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ABSTRACT

This study employed a sequential explanatory mixed-methods
design to examine the relationship between collaborative efficacy and
conflict management effectiveness among undergraduate research groups.
In the first phase, quantitative data were collected through a census
of 843 students engaged in thesis, capstone, or group research projects
across academic disciplines at a state college in Northern Mindanao.
Descriptive and inferential analyses revealed that collaborative effi-
cacy and conflict resolution strategies were practiced to a great extent,
with collaborating identified as the most dominant style. Regression
analysis confirmed that collaborative efficacy significantly predicts con-
flict management effectiveness, highlighting its critical role in shaping
constructive conflict behaviors. Building on these results, the second
phase utilized qualitative methods, including in-depth interviews and
focus group discussions, to explore the dynamics underpinning this re-
lationship. Data were analyzed using Colaizzi’s phenomenological ap-
proach, generating four themes: Fragility of Trust, Communication as
a Double-Edged Sword, Cohesion Through Shared Responsibility, and
Conflict as a Catalyst for Growth. These findings provided deeper in-
sight into how trust, communication quality, and shared accountabil-
ity mediate the operationalization of collaborative efficacy in conflict
resolution contexts. The integration of quantitative and qualitative
findings highlights the importance of incorporating structured inter-
ventions—such as team-based learning strategies, conflict management
training, and reflective practices—into higher education curricula to en-
hance collaboration and adaptability among student research groups.

Keywords: sequential explanatory design, collaborative efficacy, conflict man-
agement, research group dynamics, higher education
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1.0 INTRODUCTION
Collaborative research
has become a cornerstone of un-
dergraduate education, offering
students invaluable exposure to
the processes of academic inqui-
ry, critical thinking, and scholarly
communication (Johnson & John-
son, 2019). Within this pedagog-
ical framework, student research
groups serve not only as vehicles
for intellectual discovery but also
as arenas for developing essential
soft skills, including leadership, ne-
gotiation, and cooperation. These
collaborative arrangements have
been shown to enhance student
engagement, foster resilience in
problem-solving, and deepen dis-
ciplinary learning through peer-to-
peer interaction (Oakley etal., 2021).
Given the increasing emphasis on
research-based learning in state col-
leges and public higher education
institutions, collaborating effective-
ly has become a vital competency
in preparing undergraduates for
both academic progression and the
demands of the modern workforce.
However, despite the many
pedagogical benefits of group-
based inquiry, research collabora-
tionsamong undergraduates are not
immune to conflict. Disagreements
stemming from divergent person-
alities, unequal participation, mis-
aligned expectations, or ineffective
communication frequently emerge
(Rahim, 2021). If left unresolved,
such conflicts can compromise not
only the cohesion of the research
group but also the overall quali-
ty and timeliness of the scholarly

work produced (Tjosvold, 2023).
These interpersonal dynamics are
particularly salient in state colleges,
where heterogeneity in academic
preparation, socioeconomic back-
ground, and cultural identity is of-
ten pronounced. In these contexts,
managing group conflict construc-
tively becomes not just a peripheral
skill but a central factor in achiev-
ing successful research outcomes.

While theliterature on group
dynamics and conflict resolution is
well-developed, particularly in or-
ganizational and professional set-
tings, less attention has been paid
to the specific micro-dynamics of
conflict management within under-
graduate research teams (De Dreu
& Gelfand, 2021). Existing studies
have generally focused on broader
constructs such as leadership effec-
tiveness (Hackman & Wageman,
2005), emotional intelligence (May-
er et al., 2016), or communication
strategies (Jehn & Mannix, 2001),
leaving a conceptual gap regarding
the internal psychological mech-
anisms that sustain effective col-
laboration in educational contexts.

In particular, the role of
collaborative efficacy —defined
as the shared belief among group
members in their collective capaci-
ty to organize and execute actions
required to achieve group goals—
remains underexplored in con-
flict resolution in student research
teams (Salas et al., 2023). Although
collaborative efficacy strengthens
team effectiveness by promoting
coordinated efforts and enhancing
collaboration, which enables great-
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er cohesion, improved task perfor-
mance, and shared accountability
in both corporate and educational
environments (Elms et al., 2022),
its potential to buffer conflict or
influence the choice of resolution
strategies within undergraduate
academic groups is largely unex-
amined. This oversight is especial-
ly relevant for institutions where
student research is often undertak-
en with limited institutional sup-
port and minimal faculty super-
vision, intensifying the stakes of
effective group self-management.

This study seeks to address
this empirical and theoretical lacu-
na by investigating the intersection
of collaborative efficacy and con-
flict management strategies within
undergraduate research groupsina
state college context. Employing an
explanatory sequential design, the
research first gathers quantitative
data to assess levels of collabora-
tive efficacy and preferred conflict
resolution styles among student
researchers. This is followed by a
qualitative inquiry to contextual-
ize and deepen the understand-
ing of these dynamics through
interviews and focus groups.

The primary aim of the
study is to elucidate how students’
shared beliefs about their group’s
collaborative capacity influence
their ability to navigate interper-
sonal conflict. The study intends
to uncover mechanisms that either
facilitate or inhibit effective collab-
oration in academic projects. The
findings are expected to generate
actionable insights for faculty men-

tors, research coordinators, and
academic policymakers interested
in promoting sustainable research
cultures within undergraduate
programs. Moreover, this research
may contribute to the theoretical
development of collaborative ef-
ficacy as a construct with impli-
cations not only for performance
but also for intragroup harmony
and resilience in academic settings.

2.0 Theoretical and Conceptual
Framework

This study is anchored on
three interrelated theories that
explain how conflict is experi-
enced and managed within un-
dergraduate research groups: the
Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode
Instrument (TKI), Social Interde-
pendence Theory (SIT), and the
construct of collaborative efficacy.

The Thomas-Kilmann Con-
flict Mode Instrument (Thomas
& Kilmann, 1974) identifies five
conflict-handling styles —compet-
ing, collaborating, compromising,
avoiding, and accommodating—
based on the degree of assertiveness
and cooperativeness. Understand-
ing these styles enables student
researchers to assess their tenden-
cies and adopt more constructive
strategies during interpersonal
conflicts (Jehn & Mannix, 2001).

Complementing this is the
Social Interdependence Theory,
which posits that the way goals are
structured —positively or negative-
ly —affectsinteractionand outcomes
(Deutsch, 1949; Johnson & Johnson,
1989). In research teams, positive
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interdependence encourages co-
operation, shared responsibility,
and constructive problem-solving,
while negative interdependence
may foster competition and con-
flict escalation (Tjosvold, 2008).

Lastly, the concept of col-
laborative efficacy —derived from
Bandura’s (1997) social cognitive
theory —refers to a group’s shared
belief in its capacity to work ef-
fectively. High collaborative effi-
cacy has been linked to improved
teamwork, resilience, and conflict
resolution in academic settings
(Gully et al., 2002; Lent et al., 2008).

Research Questions

1. What is the level of collabo-
rative efficacy among undergraduate
research groups in a state college?
2. To what extent do under-
graduate research groups employ
different conflict resolution styles
when managing disagreements?
3. How does collaborative
efficacy predict conflict manage-
ment effectiveness among un-
dergraduate  research  groups?
4. How do students describe
the dynamics of trust, commu-
nication, and group cohesion in
the context of managing con-
flict in their research groups?
5. How do the qualitative find-
ings explain or expand upon the
quantitative results regarding the
relationship between collaborative
efficacy and conflict management?

3.0 Method
Research Design

This study employed an ex-
planatory sequential mixed meth-
ods design, a two-phase approach
that prioritizes quantitative data
collection and analysis followed
by qualitative inquiry to elaborate
upon initial findings (Creswell &
Clark, 2018). This design is partic-
ularly effective when the objective
is to first establish empirical pat-
terns through measurable variables
and subsequently gain deeper in-
sight into the underlying processes
and contextual nuances that shape
those patterns (Ivankova, Creswell
& Stick, 2006). The rationale for
this methodology lies in its abili-
ty to combine the generalizability
of quantitative methods with the
depth and contextual richness of
qualitative exploration (Tashak-
kori & Teddlie, 2010), which is

essential for a comprehensive
understanding of collaborative
efficacy and conflict manage-

ment in student research groups.

Participants and Sampling
Procedure
Quantitative Phase

The first phase of the study
involved all undergraduate stu-
dents who were actively engaged
in thesis, capstone, or group re-
search projects at a state college
in Northern Mindanao during the
data collection period. A census
sampling approach was utilized to
ensure complete coverage of the
population of interest, allowing ev-
ery eligible student to participate.
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This method was chosen to capture
a comprehensive representation of
research group dynamics across
different academic programs —such
as education, engineering, agricul-
ture, and business —and year levels,
thereby minimizing sampling bias
(Fraenkel et al., 2019). In total, 843
students participated in the study.

Qualitative Phase

In the second phase, pur-
poseful sampling (Patton, 2015) was
used to select a subset of approxi-
mately 12-15 participants from the
original quantitative sample. Se-
lection was guided by maximum
variation sampling, wherein indi-
viduals representing high, mod-
erate, and low levels of perceived
collaborative efficacy (as measured
in the survey) were included to
provide contrasting perspectives
(Miles, Huberman, & Saldana,
2014). This phase included focus
group discussions (FGDs) and indi-
vidual semi-structured interviews
to explore in-depth experiences
with conflict and collaboration.

Instrumentation
Quantitative Instruments

A structured question-
naire was developed, drawing
upon validated scales from pre-
vious studies. The instrument
consisted of three main sections:
Demographic Profile: Age, gen-
der, academic program, year
level, and research group size.
Collaborative  Efficacy  Scale:
Adapted from Lindsley, Brass, and
Thomas (1995) and validated by

Salas et al. (2023), this scale includ-
ed items such as “My group can
overcome challenges by working
together,” rated on a 4-point Likert
scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 4 =
Strongly Agree). Cronbach’s alpha
reliability in the pilot test was 0.87.

Conflict Management Style Inven-
tory: Based on Rahim’s Organiza-
tional Conflict Inventory-II (RO-
CI-II) (Rahim, 2011), measuring
five conflict resolution strategies:
avoidance, accommodation, com-
petition, compromise, and collab-
oration. The adapted version in-
cluded 20 items rated on a 4-point
Likert scale, with a pilot-test-
ed internal consistency of 0.85.

Qualitative Instruments

A semi-structured interview
guide was developed to explore the
context, nature, and resolution of
conflict within groups. The guide
was validated by two research
methodology experts and piloted
with three non-participant students
to ensure clarity and relevance.

Data Collection Procedures
Phase One: Quantitative

Data were collected using
a dual-method approach, incorpo-
rating both online and paper-based
surveys over three weeks. Students
were recruited through academic
coordinators and classroom vis-
its. Surveys were administered
anonymously, and ethical com-
pliance was ensured by securing
institutional research ethics ap-
proval. Participation was volun-
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tary, with informed consent forms
signed before survey completion.

Phase Two: Qualitative

Participants selected for in-
terviews and FGDs were con-
tacted via email and invited to
participate in the second phase.
Sessions were conducted ei-
ther face-to-face or via secure
video conferencing platforms,
depending on participant avail-
ability and public health proto-
cols. Interviews lasted approxi-
mately 45-60 minutes and were
audio-recorded with participant
consent. FGDs were facilitated
by the lead researcher with assis-
tance from a trained moderator
to encourage open discussion.

Data Analysis

Quantitative Analysis

Survey responses were encoded
and analyzed using SPSS v27.
Descriptive statistics (means,
standard deviations, and fre-
quencies) were computed to
profile respondents and summa-
rize responses. To examine rela-
tionships between collaborative
efficacy and conflict resolution
strategies, Pearson’s correlation
coefficients were calculated.
Furthermore, multiple regres-
sion analysis was employed to
determine the predictive power
of collaborative efficacy on the
preferred conflict management

strategy, controlling for demo-
graphic variables (Field, 2018).
Qualitative Analysis

The interview transcripts
were analyzed using thematic
analysis guided by Colaizzi’s
descriptive  phenomenological
method (Colaizzi, 1978). This
approach involved extracting
significant statements, formu-
lating meanings, and clustering
these into themes to capture
the essence of participants” ex-
periences. To enhance trust-
worthiness, data triangulation
across interviews and focus
group discussions was applied,
and member checking was con-
ducted by returning thematic
summaries to participants for
validation, ensuring credibili-
ty and accuracy of interpreta-
tions (Lincoln & Guba, 1985).

Trustworthiness and Rigor

To ensure validity and re-
liability, the study incorporated
methodological triangulation,
peer debriefing, and audit trails
(Shenton, 2004). Quantitative
reliability was assessed through
Cronbach’s alpha, while qualita-
tive credibility was strengthened
through thick description, pro-
longed engagement, and reflex-
ive journaling by the researcher.
Transferability was addressed
by providing detailed contextu-
al descriptions to aid in the in-
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terpretation of findings beyond
the immediate research setting.

Ethical Considerations

All  procedures  con-
formed to the ethical standards
set forth by the Institutional Re-
view Board. Participants were
informed of the purpose, proce-
dures, potential risks, and bene-
fits of the study. Confidentiality
and anonymity were ensured,
and all participants retained the
right to withdraw at any point
without penalty. Informed con-
sent was secured before both
phases of data collection, and

data were stored securely in
encrypted digital folders acces-
sible only to the research team.

4.0 Results and Discussion

This section presents
the findings on the extent to
which undergraduate research
groups utilize various conflict
resolution styles in managing
disagreements. Understanding
these patterns is essential for
identifying the dominant ap-
proaches students employ and
for assessing whether these be-
haviors align with constructive
conflict management principles.

4.1 Extent of Collaborative Efficacy
Collaborative Efficacy Level Among Undergraduate Research Groups (N=843)

Items

Mean

Extent

1. Our group can complete
the research project more
successtully as a team than
as individuals

2.95

High Extent

2. Our group can adapt to
challenges in the research

process

291

High Extent

3. Our group believes that
every member contributes

meaningfully to group
discussions

2.89

High Extent
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4. Our group supports one 2.93 High Extent
another in achieving our
shared research goals

5. Qur group trusts each 2.90 High Extent
other’s abilities to complete

assigned tasks

6. Our group stays 2.88 High Extent
motivated even under

pressure

7. Our group believes we 2.88 High Extent

can take initiative in
solving research-related

problems

8. Our group is confident 287 High Extent
in making decisions

collaboratively

9. Qur group can find 287 High Extent
creative solutions to

difficult problems

10. Our group believes in 2.95 High Extent
our collective ability to

succeed

Overall Mean 2.90 High Extent

Hypothetical Mean Range: 1.00-1.75 = Very Low Extent; 1.76-2.50 = Low Extent; 2.51-3.25 = High
Extent; 3.26-4.00 = Very High Extent.

Theanalysisrevealed thatthecol- to a high extent, with an overall

laborative efficacy of undergrad- weighted mean (WM = 2.90).
uate research groups is practiced This score falls within the range
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of 2.51-3.25, which corresponds
to a High Extent interpretation.

The highest-rated indicators
were “Our group can complete
the research project more suc-
cessfully as a team than as indi-
viduals” (WM = 2.95) and “Our
group believes in our collective
ability to succeed” (WM = 2.95).
These results suggest that stu-
dents strongly value teamwork
and have confidence in their col-
lective capabilities to achieve re-
search objectives. According to
Mydin et al. (2021), collaborative
confidence contributes signifi-
cantly to team productivity and
resilience in academic settings.

In contrast, the low-
est-rated indicators were: “Our
group is confident in making
decisions collaboratively” (WM
= 2.87) and “Our group can
find creative solutions to dif-
ficult problems” (WM = 2.87).

Although these indica-
tors still fall within the High
Extent interpretation, they in-
dicate potential challenges in
group decision-making and cre-
ative problem-solving. These
limitations may stem from hi-
erarchical tendencies within the
group or insufficient exposure
to structured decision-mak-
ing processes (Lin et al., 2021).

Thus, the results demon-
strate that collaborative effica-
cy is well-developed among
research groups, emphasizing
teamwork as an essential com-
ponent of successful research
projects. However, areas such
as collaborative decision-mak-
ing and innovation require im-
provement to further enhance
group effectiveness. = Maker
(2021) asserts that training in
collaborative leadership and
creative problem-solving can
strengthen these competencies.

4.2 Extent of Conflict Resolution Styles
Conflict Resolution Styles Among Undergraduate Research Groups (N = 843)

Conflict Style Items Mean Extent
1. We ignore 2.20 Low Extent
contlicts in the hope
they resolve on their
Avoiding owh.
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2. We delay 218 Low Extent
discussions about
disagreements.

3. We try to win 2.05 Low Extent
arguments  rather

than solve issues.

Competing

4. We push our own 2.28 Low Extent
ideas at the expense
of others.

5. We give in to 253 High Extent
avoid group
tension.

Accommodating

6. We sacrifice our 261 High Extent
own opinions fo

maintain peace.

7. We try to find a 248 Low Extent
middle ground in
disagreements.

Compromising

8. We negotiate so 2.63 High Extent
all sides give up
something.

9. We  explore 3.06 High Extent
everyone’s views to
find the  best

Collaborating solution.
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10. We  work 311 High Extent
together to resolve
conflicts in a way
that satisfies
everyone.
Overall Mean 251 High Extent

Hypothetical Mean Range: 1.00-1.75 = Very Low Extent; 1.76-2.50 = Low Extent; 2.51-3.25 = High

Extent; 3.26-4.00 = Very High Extfent.

The analysis revealed that the
conflict resolution styles among
undergraduate research groups
were practiced to a high ex-
tent, as indicated by the overall
weighted mean (WM = 2.51).
This result falls within the
range of 2.51-3.25, which cor-
responds to a high extent in-
terpretation. Table 2 presents
the mean scores for each style.

Among the five conflict
resolution styles assessed, col-
laborating obtained the high-
est ratings, with items such as
“We work together to resolve
conflicts in a way that satisfies
everyone” (WM = 3.11) and
“We explore everyone’s views
to find the best solution” (WM
= 3.06). These results indicate
that students frequently adopt
integrative strategies that in-
volve exploring all perspectives
to achieve mutually beneficial
outcomes. According to Gar-
cia et al. (2019), collaboration is
linked to improved team perfor-

mance and long-term relational
benefits in academic settings.

In contrast, compromis-
ing and accommodating ranked
next, with WM values ranging
from 253 to 2.63, both inter-
preted as a high extent. These
findings suggest that students
sometimes rely on negotiation
and concession to maintain
group harmony. While these ap-
proaches can prevent prolonged
disputes, overdependence may
limit critical evaluation and in-
novation during group deci-
sion-making (Mok et al., 2021).

The lowest scores were
associated with competing (WM
range = 2.05-2.28) and avoiding
(WM range = 2.18-2.20), which
areinterpreted aslow extent. This
indicates that research groups
rarely engage in dominance-ori-
ented or withdrawal behaviors
when addressing conflicts. Such
patterns reflect a strong prefer-
ence for cooperative strategies
over competitive or avoidant tac-
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tics, which supports the devel-
opment of a positive academic
group climate (Naughton, 2006).

In a nutshell, these find-
ings demonstrate that research
groups prioritize inclusivity,
shared responsibility, and con-
structive engagement in conflict
management. However, the no-
table use of accommodating and
compromising strategies sug-

gests a tendency to value harmo-
ny, sometimes at the expense of
assertiveness and critical discus-
sion. Faculty members should
therefore consider integrating
structured activities that pro-
mote assertive communication,
balanced negotiation, and criti-
cal dialogue, ensuring that col-
laboration is not achieved at the
cost of robust decision-making.

4.3 Collaborative Efficacy and Conflict Management

Regression Analysis on Collaborative Efficacy and Conflict Management Effectiveness

Predictor B SEB B t P
Constant 1.270 0.063 — 20.192 <.001
Collaborative 0.620 0.021 0.680 29.557 <.001
Efficacy

Note: B = unstandardized regression coefficient; SE B = standard ervor of B; § = standardized beta
coefficient. Dependent variable: Conflict Management Effectiveness.

The regression analysis revealed
that collaborative efficacy sig-
nificantly predicts conflict man-
agement effectiveness, account-
ing for 46.2% of the variance
(R? = .462). This indicates that
almost half of the variations in
conflict management effective-
ness can be attributed to the
level of collaborative efficacy
among research groups, which
demonstrates the substantial in-
fluence of teamwork confidence
on conflict-handling outcomes.

The strong positive beta coeffi-
cient (p = .680, p < .001) under-
scores the importance of col-
lective confidence in fostering
constructive conflict manage-
ment strategies. In other words,
as research groups develop
stronger beliefs in their ability
to work collaboratively, they are
more likely to address disagree-
ments effectively, maintain har-
mony, and sustain productivity.

These findings are consistent
with previous studies such as
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Chang and Bordia (2001) and De
Dreu and Weingart (2003), who
reported similar associations be-
tween team efficacy and conflict
resolution in organizational and
academic settings. Van Zomeren
et al. (2004) emphasized that
groups with high collective effi-
cacy tend to approach disagree-
ments with problem-solving
orientations rather than compet-
itive or avoidant behaviors. Like-
wise, Feitosa et al. (2023) found
that collaborative confidence
predicts cooperative behaviors,
reduced interpersonal tensions,
and enhanced team cohesion.

Theoretically, this relationship
reinforces Social Cognitive Theo-
ry, which emphasizes the role of
efficacy beliefs in shaping group
behaviors (Bandura, 1997). Ac-
cording to this framework,
when members perceive that
their group is capable of achiev-
ing goals collectively, they exert

greater effort, persist longer in
the face of challenges, and adopt
adaptive strategies during con-
flicts. Rapp et al. (2022) further
explained that efficacy beliefs
not only enhance task perfor-
mance but also influence inter-
personal processes within teams.

From a practical perspective,
these results imply that en-
hancing collaborative efficacy
through targeted interventions
can significantly improve con-
flict management effectiveness.
Strategies such as structured
team-building activities, reflec-
tive practices, and leadership
training can strengthen group
confidence and interpersonal
trust, enabling members to re-
solve conflicts constructively.
Additionally, integrating collab-
orative problem-solving exercis-
es into research courses may fur-
ther prepare students to navigate
disagreements productively.

4.4 Dynamics of Trust, Communication, and Group Cohesion in

Managing Conflict

The analysis yielded four themes describing how students man-
age trust, communication, and cohesion during conflicts in re-
search groups: (1) Fragility of Trust, (2) Communication as a
Double-Edged Sword, (3) Cohesion Through Shared Responsibil-
ity, and (4) Conflict as a Catalyst for Growth. These themes high-
light that trust is conditional, communication can both resolve
and escalate tensions, cohesion requires deliberate effort, and
conflict often serves as an opportunity for learning and growth.
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Theme 1: Fragility of Trust

Trust within research groups was portrayed as conditional and eas-
ily disrupted. Participants described trust as fragile, primarily in-
fluenced by individual accountability, equitable task distribution,
and consistent engagement. When responsibilities were ignored
or unevenly executed, members expressed frustration and doubt.
“Cooperation is not very evident... I ended up taking the lead because I
knew more.” (CBM-R1)

“We don’t really have unity. I was the one who offered to take on a task.”
(CBM-R2)

Some participants reported exclusionary thoughts when peers
consistently failed to participate:
“If someone didn’t participate, we thought of excluding them.” (CMNS-R5)

In contrast, others expressed that patience and optimism helped sustain
trust despite inconsistencies:
“We trusted the process... mno pressure to fight.” (CAHSS-R4)

This resonates with Social Interdependence Theory (Johnson & John-
son, 1989), which posits that positive interdependence fosters trust,
but negative interdependence erodes it. The findings also align with
Bandura’s concept of collective efficacy, where confidence in group
capabilities strengthens resilience under stress (Salas et al., 2023).

Theme 2: Communication as a Double-Edged Sword

Communication emerged as both a facilitator and a disrup-
tor of conflict resolution. Participants acknowledged that time-
ly dialogue prevents escalation, while avoidance or reliance
on digital messaging sometimes worsens misunderstandings:
“Sometimes we avoid talking because it will just lead to arquments.” (CBM-R2)
“Most conflicts come from misunderstandings in chat messages.” (CET-R3)

The inability to meet physically due to schedule mismatches further
complicated matters.
“Schedules didn’t match, so we only met wvirtually.” (CAHSS-R4)

However, proactive communication restored harmony:

“Opencommunicationandsharedopinionshelpedusreachconsensus.” (CAES-R2)
“Don’t wait for the problem to get worse before talking about it.” (CAES-R1)
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This duality reflects research by Jehn & Mannix (2001), who ar-
gue that communication frequency alone does not guar-
antee positive outcomes; the quality and tone of exchang-
es determine whether dialogue mitigates or inflames tension.

Theme 3: Cohesion Through Shared Responsibility

Participants emphasized that cohesion was an outcome of delib-
erate effort, not an automatic condition. Groups achieved uni-
ty through task distribution, reminders, and mutual assistance:
“Equal sharing of tasks and reminders helped us finish. (CBM-R3)
“We  brainstormed  together  after  disagreements.”  (COE-R3)
“Conflict didn’t break the group; it made us more focused. (CAHSS-R4)
Pre-existing social bonds also strengthened cohesion during stressful mo-
ments:

“Our group works well because we have a bond from previous projects.” (CET-R3)
This finding echoes Tjosvold’s (2023) assertion that cooperative goal
structures enable conflict to catalyze team synergy, provided the
group sustains role clarity and positive accountability mechanisms.

Theme 4: Conflict as a Catalyst for Growth

Contrary to  viewing  conflict as  detrimental,  partici-
pants often described disagreements as transforma-
tive moments that improved collaboration and innovation.
“Conflictwasresolvedwhenweallagreed toamixed-methodapproach.” (CAES-R2)
“Despite delays, we managed because we cooperated later on.” (CMNS-R3)
Some participants admitted that pressure and deadlines inten-
sified tension, but these challenges strengthened adaptability:
“Deadlinesand timemanagement causedpressureanddisagreements.” (CAES-R1)
This perspective aligns with Rahim’s (2011) model of con-
structive  conflict, ~which  views collaborating and com-
promising styles as essential in academic group settings

4.4 Integration of Results
Integration of Quantitative and Qualitative Findings on Collaborative Efficacy
and Conflict Management

Core Question Quantitative Qualitative Integrated
Evidence Insights Interpretation
Does collaborative | Collaborative Trust and | Predictive strength
efficacy predict | efficacy accountability reflects behavioral
contlict significantly determine whether | mechanisms
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management? predicts conflict | collaborative beliefs | uncovered
handling (R? = 462, | are translated into | qualitatively: trust-
p <.001). effective behavior. | building and shared
responsibility.
Which conflict | Collaborating ranks | Participants A  preference for
styles are most|highest (WM =] emphasized integrative
practiced? 3.11); avoiding and | consensus-building: | strategies aligns
competing rank | “Open with efficacy-driven
lowest. communication and | norms of inclusivity
shared opinions | and  collaborative
helped us reach | decision-making.
consensus.” (CAES-
R2)
How is conflict | Regression and | Theme: Conflict as a | Quantitative link is
perceived by | descriptive stats | Catalyst for | amplified by the
students? frame contflict as a | Growth. “Conflict | qualitative view of
variable linked to | didn't break the|conflict as an
efficacy. group; it made us|adaptive and
more focused.” | developmental
(CAHSS-R4) process.

The quantitative strand demonstrated a robust predictive relation-
ship between collaborative efficacy and conflict management effec-
tiveness (R? = .462, = .680, p < .001), suggesting that confidence
in collective capability is a significant determinant of constructive
conflict resolution (Desivilya et al., 2005). Groups with higher col-
laborative efficacy were also more likely to adopt integrative con-
flict styles, as reflected in the dominance of the collaborating strat-
egy (WM = 3.11) over competing or avoiding (Alper et al., 2023).

The

qualitative findings extend these insights by re-
vealing how and why this association operates. Partici-
pants attributed successful conflict resolution to behav-

iors anchored in shared responsibility and open dialogue,
encapsulated in the theme Cohesion Through Shared Responsibility:
“Equal sharing of tasks and reminders helped us finish.” (CBM-R3)
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Conversely, fragility of trust and communication break-
downs surfaced as risk factors that undermine collabora-
tion, even in teams with nominally high efficacy beliefs.
“Cooperation is not very evident... I end-
ed up taking the lead because I knew more.” (CBM-R1)

The qualitative evidence also reframed conflict as a develop-
mental process rather than a failure point. Under the theme
Conflict as a Catalyst for Growth, participants emphasized
adaptability and innovation emerging from disagreements:
“Conflict didn’t break the group; it made us more focused.” (CAHSS-R4)

Taken together, these findings illustrate that collaborative effica-
cy fosters constructive conflict management not merely through
confidence but through the activation of specific interperson-
al mechanisms—trust maintenance, strategic communication,
and role negotiation (Tjosvold et al., 2016). This interplay under-
scores the importance of pedagogical interventions that cultivate
not only teamwork skills but also resilience in the face of conflict.

5.0 Conclusion and
Recommendation

This study established that col-
laborative efficacy plays a vital
role in shaping how research
groups manage conflict. The
findings indicate that when stu-
dents share confidence in their
collective ability, they are more
likely to engage in constructive
behaviors that preserve group
cohesion and foster effective
problem-solving. Qualitative in-
sights revealed that this process
is sustained through trust, open
communication, and equitable
participation, while poorly man-
aged interactions often stem from
fragile trust and miscommu-
nication. Furthermore, conflict

was not merely viewed as dis-
ruptive but was often reframed
as an opportunity for adaptive
learning, reinforcing the value
of collaboration as a dynam-
ic, socially mediated process.

Building on these insights,
higher education institutions
should implement programs

that strengthen both collabora-
tive and conflict management
skills. This includes embedding
team-based learning strategies
in research courses, conducting
workshops on negotiation and
assertive communication, and
introducing reflective practic-
es that transform conflict into a
source of erowth. Institutions
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should also establish clear dig-
ital collaboration norms to ad-
dress communication challenges
in virtual environments. Future
research is encouraged to ex-
plore the long-term develop-
ment of collaborative efficacy
and its cultural variations across
academic contexts. In cultivating
these competencies, institutions
can enhance research produc-
tivity and prepare graduates to
thrive in collaborative, team-ori-
ented professional landscapes.
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