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ABSTRACT,  
In today’s fast-paced business environment, Agile methodologies are increasingly implemented by organisations to 

adapt to the changing needs of the environment. At the same time remote working practices, including online 

meetings, have become more common. In the Agile method, individuals are divided into multi-disciplinary, self-

managing teams, both in the face-to-face and virtual setting. Just like any other team, these teams can experience 

different types of conflicts driven by different verbal behaviours. However, little is known about how these conflicts 

differ between virtual and in-person Agile teams and how this might affect job performance. Therefore, this thesis 

aimed to explore the differences in verbal behaviour associated with task and relationship conflict between effective 

and ineffective Agile teams in virtual and in-person settings and their impact on team meeting effectiveness and 

individual job performance. Using a mixed-methods design, eight Agile teams from a large Dutch organisation 

operating in the financial service sector were analysed through video observations, meeting transcripts and surveys 

in terms of the type, duration and resolution status of conflicts and their accompanying verbal behaviours. Findings 

revealed that only ineffective teams experienced relationship conflicts. On the other hand, the more common task 

conflicts were equally distributed across effective and ineffective teams, as well as in virtual and in-person settings. 

Furthermore, while face-to-face and virtual teams experienced the same number of conflicts, virtual teams had more 

unresolved conflicts compared to in-person teams, but when resolved, virtual teams more frequently expressed a 

clear conclusion in comparison to in-person teams. Furthermore, when analysing the conflicts it became apparent 

that each product owner was involved in the highest number of conflicts, potentially signifying their important role. 

Future research should explore the topics on a larger scale within different organisations and further investigate the 

role of the product owner in conflict situations. Understanding these dynamics and leveraging the positive effects of 

conflicts can enhance the performance within Agile teams.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
In today’s fast-paced business environment, it has become 

increasingly important for companies to be adaptable to the ever-

changing needs of their internal and external environment 

(Vecchiato, 2015). Over the years, many different methods have 

been developed to fulfil these goals, one of them being the Agile 

way of working. The Agile working method is praised for its 

focus on customer collaboration, flexibility in adopting change 

(Dybå & Dingsyør, 2008), and improvement of communication 

(Bjarnason et al., 2011). Based on the four principles of 

individuals and interactions over processes and tools, working 

software over comprehensive documentation, customer 

collaboration over contract negotiation, and responding to 

change over following a plan; the Agile way of working was first 

created for the software development industry (Beck et al., 

2019). However, nowadays it has also found its way into project 

management and thereby replaced traditional management in a 

variety of different organisations, such as Spotify (Smite et al., 

2019), Royal Philips (Dooms & Kilmäkoski, 2005), and John 

Deere (Berez & Jarayam, 2022).  

The adoption of the Agile way of working can have a positive 

impact on project success in terms of the achievement of 

company goals as well as improvements in efficiency and 

stakeholder satisfaction (Serrador & Pinto, 2015). Nevertheless, 

just like any other team, Agile teams encounter various 

challenges, one of which is conflict management (Gren, 2017). 

Conflict is not necessarily a bad thing (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 

2006). To reach the mature stages of team development a team 

needs to pass a period of conflict, which is likely to enhance its 

performance in those stages (Gren & Lenberg, 2018). Whether 

conflict is functional and has a positive impact on team 

performance is partly dependent on the type of conflict: task-

related or relationship-related (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Task 

conflict occurs when there are disagreements about the content 

of the task for example in determining the right strategy or 

allocating resources (Jehn, 1995). Relationship conflict is a result 

of interpersonal incompatibilities (Jehn, 1995). A third type of 

conflict, known as process conflict, was later added. This type of 

conflict relates to issues such as who is responsible for what, how 

to delegate and schedule tasks, and how to achieve these tasks 

within the team (Jehn, 1997). Process conflict might hinder the 

team’s productivity (Jehn, 1997). However, the research 

regarding the possible positive or negative effects of process 

conflict is contested. While Jehn (1997) highlighted that 

moderate levels of process conflict could benefit team 

performance, the research of O’Neill et al. (2013) found strong 

negative correlations between process conflict and team 

performance. Hence, process conflict is not included in this 

research in order to reach clearer conclusions. Task conflict, on 

the other hand, can have positive outcomes when it increases 

diversity and imposes different perspectives to enhance team 

innovation and decision quality (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; 

Mannix & Neale, 2005). In contrast to task conflict, relationship 

conflict might negatively impact team information processing 

and result in lesser team satisfaction and performance 

(Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). Therefore, effective conflict 

management is crucial for successful Agile teams, especially in 

the current shift towards remote or hybrid working.  

In the past years, the Covid-19 pandemic has forced companies 

to increasingly adopt remote working practices, making virtual 

or online meetings a fundamental aspect of collaboration in Agile 

teams (Ozkan et al., 2022). In the case of online meetings during 

the Covid-19 pandemic, the team members are generally 

individually dispersed (Ozkan et al., 2022). It is recommended 

for Agile teams, also called squad, to frequently operate in a 

collocated setting since the team instead of the individual is the 

basis for the Agile way of working (Moe et al., 2009). The 

advantages of in-person meetings are frequent face-to-face 

interactions, quick trust-building, simplified problem-solving, 

instant communication and fast decision-making (Ozkan et al., 

2022). Most of these advantages disappear when switching to 

virtual meetings. Online communication is not as effective as 

face-to-face communication, because, in the online world, the 

non-verbal part of communication gets lost (Ivetic, 2017). This 

may affect the team member’s ability to express themselves, 

understand others and resolve conflicts (Korkala & Maurer, 

2014). Especially this last consequence is of great interest, since 

the missing social cues in online meetings might influence the 

interpretation of conflicts, the way these conflicts are managed 

and their consequences.  

While the current literature has to a certain extent researched 

conflict management related to task and relationship conflicts in 

Agile teams, only a few have partially investigated how such 

conflicts can differ between virtual and in-person meetings (e.g., 

Ozkan et al., 2022) and consequently individual job performance 

and team effectiveness. Indeed, the current research has not yet 

linked these domains together and mostly focused on factors that 

influence an Agile team’s performance (e.g., Drury-Grogan, 

2014; Lindsjørn et al., 2016; Monsalves et al., 2023) and how 

this might be positively or negatively affected by remote working 

(Ozkan et al., 2022). Furthermore, as Zhao et al. (2019) stated, 

there is a lack of different methodologies for investigating team 

conflict. Current research has predominantly used survey-based 

data to gather insights into the types of conflict and their impact 

on team performance. Yet, surveys with self-reports can lead to 

self-report bias in which the respondent (un)intentionally 

changes their answers due to cognitive processes, social 

desirability and survey conditions, resulting in random or 

systematic misreporting (Bauhoff, 2014). Hence, this thesis 

answers the call for innovative and more objective research 

methods to explore conflicts by combining the novel method of 

video observations with survey data. The use of video 

observations facilitates both verbal and non-verbal 

communication to be integrated and thereby reduces the reliance 

on the retrospective self-assessments of the team members, 

which might be biased or inaccurate (Lucas & Baird, 2006).   

1.1 Research Objective and Question 
In light of the above, this thesis thus contributes to filling the 

existing research gap by utilizing a novel methodology that 

combines video observations with survey data in order to study 

the behavioural patterns of Agile teams regarding conflict 

management in face-to-face and virtual settings and how these 

differences might influence individual job performance and team 

effectiveness. Therefore, the research question is as follows:  

How does the verbal behaviour associated with task and 

relationship conflict of Agile team members differ in effective 

virtual and in-person meetings and affect the team member’s job 

performance?  

1.2 Academic and Practical Relevance 
This thesis contributes to the emerging body of research on 

conflict management in Agile teams by specifically focusing on 

two types of conflicts, namely task and relationship conflicts, and 

in two different settings, i.e., online meetings and in-person 

meetings. This paper thus highlights the not yet explored verbal 

behavioural differences of Agile teams when facing conflict in 

the aforementioned two settings. This paper offers unique 

insights into the challenges the teams face and their effects on 

individual job performance. By observing and analysing the 

verbal and non-verbal communication of Agile team members 

during their meetings, this report provides valuable insights into 



2 

 

the behavioural differences of Agile teams in virtual and in-

person meetings in situations of task and relationship conflict.  

This thesis also has practical implications. Changes in the 

business environment, including the impact of the Covid-19 

pandemic, have prompted companies to explore new 

management practices to replace traditional management 

methods (Bernardo Junior & De Padua, 2023). The Agile way of 

working has shown itself to be a viable replacement for 

traditional management (Dikert et al., 2016; Serrador & Pinto, 

2015). With the shift to remote working or hybrid working, 

online meetings become an essential element of collaboration in 

Agile teams. However, communicating effectively in virtual 

meetings can be challenging. In order for Agile teams to operate 

efficiently, conflicts should be managed. Therefore, the findings 

of this report provide helpful recommendations on how to 

manage task and relationship conflicts in Agile teams, both in in-

person meetings as well as in virtual meetings. These 

recommendations can help companies build more effective and 

cohesive Agile teams and ultimately achieve better results.  

1.3 Outline of this Report 
The next section of this report reviews the existing literature 

relevant to the research question. Following this, the 

methodology is discussed. Subsequently, this report analyses the 

results and their theoretical and practical limitations and thereby 

reflects on their strengths and limitations. The report concludes 

by answering the research question and proposing 

recommendations for future research.  

2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
This section discusses the definition of Agile and its core 

principles. Followed by a discussion of the different types of 

conflict, the challenges of remote working and online meetings, 

a taxonomy of verbal behaviour, and the effect on job 

performance.  

2.1 Agile Principles 
Agile is a concept that was originally developed by the software 

industry (Ågerfalk & Fitzgerald, 2006).  These practices have 

emerged as a reaction to the plan-based methods that were 

focused on logical approaches assuming that all problems are 

specifiable and have predictable and optimal solutions (Nerur et 

al., 2005). The Agile method, on the other hand, is centred around 

the four core principles of individuals and interactions over 

processes and tools; working software over comprehensive 

documentation; customer collaboration over contract 

negotiation; and responding to change over following a plan 

(Beck et al., 2001). While all definitions are based on the same 

four principles, nowadays a wide variety of definitions of the 

term ‘Agile’ exist (Conboy, 2009). After examining over a 

decade of Agile studies, Conboy (2009) defines agility as “the 

continual readiness of an ISD [Information Systems 

Development] method to rapidly or inherently create change, 

proactively or reactively embrace change, and learn from change 

while contributing to perceived customer value, through its 

collective components and relationships with its environment” 

(p. 340). With its focus on the customer, creativity, value creation 

and change, the Agile way of working provides great 

opportunities for sectors beyond software development (Dybå & 

Dingsyør, 2008). The adoption of Agile teams in other sectors 

can have significant benefits in terms of enhanced stakeholder 

satisfaction, improved efficiency, and overall project 

performance (Serrador & Pinto, 2015). 

These Agile teams, referred to as squads, are typically small 

cross-disciplinary self-managing teams, preferably consisting of 

five to ten persons (Zia et al., 2018). According to Magpili Smith 

and Pazos (2018), a self-managing team (SMT), such as an Agile 

team, is “a group of individuals with diverse skills and 

knowledge with the collective autonomy and responsibility to 

plan, manage and execute tasks interdependently to attain a 

common goal” (p. 3). Due to these characteristics and the absence 

of a traditional leader, shared leadership is an essential feature of 

these teams where all team members have a collective 

responsibility towards the project outcomes (Magpili Smith & 

Pazos, 2018). In Agile teams, the product owner, not to be 

confused with a leader, represents the needs and demands of the 

customer and is responsible for the communication between the 

customer and the team (Bass, 2015). Agile teams typically follow 

short development cycles, also known as sprints, consisting of 

three main meetings: the planning meeting, the refinement 

meeting and lastly the retrospective meeting (Bass, 2015). 

Firstly, the sprint planning initiates the sprint cycle by deciding 

the goal of the sprint, the plan of the sprint and the items that 

need to be created (Paasivaara & Lassenius, 2009). This meeting 

is followed by daily stand-up meetings focused on 

communication, adapting the planning and quick decision-

making (Stray et al., 2016). Next, the refinement meeting is held, 

and the sprint is concluded by the retrospective meeting. In this 

meeting, the team members answer questions about whether it 

has been a good sprint and what could be improved (Paasivaara 

& Lassenius, 2009). These short sprint cycles allow for 

continuous incremental improvements to adapt quickly to 

changing customer needs or requirements (Paasivaara & 

Lassenius, 2009). Hence, the Agile way of working emphasises 

communication and collaboration among team members, 

customers and other stakeholders which requires extensive 

coordination.  

2.2 Team Conflict 
Since communication and collaboration are pivotal elements in 

the Agile way of working, managing potential conflicts 

stemming from team members’ conversations also plays a crucial 

role. Conflict is an inevitable aspect of (Agile) team dynamics 

(Gren, 2017). If conflicts are not sufficiently managed they can 

negatively impact team satisfaction and performance (Kozlowski 

& Ilgen, 2006), which can ultimately affect the organisational 

deliverables and the achievement of company goals (Serrador & 

Pinto, 2015). These conflicts can arise due to various reasons 

such as differences in opinions, perspectives (Jehn, 1997) and 

diversity (Pelled et al., 1999), especially given the absence of a 

leader (Rzepka & Bojar, 2020). These conflicts can be split into 

three different types: task conflicts, relationship conflicts and 

process conflicts (Jehn, 1997). In short, relationship conflicts 

focus on interpersonal relationships, task conflicts focus on the 

objectives and content of the tasks, and process conflicts focus 

on how said tasks should be carried out (Jehn, 1997). 

Furthermore, conflict can be categorised based on its duration in 

macro-, meso-, and micro-conflicts. In the upcoming sections, 

the different types of conflict are discussed in detail.   

2.2.1 Task Conflict 
According to Jehn (1995), task conflict exists “when there are 

disagreements among group members about the content of the 

tasks being performed, including differences in viewpoints, ideas 

and opinions” (p. 258). Jehn (1995) initially stated that moderate 

task conflict positively contributes to individual and group 

performance. Previous research has indeed stated that task 

conflict increases critical evaluation, which decreases the 

negative effects of group thinking (Janis, 1982), helps to identify 

and understand the issues involved (Putnam, 1994) and boosts 

creativity (Baron, 1991). However, the nature of the task, 

whether it is routine or non-routine, may impact the relationship 

between task conflict and individual and group performance 

(Jehn, 1995). As a result, task conflict was negatively related to 

performance in routine-task teams but positively related in the 



3 

 

case of nonroutine-task teams, up until a certain point, beyond 

which individual and group performance declines. Because, 

eventually, the high level of conflict would cause team members 

to become overwhelmed and lose focus on the original goal 

(Jehn, 1995). Later on, four mediating variables were identified: 

the norms towards task conflict, the belief that the problems are 

solvable, the emotionality towards the task and the belief that 

task conflict itself is important (Jehn, 1997). In short, according 

to Jehn (1997), high-performing groups should have moderate 

task conflict, regard them as important, have open norms towards 

task conflict, believe that conflict is resolvable and have little 

negative emotionality. Pelled et al. (1999) supported this view, 

by stating that task conflict has a “positive association with 

cognitive task performance” (p. 22). Further research recognised 

that task conflict can indeed have positive outcomes as long as it 

enhances creativity and benefits from different perspectives 

(Mannix & Neale 2005). 

However, other studies found different results. De Dreu and 

Weingart (2003) found strong negative correlations between task 

conflict and team performance, contrary to their expectation of a 

positive correlation between the two variables. In their analysis 

task conflict and relationship conflict turned out to be equally 

disruptive (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003). In a similar fashion, 

Tekleab et al. (2009), were unable to find a positive relationship 

between task conflict in team formation and team cohesion later 

on, eliminating the effect of better team cohesion on team 

performance. However, Tekleab et al. (2009) found a possible 

reason for the conflicting research outcomes since task conflict 

can have a positive effect on performance, only if it does not spill 

over into relationship conflict. This view is supported by Jehn 

(1997), who stated that unresolved task conflicts may eventually 

become relationship conflicts, and Pelled et al. (1999), who 

argued that task conflicts might be taken personally by team 

members resulting in emotional or relationship conflict. 

However, vice versa, relationship conflict can be rooted in task 

conflict (Jehn, 1997), and emotional or relationship conflict 

might cause team members to criticise each other’s ideas, thereby 

stimulating task conflict (Pelled et al., 1999). De Dreu and 

Weingart’s findings (2003) further support this idea by stating 

that “the beneficial effects of task conflict for team effectiveness 

are more likely to come out when the correlation between task 

and relationship conflict is low rather than high” (p. 746). So, to 

benefit from the positive effects of task conflict on team 

performance, relationship conflict should be minimized (De 

Dreu & Weingart, 2003).  

2.2.2 Relationship Conflict 
Compared to task conflict, the research on the impact of 

relationship conflict on team performance is less contested. 

According to Jehn (1995), relationship conflict arises “when 

there are interpersonal incompatibilities among group members, 

which typically includes tension, animosity, and annoyance 

among members within a group.” (p. 258). Conflicts concerning 

differences in personal taste, political preferences and personal 

values are all examples of relationship conflict (De Dreu & 

Weingart, 2003). In the current research, there is a broad 

consensus on the negative relationship between relationship 

conflict and individual and team performance (e.g., De Dreu & 

Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 1995, 1997; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; 

O’Neill et al., 2013; Rispens et al., 2011; Tekleab et al., 2009). 

Possible negative consequences of relationship conflict include a 

negative impact on team information processing, lesser team 

satisfaction and team performance (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). 

Furthermore, it might hurt team effectiveness (De Dreu & 

Weingart, 2003) and interfere with task performance (Jehn, 

1997). On the contrary, when a group experiences lower 

relationship conflict than usual, the group members are more 

inclined to exchange information and offer support to each other 

(Tremblay, 2022). Semerci (2019) support this claim by 

providing evidence that relationship conflict increases the 

occurrence of knowledge-hiding behaviour and competitive 

feelings within a team. In conclusion, the negative effects of 

relationship conflict on performance are widely agreed upon in 

the current literature. It is therefore crucial for Agile teams to 

minimize relationship conflict in order to increase their 

performance.  

2.2.3 Conflict Duration 
In addition to categorizing conflict as task conflict and 

relationship conflict, conflicts can be classified based on their 

duration. Conflict duration refers to the length of a conflict within 

a team, which can be split into three different categories based 

on their length, starting from shortest to longest, namely micro-, 

meso-, and macro-conflict (Paletz et al., 2011). Micro-conflicts 

are “fleeting, minute-by-minute disagreements” (Paletz et al., 

2011, p. 315). In comparison, macro-conflicts are “long-standing 

disagreements, lasting (and ebbing and flowing) over at least a 

couple of days” (Paletz et al., 2011, p. 315), and often regard 

more elaborate topics which are repeated over and over again 

(Paletz et al., 2011). A third type, called meso-conflicts, covers 

the middle ground between the other two types of conflict, by 

“taking place over hours or several times over the course of a 

day” (Paletz et al., 2011, p. 315). As stated by Paletz et al. (2011), 

previous research, which mostly focused on self-reported 

retrospective data, often ignored the effect of micro-conflicts, 

which due to the nature of this type of conflict is difficult to be 

recalled, and therefore often overlooked when reporting one’s 

own behaviour. This further strengthens the need to focus on 

these conflicts and the call for different research methods, such 

as video observations, which can capture these micro-conflicts, 

rather than relying solely on self-reported data. 

2.3 Challenges in Virtual Meetings  
Virtual meetings and geographically distributed teams have 

become increasingly prevalent in the Agile working method, 

especially as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic (Ozkan et al., 

2022). An older, but still relevant definition of virtual teams by 

Townsend et al. (1998) defined virtual teams as “groups of 

geographically and/or organizationally dispersed coworkers that 

are assembled using a combination of telecommunications and 

information technologies to accomplish an organizational task” 

(p. 17). The two most important aspects of this definition that set 

virtual teams apart from conventional or face-to-face (F2F) 

teams, as highlighted by Bell and Kozlowski (2002), are their 

spatial distance and the type of communication. Virtual teams are 

geographically distributed, while conventional teams are co-

located, and virtual teams use technology as a medium to 

communicate, while most communication in conventional teams 

happens face-to-face (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Virtual teams 

can offer several advantages, such as allowing greater flexibility 

for the individual team members and reducing commuting time 

(Ozkan et al., 2022), or from the organisation’s perspective, 

facilitating easier access to the most skilled individuals 

regardless of their location (Bell & Kozlowski, 2002). Virtual 

meetings, in particular, can increase the efficiency of the 

meeting, the flexibility of the team and the productivity of each 

team member, by minimizing the number of interruptions (Ozkan 

et al., 2022). Furthermore, the meetings often start on time and 

run more effectively, and the daily stand-up meetings can 

become more goal-oriented and factual (Ozkan et al., 2022).  

However, virtual meetings also present several drawbacks. The 

absence of face-to-face communication, and thereby the 

opportunity to experience the social aspect, can trigger feelings 

of depression and loneliness and lower motivation and team 
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morale (Ozkan et al., 2022). Apart from the feelings, the 

communication itself may become slower and more difficult 

(Ozkan et al., 2022). Even though the productivity of the meeting 

might increase, the productivity of the individual team members 

can go down, due to the fewer interactions with others and the 

lack of work pressure (Ozkan et al., 2022). The amount of 

communication can decrease as well, especially in the case of 

spontaneous informal communication, which can lead to more 

conflicts and less trust (Ozkan et al., 2022). These 

misunderstandings can be caused by the lack of verbal cues 

(Ivetic, 2017), which may affect the individual team member’s 

ability to express themselves (Ozkan et al., 2022), understand 

others and resolve conflict (Kahlow et al., 2020; Korkala & 

Maurer, 2014). Overall, virtual teams offer unique challenges 

and opportunities in comparison to face-to-face teams. The lack 

of non-verbal behaviour and social cues might put more 

emphasis on verbal behaviour. It is important for virtual teams to 

manage these challenges and find ways to enhance their verbal 

communication and increase their productivity by building trust, 

minimising the number of ineffective conflicts and ensuring the 

individual team member’s well-being (Ozkan et al., 2022; 

Turesky et al., 2020). 

2.4 Verbal Behaviour  
As virtual meetings rely more on verbal behaviour than on non-

verbal cues, what is being said and how this is said becomes 

increasingly important, especially when managing conflicts 

(Ozkan et al., 2022). Since Agile teams work with a shared 

leadership model, all team members ultimately display 

leadership behaviour (Magpili Smith & Pazos, 2018). Leadership 

behaviour has the potential to minimise the number of conflicts 

and their intensity (Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al., 2019), thereby 

eliminating their detrimental effects (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006). 

Since the way leaders behave when managing conflict has a 

significant impact on group performance, it is important to 

understand the different types of leadership behaviour. Yukl 

(2012) has summarized the previous research on leadership 

behaviour in one hierarchical taxonomy, consisting of four meta-

categories and fifteen specific components. These four meta-

categories are task-oriented, relations-oriented, change-oriented, 

and external-oriented leadership behaviours. Each category can 

be defined by its primary objective, although the four categories 

are not mutually exclusive (Behrendt et al., 2017; Yukl, 2012).  

Firstly, the main objective of task-oriented behaviour is task 

efficiency (Anzengruber et al., 2017), and it encompasses 

behaviours such as planning, scheduling, clarifying, coordinating 

and monitoring the progress of these tasks (Yukl, 2012). 

Disagreements can arise regarding these tasks; thus task conflict 

can occur (Jehn, 1995). By minimizing task and role ambiguity, 

effective task-oriented behaviour can prevent task conflict 

(Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al. 2019). Secondly, relations-oriented 

behaviour is mainly focused on human capital, i.e., “increasing 

the quality of human resources and relations” (Yukl, 2012, p. 68). 

This includes supporting, developing, recognizing, and 

empowering the employees and their capabilities (Ballesteros-

Rodríguez et al. 2019; Yukl, 2012). By supporting and respecting 

all team members, and thus showing effective relations-oriented 

behaviour, relationship conflict is less likely to occur (Rispens et 

al., 2011). Thirdly, increased innovation, collective learning and 

adapting to the external environment are the main goals for 

change-oriented leadership behaviour, which can for instance be 

expressed in behaviours that promote change, encourage 

innovation, and facilitate collective learning (Yukl, 2012). And 

lastly, external-oriented behaviour is focused on the external 

environment and aims to promote, guard, and represent the 

interests of the team (Yukl, 2012).  

Even though all these four types of leadership behaviour are 

important, there is variation in the impact of each of these 

dimensions on individual and team-level outcomes. Previous 

studies found task- and relations-oriented behaviour to have a 

significant effect on for example team effectiveness, job 

performance and other performance-related outcomes (e.g., 

Behrendt et al., 2017; Borgmann et al., 2016; Brown et al., 2021; 

Mayer et al., 2023; Yukl, 2012). Furthermore, both leadership 

behaviours are “almost equally important in team effectiveness 

and […] team productivity” (Burke et al., 2006, p. 303). 

Moreover, verbal task- and relations-oriented leadership 

behaviour can reduce the negative consequences of task- and 

relationship conflict and it can increase knowledge sharing 

within the team (Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al., 2019). Therefore, 

effective verbal behaviour, especially in relation to task- and 

relations-oriented behaviour, can help to prevent and manage 

conflicts leading to more efficient decision-making and higher 

performance (Bjarnason et al., 2011). Hence, these are the main 

behaviours this thesis accounts for.  

2.5 Job Performance & Meeting 

Effectiveness 
Poorly managed conflicts, stemming from miscommunications 

and other forms of verbal behaviour, can have detrimental effects 

on job satisfaction and job performance (Kozlowski & Ilgen, 

2006). According to Pulakos et al. (2000), job performance is 

“what people do that can be observed and measured in terms of 

each individual’s proficiency or level of contribution” to the task 

(p. 612). One widely adopted theory regarding individual job 

performance is the job demands-resources (JD-R) theory, which 

explains how job performance can be influenced by the resources 

and demands of the job (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). According 

to this model, job demands refer to aspects that require physical 

and/or mental effort, like workload, emotional demands and time 

pressure (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). When job demands are 

high, they might trigger interpersonal (relationship) conflict 

(Balducci et al., 2011; Liu et al., 2014), which then, in turn, might 

negatively impact job performance. Thus, the JD-R model 

supports the relationship between conflicts, which are considered 

part of the demands, and their impact on job performance and 

team effectiveness. The way in which these conflicts are 

managed as well as their corresponding task- and relations-

oriented behaviour, are important factors in minimising the 

negative effects of conflicts on job performance. However, job 

resources, such as job autonomy, social support and performance 

feedback, might decrease this impact by lowering job strain and 

increasing job motivation, which has a positive correlation with 

job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). In this JD-R 

model, job demands and job resources interact with each other, 

meaning that high levels of job resources can act as a buffer for 

the negative consequences of job demands, and conversely, high 

levels of job demands can diminish the positive effects of job 

resources on job performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

Moreover, the type of conflicts, the way they are managed, and 

the task- and relations-oriented leadership behaviour are not the 

only factors that influence individual job performance, factors 

such as personality, motivation and employee engagement also 

affect the performance level (Bakker et al., 2012; Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017; Borman & Motowidlo, 1997). Nevertheless, as 

conflicts are inherent to job demands, managing these demands 

remains crucial to minimise the negative impact of conflicts on 

job performance, which can ultimately endanger the achievement 

of company goals (Serrador & Pinto, 2015). 

Additionally, at the team level, these unmanaged conflicts may 

negatively impact the perceived team meeting effectiveness 

putting the realisation of the organisational objectives at risk, 

given that meeting effectiveness can be defined as “the extent to 



5 

 

which meetings help achieve the goals of the meeting attendees 

(i.e., employees) and the organization” (Allen et al., 2014, p. 

1065). The specific practices within meetings can allow meetings 

to run more smoothly (Rogelberg et al., 2006) and may increase 

the perceived meeting effectiveness (Leach et al., 2009). These 

practices such as setting an agenda, meeting minutes and asking 

for input, are all part of the meeting’s design characteristics 

(Rogelberg et al., 2006), which refer to the “temporal, attendee, 

physical and procedural natures of the meeting” (Cohen et al., 

2011, p.91). The meeting’s punctuality, the facility quality and 

the meeting agenda were positively related to perceived meeting 

effectiveness (Leach et al., 2009). Based on this previous 

research, Cohen et al. (2011) categorised eighteen different 

meeting design characteristics, related to the different 

dimensions of the meeting. When focused on the physical 

dimension, i.e. the meeting’s setting, a virtual meeting might 

increase the efficiency of the meeting, yet at the same time, the 

virtual setting might decrease the perceived meeting 

effectiveness (Ozkan et al., 2022). Furthermore, the physical 

design characteristic becomes even more important, since the 

virtual setting may enhance conflict (Ozkan et al., 2022), which, 

in turn, can have a negative impact on perceived meeting 

effectiveness (Geimer et al., 2015). Thus, interpersonal or 

relationship conflict is of great concern especially when meetings 

are used to verbally target or punish other team members 

regardless of the meeting’s virtual or in-person setting (Geimer 

et al., 2015). Therefore, besides paying attention to meeting 

design characteristics, it is essential for Agile teams to address 

any conflicts that may undermine the team meeting effectiveness 

and eventually the accomplishment of organisational goals 

(Allen et al., 2014).   

3. METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Research Design 
This thesis employed a mixed-method research design by using 

both quantitative and qualitative measures (Östlund et al., 2011). 

Individually, each approach can answer specific types of 

questions, however, when combined, they can provide more 

detailed and in-depth findings, and thus utilize the benefits of 

triangulation, in which multiple approaches are used to increase 

confidence in the findings (Heale & Forbes, 2013). Furthermore, 

a mixed-method design allows for answering confirmatory 

questions while also gaining additional insights, thereby 

facilitating the opportunity for a more comprehensive 

understanding of the research subject (Lund, 2012). In this thesis, 

different types of data were utilised, including observed video 

recordings and surveys, and this data was analysed using 

multiple mixed methods.  

Firstly, to investigate the differences in verbal behaviour in 

moments of conflict between virtual and in-person meetings, 

several recorded video meetings were observed. This answers the 

call for novel methodologies, such as video observations, when 

examining team conflict to decrease the reliance on self-reported 

data (Zhao et al., 2019). Secondly, after coding minutely each 

participant’s verbal behaviours, moments of conflict were also 

identified through the researcher’s inductive interpretation 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006). Furthermore, a frequency count on the 

number, level and type of conflict was conducted to investigate 

the expected relationship between the number and type of 

conflicts and job performance. Moreover, to gain a more 

comprehensive understanding of specific situations of conflict 

and their corresponding verbal behaviours, episode analysis was 

performed on a selection of conflict situations (Jarrett & Liu, 

2016). Lastly, survey data was analysed to link the individual 

team member’s verbal behaviour to their job performance as well 

as team effectiveness. Thus, this thesis employed a mixed-

method research design, first utilising qualitative methods to 

identify moments of conflict, followed by a quantitative 

approach to determine significant differences and potential 

correlations, and concluded with a qualitative approach to gain 

deeper insights into the situations of conflict and their 

accompanying verbal behaviours. 

3.2 Data Collection 
The research data was collected at a large Dutch financial service 

company during an extensive research project carried out by the 

Organisational Behaviour, Change Management and 

Consultancy Group (OBCC) at the University of Twente. The 

data consists of transcribed video recordings of the sprint 

planning, the refinement meeting and the retrospective meeting 

during one sprint of multiple Agile teams. Thus, with a few 

exceptions, each team has been recorded three times for all three 

meetings. The data includes virtual teams and face-to-face teams 

and their respective meetings. The survey data was gathered 

before and after each meeting. The data this thesis utilized was 

collected and applied on an individual level. All video recordings 

were coded using a verbal codebook developed by the OBCC 

group. The codebook consists of multiple mutually exclusive 

categories, which can be used to categorise verbal behaviour. To 

avoid possible bias in coding, two individuals coded each 

meeting independently resulting in two event logs. These event 

logs were later compared to create a final event log thereby 

reducing the risk of observer bias.  

3.3 Sample 
The organisation at which this data was collected has used Agile 

working methods for over seven years. Throughout this 

organisation, the multidisciplinary Agile teams consist of various 

individuals with different levels of knowledge, skills and 

capabilities, and diverse backgrounds and demographics. The 

sample size for this thesis included eight Agile teams, with four 

teams operating in a face-to-face setting and the remaining four 

operating fully in a virtual setting. Demographic data on these 

teams was collected through surveys. In total 61 individuals were 

observed, of which 39 (64%) were male, 13 (21%) were female, 

and 9 did not disclose gender information. The number of team 

members ranged from 5 to 11, with an average of 7.6 individuals 

per Agile team. In total 31 individuals were observed in a face-

to-face setting and 30 individuals in a virtual setting. The average 

age was 38.2 (SD = 9.11) and every individual has at least worked 

within their team for over two months. Only the retrospective 

meeting was observed for each of these teams. This choice was 

made since in the retrospective meeting, the team’s successes but 

also their improvements are discussed (Paasivaara & Lassenius, 

2009), which can lead to the identification of problems and 

disagreements that were not addressed before. Therefore, only 

the retrospective meetings were observed, thus meaning that the 

number of observed meetings is equal to the number of teams (N 

= 8).  

To classify virtual teams, the definition by Townsend et al. 

(1998) was used. So, virtual teams are regarded as groups of 

individuals who are located in different geographical or 

organisational settings, and who collaborate using different 

forms of telecommunications and information technologies 

(Townsend et al., 1998). Applied to this research, all meetings 

that were held in a fully virtual setting were considered virtual 

meetings and teams. In order to compare effective and ineffective 

virtual and in-person meetings a matrix was developed. This 

resulted in four distinct groups each consisting of two observed 

teams. The four categories were Agile team members in effective 

in-person meetings (hereafter referred to as teams A and B), in 

ineffective in-person meetings (teams C and D), in effective 

virtual meetings (teams I and II) and lastly, in ineffective virtual 
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meetings (teams III and IV). Stratified sampling was used to 

select the two highest-scoring teams and the two lowest-scoring 

teams on meeting effectiveness (based on the retrospective 

meeting) for both in-person and online teams. Table 1 provides 

an overview of the different teams and their respective meeting 

effectiveness scores on the retrospective meeting, and an 

explanation of the scores and the scale can be found in section 

3.4.3.  

Table 1. Perceived meeting effectiveness scores for each 

selected team 

Team Meeting 

Effectivenes

s 

SD Team Meeting 

Effectivenes

s 

SD 

Effective in-person  Effective virtual 

A 5.8 1.2 I 6.1 0.9 

B 5.8 0.8 II 5.8 1.1 

Ineffective in-person Ineffective virtual 

C 4.4 1.2 III 4.9 1.0 

D 4.8 1.2 IV 5.5 1.1 

 

3.4 Measures 

3.4.1 Verbal Behaviour & Conflict 
All observed video recordings were coded using the verbal 

codebook developed by the OBCC based on Yukl’s taxonomy of 

leadership behaviour (2012). The mutually exclusive behavioural 

categories in this codebook were established through previous 

research (e.g., Behrendt et al., 2017; DeRue et al., 2011; Yukl; 

2012). In order to capture all possible moments of conflict, 

several verbal behaviours that might indicate moments of 

conflict were selected. These verbal behaviours were: 

‘Defending one’s own position’, ‘Giving negative feedback’, 

‘Disagreeing’, and ‘Governing/correcting’. ‘Defending one’s 

own position’ includes blaming others for one’s own mistakes or 

prioritising one’s own self-interests over that of the team, which 

might lead to feelings of injustice and, in turn, cause conflicts 

(Hershcovis et al., 2007). Furthermore, at its essence, conflicts 

involve disagreements between one or more individuals (Paletz 

et al., 2011). Thus, ‘Disagreeing’ behaviour might trigger 

potential conflicts. Additionally, negative feedback, especially 

when it is destructive or hostile, might lead to both task and 

relationship conflict (Peterson & Behfar, 2003). And lastly, 

‘Governing/correcting’ involves direct orders (e.g., ordering 

someone to do X instead of Y), which may be perceived as 

criticism, possibly leading to conflicts (Paletz et al., 2011).  

3.4.2 Type and Level of Conflict 
In order to measure the type of conflict (task- and relationship 

conflict), the definitions by Jehn (1995, see p. 258) were used. 

These definitions can be found in section 2.2. As for conflict 

level, the duration of the conflict (or its reoccurrence) determined 

whether it was a micro-, meso-, or macro-conflict. The 

definitions from Palletz et al. (2011, p. 315) were used to define 

the minimum and maximum timeframes of each level of conflict 

(see section 2.2.3 for the exact definitions).   

3.4.3 Perceived Meeting Effectiveness 
Perceived meeting effectiveness was measured during the survey 

at the end of each retrospective meeting. The survey utilised four 

items, developed by the OBCC at the UT, based on Rogelberg et 

al. (2006). The following survey items were used: (1) This past 

squad meeting was effective, (2) This past squad meeting was 

productive, (3) This past squad meeting was worth my time, and 

(4) This past squad meeting was efficient. All items were 

assessed based on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 

‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’, with a high internal 

consistency (α = .904).  Based on this data, the teams in the 

sample were selected and their respective scores can be found in 

Table 1.  

3.4.4 Job Performance 
Similarly, perceived job performance was measured during the 

survey at the end of each retrospective meeting. The survey 

consisted of four items, which were developed by the OBCC at 

the UT and based on Gibson et al. (2009). The participants were 

asked to what extent they agreed or disagreed with the following 

statements: (1) I am consistently high performing, (2) I am 

effective, (3) I make few mistakes, and (4) I do high quality work. 

All items were measured based on a seven-point Likert scale 

ranging from ‘Strongly disagree’ to ‘Strongly agree’, with a high 

internal consistency (α = .860).   

3.5 Data Analysis  

3.5.1 Thematic Analysis 
To analyse this data, this thesis adopted a mixed-method 

approach. First, inductive thematic analysis was conducted 

(Braun & Clarke, 2006) to identify the actual moments of conflict 

guided by the aforementioned behaviours (see section 3.4.1) as 

indicators (Hsieh & Shannon, 2005). This analysis involved 

reviewing the video recordings and their corresponding 

transcripts of all relevant retrospective meetings in which 

potential situations of conflict were identified. To increase the 

reliability of this analysis, the data was coded independently by 

different students and then compared, thereby minimising the 

risk of observer bias. Furthermore, the analysis was conducted in 

line with the different phases for thematic analysis proposed by 

Braun and Clarke (2006). In order to gain a more comprehensive 

understanding of the context of these potential situations of 

conflict, all observations started one minute prior to and ended 

one minute after the potential conflict situation. Upon reviewing 

all possible moments of conflict, a conflict was identified and 

marked when there was a clear disagreement, as outlined in 

Paletz et al.’s (2011, p. 348-349) coding scheme, based on the 

researcher’s inductive interpretation. 

3.5.2 Frequency and Comparative Analyses  
After all moments of conflict were marked, a content and a 

frequency analysis were performed to determine the number of 

conflicts in each sub-category. This was then used to identify 

differences between both settings (i.e., virtual and non-virtual) 

and effective and ineffective meetings. Inferential statistics in the 

form of a comparative t-test were performed to compare the 

means and differences of the four categories in the matrix. The 

type of t-test depended on several assumptions, such as 

normality, sample size and common variance (Rasch et al., 

2009). An independent samples t-test was used if normal 

distribution was assumed, and the variance of the compared 

groups was equal. If the variance of the compared groups was 

unequal, a Welch’s t-test was used. A nonparametric Mann-

Whitney U-test was used if normal distribution could not be 

assumed. Additionally, a correlation analysis was conducted to 

explore the relationship between the frequency of individual 

verbal behaviours in moments of conflict and job performance. 

The type of correlation coefficient that was used depended on the 

normality assumption (De Winter et al., 2016). If normal 

distribution was assumed and both variables were continuous, the 

Pearson correlation coefficient was used, otherwise, a 

Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient was utilised. 

3.5.3 Episode Analysis  
Finally, episode analysis was conducted on a selection of conflict 

situations to gain deeper insights into these specific situations of 
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conflict and their corresponding verbal behaviours in order to 

highlight the distinction between effective and ineffective, 

virtual and in-person teams. An episode is defined as “a 

significant moment in the team’s ongoing activity […] as 

occasions of heavy engagement, salient interaction dynamics and 

strategically important decisions” (Jarrett & Liu, 2016, p. 370). 

The analysis focused on both the video recordings and the 

transcripts of these meetings, to fully capture all aspects of the 

interactions during these moments of conflict.  

4. RESULTS 
In this section, the findings of the study are presented, starting 

with the results from the thematic analysis, followed by an 

overview of the outcomes of the frequency analysis, the results 

of the statistical calculations and correlation analyses, and 

concluded with the episode analysis.  

4.1 Qualitative Interpretation of Moments 

of Conflict  
Through thematic analysis, the actual moments of conflict were 

identified based on the predefined trigger behaviours. These 

behaviours that might indicate a situation of conflict were 

observed 451 times throughout all retrospective meetings of all 

teams. The number of observed trigger behaviours for in-person 

and virtual teams can be found in Table 2 in Appendix 10.1. All 

video observations were already coded, except for team IV. 

Following the coding process, the subsequent intercoder 

reliability analysis resulted in a Cohen’s Kappa of 0.29. 

Afterwards, the differences were discussed and all disagreements 

could be solved, resulting in one final event log with a 100% 

agreement. 

After reviewing all possible situations of conflict, 38 sets of 

behaviours were classified as actual conflicts based on the 

researcher’s inductive interpretation. To increase the reliability, 

the classified moments of conflicts for the in-person teams were 

cross-checked with another student, resulting in an inter-rater 

reliability of 78.9% (Lange, 2018). Based on this outcome, 

sufficient expertise and confidence in the results were reached to 

assess the potential conflict situations in virtual teams without 

the need for further comparisons.  

While reviewing these conflict situations, it became apparent that 

the vast majority of conflicts (> 89.5%) had a timespan of several 

minutes instead of spanning several hours, days or weeks. As a 

result, almost all conflicts were classified as micro-conflicts 

regardless of the team type or team meeting effectiveness level. 

Since it became irrelevant to classify and report the conflicts 

based on their duration, a new code was inductively generated to 

be able to make a distinction in the impact of the conflict on the 

meeting in the shape of the following code:  

1. ‘Resolved’ 

2. ‘Resolved with no clear conclusion’ 

3. ‘Unresolved’ 

This new code classifies conflicts based on if and how they are 

resolved. The code distinguishes conflicts as ‘resolved’, 

‘resolved with no clear conclusion’ and ‘unresolved’. 

‘Resolved’, for conflicts in which a mutual agreement is reached 

and is verbally expressed by all participants involved in the 

conflict. In the category ‘Resolved with no clear conclusion’, the 

conflicts are also resolved, and mutual agreement is reached, 

however, this agreement is not verbally expressed by the parties 

involved. Lastly, in conflicts categorised as ‘Unresolved’ no 

mutual agreement is reached during and after the conflict 

situation. This can occur, for instance, when team members 

change the subject or decide to postpone the discussion of the 

topic of the conflict to a later moment in time.  

4.2 Frequency of Conflict and Resolution 
Tables 3a-c below present detailed information on how often 

each type of conflict occurred both in absolute numbers as well 

as relative to all other conflicts within the same team type. The 

final row in each table, labelled ‘Total’, shows the percentage 

representing the frequency of each specific conflict type in 

relative comparison to all conflicts across all team classifications. 

Since the frequency of conflicts varies between the different 

teams, using only absolute frequencies would result in an 

insufficient overview of the conflict situations in all teams. By 

using relative frequencies expressed as percentages of the total 

number of conflicts within each team category, it allows for a 

clear comparison of conflict occurrence across all different types 

of teams.  

Firstly, task conflicts were more prevalent in all meetings than 

relationship conflicts, with task conflicts accounting for 84.2% 

of all conflict situations, while relationship conflicts only 

occurred in 15.8% of all conflict situations, as can be seen in 

Table 3a-c. Both effective and ineffective meetings experienced 

the same number of task conflicts. Relationship conflicts, on the 

other hand, were only present in ineffective meetings, while 

effective meetings experienced no relationship conflict at all. 

Similarly, the number of task conflicts in in-person and virtual 

meetings is equal as well. However, this time, the relationship 

conflicts were distributed equally among the two team settings. 

When comparing the total number of conflicts, it is noteworthy 

that effective teams experienced fewer conflicts than ineffective 

teams (respectively 16 and 22). However, when comparing in-

person and virtual teams, both teams experienced the exact same 

number of conflicts, distributed equally among both types of 

teams.  

Table 3a. Number and type of conflicts per quadrant 

Team Task 

Conflict 

Relationship 

Conflict 

Total  

 N % N % N % 

Effective 

in-person 

10 100.0% 0 0.0% 10 100% 

Ineffective 

in-person 

6 66.7% 3 33.3% 9 100% 

Effective 

virtual 

6 100.0% 0 0.0% 6 100% 

Ineffective 

virtual 

10 76.9% 3 23.1% 13 100% 

Total 32 84.2% 6 15.8% 38 100% 

  

Table 3b. Number and type of conflicts in effective and 

ineffective meetings 

Meeting Task 

Conflict 

Relationship 

Conflict 

Total  

 N % N % N % 

Effective 

meetings 

16 100.0% 0 0.0% 16 100% 

Ineffective 

meetings  

16 72.7% 6 27.3% 22 100% 

Total 32 84.2% 6 15.8% 38 100% 

 

Table 3c. Number and type of conflicts in in-person and 

virtual meetings 
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Meeting Task 

Conflict 

Relationship 

Conflict 

Total  

 N % N % N % 

In-person 

meetings 

16 84.2% 3 15.8% 19 100% 

Virtual 

meetings 

16 84.2% 3 15.8% 19 100% 

Total 32 84.2% 6 15.8% 38 100% 

 

Another notable distinction is the status of conflict resolution 

among the different teams. As can be seen in Table 4a-c in 

Appendix 10.2, the majority of conflicts were resolved. 

However, in virtual teams, a large proportion of all conflicts 

remained unresolved (42.1% > 10.5%), whereas in in-person 

teams resolving conflicts with no clear conclusion was more 

common (31.6% > 15.8%). A similar pattern emerged in 

effective and ineffective meetings, with teams with effective 

meetings more frequently resolving conflicts with no clear 

conclusion (31.3% > 18.2%), while in ineffective meetings more 

conflicts remained unresolved (31.8% > 18.8%). Even though 

almost all conflicts were of micro-duration, the absolute length 

of the conflicts differed. Ineffective in-person teams experienced 

the longest conflicts, lasting an average of 3.04 minutes, whereas 

the average conflict in effective virtual teams only lasted for 1.18 

minutes. These longer conflicts were also associated with a 

higher number of trigger behaviours, with ineffective in-person 

teams exhibiting an average of 4.25 trigger behaviours per 

conflict, while effective virtual teams, on the other hand, had an 

average of 1.4 trigger behaviours per conflict.  

4.3 Exploratory Quantitative Statistics 
Initially, the number of conflicts within the meetings was likely 

not to be normally distributed. However, after applying a log 

transformation, the Shapiro-Wilk normality test and the F-test for 

equal variance did not reject the null hypothesis, suggesting that 

the data was likely to be normally distributed and have equal 

variances, i.e. the assumptions for the independent two-sample t-

test were met. Therefore, a two-sample t-test was conducted to 

examine the differences in the total number of conflicts between 

in-person and virtual teams and between effective and ineffective 

meetings. When comparing the face-to-face and virtual teams, 

the t-test indicated no differences (p = 1), which is consistent 

with the observation that both team types have an equal number 

of conflicts. In effective and ineffective meetings there was an 

observed difference in the total number of conflicts (respectively 

16 and 22), however, according to the performed t-test, this was 

not likely to be significant (p = 0.288).  

Furthermore, the Shapiro-Wilk normality test indicated that the 

number of trigger behaviours displayed by an individual was 

likely not to be normally distributed (p < 0.001), despite the 

sample size (N = 61) exceeding 30 (Kwak & Kim, 2017). 

Therefore, it was deemed appropriate to utilise Spearman’s rank 

correlation instead of Pearson’s correlation coefficient, 

considering the non-normal distribution of the data. After 

conducting a Spearman’s rank correlation analysis on the 

frequency of trigger behaviours per individual in classified 

conflict situations and their individual job performance score, no 

significant correlation has been found (p = 0.645). Similarly, on 

the team level, there was no significant correlation between the 

number of conflicts within a specific team meeting and its 

meeting effectiveness score when using Spearman’s rank 

correlation (p = 0.908).  

4.4 Conflict Episodes 
To highlight the differences between effective and ineffective, 

in-person and virtual teams, two conflict episodes were selected 

and analysed. 

4.4.1 Conflict Team D 
The first episode involves an 8-minute-long conflict in 

ineffective in-person Team D. This conflict stood out because of 

its prolonged duration and its highly emotional nature. 

Additionally, it was one of the few macro-conflicts observed in 

all retrospective meetings. The conflict initially revolves around 

a specific task and the communication issues surrounding it but 

eventually transforms into a relationship conflict. Given its 

duration and the reoccurrence of the conflict throughout the 

meeting, a qualitative description was deemed more suitable, 

with additional relevant excerpts of the transcripts provided in 

Appendix 10.3. 

The conflict primarily focuses on two participants, Follower 1 

(the product owner) and Follower 5. Follower 1 expresses the 

need for clear communication by giving negative feedback while 

referring to past problems that occurred due to insufficient 

communication. F1 and F5 then start a discussion about whether 

F5 had spoken with another person. This part, illustrated by 

Excerpt 1, is focused on past issues and fails to contribute to 

finding a solution. The conflict then shifts back to team 

communication and dealing with impediments, before focusing 

on the attendance of certain team members at previous stand-up 

meetings. The conflict escalates with the tone of voice becoming 

increasingly negative, shifting the focus from task-related to 

personal-related matters, as highlighted by Excerpt 2. 

Eventually, F7 intervenes and tries to steer the discussion 

towards a solution. Ultimately the conflict is temporarily 

resolved as a team member decides to postpone the discussion to 

another meeting. This conflict sheds light on how ineffective 

teams often tend to dwell on the past instead of focusing on a 

solution. Furthermore, 21 trigger behaviours were observed 

during this conflict, of which 9 were displayed by the product 

owner, who continuously reinforced the conflict. Out of these 21 

trigger behaviours, 71.4% of the time the behaviour of defending 

one’s own position was observed, which can signal a relationship 

conflict (Hoogeboom et al., 2021), which was especially 

prominent in the later stages of the conflict.   

4.4.2 Conflict Team I 
The second episode focuses on a task conflict within effective 

virtual Team I. The conflict mostly revolves around Follower 1 

(the product owner), 3 and 7 as they discuss which meeting 

should be used for team updates. The excerpt in Appendix 10.4 

provides the complete transcript of the conflict situation. Unlike 

the ineffective in-person conflict of Team D, the effective virtual 

conflict of Team I only consists of a few instances of a single 

trigger behaviour, namely disagreeing, all expressed in a friendly 

and almost passive manner. Although the product owner still 

plays a substantial role in the conflict, they do not escalate it; 

instead, they summarise the opinions of others and guide the 

team to a solution. In contrast to the previous conflict in Team D 

where the product owner predominantly displayed negative task- 

and relations-oriented leadership behaviours, the product owner 

in Team I demonstrated higher levels of positive task- and 

relations-oriented leadership behaviours by providing positive 

feedback and enabling collaboration. Notably, the conflict ends 

with a clear expressed conclusion by all team members. The 

product owner, Follower 1, ensures that all team members can 

voice their opinion, partially overcoming the restrictions of the 

online environment. This conflict is a good representation of the 

typical development of conflicts in effective teams in contrast to 

ineffective teams, by showcasing how the team addresses the 
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conflict differently, focusing on the future rather than the past, 

and expressing their opinion in a professional and less emotional 

manner. Moreover, it demonstrates the manner of conflict 

resolution at the end of a conflict situation, which is typical for 

virtual teams.  

5. DISCUSSION 

5.1 Theoretical Implications 
This thesis investigated the behavioural differences in situations 

of conflict between Agile in-person and virtual teams and their 

potential influence on individual job performance and team 

meeting effectiveness.  

5.1.1 Conflict Frequency and Type 
The first notable finding is the prevalence of task conflicts over 

relationship conflicts. This indicates that Agile teams primarily 

encounter conflicts related to tasks, objectives and different 

viewpoints rather than interpersonal relationships. Task 

conflicts, more than relationship conflicts, have been recognised 

as potentially beneficial to team performance and effectiveness 

(Mannix & Neale, 2005). Interestingly, the comparison of 

conflict frequency between effective and ineffective meetings 

revealed no significant differences, in contrast to previous 

research (Karn & Cowling, 2008). This seems to suggest that the 

mere presence of a conflict does not solely determine the team 

meeting’s effectiveness, as conflicts are a part of establishing 

team dynamics (Gren & Lenberg, 2018). A potential reason for 

the absence of differences in the conflict frequency is that along 

with the overall conflict frequency, the nature and the type of 

conflict might also be important determinants of team meeting 

effectiveness. Indeed, when considering relationship conflicts, it 

is noteworthy that only ineffective teams experienced this 

particular type of conflict. Therefore, it seems that relationship 

conflicts are substantially more deleterious to team meeting 

effectiveness than task conflicts. This aligns with the widely 

accepted idea that relationship conflicts have a detrimental effect 

on team performance (e.g., De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 

1995, 1997; Kozlowski & Ilgen, 2006; O’Neill et al., 2013; 

Rispens et al., 2011; Tekleab et al., 2009). Furthermore, in line 

with Tekleab et al. (2009), task conflict can spill over into 

relationship conflict, thereby negatively impacting team meeting 

effectiveness, as observed twice exclusively in ineffective teams. 

These findings, combined with the absence of a significant 

correlation between conflict frequency and team meeting 

effectiveness, seem to suggest that the conflict type and how 

teams manage and leverage the positive effects of conflicts might 

be more influential indicators of team meeting effectiveness than 

solely the actual number of conflicts.  

Moreover, the comparison between the virtual and in-person 

settings revealed that both team settings experienced the exact 

same frequency and type of conflicts. In contrast to previous 

research (Kahlow et al., 2020; Ozkan et al., 2022), the virtual 

setting did not result in a higher number of conflicts. While in 

both settings conflicts were often caused by disagreements on 

project status, problem-solving approaches and task 

organisation, in virtual teams specifically, in accordance with 

previous literature (Kahlow et al., 2020; Ozkan et al, 2022), 

miscommunication indeed emerged as one of the root causes of 

conflict. One potential reason for the extensive 

miscommunication might be the lack of verbal cues, following 

prior research (Ivetic, 2017). However, another possible cause 

may be the less interactive online environment, making it more 

difficult to concentrate and listen to each other (Fauville et al., 

2023). Instead, team members were more focused on the 

repetitive reiteration of individual perspectives while 

misunderstanding the perspectives of others, highlighting the 

previously identified challenges of the virtual setting (Ozkan et 

al., 2022).  

5.1.2 Conflict Resolution 
Low-performing teams tend to resolve their conflicts less often 

compared to high-performing teams, consistent with prior 

research (Gren, 2017). One possible reason might be the different 

ways in which the teams handle their conflicts. Low-performing 

teams often dwell on the past and what went wrong, sometimes 

even blaming others for it, instead of focusing on how to solve 

the conflict. In contrast, high-performing teams prioritise conflict 

resolution and employ future-oriented strategies to prevent 

similar issues from arising again, and therefore only shortly 

introduce the problem and its history and then quickly move on 

to their proposed solution. These variances in conflict resolution 

techniques contribute to previously identified differences in 

patterns of conflict resolution between effective and ineffective 

teams (Behfar et al., 2008). Similarly, virtual teams had a lower 

percentual conflict resolution than face-to-face teams, in line 

with previous research (Chiravuri et al., 2011; Ozkan et al., 

2022), possibly due to the lack of verbal cues and increased 

likelihood of miscommunication (Ozkan et al., 2022). However, 

when resolving conflicts, the virtual teams demonstrated a higher 

tendency to express explicit agreement, while in in-person teams 

no clear conflict conclusion was more common. This might be 

attributed to the effort of virtual teams to overcome the 

previously identified communication barriers in the online 

environment (Ozkan et al., 2022), by asking for individual 

agreement from each participant and ensuring everyone could 

express their perspective. Whereas due to the absence of 

communication barriers in the face-to-face setting, teams seemed 

to assume that if a team member disagreed, they would voice 

their opinion immediately. This possibly explains why virtual 

teams more often expressed a clear conclusion in conflict 

resolution in comparison to in-person teams, which is consistent 

with previous research that the online environment can increase 

the productivity of the meeting (Ozkan et al., 2022). 

5.1.3 Product Owner & Verbal Behaviour 
Yukl’s (2012) verbal leadership behaviours of providing 

negative (task) feedback, correcting, and disagreeing on (task-

related) matters were often observed to trigger task conflicts, 

whereas the behaviour of defending one’s own position 

frequently triggered relationship conflicts, aligning with 

previous literature on negative task- and relations-oriented 

leadership behaviour (Hoogeboom et al., 2021). Prior research 

suggests that verbal task- and relationship-oriented leadership 

behaviour can play an important role in minimising the number 

of conflicts and their potential negative impact on the team and 

individual job performance (Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al., 2019; 

Rzepka & Bojar, 2020). While the product owner is not explicitly 

a leader, based on the shared leadership principle in Agile teams, 

they still exhibit verbal leadership behaviours and have their own 

leadership style (Magpili Smith & Pazos, 2018). Notably, across 

all teams, the product owner was consistently involved in the 

highest number of conflicts and often exhibited more verbal 

behaviours compared to other team members, suggesting that the 

product owner has an impact on conflict occurrence, in 

accordance with previous literature (Ballesteros-Rodríguez et al., 

2019). However, the product owner did often not display the 

most trigger behaviours in situations of conflict, possibly 

implying that their role may be more of a moderator role, playing 

a prominent part in the development of conflicts. Since there was 

no significant correlation between the frequency of trigger 

behaviours and individual job performance scores, in contrast to 

previous literature (Hoogeboom et al., 2021), the mere presence 

of trigger behaviours might not negatively impact job 

performance. Hence, participating in conflicts does not 
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automatically equate to negative outcomes, it may even indicate 

active participation and engagement in the team process. 

In conclusion, the findings suggest that while the different verbal 

behaviours have a role in the occurrence and progression of 

conflicts, the presence of conflicts alone does not necessarily 

negatively impact team meeting effectiveness and job 

performance. Instead, it is the duration, nature and process of the 

conflicts that seem to influence the potential positive or negative 

impact on the team. Hence, conflicts should not automatically be 

viewed as indicators of ineffective teams, as they are a natural 

part of establishing team relations (Gren & Lenberg, 2018; 

Jovanovic et al., 2016). However, how the team handles conflicts 

seems to be crucial in determining their impact, especially 

considering the unique challenges and opportunities of the face-

to-face and virtual settings.  

5.2 Practical Implications 
As for practical implications, Agile and HR managers as well as 

training personnel can benefit from informing and training their 

employees on how to perceive, approach and solve conflicts. By 

teaching the team members how to identify and effectively 

address conflicts with a strong focus on conflict resolution, 

organisations and their leaders can leverage the potential benefits 

of conflicts, while minimising their negative impact on team 

meeting effectiveness and job performance. Furthermore, while 

the number of conflicts in both virtual and in-person meetings 

was quite similar, the root cause of the conflict situations 

differed. Therefore, (Agile) HR managers could tailor conflict 

management approaches specifically to the virtual setting, by 

providing training and workshops, emphasising effective 

communication of team members’ own opinions as well as truly 

listening to and understanding the opinions of others, even if the 

other team member has a completely different communication 

style. These workshops should also emphasise the potential role 

of the product owner in the conflict and how various positive or 

negative verbal behaviours can either enhance or minimise the 

conflict situation. 

Hence, by proactively addressing conflicts through conflict 

resolution and communication training, and fostering a safe and 

creative workplace, both in the virtual and face-to-face setting, 

Agile organisations can improve the management of conflicts 

and potentially enhance collaboration, effectiveness and 

performance within their teams.  

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE 

RESEARCH 
Despite its strengths, as with all research, this research also 

encountered some limitations that should be noted. First of all, 

all data were collected exclusively from a single financial service 

organisation based in the Netherlands. This can lead to possible 

biases due to firm-specific factors and dynamics and it might 

limit the generalisability of the findings beyond this specific 

setting. Therefore, future research should aim to include several 

teams from multiple companies in different sectors and countries 

to mitigate the effects of this possible bias. Furthermore, because 

of the Covid-19 Pandemic, the data collection process became 

increasingly difficult, resulting in a relatively small sample of 

eight meetings. However, by also comparing the team members’ 

verbal behaviour on the individual level a larger sample size 

could be reached, with 61 observed individuals and a total of 451 

observations of the trigger behaviours. Still, caution should be 

exercised when interpreting the results of the quantitative 

analysis. Further research could conduct this research on a larger 

scale and utilise a larger sample size. Additionally, the teams 

involved in this study participated on a voluntary basis, which 

could lead to intrinsic biases in the data collection since it is 

plausible that only relatively high-performing teams would want 

to participate in an observational study, potentially skewing the 

results and limiting the generalisability. Thus, it is recommended 

for future research to also include possible low-performing teams 

in their data set to ensure a more comprehensive and 

representative overview of teams across all different 

performance levels. Moreover, this research fully focused on the 

potential conflicts in retrospective meetings. In these meetings, 

the achievements of the team as well as their areas of 

improvement are discussed (Paasivaara & Lassenius, 2009), 

potentially leading to the identification of problems and 

disagreements possibly resulting in conflict situations. However, 

it is recommended for future research to look into additional 

meetings within the sprint as well, to identify novel situations of 

conflict and examine possible variations in the nature of conflicts 

across these meetings. Lastly, the inductive interpretation of 

conflicts allowed for a more nuanced and flexible understanding 

of these situations, however, it also introduces a certain degree 

of subjectivity. Even though there has been cross-validation of 

the results of the conflict identification and classification, certain 

discrepancies still persisted. While a relatively high agreement 

could be reached (78.9%), initially there were some differences 

which in the end could not all be resolved. During the comparison 

process, it was noted that most differences in the classification 

were focused on task and process conflict. This might indicate 

that task and process conflict are not mutually exclusive, which 

further reinforces the decision of excluding process conflict in 

this thesis. Therefore, future research could investigate the 

relationship between task and process conflict to gain a better 

understanding of their interplay and potential overlap.  

As one last suggestion for future research, another area worth 

exploring is the role of the product owner in conflict situations. 

As noted in the discussion section, product owners often 

displayed more verbal behaviours than others within the team, 

therefore taking on a leading and guiding role in the meeting. 

Future research could potentially examine the influence and 

strength of these verbal behaviours in the occurrence, 

development and resolution of conflicts. 

7. CONCLUSION 
This thesis explored the differences in verbal behaviours 

associated with task and relationship conflict between effective 

and ineffective Agile teams in the in-person and online setting, 

as well as their potential impact on team meeting effectiveness 

and individual job performance. The findings revealed several 

distinctions. Firstly, task conflicts were more common than 

relationship conflicts, however, all relationship conflicts were 

exclusively experienced in ineffective teams. Virtual and in-

person teams, on the other hand, experienced the same number 

and type of conflicts. Furthermore, virtual teams were less likely 

to resolve their conflicts in comparison to in-person teams, but 

when resolved, virtual teams more often expressed a clear 

conclusion. Therefore, it seemed that effective and ineffective, 

and online and in-person teams handle their conflicts differently, 

generating different impacts on team meeting effectiveness and 

individual performance. Hence, organisations and their leaders 

should adapt their conflict management training to these different 

settings, emphasising communication and encouraging teams to 

focus on finding solutions, in order to leverage the benefits of 

conflicts on the team’s performance.  
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10. APPENDIX 

10.1 Observed Trigger Behaviours 
The table below describes the absolute and relative frequency of the observed trigger behaviours in in-person and 

virtual teams. The relative frequency of each behaviour is in comparison to the total number of observed trigger 

behaviours within that particular team category.  

Table 2. Observed trigger behaviours in virtual and in-person teams 

Team ‘Defending one’s 

own position’ 

‘Giving negative 

feedback’ 

‘Disagreeing’ ‘Governing/correcting’ Total 

 N % N % N % N % N 

In-person 108 58.1% 30 16.1% 37 19.9% 11 5.9% 186 

Virtual 47 17.7% 96 36.2% 87 32.8% 35 13.2% 265 

Total 155 34.4% 126 27.9% 124 27.5% 46 10.2% 451 

 

10.2 Conflict Resolution  
The tables below show the absolute and relative frequency of the status of the conflict resolution for all quadrants, 

for effective and ineffective meetings, and in-person and virtual teams (respectively Table 4a, Table 4b, and Table 

4c). The relative frequency is in comparison to the total number of conflicts within the specific team classification.  

Table 4a. Status of conflict resolution per quadrant  

Team Resolved Resolved with no 

clear conclusion 

Unresolved Total  

 N % N % N % N % 

Effective in-person 6 60.0% 4 40.0% 0 0.0% 10 100% 

Ineffective in-

person 

5 55.6% 2 22.2% 2 22.2% 9 100% 

Effective virtual 2 33.3% 1 16.7% 3 50.0% 6 100% 

Ineffective virtual 6 46.2% 2 15.4% 5 38.5% 13 100% 

Total 19 50.0% 9 23.7% 10 26.3% 38 100% 

 

Table 4b. Status of conflict resolution in effective and ineffective meetings 

Team Resolved Resolved with no 

clear conclusion 

Unresolved Total  

 N % N % N % N % 

Effective meetings 8 50.0% 5 31.3% 3 18.8% 16 100.0% 

Ineffective meetings 11 50.0% 4 18.2% 7 31.8% 22 100.0% 

Total 19 50.0% 9 23.7% 10 26.3% 38 100.0% 

 

Table 4c. Status of conflict resolution in in-person and virtual meetings  

Team Resolved Resolved with no 

clear conclusion 

Unresolved Total  

 N % N % N % N % 

In-person meetings 11 57.9% 6 31.6% 2 10.5% 19 100.0% 

Virtual meetings 8 42.1% 3 15.8% 8 42.1% 19 100.0% 

Total 19 50.0% 9 23.7% 10 26.3% 38 100.0% 

 

10.3 Episode Conflict D-2 
The following two excerpts from the transcript of ineffective in-person Team D illustrate the qualitative description 

of the conflict as described in section 4.4 of the results. Excerpt 1 highlights the team’s tendency to focus on the past 

instead of on a solution, and excerpt 2 shows how the task conflict escalated into a relationship conflict. It should be 

noted that the tone of voice and the accompanying non-verbal cues became increasingly negative throughout this 

conflict.  
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Excerpt 1 

F5: I think we start <should be defined>, if we don’t know what to do <>. 

F1: nee but I ask you to go to [name] to get an understanding of what needed to be done. So you could have refined 

it. 

F5: We need to do that now  

F1: but I asked- 

F5: to do that 

F1: to have that done before this sprint. 

F5: so you create this story, you should <get it done> 

F1: no not always, because you agreed that you would go to [name] to see what needed to be done. 

F5: <>  

F1: but that was already done before I took it in the sprint. 

F5: <> because I don’t really have the <> 

F1: but that is a different problem, right? 

F5: no, this is like <> this sprint <>. So I tried to help him for <>. So now I have that, so which system <> I don’t 

know, I don’t have the <>- 

F1: ok, I – I get that, but then this approach and this story hè that it should’ve-. Actually what we should have done 

there is when you notice like when you say a – actually I don’t have access to the system then basically we should’ve 

created a different story, put this one on this backlog. Say like hé what do we need to do to get access to that system 

so that you can actually look at it. Then you could’ve created another story for like hé let’s – let’s define it and we 

will see what the issue is and so hè that’s done. 

F5: but what- 

F1: that’s not always what I mean. 

 

Excerpt 2 

F5:  <> I talked about this in the the stand-up but you missed it. That was stand up <> and you were not there and 

we did another one when I was not there and when I came back into <> the stand-up, the second stand-up. But would 

be the third because of the <>. 

F1:  pff ok. 

F5: so if you don’t know about this <> was blocked. You are not in this <> 

F1: ok, so now were are going to also be very nitty gritty- 

F5: no 

F1: if certain people are not in the stand-up, but I don’t – I don’t  

F5: <> 

F1: know what is going on and why you are so being so frustrated. 

F5: <> work with him, I just did this.  

F1: I know 

 

Furthermore, Table 5 presents the frequency of the trigger behaviours during conflict D-2 as highlighted in the 

episode analysis.  

Table 5. Observed trigger behaviours in conflict D-2 

Follower ‘Defending one’s 

own position’ 

‘Giving 

negative 

feedback’ 

‘Disagreeing’ ‘Governing/correcting’ Total 

 N % N % N % N % N 

F1 7 77.8% 1 11.1% 0 0.0% 1 11.1% 9 

F5 8 80.0% 0 0.0% 2 20.0% 0 0.0% 2 

F7 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 100.0% 10 

Total 15 71.4% 1 4.8% 2 9.5% 3 14.3% 21 
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10.4 Episode Conflict I-4 
The transcript of the retrospective meeting of effective virtual Team I during conflict situation I-4 is shown in excerpt 

1 below.  

Excerpt 1 

F1: Yeah, so with the idea than to plan maybe, eh, fifteen minutes longer standup in one day of the week? To do 

that? 

F3: Yeah that’s- 

F7: Or – yeah that’s also fine, or we can make use of the demo time, eh, instead of really giving the demo or apart 

– maybe with [name] and [name] I don’t mind but if – if they leave after that before retro. We take, eh, eh, a small 

gap of fifteen minutes, twenty minutes what’s happening, where we are, what’s the direction and this is what we are 

doing. Not a story by story but as a whole where we are and where we are heading to and of course the stories are 

all part of it.  

F3: Yeah.  

F1: Yeah that is— 

F3: But if we, yeah, sorry. Go ahead. 

F1: I wanted to say, um, in the scrum methodology typically that is also addressed in the sprint planning. And 

but – yeah also in the sprint planning we are separated.  

F3: Hmm.  

F1: So than indeed we should reserve fifteen minutes per sprint to indeed provide updates to each other. Also 

with – about the direction on the various areas. That’s a good idea, I like it.  

F3: Yeah, but, eh, maybe not towards the end of the sprint? So [Follower 7] not maybe, as part of the demo 

but maybe in the middle or beginning so that the ideas can also be shared and it can be done differently than we 

do it.  

F7: Yeah. I don’t mind if weekly once or per sprint but this is something, yeah will help everyone.  

F3: Soon after the planning, I mean maybe, um, one day after the planning or?  

F1: Yeah, I would – I would do it at the start of the planning.  

F3: Okay.  

F1: So maybe, because then we are going to plan for the next sprint, it’s also the most logical moment give a heads 

up to everybody okay this is where we stand and this is what is ahead of us. And then we can plan separate, eh, the 

stories for the – the various subjects. Yeah in – in smaller groups, but then at least we have a joined view on all the 

subjects and where we stand.  

F3: Hmm. 

F1: That would be my proposal, er, happy to also listen from [Follower 8], [Follower 6], [Follower 2], what’s your 

opinion, [Follower 5]? 

F5: No I agree I like – I like it do it at the beginning yep.  

F6: Yeah I agree too.  

F8: Me too 

 


