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RESEARCH QUESTIONS AND 

PLAUSIBLE CONJECTURES 

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Where Does 

Conflict within Teams Originate? 



⎯



Figure 1. Example Conflict Network Configurations and Their Origins* 

* Each circle depicts a team conflict network. Darker network nodes represent team mem-
bers who are behaviorally involved in the conflict; lighter nodes represent team members 
who are observers of the conflict. Network ties represent conflict between teammates. The 
shaded areas in the first and third columns highlight the team members who define the 
individual or subgroup origins.  







Research Question 2 (RQ2): How Does 

Team Conflict Evolve over Time? 



Figure 2. Example Conflict Trajectories* 

* Each pair of circles depicts the temporal evolution of a team conflict network. Darker 
network nodes represent team members who are behaviorally involved in the conflict; 
lighter nodes represent team members who are observers of the conflict. Network ties rep-
resent conflict between teammates. 





Research Question 3 (RQ3): How Do Con-

flict Origins and Evolutionary Trajecto-

ries Relate to Traditional Intragroup As-

sessments of Conflict? 

Research Question 4 (RQ4): How Do Dif-

ferent Conflict Origins Affect Team Per-

formance? 
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STUDY 1: QUALITATIVE STUDY OF 

WRITTEN CONFLICT NARRATIVES 

Method 



Results 

χ
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Figure 3. Study 1 Frequency of Conflict Origins 



Table 1. Study 1 Examples of Conflict Origins as Described in Conflict Episode Papers 

Origin: Individual 

Origin: Dyad 

Origin: Subgroup 

Origin: Team 



Discussion 

Table 2. Study 1 Frequencies of Conflict Origins and Evolution* 

The conflict 
started be-
cause of . . . 

And later involved . . . 

Individual Dyad Subgroup Team Total 

Individual 18% 1% − 7% 27% 

Dyad 3% 17% 9% 5% 33% 

Subgroup − − 24% 2% 26% 

Team − − 1% 14% 15% 

Total 21% 17% 34% 28%  

* Sample size = 109 narratives. Margin percentages may be different due to rounding. Per-
centages for the three evolutionary trajectories are: continuity = 73%, contagion = 24%, con-
centration = 4%. 



STUDY 2: LONGITUDINAL PROJECT 

TEAM SOCIAL NETWORKS STUDY 

Method 
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Figure 4. Overview of the Procedure to Identify Conflict Origins 
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Results 

Table 3. Study 2 Descriptive Statistics of Raw Conflict Scores* 

Conflict type Project period Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

(1) Task Start –0.36 0.88 
     

(2) Task Midpoint 0.17 1.07 0.36 
    

(3) Task End 0.08 1.21 0.36 0.40 
   

(4) Relationship Start –0.72 0.60 0.47 0.18 0.20 
  

(5) Relationship Midpoint –0.28 1.01 0.18 0.58 0.22 0.23 
 

(6) Relationship End –0.39 1.07 0.17 0.22 0.65 0.24 0.31 

* Sample size = 2,323 conflict ties. Conflict tie values range from –2 to 2. All correlations 
are significant at the .01 level. 

 



Figure 5. Study 2 Frequency of Conflict Origins by Project Period 





Figure 6. Study 2 Alluvial Diagram of Conflict Origins over Time* 

* The height of the stacked bars represents the number of teams with a given conflict 
origin. The ribbons between bars depict the change in teams’ conflict origins over time. 



Figure 7. Study 2 Selected Conflict Network Configurations over Time 



Table 4. Study 2 Pooled OLS Regression of Intragroup Conflict* 
  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   Model 4 

 Est. S.E.  Est. S.E.  Est. S.E.  Est. S.E. 

DV: Intragroup task conflict, project end           
Task conflict origin, project midpoint           
Individual   0.40•   (0.16)    0.38••  (0.12)                      0.00    (0.20) 

Dyad   0.14  (0.07)    0.12    (0.09)                     -0.26•   (0.12) 

Subgroup   0.52••• (0.11)    0.44••• (0.12)                      0.06    (0.14) 

Team   0.33••  (0.12)    0.28•   (0.14)                     -0.16    (0.16) 

Relationship conflict origin, project midpoint          
Individual                     0.26•   (0.13)       
Dyad                     0.01    (0.09)       
Subgroup                     0.25    (0.24)                                     

Team                    -0.74• (0.34)                                     

Task conflict evolution pattern, project midpoint to end                                      

Continuity                                       0.34••• (0.08)    0.45••• (0.12) 

Contagion                                       0.46••• (0.07)    0.44••  (0.16) 

Concentration                                       0.48••• (0.09)    0.59••• (0.13) 

DV: Intragroup relationship conflict, project end                                        

Relationship conflict origin, project midpoint          
Individual   0.44•   (0.19)    0.46•   (0.20)                      0.42   (0.25) 

Dyad   0.29••• (0.08)    0.31••• (0.09)                      0.06    (0.06) 

Subgroup   0.63••  (0.22)    0.62••  (0.21)                      0.18    (0.18) 

Team   0.41 (0.33)    0.35  (0.34)                      0.41 (0.30) 

Task conflict origin, project midpoint           
Individual                     0.07    (0.13)       
Dyad                     0.01    (0.08)       
Subgroup                     0.02    (0.10)       
Team                    -0.16    (0.13)       
Relationship conflict evolution pattern, project midpoint to end       
Continuity                                       0.44••• (0.10)    0.32••• (0.09) 

Contagion                                       0.11    (0.09)   -0.25    (0.24) 

Concentration                                       0.87••• (0.23)    0.80••  (0.25) 

Controls            
Team size  -0.02    (0.10)   -0.02    (0.10)    0.01    (0.09)   -0.03    (0.09) 

Percent men  -0.01    (0.19)    0.00    (0.18)    0.09    (0.18)    0.05    (0.15) 

GPA  -0.34    (0.23)   -0.36    (0.24)   -0.32   (0.18)   -0.38•   (0.19) 

Honors section   0.17  (0.09)    0.16    (0.11)    0.13 (0.07)    0.18•   (0.08) 

Task conflict intercept   3.24••  (1.05)    3.32••  (1.05)    2.93••  (0.97)    3.40••• (0.92) 

Relationship conflict intercept   2.60•   (1.05)    2.69•   (1.05)    2.37•   (0.97)    2.77••  (0.91) 

R-squared 0.200  0.241  0.292  0.354 

Adjusted R-squared 0.171   0.193   0.270   0.317 
• p < .05; •• p < .01; ••• p < .001; two-tailed tests. 
* Sample size = 126 teams; two dependent variables: intragroup task and relationship conflict. Cluster 
robust standard errors (clustered by team) are in parentheses. In Model 1, the individual, subgroup, and 
team origin effects were significantly greater than the dyad origin effect for both task and relationship 
conflict (χ2 = 14.4, d.f. = 6, p = .025). In Model 2, the same significant differences appeared. In Model 3, the 
effect of relationship conflict contagion was significantly less than the effect of relationship conflict con-
tinuity and concentration (χ2 = 13.7, d.f. = 2, p = .001). In Model 4, the same significant differences ap-
peared. 
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STUDY 3: SOCIAL NETWORKS STUDY 

AMONG WORK TEAMS 

Methods 
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Figure 8. Study 3 Frequency of Conflict Origins 



Table 5. Study 3 OLS Regression of Supervisor-rated Team Performance 
  Model 1   Model 2   Model 3   Model 4 

 Est. S.E.  Est. S.E.  Est. S.E.  Est. S.E. 

Intragroup task conflict  -0.15    (0.08)                                       -0.20••  (0.08) 

Intragroup rel. conflict   0.03    (0.13)                                        0.03    (0.12) 

Task conflict origins           
Individual                     0.47••  (0.16)                      0.49••  (0.16) 

Dyad                     0.40••  (0.14)                      0.41••  (0.15) 

Subgroup                     0.22    (0.17)                      0.40    (0.21) 

Team                     0.14    (0.19)                      0.26    (0.26) 

Relationship conflict origins          
Individual                                      -0.05    (0.13)   -0.12    (0.17) 

Dyad                                       0.20   (0.11)    0.15    (0.14) 

Subgroup                                      -0.03    (0.17)    0.00    (0.20) 

Team                                      -0.15    (0.31)   -0.15    (0.23) 

Controls            
Team size   0.01    (0.02)   -0.02    (0.02)    0.00    (0.02)   -0.02    (0.02) 

Percentage men  -0.31    (0.18)   -0.39•   (0.15)   -0.34•   (0.17)   -0.28    (0.15) 

Mean age  -0.01    (0.02)    0.00    (0.02)    0.00    (0.02)   -0.01    (0.02) 

Mean tenure   0.02    (0.05)    0.01    (0.04)    0.01    (0.04)    0.02    (0.04) 

Has lead   0.12    (0.16)    0.20    (0.12)    0.20    (0.13)    0.14    (0.14) 

Manager 2  -0.57•   (0.26)   -0.45    (0.23)   -0.49•   (0.25)   -0.61••  (0.23) 

Manager 3   0.31  (0.17)    0.38•   (0.18)    0.39•   (0.18)    0.26   (0.15) 

Intercept   5.82••• (0.70)    5.13••• (0.65)    5.13••• (0.71)    5.78••• (0.62) 

R-squared 0.408  0.443  0.406  0.497 

Adjusted R-squared 0.401  0.435  0.397  0.486 
• p < .05; •• p < .01; ••• p < .001; two-tailed tests. 
* Observations = 77 teams. Cluster robust standard errors (clustered by factory line) are in parentheses. 
Rel. = relationship.  



Discussion 



GENERAL DISCUSSION 



The Microfoundations of Intragroup Con-

flict 



Figure 9. Microfoundations of Intragroup Conflict 





Implications for the Measurement of 

Conflict 



Limitations, Boundaries, and Extensions 
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APPENDIX 

APPENDIX A: SINGLE-ITEM CONFLICT MEASURE CONSTRUCTION 

χ

Table A1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Single-Item Conflict Measures* 
 Est. S.E. z value 

Task conflict 
   

We had opposing viewpoints on the task. 1 
  

We had conflicting ideas about the task. 1.08 0.06 19.55 

We had differing opinions about the work being done. 1.04 0.06 18.08 

We had task-related disagreements. 1.08 0.05 19.87 

[Single item] At times, we had task-related disagreements (i.e., we had 
different viewpoints on the task, different ideas about the task, or dif-
fering opinions about the work being done). 

0.93 0.06 15.79 

Relationship conflict 
   

We disagreed about non-work things (social or personal things). 1 
  

We disagreed about personal matters. 1.01 0.06 17.43 

We had difficulty getting along with each other. 0.73 0.06 11.77 

Personality clashes were evident between us. 0.91 0.07 14.16 

We fought about non-task things when working on our team. 0.86 0.06 15.81 

[Single item] At times, we had difficulty getting along (i.e., our person-
alities clashed), we disagreed about personal matters and non-work 
things (i.e., social or personal things). 

0.99 0.06 16.94 

* Sample size = 251 responses. Model fit indices: CFI = .974; TLI = .965, RMSEA = .076; AIC = 8449.7. 
The alternative model, which allowed the single items to covary with the constructs, had an AIC of 
8454.0, indicating the alternative model was inferior. 
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APPENDIX B: CONFLICT TIE ESTIMATION AND IMPUTATION 

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 𝑖 𝑗

𝑘 𝑡

𝑖𝑗 𝑗𝑖 𝑑 𝑔

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 = 𝛼𝑘𝑡 + (𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑔,𝑘) + (𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑡 + 𝑏𝑗𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏𝑑𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏𝑔𝑘,𝑡) +

𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑡  + 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡,  

𝛼𝑘𝑡 𝑘 𝑡 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘 𝑏𝑗,𝑘 𝑏𝑑,𝑘 𝑏𝑔,𝑘

𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 𝑑 𝑔

𝑘 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑡 𝑏𝑗𝑘,𝑡 𝑏𝑑𝑘,𝑡 𝑏𝑔𝑘,𝑡 𝑖 𝑗

𝑗 𝑘 𝑑 𝑘 𝑔 𝑘 𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑡

𝑘 𝑡 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 𝛼𝑘𝑡

𝑢̂𝑖,𝑘𝑡

𝑢̂𝑖𝑘𝑡 𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̂
𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̂
𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 = 𝛼̂𝑘𝑡 + (𝑏̂𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑔,𝑘) + (𝑏̂𝑖𝑗,𝑡 + 𝑏̂𝑗𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏̂𝑑𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏̂𝑔𝑘,𝑡). 

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̂
𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡

𝑏 𝑏

𝑏



𝑏̂𝑑,𝑘

𝑏̃𝑑,𝑘

𝑏̂𝑗,𝑘 𝑗

𝑗 𝑗 𝑏̂𝑗𝑘𝑡 𝑏̂𝑔𝑘 𝑏̂𝑔𝑘𝑡

Table B1. Study 2 Conflict Tie Model Estimates 
Group Parameter Random effect Var. S.D. 

Rater-teammate (N = 2,322) 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘   Relationship conflict 0.004 0.065 
  Task conflict 0.035 0.188 

Teammate (N = 617) 𝑏𝑗,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.010 0.099 
  Task conflict 0.020 0.140 

Dyad (N = 1,204) 𝑏𝑑,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.006 0.074 
  Task conflict 0.016 0.125 

Team (N = 126) 𝑏𝑔,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.013 0.112 
  Task conflict 0.040 0.201 

Rater-teammate (N = 2,322) 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑡  Project start 0.028 0.166 
  Project midpoint 0.057 0.239 
  Project end 0.061 0.246 

Ratee-conflict type (N = 1,234) 𝑏𝑗𝑘,𝑡  Project start 0.001 0.035 
  Project midpoint 0.004 0.061 
  Project end 0.008 0.088 

Dyad-conflict type (N = 2,407) 𝑏𝑑𝑘,𝑡  Project start 0.002 0.047 
  Project midpoint 0.027 0.163 
  Project end 0.008 0.091 

Team-conflict type (N = 252) 𝑏𝑔𝑘,𝑡  Project start 0.011 0.104 
  Project midpoint 0.020 0.141 
  Project end 0.006 0.076 

Rater (N = 594) 𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑡  Relationship conflict, project start 0.215 0.463 
  Relationship conflict, project midpoint  0.900 0.949 
  Relationship conflict, project end 0.994 0.997 
  Task conflict, project start 0.566 0.752 
  Task conflict, project midpoint 0.946 0.973 
  Task conflict, project end 1.229 1.109 

Residual (N = 12,583) 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡    0.111 0.333 

Group Parameter Fixed effect Est. S.E. 

Sample 𝛼𝑘𝑡  Relationship conflict, project start -1.71 0.03 
  Relationship conflict, project midpoint  -1.28 0.05 
  Relationship conflict, project end -1.38 0.04 
  Task conflict, project start -1.34 0.04 
  Task conflict, project midpoint -0.85 0.05 

    Task conflict, project end -0.92 0.05 



𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̃
𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑡 = 𝛼̂𝑘𝑡 + (𝑏̃𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̃𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑔,𝑘) + (𝑏̃𝑖𝑗,𝑡 + 𝑏̂𝑗𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏̃𝑑𝑘,𝑡 + 𝑏̂𝑔𝑘,𝑡), 

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑚 𝑖 𝑗 𝑘

𝑚

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑚 = 𝛼𝑘𝑚 + (𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏𝑔,𝑘) + 𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑚  + 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑚,  

𝛼𝑘𝑚 𝑘 𝑚 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘 𝑏𝑗,𝑘 𝑏𝑑,𝑘 𝑏𝑔,𝑘

𝑖 𝑗 𝑗 𝑑 𝑔 𝑘 𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑚

𝑘 𝑚 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑚

Table B2. Study 3 Conflict Tie Model Estimates 
Group Parameter Random effect Var. S.D. 

Rater-teammate (N = 5,205) 𝑏𝑖𝑗,𝑘   Relationship conflict 0.075 0.274 
  Task conflict 0.146 0.382 

Teammate (N = 698) 𝑏𝑗,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.009 0.093 
  Task conflict 0.004 0.065 

Dyad (N = 2,932) 𝑏𝑑,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.019 0.136 
  Task conflict 0.012 0.108 

Team (N = 79) 𝑏𝑔,𝑘  Relationship conflict 0.088 0.297 
  Task conflict 0.085 0.291 

Rater (N = 618) 𝑢𝑖,𝑘𝑚  Relationship conflict, item 1 2.623 1.620 
  Relationship conflict, item 2 1.672 1.293 
  Task conflict, item 1 2.870 1.694 
  Task conflict, item 2 2.227 1.492 

Residual (N = 20,140) 𝜖𝑖𝑗𝑘𝑚    0.186 0.431 

Group Parameter Fixed effect Est. S.E. 

Sample 𝛼𝑘𝑚  Relationship conflict, item 1 -1.61 0.07 
  Relationship conflict, item 2 -1.94 0.06 
  Task conflict, item 1 -1.01 0.08 

    Task conflict, item 2 -1.54 0.07 



 𝛼̅𝑘 =
1

2
∑ 𝛼̂𝑘𝑚

2
𝑚=1 .

𝑖 𝑗 𝑘

 𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̂
𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝛼̅𝑘 + (𝑏̂𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑔,𝑘). 

 𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̃
𝑖𝑗𝑘

𝐶𝑂𝑁𝐹𝐿𝐼𝐶𝑇̃
𝑖𝑗𝑘 = 𝛼̅𝑘 + (𝑏̃𝑖𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑗,𝑘 + 𝑏̃𝑑,𝑘 + 𝑏̂𝑔,𝑘). 
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APPENDIX C: RULES FOR CREATING CANDIDATE CONFLICT CONFIGURATIONS 

 

 

 

 

 

Table C1. Number of Configurations for Each Origin by Team Size 
Team 
size 

Origin 

Individual Dyad Subgroup Team 

4 1 2 1 1 

5 2 2 2 2 

6 3 3 5 3 

7 4 3 8 4 

8 6 4 14 5 

9 8 4 21 5 

10 11 5 32 6 

11 14 5 45 6 

12 19 6 65 7 

13 24 6 88 7 

14 31 7 121 8 



 



APPENDIX D: CONFLICT ORIGINS ALGORITHM 

𝑴 𝑛𝑚 × 𝑛𝑚

𝑛𝑚 𝑴 𝑖 ∈

{1, … , 𝑛𝑚} 𝑚𝑖𝑗 , 𝑖𝑗 𝑗 ∈ {1, … , 𝑛𝑚} 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 𝑚𝑖𝑗

𝑴 0

𝑋

𝑛𝑚

𝑛𝑚 × 𝑛𝑚

𝒙 ∈ 𝑋

𝒙

𝒙 = {𝒄1, … , 𝒄𝑝, … , 𝒄𝑃} 𝒄𝑝 𝑝 𝒙 1 ≤ 𝑃 ≤ 𝑛𝑚

𝒄𝑝 𝒄𝑝 = {𝑔𝑝,1, … , 𝑔𝑝,𝑞, … , 𝑔𝑝,𝑄𝑝
} 𝑔𝑝,𝑞 𝑞

𝒄𝑝 1 ≤ 𝑄𝑝 ≤ 𝑛𝑚 𝒄𝑝 𝒙  𝑄 = ∑ 𝑄𝑝
𝑃
𝑝=1

𝑔𝑝,𝑞

𝒙 𝑛𝑥 = ∑ ∑ 𝑔𝑝,𝑞
𝑄𝑝

𝑞=1
𝑃
𝑝=1 𝑛𝑥 ≤ 𝑛𝑚

𝑛𝑚 −  𝑛𝑥

𝒙 𝒄𝑝

𝒙 = {𝒄1} = {{𝑔1,1, 𝑔1,2}} = {{1,4}}

𝑛𝑚 = 5 𝒄1 = {1,4}



𝑔1,1 𝑔1,2 𝑔1,2

𝑃 = 1 𝑄 = 𝑄1 = 2 𝑛𝑐 = 1 + 4 = 5

𝑛𝑚 = 𝑛𝑥

𝑔1,1 𝒙 =

{𝒄1, 𝒄2} = {{𝑔1,1, 𝑔1,2}, {𝑔2,1, 𝑔2,2}} = {{1,1}, {1,1}} 𝑛𝑚 = 5

𝑔1,1 𝑔1,2 𝑔2,1

𝑔2,2 𝑃 = 2 𝑄 = 𝑄1 + 𝑄2 = 4 𝑛𝑥 = 1 + 1 + 1 +

1 = 4 𝑛𝑚 − 𝑛𝑥 = 1

𝒙 = {𝒄1} =

{{𝑔1,1, 𝑔1,2, 𝑔1,3}} = {{2,3,3}} 𝑛𝑚 = 8 𝑔1,1

𝑔1,2 𝑔1,3

𝑔1,2 𝑔1,3 𝑃 = 1 𝑄 = 3 𝑛𝑥 = 8

𝒙 = {𝒄1} = {𝑔1,1, 𝑔1,2, 𝑔1,3, 𝑔1,4} = {1,1,1,1} 𝑛𝑚 = 4

𝒄1

𝑃 = 1 𝑄 = 4 𝑛𝑥 = 4

𝒙

𝑴 𝑴 𝒙

𝒃𝑘 𝑘 ∈

{1, … , 𝑛𝑏} 𝑛𝑏 𝑛𝑚 𝒙

𝑛𝑚 =

4 𝒙 = {{𝑔1,1, 𝑔1,2}} = {{1,1}} 𝑛𝑏 = 6

𝑔1,1 𝑔1,2 𝑖 ∈ {1, … ,4} 𝑗 ∈

{1, … ,4} 𝑖 ≠ 𝑗 𝒃𝑘 = (𝑖, 𝑗) 𝒃1 = (1,2) 𝒃2 = (1,3) 𝒃3 = (1,4)  𝒃4 =

(2,3) 𝒃5 = (2,4) 𝒃6 = (3,4) (1,2)

(2,1)

𝑛𝑏 𝒙∗

𝒙 𝒙∗ = {𝒄1, … , 𝒄ℎ, … , 𝒄𝐻} 1 ≤ 𝐻 ≤ 𝑃 𝒘

𝒘 = {𝑤1, … , 𝑤ℎ, … , 𝑤𝐻} 𝑤ℎ 𝒄ℎ 𝒙

𝒄𝑝 𝒙 𝒙 = 𝒙∗ 𝐻 = 𝑃 𝒘 𝑃



𝒄𝑝 𝒙 𝒙∗ = 𝒄𝑝 𝐻 = 1 𝒘 = 𝑃

𝒄𝑝
∗ 𝒄𝑝 𝒄𝑝

∗ = {𝑔𝑝,1, … , 𝑔𝑝,𝑓, … , 𝑔𝑝,𝐹𝑝
} 1 ≤ 𝐹𝑝 ≤

𝑄𝑝 𝒘𝑝  𝒘𝑝 = {𝑤𝑝,1, … , 𝑤𝑝,𝑓, … , 𝑤𝑝,𝐹𝑝
} 𝑤𝑝,𝑓

𝑔𝑝,𝑓 𝒄𝑝 𝑛𝑏

𝑛𝑏 =
𝑛𝑚!

(∏ ∏ 𝑔𝑝,𝑞!
𝑄𝑝

𝑞=1
𝑃
𝑝=1 ) ⋅ (∏ ∏ 𝑤𝑝,𝑓!

𝐹𝑝

𝑓=1
𝑃
𝑝=1 ) ⋅ (∏ 𝑤ℎ!𝐻

ℎ=1 ) ⋅ (𝑛𝑚 − 𝑛𝑥)!
⁄

𝑛𝑚 = 6 𝒙 = {{1,1}, {1,1}, {1,1}} 𝑃 = 3 𝑄𝑝 = 2 𝑝

𝑔𝑝,𝑞 = 1 𝑝 𝑞 𝐹𝑝 = 1 𝑝 𝑤𝑝,𝑓 = 2 𝑝 𝑓 𝐻 = 1 𝑤ℎ = 3 𝑛𝑥 =

6 𝑛𝑏 = 6!
(1! 1! 1! 1! 1! 1!)(2! 2! 2!)(3!)(0!)⁄ = 15

𝑛𝑚 = 12 𝒙 = {{3,3,4}} 𝑛𝑏 = 12!
(3! 3! 4!)(2! 1!)(1!)(2!)⁄ = 138,600

𝑩 = (𝒃1, … , 𝒃𝑘 , … , 𝒃𝑛𝑏
)

T
𝑛𝑏 × 𝑛𝑥

𝑛𝑚 𝒙

𝑖𝑗 𝑗𝑖 𝑴

𝒙 𝒃𝑘 𝒔𝑘 =

{𝑠𝑘,1, … , 𝑠𝑘,𝑟, … , 𝑠𝑘,2𝑛𝑟
} 2𝑛𝑟 𝑛𝑟 𝒙

𝑘

𝜏𝑘 = 2 ⋅ ∑ 𝑠𝑘,𝑟
2𝑛𝑟
𝑟=1 − ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1

∑ 𝑠𝑘,𝑟
2𝑛𝑟
𝑟=1 𝒔𝑘 ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑴

𝑫𝑘 𝑴 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗 𝑖𝑗

𝑫𝑘 𝒙

𝜏𝑘 = ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ⋅ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1

𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
∗ = 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗 = 1 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗

∗ = 0

𝑚𝑖𝑗 ⋅ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗 = 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ∙ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
∗ − 𝑚𝑖𝑗(1 − 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗

∗ ) = 2𝑚𝑖𝑗 ∙ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
∗ − 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ⋅ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1 =

2 ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ⋅ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
∗𝑛𝑚

𝑗=1
𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1 − ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1

∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ∙ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗
∗𝑛𝑚

𝑗=1
𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1

𝑴 ∑ 𝑠𝑘,𝑟
2𝑛𝑟
𝑟=1

𝜏𝑘 = 2 ⋅ ∑ 𝑠𝑘,𝑟
2𝑛𝑟
𝑟=1 − ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1 = ∑ ∑ 𝑚𝑖𝑗 ⋅ 𝑑𝑘,𝑖𝑗

𝑛𝑚
𝑗=1

𝑛𝑚
𝑖=1



𝑘 𝜏𝑘

𝒔𝑘 𝑛𝑏 × 2𝑛𝑟 𝑺 = (𝒔1, 𝒔2, … , 𝒔𝑛𝑏
)

T
. 𝑬

𝑛𝑏 × 𝑛𝑚 𝒆𝑠 𝒆𝑚 2𝑛𝑟 𝑛𝑚

𝝉

𝝉 = 2𝑺𝒆𝑠 − 𝑬𝑴𝒆𝑚

𝒙 𝜏max 𝝉

𝒃max 𝒃𝑘 𝜏max

𝒙 𝑋

𝜏max 𝒃max 𝜏max

𝑛𝑚 = 4 𝑴

𝑴 = [

0 −3 3 −1
−3 0 −2 1

3 −2 0 −1
−1 1 −1 0

]

𝑴 𝑖 ∈ {1, … ,4} 𝑴

𝑴

{{1,3}}

{{1,1}} {{1,1}, {1,1}} {{2,2}}

{{1,1,1,1}} {{4}}

𝒙 = {{1,3}}

𝑛𝑏 =
4!

(1!3!)(1!1!)(1!)(0!)
= 4 𝑩

𝑩 = [

1 2 3 4
2 1 3 4
3 1 2 4
4 1 2 3

]



𝑩 𝒃𝑘

𝑖 𝑩 𝑔1,1 𝒙

𝑔1,2 {{1,3}}

𝑛𝑟 = 3 𝑺 4 × 6

𝑺 = [

𝑚12 𝑚13 𝑚14 𝑚21 𝑚31 𝑚41

𝑚21 𝑚23 𝑚24 𝑚12 𝑚32 𝑚42

𝑚31 𝑚32 𝑚34 𝑚13 𝑚23 𝑚43

𝑚41 𝑚42 𝑚43 𝑚14 𝑚24 𝑚34

] = [

−3 3 −1 −3 3 −1
−3 −2 1 −3 −2 1

3 −2 −1 3 −2 −1
−1 1 −1 −1 1 −1

]

𝝉 = 2 ⋅ [

−2
−8

0
−2

] − [

−6
−6
−6
−6

] = [

2
−10

6
2

]

𝒙 = {{1,3}} 𝜏 = 𝜏3 = 6 𝒃 = 𝒃3 = (3,1,2,4)

𝜏max 𝒃max

𝜏max = 22 𝒙 = {{1,1}, {1,1}}

𝑴

𝑴

Table D1. Example Results from the Conflict Origins Algorithm for Each Configuration 
𝒙 Origin 𝝉max 𝒃max 

(1 1) (1 1) Dyad 22 (1,3,2,4) 
(1 1) Dyad 18 (1,3) 
(2 2) Subgroup 10 (1,2,3,4) 
(1 3) Individual 6 (3,1,2,4) 
(4) None 6 (1,2,3,4) 
(1 1 1 1) Team −6 (1,2,3,4) 



 



APPENDIX E: TABLES 

Table E1. Study 2 Descriptive Statistics of Team Data* 

    Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) 

Intragroup conflict             

(1) Task   2.02   0.41           

(2) Relationship   1.37   0.42   0.46••          

Task origin and evolution 

(3) None   0.23   0.42  -0.37••  -0.26••         

(4) Individual   0.09   0.29   0.16     0.11    -0.17          

(5) Dyad   0.39   0.49  -0.07     0.14    -0.44••  -0.25••       

(6) Subgroup   0.12   0.33   0.30••   0.08    -0.20•   -0.11    -0.29••      

(7) Team   0.09   0.29   0.12    -0.01    -0.17    -0.10    -0.25••  -0.12       

(8) Contagion   0.05   0.23   0.14    -0.10    -0.13     0.47••  -0.10     0.04    -0.08      

(9) Continuity   0.41   0.49   0.22•    0.16    -0.45••   0.07     0.30••   0.08     0.22•   -0.20•    

(10) Concentration   0.14   0.35   0.24••   0.29••  -0.22•   -0.13     0.14     0.20•    0.10    -0.10    -0.34••  

Relationship origin and evolution 

(11) None   0.38   0.49  -0.32••  -0.34••   0.57••  -0.18•   -0.25••  -0.09    -0.25••  -0.11    -0.47••  -0.21•  

(12) Individual   0.10   0.30   0.29••   0.22•   -0.11     0.26••  -0.15     0.13     0.11     0.04     0.21•   -0.02   

(13) Dyad   0.33   0.47   0.00     0.20•   -0.38••  -0.08     0.40••  -0.09     0.26••  -0.12     0.32••   0.30•• 

(14) Subgroup   0.03   0.18   0.16     0.22•   -0.10    -0.04     0.05     0.20•   -0.06     0.17     0.13    -0.08   

(15) Team   0.01   0.09  -0.12     0.05    -0.05     0.29••  -0.07    -0.03    -0.03    -0.02    -0.07    -0.04   

(16) Contagion   0.05   0.22   0.17    -0.01    -0.13     0.03    -0.19•    0.25••   0.26••   0.12     0.13     0.01   

(17) Continuity   0.20   0.40   0.26••   0.35••  -0.27••   0.09     0.30••  -0.05    -0.01     0.00     0.29••   0.16   

(18) Concentration   0.06   0.23   0.20•    0.42••  -0.13     0.13     0.03     0.02     0.05     0.00     0.12     0.11   

Controls             

(19) Team size   4.90   0.31   0.04     0.02     0.00     0.11    -0.10     0.04     0.11     0.08    -0.09     0.14   

(20) Percent men   0.58   0.19   0.01    -0.04     0.07    -0.03    -0.07     0.05    -0.01    -0.07    -0.01    -0.10   

(21) Average GPA   3.88   0.13   0.01    -0.08     0.07     0.10    -0.01    -0.06     0.09     0.10     0.04     0.01   

(22) Honors section   0.06   0.23   0.18•   -0.02    -0.13     0.05     0.09    -0.09     0.16     0.25••   0.08     0.00   

    (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21)   

Relationship origin and evolution 

(12) Individual  -0.25••            

(13) Dyad  -0.55••  -0.23••           

(14) Subgroup  -0.15    -0.06    -0.13            

(15) Team  -0.07    -0.03    -0.06    -0.02           

(16) Contagion  -0.18•    0.62••  -0.11    -0.02    -0.02          

(17) Continuity  -0.39••   0.20•    0.44••   0.00    -0.04    -0.12         

(18) Concentration  -0.19•   -0.08     0.19•    0.36••  -0.02    -0.06    -0.12        

Controls             

(19) Team size  -0.01     0.11    -0.09     0.06     0.03     0.08    -0.03     0.08       

(20) Percent men   0.12     0.00    -0.10    -0.03     0.01     0.02    -0.10    -0.02    -0.37••    

(21) Average GPA  -0.01     0.17     0.08    -0.10     0.00     0.11     0.07     0.00     0.06    -0.05     

(22) Honors section  -0.05     0.20•   -0.05    -0.05    -0.02     0.26••   0.05    -0.06     0.08    -0.05     0.40••   
• p < .05; •• p < .01 
* Sample size = 126 teams. 

 



Table E2. Study 3 Descriptive Statistics* 
    Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

(1) Team performance   5.09   0.60         
Intragroup conflict           

(2) Task   3.81   0.81  -0.18          
(3) Relationship   2.25   0.55  -0.17     0.67••       

Task conflict origin           
(4) None   0.19   0.39  -0.24•   -0.32••  -0.33••      
(5) Individual   0.22   0.41   0.06     0.00     0.03    -0.25•      
(6) Dyad   0.34   0.47   0.21    -0.07    -0.20    -0.34••  -0.38••    
(7) Subgroup   0.24   0.43  -0.05     0.33••   0.44••  -0.27•   -0.30••  -0.40••   
(8) Team   0.02   0.14  -0.06     0.14     0.16    -0.07    -0.07    -0.10    -0.08    

Relationship conflict origin           
(9) None   0.39   0.49  -0.09    -0.39••  -0.43••   0.52••  -0.14     0.11    -0.42••  -0.11   

(10) Individual   0.14   0.35  -0.05     0.13     0.32••  -0.20     0.17    -0.25•    0.31••  -0.03   

(11) Dyad   0.32   0.47   0.15     0.14    -0.01    -0.24•    0.15     0.29••  -0.24•   -0.02   

(12) Subgroup   0.15   0.36  -0.01     0.22•    0.28•   -0.20    -0.16    -0.28•    0.58••   0.21   

(13) Team   0.00   0.05  -0.05     0.03     0.07    -0.02    -0.03    -0.04     0.09    -0.01   

Controls           
(14) Team size   8.79   2.64   0.01     0.23•    0.24•   -0.45••   0.34••  -0.07     0.17    -0.04   

(15) Percent men   0.68   0.30  -0.33••   0.20     0.16     0.03     0.14    -0.20     0.02     0.12   

(16) Mean age  30.69   3.61  -0.23•    0.08     0.29•   -0.04     0.07    -0.19     0.12     0.20   

(17) Mean tenure   2.71   1.44  -0.04     0.14     0.00    -0.05     0.09    -0.10     0.08    -0.02   

(18) Has lead   0.49   0.50  -0.07     0.12     0.27•   -0.10     0.14    -0.27•    0.21     0.12   

    (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) (15) (16) (17)   

Relationship conflict origin           
(10) Individual  -0.33••          
(11) Dyad  -0.54••  -0.28•          
(12) Subgroup  -0.33••  -0.17    -0.29•         
(13) Team  -0.04    -0.02    -0.03    -0.02         

Controls           
(14) Team size  -0.24•    0.22     0.03     0.07     0.00        
(15) Percent men  -0.01     0.10    -0.10     0.04     0.05    -0.03       
(16) Mean age  -0.02     0.13    -0.10     0.02     0.05     0.18     0.10      
(17) Mean tenure  -0.09     0.11     0.00     0.01    -0.01     0.11     0.16     0.23•    
(18) Has lead  -0.13     0.28•   -0.15     0.09     0.05     0.25•    0.37••   0.24•    0.16     

• p < .05; •• p < .01. 
* Sample size = 79 teams.  


