individualistic, the
worse their performance and affective outcomes. Interestingly,
Goncalo and Staw (2006) reported that individualistic idea-sharing

norms may provoke positive task-related conflict that ultimately
enhances team creativity. Our results suggest this finding may be
true to the extent that the resulting conflict is handled using
collectivistic processes.

Future Directions
A key opportunity for future investigations of team conflict is to
examine the interactive effects of conflict states and processes. A
few studies have investigated such interactions (Atuahene-Gima &
Murray, 2004; DeChurch & Marks, 2001; De Dreu & Van Vianen,
2001), but more are needed. These initial studies find conflict
states are more or less important to team outcomes depending on
the nature of conflict processes; for example, De Dreu and Van
Vianen (2001) found relationship conflict to be less harmful when
differences are avoided. A similar moderating question raised by
the current findings is: Under what conditions are collectivistic
conflict processes more and less strongly related to effectiveness?
Are there tasks for which individualistic processes are needed, for
example, to avoid groupthink or to foster creativity? Two contingency models of conflict have yet to be adequately tested (De Dreu
& Weingart, 2003b; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003); these models
provide a theoretically rich starting point for future work.
A second area ripe for future work is the longitudinal analysis of
team process like conflict (Cronin, in press; Leenders, Contractor,
& DeChurch, 2012). Earlier, we pointed out the reality that most
research on conflict states actually looks at “emerged” conflict. An
important question in need of future research concerns how task
and relationship conflict dynamically emerge in teams. Research is
needed to identify the manner in which conflict states and processes dynamically shape outcomes over the course of team performance episodes. Ideally, this research needs to (a) explain how
conflict states and processes shape and are shaped by cognitive and
motivational emergent states, and transition and action processes
(Cronin, Weingart, & Todorova, 2011), and (b) directly assess
behavioral interactions rather than relying on perception-based
proxies (Kozlowski & Chao, 2012).

Practical Implications
There are two gravitational pulls on teams (Guzzo & Shea,
1992). The first is performance driven; teams form to perform
tasks too complex for lone individuals. The second is affectively
driven; team interactions need to preserve the interpersonal fabric
of the team so that it remains a socially viable collective entity.
The current findings have clear implications for both of these aims.
The use of collaborative and open-minded conflict processes is
associated with task and socioemotional team functioning. Regardless of the underlying reason for the conflict, collectivistic conflict
processes relate positively to team outcomes. Research suggests
constructive controversy (Tjosvold, 1985, 1998), openness (Jehn,
1995), and similar behavioral patterns characterized by actively
expressing ideas, openly discussing issues, and challenging the
feasibility of ideas enhance team functioning. Similarly, collaborative process aimed at surfacing and integrating team members’
underlying concerns contribute to team effectiveness. Conversely,
the pattern of evidence suggests that avoiding and competing,
processes that uphold individuals’ ideas at the expense of group
solidarity, impair effectiveness.

TEAM CONFLICT

This document is copyrighted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied publishers.
This article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user and is not to be disseminated broadly.

Limitations
Three limitations of this meta-analysis should be noted. First,
the relationships reported here reflect largely correlational effects
between conflict process and team outcomes; the nature of the
primary studies does not afford strong causal inferences to be
drawn regarding conflict process and outcomes. Second, there is
little standardization in how studies operationalize team conflict
process, and this may partially explain the wide variance in the
observed relationships. Third, several of the meta-analyzed relationships included a relatively small number of correlations (i.e.,
relationships between conflict states and process, particularly those
involving avoidance). As a result, several relationships maintain
considerable variability after correcting for artifacts. Although
small sample sizes in meta-analyses seems to be common across
team-level studies (with several other meta-analyses reporting
comparable numbers; e.g., Bowers, Pharmer, & Salas, 2000; De
Dreu & Weingart, 2003b; Evans & Dion, 1991; Gully, Devine, &
Whitney, 1995; Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007; Mullen & Copper,
1994; Oliver, Harman, Hoover, Hayes, & Pandhi, 1999), we recognize that second-order sampling error (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004)
poses a threat to the validity of our findings.

Conclusion
In sum, the truth about team conflict seems to be that conflict
processes, that is, how teams interact regarding their differences,
are at least as important as conflict states, that is, the source and
intensity of those perceived differences.
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Article
Alper et al. (1998)
Alper et al. (2000)
Amason & Sapienza (1997)
Barrick et al. (1998)
Beersma & De Dreu (1999)
Beersma & De Dreu (2002)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S1)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S2)
Boone & Hendriks (2009)
Boros et al. (2010)
G. Chen & Tjosvold (2002)
L. Chen et al. (2005)
De Dreu & Van Vianen (2001)
DeChurch & Marks (2001)
Desivilya & Eizen (2005)
Desivilya & Yagil (2005)
Dionne (1998)
Gibson et al. (2009)
Hempel et al. (2009)
Huang (2010)
Jehn & Mannix (2001)
Jehn & Shah (1997)
Jehn (1995)
Jones & White (1985)
Jordan & Troth (2004)
Kellermanns et al. (2008)
Liu et al. (2009)
Liu et al. (2008)
Lovelace et al. (2001)
Nguyen (2007)
Patrick (1997)
Pinto et al. (1993)
Richter et al. (2005)
Shah et al. (2006)
Simons & Peterson (2000)
Simons et al. (1999)
Somech (2008)
Somech et al. (2009)
Tekleab et al. (2009)
Tjosvold, Chen, & Yu (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2006)
Virgil-King (1999)
West et al. (2009)
Zhang et al. (2011)

TC-OPN

RC-OPN

0.1465

⫺0.3558

TC-COL

RC-COL

TC-AVD

RC-AVD

TC-COM

⫺0.69

0.51

⫺0.11

⫺0.22

0.24

0.05

0.01

⫺0.22

⫺0.59

⫺0.01

⫺0.43

⫺0.08

RC-COM

0.37

⫺0.15

0.48

0.55

0.15
0.07

⫺0.04

⫺0.01

⫺0.09

0.02

0.13

0.14

⫺0.2

⫺0.41

0.1

0.26

0.39
0.24

0.6
0.27

⫺0.03

⫺0.02

0.04

0.15

0.61

0.5

0.06

⫺0.04

0.09

0.11

⫺0.14

0.1
⫺0.15

⫺0.13

0.49
⫺0.29

⫺0.1

0.24

⫺0.05

0.18

⫺0.06

⫺0.07

0.26

0.29

0.47
⫺0.32

⫺0.38

⫺0.33

0.18

⫺0.32

⫺0.2
⫺0.65

⫺0.33
⫺0.72

0.03

0.14

Note. TC ⫽ Task Conflict; OPN ⫽ Openness Conflict Process; RC ⫽ Relational Conflict; COL ⫽ Collaboration; AVD ⫽ Avoidance; COM ⫽
Competition.
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Alper et al. (1998)
Alper et al. (2000)
Amason & Sapienza (1997)
Barrick et al. (1998)
Beersma & De Dreu (1999)
Beersma & De Dreu (2002)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S1)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S2)
Boone & Hendriks (2009)
Boros et al. (2010)
G. Chen & Tjosvold (2002)
G. Chen et al. (2005)
De Dreu & Van Vianen (2001)
DeChurch & Marks (2001)
Desivilya & Eizen (2005)
Desivilya & Yagil (2005)
Dionne (1998)
Gibson et al. (2009)
Hempel et al. (2009)
Huang (2010)
Jehn & Mannix (2001)
Jehn & Shah (1997)
Jehn (1995)
Jones & White (1985)
Jordan & Troth (2004)
Kellermanns et al. (2008)
Liu et al. (2009)
Liu et al. (2008)
Lovelace et al. (2001)
Nguyen (2007)
Patrick (1997)
Pinto et al. (1993)
Richter et al. (2005)
Shah et al. (2006)
Simons & Peterson (2000)
Simons et al. (1999)
Somech (2008)
Somech et al. (2009)
Tekleab et al. (2009)
Tjosvold, Chen, & Yu (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2006)
Tjosvold et al. (2005)
Tjsovold et al. (2004)
Virgil-King (1999)
West et al. (2009)
Zhang et al. (2011)

COL-AVD

COL-COM

AVD-COM

⫺0.55
⫺0.55
⫺0.7
⫺0.4
⫺0.61
⫺0.66
⫺0.08
⫺0.25

⫺0.07
⫺0.24

0.53
0.35

0.07
0.05
⫺0.26
⫺0.02

0.23
⫺0.11
0.01
⫺0.01

0.55
0.38
⫺0.14
0.1

⫺0.12

⫺0.38
⫺0.37

0.32

0.25

⫺0.23

0.13

0
⫺0.581
⫺0.09

0.06

⫺0.2

⫺0.37
⫺0.02

⫺0.24
⫺0.27
⫺0.13

⫺0.2

⫺0.02
⫺0.07
⫺0.12
⫺0.59

Note. COL ⫽ Collaboration; AVD ⫽ Avoidance; COM ⫽ Competition.
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Correlations Between Team Conflict Process and Team Outcomes
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Article
Alper et al. (1998)
Alper et al. (2000)
Amason & Sapienza (1997)
Atuahene-Gima & Murray (2004)
Barrick et al. (1998)
Beersma & De Dreu (1999)
Beersma & De Dreu (2002)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S1)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S2)
Boone & Hendriks (2009)
Boros et al. (2010)
G. Chen & Tjosvold (2002)
G. Chen et al. (2005)
Chou & Yeh (2007)
De Dreu & Van Vianen (2001)
DeChurch & Marks (2001)
Desivilya & Eizen (2005)
Desivilya & Yagil (2005)
Dionne (1998)
Gibson et al. (2009)
Hempel et al. (2009)
Huang (2010)
Janssen et al. (1999)
Jehn & Mannix (2001)
Jehn & Shah (1997)
Jehn (1995)
Jones & White (1985)
Jordan & Troth (2004)
Kellermanns et al. (2008)
Liu et al. (2009)
Liu et al. (2008)
Lovelace et al. (2001)
Nguyen (2007)
Patrick (1997)
Pinto et al. (1993)
Richter et al. (2005)
Shah et al. (2006)
Simons & Peterson (2000)
Simons et al. (1999)
Somech (2008)
Somech et al. (2009)
Song et al. (2006)
Tekleab et al. (2009)
Tjosvold, Chen, & Yu (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2002)
Tjosvold et al. (2006)
Virgil-King (1999)
West et al. (2009)
Zhang et al. (2011)

OPN-PERF
0.61

COL-PERF

AVD-PERF

0.37
0.22
0.16

COM-PERF

OPN-AFF

COL-AFF

⫺0.48
⫺0.27

0.88

0.81

AVD-AFF

COM-AFF
⫺0.69

⫺0.11

0.26

⫺0.54
⫺0.43
⫺0.68
⫺0.25

0.85
0.51
0.66
0.29

0.38

0.21
0.34
0.1

0.65
0.36
0.461
⫺0.45
⫺0.03

⫺0.31
⫺0.34
0.094
0.31
⫺0.04

0.41
0.26

⫺0.25
⫺0.35
0.15
⫺0.18
0.02

0.07

0.257
0.17
0.51
0.26
0.35

⫺0.123
⫺0.15
⫺0.09
0.04
⫺0.09

⫺0.051
0.08
⫺0.07
⫺0.28
⫺0.06

0.51
0.17

⫺0.21

0.62

⫺0.43
⫺0.08

0.26
0.07
0.21
0.11

⫺0.17

0.02

0.16
0.195
0.1

⫺0.14

0.11
0.001
⫺0.35

0.7

0.34

⫺0.32

0.55

⫺0.59
⫺0.18

0.2
0.2
0.36

0.13
0.664

⫺0.13

⫺0.02
⫺0.31

0.32
0.01

0.21

0.53
⫺0.08

0.06

⫺0.07

0.21
0.3
0.39

⫺0.19
⫺0.24
⫺0.23

0.27
0.26
0.15

0.28

⫺0.22

0.03

0.63
0.39

0.08

0.51

⫺0.18

0.23

0.19
0.45
0.17
0.21

⫺0.09

⫺0.3
0.83
⫺0.01

⫺0.16

0.51

Note. OPN ⫽ Openness Conflict Process Behaviors; COL ⫽ Collaboration; AVD ⫽ Avoidance; COM ⫽ Competition; PERF ⫽ Team Performance;
AFF ⫽ Team Affective Outcomes.
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Scale Reliabilities and Sample Sizes

Article

N

Alper et al. (1998)
Alper et al. (2000)
Amason & Sapienza (1997)
Barrick et al. (1998)
Beersma & De Dreu (1999)
Beersma & De Dreu (2002)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S1)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005; S2)
Boone & Hendriks (2009)
Boros et al. (2010)
G. Chen & Tjosvold (2002)
G. Chen, Liu, & Tjosvold (2005)
De Dreu & Van Vianen (2001)
DeChurch & Marks (2001)
Desivilya & Eizen (2005)
Desivilya & Yagil (2005)
Dionne (1998)
Gibson et al. (2009)
Hempel et al. (2009)
Huang (2010)
Jehn & Mannix (2001)
Jehn & Shah (1997)
Jehn (1995)
Jones & White (1985)
Jordan & Troth (2004)
Kellermanns et al. (2008)
Liu et al. (2009)
Liu et al. (2008)
Lovelace et al. (2001)
Nguyen (2007)
Patrick (1997)
Pinto et al. (1993)
Richter et al. (2005)
Shah et al. (2006)
Simons & Peterson (2000)
Simons et al. (1999)
Somech (2008)
Somech et al. (2009)
Tekleab et al. (2009)
Tjosvold, Chen, & Yu (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2002)
Tjosvold et al. (2006)
Virgil-King (1999)
West et al. (2009)
Zhang et al. (2011)

60
61
48
51
22
91
30
69
33
125
126
105
27
96
13
69
26
65
102
120
51
53
93
32
108
56
123
38
43
41
57
62
51
35
70
57
149
77
53
100
70
186
65
101
108

TC

0.79

RC

0.86

OPN

COL

0.9

AVD

COM

PERF

AFF

0.81
0.92

0.72
0.88

0.94
0.94

0.94

0.83

0.82

0.96
0.95
0.96
0.79

0.86
0.85
0.85
0.79

0.72
0.87

0.92
0.733
0.89
0.94
0.91
0.87
0.74

0.82
0.75
0.95
0.79
0.84
0.81

0.87
0.8
0.9
0.76
0.72
0.75

0.86
0.69
0.93
0.69
0.8
0.88

0.8

0.85
0.89

0.84
0.71
0.87

0.86
0.94

0.91
0.94

0.87

0.92

0.82

0.85

0.81
0.8

0.92
0.86
0.74

0.79
0.93

0.71

0.7

0.92
0.92
0.826
0.83

0.94
0.82
0.79

0.7

0.81
0.9

0.78
0.94
0.88
0.82
0.87

0.86
0.89
0.91

0.96
0.88

0.91
0.93
0.82

0.806
0.85

0.78

0.87

0.58
0.95

0.8

0.71
0.84

0.81
0.78
0.75

0.87

0.75
0.89

0.8
0.94

0.65
0.78
0.86
0.82

0.84
0.92

0.83
0.85

0.79
0.7

0.79

0.78
0.88

0.83

0.92
0.96

0.89

0.83
0.73
0.92

0.82
0.93
0.92

0.79

0.82
0.86
0.72

0.92
0.9

0.91

Note. N ⫽ number of teams reported in sample; TC ⫽ Task Conflict; RC ⫽ Relational Conflict; OPN ⫽ Openness Conflict Process Behaviors; COL ⫽
Collaboration; AVD ⫽ Avoidance; COM ⫽ Competition; PERF ⫽ Team Performance; AFF ⫽ Team Affective Outcomes.
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Article
Amason & Mooney (1999)
Andrews & Tjosvold (1983)
Atuahene-Gima & Murray (2004)
Ayoko (2007)
Ayoko et al. (2008)
Barsade (2002)
Bayazit & Mannix (2003)
Beersma & De Dreu (2005)
Behfar et al. (2008)
Bell & Song (2005)
Bishop & Dow Scott (2000)
Boies & Howell (2006)
Buchholtz et al. (2005)
Cannon & Edmonson (2001)
M. H. Chen (2006)
M. H. Chen & Chang (2005)
Y. Chen et al. (2005)
Chou & Yeh (2007)
Cooper et al. (2008)
Correia (2008)
Darr & Johns (2004)
Dayan et al. (2009)
DeChurch et al. (2007)
De Dreu (2002)
De Dreu (2006)
De Dreu & West (2001)
Devine et al. (1999)
Duffy et al. (2000)
Ensley et al. (2007)
Ensley & Pearce (2001)
Erez et al. (2002)
Ehrhart et al. (2006)
Giebels & Janssen (2005)
Greer et al. (2008)
Guerra et al. (2005)
Hinds & Mortensen (2005)
Hobman & Bordia (2006)
Hobman et al. (2003)
Hobman et al. (2002)
Homan et al. (2007)
Hsu & Chou (2008)
Janssen et al. (1999)
Jehn & Bezrukova (2004)
Jehn & Chatman (2000)
Jehn et al. (1999)
Jex & Thomas (2003)
Jong et al. (2008)
Jordan et al. (2006)
Karn & Cowling (2008)
Kotlyar & Karakowsky (2006)
Kurtzberg & Mueller (2005)
Langfred (2007)
Lankau et al. (2007)
Lau & Murnighan (2005)
Li & Hambrick (2005)
Liang et al. (2007)
Lira et al. (2007)
Lira et al. (2008)
Maruping & Agarwal (2004)
Matsuo (2006)
Medina et al. (2005)
Menon et al. (1996)
Mohammed & Angell (2004)

No-CM

No-Crit

No-Data

ST-Meas

No-Team

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

X

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
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Article
Mortensen & Hinds (2001)
Moye & Langfred (2004)
Ng & Van Dyne (2005)
Nibler & Harris (2003)
Ohbuchi & Suzuki (2003)
Olson et al. (2007)
Otmar et al. (2008)
Parayitam & Dooley (2007)
Park & Park (2008)
Passos & Caetano (2005)
Pearsall et al. (2008)
Pearson et al. (2002)
Pelled et al. (1999)
Pelled et al. (2001)
Peterson & Behfar (2003)
Poitras & Le Tareau (2008)
Polzer et al. (2006)
Polzer et al. (2002)
Quigley et al. (2007)
Ramarajan et al. (2004)
Randel (2002)
Randel & Jaussi (2008)
Rau (2005)
Rau (2006)
Raver & Gelfand (2005)
Richter et al. (2006)
Rispens et al. (2007)
Rutkowski et al. (2007)
Saavedra et al. (1993)
Sawyer (2001)
Seltzer & Kilmann (1977)
Song et al. (2006)
Staples & Zhao (2006)
Swann et al. (2000)
Temkin-Greener et al. (2004)
Tjosvold (1990)
Tjosvold (1988)
Tjosvold et al. (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2004)
Tjosvold et al. (2001)
Tjosvold et al. (2005)
Tjosvold & Sun (2002)
Tjosvold & Sun (2003)
Tjosvold et al. (2004)
Tjosvold et al. (1986)
Vodosek (2007)
Wang et al. (2007)
Watson et al. (2008)
Wilkens & London (2006)
Wong et al. (2005)
Wright & Bennett (2008)
Wright & Drewery (2006)
Xin & Pelled (2003)
Yeh & Chou (2005)
Zellmer-Bruhn et al. (2008)
Zarankin (2008)

No-CM

No-Crit

No-Data

ST-Meas

No-Team

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Note. No-CM ⫽ no relevant conflict process behaviors were reported; No-Crit ⫽ behaviors included in the study did not match the conceptual definitions
of conflict process (additional explanation provided in the comments); No-Data ⫽ no relevant effect sizes reported; ST-Meas ⫽ study reports effect sizes
that are based on conflict process responses of only a small subset of each team; No-Team ⫽ effect sizes were not computed at the team level.
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