Title Page

TEAM CONFLICT AND TEAM PERFORMANCE

The Paradox of Team Conflict Revisited: An Updated Meta-Analysis of the Team Conflict—

Team Performance Relationships

Zhenyu Yuan,! Jingfeng Yin,2 Jiaging Sun®

! Department of Managerial Studies, College of Business Administration, University of Illinois
Chicago
2 Department of Management and Marketing, Faculty of Business, The Hong Kong Polytechnic
University

% Department of Management, London School of Economics and Political Science

Author Note

Zhenyu Yuan "= https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7971-887X

Jingfeng Yin "=/ https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2562-7259

Jiaging Sun "= https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7896-5860
A previous version of this article was presented at the 37th Annual Conference of the
International Association for Conflict Management, Singapore.
Correspondence concerning this article should be addressed to Zhenyu Yuan, Department of
Managerial Studies, College of Business Administration, University of Illinois Chicago, 601

South Morgan Street, Chicago, IL 60607. E-mail: zyuan19@uic.edu



Masked Manuscript without Author Information

TEAM CONFLICT AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 1

The Paradox of Team Conflict Revisited: An Updated Meta-Analysis of the Team Conflict—
Team Performance Relationships

Abstract
The possibility that team conflict, especially task conflict, might improve team performance has
stimulated a large body of empirical research that continues to grow to this day. Nevertheless, 12
years has passed since de Wit et al.’s (2012) comprehensive meta-analysis. To synthesize the
even larger body of empirical evidence now available, we provide an updated meta-analysis of
the team conflict-team performance relationships by revisiting the population average estimates
and their effect size heterogeneity. Given the recent developments in the team conflict literature,
we also incorporate status conflict into our synthesis. Moreover, to shed light on the contextual
factors that may help explain the heterogeneous team conflict-team performance relationships,
we examine a host of moderators pertaining to national culture, team features, and research
methods. Our results based on psychometric meta-analysis indicate that all four team conflict
dimensions (i.e., task conflict, relationship conflict, process conflict, and status conflict) are
negatively related to team performance. Moreover, the relationships of task conflict and
relationship conflict with team performance have substantial cross-situation heterogeneity.
Examining the contingencies of these heterogeneous relationships, our meta-regression analyses
reveal that national culture (e.g., individualism), team features (e.g., team performance facet),
and methodological factors (e.g., team conflict scale) all play important roles in helping to
explain the mixed effects of team conflict on team performance. Based on our quantitative
synthesis, we discuss the implications for the next waves of team conflict research.

Keywords: task conflict, relationship conflict, process conflict, status conflict, meta-analysis,
team performance
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The Paradox of Team Conflict Revisited: An Updated Meta-Analysis of the Team Conflict—
Team Performance Relationships

The increasing prevalence of teams in organizations has produced an unavoidable
problem associated with teamwork—team conflict, defined as incompatibilities and
disagreements among team members (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008). Notwithstanding the negative
connotations generally associated with the word “conflict,” early theorists astutely pointed out
that conflict can be beneficial for team performance under certain circumstances (e.g., Coser,
1956; Pondy, 1967). Accordingly, scholars have distinguished between task conflict and
relationship conflict in an attempt to isolate the functional and dysfunctional aspects of team
conflict, respectively (Amason, 1996; Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954;
Jehn, 1994, 1995; Pelled, 1996; Pinkley, 1990; Priem & Price, 1991; Wall & Nolan, 1986). Task
conflict refers to disagreements over task-related aspects of teamwork (i.e., content and goals),
whereas relationship conflict entails interpersonal incompatibilities. Subsequent research
identified a third dimension, process conflict, which refers to disagreements among team
members over the process used to carry out team tasks (Jehn, 1997; Shah & Jehn, 1993). Finally,
recognizing that the internal structure of a team may be inherently hierarchical, later scholars
introduced a fourth dimension, status conflict (i.e., conflict over relative within-team status), into
the conflict literature (Bendersky & Hays, 2012).

The tripartite conceptualization of team conflict by Jehn and colleagues (Jehn, 1994,
1995, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001), as well as the most recent addition of status conflict
(Bendersky & Hays, 2012) to this conceptualization, has stimulated a stream of empirical
research that continues to grow even today. To date, scholars have conducted three meta-analytic
reviews to synthesize the performance implications of team conflict (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003;

de Wit et al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013). In the earliest meta-analysis (De Dreu & Weingart,
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2003), task conflict—the conflict dimension that held the great promise for improving team
functioning and hence ignited team conflict research—was found to have a negative relationship
with team performance (p = —.23, 95% CI [-.26, —.20], k = 25, N = 1726). Nine years later, de
Wit and colleagues (2012) provided a meta-analytic update by including more than 80 new
studies conducted since De Dreu and Weingart (2003) published their work. Their findings
showed that the relationship between task conflict and team performance was near-zero (p =
—.01, 95% CI[~.06, .04], k = 95, N = 7201).

As this case illustrates, the accumulating body of empirical evidence has continuously
informed and updated the performance implications of team conflict, which have in turn shaped
subsequent conflict research and influenced business education related to workplace conflict.
Given that more than a decade has passed since de Wit et al.’s (2012) review, it is important to
further consolidate scholarly understanding of team conflict. Furthermore, the concept of status
conflict (Bendersky & Hays, 2012) was introduced into the field after de Wit et al.’s (2012)
meta-analysis. Incorporating this conflict dimension in an updated meta-analysis can help
provide clarity to this emergent body of conflict research.

In addition, conflict scholars have long emphasized that the effects of team conflict on
team performance may vary across contexts (Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). Indeed, the
team conflict-team performance relationships have demonstrated substantial cross-situation
heterogeneity in past meta-analytic reviews (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit et al., 2012;
O’Neill et al., 2013). As accurately estimating effect size heterogeneity may require a large
number of studies (Brannick et al., 2019; Cafri et al., 2010), it is critical to refine scholarly
understanding of the heterogeneity of the team conflict-team performance relationships based on

the ever-growing body of empirical evidence. Moreover, considering the multitude of conflict
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dimensions, it is important to investigate which of those dimensions are most prone to having
substantial effect size heterogeneity across situations, as these distinctions can lead to a more
refined understanding of team conflict.

Relatedly, the existence of cross-situation heterogeneity calls for a continuous stream of
research efforts to identify the various contextual factors that can moderate the team conflict—
team performance relationships. In that regard, Jehn and Bendersky (2003) advanced a
contingency model of team conflict, though they mainly focused on within-study moderators. At
the between-study level, de Wit et al. (2012) provided a preliminary meta-analytic test of
situational moderators by exploring group contextual (e.g., group task type) and methodological
(e.g., study setting) factors. Nevertheless, there has since been a dearth of research efforts to
build on and expand their work, which renders scholarly understanding of the between-study
contingencies of conflict somewhat fragmented. Importantly, the growing body of literature on
team conflict provides a welcome opportunity to further broaden the search for meaningful
situational moderators. In the current study, we expand upon previous conflict research by
considering both national culture (distal factor) and team features (proximal factor) as contextual
influences that may potentially moderate the team conflict-team performance relationships.
Additionally, we examine a host of methodological factors. As team conflict research stands at a
crossroads (Cronin & Bezrukova, 2019; Shah et al., 2021), such a systematic synthesis can
advance scholarly understanding of the pertinent contingencies of team conflict, which may
prove useful in directing the next waves of conflict research.

In this study, we aim to provide an updated quantitative review of the performance
implications of team conflict. Capitalizing on the larger body of empirical evidence available to

today’s scholars, we seek to update the previous meta-analytic findings regarding the overall
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effects of team conflict on team performance and the associated effect size heterogeneity.
Moreover, we carry out an expanded search for situational moderators to account for the
heterogeneous team conflict-team performance relationships. Lastly, by incorporating status
conflict in our meta-analysis, we provide a timely synthesis of an important team conflict
dimension that has attracted increasing scholarly attention.
Team Conflict and Team Performance

The overall population-level team conflict—team performance relationships and their
heterogeneity are both integral components of a meta-analytic synthesis (Borenstein et al., 2009;
Schmidt & Hunter, 2015; Whitener, 1990). The population average estimates provide a bird’s-
eye view of the direction and the strength of the team conflict-team performance relationships,
whereas effect size heterogeneity sheds light on the variation of these relationships across
situations. Accordingly, we first turn to the population estimates of the team conflict-team
performance relationships, then discuss effect size heterogeneity. Subsequently, we explicate the
various contextual influences that can potentially explain the heterogeneous team conflict-team
performance relationships.
Population Average of Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships

From a research synthesis standpoint, understanding the population average of the team
conflict-team performance relationships has crucial theoretical implications. As mentioned
earlier, the negative relationship between task conflict and team performance identified in De
Dreu and Weingart’s (2003) meta-analysis led the authors to conclude that “both task and
relationship conflict interferes with team performance” (p. 747), which quelled the then-
optimistic view of conflict in the research community. Later, the substantively different findings

of de Wit et al. (2012) regarding the same relationship, whereby “for task conflict, the overall
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association with group performance is neither negative nor positive” (p. 372), again shifted
scholarly consensus regarding the performance implications of task conflict.! Attesting to the
impact of these meta-analytic findings, subsequent reviews have since drawn from de Wit et al.
(2012) to formulate their conclusions (e.g., Bradley et al., 2015; Cronin & Bezrukova, 2019;
Loughry & Amason, 2014; O’Neill & McLarnon, 2018) or conduct secondary analyses (e.g.,
DeChurch et al., 2013). Considering their theoretical importance, we seek to update the
population estimates of the team conflict-team performance relationships.
Heterogeneity of Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships

In addition to determining the population average of the team conflict-team performance
relationships, estimating their heterogeneity is important, especially when one considers the
sizeable heterogeneity found in previous meta-analyses (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit et
al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013). From a theoretical standpoint, this finding suggests that
contextual moderators may underlie these heterogeneous relationships across situations
(Whitener, 1990) and, therefore, provides support for the theoretical premise of the contingency
model of team conflict (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). Moreover, more accurate estimates of effect
size heterogeneity based on a larger body of empirical evidence can pave the way for the correct
identification of such contextual moderators. As such, in addition to updating the population
average of the team conflict-team performance relationships, we pay special attention to
estimating effect size heterogeneity in the current meta-analysis.
Moderators of Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships

The substantial effect size heterogeneity in the team conflict-team performance

relationships calls for systematic efforts to identify contextual moderators (Cortina, 2003). Jehn

! Unlike de Wit et al. (2012), who searched multiple databases, O’Neill et al. (2013) searched only in PsycINFO.
We mainly discuss the findings of de Wit et al. (2012), as their meta-analysis is the most comprehensive to date.
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and Bendersky (2003) put forward the contingency model of team conflict to help identify the
circumstances under which team conflict may be beneficial for team functioning. Although their
model provided valuable insights, it mainly focused on moderators at the within-study level. To
account for effect size heterogeneity between studies, a contingency perspective that delineates
the contextual moderators at the between-study level is warranted. Adopting such a viewpoint is
important because “context is often a constant within a study ... but can vary between studies”
(Johns, 2018, p. 22). De Wit et al. (2012) made an important first step in this direction by
exploring a host of group contextual factors and methodological factors. Building upon the
theoretical richness and empirical growth of the conflict literature, we expand the search for the
situational moderators in the team conflict-team performance relationships (Figure 1).

In addition to recognizing contextual influences, the tripartite conceptualization (Jehn,
1995, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001) was put forward to reconcile, explain, and predict the mixed
effects of team conflict, with task conflict theorized to be the most beneficial dimension for team
performance (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). In other words, the heterogeneous team conflict—team
performance relationships may (at least partly) depend on “the type of conflict that exists” (Jehn
& Bendersky, 2003, p. 197). Accordingly, it is important to differentiate the various conflict
dimensions in an updated meta-analysis. Therefore, we first review the differences among the
various conflict dimensions and then theorize the contextual influences.

Team Conflict Dimensions

As work teams are tasked with mobilizing team members’ collective efforts toward their
goals (llgen et al., 2005), their ability to capitalize on the members’ uniquely valuable
perspectives so as to benefit teamwork becomes a crucial consideration (Pelled, 1996). Owing to

the informational and cognitive diversity among team members (Amason, 1996; Jehn et al.,
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1999; Pelled et al., 1999), task conflict invites the sharing of divergent, nonredundant task-
related information and facilitates deliberation on task-related matters by team members (Baron,
1984; Todorova et al., 2014). In this way, task conflict may protect team members from
groupthink (Janis, 1982) and potentially enhance aspects of team performance such as creativity
(Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). In contrast to task conflict, relationship conflict instills a sense of
threat and anxiety among team members, which in turn inhibits their cognitive processing of
task-related information (Pelled, 1996; Staw et al., 1981). Its interpersonal nature breeds hostility
among team members (Jehn, 1995), lowers morale (Jehn et al., 1999), and makes it less likely
that team members will work interdependently (Thiel et al., 2019). As a result, relationship
conflict distracts team members from their team tasks, debilitates effective work relationships,
and undermines team performance.

Whereas the distinction between task conflict and relationship conflict is a long-standing
feature of the literature (e.g., Guetzkow & Gyr, 1954), process conflict emerged from inductive,
qualitative work by Jehn (1997; cf. Shah & Jehn, 1993). In their subsequent review, Jehn and
Bendersky (2003) offered competing hypotheses regarding the process conflict—team
performance relationship, which relied heavily on the overlap between process conflict and the
other two dimensions. Specifically, “process-related debates” (i.e., overlap between process
conflict and task conflict) have been theorized to improve team processes and resource
delegation, whereas “process loss” stemming from interpersonal struggles over who should be
doing what (i.e., overlap between process conflict and relationship conflict) purportedly harms
team performance. In other words, from a theoretical standpoint, the process conflict—-team

performance relationship may be either positive or negative (cf., Behfar et al., 2011).
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Compared to the other three dimensions, status conflict was more recently introduced
into the conflict literature. It entails team members’ struggles and clashes over the contested
within-group hierarchy—an important aspect overlooked in the tripartite conceptualization of
team conflict (Bendersky & Hays, 2012). As status conflict centers on power and influence that
are unrelated to team goals, “it should serve as a distraction and harm group performance”
(Bendersky & Hays, 2012, p. 332). That is, if team members are vying for relative status and
influence within the team, they may be less likely to share information with one another, which
may ultimately impede team goal accomplishments.

Taken together, the four team conflict dimensions capture theoretically distinct aspects of
disagreements and incompatibilities within the team. This implies that examining team conflict
in an undifferentiated manner runs the risk of further contributing to the mixed effects observed
in past research. Accordingly, we examine the team conflict-team performance relationships and
the associated effect size heterogeneity and investigate the impact of contextual moderators
separately for each conflict dimension.

Contextual Moderators of the Team Conflict-Team Performance Relationships

In light of their substantial cross-situation heterogeneity, a systematic examination of the
contextual moderators of the team conflict-team performance relationships can greatly advance
scholarly understanding of team conflict. Building upon previous research (de Wit et al., 2012),
we consider both distal (i.e., national culture) and proximal (i.e., team features) moderators.
National Culture

To the extent that teams are embedded in the broader organizational and societal context
(Kozlowski & Bell, 2003), national culture may serve as a distal source of influence and inform

the corresponding norms for handling interpersonal disagreements and clashes at work (Gelfand
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et al., 2008; House et al., 2004). Following previous research (de Wit et al., 2012), we
operationalize these cultural dimensions as a contextual variable that reflects aspects of the
national culture where the sample is collected. In other words, across samples collected from
different cultures, team members may react in systematically different ways, which in turn may
influence the strength and/or direction of the team conflict-team performance relationships. To
provide a comprehensive test of national culture, we examine the moderating effects of
Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions: power distance, masculinity—femininity, individualism—
collectivism, uncertainty avoidance, and long-term versus short-term orientation. In light of
recent developments in cross-cultural research (Gelfand et al., 2006, 2021), we also incorporate
the tightness—looseness dimension to furnish a comprehensive test of national culture.

First, in high-power-distance cultures, team members are more accepting of the social
hierarchy and inequalities (Hofstede, 2001). As team members openly clash with one another
owing to power struggles and/or interpersonal differences, team conflict (e.g., status and
relationship conflict) may be seen as normalized. Moreover, team members may view arguments
over task-related details and processes as a necessary way to establish and maintain inequalities
of power (Caputo et al., 2018; Gunkel et al., 2016). Conversely, in low-power-distance cultures
where individuals value equality, interpersonal disagreements and incompatibilities may prove
very disruptive for teamwork. Consequently, the detrimental impact of team conflict on team
performance may be more pronounced in low-power-distance cultures compared to high-power-
distance cultures.

Hypothesis 1: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies conducted in high-power-distance (versus low-power-distance) cultures.

In highly masculine cultures, people place great emphasis on material success and

achievement by being very direct, competitive, and assertive (Hofstede, 2001). In turn, they may
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have greater tolerance of interpersonal friction (Gelfand et al., 2008). In this context, team
members may value the expression of divergent opinions and accept disagreements and
arguments as the preferred way to get ahead (Gunkel et al., 2016). Therefore, teams in highly
masculine cultures may be more likely to benefit from conflict. In feminine cultures that value
interpersonal harmony, team members may be very concerned with accommodating one another
at the expense of fully taking in the informational value of different opinions (Gabrielidis et al.,
1997). Moreover, interpersonal frictions and clashes may prove highly aversive in feminine
cultures, thereby accentuating the negative effect of team conflict on team performance.

Hypothesis 2: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies conducted in masculine (versus feminine) cultures.

Owing to the interdependent self-construal associated with collectivism (Markus &
Kitayama, 1991), team members in collectivistic cultures may hold negative beliefs about
conflict (Sanchez-Burks et al., 2008) and, therefore, rely on indirect and passive ways to express
and handle team conflict (Gelfand et al., 2001; Ren & Gray, 2009). Consequently, they may be
less likely to reap the benefits associated with task-related disagreement, which hinge upon direct
idea exchanges and information sharing (Tsai & Bendersky, 2016). Moreover, as interpersonal
frictions and clashes over power are believed to be fundamentally harmful for group well-being
(Hofstede, 2001), teams in collectivistic cultures may be especially vulnerable to the disruptive
effect of team conflict compared to their counterparts in individualistic cultures. As such, the
negative team conflict-team performance relationships may be stronger in collectivistic cultures
than in individualistic cultures.

Hypothesis 3: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies conducted in individualistic (versus collectivistic) cultures.

In high-uncertainty-avoiding cultures, people prefer structured solutions to problems

(Hofstede, 2001). In this context, team members may be ill equipped to deal with the uncertainty
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instilled by task-related conflict, which entails the expression of divergent ideas. Moreover,
interpersonal clashes and incompatibilities may threaten established routines and norms.
Consequently, team members in high-uncertainty-avoiding cultures may find the disruptive
effect of team conflict especially distressing, such that it interferes with their team functioning.
In contrast, in low-uncertainty-avoiding cultures, as team members are more at ease with
uncertainty and unpredictability, they may be more receptive to opinions that differ from the
established routines and thus invite the exchange of different ideas (Gunkel et al., 2016).
Consequently, team conflict is more likely to prove detrimental to team performance for teams in
high-uncertainty-avoiding cultures than in low-uncertainty-avoiding cultures.

Hypothesis 4: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in

studies conducted in low-uncertainty-avoiding (versus high-uncertainty-avoiding)
cultures.

Moreover, in cultures characterized by a long-term orientation, individuals tend to be
tenacious, because they generally believe their hard work will be rewarded in the future
(Hofstede, 2001). In contrast, in short-term-oriented cultures, individual behaviors are primarily
motivated by quick results. Indeed, cross-cultural research indicates that individuals from long-
term-oriented cultures are more likely to be persistent in their attempts to solve disagreements
(Caputo et al., 2018; Gunkel et al., 2016). Considering that effectively dealing with
disagreements and incompatibilities calls for sustained efforts from team members (e.g., Jehn &
Mannix, 2001), team members in long-term-oriented cultures are more likely to benefit from
conflict, whereas their counterparts in short-term-oriented cultures may struggle when faced with
conflict. Thus, the negative team conflict-team performance relationships may be stronger in
short-term-oriented cultures than in long-term-oriented cultures.

Hypothesis 5: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies conducted in long-term-oriented (versus short-term-oriented) cultures.
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Lastly, compared to loose cultures, tight cultures greatly value social norms and sanction
deviance from such established norms (Gelfand et al., 2006). In tight cultures, the expression of
divergent ideas and incompatibilities may be viewed as less socially acceptable and even
aberrant. In turn, team members may quickly shun any potential sign of conflict and suppress
and even sanction those who voice different opinions. Thus, cultural tightness may create an
environment where team conflict is either frowned upon or dealt with in a very passive way
(Gelfand et al., 2008). When team members’ limited attention is diverted toward suppressing
conflict and sanctioning dissenters, team performance may deteriorate. In contrast, in loose
cultures, team members may feel encouraged to voice and listen to different opinions.
Consequently, the team conflict-team performance relationships are less likely to be negative
among teams in loose cultures than in tight cultures.

Hypothesis 6: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies conducted in loose (versus tight) cultures.

Team Features

Team features represent proximal situational moderators in the team conflict—team
performance relationships. To provide a comprehensive test of such influences, we examine four
factors: team performance facet, the intercorrelations among conflict dimensions, the sample
mean of team conflict, and team conflict symmetry.

First, as different team performance facets are not interchangeable (Mathieu et al., 2008),
the multifaceted nature of team performance may contribute to the heterogeneity of team
conflict-team performance relationships. The same work team may, for example, be expected to
meet multiple, yet not completely congruent, goals. As a result, the team may rely on a proven
successful way of doing things in pursuit of efficiency at the cost of being innovative (O’Reilly

& Tushman, 2008). In this case, task disagreements may hurt team efficiency but nonetheless



TEAM CONFLICT AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 14

promote team creativity. Given that not all facets of team performance may benefit from conflict,
the team conflict-team performance relationships may depend on the specific facet of team
performance under investigation (De Dreu, 2008; Mathieu et al., 2008). As such, it is important
to consider the potential differences among team performance facets as a moderator in the team
conflict-team performance relationships (de Wit et al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013). In the
preceding example, the task conflict-team performance relationship may be more positive for
team creativity than for team efficiency, which is a key moderator according to Jehn and
Bendersky’s (2003) contingency model of conflict. However, de Wit et al. (2012) did not find
empirical support for this notion in their meta-analysis. In light of the inconclusive evidence in
the literature, we seek to further explore the moderating role of team performance facet.

Research Question 1: Does team performance facet moderate the team conflict—team
performance relationships?

Second, given the multidimensional nature of team conflict (Jehn, 1995), the empirical
overlap among conflict dimensions can shed light on an important aspect of the team conflict
phenomenon (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit et al., 2012). Specifically, the correlation
among conflict dimensions may indicate the co-occurrence of conflict (Choi & Cho, 2011; Greer
et al., 2008; Mooney et al., 2007; Pelled et al., 1999). As the burden of dealing with co-occurring
conflict may exceed the team’s information processing capacity (de Wit et al., 2013), it may
eradicate any benefits of team conflict, resulting in negative team conflict-team performance
relationships. Moreover, when team members experience both task and relationship conflict, they
may misattribute benign, task-based disagreement to interpersonal clashes (Simons & Peterson,
2000; Yang & Mossholder, 2004). When divergent task-related ideas are interpreted with a
hostile intent, team members are much less likely to appreciate the informational value of task

conflict. In turn, task conflict is more likely to hinder (rather than boost) team performance.
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Thus, in samples with higher levels of correlation among conflict dimensions, the effects of team
conflict on team performance may be more destructive (i.e., negative).

Hypothesis 7: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies with lower (versus higher) levels of correlation among conflict dimensions.

Third, the sample mean of team conflict, which captures the overall level of conflict in a
given context, may represent a moderating influence (e.g., Schneider et al., 2017). In a study
context characterized by an overall lower level of conflict, team members may have become
accustomed to uniformity. Under this circumstance, when disagreements and incompatibilities
arise, team members may be ill equipped to handle what they perceive as a threatening situation.
In turn, team conflict is likely to prove disruptive for the team, resulting in a strong, negative
relationship with team performance. However, in a context characterized by an overall higher
level of conflict, team members may have overcome inertia and developed a collective capacity
to work through disagreements (e.g., De Dreu, 2006; Farh et al., 2010). In this situation, different
ideas and opinions can quickly mobilize team members and spark collaborative efforts to solve
such disagreements. As a result, team members are more likely to reap the benefits rather than
the detriments associated with team conflict. In turn, the negative team conflict—team
performance relationships will be attenuated. Taken together, we posit that if an overall higher
(versus lower) level of team conflict is present in a given study, the negative relationships
between team conflict (e.g., task conflict) and team performance may be much weaker.

Hypothesis 8: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies with an overall higher (versus lower) level of conflict.

Lastly, in recognition of the limitations of the consensus-based team conflict
conceptualization (Jehn, 1995), researchers have started to incorporate conflict asymmetry (i.e.,
the degree to which team members have divergent conflict experiences; Jehn et al., 2010) into

their research in this area. To wit, among work teams that report the same level of mean conflict,
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members in some teams may have more divergent experiences than their counterparts in other
teams. Notably, to the extent that seeing eye to eye allows team members to develop shared team
cognitions (DeChurch & Mesmer-Magnus, 2010), conflict symmetry, compared to asymmetry,
may be conducive to effective team processes and make it more likely that the team will benefit
from conflict. That is, the performance benefits associated with team conflict may be more
pronounced in samples with higher (versus lower) levels of conflict symmetry.

Hypothesis 9: The negative team conflict-team performance relationships are weaker in
studies with higher (versus lower) levels of conflict symmetry.

Methodological Factors

Additionally, we consider a series of methodological factors that may help explain the
heterogeneous team conflict-team performance relationships. Specifically, we examine (1)
whether the study sampled top management teams, (2) whether the study sampled student teams,
(3) average team tenure, (4) average team size, (5) team task type, (6) the team conflict scale, (7)
the performance measurement method, and (8) whether the study used a cross-sectional design.
Accounting for their potential influences can help disentangle their effects from the substantive
contextual moderators. Figure 1 summarizes the moderators examined in this research.

Method

Transparency and Openness

In this section, we describe our literature search, inclusion criteria, coding process, and
meta-analytic procedure. While conducting our research, we adhered to the Journal of Applied
Psychology’s methodological checklist. The complete R syntax is available upon request from
the first author. The study hypotheses and data analysis plan were not preregistered. The
complete coding file can be found in the Supplemental Material.

Literature Search
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We first identified empirical studies to be considered for inclusion in the current meta-
analysis by searching ABI/INFORM Global, PsycINFO, and ProQuest Dissertations and Theses
up to January 2023, using “conflict” in combination with “team,” “task,” “relationship,”
“process,” “status,” “cognitive,” and “affective” as keywords. To supplement this search, we
closely examined the reference lists of previous meta-analyses (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de
Wit et al., 2012; O’Neill et al., 2013) to identify additional studies that we could access. To
ensure we covered the studies conducted since the publication of de Wit et al.’s (2012)
comprehensive meta-analysis, we carried out a backward search by going through all the studies
that cited de Wit et al. (2012). Additionally, we searched the Academy of Management Annual
Meeting proceedings and the conference programs of the Society for Industrial and
Organizational Psychology (2012-2022) for relevant studies. Upon identification of such studies,
we emailed the author(s) to request a copy of the paper. In an effort to identify other unpublished
research, we made requests for unpublished studies and datasets via email listservs to members
of the Conflict Management, Human Resources, and Organizational Behavior Divisions of the
Academy of Management and the International Association for Conflict Management.

Inclusion Criteria

Given the focus of our research, each independent sample needed to have measured at
least one of the four conflict dimensions and team performance to be included in our meta-
analysis. Complete information regarding the sample size (i.e., number of teams) as well as the
respective correlation between team conflict dimension(s) and team performance must be
available from the study. Team performance should be measured either concurrently with or after
team conflict. Similar to previous reviews (de Wit et al., 2012), we excluded studies that were

not at the team level (e.g., individual experiences of task conflict) or that did not report team-
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level correlation between conflict and team performance. Likewise, we excluded studies that did
not differentiate conflict dimensions but simply collapsed them into one composite. Following
Jehn’s (1995) conceptualization, we focused on team conflict as team members’ reported
experience of disagreement and incompatibilities, so we did not include studies that inferred
team conflict via an external rater (e.g., observer rating). To ensure the independence of the
included samples, we followed the screening heuristic advocated by Wood (2008) to detect
studies that used the same dataset, and upon their identification, included only one study. Using
these criteria (see Figure 2), we identified a total of 268 independent samples (i.e., 211 for the
task conflict-team performance relationship, 204 for the relationship conflict-team performance
relationship, 40 for the process conflict-team performance relationship, and 15 for the status
conflict-team performance relationship) from 251 papers.

Coding of Studies

We first coded sample size (i.e., number of teams), the correlation between team conflict
dimension(s) and team performance, the intraclass correlation coefficient [ICC] (2) of the team
conflict dimensions, and coefficient alpha of team performance from each independent sample.
This information was used to conduct psychometric meta-analyses of the team conflict-team
performance relationships.

Next, we coded information pertaining to study-level moderators whenever such
information was available in the study. Regarding culture, we coded the country/region where
the sample was collected and then used the corresponding country-level scores of national
cultural dimensions (i.e., power distance, masculinity—femininity, individualism—collectivism,
uncertainty avoidance, and long-term versus short-term orientation) from Hofstede (2001). For

tightness—looseness, we used the country-level scores validated by Eriksson et al. (2021).
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To code team performance, we followed Mathieu et al.’s (2008) suggestion to clearly
differentiate various team performance facets. Specifically, we coded indicators of the extent to
which the team worked effectively to meet their goals as team effectiveness, whereas
performance aspects related to team decision-making were coded as decision quality. Objective
financial outcomes were coded as financial performance, and performance components dealing
with the creativeness and innovativeness of team output were coded as innovativeness.
Moreover, we distinguished between grades and simulation results among student team samples.
If raters (e.g., course instructors, judges) provided subjective performance evaluations of student
team projects, those ratings were coded as grades. If student team performance was captured
through established simulation exercises and activities (i.e., no raters were involved), we coded
them as simulation results. Lastly, in studies that examined multiple team performance facets, we
created performance composites and coded them as team effectiveness.

When a study included more than one team conflict dimension, we recorded the
intercorrelation(s) among conflict dimensions. We recorded the reported sample mean of team
conflict dimensions, as well as the scale range and the starting point of the scale, and converted
the sample mean into a 0 to 1 metric (Cohen et al., 1999). Moreover, we used rwe (James et al.,
1984, 1993) to capture team conflict symmetry at the between-study level. Compared to other
indices that tap into either interrater reliability (e.g., ICCs) or interrater dispersion (e.g., standard
deviation), rwc provides a measure of interrater agreement (LeBreton & Senter, 2008). Hence, it
is most closely aligned with the theoretical underpinning of conflict symmetry (Jehn et al.,
2010), with greater rwe values indicating higher levels of conflict symmetry. As the distribution
of rwc values is often skewed, we recorded the median rwe (rather than the mean rwg) from each

study whenever possible.
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As for methodological factors, we recorded whether the teams studied were top
management teams (1) or not (0). Similar to de Wit et al. (2012), if a study relied on student
teams in a classroom setting, we coded it as “not applicable” and excluded it when analyzing the
organizational level of teams, as the sample was not from an organizational setting. Next, we
coded whether the study sampled student teams (yes = 1; no = 0). When doing so, we considered
both undergraduate and professional student samples (e.g., Master of Business Administration
students) to be student teams, as the nature and environment of these teams are substantially
different from intact teams in the workplace (Poitras, 2012). Based on the information available
from each study, we recorded the average team tenure (in months) and average team size.
Whenever possible, we relied on sample descriptions in the research report to code the average
team size. In studies where this information was not available, we calculated the average team
size using the number of individuals divided by the number of teams.? Following previous meta-
analyses (e.g., De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; de Wit et al., 2012), we drew from McGrath’s (1984)
group task circumplex and distinguished four types of tasks: creativity tasks (i.e., generating and
developing new ideas, solutions, and/or products), decision-making tasks (i.e., reaching
consensus for dynamic and complex tasks that do not have a right answer), production and
service tasks (i.e., manufacturing products and/or delivering services to meet certain standards),
and project tasks (i.e., engaging in problem-solving for specific assignments). If teams completed
a combination of different tasks, we coded the task type as mixed.

In terms of conflict scales, Jehn’s instruments (Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Mannix, 2001)

continue to have a dominant role in research, though some scholars have used alternative

2 As pointed out by a reviewer, the calculated team size may be a conservative estimate due to imperfect response
rates from team members. In turn, this may potentially affect the robustness of our findings (e.g., Hirschfeld et al.,
2013). Therefore, we reran the analyses while excluding those studies that did not report the average team size (k =
48) and observed largely convergent findings. These findings are included in the Supplemental Material.
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measures. Among them, Behfar et al. (2011) provided the most substantial revision to the
measurements of task and process conflict. Therefore, for task and process conflict, we coded
whether the study used Jehn’s scales, Behfar et al.’s (2011) scale, or other scales (i.e., three
categories). For relationship conflict, we differentiated between studies that used Jehn’s scales
and those that did not. Moreover, we distinguished between the rating source of performance as
team members’ self-rating (1) versus non—self-rating (0). Finally, we coded whether the team
conflict-team performance relationship was cross-sectional (1) or time-separated (0).

All members of the author team took part in coding. We first developed a detailed coding
scheme, with which we test-coded several articles to calibrate our shared understanding of the
coding processes. After the coding training, each author coded a subset of the included studies.
Next, a different coder was assigned to the subset of studies to cross-check the previous coding
and identify coding inconsistencies and errors (interrater agreement = 98%). The team then met
and discussed the reasons for inconsistencies to ensure the accuracy of coding. Prior to
performing the data analyses, we conducted a final round of cross-checking (see the
Supplemental Material for the complete coding file).

Meta-Analytic Procedure
Psychometric Meta-Analysis

To examine the overall team conflict-team performance relationships and their
heterogeneity, we conducted psychometric meta-analyses (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). For team
performance facets that were based on objective measurements (i.e., financial performance,
simulation results), we used 1 for their reliability estimates; for performance facets that relied on
subjective ratings, we conducted reliability generalization analyses (Rodriguez & Maeda, 2006)

and used the mean estimate (.88) for the small number of studies that did not report reliability
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information. Compared to sample-size weighted averages of reliability estimates, reliability
generalization estimates are more accurate because they take into account the precision of
reliability estimates from different samples (Greco et al., 2018). As many studies did not report
ICC(2) for the team conflict dimensions, we performed psychometric meta-analyses based on
artifact distributions® using the open-source R package “psychmeta” (Dahlke & Wiernik, 2019).

When a study included more than one team performance indicator, we first created the
composite score correlation (Nunnally, 1978; Schmidt & Hunter, 2015).% This correlation was
then used to analyze the team conflict-team performance relationship for that study. Similar to
the case of multiple performance indicators, some studies had multiple effect sizes available for
the same team conflict-team performance relationship because more than one entity (e.g., team
members and team leader) rated team performance and/or study variables were measured at
multiple time points. Accordingly, we also created composite score correlations in these cases.
Meta-Regression Analyses

Although psychometric meta-analysis is suitable for testing the overall population-level

team conflict-team performance relationships and their heterogeneity, meta-regression offers

3 1CC(2) distribution statistics: Mean = .57, SD = .17 for task conflict; Mean = .62, SD = .19 for relationship conflict;
Mean = .59, SD = .10 for process conflict; Mean = .62, SD = .12 for status conflict. We tested the availability of
ICC(2) as a potential moderator and found that its effect was negligible (see the Supplemental Material).

4 As an example, in a study that measured task conflict and two team performance facets, the correlation between

task conflict and the team performance composite was calculated as rxy, where 7., = the correlation between task
conflict and each of the two team performance facets, and Ty, = the average correlation between the two team
performance facets:

X Ty,

\[n +n(n— 1)ry1y]

Ty =

Relatedly, the reliability of the team performance (r,,,) composite was calculated using the Spearman—Brown
formula, where 7,,, = the average correlation between the two team performance facets:

nr,y

YT - 1r,
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many advantages when it comes to moderator testing (e.g., Gonzalez-Mulé & Aguinis, 2018;
Steel & Kammeyer-Mueller, 2002). Thus, to examine the effects of the proposed moderators, we
conducted a set of random-effects meta-regression analyses (Hedges & Olkin, 1985; Hedges &
Vevea, 1998) with the open-source R package “metafor” (Viechtbauer, 2010). We used the
restricted maximum-likelihood estimator in our analyses, as it provides a good balance between
estimation efficiency and unbiasedness (Viechtbauer, 2005). Considering the uncertainty that
arises when estimating effect size heterogeneity in random-effects meta-regression, it is
important to mitigate Type | errors when testing the effects of moderators (Viechtbauer et al.,
2015). Therefore, we followed the recommended practices regarding meta-regression and
incorporated the Knapp and Hartung (2003) adjustment (Gonzalez-Mulé & Aguinis, 2018;
Viechtbauer, 2010). Prior to conducting the meta-regression analyses, we corrected the effect
sizes for reliability.®

To enhance the robustness of the meta-regression findings, we first tested the effect of
each moderator individually by regressing the observed effect sizes on the respective moderator.
For moderators that contained more than two categories (i.e., task type, team performance facet,
and task and process conflict scales), we created a set of dummy variables for the corresponding
categories (e.g., four dummy variables for the five task types). When testing their effects, we
entered the whole set of dummy variables and interpreted the results of the omnibus test first
(i.e., Qm). Upon finding a significant omnibus test, we carried out paired comparisons by

changing the reference group for the dummy variables, retesting the whole set of dummy

5> Consistent with our psychometric meta-analyses, we used ICC(2) and coefficient alpha when performing the
psychometric corrections of team conflict and team performance, respectively. For studies that did not report
ICC(2), we imputed the sample-size weighted mean of ICC(2). To triangulate the robustness of our findings (e.g.,
Yuan et al., 2020), we ran meta-regression analyses using the observed effect sizes and the effect sizes corrected for
measurement error of team conflict based on coefficient alpha, which led to largely convergent findings (see the
Supplemental Material).
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variables, interpreting the significance of the dummy variables, and so on. This approach allowed
us to comprehensively explore the nuanced differences among different categories. Next, we
incorporated all significant moderators in a single meta-regression model. The individual tests
helped us rule out the possibility that the significant effects of certain moderators in the
simultaneous test were simply due to suppressor effects. Moreover, given that moderators may
be correlated with one another to some extent, testing their effects simultaneously can reveal the
unique explanatory power of each moderator while accounting for empirical overlaps (Steel &
Kammeyer-Mueller, 2002; Viswesvaran & Sanchez, 1998). We did not include the
nonsignificant moderators from the individual tests in the simultaneous model, as they should be
considered impotent controls that would only reduce statistical power if entered into the model
(Becker, 2005; Becker et al., 2016).

Our methodological choices (i.e., combining the psychometric meta-analyses and meta-
regression analyses, the coding procedure of study-level moderators) are consistent with those
from de Wit et al. (2012). This allows us to attribute the substantively different findings (if any)
to the enlarged body of evidence instead of to divergent research practices.

Results
Population Average and Heterogeneity of Team Conflict-Team Performance Relationships

We report the psychometric meta-analysis results in Table 1. Across the four team
conflict dimensions, their overall relationships with team performance were all negative (task
conflict, p =—.09, 95% CI [—.14, —.04]; relationship conflict, p = —.28, 95% CI [-.32, —.24];
process conflict, p =—.33, 95% CI [—.41, —.24]; status conflict, p =—.38, 95% CI [-.50, —.26]).
Moreover, the task conflict-team performance relationship had substantial cross-situation

heterogeneity (SD, = .30), with its 80% credibility interval (CV) containing zero [—.48, .30].
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Similarly, the relationship between relationship conflict and team performance was
heterogeneous (SD, = .26; 80% CV [—.61, .05]). As for process conflict (SD, = .22; 80% CV
[-.61, —.04]) and status conflict (SD, = .17; 80% CV [—.61, —.15]), their relationships with team
performance were less heterogeneous, with their 80% CVs excluding zero.
Moderators of Team Conflict-Team Performance Relationships
Moderators of the Task Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

Meta-regression results for the moderators of the task conflict-team performance
relationship are reported in Table 2. Individualism weakened the negative task conflict-team
performance relationship (b =.005, t = 2.77, p < .01, k = 180), whereas uncertainty avoidance
strengthened this relationship (b =—.005, t = 3.34, p < .01, k = 180).° However, other cultural
dimensions did not moderate the task conflict-team performance relationship (power distance: b
=.001, t =.56, p = .58, k = 180; masculinity: b =.000, t = .12, p = .91, k = 180; long-term
orientation: b =—.001, t = .50, p = .62, k = 180; tightness: b = .10, t = .57, p = .57, k = 169).

Regarding team features, omnibus tests indicated team performance facet [F(5, 202) =
6.56, p < .01, k = 208] moderated the task conflict—team performance relationship. Paired
comparisons’ revealed that the team effectiveness category was the primary reason for the
significant omnibus tests, as it was significantly different from the other categories. Accordingly,
we report meta-regression results using this category as the reference group for the analyses in
Table 2 and summarize these findings in Figure 3 (upper panel). Specifically, the negative task
conflict-team performance relationship was stronger for team effectiveness than for the other

performance facets. Additionally, the results of subgroup analyses based on performance facet

& For the countries included in the current meta-analysis, these five cultural dimensions ranged from 8 to 104. In
light of how they were scored, we report the results for cultural dimensions to three decimal places.
7 For the sake of completeness, complete paired comparison results are reported in the Supplemental Material.
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are reported in Table 1. Moreover, when task conflict was more strongly related to relationship
conflict (b =—-.40,t=4.73, p < .01, k= 163) and process conflict (b =—.45,t=3.60, p <.01, k =
33) in a given sample, the negative task conflict-team performance relationship was stronger.
The sample mean of task conflict weakened the negative task conflict-team performance
relationship (b = .61, t = 3.43, p < .01, k = 172). Nevertheless, the moderating effect of task
conflict symmetry (b =.49, t = 1.25, p = .22, k = 110) did not receive support.

Lastly, we examined all of the significant moderators from the individual tests
simultaneously (k = 116).2 The moderating effects of individualism (b = .004, t = 2.01, p = .05)
and the correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict (b = —.24, t = 2.07, p =.04)
were still consistent with the results from the individual tests. Team performance facet continued
to moderate the task conflict-team performance relationship, as evidenced by the significant
effects of the dummy variables. However, the effects of uncertainty avoidance (b =.000, t =.12,
p =.90) and the sample mean of task conflict (b =.26, t = 1.13, p = .26) became nonsignificant,
indicating their influence was less robust in the simultaneous test.

Moderators of the Relationship Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

We report the meta-regression results for the moderators in the relationship conflict-team
performance relationship in Table 3. Several national cultural dimensions emerged as pertinent
moderators. In cultures that were more masculine (b =.002,t=2.81, p <.01, k=173) and
individualistic (b = .005, t = 3.16, p < .01, k = 173), the negative relationship conflict-team
performance relationship was weaker, whereas this relationship was stronger in more long-term-

oriented cultures (b =-.002, t = 3.04, p < .01, k = 173). The moderating effects of power

8 As including the correlation between task conflict and process conflict would greatly reduce the sample size and
hence the statistical power, we did not include it in the simultaneous test. Given that its theoretical implication is

similar to the correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict (which was included in the simultaneous

test), we believe this decision should be considered an acceptable trade-off to ensure adequate statistical power.
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distance (b =-.002,t=1.70, p = .09, k = 173), uncertainty avoidance (b =—-.001,t=1.16, p
=.25, k =173), and tightness (b = —.14, t =.93, p = .35, k = 163) were not significant.

Moreover, team performance facet moderated the relationship conflict-team performance
relationship [F(5, 195) = 3.80, p < .01, k = 201]. In paired comparisons, we found that the team
effectiveness category was the main driver for the significant omnibus test, as the effect size
from this group was significantly smaller than that for decision quality and simulation results.
Therefore, we report the meta-regression results using team effectiveness as the reference group
and summarize these findings in Figure 3 (lower panel).® Additionally, we report the results of
subgroup analyses based on this categorical moderator in Table 1. With higher (versus lower)
levels of relationship symmetry, the negative relationship between relationship conflict and team
performance was weaker (b = .70, t = 2.63, p < .01, k = 110). Nevertheless, the moderating

effects of the correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict (b = —.06, t = .80, p

42, k = 162), the correlation between relationship conflict and process conflict (b =—.04, t

17, p = .87, k = 33), and the sample mean of relationship conflict (b = -.07,t = .44, p = .66, k
= 167) were not supported.

When significant moderators from the individual tests were examined simultaneously (k
= 97), the moderating effect of individualism was consistent with the result from the individual
test (b =.003, t = 2.02, p = .05). Team performance facets still played a role, evidenced by the
significant effects of the dummy variables. However, the moderating effects of masculinity (b
=.001, t = .95, p =.35), long-term orientation (b = —.002, t = 1.12, p = .27) and relationship
conflict symmetry (b = .30, t = 1.06, p = .29) became nonsignificant.

Moderators of the Process Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

9 Complete paired comparison results are reported in the Supplemental Material.
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The meta-regression results for the moderators of the process conflict-team performance
relationship are reported in Table 4. National cultural dimensions did not moderate the negative
process conflict-team performance relationship (power distance: b =—-.002, t = .56, p = .58, k =
31; masculinity: b =.001, t = .60, p = .55, k = 31; individualism (b = .006, t = 1.97, p = .06, k =
31; uncertainty avoidance: b =—.002, t = .91, p = .37, k = 31; long-term orientation: b =—.001, t
= .48, p = .64, k = 31; tightness: b = —.17,t = .52, p = .61, k = 29). The moderating effects of
team features received very little empirical support, as none of them were significant [team
performance facet: F(4, 34) = 1.85, p = .14, k = 39; correlation between task conflict and process
conflict: b=-.16, t = 1.31, p = .20, k = 32; correlation between relationship conflict and process
conflict: b=—-.24,t=1.30, p = .20, k = 32; sample mean of process conflict: b =-.15,t=.37, p
= .71, k = 33; process conflict symmetry: b =—.03, t =.04, p = .97, k = 19]. Nevertheless, for the
sake of completeness, we conducted subgroup analyses for team performance facet (see Table 1).

The status conflict-team performance relationship demonstrated the smallest amount of
heterogeneity (see Table 1). Moreover, the number of independent samples for this relationship
was too small to yield robust meta-regression results (Gonzalez-Mulé & Aguinis, 2018), so we
did not examine moderators of the status conflict-team performance relationship.

In summary (see Table 5), regarding culture, we found support for individualism
(Hypothesis 3), partial support for masculinity (Hypothesis 2) and uncertainty avoidance
(Hypothesis 4), and no support for power distance (Hypothesis 1) or tightness (Hypothesis 6).
The moderating impact of long-term orientation on the relationship conflict-team performance
relationship was contrary to Hypothesis 5. As for our Research Question, the negative team
conflict-team performance relationship was stronger for team effectiveness than for other

performance facets for both task conflict and relationship conflict. The moderating impact of the
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correlation among conflict dimensions (Hypothesis 7) and the sample mean of conflict
(Hypothesis 8) received support for task conflict. Conflict symmetry weakened the relationship
conflict-team performance relationship—a finding that supported Hypothesis 9.
Methodological Factors

Among teams that were larger (b =—.02, t =2.79, p < .01, k = 207) and teams that were
handling production and service tasks (compared to other types of tasks) [F(4, 203) = 3.30, p
=.01, k = 208], the negative relationship between task conflict and team performance was more
pronounced. The scale of task conflict also played a role [F(2, 205) = 5.01, p < .01, k = 208].
Specifically, studies that used Behfar et al.’s (2011) scale had more positive effect sizes (b = .29,
t = 2.85, p <.01) than those that used Jehn’s (1995) scale. Furthermore, when team members
self-reported team performance (compared to non—self-report), the negative relations between
task conflict and team performance (b =—.18, t = 3.01, p < .01, k = 208) and between
relationship conflict and team performance (b =—.17,t = 3.32, p < .01, k = 201) were stronger.
The use of a cross-sectional design (compared to a time-separated design) strengthened the
negative relationship between task conflict and team performance (b =—.14,t=2.74,p< .01, k =
208). Other methodological factors, including top management team sample, student team
sample, and average team tenure, did not have any noticeable moderating influences on the team
conflict-team performance relationships. Detailed results of the subgroup psychometric analyses
based on categorical methodological moderators can be found in the Supplemental Material.
Supplemental Analyses

Although not the main focus of this research, we also explored (1) the intercorrelations
among conflict dimensions, (2) the moderators of the task conflict-relationship conflict

relationship, and (3) the temporal dynamics of team conflict. Due to space constraints, we
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summarize our notable findings here and report the complete results in the Supplemental
Material. First, we conducted psychometric meta-analyses and found that the intercorrelations
among team conflict dimensions were strong (p ranged from .49 to .79). Moreover, some of
these intercorrelations demonstrated substantial heterogeneity; for example, the 80% CV of the
correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict was wide [.06, 1.00]. Second, in light
of the robust moderating role of the sample correlation between task conflict and relationship
conflict, we explored which factors might explain its variation across samples. Of note, studies
that used Behfar et al.’s (2011) task conflict scale reported weaker correlations between task
conflict and relationship conflict compared to those that used Jehn’s scales (bgir = —.60, t = 6.37,
p < .01, k = 164). The sample mean of task conflict weakened the positive correlation between
task conflict and relationship conflict (b =—.96, t = 5.34, p < .01, k = 136). Third, we carried out
a preliminary test of the temporal dynamics of team conflict using studies that measured conflict
two or more times. The results indicated that the negative relationship conflict-team
performance correlation became stronger as more time passed. Lastly, to evaluate the robustness
of our meta-regression findings, we screened for statistical outliers (Aguinis et al., 2013), which
had very limited effects in our study. We also tested for publication bias using the trim-and-fill
method (Duval & Tweedie, 2000a, 2000b) and cumulative meta-analysis (Borenstein et al.,
2009). Overall, we did not identify any discernible, severe publication bias (see the Supplemental
Material for detailed results).

Discussion
Theoretical Implications and Extension of de Wit et al. (2012)

Population Average of Team Conflict—Team Performance Relationships
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The performance ramifications of team conflict, especially task conflict, have been a key
driver of the continuous growth of this research domain. Improved understanding of the team
conflict-team performance relationships has crucial implications for organizational scholars and
practitioners alike. Using a much larger set of independent samples (k = 268) compared to de Wit
et al. (2012) (k = 116), we found that the overall team conflict-team performance relationships
were negative for all four team conflict dimensions, including task conflict. Moreover, compared
to de Wit et al. (2012), the population average estimates for task conflict (p =—.09 versus —.01),
relationship conflict (p = —.28 versus —.16), and process conflict (p =—.33 versus —.15) were
stronger (pqdir ranges from —.08 to —.18). Overall, this suggests the negative performance
implications of team conflict may be more pronounced than previously believed.

In particular, the current meta-analysis reveals that, on average, the population
relationship between task conflict and team performance was negative, not near-zero as in de Wit
et al.’s (2012) meta-analysis. As such, it is warranted to update scholarly understanding of the
overall impact of task conflict on team performance. Moreover, we provided the first empirical
synthesis of the effect of status conflict on team performance, which substantiates its detrimental
impact on team functioning (Bendersky & Hays, 2012). Consistent with de Wit et al. (2012), we
found that relationship conflict is a destructive aspect of team conflict, evidenced by its
moderate, negative relationship with team performance. Similarly, the negative process conflict—
team performance relationship identified by de Wit et al. (2012) received support in the current
meta-analysis. In light of the convergent evidence, perhaps it is time to shift away from the two-
sided view of process conflict (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003) and instead recognize it as a
dysfunctional aspect of team conflict in general (Behfar et al., 2011).

Heterogeneity of Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships
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Importantly, our characterization of the overall performance implications of team conflict
should be qualified by their effect size heterogeneity, especially for task conflict and relationship
conflict, as their 80% CVs were wide and crossed zero. These results, which are consistent with
de Wit et al.’s findings (2012), highlight that both task conflict and relationship conflict have
heterogeneous effects on team performance across situations. Although there is broad consensus
regarding the mixed effects of task conflict, the current research reveals that the performance
implications of relationship conflict may also depend on the context. Furthermore, the current
meta-analysis extends de Wit et al. (2012) by showing that both process conflict and status
conflict have less heterogeneous relationships with team performance, as evidenced by the
narrower 80% CVs that did not include zero.

When viewed together, our results regarding the population average and heterogeneity of
the team conflict-team performance relationships deepen scholarly understanding of the nature
of team conflict. Specifically, considering their negative and relatively homogenous effects on
team performance, both process conflict and status conflict may be understood as destructive
aspects of team conflict. Meanwhile, task conflict and relationship conflict appear to be more
paradoxical aspects of intrateam conflict, as their detrimental influence on team performance
varies across contexts.

Contextual Moderators of the Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships

National Culture. Our expanded investigation of contextual moderators revealed the
systematic influence of cultural dimensions (Gelfand et al., 2008; Hofstede, 2001; House et al.,
2004). Specifically, in cultures that more strongly seek to avoid uncertainty, team members may
react very poorly to task conflict, augmenting its negative impact on team performance. In highly

masculine and individualistic cultures, where conflict may be viewed as socially acceptable, such



TEAM CONFLICT AND TEAM PERFORMANCE 33

tolerance (and even preference) for disagreements may buffer the negative team conflict-team
performance relationships. Contrary to our hypothesis, we found that long-term orientation
accentuates the negative impact of relationship conflict on team performance. This may indicate
that interpersonal frictions are especially troublesome in cultures that emphasize sustained efforts
to achieve long-term goals. Of note, individualism emerged as the most potent moderator, as it
consistently buffered the negative team conflict-team performance relationships for both task
conflict and relationship conflict. This suggests that interpersonal disagreements and clashes may
be fundamentally at odds with the strong emphasis on unity and interpersonal harmony in
collectivistic cultures (Hofstede, 2001).

Although the distal influence of national culture received very little support in de Wit et
al. (2012), our expanded analyses highlight that culture merits attention in future conflict
research. Collectively, these findings suggest that researchers may need to pay close attention to
how conflict is viewed and interpreted in the respective culture in which they are conducting
their studies (e.g., Gelfand et al., 2001). Moreover, cross-cultural research aimed at illuminating
the impact of cultural differences is warranted (e.g., Gunkel et al., 2016). Relatedly, the influence
of national culture suggests that its more proximal counterpart—organizational conflict culture
(Gelfand et al., 2008, 2012)—might potentially play an even bigger role. Therefore, we
encourage scholars to devote more attention to this important topic as well.

Team Features. We utilized a more systematic way of operationalizing team
performance facets compared to de Wit et al. (2012). Notably, we found largely convergent
moderating effects of team performance facet across task conflict and relationship conflict,
thereby bringing clarity to the conflict literature. Specifically, the negative team conflict-team

performance relationship was stronger for team effectiveness compared to other team
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performance facets. Moreover, the team conflict—team effectiveness relationship itself was
negative. Thus, as far as team effectiveness is concerned, both task conflict and relationship
conflict may be detrimental. Given that team effectiveness is a broadly relevant performance
criterion for work teams (Mathieu et al., 2008), this finding underscores that the potential
benefits associated with team conflict may be extremely circumscribed (De Dreu, 2008). In turn,
this requires future theorizing about the performance benefits of team conflict to be very
precise—that is, to clearly specify the performance facets of interest. Failure to do so runs the
risk of contradicting the large body of empirical evidence accumulated in the literature.

Similar to what de Wit et al. (2012) found, our analysis showed that the correlation
between task conflict and relationship conflict strengthened the negative task conflict-team
performance relationship. Considering the robust effect of this factor, conflict scholars may want
to further investigate ways to mitigate the strong correlation between task conflict and
relationship conflict (de Wit et al., 2012). Notably, the substantial heterogeneity of their
intercorrelation identified in our supplemental analyses underscored the urgency of addressing
this research question. We think there are at least two promising avenues to do so. First, as our
supplemental analyses indicated, focusing on concrete conflict expressions such as debates and
discussions (as in Behfar et al.’s [2011] task conflict scale), compared with the general notion of
conflicts and disagreements (as in Jehn’s [1995] task conflict scale), may help reduce the
magnitude of the correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict. It is also worth
noting that studies that used Behfar et al.’s (2011) scale reported more positive task conflict—
team performance relationships than those that used Jehn’s (1995) instrument. On these grounds,
we recommend using Behfar et al.”s (2011) task conflict scale in future research. Moreover, this

finding points to the need to further refine the conceptualization and measurement of task
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conflict by explicitly considering the role of conflict communication and expression (Barki &
Hartwick, 2004; Bendersky et al., 2014; Brykman & O’Neill, 2023; Todorova et al., 2014; Tsai
& Bendersky, 2016; Weingart et al., 2015). Second, the empirical overlap between the two
conflict dimensions calls for a continuous stream of research on ways to de-escalate conflict
(e.g., Greer et al., 2008) and minimize misattribution of conflict (e.g., Simons & Peterson, 2000).

The task conflict—process conflict correlation played a moderating role similar to that of
the overlap between task conflict and relationship conflict. This new finding from the current
meta-analysis underscores the insidious impact of co-occurring conflict in accentuating the
detrimental impact of task conflict on team performance. Furthermore, in response to a
reviewer’s inquiry, we explored the moderating role of average team conflict (i.e., the average
correlation among task conflict, relationship conflict, and process conflict) and observed a
similar pattern (for detailed results, see the Supplemental Material). Therefore, it may be fruitful
to further investigate the situation of “all-out” conflict, in which teams are fraught with all types
of conflict. This line of inquiry can extend conflict research by revealing the best and/or worst
configurations of team conflict (e.g., O’Neill, McLarnon, Hoffart, Woodley, et al., 2018).

In the current meta-analysis, we heeded the research call by de Wit et al. (2012) to
consider the issue of conflict (a)symmetry. The empirical support for conflict symmetry’s ability
to buffer the negative relationship conflict-team performance relationship is noteworthy, as it
indicates that the mixed effects of relationship conflict may partly depend on whether team
members see eye to eye regarding their interpersonal chasm. As scholars have started to address
the limitations associated with the predominant consensus-based team conflict conceptualization
(Jehn et al., 2010; Korsgaard et al., 2014; Shah et al., 2021), our analyses suggest conflict

(a)symmetry may provide a useful theoretical lens.
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Lastly, our exploration of the effect of the sample mean of task conflict showed that it
weakened both the negative task conflict—team performance relationship and the positive task
conflict—relationship conflict relationship. These findings suggest that in a context characterized
by an overall higher level of task conflict, this type of conflict is more likely to be beneficial than
harmful.X In other words, an overall higher level of task conflict in a given context may
overcome team members’ inertia and activate its beneficial potential (e.g., Farh et al., 2010).

Taken together, these findings regarding team features echo the notion that “conflict
within groups is not an “all or nothing” event” (Korsgaard et al., 2014, p. 51). That is, researchers
need to carefully consider the various team features, including the nature of team performance,
the co-occurrence of team conflict, the symmetry of team members’ conflict experiences, and the
overall level of conflict, in the respective context to enhance the precision of their theorizing.
Methodological Moderators of the Team Conflict—-Team Performance Relationships

Our meta-analysis provides the most comprehensive examination of methodological
moderators of the team conflict-team performance relationships undertaken to date. These
results are important from the standpoint of research design, as they illuminate how
methodological choices may affect the relationship between team conflict and team performance.
Notably, the relationship between task conflict and team performance depended on the type of
team task. Specifically, production and service tasks that rely on routine coordination among
team members may be especially vulnerable to the disruptive effect of task disagreements. In
samples with a larger (versus smaller) average team size, the negative task conflict-team

performance relationship was stronger. Together, the moderating effects of these factors suggest

10 Given that a lower level of sample mean may also indicate a restricted range of team conflict, we further explored
its effect by controlling for the sample standard deviation. Additionally, we tested the curvilinear effect of sample
mean. The complete results are reported in the Supplemental Material.
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conflict scholars may need to pay close attention to the characteristics of teams that they recruit
for their research. Furthermore, the negative effect sizes were stronger when team performance
was self-rated by team members (versus non-self-rated) and when the study was cross-sectional
(versus time-separated). In light of these findings, we encourage conflict scholars to continue to
improve their research rigor by using non-self-rated team performance and adopting either a
time-separated or longitudinal design. Parsing out the potential influence of these methodological
factors can help researchers correctly identify the pertinent theoretical moderators for the team
conflict-team performance relationships.
Practical Implications

In the past, the idea that task conflict might be beneficial for team performance has
heavily shaped practitioner-oriented writings and conflict-related business education (e.g., Gallo,
2018; George & Jones, 2005; McShane & Von Glinow, 2000; Robbins, 2000; Rollinson, 2002).
Our meta-analytic findings provide a good opportunity to update the evidence-based guidance
for managerial practices regarding team conflict, especially task conflict. Considering the overall
negative relationship between task conflict and team performance, we would caution against
adopting a stance of unreserved optimism—that is, the view that task conflict is always
beneficial for team functioning (De Dreu, 2008). Moreover, among the various team
performance facets, team effectiveness demonstrated the most negative relationship with task
conflict. Meanwhile, task conflict did not have any significant, positive relationships with any
other team performance facets. Thus, it appears that task conflict is more damaging for team
effectiveness than for other team performance aspects. However, this should not necessarily be
taken as evidence that task conflict is more beneficial for other team performance aspects than

for team effectiveness. Furthermore, given that all four team conflict dimensions were negatively
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related to team performance and that the intercorrelations among the conflict dimensions were
strong, we worry that truly “good types” of team conflict may be hard to come by. As De Dreu
(2008) suggested, a more realistic goal for organizations may be to seek to minimize the harmful
impacts of team conflict rather than to aim to maximize its potential benefits.

Toward that end, we encourage organizations operating in cultures that are highly
uncertainty-avoiding, long-term oriented, collectivistic, and feminine to devote resources to
helping their work teams handle conflict, as the effects of team conflict may be especially
negative in these cultures. Moreover, teams that are larger in size and those that are working to
meet production and service goals may be especially prone to the disruptive effects of conflict. In
these kinds of teams, managers may want to prioritize establishing effective intrateam processes
over encouraging divergent opinions and ideas among team members. Furthermore, conflict may
spiral out of control when team members escalate task disagreements into interpersonal clashes
and/or misinterpret differences of opinion as interpersonal incompatibilities. This situation calls
for timely managerial intervention so that team members can work through their task
disagreements without taking things personally. Relatedly, teams that experience more than one
type of conflict may require special attention, as they are especially vulnerable to its detrimental
impacts. Otherwise, with the onset of entrenched, “all-out” conflict, effective teamwork may
come to a standstill as the team descends into total chaos. Lastly, when team members do not see
eye to eye regarding their conflict, this discordance can compound the disruptive effects of
relationship conflict. In this situation, managers are encouraged to help team members by
“bringing conflicts into the open” (Jehn et al., 2010, p. 610) so that they can establish convergent
conflict experiences and minimize any potential misunderstandings.

Research Limitations
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The current meta-analysis has several limitations worth noting. First, given the nature of
our synthesis, the level of analysis for all moderators was the between-study level. Although it
can reveal meaningful contextual factors that might be otherwise masked at the within-study
level (Johns, 2018; Yuan, 2021), capturing certain moderating influences at the between-study
level has some inherent limitations. For example, we relied on the sample mean to test the effect
of team tenure and team size, which may have limited utility, especially if the within-sample
distribution is non-normal (e.g., Yuan et al., 2023). Relatedly, some moderators could be
examined only when the sample was homogeneous in that respect. For example, if a sample
consists of teams from multiple countries, it would be difficult to include it in analyses of
national cultural dimensions. Nevertheless, given the expanded scope of our analyses, the current
meta-analysis should be considered an important step toward illuminating the broader impact of
context on the team conflict-team performance relationships.

Second, the statistical power for some of the meta-regression analyses may be somewhat
low. Specifically, for the moderator analyses involving process conflict, the number of
independent studies ranged from 20 to 40. Given that some of these analyses may have been
somewhat underpowered, their results should be viewed with caution (Gonzalez-Mulé &
Aguinis, 2018). Similarly, as status conflict is the dimension most recently introduced into the
literature, the number of independent studies of the status conflict-team performance relationship
was very small. Consequently, the psychometric meta-analytic results regarding status conflict
may not be very stable (e.g., Cafri et al., 2010). In a similar vein, the results (e.g., CVs; Brannick
et al., 2019) in our subgroup psychometric meta-analyses that were based on a small number of
independent samples may be prone to estimation error. As the conflict literature continues to

grow, we encourage researchers to provide meta-analytic updates in the future, especially for
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process conflict and status conflict. That said, for the analyses involving task conflict and
relationship conflict, we do not think statistical power was a great concern, as the number of
independent studies far exceeded the benchmarks commonly reported in past meta-regression
research (Gonzalez-Mulé & Aguinis, 2018). Furthermore, our systematic analytic approach,
whereby we conducted both individual and simultaneous tests, screened for outliers, and tested
for publication bias, further enhanced the robustness of our findings.

Third, as meta-analytic findings are based on a quantitative synthesis of primary studies,
the quality of the included studies may directly affect the validity of the meta-analytic
conclusions (Hunt, 1997). Toward that end, although we considered some prominent study
design features, other extraneous factors may have contributed to the mixed effects of team
conflict on team performance (Schmidt & Hunter, 2015). We call for more scientific rigor and
transparency in future conflict research, which can improve the robustness of the cumulative
body of empirical findings and facilitate the identification of additional moderators.

Lastly, we emphasize that our findings related to team conflict should not be erroneously
over-generalized to other levels (e.g., the dyad level). Although the vast majority of conflict
research has been conducted at the team level, conflict at other levels also warrants attention in
future research. We hope that by offering a comprehensive account of the team conflict—team
performance relationships, the current meta-analysis joins conflict research at other levels
(Humphrey et al., 2017; Park et al., 2020; Shah et al., 2021; Sinha et al., 2016) to support a truly
multilevel view of conflict (Korsgaard et al., 2008). Relatedly, although we operationalized team
conflict as team members’ reported conflict experiences (Jehn, 1995), there may be value in
investigating conflict in other ways, such as via behavioral coding (e.g., Park et al., 2024) and/or

experimental manipulations (Minson et al., 2023).
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Table 1

Psychometric Meta-Analysis Results of Team Conflict-Team Performance Relationships

67

Variable k N r SDr p SD, 80% CV 95% CI
Task conflict (overall effect) 211 17,667 —.06 21 —-.09 .30 [-.48,.30] [—.14,-.04]
Team performance facet
Decision quality 8 528 13 .38 19 54 [-.58,.96] [-.29, .67]
Financial performance 8 719 .08 19 12 .28 [-.27, .51] [-.14, .39]
Grades 44 3545 —-.01 .20 —-.02 .28 [-.39, .35] [-.12,.08]
Innovativeness 35 3134 .04 13 .05 19 [-.19, .30] [-.03, .14]
Simulation results 17 1345 -.03 A2 —-.04 A7 [-.27, .19] [-.16, .08]
Team effectiveness 99 8396 —-.15 .20 =21 .29 [-.59,.16] [-.28,-.15]
Relationship conflict (overall effect) 204 17,792 —-.20 19 —-.28 .26 [-.61,.05] [—-.32,—-.24]
Team performance facet
Decision quality 7 522 —-.03 .26 —.04 .36 [-.56, .48] [—.41, .33]
Financial performance 9 767 —-.16 17 =21 24 [-.55, .12] [-.43,.00]
Grades 39 3187 —-.16 .16 —-.22 22 [-.51,.07] [-.31,—.13]
Innovativeness 29 3022 —-.18 15 —.24 .20 [-.51,.02] [—.34,-.15]
Simulation results 23 1822 —-.09 13 -.12 .18 [-.36,.11] [—.23,-.02]
Team effectiveness 97 8472 —.27 19 -.37 .26 [-.71,—-.03] [—.43,-.31]
Process conflict (overall effect) 40 3136 —-.23 .16 -.33 22 [-.61,-.04] [—.41,-.24]
Team performance facet
Financial performance 1 107 —.04 — —.06 — — [-.32, .21]
Grades 11 953 —-.23 .16 -.32 23 [-.63,—-.01] [-.50,—.14]
Innovativeness 4 334 —.04 .00 —.05 .00 [-.05,-.05] [—.15,.05]
Simulation results 3 157 —.24 A7 -.34 24 [-.79,.12] [-1.00, .42]
Team effectiveness 21 1585 —.29 15 -41 21 [-.69, —.13] [-.53,-.29]
Status conflict (overall effect) 15 1264 —.29 13 —.38 17 [-.61,—.15] [-.50,—-.26]

Note. k = number of independent samples; N = total sample size; r = population estimate corrected for sampling error; p = population
estimate corrected for sampling error and unreliability; CV = credibility interval of p; CI = confidence interval of p. For process
conflict, no studies measured decision quality. Subgroup analyses not conducted for status conflict due to the small number of

independent studies.
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Table 2

Meta-Regression Results of Moderators of the Task Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

Variable b S.E. t p k 7 R? Qwm
Cultural context
Intercept -.14 .09 1.67 10 180 124 .00% F(1,178)=.31, p=.58
Power distance .001 .00 .56 .58
Intercept -.09 .06 1.47 14 180 125 .00% F(1,178)=.01,p=.91
Masculinity .000 .00 A2 91
Intercept =37 10 3.67 <.01 180 119 3.67% F(1,178)=7.69,p<.01
Individualism .005 .00 2.77 <.01
Intercept 14 .08 1.84 .07 180 117 539% F(1,178)=11.14,p< .01
Uncertainty avoidance —.005 .00 3.34 <.01
Intercept -.07 .06 1.33 18 180 124 .00% F(1,178) = .25, p=.62
Long-term orientation —-.001 .00 .50 .62
Intercept —-.28 .32 .87 .38 169 120 .00% F(1,167)=.32,p=.57
Tightness .10 17 57 57
Team features
Team performance facet 208 .105 12.75%  F(5, 202) = 6.56, p < .01
Intercept (team effectiveness) -.24 .03 7.19 <.01
Decision quality 42 12 3.40 <.01
Financial performance 27 12 2.22 .03
Grades .16 .06 2.67 <.01
Innovativeness .29 .07 4.43 <.01
Simulation results .25 .09 2.77 <.01
Intercept .07 .05 1.46 15 163 .104 12.35% F(1, 161) =22.40,p< .01
Correlation between task and relationship conflict -.40 .08 4.73 <.01
Intercept 10 .08 1.25 22 33 .067 29.97% F(1,31)=12.98,p<.01
Correlation between task and process conflict —-.45 12 3.60 <.01
Intercept -.39 .08 5.14 <.01 172 098  6.41% F(1,170)=11.79,p<.01
Sample mean of task conflict .61 18 3.43 <.01
Intercept -.52 .33 1.57 12 110 113 .50% F(1,108) =1.55,p=.22
Task conflict symmetry 49 40 1.25 22
Methodological factors
Intercept =17 .04 4.37 <.01 117 139 .00% F(1,115)=.90,p = .34
Top management team sample .08 .09 .95 34
Intercept -.16 .03 4.75 <.01 208 119 1.25%  F(1,206)=3.70, p= .06

Student team sample .10 .05 1.92 .06
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Intercept -.06 .04 1.33 19 107 119 74% F(1,105)=162,p=.21
Team tenure .00 .00 1.27 21
Intercept .01 .05 .28 .78 207 117 3.31% F(1,205)=7.81,p<.01
Team size -.02 .01 2.79 <.01
Task type 208 115 4.65%  F(4,203)=3.30,p=.01

Intercept (production and service) -.34 .08 4.30 <.01
Creativity 24 10 2.33 .02
Decision making .29 .10 3.05 <.01
Mixed .16 10 1.65 10
Project .28 .09 3.16 <.01
Task conflict scale 208 115 4.02%  F(2,205)=5.01,p<.01
Intercept (Jehn) -12 .03 4.71 <.01
Behfar et al. (2011) .29 10 2.85 <.01
Other -.10 .09 1.16 .25
Intercept -.08 .03 2.86 <.01 208 115 3.86%  F(1,206)=9.05p<.01
Performance measurement method -.18 .06 3.01 <.01
Intercept -.03 .04 .62 53 208 116 3.17%  F(1,206)=7.50,p<.01
Cross-sectional design -.14 .05 2.74 <.01
Simultaneous test 116 .063 39.56% F(18,97)=4.74,p< .01
Intercept —.67 24 2.73 <.01
Individualism .004 .00 2.01 .05
Uncertainty avoidance .000 .00 12 .90
Team performance facet
Decision quality .58 .16 3.61 <.01
Financial performance =15 21 .70 48
Grades .06 10 .61 54
Innovativeness 18 .08 2.17 .03
Simulation results 22 .10 2.23 .03
Correlation between task and relationship conflict -.24 12 2.07 .04
Sample mean of task conflict .26 .23 1.13 .26
Team size .01 .02 .80 43
Task type
Creativity 18 15 1.21 .23
Decision making .20 A1 1.75 .08
Mixed 21 .09 2.35 .02
Project 27 A1 2.42 .02
Task conflict scale
Behfar et al. (2011) .09 .16 59 .56
Other -.02 A1 15 .88
Performance measurement method —.24 .08 3.00 <.01
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Cross-sectional design -.03 .06 A7 .64
Note. As Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions ranged from 8 to 104, we report results to three decimal places for these dimensions.
Top management team sample: 1 = top management team sample; 0 = non-top management team sample. Student team sample: 1 =
student team sample; 0 = non-student team sample. For task type, team performance facet, and task conflict scale, the reference group
is indicated in the parentheses following the intercept, whereas other categories were dummy coded such that 1 = yes, 0 = no.
Performance measurement method: 1 = team members’ self-report; 0 = non-self-report. Cross-sectional design: 1 = cross-sectional
design; 0 = time-separated design. k = number of independent samples; S.E. = standard error; 72 = estimated amount of residual
heterogeneity; R? = amount of total heterogeneity accounted for by all moderators included in the model; Qm = omnibus test of all
moderators included in the model. Unstandardized coefficients (b) are reported.
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Table 3

Meta-Regression Results of Moderators of the Relationship Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

Variable b S.E. t p k 7 R? Qwm
Cultural context
Intercept -.16 .07 2.29 .02 173 .073 1.22%  F(1,171)=2.88,p=.09
Power distance —-.002 .00 1.70 .09
Intercept -39 .05 8.26 <.01 173 071 439% F(1,171)=7.89,p<.01
Masculinity .002 .00 2.81 <.01
Intercept -.52 .08 6.38 <.01 173 .069 595%  F(1,171)=9.96,p<.01
Individualism .005 .00 3.16 <.01
Intercept -.20 .06 3.24 <.01 173 .074 .19% F(1,171)=1.34,p=.25
Uncertainty avoidance -.001 .00 1.16 .25
Intercept -.15 .04 3.36 <.01 173 .070 533% F(1,171)=9.24,p<.01
Long-term orientation —-.002 .00 3.04 <.01
Intercept .00 .28 .00 1.00 163 .077 .00% F(1,161)=.87,p=.35
Tightness -.14 15 .93 .35
Team context
Team performance facet 201 077 7.26%  F(5,195)=3.80,p<.01
Intercept (team effectiveness) -.35 .03 11.87 <.01
Decision quality .32 12 2.75 <.01
Financial performance .09 .10 .85 40
Grades .10 .06 1.84 .07
Innovativeness A1 .06 1.71 .09
Simulation results 24 .07 3.51 <.01
Intercept -.23 .04 5.58 <.01 162 .070 .00% F(1, 160) = .65, p = .42
Correlation between task and relationship conflict -.06 07 .80 42
Intercept —.24 14 1.75 .09 33 .103 .00% F(1,31)=.03,p=.87
Correlation between relationship and process conflict -.04 21 17 87
Intercept =27 .05 5.60 <.01 167 .082 .00% F(1, 165) = .20, p = .66
Sample mean of relationship conflict -.07 .16 44 .66
Intercept -.90 22 4.01 <.01 110 .066 5.33%  F(1,108)=6.89,p<.01
Relationship conflict symmetry .70 27 2.63 <.01
Methodological factors
Intercept -.32 .03 10.35 <.01 112 .083 .22% F(1,110) =1.10,p=.30
Top management team sample .08 .07 1.05 .30
Intercept =31 .03 10.83 <.01 201 .082 91% F(1, 199) = 3.05, p = .08

Student team sample .07 .04 1.75 .08
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Intercept =27 .04 7.10 <.01 92 072 .02% F(1,90)=.89,p=.35
Team tenure .00 .00 94 35
Intercept -.19 .06 3.42 <.01 200 .082 .85% F(1,198)=263,p=.11
Team size -.02 .01 1.62 11
Task type 201 .082 .78% F(4,196)=1.38,p=.24
Intercept (mixed) -.29 .05 6.31 <.01
Creativity .03 .08 41 .68
Decision making .07 .06 1.04 .30
Production and service =12 .08 1.48 14
Project .01 .06 .25 .80
Relationship conflict scale 201 .083 .00% F(1,199) = .65, p = .42
Intercept (Jehn) —-.28 .02 12.75 <.01
Other .07 .08 81 42
Intercept -.24 .02 10.37 <.01 201 .079 4.63% F(1,199)=11.03,p<.01
Performance measurement method =17 .05 3.32 <.01
Intercept -.26 .03 7.60 <.01 201 .083 .00% F(1,199) = .52, p = .47
Cross-sectional design —-.03 .04 12 47
Simultaneous test 97 .048 26.86% F(10,86)=3.97,p<.01
Intercept =70 .26 2.74 <.01
Masculinity .001 .00 .95 .35
Individualism .003 .00 2.02 .05
Long-term orientation -.002 .00 1.12 27
Team performance facet
Decision quality .38 13 2.99 <.01
Financial performance —.24 14 1.74 .09
Grades -.03 .08 .35 73
Innovativeness .08 .07 1.09 .28
Simulation results 12 .10 1.15 .25
Relationship conflict symmetry .30 .28 1.06 .29
Performance measurement method -.15 .08 1.93 .06

Note. As Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions ranged from 8 to 104, we report results to three decimal places for these dimensions.
Top management team sample: 1 = top management team sample; 0 = non-top management team sample. Student team sample: 1 =
student team sample; 0 = non-student team sample. For task type, team performance facet, and relationship conflict scale, the
reference group is indicated in the parentheses following the intercept, whereas other categories were dummy coded such that 1 = yes,
0 = no. Performance measurement method: 1 = team members’ self-report; 0 = non—self-report. Cross-sectional design: 1 = cross-
sectional design; 0 = time-separated design. k = number of independent samples; S.E. = standard error; 7> = estimated amount of
residual heterogeneity; R? = amount of total heterogeneity accounted for by all moderators included in the model; Qm = omnibus test
of all moderators included in the model. Unstandardized coefficients (b) are reported.
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Table 4

Meta-Regression Results of Moderators of the Process Conflict-Team Performance Relationship
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Variable b S.E. t p k 7 R? Qwm
Cultural context
Intercept -.25 17 1.46 .16 31 077 .00% F(1,29)=.31,p=.58
Power distance —-.002 .00 .56 .58
Intercept -.43 15 2.86 <.01 31 077 .00% F(1,29)=.36,p=.55
Masculinity .001 .00 .60 .55
Intercept -.67 17 3.95 <.01 31 .069 8.37% F(1,29) =3.88,p=.06
Individualism .006 .00 1.97 .06
Intercept -.22 15 1.40 17 31 .076 .00% F(1,29)=.83,p=.37
Uncertainty avoidance -.002 .00 91 37
Intercept -.30 12 2.47 .02 31 077 .00% F(1,29)=.23,p= .64
Long-term orientation —-.001 .00 A48 .64
Intercept —-.06 .60 .09 .93 29 .078 .00% F(1,27)=.27,p= .61
Tightness =17 32 52 .61
Team context
Team performance facet 39 .059 9.60% F(4,34)=1.85p=.14
Intercept (team effectiveness) -42 .06 7.13 <.01
Financial performance 37 .26 1.38 .18
Grades 12 .10 1.21 24
Innovativeness .35 15 2.40 .02
Simulation results .07 .16 45 .66
Intercept -.26 .08 3.26 <.01 32 .066 3.41% F(1,30)=1.71,p=.20
Correlation between task and process conflict -.16 13 1.31 .20
Intercept -.20 12 1.72 10 32 .066 2.52% F(1,30)=1.70,p=.20
Correlation between relationship and process conflict -.24 18 1.30 .20
Intercept -.29 12 2.52 .02 33 .062 .00% F(1,31)=.14,p=.71
Sample mean of process conflict -.15 40 37 71
Intercept -.30 .69 43 .67 19 .044 .00% F(1,17)=.00,p=.97
Process conflict symmetry —.03 .82 .04 97
Methodological factors
Intercept -.42 .06 6.71 <.01 39 .061 6.42% F(1,37)=3.54,p=.07
Student team sample .16 .09 1.88 .07
Intercept =31 .07 4.49 <.01 28 .075 .62% F(1,26)=1.40,p=.25
Team tenure .00 .00 1.18 25
Intercept =12 15 81 42 39 .063 2.82% F(1,37)=2.17,p=.15
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Team size -.04
Task type
Intercept (project) —.24
Creativity -.06
Decision making -.23
Mixed -.23
Production and service =21
Process conflict scale
Intercept (Jehn) -.39
Behfar et al. (2011) .20
Other .18
Intercept =31
Performance measurement method =13
Intercept —.24
Cross-sectional design -.16

.03

.06
14
.16
.10
27

.05
A1
14
.05
A1
.07
.09

1.47

4.10
45
1.39
2.26
79

7.67
1.85
1.27
6.18
1.19
3.68
1.85

15

<.01
.66
A7
.03
44

<.01
.07
21

<.01
24

<.01
.07

39

39

39

39

.063

.060

.065

.060

3.22%

7.73%

91%

7.73%

F(4,34) = 1.56, p = .21

F(2,36)=2.18, p=.13

F(1,37)=142,p=.24

F(1,37)=3.41,p=.07

Note. As Hofstede’s (2001) cultural dimensions ranged from 8 to 104, we report results to three decimal places for these dimensions.
Student team sample: 1 = student team sample; 0 = non—student team sample. For task type, team performance facet, and process
conflict scale, the reference group is indicated in the parentheses following the intercept, whereas other categories were dummy coded
such that 1 = yes, 0 = no. Performance measurement method: 1 = team members’ self-report; 0 = non—self-report. Cross-sectional
design: 1 = cross-sectional design; 0 = time-separated design. k = number of independent samples; S.E. = standard error; 7> = estimated
amount of residual heterogeneity; R?> = amount of total heterogeneity accounted for by all moderators included in the model; Qu =
omnibus test of all moderators included in the model. Unstandardized coefficients (b) are reported. The effects of top management
team sample and decision quality (for team performance facet) were not tested, as they were both constants.
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Table 5

Summary of Main Findings
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Task conflict

Relationship conflict

Process conflict

Status conflict

Psychometric meta-analysis results
Population average (p)
Effect size heterogeneity
Meta-regression results
Moderators
1. National culture
[H1] Power distance
[H2] Masculinity
[H3] Individualism
[H4] Uncertainty avoidance
[H5] Long-term orientation
[H6] Tightness
2. Team features
[RQ1] Team performance facet
[H7] Correlation among conflict dimensions
[H8] Sample mean of conflict
[H9] Conflict symmetry
3. Methodological factors
Top management team sample
Student team sample
Team tenure
Team size
Task type
Conflict scale
Performance measurement method
Cross-sectional design

~.09, 95% CI [.14, —.04]
80% CV [~.48, .30]

~.28, 95% CI [.32, —.24]
80% CV [~.61, .05]

.33, 95% CI [.41, —.24]
80% CV [~.61, —.04]

.38, 95% CI [.50, —.26]
80% CV [~.61, —.15]

Note. p = population estimate corrected for sampling error and unreliability; CV = credibility interval of p; CI = confidence interval of
p. A single dot (e; o) indicates a moderator was significant only in the individual test; double dots (ee) indicate a moderator was
significant in both the individual and the simultaneous tests. For national culture dimensions and team features, black dots () indicate
the results supported the hypotheses; white dots (o) indicate the results were contrary to the hypotheses. Moderators were not tested
for the status conflict—team performance relationship due to the small number of independent studies and hence inadequate statistical

power.
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Figure 1

Overall Research Model

National Culture Methodological Factors

» Power distance

» Masculinity—femininity

* Individualism—collectivism

» Uncertainty avoidance

* Long-term versus short-term
orientation

» Tightness—looseness

Team performance facet
Correlation among conflict
dimensions

Sample mean of conflict
Conflict symmetry

Top management team sample
Student team sample

Team tenure

Team size

Task type

Conflict scale

Performance measurement
method

Cross-sectional design

Task Conflict

Relationship Conflict

Between-study level

Within-study level

Process Conflict —

Status Conflict —

Note. All contextual moderators are at the between-study level. Within-study level relationships are included in the figure for the sake

of completeness.

» Team Performance
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Figure 2

Flow Diagram of Identification and Inclusion Process of Primary Studies

[ Identification of studies via databases, conference websites, and other sources ]

Identification

Records containing conflict
identified from:

Databases (n = 53,464)
Conference Proceedings (n =
829)

Screening

Records screened
(n = 54,250)

A 4

Records removed before
screening:

Duplicate records removed (n =
43)

y

Reports assessed for eligibility
(n = 596)

Records excluded:

Did not contain both team conflict
and team performance (n =
53,654)

h 4

Included

[

Studies included in review
(n=251):

Published articles (n = 190)
Dissertations (n = 54)
Unpublished articles (n = 7)

Reports excluded (n = 345):

Did not survey the whole team (n
=14)

Same dataset used in different
papers (n=11)

Insufficient study information (n =
130)

Not at the team level (n = 156)
Type of conflict not available (n =
34)
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Figure 3
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Team Performance Facet Moderating the Team Conflict-Team Performance Relationship

Task Conflict—Team Performance Correlations Across Different Team Performance

Facets
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Relationship Conflict—-Team Performance Correlations Across Different Team
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0.10
0.00 -0.04
-0.10 -0.12
-0.20 -0.21 -0.22 024
-0.30
-0.37

-0.40 .
-0.50

Decision Quality Financial Grades™ Innovativeness®  Simulation Team

Performance Results* Effectiveness*

Note. For task conflict, the effect size for team effectiveness (the black bar) was significantly
different from the effect size for the other five team performance facets (the gray bars). For
relationship conflict, the effect size for team effectiveness (the black bar) was significantly
different from the effect size for decision quality and simulation results (the solid gray bars), but
not significantly different from that for financial performance, grades, and innovativeness (the
dotted gray bars). The effect size that was significantly different from zero is indicated with *.



