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of conflict. However, many researchers include common 
characteristics in their definitions, which are amongst 
others incompatible goals (Lewicki et  al., 1997), diver-
gent interests (Pruitt et al., 1994) or perceived differences 
(De Dreu et al., 1999), as well as an interdependence and 
interaction among the group members (Brockman, 2013). 
For this research study conflict is described as “perceived 
incompatibilities or discrepant views among the parties 
involved” (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003, p. 189). Most schol-
ars don’t consider conflict as a whole and instead analyze 
different conflict types that are task conflict, relationship 
and process conflict (Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; 
De Dreu et al., 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 2001).  Disregarding 
the debate whether conflict can be constructive or not, 
most research articles focus on similar variables in respect 
to conflict outcomes, which are amongst others satisfac-
tion levels (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Wit et al., 2012; Jehn, 
1997), group performances (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; 
Jehn, 1997; Wit et al., 2012; Vodosek, 2005; Greer et al., 
2011), trust amongst the members (Wit et al., 2012), in-
tentions to quit (Jehn, 1997; Ismail et al., 2012) and group 
commitment (Wit et al., 2012; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). 
A distinct approach to capture conflict outcomes, is the 

TIME LOST ON TASK-, RELATIONSHIP AND PROCESS CONFLICT

Phyllis DIRRLER 1*, Szilárd PODRUZSIK 2

1Faculty of Economic Sciences, Hungarian University of Agriculture and Life Sciences, Kaposvár, Hungary
2Centre for Economic and Regional Studies, Budapest, Hungary

Received 9 October 2022; accepted 21 November 2022 

Abstract. There are various ways to measure conflict costs, however no study has considered the distinction of conflict 
types in the approaches yet. The purpose of this study is to measure internal indirect conflict costs in terms of lost time 
and to evaluate the association to task-, relationship-, and process conflict. An online survey with 507 respondents was 
conducted to gather data on individual conflict situations. The measurement of internal indirect conflict costs and dif-
ferent conflict types was based on former research. Multiple Regression and Kruskal-Wallis testing was used to test our 
hypotheses. We found support that relationship conflict influences the amount of lost time on internal indirect conflict 
costs. Task conflict did not indicate any significant association. Process conflict demonstrated mixed results. The overall 
variable did not have a significant effect, however in case of international conflict set-ups process conflict was significantly 
linked to conflict costs. The multiple regression has an explanatory power of approximately 25%. Future research should 
consider other variables to be included affecting internal indirect conflict costs. Process conflict should also be researched 
thoroughly again. The distinction of logistical and contribution conflict was not possible. 

Keywords: internal indirect conflict costs, lost time, task conflict, relationship conflict, process conflict, conflict costs.  

JEL Classification: D23, M12, M54.

Introduction 

Within the last decades organizations have increasingly 
shifted to team-oriented workgroups (Boyett & Conn, 
1991), emphasizing decentralized structures and decision-
making, as well as flatter hierarchies and higher independ-
ences of individuals (Nohria & Garcia-Point, 1991). This 
shift away from bureaucratic organizations can on the one 
hand side promote flexibility, efficiency, creativity, motiva-
tion or the acceptance of ideas (Levine & Moreland, 1990; 
McGrath & McGrath, 1984). On the other side it can foster 
new or more conflict (Janssen et al., 1999), encourage free 
rider trends or keep back ideas (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). 
In today’s organizations groups have become the center 
of work and despite the advantages it provides, conflict 
becomes inevitably due to increased interdependence and 
complexity (DeChurch & Marks, 2001; Jehn, 1995). Not 
surprisingly, many management studies have investigated 
the field of conflict (McMillan et al., 2012), but up to now 
presenting divergent research findings whether conflict 
can be beneficial or not (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn, 
1995). In line with the outcome divergence presented by 
scientists, academics also lack a jointly accepted definition 
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measurement of conflict costs (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 
2022). Conflict costs are claimed to be the highest re-
ducible costs of today’s organizations (Buss, 2011). Other 
researchers emphasize that companies might not be able 
to overcome increased competitiveness by focusing on 
economic and academic factors only (Canen & Canen, 
2008), which can also stress the importance of conflict 
costs. Due to a high variety of different cost variables, 
measuring conflict costs has been a challenge so far 
(Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). There are studies that state 
costs such as lawyer expenses (Murtha, 2005; Chartered 
Institute of Personal and Development [CIPD], 2011), 
turnover costs (Conbere, 2000; Kreisman, 2002) or pro-
ductivity declines (Harris, 2008). In addition, scholars 
researched the element of lost time and indicate the 
amount of time spent on conflicts, instead of conduct-
ing clearly value-adding activities (Canada Pension Plan 
[CPP], 2008; Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). A limitation for 
all of these studies is the neglection of the conflict types 
task-, relationship- and process conflict. In our study we 
address this research gap and investigate internal indirect 
conflict costs in terms of lost time, but associated with 
the three conflict types. By doing so, we detach from the 
classical views about conflict consequences and replace 
it with the element of lost time, but respect the division 
of conflict. We want to work out whether there is a link 
between time wasted on conflicts and all conflict types. 
There is always time spent on a conflict, regardless of the 
conflict type. This however does not automatically imply 
to be negative, since in case of task conflict the time can 
for example be used to discuss different viewpoints and 
perspectives (Jehn, 1997). In the end, this can contribute 
to a positive result and might not be perceived as nega-
tive or a waste of time. However, the focus of this study 
is clearly on the aspect of lost time, which is reflected in 
internal indirect conflict costs. Meaning that the internal 
indirect conflict cost variables only reflect situations in 
which the involved conflict parties actually consider time 
to be wasted or lost due to a conflict. The research aim 
is to provide a new perspective on the continuous de-
bate whether conflicts are beneficial or harmful. Taking 
task conflict as an example, conflicting results exist on 
the impact of performance. On the one hand, there are 
arguments that task conflict is good because it generates 
new ideas and enables cautious evaluation (Jehn, 1997). 
On the other hand, it is said to be detrimental because it 
decreases productivity and increases frustration (Greer 
et  al., 2011). Both approaches have received statistical 
confirmation and justify the difficulty of evaluating con-
flict consequences. The variable of lost time can con-
tribute to better decision making, when conflicts yield 
benefits or are detrimental as the negative consequences 
and costs outweigh. It also provides new insights into 
how conflict parties themselves evaluate conflicts and to 
what extent they consider conflicts to be actually dis-
ruptive or aggravating. Especially for task and process 
conflict, where different viewpoints exist, these findings 
are beneficial. 

1. Theoretical foundation 

1.1. Task conflict  

Researchers have studied various aspects of conflict, with 
task conflict being a leading area of research (Parayitam & 
Dooley, 2007; Amason, 1996; Greer & Jehn, 2005), which 
was firstly introduced by Jehn (1995). Task conflict refers 
to disagreements or different perspectives about the con-
tent of a task, which can entail divergent ideas, opinions 
or viewpoints. Arguments in these conflictual situations 
are always task-oriented, involving non-relationship as-
pects (Jehn, 1997, 1995).  Examples for task conflict are 
discussions about strategic choices, the correct calculation 
method for capacity utilization or which information to 
include in a project report (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; 
Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). This conflict type can also be 
summarized as “work conflict” or a “task problem” (Jehn 
& Bendersky, 2003). A high number of studies exist on the 
effects of task conflict, however academics present mixed 
results, stimulating an on-going debate (De Dreu & We-
ingart, 2003). Research studies emphasizing the negative 
impacts of task conflict point out lower satisfaction levels, 
wellbeing and performances, as well as difficulties reach-
ing a consensus and increased anxiety on an individual, 
group and organizational level (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; 
De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Dijkstra et al., 2005; Medina 
et al., 2005; Jia et al., 2021). According to information pro-
cessing theory, a widely used concept in conflict manage-
ment, little conflict can benefit information processing, 
but as soon as it strengthens information processing is 
hindered, the cognitive system stops functioning, conse-
quently negatively affecting team performance (De Dreu 
& Weingart, 2003). Considering this baseline, De  Dreu 
and Weingart (2003) strengthened these assumptions 
with their meta-analysis indicating a negative relation 
between team performance and task conflict, thus find-
ing support for information processing theory and task 
conflict. Other researchers investigated that despite the 
actual outcomes, the perceived performance was always 
negatively rated in work teams (Bang & Park, 2015) and 
that people preferred to work on a task with low task 
conflict (Schuch & Dignath, 2021). This is in line with 
former research that people generally react negatively to 
disagreements or in case someone is questioning their 
viewpoints and that these situations lead to negative re-
actions, dissatisfaction and frustration of individuals, de-
spite the outcomes (Jehn, 1995; Jehn et al., 2008b; Baron, 
1990; Ross, 1989). In addition, academia adds that task 
conflict lowers consensus building, causes tension, unhap-
piness (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003), anxiety (Hoffman, 1978; 
Jehn & Bendersky, 2003), lower trust (Wit et  al., 2012), 
leads to poor decision making and increases the intention 
to quit (DeChurch & Marks, 2001; Simons & Peterson, 
2000), as well as counter-productive work behaviors (Wit 
et  al., 2012). Generally stating that team members with 
higher consensus about a task were more satisfied and in-
dicated a stronger desire to stay in the group (Schweiger 
et al., 1986; Jehn et al., 2014). The positive aspects of task 
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conflict are based on the absence of group-think, the avail-
ability of divergent viewpoints and the consideration of 
alternatives. This leads to improved decision making and 
understanding of a task, higher creativity and innovation, 
and some researchers even stating improved performances 
and increased commitment within groups (Parayitam & 
Dooley, 2007; Tjosvold & Hui, 2003; Jehn, 1995; Pelled 
et  al., 1999; Yousaf et  al., 2020). In case of the absence 
of task conflict, the risk arises that alternatives are over-
looked and that new perspectives are left out, because of 
an inability of the group to view problems from different 
angles (Nemeth, 1995; Peterson et al., 1998; Tjosvold et al., 
1992). Some researchers, point out that it is essential to 
consider the whole situation, when evaluating the effects 
of task conflict, because studies indicated that moderate 
levels of task conflict were beneficial (Jehn, 1995; Jehn & 
Mannix, 2001). Additional findings present that positive 
consequences appeared when the work involved non-
routine jobs and an open and trusting environment was 
present (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Jehn et al., 2008b). 
More generally speaking, De Dreu et al. (2004) stated that 
the outcomes of task conflict could be beneficial when re-
lationship conflict was absent. 

1.2. Relationship conflict 

Relationship Conflict is a second widely studied discipline 
of conflict research (Parayitam & Dooley, 2007; Greer & 
Jehn, 2005; Amason, 1996). It describes conflictual situ-
ations involving incompatibilities about personal issues, 
such as languages, personal traits, fashion, political beliefs 
or cultural practices (Jehn, 1997; Jehn, 1995; De Dreu & 
Weingart, 2003; Ayub & Jehn, 2014; Jehn & Bendersky, 
2003). In contrast to task conflict, relationship conflict 
addresses non-work related issues and these conflicts are 
triggered by and involve feelings such as tension, annoy-
ance, animosity, frustration or irritation (Jehn & Man-
nix, 2001; McMillan et  al., 2012; Jehn, 1995). Research 
findings on the effects of relationship conflict are more 
consistent than on task conflict, primarily strengthening 
negative results on individuals, groups and organizations 
(Huang, 2010). Researchers found negative effects on per-
formance and productivity (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; 
Greer & Jehn, 2005; Li & Hambrick, 2005; Rau, 2005; 
Evan, 1965; Wit et al., 2012; Vodosek, 2005) that can be 
explained by different triggers. Firstly, people spend time 
on the conflict by discussing, resolving or ignoring it, 
thus waste their energy on it, instead of focusing on the 
task, which can already influence performance negatively 
(Pelled, 1996; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn et al., 2008b; 
Evan, 1965). Secondly, performance can be lowered due 
to members inability to assess new information and ideas 
of others (Pelled, 1996). Thirdly, creativity is claimed to 
decrease, too (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003), based on similar 
assumptions that conflicts distract members and reduce 
their energy, which is needed for a creative process (Cum-
mings & Jehn, 1999; Cohen, 1984). Besides the outcome 
related effects, such as performance (Jehn & Bendersky, 

2003; Pelled, 1996), creativity (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; 
Cohen, 1984), innovation (Matsuo, 2006) or group pro-
cesses (Amason, 1996; Jehn, 1995), relationship conflict 
is further stated to be harmful for group functioning and 
well-being in forms of dissatisfaction, lower consensus-
building, less advice-seeking and mutual understanding 
or goodwill (Evan, 1965; Wall, Jr. & Nolan, 1986; Deutsch, 
1969; Jehn, 1997; Jehn, 1995; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; 
Marineau et  al., 2018). As a consequence, relationship 
conflicts can lead to irrational behaviors and damaged in-
dividual’s moral, such as misinterpreting constructive dis-
cussions, disagreeing despite of a lack of rational reasons 
or fostering more aggressive attitudes (Jehn & Bendersky, 
2003; Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Gabriel, 1998). Lastly, 
relationship conflict is claimed to lower trust, increase the 
intentions to quit (Ismail et  al., 2012; Wit et  al., 2012), 
emotional exhaustion (Benitez et al., 2018) and that group 
members were more willing to work on a task in the same 
group setting again, if relationship conflict was low and 
satisfaction and performance high (Jehn et al., 2014). A 
minority of research pointed out situations, in which re-
lationship conflict can benefit performance, such as when 
relationship conflict is well managed (Greer & Jehn, 2005), 
in case of very close relationships among the team mem-
bers and high interdependencies (Rispens et al., 2006) and 
in case of the necessity to set boundaries and to clear the 
air (Bernstein et al., 1997).

1.3. Process conflict

Among the three conflict types defined by Jehn (1995, 
1997) process conflict has received least attention (Jehn 
et al., 2008b; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Academics often sole-
ly researched task and relationship conflict (Behfar et al., 
2011), which is however criticized as an oversimplifica-
tion of the topic (Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al., 2008a; Mooney 
et  al., 2007). Process conflict refers to conflictual situa-
tions about logistical aspects of a task accomplishment, 
which can be disagreements about the distribution of re-
sources or task responsibilities and about the delegation 
of tasks (Jehn, 1997). For example teams can argument 
about the composition of their project team, about the 
tasks each one has to accomplish or how to best sched-
ule the tasks (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). As well as task 
conflict, process conflict involves task-related aspects, but 
they vary widely, as process conflict is more concerned 
about planning or delegating a task, whereas task conflict 
mainly focuses on the content itself (Jehn et al., 2008b). 
More precisely it can be exemplified as follows; in case of 
researchers arguing about the interpretation or meaning 
of data and results, task conflict is present, if they discuss 
who is presenting the final results or who is writing a re-
port, they are clearly involved in process conflict (Jehn & 
Bendersky, 2003). The conflict outcomes are claimed to 
be two-folded, as researchers do not yet commonly agree 
on the effects of process conflict. On the one hand, aca-
demia points out positive impacts on performance, due to 
reevaluations of processes and standards, which can lead 
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to general upgrades and improvements (Tjosvold, 1991; 
Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). This can also enable teams to 
plan deadlines and timelines accurately, to use resources 
most efficiently and to ensure clear roles and responsi-
bilities (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; 
Karn, 2008). It is strengthened that when starting or end-
ing a task or project, it is often essential to discuss task 
assignments or resource delegations to ensure perfect fits 
of individual abilities and task requirements (Jehn et al., 
1999). On the other hand, researchers claim process con-
flict to have negative outcomes on performance (Vodosek, 
2005; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Jehn, 1997), creativity and 
innovation (Matsuo, 2006; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Kurtz-
berg & Mueller, 2005), as people use their energy on the 
conflict, instead of focusing their cognitive capabilities on 
the task itself (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). Process conflict 
often deals with the evaluation of personal abilities, skills 
and values and can therefore be negatively related to the 
overall satisfaction, intention to remain and commit-
ment within a group (Jehn et al., 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 
2001). It can also evoke emotions (Behfar et al., 2008; Jehn 
et al., 2008a; Greer et al., 2008) that can be expressed in 
form of anger and animosity (Jordan et al., 2006; Passos 
& Caetano, 2005). These feelings can be triggered by ele-
ments of process conflict such as wasted time, free riding 
or absenteeism of individuals (Behfar et  al., 2008). The 
consequences of process conflict can result in disliking of 
group members or perceived unfairness or irritation (Be-
hfar et al., 2008; Behfar et al., 2011), as well as decreased 
well-being (Kuriakose et al., 2019). This may also explain 
the close correlation of relationship and process conflict, 
as it can easily and fast turn into a more emotional conflict 
and individuals involved in the conflict behave similar like 
in relationship conflict situations (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; 
Behfar et al., 2011). Due to difficulties related to the differ-
entiation of process conflict towards task and relationship 
conflict, scholars have established further sub-categories 
of process conflict.  Greer and Jehn (2007) distinguished 
between emotional and non-emotional process conflict, 
whereas Behfar et al. (2002) used a task and people-cen-
tered distinction. Behfar and colleagues (2011) separated 
process conflict into logistical and contribution conflict. 
Logistical process conflict describes situations around the 
organization and utilization of resources, responsibilities 
and timing, whereas contribution process conflict deals 
with situations focusing on the people, either caused by 
free rider problems or disruptions (Behfar et al., 2011).

1.4. Conflict costs 

Conflict costs can be defined as “the financial costs caused 
by conflicts that negatively affect an organization’s overall 
financial performance. A company can either achieve its 
desired outcomes, but with reduced revenue due to the 
additional financial costs of conflict, or achieve lower 
outcomes due to the extra costs” (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 
2022, p. 291). One categorization of conflict costs differ-
entiates between costs to employees, customers and the 

organization (Buss, 2011). Freres (2013) introduced eight 
themes, which contain amongst others dimensions such as 
wasted time, legal and dispute costs or counter-productive 
work. In these studies, no cost measurement approaches 
were introduced, however, some quantitative data from 
other studies (CPP, 2008; Harris, 2008; Kreisman 2002; 
OPP & Cartered Institute of Personnel and Development 
[CIPD], 2008; Conbere, 2000) was presented. None con-
sidered task-, relationship or process conflict (CIPD, 2011; 
CPP, 2008; OPP & CIPD, 2008; Kreisman, 2002; Conbere, 
2000; Harris, 2008).  Dirrler and Podruzsik (2022) intro-
duced four clusters that are internal direct and indirect 
conflict costs, as well as external direct and indirect con-
flict costs. Internal costs can be directly related to internal 
stakeholders in contrast to external costs correlated with 
external parties. Direct costs define directly visible effects 
on financial results or desired outcomes and indirect costs 
describe a more invisible, indirect effect on an organiza-
tions’ outputs. As an example, internal direct costs can be 
costs associated with lawyer fees, legal disputes, sabotage, 
decreased quality, lower productivity or the inability to 
meet deadlines. In contrast, internal indirect costs in-
volve more individual results, such as wasted time, sick 
leaves, psychological or other health-related problems or 
counter-productive work. External costs contain costs re-
lated to customers, such as customer complaint handling 
or a damaged brand image (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). 
Dirrler and Podruzsik (2022) present a measurement ap-
proach for all internal indirect conflict costs that can be 
captured in form of lost time. They found that employees 
on average spent 6 hours for short conflicts and 40 to 45 
hours for long conflicts but did not consider a more pre-
cise conflict distinction. 

In our research, we phase the known problem, that 
it is very difficult to measure all cost variables with one 
approach. Therefore, we decided to use the categorization 
approach of Dirrler and Podruzsik (2022) and narrow 
down our research scope to internal indirect costs also 
measured in terms of lost time.  Their precise definition 
is that “internal indirect costs indirectly affect compa-
nies’ business revenues or desired outcomes and internal 
stakeholders. These costs are generally less visible and 
more difficult to measure, because they require analysis, 
in-depth observations, or interviews. Fewer companies 
are expected to possess a profound understanding of the 
actual costs they pay. Many of these costs are correlated 
with time, such as lost time, because people deal with or 
worry about conflict” (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022, p. 292). 
The researched cost variables are: Wasted time worrying 
about a conflict, dealing with it, or resolving it, the preten-
sion to work, counterproductive work behavior, additional 
time for information gathering, lost time due to avoid-
ing behavior, not listening purposely, personal attacks or 
pointing out mistakes, as well as less time at work, sick 
leaves to avoid conflicts, presenteeism and psychological 
and physical diseases.  
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2. Hypotheses

Internal indirect conflict costs are claimed to be present 
on an individual level and represent more emotional and 
behavior driven conflict consequences, such as counter-
productive work behavior, absenteeism or attacking be-
havior (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). All cost variables come 
into play, because an individual is personally affected by 
a conflict situation and reacts in form of internal indirect 
conflict costs to it. In contrast, task conflict is described as 
a task-oriented conflict, detached from relational aspects 
that is about different viewpoints or opinions and about 
the content of a task (Jehn, 1995; Jehn, 1997). We there-
fore assume the weakest relation between internal indi-
rect conflict costs and task conflict, compared to the other 
conflict types. However, we hypothesize a positive asso-
ciation of the variables. This is mainly driven by research 
findings that state negative effects of task conflict on the 
individual, such as decreased satisfaction and wellbeing 
(Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; De  Dreu & Weingart, 2003), 
increased tensions, unhappiness, anxiety or lower trust 
(Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Wit et al., 2012; Hoffman, 1978). 
We expect these consequences to occupy a person and to 
be reflected in form of internal indirect conflict costs, such 
as worrying about a conflict or extra-time gathering infor-
mation. In addition, we expect respondents to negatively 
rate the time involved in task conflict, which is reflected 
in wasted time dealing with a conflict or resolving it. This 
assumption is based on findings that present group mem-
bers to negatively rate their work performance, despite the 
actual outcomes (Bang & Park, 2015), that people gener-
ally dislike disagreements or being questioned by some-
one else (Jehn, 1995; Jehn et al., 2008b; Baron, 1990; Ross, 
1989) and that people prefer to work on tasks with low 
task conflict (Schuch & Dignath, 2021). 

H1: The more task conflict is present, the more time is 
spent on internal indirect conflict cost variables. 

Relationship conflicts take place because of disagree-
ments about personal issues (Ayub & Jehn, 2014; De Dreu 
& Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 1995) and are claimed to cause 
feelings such as tension, frustration, emotional exhaus-
tion or annoyance (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; McMillan et al., 
2012; Jehn, 1995; Benitez et al., 2018). This conflict type 
is judged to distract members, as they spend time on the 
conflict or its management and waste their energy instead 
of working on the value-adding task (Pelled, 1996; Jehn & 
Bendersky, 2003; Jehn et  al., 2008b; Evan, 1965; Cohen, 
1984). In addition, people are more likely to demonstrate 
irrational or more aggressive behavior, misinterpret, disa-
gree or reject arguments without rational reasons (Jehn 
& Bendersky, 2003; Amason & Schweiger, 1994; Gabriel, 
1998). Relationship conflict is also presented to foster dis-
satisfaction, lower trust and increase turnovers (Ismail 
et al., 2012; Wit et al., 2012; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003). We 
hypothesize the strongest association between internal in-
direct conflict costs and relationship conflict, compared 
to process or task conflict. The cost variables, measured 

in this study mostly describe the individual’s reaction to 
a conflict, which are triggered by emotions and feelings. 
Many of the researched relationship conflict effects are di-
rectly represented in the internal indirect cost variables, 
such as wasted time (Pelled, 1996; Jehn & Bendersky, 
2003; Evan, 1965) or irrational behavior (Jehn & Bender-
sky, 2003; Amason & Schweiger, 1994), as for example at-
tacking behaviors or counterproductive work. Less advice 
seeking (Marineau et al., 2018) can for example also result 
in extra-time gathering information. We also expect rela-
tionship conflict to foster most of the absences, measured 
in terms of absenteeism and sick leaves, resulting in the 
highest amount of lost time. 

H2: The more relationship conflict is present, the more 
time is lost on internal indirect conflict cost variables. 

In order to clearly distinguish process conflict from 
relationship and task conflict, we break it down into lo-
gistical process conflict and contribution conflict, as de-
scribed earlier. Logistical process conflict is less associated 
with the personal component of process conflict, but re-
fers to organizational elements like resource allocation or 
responsibilities (Behfar et al., 2011). Due to the low per-
sonal component of logistical conflict, we assume parallels 
to task conflict, resulting in an overall weaker association 
to internal indirect conflict costs. However, since people 
react negatively to conflict despite the actual results (Bang 
& Park, 2015) and generally do not like to be challenged 
(Jehn, 1995; Jehn et al., 2008b; Baron, 1990), we still ex-
pect a certain relation with the amount of lost time. In ad-
dition, we question the possibility of resource or respon-
sibility allocation without individuals being affected on a 
more personal level. Former findings presented that the 
evaluation of personal abilities evoked emotions and was 
negatively related to satisfaction or group consensus (Jehn 
et al., 1999; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Behfar et al., 2008). We 
therefore anticipate logistical conflict to be associated with 
lost time, for example in form of worrying about a conflict 
or counterproductive work. 

H3a: The more logistical process conflict is present, the 
more time is lost on internal indirect conflict cost vari-
ables. 

Contribution process conflict entails psychosocial as-
pects and can be linked to the more emotional part of 
conflict. In return, it is suggested that it lowers satisfaction 
and commitment within teams, as well as their enthusi-
asm (Greer & Jehn, 2007; Behfar et al., 2011, 2008; De-
sivilya & Yagil, 2005). Contribution conflict can be easily 
interpreted as a form of disrespect or unfairness towards 
group members (Greer & Jehn, 2007; Behfar et al., 2011, 
2008; Desivilya & Yagil, 2005). It is assumed that similar 
to relationship conflict, it affects individuals on a very per-
sonal level, and that some of the emotions are expressed 
in internal indirect conflict costs. We expect conflict con-
sequences like dissatisfaction and interpretations of disre-
spect or unfairness to lead to wasted time worrying about 
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a conflict, but also irrational behaviors like counter-pro-
ductive work. Overall, we assume most internal indirect 
cost variables to be present in case of contribution pro-
cess, fostering a high amount of lost time, only marginally 
lower than relationship conflict. 

H3b: The more contribution process conflict is pre-
sent, the more time is lost on internal indirect conflict cost 
variables.

3. Method 

3.1. Data collection 

The data to test our hypotheses was gathered via an on-
line survey, distributed to 1302 people. In order to reach 
a large number of participants, a German panel provider 
was used. For surveys in German, the panel consists of a 
pool of just under 40,000 participants, who are, however, 
only contacted once or twice a month for possible sur-
veys. The goal is to keep the quality of the survey results 
high. In addition, our survey included a control question 
that tested the attention of the participants. In case the 
question was answered incorrectly, the survey ended. The 
panel consists of slightly more female participants, but this 
is not reflected in our survey results. Anyone who cur-
rently has a job and is involved in a conflict or has been 
involved in a conflict in the past could participate in our 
survey. Due to these requirements, our data set ended up 
consisting of 507 participants. With 45.3 people employed 
in Germany, a confidence level of 95 percent and a margin 
of error of 5 percent, N = 385. Consequently, the survey 
is considered as representative. 49.1% of the participants 
were female and 50.9% were male. The majority of partici-
pants reported working in a company with up to 10.000 
employees. 349 people entered operational employee as 
their profession, compared to 121 managers at various 
levels. A very small number of participants were self-em-
ployed. The age distribution was balanced reaching from 
respondents younger than 30 years to people older than 
60 years. Following the general part, all participants were 
asked to think of a concrete conflict situation in which 
they are or were personally involved. All subsequent ques-
tions then had to be answered in relation to this concrete 
conflict situation. Our approach is based on the study of 
Dirrler and Podruzsik (2022). We tested this procedure 
in a preliminary study with 20 participants. The subjects 
were asked to answer question by question in a telephone 
interview and, in case of ambiguity, to discuss the open 
points with the scientific team. The main issues were that 
some participants had not read the description properly 
and therefore it was unclear that all answers should be 
given for a specific situation. This was emphasized in the 
final questionnaire in a larger, bold font.  The second diffi-
culty was translating the questions on the types of conflict. 
Particularly in the case of relationship and task conflicts, 
it was sometimes difficult to distinguish the issues. There-
fore, an information field has been included in the final 

questionnaire to describe in more detail which aspects of 
the question are covered.  

3.2. Measures & pre-tests

Task and Relationship conflict can be measured in form 
of a Likert-Scaling introduced by Jehn (1995). Questions 
such as “how much conflict of ideas is there in your work 
group?”, “How often do people in your work group have 
conflicting opinions about the project you are working 
on?” were used for task conflict. Relationship conflicts 
were identified by the following questions “How much 
emotional conflict is there in your work group?” or “How 
often do people get angry while working in your group?” 
(Jehn, 1995; Greer et al., 2011; Jehn & Mannix, 2001). Pro-
cess conflict was introduced later (Jehn, 1997) and meas-
ured by questions such as “How often are there disagree-
ments about who should do what in your work group?” or 
“How often do you disagree about resource allocation in 
your work group?” (Jehn, 1997; Greer et al., 2011; Jehn 
& Mannix, 2001). Using these questions the results often 
indicated close correlations between the three conflict 
types (Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001), which encour-
aged criticism that the distinction was not sufficiently 
precisely formulated (Behfar et  al., 2011). Using these 
questions as a starting point, Behfar et al. (2011) derived 
more precise items by introducing revised questions on 
task and relationship conflict and new items on process 
conflict, taking into account the distinction of logisti-
cal and contribution process conflict. Among others the 
questions for task conflict are “how often do members of 
your team discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints?” 
and “how frequently do members of your team engage 
in debates about different opinions or ideas?”. Elements 
that illustrate relationship conflict are “how much are 
personality conflict evident in your team?” and “how 
much friction is there among members of your team?”. 
As an example, logistical process conflict was detected 
by “how often do members of your team disagree about 
who should do what?” or “how frequently do your team 
members disagree about the optimal amount of time to 
spend on different parts of teamwork?”. Contribution 
conflict was measured by “To what extent is there ten-
sion in your team caused by member(s) not completing 
their assignment(s) on time?” and “how often is there 
tension in your team caused by member(s) not perform-
ing as well as expected?” (Behfar et  al., 2011). Revised 
questions from Behfar et al. (2011) were used to develop 
the hypotheses introduced, which have been preserved 
in their original form and were only translated into Ger-
man. To fit the questions to our survey type, involving 
a concrete conflict situation, we replaced “work unit” or 
“team members” by conflict parties. We provided a de-
scription that the term “conflict parties” comprises the 
survey respondent, as well as the people involved in the 
conflict. The results of the confirmatory factor analysis 
indicated mixed results, not fully consistent with the re-
search of Behfar and colleagues (2011). Relationship and 
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task conflict were clearly identified with loadings above 
0.7 for relationship and 0.6 for task conflict. The differ-
entiation between contribution and logistical was more 
difficult, whereas logistical conflict could not clearly be 
identified. The respective questions only showed loading 
of 0.1 and 0.2, as well as one loading with 0.7. Following 
the vague result, we checked the Kaiser Criterion, which 
only resulted in three factors with Eigenvalues above 
1.0. The corresponding Eigenvalues were 7.206, 1.528 
and 1.183. We conducted the confirmatory factor analy-
sis a second time with three factors only, assuming that 
contribution and logistical conflict could be summarized 
in process conflict. Relationship and Task conflict stayed 
unchanged and their loadings remained. Process conflict 
was now also clearly represented in Factor two and load-
ings between 0.5 and 0.8 (Table 1). The Cronbach alpha 
values were 0.93 for relationship conflict, 0.88 for task 
conflict and 0.91 for Process Conflict. Based on the re-
sults, we decided to proceed with process conflict and 
summarize the hypotheses 3a and 3b to one hypothesis 
referring to process conflict. 

Internal indirect conflict costs were measured in 
terms of lost time. This approach is based on Dirrler 
and Podruzsik (2022) and the identical drop-down menu 
was used. Respondents were asked to state the amount 
of time they spend on the individual conflict costs, such 
as “how much time was wasted due to a conflict”, “how 
much time they were absent due to the conflict, despite 
of not being sick” or “how much time was spent on the 
pretention to work”. The time values reached from 0 to 
50 hours/ days. The Cronbach alpha indicated a high re-
liability with a value of 0.92.

4. Results 

Table 2 summarizes the conflict type variables, with none 
of the variables demonstrating any anomalies. The three 
variables indicated correlations of 0.46 between task and 
relationship conflict, 0.57 between task and process con-
flict, followed by 0.67 for relationship and process conflict.  

Table 2. Descriptive statistics conflict types 

Mean Median SD Min Max Kurtosis

Relationship 
Conflict 3.96 3.75 1.99 1 9 –0.84

Task Conflict 4.10 4.00 1.87 1 9 –0.51
Process 
Conflict 3.76 3.50 1.91 1 9 –0.73

To analyze our hypotheses, we used the mean values 
of the internal indirect conflict costs, which we logarith-
mized to achieve a more symmetric distribution. The 
factors were used for the conflict types, as independent 
variables. Our hypotheses only differ in terms of the con-
flict type, so that the same tests could be applied. Multiple 
linear regression was used to test if relationship, task and 
process conflict significantly predicted internal indirect 
conflict costs. All regression assumptions were pretested. 
The overall regression was statistically significant (R² = 
0.2331, F-statistic = 50.96 and p < 0.001). The explana-
tory power of the model is given by significantly explain-
ing 23% of the variance of internal indirect conflict costs, 
especially as it is one of the first studies analyzing conflict 
costs. It was found that relationship conflict significantly 

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis 

Item Rela tion ship 
Conflict

Process 
Conflict

Task  
Conflict

How much friction is there among the conflict parties? 0.750 0.303 0.211
How much are personality conflicts evident between the conflict parties? 0.778 0.253 0.155
How much tension is there among the conflict parties? 0.844 0.264 0.173
How much emotional conflict is there among the conflict parties? 0.821 0.170 0.211
To what extent do the conflict parties argue the pros and cons of different 
options? 0.266 0.207 0.630

How often do the conflict parties discuss evidence for alternative viewpoints? 0.166 0.211 0.847
How frequently do the conflict parties engage in debates about different 
opinions or ideas? 0.164 0.218 0.875

How frequently do the conflict parties disagree about the optimal amount of 
time to spend on different parts of teamwork? 0.384 0.588 0.310

How frequently do the conflict parties disagree about the optimal amount of 
time to spend in meetings? 0.271 0.696 0.243

How often do the conflict parties disagree about who should do what? 0.497 0.561 0.245
How often is there tension between the conflict parties caused by member(s) 
not performing as expected? 0.443 0.654 0.233

To what extent is there tension between the conflict parties caused by 
member(s) no completing their assignment on time? 0.241 0.808 0.250

How much tension is there between the conflict parties caused by member(s) 
arriving late to meetings? 0.211 0.750 0.213
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(H2) predicted conflict costs (B = 2.1718, p < 0.001). Task 
(H1) and Process (H3) conflict however do not affect 
conflict costs. Task conflict indicated non- significant 
results of B = 0.00183 and p = 0.9458 and process con-
flict of B = 0.05314, p = 0.0942. In a subsequent step, we 
included three control variables in the regression model, 
which were gender, age and whether the conflict took 
place in a national or international work environment. 
National referred to conflicts where all people had the 
same nationality. International work environments de-
scribed a conflict with at least one person having another 
nationality. On top, we built interaction terms for each 
conflict type and the international set-up, that we also 
included in the second regression analysis (Table 3). The 
variables did however not influence the model to a large 
extent. The overall model remained statistically signifi-
cant with R² = 0.2417, F-statistic = 17.6 and p < 0.001. 
The explanatory power of the model slightly increased 
to 24%. Relationship conflict remained significant with 
B = 0.239910, p < 0.001 and task conflict non-significant 
with B = 0.008375 and p = 0.7962. The interaction terms 
of relationship and task conflict did not indicate sig-
nificant results. Process conflict indicated mixed results. 
Process conflict in a national set-up did not influence 
the dependent variable of conflict costs (B = 0.018136, 
p = 0.6461). The interaction term, meaning process con-
flict with conflict parties of more than one nationality 
however demonstrated an almost significant prediction 
of conflict costs with B = 0.132324, p = 0.0562. Gen-
der, age and the set-up itself did not have any effect on 
the model (Table 3). As the interaction effect in case of 
process conflict was almost significant, we calculated the 
confidence intervals of the process conflict effect of the 
two groups and can conclude that there is an overall ef-
fect of process conflict in international conflict situations 
on internal indirect conflict costs (Figure 1). 

Table 3. Multiple Regression Model incl. control variables 

B Std. Error T- value P-value 

Intercept 0.036458 0.251658 0.145 0.8849
Relationship 
Conflict 0.239910 0.033018 7.266 1.44e-12

Relationship 
Conflict 
International

–0.105475 0.064508 –1.635 0.1027

Task Conflict 0.008375 0.032405 0.258 0.7962
Task Conflict 
International 0.001670 0.058928 0.028 0.09774

Process Conflict 0.018136 0.039475 0.459 0.6461
Process Conflict 
International 0.132324 0.069133 1.914 0.0562

Gender - Female 0.090993 0.084883 1.072 0.2842
International 
Set-up –0.151800 0.243568 –0.623 0.5334

Age –0.008169 0.032717 –0.250 0.8029

Figure 1. Interaction term Process Conflict – test for 
significance 

In a second step, we differentiated relationship, task 
and process conflict based on the highest mean values and 
compared the three conflict types in terms of their inter-
nal indirect conflict costs, using Kruskall-Wallis analysis. 
The test results indicated significant differences between 
the groups H(2) = 15.506, p = 0.0004. We applied Bonfer-
roni correction with a new level of significance of 0.0167 
and a Wilcox rank sum test to determine significant dif-
ferences between process and task conflict (W = 11582,  
p = 0.0017) as well as Task and Relationship conflicts (W = 
12578, p = 0.0006).  Process and Relationship Conflict did 
not differ significantly (W = 8129, p = 0.9418) (Table 4). 

Table 4. Differences between conflict types 

diff W p

Relationship – Process Conflict 0.08 8129 0.0006*
Task – Process Conflict –0.36 11582 0.0017*
Task – Relationship Conflict –0.44 8129 0.9418

Note: *p < 0.0167.

Hypothesis 1 needs to be fully rejected, as task con-
flict did not indicate any effect on internal indirect con-
flict costs. Hypothesis 2 can be approved, as Relationship 
Conflict indicated a prediction of internal indirect conflict 
costs in both models. It can be stated that an increase of 
relationship conflict results in an increase of international 
indirect conflict costs. Hypothesis 3 can partially be ap-
proved, as process conflict in general did not predict con-
flict costs, however in case of an international conflict set-
up there was an effect on the dependent variable.  Mean-
ing that people of different nationalities having a process 
conflict predicted internal indirect conflict costs.

5. Discussion 

The research goal was to test whether time is lost for 
all conflict types, referring to task-, relationship-, and 
process conflict and how the conflict types vary. This is a 
pioneering study that takes these variables together, with 
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the aim of presenting a new perspective in the ongoing 
debate on the impact of conflict. The hypotheses were par-
tially approved, demonstrating a link between relationship 
conflict and conflict costs, as well as for process conflict 
in certain situations. 

The strongest relation was between relationship con-
flict and time spent on internal indirect conflict costs. 
This supports existing research findings that relationship 
conflict is rather unambiguously detrimental (Jehn & 
Bendersky, 2003; Jehn, 1995; Wit et  al., 2012; Vodosek, 
2005). Our results indicate that relationship conflict also 
contributes significantly to employees wasting their time 
on conflicts, instead of value adding activities. Relation-
ship conflict refers to a more personal and emotional level 
(Jehn, 1995; Jehn, 1997; Ayub & Jehn, 2014), which also 
applies to internal indirect cost variables such as worry-
ing about a conflict, attacking behaviors or absenteeism 
(Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). For both items a conflict goes 
beyond ordinary work-related topics and worries the in-
dividual beyond the time actively involved in the conflict. 
The relationship conflict variable also provides the high-
est explanatory power to the model of internal indirect 
conflict costs. 

Process Conflict is only linked to time spend on in-
ternal indirect conflict costs, in case of more nationalities 
being involved. Otherwise, there was no significant effect. 
The multiple regression analysis did not demonstrate that 
process conflict often has an interrelation to relationship 
conflict and is experienced similarly (Jehn & Bendersky, 
2003; Behfar et al., 2011). Internal indirect conflict costs 
measure conflict effects on an individual level, where peo-
ple are emotionally and personally involved and affected. 
Our study does not show a general link to process conflict. 
This can be due to the ability of individuals separating the 
conflict content of process conflict from an individual and 
emotional level. This is in line with the general definition 
of process conflict (Jehn, 1997) but contradicting to find-
ings that process conflict has a rather personal component 
and is mostly considered as detrimental (Jehn & Bend-
ersky, 2003; Behfar et al., 2011).  The Kruskal-Wallis test 
on the other hand did not indicate any significant differ-
ences between relationship and process conflict and time 
lost on conflicts. In addition, process conflict was partially 
significant, when including the nationalities of the conflict 
parties. Cultural diversity is considered as a possible am-
plifier of conflict (Vodosek, 2005, 2007; Wickramasinghe 
& Nandula, 2015; Akhtar et al., 2016; Opute, 2012), due 
to individuals distinguishing themselves to others, prefer-
ring similar others and forming in-groups (Ko & Vander-
Pal, 2014; Worchel, 2005; Mannix & Neale, 2005; Tajfel & 
Turner, 1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Byrne, 1971). This can 
explain the significant association to process conflict, as it 
can get more difficult for people involved in a conflict to 
focus on the process conflict content only, instead of get-
ting more involved on a personal level. Our study results 
demonstrate that process conflict remains a conflict type 
that needs to be carefully evaluated and analyzed. Firstly, 

its characteristics were less obvious, and it was more diffi-
cult to unambiguously identify process conflict. Secondly, 
we found mixed results on time spent on conflict cost 
variables. 

Per definition task conflict refers to task-oriented argu-
ments and is detached from relationship-elements (Jehn, 
1995; Jehn, 1997). Our study supports that argument, as 
we did not find any significant association between task 
conflict and the cost variables. Task conflict also differed 
significantly from process and relationship conflict. Most 
of the cost variables, measured in our study describe con-
flict consequences that might go beyond a task-oriented 
discussion. Examples are counterproductive work, absenc-
es due to illness or presenteeism. Therefore, we did not 
expect a strong link between these items and task conflict, 
which is also reflected in our results. Against our initial 
assumption based on Bang and Park (2015), the survey 
participants did not have negative feelings about the task 
conflict that were reflecting in time lost due to a conflict.

5.1. Research and managerial implications

Given the ongoing debate on the consequences of conflict, 
the results of this research support existing studies (Jehn, 
1995; Jehn, 1997; Jehn & Bendersky, 2003), and also pro-
vide new insights. Relationship conflict is claimed to be 
detrimental (Jehn & Bendersky, 2003; Jehn, 1995), which 
is also supported by our study. Our results present a sig-
nificant amount of time spent on relationship conflict, that 
is considered as harmful or wasted. This at least causes 
opportunity costs (Dirrler & Podruzsik, 2022). Accord-
ing to our study people do not lose time on conflicts, in 
case of task conflict and in case of process conflict only 
in very specific set-ups. Especially in companies where 
working groups and teamwork is essential, this is a new 
and important finding. Even though people are involved 
in these conflict types, they do not evaluate it as negative 
or perceive it as a loss of time. This is controversial to 
research findings that stated more severe consequences of 
task conflict, such as dissatisfaction or frustration despite 
the results (Jehn, 1995; Jehn et  al., 2008b; Baron, 1990; 
Ross, 1989). For companies this is a positive finding and 
indicates that people can distinguish task-oriented discus-
sions well and don’t feel personally attacked by it. There-
fore, our research results suggest that the positive aspects 
of the conflict types predominate and within our study 
the negative consequences such as frustration or dissat-
isfaction could not be confirmed. Although these vari-
ables were not measured directly, it can be concluded that 
feelings such as the ones mentioned before would lead 
to internal indirect conflict costs and would be reflected 
in our variables. This supports research findings, stating 
that task and process conflict have positive elements to 
group-functioning and work results (Tjosvold, 1991; Jehn 
& Bendersky, 2003; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Karn, 2008; 
Parayitam & Dooley, 2007; Tjosvold & Hui, 2003; Jehn, 
1995; Pelled et al., 1999; Yousaf et al., 2020). However, the 
findings must be viewed critically, as conflicts often have 
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different phases, and the conflict types cannot be com-
pletely separated from each other in practice. Within a 
conflict, conflict parties can experience different conflict 
types and a task conflict can quickly become a relation-
ship conflict, for example (Curseu et al., 2012; Krajcsák, 
2021; Dahlan et al., 2021). It is therefore particularly im-
portant for companies to take a close look at conflicts and 
to intervene at the latest when they turn into relationship 
conflicts or show the first signs of it. Because as soon as 
this point is reached within the conflict, costs can arise 
for companies in the form of wasted time and the posi-
tive aspects of the conflicts recede into the background. 
In order to exploit the full potential of teamwork, efforts 
must be made to take advantage of the positive types of 
conflicts, while avoiding relationship conflict. Many fac-
tors can play an important role in achieving that, such as 
training, development, commitment, or transformational 
leadership (Dahlan et al., 2021; Krajcsák, 2021). 

5.2. Limitations and future research suggestions 

Behfar et  al. (2011) highlighted the difficulty of process 
conflict and its distinction from relationship and task 
conflict. They separated it into logistical and contribu-
tion conflict and introduced a new set of questions for 
each conflict type to overcome the problem. Our results 
were still weakened by equivocal questions, forcing us to 
summarize logistical and contribution conflict to process 
conflict as one variable. Future research should consider 
the difficulty and potentially use different categorizations 
for task-, relationship and process conflict. The explana-
tory power of the overall model can be improved further. 
Future research needs to come up with more variables 
to be included in the model, explaining internal indirect 
conflict costs, measured in form of lost time. A starting 
point can be known conflict amplifiers, such as diversity 
(Vodosek, 2005) or the point of time the conflict takes 
place (Jehn et al., 1999).  In addition, the cultural effect on 
internal indirect conflict costs also needs to be researched 
thoroughly, as our work only gives a first indication of its 
effect. This paper only measured some internal indirect 
conflict costs in terms of lost time. Future studies could 
conduct a more comprehensive study with more than one 
measurement approach to capture more conflict costs and 
provide actual quantitative data for each conflict type. The 
sample size of the study is large, however it comprises 
people from different workplaces, industries and even na-
tionalities. So the way the respondents experienced their 
conflict can vary significantly in terms of the conflict itself, 
its length or frequency. Future research should conduct a 
similar study with a more homogenous sample group, for 
example within one company or profession.  

Conclusions 

There are various ways to measure conflict outcomes. Our 
study is a new approach to analyze the effects more quan-
titatively in terms of lost time. Conflicts always demand 

time and energy of the parties involved. Our study enables 
scholars, but also managers to carefully evaluate when to 
stop conflicts immediately, but also situations where con-
flict can bring advantages. Overall, it can be stated that 
according to previous findings, relationship conflict is 
harmful and makes individuals spend time on non-value 
adding activities, instead of performing their work. Task 
and Process conflict did not indicate clear losses in time. 
Respondents of our survey did not have the impression 
of having lost time due to task or process conflict. This 
can be promising to managers, as task and process conflict 
yield positive consequences that can be captured in the 
right set-ups, when relationship conflict is kept low. 
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