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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Keywords: The role of different types of intelligence in the occurrence of conflict in global virtual teams
Global virtual team (GVTs) has largely been overlooked in the literature. As suggested by the theory of multiple in-

Cultural intelligence
Emotional intelligence
Team performance
Intragroup conflict

telligences, this study explores how cultural intelligence (CQ) and emotional intelligence (EQ)
influence the occurrence of interpersonal, task and process conflicts in GVTs. Furthermore, by
drawing on the contingency theory of task conflict and performance in groups and organisational
teams, we examine the impact of these different types of conflict on the performance of GVTs.
Utilising multilevel analysis, we tested the research model using a sample of 810 graduate and
undergraduate business students from 38 different countries who worked in 232 GVTs. The re-
sults show that the CQ and EQ of the team members reduce the occurrence of the three different
intragroup conflicts in GVTs. We also demonstrate that process conflict negatively affects GVT
performance. We discuss the implications for research and practice.

1. Introduction

A 2018 survey showed that 89 % of white-collar employees worked at least occasionally in virtual teams, often with team members
located in different countries (Culture Wizard, 2018). The COVID-19 pandemic has likely further increased that number as organi-
sations were forced to shift to telework, and international travel was largely banned. Millions of people worldwide have been working
in home offices due to widespread lockdowns and health concerns (Li et al., 2020), and the telework rates will likely remain higher
than the pre-pandemic levels, even after the stay-at-home orders are lifted. Bartik et al. (2020) suggest that more than one-third of the
firms that have switched to remote working believe that they will continue to work virtually even after the COVID-19 crisis. As or-
ganisations increasingly rely on global virtual teams (GVTs), understanding the dynamics and performance in this form of the
organisational unit becomes more critical than ever.

Previous studies have examined the opportunities and challenges of GVTs (e.g., Eisenberg and Krishnan, 2018; Harvey et al., 2004;
Jimenez et al., 2017; Kerber and Buono, 2004; Kirkman et al., 2002; Lilian, 2014). However, the role of conflict in such teams has been
widely overlooked (Onkman et al., 2010). Conflicts may be related to the team's task, the process of work within the team or inter-
personal relationships (Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Each of them can have enormous consequences for the team, affecting its perfor-
mance (De Dreu and Van Vianen, 2001; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a, 2003b). Much of the conflict in multicultural teams results from
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cultural differences between team members (Hibbert and Hibbert, 2017). Culture-sensitive handling of conflicts in organisations in-
creases job satisfaction and improves work-related performance (Gunkel et al., 2016). Furthermore, studies show that conflicts are
intertwined with emotions (Jehn, 1997). In multicultural settings, culture and emotion are both important factors for members with
different cultural backgrounds to collaborate (Schellwies, 2015). Therefore, it can be claimed that there are many commonalities
between successful teamwork in multicultural settings and various types of social intelligences (Luca and Tarricone, 2001).

Though the literature has acknowledged the role of various intelligences, such as cultural intelligence (CQ) and emotional intel-
ligence (EQ), in the prevalence and resolution of conflict separately (e.g., Caputo et al., 2018; Goleman, 1998; Goncalves et al., 2016;
Gunkel etal., 2016; Jordan and Troth, 2004; Lenaghan et al., 2007), the role of multiple intelligences in the conflict occurrence in GVTs
has, for the most part, remained unexplored. CQ refers to the ability of individuals to perform effectively in cross-cultural settings (Ang
and Van Dyne, 2008), while EQ reflects ‘the ability to monitor one's own and others' feelings and emotions, to discriminate among
them and to use this information to guide one's thinking and actions’ (Salovey and Mayer, 1990: 189). Studying CQ and EQ together in
the multicultural GVT context is important as they complement each other, resulting in the more effective functioning of cross-cultural
interactions. Previous studies have mainly focused on CQ as it has been considered a key competence for GVT members (Dibble et al.,
2019; Henderson et al., 2018; Koh et al., 2009; Presbitero, 2021). Presbitero (2016) and Presbitero and Toledano (2018) demonstrate
that CQ positively influences task performance in virtual, cross-cultural interactions. Moreover, previous research shows that resolving
and handling conflict is influenced by GVT members' CQ. That is, a higher CQ relates to higher effectiveness in conflict handling in
GVTs (Presbitero, 2021). In particular, GVTs with a high average level of motivational CQ put in the extra effort to overcome perceived
cultural differences, resulting in increased conflict management effectiveness (Magnusson et al., 2014). Nevertheless, conflicts are
emotional experiences (Jehn, 1995, 1997). EQ helps avoid, recognise and resolve conflicts, as it has been shown to result in superior
conflict resolution skills (Goleman, 1998; Jordan and Troth, 2004) and specific conflict resolution styles (Gunkel et al., 2016). EQ also
plays a significant role in conflict resolution in a virtual team environment (Alfahid, 2018). EQ helps GVT members to cope with the
challenges of multicultural virtual teamwork, including conflict management (Nauman et al., 2006). In addition, Gunkel et al. (2016)
demonstrate that EQ influences the preferences for the conflict handling styles in GVTs. However, the role of EQ in the occurrence of
conflict in multicultural teams has remained largely unexplored.

To fill this gap in the literature, according to the multiple intelligences theory (Gardner, 1983), this study investigates how CQ and
EQ influence the occurrence of the three different types of conflict (interpersonal conflict, task conflict and process conflict) in GVTs.
Furthermore, drawing on the contingency theory of task conflict and performance in groups and organisational teams (De Dreu and
Weingart, 2003a), this study extends the GVT literature by examining the impact of these conflict types on performance in such teams.
Previous research shows that conflicts in multicultural settings, compared to the culturally homogenous workgroups, suffer from
higher complexity (e.g., Wall and Callister, 1995). Furthermore, barriers and biases because of cultural diversity increase the potential
level of conflict in a multicultural setting (Triandis, 2000; Vodosek, 2007). This would even be more complicated when virtuality adds
to multiculturality. Communication difficulties (Liu et al., 2010), cultural tensions and misperceptions can exaggerate the intragroup
conflicts (de Wit et al., 2012; Tenzer et al., 2014) in GVTs. Nevertheless, not all conflicts have adverse effects on a team's performance;
some may even boost group performance. De Dreu and Weingart (2003a) suggest that task conflict and process conflict may have either
a positive or negative influence on team performance, depending on task uncertainty and the conflict management approach. When it
comes to interpersonal conflict, its effect on team performance is generally negative (Griffith et al., 2002).

In order to examine the role of multiple intelligences in the occurrence of conflict as well as the performance consequences of
conflict in GVTs, we carry out an empirical study based on a sample of 810 graduate and undergraduate business students, forming 232
GVTs with members from 38 different countries. The results of our multilevel study contribute to the literature on international
management and international human resources management, specifically with regard to GVTs, by exploring the role of multiple
intelligences as a form of individual competence impacting group-level processes, namely, the different types of intragroup conflicts.
Thus, our results contribute to the existing literature, which has so far mainly focused on conflict resolution, by first extending it to
examine the occurrence of conflict in GVTs. Second, we examine the effects of the three different types of conflicts - interpersonal, task
and process - on the GVT performance. We discuss the implications of our results for both research and practice.

2. Theoretical background

Information and communications technology is exponentially transforming to meet the needs of the changing business environ-
ment (Mangla, 2021). The increased use of digital communication technologies and their rapid development have significantly
impacted the establishment of GVTs (Davidaviciene et al., 2020). Many companies are investing heavily in GVTs to enhance their
performance and competitiveness (Ale Ebrahim et al., 2009). The reliance of organisations on GVTs continues to grow due to the need
for innovative workgroups, increased globalisation and advances in information and communications technology (Adamovic, 2018).

GVTs can provide organisations with many benefits. They enable organisations to eliminate time and geographical location con-
straints (Lurey and Raisinghani, 2001), allowing them to access and combine the best expertise available for a particular job regardless
of their location. As a result, the use of GVTs enables organisations to better pool the talents and expertise from around the globe
(Boudreau et al., 1998; Cascio, 2000; Furst et al., 2004; Hunsaker and Hunsaker, 2008; Jimenez et al., 2017; Kirkman et al., 2002; Liao,
2017; Schmidtke and Cummings, 2017) while saving on travel and relocation costs (Boudreau et al., 1998; Cascio, 2000; Jimenez et al.,
2017; Kankanhalli et al., 2006; Mcdonough et al., 2001; Rice et al., 2007), which, in turn, can produce better outcomes and generate
the greatest competitive advantage from limited resources (Chen et al., 2008; Martins et al., 2004; Rice et al., 2007). Furthermore,
GVTs provide organisations with flexibility and responsiveness (Hunsaker and Hunsaker, 2008; Piccoli et al., 2004; Pihkala et al.,
1999; Powell et al., 2004). Responding quickly to changing business environments (Mulebeke and Zheng, 2006) enables organisations
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to react more quickly to increased competition (Hunsaker and Hunsaker, 2008; Pauleen, 2003), leading to better outcomes (Gaudes
et al., 2007; Piccoli et al., 2004) and higher effectiveness and efficiency (May and Carter, 2001). Moreover, due to the COVID-19
pandemic that has curtailed the physical mobility of people, especially at the global level, the importance and necessity of GVTs
have increased (Batirlik et al., 2022). The organisations that were not prepared to work virtually became more aware of the necessity to
be proactive and prepared for future emergencies (Mangla, 2021). Organisations that are able to operate virtually are more ready in
times of severe disruption, such as the COVID-19 pandemic. More importantly, virtual collaborations contribute significantly towards
greenhouse gas emissions. Compared with 2019, the CO2 emissions in the first half of 2020 declined by 17 % due to the travel re-
strictions during the COVID-19 lockdown (Le Quéré et al., 2020).

However, working in GVTs may lead to challenges. One of the biggest challenges for teams in any environment is managing the
conflict that arises from team members' tension caused by real or perceived differences (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003b). Intragroup
conflicts inevitably occur due to the inherent interdependent nature of teamwork (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a). The literature
discusses three intragroup conflict types: interpersonal conflict, task conflict and process conflict (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a; Jehn,
1997; Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Interpersonal conflict is usually the outcome of differences among team members in personal concerns,
such as personality, feelings, preferences and values (De Dreu and Van Vianen, 2001; Jehn, 1995). In a GVT, disputes are inevitable and
often based on fundamentally different needs, interests, perceptions or cultural norms (Levi, 2001). In contrast, task conflict is related
to disagreements in viewpoints, opinions and ideas associated with the team task (Jehn and Chatman, 2000). Finally, process conflict is
defined as an awareness of controversies about aspects of how task accomplishment will proceed (Jehn and Mannix, 2001) and relates
to job assignments, responsibilities and resource delegation (Onkman et al., 2010). The three types of intragroup conflict (interper-
sonal, task and process conflicts) could also occur in a virtual team environment, and it has been suggested that they have a significant
influence on virtual team performance (Hinds and Bailey, 2003). Past research indicated that virtual teams experience more task and
interpersonal conflicts compared with collocated teams (Hinds and Mortensen, 2005). However, not every conflict is detrimental to
team performance; some may even be constructive (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a).

There has been a well-established but contradictory discussion regarding conflict and performance relationship in the literature (e.
g., De Church and Marks, 2001; De Dreu and Van Vianen, 2001; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003b; Jehn et al., 1997; Jehn and Chatman,
2000; Van de Vilert and De Dreu, 1994). Over the years, distinct views have evolved about the conflict in organisations, and different
schools of thought have evolved based on their view on conflict's effect on performance. For instance, the traditional view assumes that
conflict is bad and always hurts organisational performance and must therefore always be avoided. In contrast, the interactionist view
of conflict sees conflict as a positive situation and necessary to increase performance. It is believed that conflict is functional when it
initiates the search for new and better ways of doing things and undermines complacency within an organisation (Robbins, 1987). The
performance of GVTs, as a form of organisational unit, can be impacted either positively or negatively by intragroup conflicts.

GVTs are characterised as ‘temporary, culturally diverse, geographically dispersed and electronically communicating workgroup
[s]’ (Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1999: 792). While these characteristics offer a number of opportunities, such as flexibility with respect to
geography and timing, they are most often paired up with unique challenges that may cause intragroup conflicts (Jimenez et al., 2017).
First, cultural diversity is a double-edged sword, especially when examining its effect on intragroup conflicts and team performance in
GVTs. Diversity increases minority viewpoints, leading to task conflict (Stahl and Maznevski, 2021), which in turn motivates the
consideration of a larger number of alternatives and solutions (Williams and O'Reilly, 1998). Therefore, diversity can result in effective
decision-making (Goleman et al., 2002), creativity and innovation (Jackson, 1992; Nemiro, 2002; Tschang, 2007; Watson et al., 1993).
That is to say, compared with homogenous teams, GVT members are more likely to experience constructive conflict, like task conflict,
which has been suggested to improve team performance (Kirchmeyer and Cohen, 1992). On the other hand, GVT members may suffer
from interpersonal conflict (Daim et al., 2012), which is often caused by cultural diversity and can negatively influence team per-
formance (Jehn, 1995).

Second, the impacts of geographical dispersion on intragroup conflicts can be viewed in terms of time-zone dispersion, language
differences and virtual communication. Time-zone dispersion can slow down communication due to time differences in countries
where GVT members are located. The technical delays in replying to messages may lead to intragroup conflicts in GVTs as they can be
interpreted as a lack of participation or dedication (Kankanhalli et al., 2006; Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001). Furthermore, language
differences often lead to social categorisation and biases, which may intensify intragroup conflicts (Barner-Rasmussen and Aarnio,
2011; Welch and Welch, 2008). However, the type of virtual communication tools used by the team, including non-verbal commu-
nication (e.g., email) and live communication (e.g., audio-video conferencing), may affect the problem of language differences
(Jimenez et al., 2017). Non-verbal communication reduces the social categorisation and prejudice due to language proficiency dif-
ferences (Klitmgller et al., 2015) and could alleviate this problem (Jimenez et al., 2017) and reduce interpersonal conflict (Kankanhalli
et al., 2006). However, it increases the chances of misinterpretation (Desanctis and Monge, 1998) and subsequently induces task
conflict (Kankanhalli et al., 2006).

Third, GVTs rely heavily on electronic-mediated communication technologies. Previous research suggests that electronic-mediated
communication creates more conflicts in teams (Hollingshead, 2001; Jimenez et al., 2017; Kiesler and Cummings, 2002; Morley et al.,
2015; Sensuse et al., 2021). However, over time, as the use of technology-mediated communication becomes natural in virtual teams
and individuals gain experience and comfort with electronic communication technologies, they engage in more task, interpersonal and
process knowledge exchange (Carlson and Zmud, 1999; Wakefield et al., 2008). Thus, as the use of electronic communication tech-
nologies increases among GVT members, they engage in more interactions that can reduce the likelihood of interpersonal, task (Hinds
and Mortensen, 2005; Wakefield et al., 2008) and process conflicts (Wakefield et al., 2008). Interestingly, technology intervention
impacts interpersonal conflict to a lesser degree compared with other conflict types, emphasising the fact that the interpersonal aspect
is a more challenging issue in GVTs (Wakefield et al., 2008). Furthermore, using electronic communication technologies may
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accompany various communication problems and failures, which may contribute to misunderstandings about the task in GVTs, leading
to more task conflict (Kankanhalli et al., 2006).

Finally, the temporary nature of GVTs often results in less commitment to the organisation and trust-building among team members
(Lindner and Wald, 2011), which can lead to more intragroup conflicts and, subsequently, negative impacts on team effectiveness
(Taras et al., 2019). In this study, we assumed that the CQ and EQ of GVT members might have a significant role in the occurrence of
conflict in GVTs. In the next section, the theoretical arguments supporting the hypotheses of this study are elaborated.

2.1. Intelligences and conflict

There are various theories of intelligence. The most prominent and conventional ones have been the psychometric theories, which
view intelligence in terms of a ‘map’ of a person's mental functioning (Sternberg, 2012) and favour individuals who are strong in
memory and analytical abilities (Sternberg, 2005). More recently, systems theories that try to characterise the structures and mech-
anisms of the mind that constitute intelligence have been introduced (Sternberg, 2012). These theories propose that intelligence goes
beyond analytical intelligence (Gardner, 1983; Sternberg, 2012). Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences is one of the most
well-known systems theories. According to Gardner's (1983) theory of multiple intelligences, intelligence is not a single thing. Instead,
every human possesses different distinct intelligences, e.g., verbal-linguistic, logical-mathematical, visual-spatial, interpersonal and
intrapersonal. Each type of intelligence is present to varying degrees in an individual, with some intelligences being better developed
than others (Goodnough, 2001). Furthermore, different organisational contexts require individuals with different blends of
intelligences.

In GVTs, in addition to CQ, there is an increasing interest in investigating the role of EQ in dealing with conflicts (Gunkel et al.,
2016; Luca and Tarricone, 2001; Schellwies, 2015). Both CQ and EQ are situated in the theoretical framework of multiple intelligences
and were derived from Gardner's (1983) interpersonal and intrapersonal intelligences and thus extend this theory (Ang and Van Dyne,
2008; Earley and Ang, 2003). Intrapersonal intelligence is the ability to process self-related concepts and sensations, have an effective
working model of oneself, such as one's moods, desires, motivations and intentions, and use such information effectively in regulating
one's own life. Interpersonal intelligence is the ability to process information related to other people and to understand their intentions,
motivations, beliefs and desires and, consequently, work effectively with them (Gardner, 2006). The level of interpersonal abilities that
individuals possess within a culture is independent of the level of interpersonal abilities that those individuals possess across cultures
(Earley and Ang, 2003; Groves and Feyerherm, 2011), which means that an individual may be considered as emotionally intelligent in
his/her own culture but not score high on EQ when interacting with individuals from other cultural backgrounds. Thus, EQ is said to be
culture-bound (e.g., Ang and Van Dyne, 2008). However, it can be an essential element in the GVT context when complemented by CQ.
In fact, CQ and EQ are distinct but, at the same time, interrelated constructs (Crowne, 2009, 2013; Moon, 2010; Schlaegel et al., 2021)
and jointly explain individuals' attitudes and behaviours in a multicultural context.

Despite the considerable research interest in the role of EQ in intragroup conflicts (e.g., Ayoko et al., 2008; Lee and Wong, 2017;
Paskewitz, 2021; Yang and Mossholder, 2004), relatively few studies have explored the impact of EQ on conflict occurrence in
multicultural settings. Previous research shows that EQ is a predictor of individuals' work-related attitudes and behaviours (Jordan and
Troth, 2002; Shih and Susanto, 2010; Wong and Law, 2002), and emotionally intelligent individuals tend to report less conflict at the
workplace (Suliman and Al-Shaikh, 2007).

Interpersonal conflicts are interpersonal incompatibilities leading to the feeling of tension and friction (Hoegl et al., 2004).
Therefore, interpersonal conflicts can be considered highly emotional experiences. While previous research reveals the positive effect
of EQ on reducing the occurrence of interpersonal conflict among employees (e.g., Fitness and Curtis, 2005; Khajeh et al., 2013;
Kisamore et al., 2010; Westerlaken et al., 2009), empirical research on the relationship between EQ and interpersonal conflict in the
multicultural settings remains scarce. GVTs are more vulnerable to emotional effects due to the team's diversity, leading to different
ways of displaying and interpreting emotion. Such differences may lead to tension and negative emotions among the team members
(Schellwies, 2015). Employees with a higher EQ can perceive, manage and control emotions and therefore understand and avoid
interpersonal conflict, which is rooted in the emotional aspects of interpersonal relationships (Jehn, 1997). Therefore, we hypothesize
that:

Hypothesis 1a. EQ is negatively related to interpersonal conflict in GVTs.

Previous research shows that in the absence of EQ, process conflict is strongly related to negative emotions (Ullah, 2021).
Disagreement regarding the distribution of roles and delegation of assignments creates negative emotions in employees (Kuriakose
etal., 2019; Van den Berg et al., 2014). In fact, process conflict is linked to poor communication (Malik et al., 2021; Suifan et al., 2020)
and coordination (Wakefield et al., 2008) between team members about how task assignments and responsibilities are approached by
individuals. Emotionally intelligent people can better communicate with their team members during the process-related disagree-
ments with the appropriate emotional tone, which prevents the invoking of negative emotions in others (Rezvani et al., 2019). Thus,
EQ improves team coordination, absorbs different viewpoints, and minimizes the negative emotions that may lead to the process
conflict. Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1b. EQ is negatively related to process conflict in GVTs.

Similarly, task conflict is also inherently emotional as it involves the perception of threats to individual or group goals (Jordan and
Troth, 2002, 2004). Individuals with a high EQ can regulate and control their negative emotions; thus, they are able to manage
conflict-related emotions more effectively and, as a result, avert task conflict (Law et al., 2004; Wong and Law, 2002; Yang and
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Mossholder, 2004). Task conflict is likely to occur when team members disagree about the content and outcomes of the task to be
performed (Jordan and Troth, 2002). Individuals with strong EQ are effective at understanding others' views, as well as at explaining
their beliefs to others, even when they disagree with them (Zhang et al., 2015). Consequently, they will be able to deal with task-
related tensions more efficiently. Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 1c. EQ is negatively related to task conflict in GVTs.

While a plethora of research studies have investigated the impact of EQ on intragroup conflicts (e.g., Ayoko et al., 2008; Khajeh
etal., 2013; Kisamore et al., 2010; Lee and Wong, 2017; Paskewitz, 2021; Yang and Mossholder, 2004), a few studies have appeared in
the literature examining the impact of CQ on conflict occurrence. In multicultural settings, EQ alone is not enough: CQ is also needed
(Alon and Higgins, 2005). The cues to emotion and the ability to respond to the affective states of others may carry different in-
terpretations in various cultures; thus, EQ may not transfer across borders (Earley and Ang, 2003) and the importance of CQ becomes
inevitable.

Previous research suggests that CQ improves cross-cultural interactions (Adair et al., 2013) by facilitating understanding, inter-
pretation, adaptation, communication and coordination (Johnson et al., 2006). CQ allows individuals to understand a cultural dif-
ference better, interpret unfamiliar and ambiguous gestures and adapt their behaviour to fit into the different cultures (Earley et al.,
2006). Knowledge of other cultures, awareness of cultural differences and knowing how to adapt verbal and non-verbal behaviours in
cross-cultural interactions facilitate understanding and enable effective communication (Silberstang and London, 2009). Hence, CQ
improves dialogue and reduces interactional ambiguities and misunderstandings that would otherwise generate interpersonal conflicts
(Ang and Inkpen, 2008). In addition, GVTs composed of culturally intelligent individuals experience greater cohesion than teams with
lower-level CQ (Moynihan et al., 2006). Communication openness, feelings of connection (Hinds and Mortensen, 2005; Torpey, 2006)
and team cohesion (Ensley et al., 2002) are important factors in preventing interpersonal conflicts. Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 2a. CQ is negatively related to interpersonal conflict in GVTs.

Prior research indicates that the more culturally diverse a team is, the more likely the team members to disagree over how to
organize their workflow (Troster et al., 2014; Vodosek, 2007). In other words, cultural diversity has been shown to contribute to
increased process conflict (Jager and Raich, 2011; Vodosek, 2005). Previous research suggests that CQ impacts the collaborative
behaviour of individuals in GVTs (Li et al., 2017), thus, culturally intelligent individuals may cooperate better at work, leading to
reduced process conflict. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2b. CQ is negatively related to process conflict in GVTs.

People from diverse backgrounds are different in their attitudes, beliefs, categorisations, self-definitions, norms, role definitions
and values (Triandis, 1995). Therefore, culturally diverse groups experience more disagreements about their tasks; thus, task conflict is
more likely to occur in such teams (Stahl et al., 2010; Vodosek, 2005). Knowledge about cultural differences and culturally sensitive
behaviour improves the interactions of employees from different cultural backgrounds, and this further creates advantages when
addressing task conflict (Pesch and Bouncken, 2018) in GVTs. Hence, we propose:

Hypothesis 2c. CQ is negatively related to task conflict in GVTs.

2.2. Intragroup conflicts and team performance

A large number of studies have examined the relationship between intragroup conflicts and performance, suggesting that conflicts
have adverse effects on performance and reduce satisfaction by increasing tension and antagonism and distracting team members from
the task (e.g., De Dreu and Van Vianen, 2001; De Dreu and Weingart, 2003b). However, the contingency theory of task conflict and
performance in groups and organisational teams (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a) suggests that the exact effect of task and process
conflicts on team performance depends on the combination of task uncertainty (task routineness versus task complexity) and conflict
management strategies (collaborating, contending and avoiding). For instance, task conflict may be beneficial to team performance
when a group performs non-routine tasks in which standard solutions do not suffice (Amason, 1996; De Dreu, 1997; Jehn, 1994, 1995,
1997; Turner and Pratkanis, 1997), provided that team members collaborate and participate in the decision-making process (De Dreu
and Weingart, 2003a). The basic premise is that teams that experience task conflict scrutinise task issues and engage in deep and
deliberate processing of task-relevant information (De Dreu and West, 2001), thus achieving a better understanding of task issues
(Simons and Peterson, 2000). This, in turn, fosters learning and the development of new creative insights, leading to the team
becoming more effective and innovative (De Dreu and West, 2001) and thereby improving decision quality (Simons and Peterson,
2000). However, a meta-analysis by De Dreu and Weingart (2003b) shows a negative relationship between task conflict and perfor-
mance. Additionally, Jehn (1995) notes that task conflict may be negatively related to team performance for routine tasks. These
contradictory results indicate that in some specific situations or circumstances, the relationship between task conflict and team per-
formance may also be positive (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a). GVTs are temporary teams (Jarvenpaa and Leidner, 1999), which are
formed to respond quickly to changing business environments (Mulebeke and Zheng, 2006), to enable organisations to respond faster
to increased competition (Hunsaker and Hunsaker, 2008; Pauleen, 2003) and to make decisions more effectively and rapidly (Bal and
Gundry, 1999; Paul et al., 2004). These characterisations imply that GVTs mostly perform uncertain tasks. Therefore, it can be claimed
that task conflict is positively related to performance in GVTs.

Nevertheless, interpersonal conflict is universally seen as detrimental to team performance (Simons and Peterson, 2000). Conflicts
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on personal issues, which are not task-related, or even personality differences and team members disliking one another, may distract
team members from the task, leading to less cooperative and productive work (Griffith et al., 2002), and poor performance (Simons
and Peterson, 2000). Similarly, process conflict may distract team members from task issues (Jehn, 1997) and decrease productive
team outcomes because efforts are absorbed by disagreements about resources and responsibilities (Hinds and Bailey, 2003). Thus,
process conflict may negatively affect team performance if team members spend excessive time arguing about who should do what in
the team. (Jehn, 1997; Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Therefore, we propose:

Hypothesis 3. The performance of GVTs is negatively affected by (a) interpersonal conflict and (b) process conflict, whereas (c) task
conflict has a positive effect on performance in GVTs.

Fig. 1 depicts the conceptual model of this study, which incorporates multiple intelligences (CQ and EQ), three intragroup conflict
types (interpersonal conflict, task conflict and process conflict) and team performance.

3. Methodology
3.1. Sample and data collection

We utilised data based on a virtual international business consulting project. Over 5000 graduate and undergraduate business
students from around 120 universities in 40 countries take part in the project every semester, working in GVTs of about four students in
which each member typically has a different nationality. The participants collaborate with each other to develop solutions to a real-life
business challenge presented by real-life companies during eight to nine weeks of teamwork. The challenges presented by the com-
panies are unique; thus, the tasks performed by team members can be considered non-routine tasks. Like any other consulting project,
the CEO and other senior managers are available to consult with the participants.

Individual and team performance is evaluated continuously based on weekly deliverables, progress reports and peer evaluations.
The participants complete tasks weekly, evaluating various aspects of the teamwork (including the level of conflict, the performance of
the team members, etc.) but also providing information about their personal characteristics (e.g., completing intelligence tests,
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Fig. 1. Conceptual model.
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assessing their level of motivation). In order to provide reliable estimates of team performance, at the end of the project, five to seven
independent experts evaluate the solution to the business challenges presented by each team.

The nature of our student sample may be discussed as a shortcoming of this study as using a sample of students has been questioned
in the literature (e.g., Balthazard et al., 2004; Bello et al., 2009; Furumo and Pearson, 2006). However, the incentive structure and
work design of this project resemble a real consulting project with real compensation and career growth opportunities. The project
accounts for 20-50 % of the course grade. To increase project engagement, a number of incentives have been promoted, such as after-
market commission and travel stipends to the annual symposium organised for the best students, internships and job offers by the client
organisations for the most successful teams. Most importantly, the international context is as real as it gets; the members of each team
are of different nationalities and located in different countries and, thus, the teams deal with real cultural differences and possess
different levels of proficiency in the working language (English), and deal with time zones and other challenges of global collaboration.
A common concern with the use of students is their young age; however, this concern applies only if the focus of the study is on the
values or attitudes that change as people mature. While most of our study participants were in their 20s, many were in their 30s, 40s or
even 50s, with almost two-thirds having at least some work experience. There appears to be no difference in the challenges or ex-
periences of teamwork reported by our younger project participants versus their older counterparts. All of them report the same
difficulties, about the same level of satisfaction and number of conflicts in teams, and age does not seem to affect other indicators of
team dynamics and performance. The vast majority of the students was close to graduation and will be joining the labour force within a
year or two, and there is no reason to believe that their values or attitudes would drastically change in that time.

In addition to that, mixing undergraduate and graduate students in a study may be discussed as being lead to inconsistent results.
However, the separation of students into ‘undergraduate’ vs. ‘graduate’ is not very meaningful in the international context. In the U.S./
Canada, and some countries in the E.U., there is indeed a clear stratification of programs into ‘undergraduate’ vs. ‘graduate’. However,
even in these countries, the differences between the demographics of Master's students in different programs are greater than between
the traditional MBA vs. ‘undergraduate’. On the other hand, many countries do not have a clear separation into ‘undergraduate’ and
‘graduate’ programs, like is the case in the U.S. Often, the designation ‘Master's’ is given to programs that are very different from what
is normally called ‘Master's’ in the U.S. In contrast, in some countries, ‘undergraduate’ programs are longer and start later, so their
‘undergraduate’ students tend to be older than MBA students in other countries.

Nonetheless, the ‘undergraduate’ and ‘Master's’ students are generally separated into ‘undergraduate’ and ‘graduate’ teams to
avoid confusion and complaints from ‘graduate’ students that they must work with ‘kids’ and from undergraduate students that they
must work with ‘bossy’ MBAs. However, when we compare the statistics for these two cohorts, there are no differences whatsoever on
all dimensions. Students in both cohorts invest approximately the same amount of time in the project, report approximately the same
set of challenges and concerns, report the same level of satisfaction, and even the quality of the reports is essentially indistinguishable
based on the average ratings. Therefore, the very differentiation into ‘undergraduate’ and ‘graduate’ students in different countries is
too inconsistent in different countries to be meaningful. Thus, the degree itself is not very informative.

The final dataset comprised 810 students belonging to 232 GVTs, composed of four to seven team members. 33.5 % of participants

Table 1
Individuals' demographic characteristics.
Demographic data Frequencies (n = 810) Percentage
Gender
Female 438 54 %
Male 372 46 %
Age
25 and less 643 79.4 %
26-30 96 11.8 %
31-35 39 4.8 %
36-40 20 2.5 %
41-55 12 1.5%
Education
Graduate 271 33.5%
Undergraduate 509 62.8 %
Other 30 3.7 %
Work experience
Never had a job 155 19.1 %
0-6 months 126 15.6 %
1 year 114 141 %
2-3 years 147 18.1 %
4-6 years 148 18.3 %
7-10 years 69 8.5%
More than 10 years 51 6.3 %
Managerial experience
Never worked as a supervisor 526 65 %
Supervised 1-2 people 153 189 %
Supervised 5-10 people 78 9.6 %
Supervised 10-20 people 43 5.3 %
Had their own business with more than five permanent employees on the payroll 10 1.2%
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were graduate students, 62.8 % were undergraduates, while the rest fell in the ‘other’ category (typically due to differences in edu-
cation systems in some countries where university education levels do not neatly fit into undergraduate vs. master's categories). 65.3 %
of participants have more than one year of work experience, and 35 % of them have at least some managerial experience. The par-
ticipants came from 38 different countries. The average age of the participants was 23.5 and about half (54 %) were females. The
detailed demographic characteristics of the sample are provided in Table 1.

3.2. Measures

According to the structure of the database, in this research, we studied two macro-categories, respectively, at both individual and
team levels.

We measured the intelligences at the individual level as described below.

Cultural intelligence (CQ). We utilised a 20-item measure by Ang and Van Dyne (2008) to measure four dimensions of CQ: meta-
cognitive CQ, cognitive CQ, motivational CQ and behavioural CQ. Metacognitive CQ refers to ‘an individual's level of conscious
cultural awareness during cross-cultural interactions’ (Ang and Van Dyne, 2008: 5). While metacognitive CQ emphasises higher-order
cognitive processes, cognitive CQ reflects the ‘knowledge of norms, practices and conventions in different cultures that have been
acquired from educational and personal experiences’ (Ang and Van Dyne, 2008: 5). Motivational CQ reflects the ‘capability to direct
attention and energy towards learning about and functioning in situations characterised by cultural differences’ (Ang and Van Dyne,
2008: 6). Finally, behavioural CQ refers to the ‘capability to exhibit appropriate verbal and non-verbal actions when interacting with
people from different cultures’ (Ang and Van Dyne, 2008: 6). Presbitero (2016) demonstrates that this structure of CQ is also applicable
in the virtual context.

We assessed metacognitive CQ using four items, cognitive CQ with six items, motivational CQ with five items and behavioural CQ
with five items. The description of all CQ items is provided in Table 2a. We measured the items contributing to the CQ dimensions
through a 7-point Likert scale (1 = ‘strongly disagree’ and 7 = ‘strongly agree’).

Emotional intelligence (EQ). We measured EQ using the Wong and Law (2002) emotional intelligence scale (the WLEIS) based on the
Mayer and Salovey (1997) definition of EQ, which includes four dimensions (16 items): self-emotional appraisal (SEA), others'
emotional appraisal (OEA), use of emotion (UOE) and regulation of emotion (ROE). This approach has shown satisfactory validity and
reliability and has subsequently been validated in different countries (e.g., Fukuda et al., 2012; LaPalme et al., 2016; Li et al., 2012;
Libbrecht et al., 2014). A self-emotional appraisal is the individuals' ability to understand their deep emotions and to express these
emotions naturally. Others' emotional appraisal relates to individuals' ability to perceive and understand the emotions of people
around them. Regulation of emotion refers to the ability of individuals to regulate their emotions, which will enable a more rapid
recovery from psychological distress. Finally, the use of emotion reflects the ability of people to make use of their emotions by directing
them towards constructive activities and personal performance (Mayer and Salovey, 1997; Salovey and Mayer, 1990). We measured
each dimension using four items. The descriptions of all EQ items are listed in Table 2b. The participants answered each item on a 5-
point Likert scale that ranges from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’).

We measured the three types of conflict as well as the performance at the team level.

Intragroup conflicts. We used the nine-item measure developed by Jehn and Mannix (2001) to measure interpersonal, task and
process conflicts. Each type of conflict was assessed using three items and through a 5-point Likert scale (1 = ‘not at all’ and 5 = ‘a lot’).
The descriptions of intragroup conflict items are presented in Table 3. The original data were collected based on individual reports.
Namely, at the end of the project, the participants were asked to answer questions related to each type of conflict. The conflict
assessment at the individual level was measured by taking the average of the items for each conflict type and for each team member. To

Table 3
Team-level constructs: Description of items, Cronbach's alpha, Wilks' lambda, variance, and inter-item correlations.
Item o Lambda Variance (1) (20 (3) @ G) 6 @O B @
Interpersonal Conflict 0.81 0.25(p < .001) 0.39
(1) How much relationship tension is there in your workgroup? 1
(2) How often do people get angry while working in your group? 0.58 1
(3) How much emotional conflict is there in your workgroup? 0.55 0.70 1
Task Conflict 0.87 0.43 (p <.001) 0.38
(4) How much conflict of ideas is there in your workgroup? 0.53 0.51 048 1
(5) How frequently do you have disagreements within your 0.58 0.51 0.52 0.68 1
workgroup about the task of the project you are working on?
(6) How often do people in your workgroup have conflicting opinions 0.53 0.49 0.44 0.69 0.73 1
about the project you are working on?
Process Conflict 0.85 0.67 (p < .05) 0.31
(7) How often are there disagreements about who should do what in 0.49 0.45 0.45 0.47 059 0.53 1
your workgroup?
(8) How much conflict is there in your group about task 0.54 0.48 0.44 0.43 0.59 0.47 0.74 1
responsibilities?
(9) How often do you disagree about resource allocation in your 0.56 0.46 0.47 0.53 0.55 0.55 0.62 0.62 1
workgroup?
N = 810.

@ Cronbach's alpha.



Table 2¢

Individual-level constructs: Cronbach's alpha and inter-item correlations.

Item o M@ @ G G O ®& O Way (12 a3 14 15 16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) (32) (33) (34) (35) (36)

Cultural Intelligence 0.93

(1) cQ1 1

(2) CQ2 0.591

(3) CQ3 0.620.68 1

(4) CQ4 0.540.62 0.671

(5) CQ5 0.260.19 0.240.16 1

(6) CQ6 0.300.28 0.330.26 0.58 1

(7) CQ7 0.260.22 0.220.21 0.47 0.56 1

(8) CQ8 0.280.21 0.250.21 0.44 0.52 0.49 1

(9) CQ9 0.250.19 0.240.20 0.62 0.60 0.45 0.511

(10) CQ10 0.340.25 0.310.25 0.56 0.53 0.42 0.470.54 1

(11) CQ11 0.450.52 0.490.52 0.21 0.30 0.28 0.220.22 0.291

(12) CQ12 0.480.55 0.540.59 0.15 0.25 0.23 0.160.12 0.220.63 1

(13) CQ13 0.430.43 0.480.47 0.26 0.34 0.34 0.280.28 0.280.63 0.591

(14) CQ14 0.480.49 0.470.39 0.32 0.37 0.27 0.250.26 0.360.58 0.550.601

(15) CQ15 0.470.54 0.520.54 0.23 0.31 0.29 0.240.21 0.310.70 0.670.590.581

(16) CQ16 0.420.35 0.390.30 0.25 0.28 0.21 0.230.25 0.330.33 0.300.310.410.351

(17) CQ17 0.460.45 0.470.39 0.27 0.33 0.24 0.200.27 0.320.47 0.400.380.490.420.651

(18) CQ18 0.390.42 0.430.34 0.29 0.32 0.27 0.240.24 0.300.40 0.380.390.47 0.380.540.55 1

(19) CQ19 0.440.42 0.440.37 0.32 0.34 0.29 0.270.29 0.380.42 0.350.400.490.410.500.55 0.591

(20) CQ20 0.440.47 0.440.38 0.25 0.32 0.23 0.220.22 0.340.48 0.400.390.470.430.520.66 0.560.611

Emotional 0.90

Intelligence

(21) EQ1 0.020.06 0.050.02 0.04 0.05 0.00 0.070.06 0.070.08 0.020.020.060.050.030.01 0.040.060.021

(22) EQ2 0.110.07 0.060.08 0.10 0.07 0.04 0.050.04 0.110.06 0.050.070.080.020.040.08 0.060.030.050.341

(23) EQ3 0.01 -0.040.010.01 0.05 0.03 0.00 0.010.00 0.040.05 0.020.010.040.010.030.01 0.020.060.000.440.431

(24) EQ4 0.030.03 0.060.05 0.01 —0.01—-0.030.00—-0.010.070.05 0.020.030.060.010.050.03 0.000.040.030.41 0.480.58 1

(25) EQ5 0.050.01 0.02-0.010.05 0.01 0.02 0.050.00 0.070.04 0.000.000.060.000.04-0.010.050.030.010.390.27 0.360.311

(26) EQ6 0.010.01 0.060.02 0.05 0.06 —0.010.02-0.030.090.03 0.020.000.050.030.050.07 0.080.070.090.320.280.440.320.51 1

(27) EQ7 0.000.03 0.03-0.020.04 0.02 —0.040.030.00 0.08—0.020.010.010.070.030.050.00 0.040.000.040.240.27 0.250.28 0.330.37 1

(28) EQ8 0.010.00 0.060.04 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.050.03 0.090.06 0.030.050.050.050.050.03 0.100.060.050.340.420.41 0.420.530.61 0.46 1

(29) EQ9 0.040.02 0.050.03 0.03 0.02 0.00 0.05-0.020.020.10 0.050.030.050.050.030.06 0.030.050.050.330.340.390.350.26 0.27 0.130.29 1

(30) EQ10 0.03 -0.010.000.02 —0.01 —0.01 —0.03 0.03 —0.01 0.050.08 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.06 0.02 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.37 0.42 0.34 0.34 0.33 0.32 0.29 0.40 0.43 1

(31) EQ11 0.100.07 0.090.08 0.11 0.08 0.03 0.090.06 0.110.10 0.090.080.160.100.100.10 0.070.11 0.07 0.34 0.36 0.36 0.36 0.29 0.30 0.25 0.340.43 0.56 1

(32) EQ12 0.090.03 0.060.07 0.06 0.07 0.10 0.150.07 0.110.09 0.060.060.100.060.100.08 0.060.120.050.35 0.36 0.37 0.32 0.34 0.34 0.25 0.35 0.36 0.54 0.56 1

(33) EQ13 0.070.01 0.050.05 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.080.07 0.080.04 0.050.100.030.040.060.01 0.030.010.020.240.37 0.390.390.21 0.27 0.220.350.27 0.26 0.31 0.21 1

(34) EQ14 0.030.01 0.020.02 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.100.09 0.080.04 0.030.060.060.040.020.02 0.010.010.030.390.380.510.43 0.26 0.29 0.20 0.35 0.40 0.30 0.34 0.28 0.50 1

(35) EQ15 0.070.03 0.050.06 0.06 0.08 0.02 0.100.06 0.090.06 0.050.050.010.010.030.05 0.020.060.040.350.380.540.510.300.310.210.420.350.370.350.290.550.65 1

(36) EQ16 0.070.03 0.050.06 0.07 0.10 0.06 0.080.05 0.060.12 0.070.100.110.090.060.09 0.07 0.080.050.35 0.320.550.34 0.21 0.32 0.18 0.320.38 0.32 0.30 0.32 0.47 0.62 0.52 1
N = 810.

@ Cronbach's alpha.
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group the conflicts' assessment into the team level, for each type of conflict, the conflict assessments at the individual level were
averaged within the teams to create a group-level assessment of each type of conflict occurrence.

Team performance. We measured the level of performance through the evaluations of the final consulting report by five to seven
experts. The experts evaluated the report using a 7-point Likert scale from 1 (‘poor’) to 7 (‘excellent’) separately and examined various
aspects, including: the economic viability of the proposal, the creativity and novelty of the proposed solution, the quality of the
supporting arguments and explanations, the readability and formatting quality of the report, the quality of the report's executive
summary and the quality of each report section. To achieve the final score, the ratings were averaged across the dimensions and then
across the evaluators' assessments. To assess the appropriateness of aggregating expert evaluations, we used the inter-rater standard
deviation based on the average range and standard deviation of rater scores for each report, averaged across the entire cohort. The
average range of rater evaluations for a given report was 1.95, and the average standard deviation was 0.81. In other words, in most
cases, on a 7-point scale, the expert evaluations for the same report varied within plus or minus one point from the average rating. A
relatively narrow range and standard deviations of the ratings, coupled with the large number of experts who evaluated each report,
allow us to claim that the overall average evaluations are reasonably reliable and valid proxies for the report quality.

Controls. We controlled for age, gender, educational level, English proficiency, cultural diversity and cognitive ability. Age was self-
reported in years. Gender is a dichotomous variable, based on self-reported gender (1 for female, 2 for male). Educational level was
coded as 2 for ‘undergraduate’ students in BA/BS or equivalent programmes, 3 for ‘graduate’ students in MS/MA/MBA or similar
programmes, and 1 for ‘other’ students who did not fit neatly into either of the two categories: typically, continued education or non-
degree executive education courses. English proficiency of students belonging to the teams was self-assessed and evaluated on a scale
ranging from 1 (‘poor’) to 5 (‘excellent’). Cultural diversity demonstrates the teams' level of diversity in terms of team members'
cultural background and was measured by dividing the number of different nationalities within a team by the team size, with results
ranging from 0.4 tol. It was coded as 1 if everyone in the team was from a different country, while 0 denotes that all team members
were from the same country, and values in-between represent other cultural diversity combinations.

Finally, we controlled for cognitive ability, too, as prior research shows that cognitive ability is related to EQ (e.g., Cotrus et al.,
2012; Furnham and Grover, 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2011), CQ (e.g., Ang et al., 2007) and performance (e.g., Furnam, 2008; Schmidt
and Hunter, 1998; Salgado and Anderson, 2003). We measured cognitive ability using a 20-item multiple-choice IQ test, developed for
the purpose of this project. All available IQ tests are commercial instruments and require that the test be taken at the test provider's
platform, which does not fit the data collection logistics of a research project that uses its own data collection tools and surveys. In
addition to that, the biases of IQ tests arising from cultural background differences and language proficiency are widely known (e.g.,
Kim and Zabelina, 2015; te Nijenhuis et al., 2016). To eliminate the logistics challenges and the possible effects of language proficiency
and cultural backgrounds, we designed our own IQ test containing as little text as possible and focusing primarily on logic and
reasoning. This IQ test includes ten verbal logical reasoning questions (the concepts and problems are expressed in words) and ten non-
verbal logical reasoning questions (the concepts and problems are expressed in the form of figures, images or diagrams). Based on our

Table 2a
Cultural intelligence items.

Cultural intelligence items Description

Metacognitive CQ

CQ1 I check the accuracy of my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from different cultures.
CQ2 I adjust my cultural knowledge as I interact with people from a culture that is unfamiliar to me.
CQ3 I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I apply to cross-cultural interactions.

CQ4 I am conscious of the cultural knowledge I use when interacting with people with different cultural backgrounds.
Cognitive CQ

CQ5 1 know the arts and crafts of other cultures.

CQ6 I know the cultural values and religious beliefs of other cultures.

CcQ7 I know the rules (e.g., vocabulary, grammar) of other languages.

CQ8 I know the legal and economic systems of other cultures.

CQ9 I know the marriage systems of other cultures.

CQ10 I know the rules for expressing non-verbal behaviours in other cultures.

Motivational CQ

CQ11 I am sure I can deal with the stresses of adjusting to a culture that is new to me.

CQ12 1 enjoy interacting with people from different cultures.

CQ13 I enjoy living in cultures that are unfamiliar to me.

CQ14 I am confident that I can get accustomed (get used) to the shopping conditions in a different culture.
CQ15 1 am confident that I can socialise with locals in a culture that is unfamiliar to me.

Behavioural CQ

CQ16 I alter my facial expressions when a cross-cultural interaction requires it.

CQ17 I change my non-verbal behaviour when a cross-cultural situation requires it.
CQ18 I change my verbal behaviour when a cross-cultural situation requires it.

CQ19 I use pauses and silence differently to suit different cross-cultural situations.
CQ20 I vary the rate (speed) of my speaking when a cross-cultural situation requires it.

10



Table 2b

Emotional intelligence items.
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Emotional intelligence items

Description

Self-emotional appraisal
EQ1
EQ2
EQ3
EQ4

Others' emotional appraisal
EQ5
EQ6
EQ7
EQ8

Use of emotion
EQ9

EQ10

EQ11

EQ12

Regulation of emotion

I have a good sense of why I have certain feelings most of the time.
I always know whether or not I am happy.

I have a good understanding of my own emotions.

I really understand what I feel.

I always know my friends' emotions from their behaviour.

I am a good observer of others' emotions.

I am sensitive to the feelings and emotions of others.

I have a good understanding of the emotions of the people around me.

I always tell myself I am a competent person.

1 would always encourage myself to try my best.

I am a self-motivated person.

1 always set goals for myself and then try my best to achieve them.

EQ13 I can always calm down quickly when I am very angry.

EQ14 I am quite capable of controlling my emotions.

EQ15 I have good control over my own emotions.

EQ16 I am able to control my temper and handle difficulties rationally.

assessment of the distributions across the multiple-choice answer options, items for difficulty and discrimination, and point-biserial
correlations among the items, the test is of good quality.

Participants were required to read and understand the given question and accordingly choose the right answer from the given
options. Each correct answer was worth one point, with no penalty for incorrect answers; thus, the maximum IQ score was 20. The final
score is divided by the cohort average and multiplied by 100 to scale it to the commonly-used mean of 100 and standard deviation of
about 17, which is common for IQ tests. However, for the purpose of our test, we continued to use the raw 20-point scale. The test
shows good psychometric properties. On average, the respondents correctly answered 13 out of 20 questions, with a correct answer
rate for each item of around 70 %. It also shows no systemic result variations across nationalities, and the results do not correlate
significantly with age or gender, indicating a reasonable level of difficulty and a minimal threat of bias. The test has been distributed to
over 30,000 people, providing a solid cohort average. As our IQ measure is a proprietary instrument, and more importantly, to
maintain the integrity of the test since it may be used again in the following studies of this project, we only include some samples of the
IQ items in Appendix A.

3.3. Methods

In order to test the research hypotheses, we developed a multilevel structural equation modeling (MSEM). This method is rec-
ommended and useful in the case of nested data and latent variables at both levels (Klein and Kozlowski, 2000; MacKinnon, 2008;
Mathieu and Taylor, 2007; Mathieu et al., 2008; Sophia et al., 2007). We executed the data analysis using R (Version 4.0.2) and used
the ‘Lavaan package’. The package provides a collection of tools that can be used to explore, estimate and understand a wide family of
latent variable models, including factor analysis, structural equation, multilevel and latent class (Lee, 2007; Muthén, 2002; Skrondal
and Rabe-Hesketh, 2004). We developed a 2-level MSEM, allowing the study of a complex relationship among latent variables on
different levels (individual and team levels) as well as across different levels (Hox et al., 2010; Muthén, 1994; Raudenbush and Bryk,
2002; Snijders and Bosker, 2011).

Despite the moderate correlations among interpersonal conflict, task conflict and process conflict, the items of each construct can
be considered good measures due to the high convergent validity demonstrated by Cronbach's alpha indexes that are greater than 0.70.
Furthermore, the Variance Inflation Index (VIF) is less than 2.4, indicating no multicollinearity issues among interpersonal conflict,
task conflict and process conflict (Allison, 1999). The Wilks' lambda test is also statistically significant (p < .001) and different from
one, showing the discriminant power of interpersonal, task and process conflicts. Moreover, Harman's one-factor test confirms the
validity of our measures as the first factor explains 18.11 % of the total variance (Podsakoff and Oregan, 1986). In addition to the above
quantitative tests, in order to avoid common method bias, we collected data from different sources, such as self-report surveys, expert
evaluations and peer evaluations, and we also guaranteed the anonymity of the respondents (Podsakoff et al., 2012). Furthermore, the
measures were typically taken at different times (Dasi et al., 2017; Siemsen et al., 2010), and the hypotheses are formulated with a
focus on comparing the perceptual values of the participants. Finally, the results are based on comparative values and complex es-
timations that involve multiple independent variables (Siemsen et al., 2010).

Table 2c illustrates Cronbach's alpha and inter-item correlations at the individual level, while Table 3 shows the Cronbach's alpha,
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Table 4
Means, standard deviations and Pearson correlation.
Variable Mean SD* (€)) (@3] 3 4 5) 6) @ ® ©)] (10) an 12)
(1) Cultural Intelligence (CQ) 5.30 0.96 1
(2) Emotional Intelligence (EQ) 4.07 0.51 0.11%* 1
(3) Interpersonal Conflict 1.27 0.33 0.00 —0.07
(4) Task Conflict 1.45 0.41 0.02 —-0.07* 1
(5) Process Conflict 1.39 0.39 —-0.01 —0.10%* 0.67* 1
(6) Team Performance 5.12 0.97 —0.01 0.08* 0.02 —0.12** 1
(7) Age 23.55 4.94 0.06 0.10%* 0.10%* 0.00 0.17%*
(8) Gender 1.46 0.50 —-0.05 —-0.05 0.02 0.00 0.04 1
(9) Educational level 2.30 0.53 0.01 0.05 0.14* 0.09* 0.09* —0.02 1
(10) English Proficiency 4.50 0.70 0.03 0.06 0.00 —0.02 0.00 0.03 0.09* —0.02 1
(11) Cultural Diversity 0.83 0.13 0.03 0.08* 0.00 0.09* 0.05 0.09* 0.07 0.29%* -0.07 1
(12) Cognitive Ability (IQ) 12.31 3.71 0.06 0.02 —-0.02 —-0.01 —0.03 0.05 0.17%* 0.03 0.40%* 0.03 1
N = 810.

# SD = standard deviation.

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (two-tailed test).
“* Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (two-tailed test).
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Table 5

Multilevel structural equation modeling.
Relationship Estimate S.E. Z-value p-Value
Emotional Intelligence (EQ) — Interpersonal Conflict -1.80 0.36 —4.99 .000
Emotional Intelligence (EQ) — Process Conflict -1.97 0.35 -5.70 .000
Emotional Intelligence (EQ) — Task Conflict -1.85 0.37 —-5.08 .000
Cultural Intelligence (CQ) — Interpersonal Conflict —0.62 0.22 —2.82 .005
Cultural Intelligence (CQ) — Process Conflict -0.68 0.26 —2.63 .009
Cultural Intelligence (CQ) — Task Conflict —0.70 0.26 —2.74 .006
Interpersonal Conflict — Team Performance 0.20 0.28 0.72 472
Task Conflict — Team Performance 0.39 0.22 1.78 .075
Process Conflict — Team Performance —0.72 0.23 -3.18 .001

CFI = 0.61, TLI = 0.51, RMSEA = 0.099.
N = 810.

the Wilks' lambda tests, the variance and the inter-item correlations at the team level. We tested the overall goodness of fit of the model
through the comparative fit index (CFI), the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) and the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA)
(Asparouhov and Muthén, 2018).

4. Findings

Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations. CQ is statistically and positively correlated with EQ (p < .01),
meaning the higher the level of CQ within the team, the higher the overall EQ of the team members. EQ is statistically and negatively
correlated with both task conflict (p < .05) and process conflict (p < .01) and statistically and positively correlated with team per-
formance (p < .05). This implies that as the level of EQ decreases within the team, the risk of process and task conflict within the team
increases. Moreover, a higher EQ level within the team improves the team's performance. Finally, process conflict is statistically and
negatively related to team performance (p < .01), suggesting that as the level of process conflict decreases, it raises the level of
performance within the team.

In order to make our results comparable across studies, we measured standardised coefficients, which is recommended in the
literature (e.g., Ferron et al., 2008; Lorah, 2018; Snijders and Bosker, 2012) as a method to measure the effect size in multi-level
models. The standardised coefficients or effect sizes in multi-level models can be obtained by standardising (i.e., .M = 0; SD = 1)
each variable before analysis (Ferron et al., 2008). Table 5 presents the results of the MSEM. The findings are aligned with the inputs
highlighted through the correlations matrix. EQ is negatively and significantly related to interpersonal conflict (—1.80; p < .001),
process conflict (—1.97; p < .001) and task conflict (—1.85; p < .001). CQ is also negatively and significantly related to interpersonal
conflict (—0.62; p = .005), process conflict (—0.68; p = .009) and task conflict (— 0.70; p = .006). This means that the lower the level of
EQ and CQ of each team member, the higher the level of team interpersonal, process and task conflicts. Thus, hypotheses 1a, 1b, 1c, 2a,
2b and 2c are supported. However, the occurrence of interpersonal conflict, as well as the occurrence of task conflict, do not affect the
performance of the team. Thus, hypotheses 3a and 3c are not supported. Instead, hypothesis 3b is supported, implying that the lower
the process conflict, the better the team performance (—0.72; p = .001). Interestingly, cognitive ability is negatively and significantly
related to interpersonal conflict (—1.08; p < .001), task conflict (—1.27; p < .001) and process conflict (—1.32; p < .001). This means
that the lower the IQ of the team members, the higher the level of interpersonal, task and process conflicts within the team.
Furthermore, educational level is positively and significantly related to task conflict (0.93; p = .012) and process conflict (0.75, p =
.036), meaning that the higher the educational level, the higher the occurrence of task and process conflicts. The MSEM fit indices,
such as CFI = (0.61), TLI = (0.51) and RMSEA = (0.099), indicate a satisfactory agreement of the model with the data.

5. Discussion

The ever-growing globalisation and the flexibility to deal with an unexpected crisis, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, make remote
work a reality for many organisations. Therefore, working from home is likely to persist even after the end of the pandemic (Bartik
et al., 2020), at least for jobs that do not require a constant on-site/in-office presence. As a result, the popularity of GVTs will grow
rapidly. Despite the numerous benefits that GVTs provide for organisations, there are some challenges, such as conflicts, associated
with GVTs hindering the collaboration and productivity of the team members (Ale Ebrahim et al., 2009).

According to the theory of multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1983) and the contingency theory of task conflict and performance in
groups and organisational teams (De Dreu and Weingart, 2003a), and based on a sample of 810 graduate and undergraduate business
students, forming 232 GVTs, we examined the role of CQ and EQ in the occurrence of three different types of intragroup conflict in
GVTs as well as the effect of these conflict types on the performance of such teams. The results of our study demonstrate that the CQ and
EQ of team members enhance their ability to avoid interpersonal, task and process conflicts in GVTs. The results show that EQ has a
stronger negative correlation with intragroup conflict in GVTs than CQ. This result highlights the importance of EQ even over CQ in
GVTs when it comes to averting conflict. Moreover, the result of correlation analysis demonstrates that in GVTs, CQ and EQ are
interrelated constructs. This emphasises the importance of studying CQ and EQ together in multicultural environments. In addition,
this study advances our knowledge on the widely neglected discussion on the influence of cognitive ability (IQ) on conflict occurrence
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in multicultural settings as the results show that team members' IQ has a statistically negative effect on interpersonal, task and process
conflicts in GVTs.

Furthermore, the findings suggest that in a GVT environment, process conflict negatively affects team performance. This result is in
line with previous research, suggesting that process conflict reduces productive team outcomes and performance (Hinds and Bailey,
2003; Jehn, 1997; Jehn and Mannix, 2001). Thus, avoiding process conflict seems to have positive consequences for team perfor-
mance. We did not find any statistically significant relationship between interpersonal conflict and team performance or between task
conflict and team performance in GVTs.

This study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, past research has mainly focused on the impacts of CQ (e.g., Caputo
et al., 2018; Gongcalves et al., 2016) and EQ (e.g., Gunkel et al., 2016; Jordan and Troth, 2004; Lenaghan et al., 2007) on conflict
management (the limitation, mitigation and containment of conflict (Tanner, 2000)), and conflict resolution (resolving the underlying
incompatibilities which have caused the conflict (Siniver, 2016)). Whereas the present study contributes to the literature by inves-
tigating the role of CQ and EQ in preventing conflicts from occurring. Conflict prevention can be considered as a more practical
strategy than conflict resolution (Newey, 1992) and conflict management. It is more effective to manage or contain disputes before
they convert to conflict, as conflict may spoil the ambience and spread negativity. Conflict occurrence might disrupt interpersonal
harmony between individuals, thus avoiding conflict is important where interpersonal relationships are highly valued (Zhang et al.,
2011), like in a team context.

Second, existing research on the role of intelligences in any working environment, including GVTs, has typically explored the effect
of only one type of intelligence at a time. Specifically, when it comes to the role of intelligences in a multicultural context, prior
research has mainly focused on the cultural differences within teams, and much attention has been placed on the importance of CQ (e.
g., Chen and Lin, 2013; Moon, 2013; Presbitero, 2020; Presbitero, 2021; Richter et al., 2021), leaving other intelligences like EQ aside.
Whereas, when it comes to the impacts of intelligences on intragroup conflicts in any type of team, previous studies have mainly
focused on EQ (e.g., Ayoko et al., 2008; Lee and Wong, 2017; Paskewitz, 2021; Yang and Mossholder, 2004). The present study
contributes to the literature, first by investigating the role of EQ in multicultural settings. Second, it examines the impact of CQ on
conflict occurrence. More importantly, this study underscores the importance of studying CQ and EQ together in the GVT context.
According to the theory of multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1983), intelligences are not necessarily single acts; instead, they are
interactive and work together in a variety of ways (Martin, 2001). Hence, more than one intelligence can be employed in a given
situation (Armstrong, 1994; Martin, 2001). GVTs are complex working environments; however, various intelligences that team
members bring to the team, like CQ and EQ, lessen the challenges of working in the virtual multicultural environment of GVTs. Ac-
cording to Thomas (2006), CQ shares some attributes with EQ. Peterson (2004) has likewise proposed that EQ is an essential facet of
CQ, denoting that, to be culturally intelligent, one needs to be also emotionally intelligent. Thus, CQ and EQ are related constructs and
support the development of each other in a mutually reinforcing manner. This may also explain the inter-correlation of CQ and EQ.
This mutually-beneficial relationship implies that they are also interrelated in their association with a specific outcome. Therefore,
what could be considered as the unique effect of CQ on conflict avoidance in GVTs, is, in fact, at least partially the joint effect of CQ and
EQ on avoiding conflict. Thus, if we had only analysed CQ without assessing EQ, we may have obtained misleading results. The reason
is that it could be incorrectly concluded that all of the explained variance in conflict occurrence is attributed to CQ when at least part of
this variance results from a joint effect with EQ. Therefore, studying CQ and EQ together in a GVT context would lead to more accurate
results.

5.1. Managerial relevance

The results of our study are of interest to human resource managers of international organisations dealing with global virtual work.
As previous studies have demonstrated, CQ (e.g., Azevedo and Shane, 2019; Erez et al., 2013; Presbitero and Toledano, 2018; Rehg
et al., 2012; Taras et al., 2013) and EQ (e.g., Clarke, 2010; Coleman and Argue, 2015; Slaski and Cartwright, 2003; Turner and Lloyd-
Walker, 2008) can be learned, and training programmes can result in significant increases in the CQ and EQ of individuals. Investing in
training related to these intelligences may result in less process conflict and better performance in GVTs. However, as training pro-
grammes may be costly and relatively slow in creating results (Cadman and Brewer, 2001), selecting the right candidates for the right
jobs at the stage of recruitment can provide significant improvements in productivity in GVTs and minimise the direct costs of training
and replacements due to unwanted staff turnover (Robertson et al., 2002). Using CQ and EQ assessment tools can help recruiters make
better hiring decisions (Wasylyshyn, 2010).

Furthermore, the results of our study emphasise the importance of EQ even over CQ in GVTs, and draw the attention of human
resource managers of multinational firms to the important role of EQ in preventing intragroup conflicts in GVTs. Moreover, our
findings suggest paying special attention to the process conflict in GVTs as our results highlight the positive impact that averting
process conflict has on GVTs' outcomes.

5.2. Limitations and future research

Our study is subject to various limitations. The first limitation is related to the generalisability of findings due to the nature of the
study sample. The use of a student sample poses a threat to the generalisability of the findings to the workplace/employee context,
particularly due to the presumably lower stakes and motivation (only part of a course grade) for students to perform compared with
their corporate counterparts who are motivated by their salaries and the threat of job losses in the event of poor performance
(Balthazard et al., 2004; Furumo and Pearson, 2006). However, the GVTs of our study cannot be considered artificial groups created for
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the purpose of an experiment; they are real project teams working on a consulting project for a real-life company with compensation
and career growth opportunities. The types of teams presented in our study do, in fact, resemble many temporary, project-oriented
groups in organisations (Cohen and Bailey, 1997). Thus, the results of this study can be related to project groups in organisations.
Furthermore, in a business setting, performance evaluations are often carried out on an annual basis, while student projects are
substantially shorter and may not have the time to develop organisational structures beyond the artificial settings given to them. Thus,
we encourage future research to extend the research to GVTs in organisations. Second, even though the data used for our study were
collected during multiple time points and consisted of self-evaluations, peer-evaluations and expert assessments during various time
points, our study is cross-sectional in its nature. Longitudinal studies may allow changes to be observed within the teams and their
performance. Therefore, future studies may want to examine the GVTs in a longitudinal study. Third, a further limitation of our study is
related to the combination of cultures in a team. The cultural similarity may result in lower levels of conflict in GVTs. Thus, the results
might be different with different cultural distances among the team members. Future studies may consider the cultural distances in
their research. Fourth, our study focused on the direct effects of intelligences on conflict as well as conflicts on team performance.
Future studies may also examine the indirect effects of intelligences on team performance by examining the mediating role of the
different types of conflict between the intelligences and team performance. Fifth, interpersonal, task and process conflicts are highly
correlated in our study. However, we performed discriminant validity and multicollinearity analyses, and no multicollinearity issues
exist among these different conflict constructs. The results show a discriminating predictive power of the three types of conflict,
meaning that interpersonal, task and process conflicts are independent constructs. However, understanding whether one type of
conflict would lead to another could be an interesting issue for future research. Finally, the results reveal significant statistical rela-
tionship between IQ and intragroup conflicts. Future studies may further theoretically and empirically examine this relationship.
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- Mary, who is sixteen years old, is four times as old as her brother. How old will Mary be when she is twice as old as her brother?
A. 20
B. 24
C. 25
D. 26
E. 28
- Which one of the numbers does not belong in the following series?
2-3-6-7-8-14-15-30
A3

oow
- 00 N

. 15
E. 30
- Ralph likes 25 but not 24; he likes 400 but not 300; he likes 144 but not 145. Which does he like:
A. 10
B. 50
C. 124
D. 200
E. 1600

References

Adair, W.L., Hideg, 1., Spence, J.R., 2013. The culturally intelligent team the impact of team cultural intelligence and cultural heterogeneity on team shared values.
J. Cross-Cult. Psychol. 44 (6), 941-962.

Adamovic, M., 2018. An employee-focused human resource management perspective for the management of global virtual teams. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 29
(14), 2159-2187.

Ale Ebrahim, N., Ahmed, S., Taha, Z., 2009. Virtual teams: a literature review. Aust. J. Basic Appl. Sci. 3 (3), 2653-2669.

Alfahid, A., 2018. The role of emotional intelligence training in moderating conflict resolution in virtual teams. In: Twenty-fourth Americas Conference on
Information Systems. New Orleans.

Allison, P.D., 1999. Multiple Regression: A Primer. Pine Forge Press, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Alon, 1., Higgins, J.M., 2005. Global leadership success through emotional and cultural intelligences. Bus. Horiz. 48 (6), 501-512.

Amason, A.C., 1996. Distinguishing the effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict on strategic decision making: resolving a paradox for top management groups.
Acad. Manag. J. 39 (1), 123-148.

16


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0035

M. Davaei et al. Journal of International Management 28 (2022) 100969

Ang, S., Inkpen, A.C., 2008. Cultural intelligence and offshore outsourcing success: a framework of firm-level intercultural capability. Decis. Sci. 39 (3), 337-358.

Ang, S., Van Dyne, L., 2008. Handbook of Cultural Intelligence: Theory, Measures and Applications. M.E. Sharpe, Armonk, NY.

Ang, S., Van Dyne, L., Koh, C.K.S., Ng, K.Y., Templer, K.J., Tay, C., Chandrasekar, N.A., 2007. Cultural intelligence: its measurement and effects on cultural judgment
and decision making, cultural adaptation, and task performance. Manag. Organ. Rev. 3, 335-371.

Armstrong, T., 1994. Multiple Intelligences in the Classroom. Association for Supervision and Curriculum Development, Virginia.

Asparouhov, T., Muthén, B., 2018. SRMR in Mplus (Technical Report).

Ayoko, 0.B., Callan, V.J., Hartel, C.E.J., 2008. The influence of team emotional intelligence climate on conflict and team members’ reactions to conflict. Small Group
Res. 39 (2), 121-149.

Azevedo, A., Shane, J.M., 2019. A new training program in developing cultural intelligence can also improve innovative work behaviour and resilience: a longitudinal
pilot study of graduate students and professional employees. Int. J. Manag. Educ. 17 (3), 1-20.

Bal, J., Gundry, J., 1999. Virtual teaming in the automotive supply chain. Team Perform. Manag. 5 (6), 174-193.

Balthazard, P., Waldman, D., Howell, J., Atwater, L., 2004. Shared leadership and group interaction styles in problem-solving virtual teams. In: Proceedings of the
37th Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Big Island, HI, pp. 693-702.

Barner-Rasmussen, W., Aarnio, C., 2011. Shifting the fault lines of language: a quantitative functional-level exploration of language use in MNC subsidiaries. J. World
Bus. 46 (3), 288-295.

Bartik, A. W., Cullen, Z. B., Glaeser, E. L., Luca, M., & Stanton, C. T. 2020. What jobs are being done at home during the Covid-19 crisis? Evidence from firm-level
surveys. NBER Working Paper no. 27422.

Batirlik, S.N., Gencer, Y.G., Akkucuk, U., 2022. Global virtual team leadership scale (GVTLS) development in multinational companies. Sustainability 14 (2), 1038.

Bello, D., Leung, K., Radebaugh, L., Tung, R.L., Van Witteloostuijn, A., 2009. From the editors: student samples in international business research. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 40
(3), 361-364.

Boudreau, M.C., Loch, K.D., Robey, D., Straub, D., 1998. Going global: using information technology to advance the competitiveness of the virtual transnational
organization. Acad. Manag. Perspect. 12 (4), 120-128.

Cadman, C., Brewer, J., 2001. Emotional intelligence: a vital prerequisite for recruitment in nursing. J. Nurs. Manag. 9 (6), 321-324.

Caputo, A., Ayoko, O.B., Amoo, N., 2018. The moderating role of cultural intelligence in the relationship between cultural orientations and conflict management
styles. J. Bus. Res. 89, 10-20.

Carlson, J.R., Zmud, R.W., 1999. Channel expansion theory and the experiential nature of media richness perceptions. Acad. Manag. J. 42 (2), 153-171.

Cascio, W.F., 2000. Managing a virtual workplace. Acad. Manag. Exec. 14 (3), 81-90.

Chen, M.-L., Lin, C.-P., 2013. Assessing the effects of cultural intelligence on team knowledge sharing from a socio-cognitive perspective. Hum. Resour. Manag. 52 (5),
675-695.

Chen, T.Y., Chen, Y.M., Ch, H.C., 2008. Developing a trust evaluation method between co-workers in virtual project team for enabling resource sharing and
collaboration. Comput. Ind. 59 (6), 565-579.

Clarke, N., 2010. The impact of a training program designed to target the emotional intelligence abilities of project managers. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 28 (5), 461-468.

Cohen, S.G., Bailey, D.E., 1997. What makes teams work: group effectiveness research from the shop floor to the executive suite. J. Manag. 23 (3), 239-290.

Coleman, H., Argue, M.W., 2015. Mediating with emotional intelligence: when “IQ” just isn’t enough. Dispute Resolut. J. 70 (3), 15-24.

Cotrus, A., Stanciu, C., Bulborea, A.A., 2012. EQ vs. IQ which is most important in the success or failure of a student? Soc. Behav. Sci. 46, 5211-5213.

Crowne, K.A., 2009. The relationships among social intelligence, emotional intelligence and cultural intelligence. Organ. Manag. J. 6 (3), 148-163.

Crowne, K.A., 2013. An empirical analysis of three intelligences. Can. J. Behav. Sci. 45 (2), 105-114.

Culture Wizard, 2018. 2018 Trends in High-Performing Global Virtual Teams. Retrieved from. https://content.ebulletins.com/hubfs/C1/Culture%20Wizard/LL-
2018%20Trends%20in%20Global%20VTs%20Draft%2012%20and%20a%20half.pdf.

Daim, T.U., Reutiman, H.A., Hughes, S., Pathak, B., Bynum, U.W., Bhatla, A., 2012. Exploring the communication breakdown in global virtual teams. Int. J. Proj.
Manag. 30 (2), 199-212.

Dasi, A., Pedersen, T., Gooderham, P.N., Elter, F., Hildrum, J., 2017. The effect of organizational separation on individuals’ knowledge sharing in MNCs. J. World Bus.
52 (3), 431-446.

Davidaviciene, V., Al Majzoub, K., Meidute-Kavaliauskiene, I., 2020. Factors affecting knowledge sharing in virtual teams. Sustainability 12 (17), 6917.

De Church, L.A., Marks, M.A., 2001. Maximizing benefits of task conflict: the role of conflict management. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 12 (1), 4-22.

De Dreu, C.K.W., 1997. Productive conflict: the importance of conflict issue and conflict management. In: De Dreu, C.K.W., van de Vliert, E. (Eds.), Using Conflict in
Organizations. Sage, London, pp. 9-22.

De Dreu, C.K.W., Van Vianen, A.E.M., 2001. Managing relationship conflict and the effectiveness of organizational teams. J. Organ. Behav. 22 (3), 309-328.

De Dreu, C.K.W., Weingart, L.R., 2003a. A contingency theory of task conflict and performance in groups and organizational teams. In: West, M.A., Tjosvold, D.,
Smith, K.G. (Eds.), International Handbook of Organizational Teamwork and Cooperative Working. Wiley, West Sussex, England, pp. 151-166.

De Dreu, C.K.W., Weingart, L.R., 2003b. Task versus relationship conflict, team performance, and team member satisfaction: a meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 88 (4),
741-749.

De Dreu, C.K.W., West, M.A., 2001. Minority dissent and team innovation: the importance of participation in decision making. J. Appl. Psychol. 86 (6), 1191-1201.

Desanctis, G., Monge, P., 1998. Communication processes for virtual organizations. J. Comput.-Mediat. Commun. 3 (4), 347-355.

Dibble, R., Henderson, L.S., Burns, Z.C., 2019. The impact of students’ cultural intelligence on their psychological safety in global virtual project teams. J. Teach. Int.
Bus. 30 (1), 33-56.

Earley, P.C., Ang, S., 2003. Cultural Intelligence: Individual Interactions Across Cultures. Stanford University Press, Palo Alto, CA.

Earley, P.C., Ang, S., Tan, J.-S., 2006. CQ: Developing Cultural Intelligence at Work. Stanford University Press, Stanford, CA.

Eisenberg, J., Krishnan, A., 2018. Addressing virtual work challenges: learning from the field. Organ. Manag. J. 15 (2), 78-94.

Ensley, M.D., Pearson, A.W., Amason, A.C., 2002. Understanding the dynamics of new venture top management teams: cohesion, conflict, and new venture
performance. J. Bus. Ventur. 17 (4), 365-386.

Erez, M., Lisak, A., Harush, R., Glikson, E., Nouri, R., Shokef, E., 2013. Going global: developing management students’ cultural intelligence and global identity in
culturally diverse virtual teams. Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 12 (3), 330-355.

Ferron, J.M., Hogarty, K.Y., Dedrick, R.F., Hess, M.R., Niles, J.D., Kromrey, J.D., 2008. Reporting results from multilevel analyses. In: O’Connell, A.A., McCoach, D.B.
(Eds.), Multilevel Modeling of Educational Data. Information Age Publishing Inc., Charlotte, pp. 391-426.

Fitness, J., Curtis, M., 2005. Emotional intelligence and the trait meta-mood scale: relationships with empathy, attributional complexity, self-control, and responses to
interpersonal conflict. J. Appl. Psychol. 1 (1), 50-62.

Fukuda, E., Saklofske, D.H., Tamaoka, K., Lim, H., 2012. Factor structure of the Korean version of Wong and Law’s Emotional Intelligence Scale. Assessment 19 (1),
3-7.

Furnam, A., 2008. Intelligence and cognitive abilities at work. In: Cartwright, S., Cooper, C.L. (Eds.), Oxford Handbook of Personnel Psychology. Oxford University
Press, Oxford, England, pp. 7-36.

Furnham, A., Grover, S., 2020. Correlates of self-estimated intelligence. J. Intell. 8 (1), 6.

Furst, S.A., Reeves, M., Rosen, B., Blackburn, R.S., 2004. Managing the life cycle of virtual teams. Acad. Manag. Exec. 18 (2), 6-20.

Furumo, K., Pearson, J.M., 2006. An empirical investigation of how trust, cohesion, and performance vary in virtual and face-to-face teams. In: Proceedings of the
39th Annual Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences (HICSS 06), Kauia, HI, 26¢-26c¢.

Gardner, H., 1983. Frames of Mind: The Theory of Multiple Intelligences. Basic Books, New York.

Gardner, H., 2006. Multiple Intelligences: New Horizons. Basic Books, New York.

Gaudes, A., Hamilton-bogart, B., Marsh, S., Robinson, H., 2007. A framework for constructing effective virtual teams. J. E-working 1 (2), 83-97.

Goleman, D., 1998. Working with Emotional Intelligence. Bantam, New York, NY.

17


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0160
https://content.ebulletins.com/hubfs/C1/Culture%20Wizard/LL-2018%20Trends%20in%20Global%20VTs%20Draft%2012%20and%20a%20half.pdf
https://content.ebulletins.com/hubfs/C1/Culture%20Wizard/LL-2018%20Trends%20in%20Global%20VTs%20Draft%2012%20and%20a%20half.pdf
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0180
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0185
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0190
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0195
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0205
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0230
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0235
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0240
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0265
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0285
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0290
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0295
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0300

M. Davaei et al. Journal of International Management 28 (2022) 100969

Goleman, D., Boyatzis, R., McKee, A., 2002. The emotional reality of teams. J. Organ. Excell. 21 (2), 55-65.

Gongalves, G., Reis, M., Sousa, C., Santos, J., Orgambidez-Ramos, A., Scott, P., 2016. Cultural intelligence and conflict management styles. Int. J. Organ. Anal. 24 (4),
725-742.

Goodnough, K., 2001. Multiple intelligences theory: a framework for personalizing science curricula. Sch. Sci. Math. 101 (4), 180-193.

Griffith, T.L., Mannix, E.A., Neale, M.A., 2002. Conflict and virtual teams. In: Gibson, C.B., Cohen, S.G. (Eds.), Virtual Teams that Work: Creating Conditions for
Virtual Team Effectiveness. Jossey-Bass, San Francisco, CA, pp. 335-352.

Groves, K.S., Feyerherm, A.E., 2011. Leader cultural intelligence in context: testing the moderating effects of team cultural diversity on leader and team performance.
Group Org. Manag. 36 (5), 535-566.

Gunkel, M., Schlaegel, C., Taras, V., 2016. Cultural values, emotional intelligence, and conflict handling styles: a global study. J. World Bus. 51 (4), 568-585.

Harvey, M., Novicevic, M.M., Garrison, G., 2004. Challenges to staffing global virtual teams. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 14 (3), 275-294.

Henderson, L.S., Stackman, R.W., Lindekilde, R., 2018. Why cultural intelligence matters on global project teams. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 36 (7), 954-967.

Hibbert, R., Hibbert, E., 2017. Managing conflict in a multicultural team. Evangelical Missions Quarterly 53 (3), 18-23.

Hinds, P.J., Bailey, D.E., 2003. Out of sight, out of sync: understanding conflict in distributed teams. Organ. Sci. 14 (6), 615-632.

Hinds, P.J., Mortensen, M., 2005. Understanding conflict in geographically distributed teams: the moderating effects of shared identity, shared context, and
spontaneous communication. Organ. Sci. 16 (3), 290-307.

Hoegl, M., Weinkauf, K., Gemuenden, H.G., 2004. Interteam coordination, project commitment, and teamwork in multiteam R&D projects: a longitudinal study.
Organ. Sci. 15 (1), 38-55.

Hollingshead, A.B., 2001. Cognitive interdependence and convergent expectations in transactive memory. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 81 (6), 1080-1089.

Hox, J.J., Maas, C.J., Brinkhuis, M.J., 2010. The effect of estimation method and sample size in multilevel structural equation modeling. Statistica Neerlandica 64 (2),
157-170.

Hunsaker, P.L., Hunsaker, J.S., 2008. Virtual teams: a leader’s guide. Team Perform. Manag. 14 (1/2), 86-101.

Jackson, S.E., 1992. Team composition in organizational settings: issues in managing an increasingly diverse workforce. In: Worchel, S., Wood, W., Simpson, J.A.
(Eds.), Group Process and Productivity. Sage, Newbury Park, MA.

Jager, M., Raich, M., 2011. The management of multicultural teams: opportunities and challenges in retirement homes. J. Manag. Mark. Healthc. 4 (4), 234-241.

Jarvenpaa, S.L., Leidner, D.E., 1999. Communication and trust in global virtual teams. Organ. Sci. 10 (6), 791-815.

Jehn, K.A., 1994. Enhancing effectiveness: an investigation of advantages and disadvantages of value-based intragroup conflict. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 5 (3), 223-238.

Jehn, K.A., 1995. A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of intragroup conflict. Adm. Sci. Q. 40 (2), 256-282.

Jehn, K.A., 1997. Qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in organizational groups. Adm. Sci. Q. 42 (3), 530-557.

Jehn, K.A., Chatman, J.A., 2000. The influence of proportional and perceptual conflict composition on team performance. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 11 (1), 56-73.

Jehn, K.A., Mannix, E.A., 2001. The dynamic nature of conflict: a longitudinal study of intragroup conflict and group performance. Acad. Manag. J. 44 (2), 238-251.

Jehn, K.A., Chadwick, C., Thatcher, S.M.B., 1997. To agree or not to agree: the effects of value congruence. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 8 (4), 287-305.

Jimenez, A., Boehe, D.M., Taras, V., Caprar, D.V., 2017. Working across boundaries: current and future perspectives on global virtual teams. J. Int. Manag. 23 (4),
341-349.

Johnson, J.P., Lenartowicz, T., Apud, S., 2006. Cross-cultural competence in international business: toward a definition and a model. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 37 (4),
525-543.

Jordan, P.J., Troth, A.C., 2002. Emotional intelligence and conflict resolution: implications for human resource development. Adv. Dev. Hum. Resour. 4 (1), 62-79.

Jordan, P.J., Troth, A.C., 2004. Managing emotions during team problem solving: emotional intelligence and conflict resolution. Hum. Perform. 17 (2), 195-218.

Kankanhalli, A., Tan, B.C.Y., Wei, K.K., 2006. Conflict and performance in global virtual teams. J. Manag. Inf. Syst. 23 (3), 237-274.

Kerber, K.W., Buono, A.F., 2004. Leadership challenges in global virtual teams: lessons from the field. S.A.M. Adv. Manag. J. 69 (4), 4-10.

Khajeh, N., Naami, A., Beshlideh, K., Hashemi Sheikh Shabani, S.E., Maktabi, G.H., 2013. Effects of emotional intelligence education on interpersonal conflict and
work family facilitation in an industrial company’s staff. Eur. Online J. Nat. Soc. Sci. 2 (3), 3166-3175.

Kiesler, S., Cummings, J.N., 2002. What do we know about proximity and distance in work groups: a legacy of research. In: Hinds, P.J., Kiesler, S. (Eds.), Distributed
Work. MIT Press, Cambridge, MA, pp. 57-80.

Kim, K.H., Zabelina, D., 2015. Cultural bias in assessment: can creativity assessment help? Int. J. Crit. Pedagogy 6 (2), 129-147.

Kirchmeyer, C., Cohen, A., 1992. Multicultural groups their performance and reactions with constructive conflict. Group Org. Manag. 17 (2), 153-170.

Kirkman, B.L., Rosen, B., Gibson, C.B., Tesluk, P.E., McPherson, S.0., 2002. Five challenges to virtual team success: lessons from sabre Inc. Acad. Manag. Exec. 16 (3),
67-69.

Kisamore, J.L., Jawahar, .M., Liguori, E.W., Mharapara, T.L., Stone, T.H., 2010. Conflict and abusive workplace behaviors: the moderating effects of social
competencies. Career Dev. Int. 15 (6), 583-600.

Klein, K.J., Kozlowski, S.W.J., 2000. From micro to meso: critical steps in conceptualizing and conducting multilevel research. Organ. Res. Methods 3 (3), 211-236.

Klitmgller, A., Schneider, S.C., Jonsen, K., 2015. Speaking of global virtual teams: language differences, social categorization and media choice. Pers. Rev. 44 (2),
270-285.

Koh, C., Joseph, D., Ang, S., 2009. Cultural intelligence and collaborative work: intercultural competencies in global technology work teams. In: Proceedings of the
2009 International Workshop on Intercultural Collaboration, Palo Alto, CA, pp. 261-264.

Kuriakose, V.S.S., Jose, H., A, M.R., Jose, S., 2019. Process conflict and employee well-being: an application of Activity Reduces Conflict Associated Strain (ARCAS)
model. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 30 (4), 462-489.

LaPalme, M.L., Wang, W., Joseph, D.L., Saklofske, D.H., Yan, G., 2016. Measurement equivalence of the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale across cultures:
an item response theory approach. Personal. Individ. Differ. 90, 190-198.

Law, K.S., Wong, C.-S., Song, L.J., 2004. The construct and criterion validity of emotional intelligence and its potential utility for management studies. J. Appl.
Psychol. 89 (3), 483-496.

Le Quéré, C., Jackson, R.B., Jones, M.W., Smith, A.J.P., Abernethy, S., Andrew, R.M., De-Gol, A.J., Willis, D.R., Shan, Y., Canadell, J.G., et al., 2020. Temporary
reduction in daily global CO2 emissions during the COVID-19 forced confinement. Nat. Clim. Chang 10, 647-653.

Lee, S.Y., 2007. Handbook of Latent Variable and Related Models. Elsevier, Amsterdam.

Lee, C., Wong, C.S., 2017. The effect of team emotional intelligence on team process and effectiveness. J. Manag. Organ. 25 (6), 1-16.

Lenaghan, J.A., Buda, R., Eisner, A.B., 2007. An examination of the role of emotional intelligence in work and family conflict. J. Manag. Issues 19 (1), 76-94.

Levi, D., 2001. Group Dynamics for Teams. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Li, T., Saklofske, D.H., Bowden, S.C., Yan, G., Fung, T.S., 2012. The measurement invariance of the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale (WLEIS) across three
Chinese university student groups from Canada and China. J. Psychoeduc. Assess. 30 (4), 439-452.

Li, Y., Rau, P.-L.P., Li, H., Maedche, A., 2017. Effects of a dyad’s cultural intelligence on global virtual collaboration. IEEE Trans. Prof. Commun. 60, 56-75.

Li, J., Ghosh, R., Nachmias, S., 2020. In a time of COVID-19 pandemic, stay healthy, connected, productive, and learning: words from the editorial team of HRDI.
Hum. Resour. Dev. Int. 23 (3), 199-207.

Liao, C., 2017. Leadership in virtual teams: a multilevel perspective. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 27 (4), 648-659.

Libbrecht, N., Beuckelaer, A.D., Lievens, F., Rockstuhl, T., 2014. Measurement invariance of the Wong and Law Emotional Intelligence Scale Scores: does the
measurement structure hold across far Eastern and European countries? Appl. Psychol. 63 (2), 223-237.

Lilian, S.C., 2014. Virtual teams: opportunities and challenges for e-leaders. Procedia Soc. 110, 1251-1261.

Lindner, F., Wald, A., 2011. Success factor of knowledge management in temporary organizations. Int. J. Proj. Manag. 29 (7), 877-888.

Liu, L.A., Chua, C.H., Stahl, G.K., 2010. Quality of communication experience: definition, measurement, and implications for intercultural negotiations. J. Appl.
Psychol. 95 (3), 469-487.

Lorah, J., 2018. Effect size measures for multilevel models: definition, interpretation, and TIMSS example. Large-scale Assess. Educ. 6 (1). Article 8.

18


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0305
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0310
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0320
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0325
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0340
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0345
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0355
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0365
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0370
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0385
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0390
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0400
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0405
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0410
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0415
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0420
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0425
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0430
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0435
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0440
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0445
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0450
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0455
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0470
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0480
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0500
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0505
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0510
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0515
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0520
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0525
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0530
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0535
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0540
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0545
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0550
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0555
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0560
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0565
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0570
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0575
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0580

M. Davaei et al. Journal of International Management 28 (2022) 100969

Luca, J., Tarricone, P., 2001. Does emotional intelligence affect successful teamwork? In Meeting at the crossroads. In: Proceedings of the 18th Annual Conference of
the Australasian Society for Computers in Learning in Tertiary Education, Melbourne, pp. 367-376.

Lurey, J.S., Raisinghani, M.S., 2001. An empirical study of best practices in virtual teams. Inf. Manag. 38 (8), 523-544.

MacKinnon, D.P., 2008. Introduction to Statistical Mediation Analysis. Lawrence Erlbaum Association, Mahwah, NJ.

Magnusson, P., Schuster, A., Taras, V., 2014. A process-based explanation of the psychic distance paradox: evidence from global virtual teams. Manag. Int. Rev. 54 (3),
283-306.

Malik, S., Taqi, M., Martins, J.M., Mata, M.N., Pereira, J.M., Abreu, A., 2021. Exploring the relationship between communication and success of construction projects:
the mediating role of conflict. Sustainability 13 (8), 4513.

Mangla, N., 2021. Working in a pandemic and post-pandemic period — cultural intelligence is the key. Int. J. Cross-cult. Manag. 21 (1), 53-69.

Martin, J., 2001. Profiting from Multiple Intelligences in the Workplace. Gower, Aldershot.

Martins, L.L., Gilson, L.L., Maynard, M.T., 2004. Virtual teams: what do we know and where do we go from here? J. Manag. 30 (6), 805-835.

Mathieu, J.E., Taylor, S.R., 2007. A framework for testing meso-mediational relationships in organizational behavior. J. Organ. Behav. 28 (2), 141-172.

Mathieu, J.E., DeShon, R.P., Bergh, D.D., 2008. Mediational inferences in organizational research: then, now and beyond. Organ. Res. Methods 11 (2), 203-223.

May, A., Carter, C., 2001. A case study of virtual team working in the European automotive industry. Int. J. Ind. Ergon. 27 (3), 171-186.

Mayer, J.D., Salovey, P., 1997. What is emotional intelligence? In: Salovey, P., Sluyter, D. (Eds.), Emotional Development and Emotional Intelligence: Educational
Implications. Basic Books, New York, pp. 3-34.

Mcdonough, E.F., Kahn, K.B., Barczak, G., 2001. An investigation of the use of global, virtual, and collocated new product development teams. J. Prod. Innov. Manag.
18 (2), 110-120.

Montoya-Weiss, M.M., Massey, A.P., Song, M., 2001. Getting it together: temporal coordination and conflict management in global virtual teams. Acad. Manag. J. 44
(6), 1251-1262.

Moon, T., 2010. Emotional intelligence correlates of the four-factor model of cultural intelligence. Gend. Manag. 25 (8), 876-898.

Moon, T., 2013. The effects of cultural intelligence on performance in multicultural teams. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 43, 2414-2425.

Morley, S., Cormican, K., Folan, P., 2015. An analysis of virtual team characteristics: A model for virtual project managers. J. Technol. Manag. Innov. 10 (1), 188-203.

Moynihan, L.M., Peterson, R.S., Earley, P.C., 2006. Cultural intelligence and the multinational team experience: does the experience of working in a multinational
team improve cultural intelligence?. In: National Culture and Groups. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 299-323.

Mulebeke, J.A.W., Zheng, L., 2006. Incorporating integrated product development with technology road mapping for dynamism and innovation. Int. J. Prod. Dev. 3
(1), 56-76.

Muthén, B.O., 1994. Multilevel covariance structure analysis. Sociol. Methods Res. 22 (3), 376-398.

Muthén, B.O., 2002. Beyond SEM: general latent variable modelling. Behaviormetrika 29 (1), 81-117.

Nauman, S., Elahi, M., Bhatti, Z.A., Khalid, U., 2006. Role of emotional intelligence in virtual project management. In: 2006 IEEE International Conference on
Management of Innovation and Technology, vol 2, pp. 642-646.

Nemiro, J.E., 2002. The creative process in virtual teams. Creat. Res. J. 14 (1), 69-83.

Newey, J., 1992. The construction industry. In: Proceedings of the 1st International Construction Conflict Management and Resolution Conference, pp. 21-24.

te Nijenhuis, J., Willigers, D., Dragt, J., van der Flier, H.J.I., 2016. The effects of language bias and cultural bias estimated using the method of correlated vectors on a
large database of IQ comparisons between native Dutch and ethnic minority immigrants from non-Western countries. Intelligence 54, 117-135.

Onkman, W., Ustun, A., Pazos, P., & Canto, A. 2010. Impact of task conflict on virtual team performance and cohesiveness. Proceedings of the 2010 Industrial
Engineering Research Conference, Canctin, Mexico.

Paskewitz, E.A., 2021. Exploring the impact of emotional intelligence on family farm member conflict experiences. Sustainability 13, 8486.

Paul, S., Seetharaman, P., Samarah, I., Mykytyn, P.P., 2004. Impact of heterogeneity and collaborative conflict management style on the performance of synchronous
global virtual teams. Inf. Manag. 41 (3), 303-321.

Pauleen, D.J., 2003. An inductively derived model of leader-initiated relationship building with virtual team members. J. Manag. Inf. Syst. 20 (3), 227-256.

Pesch, R., Bouncken, R.B., 2018. How to achieve benefits from diversity in international alliances: mechanisms and cultural intelligence. Glob. Strateg. J. 8 (1),
275-300.

Peterson, B., 2004. Cultural Intelligence: A Guide to Working with People from Other Cultures. Intercultural Press, Boston, MA.

Piccoli, G., Powell, A., Ives, B., 2004. Virtual teams: team control structure, work processes, and team effectiveness. Inf. Technol. People 17 (4), 359-379.

Pihkala, T., Varamaki, E., Vesalainen, J., 1999. Virtual organization and the SMEs: a review and model development. Entrep. Reg. Dev. 11 (4), 335-349.

Podsakoff, P.M., Oregan, D.W., 1986. Self-reports in organizational research: problems and prospects. J. Manag. 12 (4), 531-544.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Podsakoff, N.P., 2012. Sources of method bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev.
Psychol. 63 (1), 539-569.

Powell, A., Piccoli, G., Ives, B., 2004. Virtual teams: a review of current literature and directions for future research. Database Adv. Inf. Syst. 35 (1), 6-36.

Presbitero, A., 2016. Cultural intelligence (CQ) in virtual, cross-cultural interactions: generalizability of measure and links to personality dimensions and task
performance. Int. J. Intercult. Relat. 50, 29-38.

Presbitero, A., 2020. Task performance in global virtual team: examining the roles of perceived cultural dissimilarity and cultural intelligence of member and leader.
Pers. Rev. 49 (5), 1091-1105.

Presbitero, A., 2021. Communication accommodation within global virtual team: the influence of cultural intelligence and the impact on interpersonal process
effectiveness. J. Int. Manag. 27 (1), 1-17.

Presbitero, A., Toledano, L.S., 2018. Global team members’ performance and the roles of cross-cultural training, cultural intelligence, and contact intensity: the case of
global teams in IT offshoring sector. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 29 (14), 2188-2208.

Raudenbush, S.W., Bryk, A.S., 2002. Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and Data Analysis Methods, vol. 1. Sage, Newbury Park, CA.

Rehg, M.T., Gundlach, M.J., Grigorian, R.A., 2012. Examining the influence of cross-cultural training on cultural intelligence and specific self-efficacy. Cross Cult.
Manag. 19 (2), 215-232.

Rezvani, A., Barrett, R., Khosravi, P., 2019. Investigating the relationships among team emotional intelligence, trust, conflict and team performance. Team Perform.
Manag. 25 (1/2), 120-137.

Rice, D.J., Davidson, B.D., Dannenhoffer, J.F., Gay, G.K., 2007. Improving the effectiveness of virtual teams by adapting team processes. Comput. Supported Coop.
Work 16 (6), 567-594.

Richter, N.F., Martin, J., Hansen, S.V., Taras, V., Alon, 1., 2021. Motivational configurations of cultural intelligence, social integration, and performance in global
virtual teams. J. Bus. Res. 129, 351-367.

Robbins, S. P. 1987. Organization Theory: Structure, Design and Applications (2nd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall.

Robertson, L.T., Bartram, D., Callinan, M., 2002. Personnel selection and assessment. In: Warr, P. (Ed.), Psychology at Work. Penguin Books, London, pp. 100-152.

Rockstuhl, T., Seiler, S., Ang, S., Van Dyne, L., Annen, H., 2011. Beyond general intelligence (IQ) and emotional intelligence (EQ): the role of cultural intelligence (CQ)
on cross-border leadership effectiveness in a globalized world. J. Soc. Issues 67 (4), 825-840.

Salgado, J.F., Anderson, N., 2003. Validity generalization of GMA tests across countries in the European community. Eur. J. Work. Organ. Psychol. 12 (1), 1-17.

Salovey, P., Mayer, J.D., 1990. Emotional intelligence. Imagin. Cogn. Pers. 9 (3), 185-211.

Schellwies, L., 2015. Multicultural Team Effectiveness: Emotional Intelligence as Success Factor. Anchor Academic Publishing, Hamburg.

Schlaegel, C., Richter, N.F., Taras, V., 2021. Cultural intelligence and work-related outcomes: a meta-analytic examination of joint effects and incremental predictive
validity. J. World Bus. 56 (4), 101209.

Schmidt, F.L., Hunter, J.E., 1998. The validity and utility of selection methods in personnel psychology: practical and theoretical implications of 85 years of research
findings. Psychol. Bull. 124, 262-274.

19


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0585
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0590
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0595
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0600
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0605
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0610
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0615
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0620
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0625
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0630
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0635
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0645
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0650
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0655
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0660
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0665
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0670
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0675
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0680
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0685
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0690
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0695
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0700
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0705
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0710
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0715
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0720
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0725
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0730
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0735
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0740
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0745
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0750
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0755
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0760
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0765
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0770
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0775
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0785
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0790
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0795
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0800
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0805
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0810
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0815
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0820
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0825
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0830
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0835
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0835

M. Davaei et al. Journal of International Management 28 (2022) 100969

Schmidtke, J.M., Cummings, A., 2017. The effects of virtualness on teamwork behavioral components: the role of shared mental models. Hum. Resour. Manag. Rev. 27
(4), 660-677.

Sensuse, D.I., Lestari, P.I., Hakim, S.A., 2021. Exploring factors influencing knowledge sharing mechanisms and technology to support the collaboration ecosystem a
review. DESIDOC J. Libr. Inf. Technol. 41 (3), 226-234.

Shih, H.-A., Susanto, E., 2010. Conflict management styles, emotional intelligence, and job performance in public organizations. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 21 (2), 147-168.

Siemsen, E., Roth, A., Oliveira, P., 2010. Common method bias in regression models with linear, quadratic, and interaction effects. Organ. Res. Methods 13 (3),
456-476.

Silberstang, J., London, M., 2009. How groups learn: the role of communication patterns, cue recognition, context facility, and cultural intelligence. Hum. Resour.
Dev. Rev. 8 (3), 327-349.

Simons, T., Peterson, R., 2000. Task conflict and relationship conflict in top management teams: the pivotal role of intragroup trust. J. Appl. Psychol. 85 (1), 102-111.

Siniver, A., 2016. Managing and settling ethnic conflict. In: The Routledge Handbook of Ethnic Conflict, Second edition. Taylor & Francis, pp. 181-190.

Skrondal, A., Rabe-Hesketh, S., 2004. Generalized Latent Variable Modeling: Multilevel, Longitudinal, and Structural Equation Models. Chapman & Hall/CRC, Boca
Raton.

Slaski, M., Cartwright, S., 2003. Emotional intelligence training and its implications for stress, health and performance. Stress. Health 19 (4), 233-239.

Snijders, T.A.B., Bosker, R.J., 2011. Multilevel Analysis: An Introduction to Basic and Advanced Multilevel Modeling. Sage, London.

Snijders, T.A.B., Bosker, R.J., 2012. Multilevel Analysis: An Introduction to Basic and Advanced Multilevel Modeling. Sage Publishing, Thousand Oaks.

Sophia, R.H., Skrondal, A., Zheng, X., 2007. Multilevel structural equation modeling. In: Lee, Sik-Yum (Ed.), Handbook of Latent Variable and Related Models:
209-227. Elsevier, Amsterdam.

Stahl, G.K., Maznevski, M.L., 2021. Unraveling the effects of cultural diversity in teams: a retrospective of research on multicultural work groups and an agenda for
future research. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 52 (5), 4-22.

Stahl, G.K., Maznevski, M.L., Voigt, A., Jonsen, K., 2010. Unraveling the effects of cultural diversity in teams: a meta-analysis of research on multicultural work
groups. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 41 (4), 690-709.

Sternberg, R.J., 2005. The theory of successful intelligence. Int. J. Psychol. 39 (2), 189-202.

Sternberg, R.J., 2012. Intelligence. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Cogn. Sci. 3, 501-511.

Suifan, T.S., Alhyari, S., Sweis, R.J., 2020. A moderated mediation model of intragroup conflict. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 31 (1), 91-114.

Suliman, A.M., Al-Shaikh, F.N., 2007. Emotional intelligence at work: links to conflict and innovation. Empl. Relat. 29 (2), 208-220.

Tanner, F., 2000. Conflict prevention and conflict resolution: limits of multilateralism. Int. Rev. Red Cross 82 (839), 541-559.

Taras, V., Caprar, D.V., Rottig, D., Sarala, R.M., Zakaria, N., Zhao, F., et al., 2013. A global classroom? Evaluating the effectiveness of global virtual collaboration as a
teaching tool in management education. Acad. Manag. Learn. Educ. 12 (3), 414-435.

Taras, V., Baack, D., Caprar, D., Dow, D., Froese, F., Jimenez, A., Magnusson, P., 2019. Diverse effects of diversity: disaggregating effects of diversity in global virtual
teams. J. Int. Manag. 25 (4), 100689.

Tenzer, H., Pudelko, M., Harzing, A.-W., 2014. The impact of language barriers on trust formation in multinational teams. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 45 (5), 508-535.

Thomas, D.C., 2006. Domain and development of cultural intelligence: the importance of mindfulness. Group Organ. Manag. 31, 78-99.

Torpey, M.J., 2006. A case study of conflict in an educational workplace: managing personal and cultural differences. Teach. Coll. Rec. 108 (12), 2523-2549.

Triandis, H.C., 1995. Individualism and Collectivism. Westview Press, Boulder, CO.

Triandis, H.C., 2000. Culture and conflict. Int. J. Psychol. 35 (2), 145-152.

Troster, C., Mehra, A., Van Knippenberg, D., 2014. Structuring for team success: the interactive effects of network structure and cultural diversity on team potency and
performance. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 124 (2), 245-255.

Tschang, F.T., 2007. Balancing the tensions between rationalization and creativity in the video games industry. Organ. Sci. 18 (6), 989-1005.

Turner, R., Lloyd-Walker, B., 2008. Emotional intelligence (EI) capabilities training: can it develop EI in project teams? Int. J. Manag. Proj. Bus. 1 (4), 512-534.

Turner, M.E., Pratkanis, A., 1997. Mitigating groupthink by stimulating constructive conflict. In: De Dreu, C.K.W., van de Vliert, E. (Eds.), Using Conflict in
Organizations. Sage, London, pp. 53-71.

Ullah, R., 2021. The buffering role of emotional intelligence in conflict transformation. Int. J. Confl. Manag. https://doi.org/10.1108/1JCMA-03-2021-0050.

Van de Vilert, E., De Dreu, C.K.W., 1994. Optimizing performance by conflict simulation. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 5 (3), 211-222.

Van den Berg, W., Curseu, L., P. & Meeus, M., 2014. Emotion regulation and conflict transformation in multi-team systems. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 25 (2), 171-188.

Vodosek, M., 2005. Cultural diversity, intragroup conflict, and group outcomes. In: Academy of Management Proceedings, 2005(Meeting Abstract Suppl.): D1-D6.

Vodosek, M., 2007. Intragroup conflict as a mediator between cultural diversity and work group outcomes. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 18 (4), 345-375.

Wakefield, R.L., Leidner, D.E., Garrison, G., 2008. A model of conflict, leadership, and performance in virtual teams. Inf. Syst. Res. 19 (4), 434-455.

Wall, J.A., Callister, R.R., 1995. Conflict and its management. J. Manag. 21 (3), 515-558.

Wasylyshyn, K.M., 2010. Avoiding bad hires: using emotional intelligence as a selection tool. J. Psychol. Issues Org. Cult. 1 (3), 19-30.

Watson, W.E., Kumar, K., Michaelsen, L.K., 1993. Cultural diversity’s impact on interaction process and performance: comparing homogeneous and diverse task
groups. Acad. Manag. J. 36 (3), 590-602.

Welch, D.E., Welch, L.S., 2008. The importance of language in international knowledge transfer. Manag. Int. Rev. 48 (3), 339-360.

Westerlaken, K., Jordan, P.J., Ramsay, S.G., Woods, P.R., 2009. Political skill, self monitoring and emotional intelligence as antecedents to organizational retaliatory
Behaviours. In: 23rd ANZAM Conference 2009. Monash University.

Williams, K.Y., O’Reilly, C.A., 1998. Demography and diversity in organizations: a review of 40 years or research. Res. Organ. Behav. 20, 77-140.

de Wit, F.R.C., Greer, L.L., Jehn, K.A., 2012. The paradox of intragroup conflict: a meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 97 (2), 360-390.

Wong, C.S., Law, K.S., 2002. The effects of leader and follower emotional intelligence on performance and attitude: an exploratory study. Leadersh. Q. 13 (3),
243-274.

Yang, J., Mossholder, K.W., 2004. Decoupling task and relationship conflict: the role of intragroup emotional processing. J. Organ. Behav. 25 (5), 589-605.

Zhang, Z.X., Zhang, Y., Wang, M., 2011. Harmony, illusory relationship costs, and conflict resolution in Chinese contexts. In: Leung, K., Chiu, C.Y., Hong, Y.Y. (Eds.),
A Social Psychology Psychological Perspective. Oxford University Press, New York, pp. 188-209.

Zhang, S.J., Chen, Y.Q., Sun, H., 2015. Emotional intelligence, conflict management styles, and innovation performance. Int. J. Confl. Manag. 26 (4), 450-478.

20


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0840
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0845
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0850
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0855
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0860
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0865
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0870
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0875
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0875
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0880
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0885
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0890
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0895
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0895
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0900
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0905
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0905
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0915
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0920
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0925
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0930
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0935
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0940
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0940
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0945
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0950
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0955
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0960
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0965
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0970
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0970
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0975
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0980
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0985
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0985
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCMA-03-2021-0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf0995
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1000
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S1075-4253(22)00044-8/rf1070

	The influence of cultural intelligence and emotional intelligence on conflict occurrence and performance in global virtual  ...
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical background
	2.1 Intelligences and conflict
	2.2 Intragroup conflicts and team performance

	3 Methodology
	3.1 Sample and data collection
	3.2 Measures
	3.3 Methods

	4 Findings
	5 Discussion
	5.1 Managerial relevance
	5.2 Limitations and future research

	Declaration of competing interest
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A Examples of IQ items
	References


