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This article demonstrates the applicability of implementing multilevel design,
measurement, and analysis to explore research questions central to the management
education literature. Specifically, we offer a multilevel model of self-assessed team
performance based on self-enhancement theory and on the construal level theory of
psychological distance. We implemented a team decision-making task with 52 student
teams, objectively measured team performance, and then asked team members and
teams for assessments of team performance. Results show that relationship conflict
moderates the relationship between (a) team objective performance and individual
assessments of team performance (i.e., cross-level interaction effect); and (b) team
objective performance and team assessments of team performance (i.e., team-level
interaction effect). The moderating effect is isomorphic across levels of analysis: As
relationship conflict increases, the relationship between subjective and objective
performance also increases. Our results have important implications for research on
management education, assessments of team performance, relationship conflict, and
methodological approaches adopted by management education researchers.

........................................................................................................................................................................
Teamwork plays an important role in both organizational life and education (Chen, Donahue, & Klimoski, 2004; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson,
2008). For example, teamwork is an important part
of entrepreneurship courses and entrepreneurship
in practice (Boni, Weingart, & Evenson, 2009), and
MBA programs use cooperative learning in teams
to train students and help them develop the interpersonal skills necessary to be effective managers
(Baldwin, Bedell, & Johnson, 1997). Despite the potential for diffusion of responsibility in a team, and
some members who might “free ride” by not contributing to team performance (Willcoxson, 2006),
assessing team performance can serve as corrective feedback to teams to help them adjust to

the requirements of a task (Schraw, Potenza, &
Nebelsick-Gullet, 1993); create a feeling of interdependence; and enhance the members’ accountability for team outcomes (Brown, 2003; Goltz,
Hietapelto, Reinsch, & Tyrell, 2008; Tonn &
Milledge, 2002; Volkema, 2010). Thus, it is not
only important that educators help team members to see each other’s contribution as has been
recently suggested (cf. Freeman & Greenacre,
2011), but also, to help teams develop an accurate assessment of their performance.
However, previous research has shown that it is
difficult for people to accurately assess their own
performance (Aguinis, Joo, & Gottfredson, 2011;
Schraw et al., 1993). For example, based on a meta187
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analysis of 166 studies, Sitzmann, Ely, Brown, and
Bauer (2010) concluded that learners (in education
and in the workplace) generally have difficulty
self-assessing their knowledge, competence, or
performance in cognitive tasks, such as learning.
Specifically, 56% of studies focusing on the accuracy of self-assessment concluded that people assess their own performance imprecisely. Although
research on self-assessment at the individual level
has made an important contribution to the literature (and will likely continue to do so), given the
prevalence of teamwork in education and work
settings (Boni et al., 2009; Chen et al., 2004; Stevens
& Campion, 1994), there is a need to investigate
self-assessments at the team level.
A possible explanation for this surprising gap in
the literature is the methodological challenges associated with team and multilevel research. These
challenges include potential confounds associated
with team formation—self-selection, survivor, or
retrospective reporting bias; the nature of the
team—team size, previous successes or failures,
collective belief, and identification; and the nature
of the task—its difficulty and complexity, the distribution of information among members, and time.
Research at the team level also involves additional work in collecting data because sample size
(and associated degrees of freedom) is determined
not only by the number of individuals but also by
the number of teams. In fact, management education scholars have not, for the most part, implemented multilevel designs that are needed to
address important questions, answers, and theoretical insights. For example, of the 113 published primary-level studies included in the
quantitative review by Sitzmann and colleagues
(2010), only 12 included measures at different
levels of analysis. Moreover, only one of these
113 studies tested hypotheses regarding crosslevel interaction effects (i.e., the extent to which
a relationship between two variables at one
level of analysis changes as values of a variable
at another level of analysis changes).
The purpose of this paper is twofold: to demonstrate the applicability of multilevel design,
measurement, and analysis to explore team and
cross-level research questions central to the management education literature, and to gain a deeper
understanding of the accuracy of self-assessments
of team performance by considering the team context. Building on research concerning teams and
performance assessment, we develop a model of
students’ self-assessments of team performance
that includes relationship conflict—tension, animosity, and friction between team members (Jehn,
1995)—as an important moderator in the relation-
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ship between objective performance and selfassessed performance. To test this model, we implemented a team decision-making task (hiddenprofile task) with 52 student teams and asked team
members and teams for assessments of team
performance.
This study makes three primary contributions.
First, most research on self-assessment has been
survey based and at the individual level of analysis. As described earlier, hypothesis tests involving cross-level interaction effects are virtually absent in the management education literature.
Because variables measured at the individual
level of analysis (e.g., student learning, student
performance) are affected by variables both at the
individual and also at the group level of analysis,
not implementing multilevel design, measurement, and analysis techniques precludes management education scholars from understanding how
and why cross-level interaction effects impact
some of the most critical dependent variables in
our field. Interaction effects are crucial for the advancement of all scientific fields because they
serve as indicators of a theory’s boundary conditions (i.e., conditions under which certain relationships may become weaker or stronger or even
change in direction, Aguinis, 2004). Moreover,
cross-level interaction effects refer to situations
when, for example, relationships between variables at the individual student level of analysis
may change as we move from one team to another,
from one classroom to another, from one instructor
to another, or from one university to another (Mathieu, Aguinis, Culpepper, & Chen, in press). In our
work here, we use a multilevel research design
that includes a hidden-profile decision-making
task (Stasser & Titus, 1985). By using this methodological approach to address a research question
of high importance to the management education
literature, we are able to highlight the advantages,
limitations, and future research possibilities of
team studies. We do not claim that our approach is
a “silver bullet” that overcomes all methodological
challenges or limitations, but we believe that it is
an important methodological tool for management
education scholars to add to their repertoire. For
example, although there are questions of generalizability of this study’s findings (as with all studies
involving substantial experimenter control), we
have been able to provide evidence of cause-andeffect relationships at multiple levels of analysis,
precise control of variables, and a standardized
procedure and method for replication and
extension.
Second, we contribute to the literature on the
assessment of team performance. By taking into
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account the team interaction process, we explain
heterogeneity in the accuracy of self-assessments
of team performance. We theorize and find that
team members’ perception of relationship conflict
is connected to a state of mind that facilitates
accurate assessments of team performance from
both the members’ and the team’s perspectives.
Finally, we contribute to the literature on team
conflict. Most studies have found that relationship
conflict diminishes task performance (Jehn, 1995;
Langfred, 2007; Mohammed & Angell, 2004). However, here, we highlight an important exception:
Relationship conflict actually improves team
performance when the task consists of assessing
team performance. Our results show that at the
individual and team levels, relationship conflict
enhances the accuracy of team performance
assessments.
THEORY DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES
In our multilevel model of students’ self-assessments of team performance, we focus on questions
of how well and when students’ and student teams’
performance assessments reflect objective team
performance. We suggest that the relationship between objective performance and individuals’ assessments of team performance is influenced by
their perception of any relationship conflict experienced during the task. Further, the relationship
between objective performance and teams’ assessments is influenced by their collective perception
of relationship conflict. Building on the team literature, we develop specific hypotheses about each
effect in the subsequent sections.
Students’ Assessments of Team Performance
We build on work in organizational contexts and
define teams as “a distinguishable set of two or
more people who interact, dynamically, interdependently, and adaptively toward a common and
valued goal/objective/mission, who have each
been assigned specific roles or functions to perform, and who have a limited life-span of membership” (Salas, Dickinson, Converse, & Tannenbaum,
1992: 4). To achieve the team’s collective outcome,
all members need to contribute to their team’s task
(Cohen & Bailey, 1997). For example, when the
team task is decision making, the team can
achieve the optimal answer only when all of the
members share their unique information (SchulzHardt, Brodbeck, Mojzisch, Kerschreiter, & Frey,
2006; Stasser & Titus, 1985). For a number of tasks,
there are objective criteria that indicate how well a
team performed; for example, the amount of coal
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mined by a team (Goodman & Leyden, 1991), the
correct assembly of devices (Lewis, Belliveau,
Herndon, & Keller, 2007), or the sales performance
of teams in retail stores (George & Bettenhausen,
1990). However, members may not always be
aware of the objective performance of their team.
Indeed, it is often difficult for people to accurately
assess their own performance (Aguinis et al., 2011;
Schraw et al., 1993). For instance, in a recent metaanalysis, Sitzmann and colleagues (2010) found
that the mean-corrected correlation of students’
self-assessments of knowledge, competence, or
performance in cognitive tasks and their actual
performance was  ⫽ .34. In other words, student
self-assessments accounted for only 11.56% of variance in actual performance. Stated differently, almost 90% of variance in student ratings of their
own performance was unrelated to actual
performance.
The divergence of perceived performance assessments from objective performance can be explained by self-enhancement theory and the construal-level theory of psychological distance. First,
according to self-enhancement theory (Allport,
1937), individuals want to achieve or maintain a
positive image of the self and increase selfesteem. For example, people believe that they are
responsible for success but not for failure (selfserving bias, Bradley, 1978), or they think that their
current self is better than past selves (Wilson &
Ross, 2001). This tendency to self-enhance also occurs in social environments; that is, individuals
tend to rate their own group more positively than
members from out-groups (Rabbie & Horwitz, 1969).
This effect applies to teams (Bettencourt & Dorr,
1998) and even occurs in a minimal group situation
in which membership is based on an irrelevant
criterion, the group only exists for a short time, and
membership is anonymous (Oakes & Turner, 1980).
A second reason why people may have difficulties in accurately assessing their team’s performance is that they establish high levels of identification with their teams during and after team
tasks (Turner, Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell,
1987). Thus, when members highly identify with a
team, they have a harder time psychologically distancing themselves from that team and its tasks
than do those with lower identification (Libby,
Shaeffer, & Eibach, 2009; Trope & Liberman, 2010).
Psychological distance enables people to perceive
the overall picture and take a global perspective,
that is, “focusing on the forest,” instead of focusing
on details and situation-specific components of an
incident, that is, “seeing the trees” (Liberman &
Förster, 2009). Thus, individuals with greater psychological distance will remember and recall their
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team discussions from a global and third person
perspective as a more abstract and superordinate
representation focusing on central features rather
than on idiosyncratic information (Liberman &
Trope, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2010). This viewpoint, in turn, encourages greater adaptive selfreflection (Ayduk & Kross, 2010). Thus, psychological distance can enhance the accuracy of
assessments of team performance because students are more likely to recall central features of
the team discussion that are relevant to performance, such as if everyone contributed pieces of
information to team discussions. Unimportant details, such as the order in which the students spoke
or their initial preferences, are less salient. In contrast, a reduced psychological distance due to a
stronger identification with the team will constrain
accurate performance assessments.
These two explanations help us understand why
students’ performance assessments can be distorted. However, even if the correlation between
objective and self-assessed performance cannot be
expected to be high (Sitzmann et al., 2010), students
will be able to develop a rough idea of how they
have performed in the team task. Members will be
able to remember some aspects of the task and the
team interaction that indicate what went well and
what did not. Thus, there likely is a positive relationship between the students’ performance assessment and the team’s objective performance.
Consistent with other research showing a positive—albeit a small- or medium-sized effect
(Dithurbide, Sullivan, & Chow, 2009; Jehn, Northcraft, & Neale, 1999)—relationship between objective and self-assessed team performance, we offer
the following hypothesis as a baseline from which
our other hypotheses are built:
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive relationship
between students’ assessment of
their team performance and their
team’s objective performance.
Although students’ assessments of team performance can be biased due to the tendency to selfenhance or a strong identification with the team,
the extent of this obstruction likely depends on the
level of perceived relationship conflict within the
team. Relationship conflict is defined as “interpersonal incompatibilities among group members,
which typically includes tension, animosity, and
annoyance among members within a group” (Jehn,
1995: 258). Thus, relationship conflict is related to
interpersonal issues and is distinct from task conflict (i.e., conflict about the content of the team task
and different task-related opinions). In the following, we will argue how perceived relationship con-
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flict can mitigate the obstructions to students’ accurate assessments of team performance.
Relationship conflict likely reduces students’
self-enhancement tendencies. According to the depressive realism view (Alloy & Abramson, 1979),
negative affect leads to less bias and more realistic information processing. As such, team members
who perceive higher relationship conflict are likely
to experience higher levels of negative affect (Jehn,
1995; von Glinow, Shapiro, & Brett, 2004), thereby
increasing the accuracy of their team performance
assessments. Furthermore, relationship conflict
can lead students to develop a more negative view
of the team (De Dreu & van Knippenberg, 2005),
thus reducing in-group favoritism (Hogg & Terry,
2000). Because of their reduced tendency to selfenhance— based on higher levels of perceived relationship conflict—these students are likely to
more accurately assess their team’s performance
than those who perceive lower levels of relationship conflict.
Furthermore, perceptions of higher relationship
conflict will likely decrease an individual’s identification with the team, thus will increase the psychological distance between the individual and
the team (De Dreu & Beersma, 2005; De Dreu & van
Vianen, 2001). Students who perceive relationship
conflict to be higher will likely distance themselves from their team, as people have a tendency
to distance themselves from others with characteristics that they judge to be undesirable (Schimel,
Pyszczynski, Greenberg, O’Mahen, & Arndt, 2000).
This psychological distance focuses the team
members’ attention on central features of the task
such that they will have a more overall view of
team performance (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope
& Liberman, 2010). That is, when asked to assess
their team’s performance, students who have
gained greater psychological distance as a result
of perceived relationship conflict are in a more
adequate “state of mind” to judge team discussions and actions holistically and to retrospectively acknowledge what went well and what
did not. In contrast, when students perceive relationship conflict to be lower, they strongly identify
with the team and have difficulties distancing
themselves sufficiently to gain a global perspective about the team and its performance on the
task; this will likely result in lower accuracy in
their assessments of team performance. Thus,
Hypothesis 2: Relationship conflict, as perceived
by individual students, will moderate the positive relationship between students’ assessment of their
team performance and their team’s
objective performance such that
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higher relationship conflict will lead
to a stronger assessed-objective performance relationship compared to
lower relationship conflict.
Teams’ Assessment of Team Performance
A student team’s collective assessment of its performance refers to a process in which “teams receive a single questionnaire, members discuss
their personal responses to each item, and they
then decide by consensus which response best
captures the overall team’s response” (Quigley,
Tekleab, & Tesluk, 2007: 590). In our study, the
team’s response refers to its subjective belief on
how well the team worked in the team task (Dithurbide et al., 2009; Jehn, Chadwick, & Thatcher, 1997;
Wittenbaum & Bowman, 2004). A student team’s
collective assessment of its performance will likely
be related to its objective performance but will not
necessarily perfectly reflect it. Teams generally
want to achieve positive in-group evaluations
(Brewer, 1991). Thus, the team as a whole will be
inclined to increase its image by assessing its
performance in a team-serving way (Aguinis, 2013).
When students collectively discuss the assessment
of team performance, they will likely place greater
emphasis on those criteria in which the team excelled and less emphasis on those criteria in which
it did not. Such a collective decision-making process helps contribute to a positive team climate,
which most people strive for in team situations
(Baumeister & Leary, 1995). This decision-making
process is often connected to a team’s feeling of
invulnerability that it can achieve its goals and
that it performs on a very high level (Lindsley,
Brass, & Thomas, 1995). This will also lead to imprecise—more positive—assessments of team performance. Additionally, teams often create a climate where there is an expectation of conformity
among members and minimal criticism directed at
the team (Levine & Moreland, 1990; Postmes,
Spears, & Cihangir, 2001). In particular, when cohesion in a team is high, criticism is usually suppressed (Postmes et al., 2001). This lack of criticism
will also focus the team’s assessment on the positive aspects of its performance but will, ultimately, reduce its assessment accuracy. Thus,
these tendencies to “team enhance” and to limit
criticism of the team likely distort the team’s assessment of its performance.
After the team task, the common team identity
will still be highly salient to the members, resulting in their high identification with the team (Lee,
2007; Mackie, 1986). This will reduce the team’s
psychological distance to team discussions and to
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the task at hand (cf. Libby et al., 2009). For example,
people usually describe teams in which they are
involved in a less abstract way than teams in
which they are not involved because they feel less
familiar with the latter and hence focus on general
patterns describing them (Linville, Fischer, & Yoon,
1996). This identification with the team can obstruct an accurate assessment of team performance. However, despite obstructions, objective
performance is likely to still influence the assessment of team performance. Thus, we offer the following as a second baseline hypothesis:
Hypothesis 3: There will be a positive relationship
between a student team’s assessment of team performance and the
team’s objective performance.
Teams that perceive higher relationship conflict
will likely experience a more hostile communication during the task (Pelled, 1996). The team will be
less inclined to collectively protect the team environment because relationship conflict signals that
this climate is flawed. Thus, members feel less
obligated to give positive comments about the
team. Further, members are less motivated to
“build up” the team climate because their need to
belong to the team is likely reduced (Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). This reduced need to belong decreases members’ motivation for positive evaluations (cf. Brewer, 1991). Therefore, relationship conflict likely leads students to provide less biased,
more accurate assessments of team performance.
Further, members feel less involved in teams
that experience higher levels of relationship conflict (Hobman, Bordia, & Gallois, 2003). When individuals’ involvement with their team is lower, they
perceive the team in a more abstract and general
way (Linville et al., 1996). Thus, relationship conflict will enhance the psychological distance of the
team from its discussions and actions during its
task. Because of this greater distance, the team
will be better able to reflect about the task from a
more neutral and global position (Ayduk & Kross,
2010; Liberman & Förster, 2009). Consequently,
teams with higher levels of perceived relationship
conflict will discuss performance at a more abstract level and in a “cool” and calculated fashion
(Kross & Ayduk, 2008). This type of discussion will
help student teams derive a more accurate image
of their performance. In contrast, student teams
with lower levels of perceived relationship conflict
will be more involved with the team and their task,
making it more difficult for them to establish psychological distance and, as a result, hampering
them from seeing the big picture of their team’s
performance (Liberman & Trope, 2008; Trope &
Liberman, 2010). Thus,
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Hypothesis 4: Relationship conflict, as perceived
by a student team, will moderate the
positive relationship between a
team’s assessment of team performance and the team’s objective performance such that higher relationship conflict will lead to a stronger
assessed-objective performance relationship compared to lower relationship conflict.
METHODS
Participants, Research Setting, and Design
The sample consisted of 52 teams comprising 156
undergraduate business students enrolled at a
German university. The students were recruited in
business and economics courses to ensure that
they could make an informed decision about an
entrepreneurial opportunity (see description below). Students were compensated with €20 each
(about US$25) for their participation. To minimize
the effects of previous interactions, we randomly
assigned students to teams of three members and
invited them to a session. We asked each student
how well they knew the other two students on
7-point Likert scales with the anchors “I do not
know him/her at all” to “I know him/her very well.”
The participants indicated that they did not know
the other members well (M ⫽ 1.79, SD ⫽ 1.83). On
average, the participants were 24.31 years old (SD
⫽ 2.54) and 73 (46.8%) were male.
Our study consisted of implementing a decisionmaking task based on the hidden-profile technique
(Stasser & Titus, 1985). Hidden profiles are situa-
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tions where the best solution of a decision task
is not initially evident to the team members from
their personal information. Alone, a team member’s information set points toward a suboptimal
solution, but when all the unique information
across individuals is pooled, then a best solution
becomes obvious. Hidden-profile tasks have been
used to investigate team decision making in social
psychology (Schulz-Hardt et al., 2006; Stasser & Titus, 1985); organizational behavior (Alge, Wiethoff,
& Klein, 2003; Okhuysen & Eisenhardt, 2002); and
communication research (Cruz, Boster, & Rodriguez, 1997; Savadori, van Swol, & Sniezek, 2001). In
our study, the teams were asked to choose the most
attractive business opportunity from four alternatives. Before the team discussion, students received information sets about the decision alternatives. Some pieces of information were given to
only one member and some pieces were given to
all team members. These pieces of information
were distributed among members in such a way
that only when all the information was pooled by
the members could the optimal alternative be
identified.
Table 1 displays the distribution of the information pieces among the participants. Overall, there
were 32 pieces of information— 8 for each decision
alternative business opportunity. For the optimal
solution (Alternative A, Table 1), there are 6 positive and 2 negative pieces of information; whereas
for the suboptimal alternatives (B–D, Table 1), there
are 3 positive and 5 negative pieces of information.
However, the individuals’ information sets contained more positive than negative pieces of information for all suboptimal alternatives, but the

TABLE 1
Distribution of Information in the Hidden-Profile Decision-Making Task

Common information
Positive
Negative
Unique information
Positive
Negative
Team member 1
Positive
Negative
Team member 2
Positive
Negative
Team member 3
Positive
Negative

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

0
2

3
0

3
0

3
0

6
0

0
5

0
5

0
5

2
2

3
1

3
2

3
2

2
2

3
2

3
1

3
2

2
2

3
2

3
2

3
1

Note. Alternative A was the optimal solution.
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same number of positive and negative pieces for
the optimal solution. Thus, the optimal solution is
hidden to the participants. Indeed, only 25 (16%) of
our 156 participants chose the optimal alternative
before the discussion based on their individual
information set. However, in a pretest when all 32
pieces of information were available for an individual participant and participants were asked to
rank the alternatives, 39 out of 45 students preferred the optimal solution, and it had a mean rank
of 1.18. A Friedman test showed significant differences between the alternatives [²(3) ⫽ 63.05,
p ⬍ .000, Kendall’s W ⫽ .43] and subsequent paired
Wilcoxon tests showed that the optimal alternative
had a significantly better rank than all suboptimal
alternatives (all z’s ⬎ 5.35, p ⬍ .001) and the ranks
of the suboptimal alternatives did not differ significantly from each other (all z’s ⬍ 0.46, p ⬎ .60).
To avoid a potential confounding effect, we varied the order of ratings so that teams were randomly assigned to performance assessment from
the individual’s perspective first versus from the
team’s perspective first. We assigned the teams
randomly to one of the two ordering conditions
with the restriction that there were 26 teams in
each condition.
Procedure
For each session, we invited three students to our
lab. The experimenter welcomed them and informed them about the procedure of the study. The
students were then asked to imagine being a part
of an entrepreneurial team that has just invented a
3-dimensional printing technology (cf. Shane,
2000). They were told that they had already identified four potential business opportunities to exploit from their technology. As a team, they should
now decide on one of these opportunities. Each of
them would take a specific role on the entrepreneurial team—a marketing manager, a financial
manager, and an operations manager. These managerial roles were randomly assigned, and each
participant received an information set specific to
the role. They were asked to study their information sets carefully to discuss the alternatives without needing to continuously check their sets, but
they were allowed to keep their information sets
during the subsequent team interaction. The participants had as much time as they needed to become familiar with the situation and their information sets.
After studying the materials, the teams were
asked to discuss and decide which of the four alternatives they wanted to exploit as an entrepreneurial team of a new venture. We videotaped
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these discussions. Although the teams were told
that they should take as much time as they needed,
we also told them that teams usually finished
within 30 min. We did not want to generate time
pressure, but this time period was suggested to
avoid “never-ending” discussions and to keep the
teams focused on their task. When a team’s discussion lasted longer than 30 min, we followed SchulzHardt and colleagues’s (2006) procedure and reminded them of this time frame but did not specify
further time limits. A discussion was considered to
be finished when the team recorded its decision on
a provided decision sheet. The average discussion
time was approximately 22 min (M ⫽ 21.63 min,
SD ⫽ 8.14 min).
After the discussion, the students filled out posttask questionnaires. For one half of the teams, we
asked the students to individually fill out a questionnaire assessing team performance. After this
individual assessment, we asked the team as a
whole to assess the team’s performance. The team
was given a single copy of the same questionnaire
and asked to come to a consensus with respect to
each item (consensus method, cf. Quigley et al.,
2007). They had as much time as they wanted to fill
out the questionnaire. The other half of the teams
were first asked to assess the team’s performance from the team’s perspective. Subsequently, the individual members were asked to
assess the team’s performance independently of
the team’s assessment.
After the performance assessments, we gave another questionnaire to the students individually. In
this questionnaire, we assessed the team members’ perceptions of task and relationship conflict.
Subsequently, we captured the students’ demographic details. Then, we debriefed the participants and revealed the nature of the hidden-profile
task. Finally, we paid them for their participation
in the study and they left the lab.

Measures and Variables
Dependent Variables:
Individual and Team Assessments of Team
Performance
To test our hypotheses, we specified two different
models with different dependent variables— one
at the individual and one at the team level. First, at
the individual level, the dependent variable is
each member’s assessment of that team’s performance. We used a 2-item scale based on Wittenbaum and Bowman (2004), including “Our team
performed well on the team task” and “Our team
probably performed better on the team task than
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the average team in this study.” A 7-point Likert
scale with the anchors “I do not agree at all” and “I
completely agree” was used to record self-assessed performance. We acknowledge that a
2-item scale is not ideal from a measurement theoretical perspective and that other measures have
been applied in the assessment of student team
performance (Kotey, 2007; Werner & Lester, 2001).
However, this scale has already been applied in
the context of a hidden-profile study (Wittenbaum
& Bowman, 2004). Further, it captures general aspects of team performance which facilitates its
application on the individual- and team-levels and
does not relate to incidences that a team might not
have experienced. In fact, the context of our study
involving a general performance construct could
possibly meet the criteria needed to use a 1-item
scale (Wanous & Hudy, 2001). Second, at the team
level, we used the teams’ assessment of team performance as the dependent variable. We did this
by using the same scale as for the individual ratings of team performance. Also, we used 7-point
Likert scale to record the team-based assessments.
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Alternatives B–D, Table 1), that is alternatives that
had mainly negative pieces of information across
all members’ information sets, were coded as 0.
Perceived Relationship Conflict
We recorded the perceptions of relationship conflict during the team task using a scale developed
by Jehn and colleagues (Jehn et al., 1997; Jehn,
1995). The scale consists of four items, including
“How much interpersonal friction was there in your
team?” Participants’ answers were recorded on
7-point Likert scales with anchors “not at all” and
“very much.” Cronbach’s alpha was .89 in our sample. For the individuals’ perception of relationship
conflict, we directly used the members’ answers.
For the teams’ perception of relationship conflict,
we averaged the values of each member within
each team. Interrater reliability [ICC (1) ⫽ .40 and
ICC (2) ⫽ .67] and interrater agreement (median
rwg(j) ⫽ .95) indexes suggested that the members’
perceptions were sufficiently similar to justify the
aggregation of individual scores within teams (LeBreton & Senter, 2008).

Objective Team Performance
Consistent with previous studies (Schulz-Hardt et
al., 2006; Stasser & Titus, 1985) we defined high
team performance as the team’s choice for the best
alternative in the hidden-profile task; whereas
choosing a suboptimal alternative is defined as
low team performance. This approach has the advantage of a clear difference between high and
low objective team performance. Research on student teams often relies on grades assigned by instructors as an indicator of objective performance
(Brown, 2003; Kotey, 2007; Werner & Lester, 2001).
However, grading can be problematic, as it
does not necessarily reflect objective performance
(Roth, BeVier, Switzer, & Schippmann, 1996). In particular for team projects, the fairness of grades has
been questioned because team members’ effort
and their contribution are difficult to assess (Baker,
2008; Brandyberry & Bakke, 2006; Paswan & Kamala, 2004; Willcoxson, 2006). Furthermore, these
grades usually refer to the individual team member, even though the importance of assessing the
performance of a team as a whole has been acknowledged (Brown, 2003; Goltz et al., 2008;
Volkema, 2010). We directly derived objective team
performance from the decision sheets that teams
filled out at the end of the team task. We coded a
decision as 1 when the team chose the best solution (i.e., Alternative A, Table 1), that is, the alternative with mainly positive pieces of information.
All other decisions for suboptimal solutions (i.e.,

Control Variables
As relationship conflict often follows or is accompanied by task conflict (Simons & Peterson, 2000),
we controlled for perceived task conflict during the
team task. By controlling for task conflict, we ensure that the personal friction within a team that
helps members and teams to assess their performance more accurately is not the result of a different type of conflict related to the task. We used the
scale developed by Jehn et al. (Jehn et al., 1997;
Jehn, 1995), which consists of four items, including
“How different were your views on the content of
your project?” Participants’ answers were recorded
on 7-point Likert scales with anchors at “not at all”
and “very much.” The individuals’ perceptions of
task conflict were derived from the team members’
answers. The members’ values were then averaged for each team to obtain a team-level score of
perceived task conflict. Acceptable values of interrater reliability [ICC (1) ⫽ .46 and ICC (2) ⫽ .72] and
interrater agreement (median rwg(j) ⫽ .85) suggested that aggregation was justified (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008).
Because students’ performance likely depends
on their task motivation (Latham & Pinder, 2005),
we included a measure of this construct. We asked
participants to assess their task motivation after
the team task using a scale based on Colquitt and
Chertkoff (2002). Our four items were “How motivated were you to exert effort in the team task?”
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“How hard did you try to make a good selection?”
“How much did you desire to make a good selection?” And, “How important was it for you to do
well in the team task?” The answers were recorded
on 7-point Likert scales with anchors “not at all”
and “very much.” To be able to control for task
motivation also at the team level, we aggregated
the individual values for each team.
As mentioned earlier, we randomized the order
of the performance assessments. We controlled for
the order of the performance assessment because
individuals’ assessments may be influenced by
preceding teams’ assessments and vice versa. This
variable was dummy coded with 0 denoting individual assessments first and 1 denoting team assessments first.
As another control variable, we included the duration of the team task. Teams need time to exchange and process their information (Karau &
Kelly, 1992) and a longer interaction could affect
the team’s performance and their assessment of
their performance. This variable was derived from
the videos of the interactions and was entered in
hours in the analyses. To control for potential age
and gender effects (cf. Riordan & Wayne, 2008) on
the individual level, we asked students to indicate
their year of birth and their gender at the end of our
study. From the year of birth, we computed the
students’ age in years. Gender was entered as a
dummy variable in the analysis, with 0 denoting
males and 1 denoting females.
Translation Procedure
All scales were translated into German using a
back-and-forth translation procedure recommended by Brislin (1970) to ensure maximum consistency between the translated and original
scales. A native German speaker fluent in English
translated the scales into German, and a native
English speaker fluent in German translated it
back to English. We compared the original and the
back-translated versions and found no substantial
differences.
Data Analysis
Testing our hypotheses necessitated two dependent variables, each relating to a different level of
analysis. For Hypotheses 1–2 regarding the relationship of objective team performance and the
individuals’ assessments, we used a random coefficient modeling (RCM) approach as implemented
by the software package Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). This has the
benefit that the nested structure of our data are
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taken into account (individuals are nested within
teams) and that it enables us to analyze cross-level
effects (i.e., the effect of a team-level independent
variable on an individual-level dependent variable as in Hypothesis 1); and cross-level interactions (i.e., the moderating effect of an individuallevel variable on the relationship between a teamlevel predictor variable and an individual-level
dependent variable as in Hypothesis 2). All variables were grand-mean centered before the analyses. As an indicator for the explained variance in
the dependent variable, we reported Pseudo R2
based on the formula by Snijders and Bosker (1999).
This statistic is based on the reduction of level 1
and level 2 residual variances (i.e., proportion of
variance in the dependent variable left unexplained) after the predictors are included in
the model.
For Hypotheses 3– 4 regarding the relationship of
objective team performance and the teams’ performance assessment, we used ordinary leastsquares (OLS) regression because the independent
and dependent variables (assessment of team performance from the team’s perspective) were all
measured at the same (i.e., team) level of analysis.
As independent variables, we included objective
team performance and the team’s perception of
relationship conflict, and we computed and included an interaction term between these variables after centering them on their mean.
Although cautions have been issued about the
use of control variables (Spector & Brannick, 2011),
we included important ones for theory-based reasons and because they have been used as controls
in related research (De Dreu, 2006; Jehn, 1995; Langfred, 2007). As a robustness check, we reran all
analyses without control variables and found the
same pattern of substantive results (i.e., direction,
strength, and statistical significance of effects).
RESULTS
Table 2 includes the means, standard deviations,
Cronbach’s alphas, and correlations for all of the
variables in this study. To test Hypotheses 1 and 2,
we conducted RCM using individual assessments
of team performance as the dependent variable.
Results are displayed in Table 3. As a first step,
we included the control variables (Model 1),
which explained 8% of the variance of the individual students’ performance assessments. Then, we
included objective team performance and relationship conflict (Model 2) which accounted for 18%
additional variance in individual performance assessments beyond that accounted for by the controls (total R2 ⫽ .26). Further, Model 3 includes the

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13

24.31
0.53
6.17
3.43
1.66
5.18
1.50
0.36
6.17
3.43
1.66
5.32
0.33

2.54
0.50
0.63
1.21
0.97
0.96
0.50
0.13
0.40
0.97
0.75
0.72
0.47

SD
(–)
.11
.01
.09
⫺.01
.02
.08
⫺.02
⫺.01
.13
.05
.03
⫺.03

1

(–)
⫺.04
.06
⫺.03
⫺.15
.01
⫺.09
⫺.15
.05
⫺.01
⫺.20*
⫺.03

2

(.68)
⫺.05
⫺.04
.20*
.04
⫺.02
.64**
⫺.13
⫺.13
.20*
.00

3

(.85)
.54**
⫺.28**
⫺.06
.36**
⫺.17*
.80**
.49**
⫺.28**
⫺.16*

4

(.89)
⫺.27**
⫺.05
.23**
⫺.16
.48**
.77**
⫺.34**
⫺.24**

5

(.83)
.11
⫺.16
.19*
⫺.33**
⫺.36**
.65**
.17**

6

(–)
⫺.08
.05
⫺.07
⫺.06
.09
⫺.29**

7

(–)
⫺.04
.46**
.29**
⫺.15
.05

8

(–)
⫺.21**
⫺.20*
.32**
.00

9

Note. N ⫽ 156 individuals, Cronbach’s alpha (if applicable) is reported on the diagonal. M ⫽ mean; SD ⫽ standard deviation.
0 ⫽ “male,” 1 ⫽ “female.”
b
0 ⫽ “individuals’ assessments first,” 1 ⫽ “team’s assessment first.”
c
0 ⫽ “team chooses suboptimal solution,” 1 ⫽ “team chooses optimal solution.”
d
These variables were measured at the individual level.
e
These variables were measured at the team level of analysis and assigned down to individual team members for computing the correlations.
** p ⬍ .01. * p ⬍ .05.

a

Aged
Gendera, d
Task motivationd
Individual’s perceived task conflictd
Individual’s perceived relationship conflictd
Individual performance assessmentd
Order of assessmentsb, e
Duration of discussion [h]e
Team task motivatione
Team’s perceived task conflicte
Team’s perceived relationship conflicte
Team performance assessmente
Objective team performancec, e

M

TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, Cronbach’s Alphas, and Correlations Between Study Variables

(–)
.62**
⫺.35**
⫺.21**

10

(–)
⫺.44**
⫺.31**

11

(.72)
.29**

12
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TABLE 3
Random Coefficient Modeling Predicting Individual Assessments of Team Performance

Variables
Level 1 first-order effects
Intercept
Age
Gendera
Task motivation
Individual’s perceived task conflict
Individual’s perceived relationship conflict
Level 2 first-order effects
Duration of discussion
Order of performance assessmentsb
Objective team performancec
Cross-level interaction
Individual’s perceived relationship conflict ⫻
objective team performance
Pseudo R2

Model 1
(control variables)

Model 2
(control variables
and team-level
objective performance)

Model 3
(control variables,
team-level objective
performance, and
cross-level
interaction effect)

5.23**
⫺0.00
⫺0.14
0.28**
⫺0.12

(0.09)
(0.0)
(0.13)
(0.10)
(0.07)

5.30**
⫺0.02
⫺0.15
0.34**
⫺0.08
0.13

(0.08)
(0.02)
(0.13)
(0.10)
(0.06)
(0.08)

5.36**
⫺0.01
⫺0.17
0.32**
⫺0.09
0.29**

(0.07)
(0.02)
(0.12)
(0.10)
(0.06)
(0.09)

⫺0.65
0.11

(0.69)
(0.20)

⫺1.37*
0.31
0.50**

(0.61)
(0.17)
(0.15)

⫺1.28*
0.27
0.65**

(0.57)
(0.15)
(0.14)

0.79**

(0.28)

0.08

0.26

0.31

Note. N ⫽ 156 individuals (level 1) in 52 teams (level 2).
Unstandardized estimates (based on grand-mean centering) are reported; robust standard errors are in parentheses.
Pseudo R2 indicates the amount of total variance in the dependent variable explained by the predictors.
a
0 ⫽ “male,” 1 ⫽ “female.”
b
0 ⫽ “individuals’ assessments first,” 1 ⫽ “team’s assessment first.”
c
0 ⫽ “team chooses suboptimal solution,” 1 ⫽ “team chooses optimal solution.”
** p ⬍ .01. * p ⬍ .05.

cross-level effect between objective team performance and individuals’ perceived relationship
conflict. The cross-level interaction term accounted
for 5% additional variance in individual performance assessments (total R2 ⫽ .31).
Because we found a statistically significant
cross-level effect, we interpret all lower order effects based on the full model including all predictors (i.e., Model 3, Aguinis, 2004). We found that
objective team performance had a positive and
significant effect on individual assessment of team
performance (␥ ⫽ 0.65, p ⬍ .01), which provides
support for Hypothesis 1. The moderating effect of
the individuals’ perceived relationship conflict on
the relationship between objective team performance and individuals’ assessment of team performance was also positive and statistically significant (␥ ⫽ 0.79, p ⬍ .01), providing support for
Hypothesis 2. To better understand the nature of
this cross-level interaction effect, we plotted this
relationship in Figure 1. The y-axis represents individuals’ performance assessments of team performance, and the x-axis is the objective performance. Following Aiken and West (1991) we
plotted separate lines for higher (solid line, one
standard deviation above the grand-mean of relationship conflict) and lower (dashed line, one stan-

dard deviation below the grand-mean of relationship conflict) levels of individuals’ perception of
relationship conflict. The slope is steeper (i.e.,
stronger) for higher levels of relationship conflict.
In fact, ␥ ⫽ 0.79 means that a 1-point increase in
relationship conflict is associated with a .79 in-

FIGURE 1
Moderating Effect of Relationship Conflict on the
Relationship Between Individual Assessments of
Team Performance and Objective Team
Performance
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crease in the slope of objective team performance
on individual assessments of team performance.
Results regarding tests of Hypotheses 3 and 4 are
included in Table 4. First, we included the control
variables (Model 1); then, we added objective team
performance and team’s perceived relationship
conflict (Model 2); finally, we included the product
between objective performance and relationship
conflict (Model 3). Model 1 led to a statistically
significant R2adj ⫽ .12, F(4,47) ⫽ 2.78, p ⬍ .05. When
objective team performance and the team’s perceived relationship conflict are included (i.e.,
Model 2), explained variance increased to 21%
[F(6,45) ⫽ 3.21; p ⬍ .05]. Next, we included the product term between objective team performance and
the team’s perceived relationship conflict (i.e., both
team-level variables). The increase in explained
variance was statistically significant, ⌬R2 ⫽ .07,
p ⬍ .05, R2adj ⫽ .27, F(7,44) ⫽ 3.75, p ⬍ .001. The
coefficient for objective team performance is positive and statistically significant (b ⫽ 0.72; p ⬍ .01).
Thus, Hypothesis 3 is supported. Further, the coefficient for the product term was positive and
statistically significant (b ⫽ 1.16; p ⬍ .05). In
other words, a 1-unit increase in relationship
conflict is associated with a 1.16 increase in the
effect of objective team performance on team
assessments of team performance. To further
probe this interaction, we plotted it in Figure 2.
The y-axis represents the team’s performance
assessment, and the x-axis is the objective per-
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FIGURE 2
Moderating Effect of Relationship Conflict on the
Relationship Between Team Assessment of Team
Performance and Objective Team Performance

formance of the team. We plotted separate lines
for higher (solid line, one standard deviation
above the mean) and lower (dashed line, one
standard deviation below the mean) levels of the
teams’ perceptions of relationship conflict. Figure 2 shows that the line for higher levels of
relationship conflict is steeper, indicating that
higher levels of relationship conflict are associated with a stronger relationship between objective performance and a team’s assessment of its
performance, which provides support for Hypothesis 4.

TABLE 4
Ordinary Least Square Regression Predicting Team Performance Assessments of Team Performance

Model 1
(control variables)

Intercept
Order of performance assessmentsa
Duration of discussion
Task motivation
Team’s perceived task conflict
Objective team performanceb
Team’s perceived relationship conflict
Objective team performance ⫻ team’s
perceived relationship conflict
Model fit

b

SE

␤

3.24*
0.08
0.02
0.45
⫺0.22

1.58
0.19
0.79
0.24
0.11

0.06
0.01
0.25
⫺0.30

R2adj ⫽ .12;
F(4,47) ⫽ 2.78*

Model 2
(control variables,
objective team performance,
and relationship conflict)

Model 3
(control variables, objective
team performance, relationship
conflict, and interaction effect)

b

SE

␤

b

SE

␤

2.80
0.18
⫺0.16
0.43
⫺0.06
0.36
⫺0.24

1.51
0.19
0.76
0.23
0.13
0.21
0.16

0.13
⫺0.03
0.25
⫺0.08
0.24
⫺0.25

3.07*
0.20
⫺0.26
0.41
⫺0.05
0.72**
0.07
1.16*

1.45
0.18
0.73
0.22
0.13
0.26
0.20
0.51

0.14
⫺0.05
0.23
⫺0.07
0.47
0.08
0.43

R2adj ⫽ .21;
F(6,45) ⫽ 3.21*;
⌬R2 ⫽ .10**

R2adj ⫽ .27;
F(7,44) ⫽ 3.75**;
⌬R2 ⫽ .07**

Note. n ⫽ 52.
0 ⫽ “individuals’ assessments first,” 1 ⫽ “team’s assessment first.”
b
0 ⫽ “team chooses suboptimal solution,” 1 ⫽ “team chooses optimal solution.” b ⫽ unstandardized regression coefficient, SE,
␤ ⫽ standardized regression coefficient.
** p ⬍ .01. * p ⬍ .05.
a
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DISCUSSION
Team projects are pervasive in all organizational
settings, including higher education (Baldwin et
al., 1997; Chen et al., 2004). We proposed a theorybased multilevel model that explains when students’ self-assessments of team performance will
be more or less accurate. We used a decisionmaking task and found support for our hypotheses.
Results showed a positive relationship between a
team’s objective performance and self-assessments of team performance at the individual and
team levels of analyses. Moreover, heterogeneity
in these relationships can be explained by perceived relationship conflict on both levels—that is,
higher levels of relationship conflict improve the
accuracy of performance assessments both at the
individual and the team levels. Interestingly, the
duration of the discussion had a significant negative impact on the members’ assessment of team
performance. This indicates that the team members implicitly connected a slower team discussion
to lower levels of team performance. Furthermore,
the duration of the team discussion is positively
correlated with task conflict. This reflects the conclusion by De Dreu (2008) that task conflict—which
is often seen as positive for team outcomes— has
costs for teams as it is connected to longer discussion which requires more time.

Implications for Research on Management
in Education
Our study has implications for research on management education, in particular for research on
self-assessments of performance. First, while
many previous studies focused on individuals’
self-assessments of performance (Schraw et al.,
1993; Sitzmann et al., 2010), we included the social
context—namely, other team members—in our
analysis of the accuracy of self-assessments and
found that the social context of these assessments
indeed affects self-assessment accuracy. Because
students are often nested in teams and classrooms,
multilevel models are particularly suitable to analyze self-assessed performance because this approach allows researchers to specify the context in
which the self-assessments were made. Our findings emphasize the importance of multilevel design, measurement, and analysis, and cover the
individual and social contexts in understanding
when self-assessments of performance are more or
less accurate. Future research further exploring
additional cross-level effects and considering the
individual’s (social or organizational) context
could complement our understanding of the accu-
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racy of self-assessed performance. Additionally,
our results show that analyses focusing on different levels—the individual and team levels— can
lead to parallel findings, which indicate that decision processes on both levels are isomorphic. Thus,
future research could compare the processes of
how self-assessments are made by comparing the
team discussion about the performance assessment with an individual’s assessment generated
through a think-aloud technique. Testing these hypotheses regarding the role of context is only possible by way of multilevel design, measurement,
and analysis tools.
Second, our results help educators to understand
the role of relationship conflict in student team
tasks. In educational contexts, relationship conflicts can be helpful for teams because they affect
the accuracy of members’ and teams’ performance
assessments. We argue that relationship conflict
enables members and teams to be more accurate
in their performance assessments because of the
members’ connected perspective. Future research
should consider these perspectives when students
are asked to assess their performance. This could
help improve our understanding how performance
assessments form and could also improve their
accuracy.
Third, previous research has emphasized the
role of self-enhancement theory (Barron & Sackett,
2008; Heidemeier & Moser, 2009; Klein, 2001) in explaining the process of how self-assessments develop. Complementing and expanding upon this
literature, we draw on the construal level theory of
psychological distance to suggest a process of how
self-assessments form. While self-enhancement
theory emphasizes the fact that students will assess their performance higher than it actually was,
construal level theory builds on the notion that a
greater distance between the assessor and the
task is helpful for developing more accurate performance assessments. For the purpose of our
study, construal level theory was particularly useful because it explains variance in the accuracy of
performance assessments beyond self-enhancement tendencies. This helps us understand the heterogeneity in the relationship between selfassessed and objective performance, which can be
attributed to the students’ perspectives of the team
task as being more or less distanced. These findings emphasize that scholars trying to understand
student team processes in management education
can profit from taking different theoretical perspectives when studying their phenomenon of
interest.
Finally, Rynes and Brown (2011) investigated the
legitimacy of the field of management education.
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They argued that the field needs to be further advanced not only by thoroughly drawing on theory,
but also by improving the methodologies used by
management education scholars. Similar to Aguinis, De Bruin, Cunningham, Hall, Culpepper, and
Gottfredson (2010), our study used a research
method that is well established in other fields (e.g.,
psychology, statistics), but new to the management
education literature. Specifically, we implemented
a multilevel research design including a hiddenprofile task to explore individual-level interactions
in the team context and team-level objective outcomes. We have not created a new method but
borrowed one to investigate a research question
important to management education scholars. In
doing so, we hope to have added a tool to the
repertoire of methods for management education
scholars. There are certainly limitations associated with using a hidden-profile task within a multilevel design in management education settings
(as will be detailed below), but as we open ourselves to different methods, we also begin to ask
different research questions. We hope others will
use multilevel designs and hidden-profile studies
to further our understanding of the processes, influences, and outcomes of student teams. Because
research on management education often takes
place in a context where a nested data structure is
given, multilevel research could be particularly
important for this field. Students are often grouped
in teams, classrooms, or universities. Multilevel
research enables researchers to specify the effects
of different context factors and to test theories
more adequately. So far research in management
education has often neglected this data structure.
For example, in the meta-analysis by Sitzmann
and colleagues (2010), only a small minority of the
published primary-level studies included measures at different levels. This will likely affect the
studies’ results because specific characteristics of
the classroom, the teacher, or the learning environment are ignored. However, these characteristics
can facilitate or impede the accuracy of selfassessments, as we have shown here. Thus, multilevel models can help to better understand phenomena in the field of management education and,
at the same time, more complex methodologies
will contribute to a greater legitimacy of the field.
Implications for Research on Assessments of
Team Learning and Performance
Team members and teams need to develop an accurate self-assessment of their team’s performance
because this can provide them important corrective feedback (Aguinis, Gottfredson, & Joo, 2012;
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Schraw et al., 1993). However, previous research
has shown that self-assessments are rather inaccurate in comparison with actual performance
(Sitzmann et al., 2010). Our empirical findings illustrate that, at least for the specific situation of our
empirical setting, the accuracy of self-assessments
can be improved. Note that our model also acknowledges that the nature of self-assessed team
performance can differ. That is, while previous
studies usually rely on the individual team members’ perspectives for self-assessments of team
performance (Cohen & Bailey, 1997; Tziner & Eden,
1985), our multilevel hypotheses incorporate the
members’ and the teams’ assessments of performance conjointly. By using a multilevel design,
multilevel measurement, and multilevel analyses,
we could show that the accuracy of assessments at
both levels benefited from relationship conflict.
Further, our study extends research on team performance assessment by taking into account team
interaction processes. Typically, work on the measurement of team performance has focused on explaining performance in terms of how satisfied the
team is with the achieved outcome while neglecting that these assessments are influenced by interaction processes between team members (Jung
& Sosik, 2002; Tziner & Eden, 1985; van Emmerik,
2008). Our results demonstrate that the assessment
of team performance from the perspective of team
members (either individually or collectively) is influenced by the nature of the process that led to
this outcome, specifically the relationship conflict
experienced. The implication of this finding is that
studies investigating team performance should
take into account factors of the team interaction
process, and we encourage researchers to identify
more characteristics of that process to help explain
team members’ performance assessments. For example, the communication quality of a team could
be an interesting factor for future investigation. On
the one hand, communication has been postulated
to be crucial for student team performance (Hansen, 2006; Werner & Lester, 2001) and team members learn about each others’ skills and expertise
through high-quality communication (Lester,
Meglino, & Korsgaard, 2002), which could improve
the accuracy of their performance assessments. On
the other hand, as high-quality communication is
closely connected to cohesion (Barrick, Bradley,
Kristof-Brown, & Colbert, 2007), it is also possible
that it reduces the members’ and team’s psychological distance to the team task in a similar way
as low levels of relationship conflict do. Thus, the
inclusion of team interaction processes can help
increase our understanding of how the members’
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and the team’s assessments of team performance form.
Implications for Research on
Relationship Conflict
While much research on relationship conflict suggests that it has a negative impact on team performance (De Dreu & Weingart, 2003; Jehn, 1995; Langfred, 2007; Mohammed & Angell, 2004), our study
challenges this finding by presenting a type of
task for which this statement does not apply. Specifically, we show that relationship conflict improves the members’ and team’s ability to accurately assess team performance. The correlates
and consequences of relationship conflict that usually impair team performance, such as a negative
view of the team (De Dreu & van Knippenberg,
2005); hostile communication (Pelled, 1996); and
lower levels of commitment to and identification
with the team (De Dreu & Beersma, 2005; Hobman
et al., 2003); seem to improve the accuracy of selfassessed team performance. This new facet of relationship conflict could be further tested in different assessment tasks. For example, perhaps
relationship conflict will more generally enhance
members’ and teams’ assessment accuracy—not
only of team performance, but also of team processes and other nonperformance-related outcomes of these processes. We hope that our study
points scholars into a new direction by stimulating
research on the upside rather than on the downside of relationship conflict in teams.
In addition, our results suggest that students
who perceive higher levels of relationship conflict
can take a more global and abstract perspective
and assess team performance in a more calculated
(and thus objectively accurate) fashion. However,
relationship conflict can also trigger strong negative affect, such as anger, frustration, and resentment (Jehn, 1995; Yang & Mossholder, 2004). This
negative affect is connected to higher levels of
arousal (Rozin & Royzman, 2001), which could inhibit a “cool” and calculated approach to performance assessment. Future research can make an
interesting contribution by investigating what
“states of mind” are connected to relationship conflict in team tasks and how these states of mind are
reflected in the (individuals’ or teams’) self-assessments of performance.
Future research could further investigate how
relationship conflict affects performance assessments. Identity could be an important moderator.
Social identity theory (Hogg, 2001; Hogg & Terry,
2000) suggests that lower levels of identification
could result in more inaccurate assessments be-
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cause the team members reduce their involvement
with the team (Hogg & Terry, 2000). Thus, they
do not attach high importance to understanding
the team processes (Hogg, 2001), which will reduce
their ability to assess team performance. However,
we theorized and found that relationship conflict—
which is connected to lower levels of identification
with the team (De Dreu & Beersma, 2005)— helps
teams and their members to assess team performance more accurately. Thus, future research
could focus on the different consequences of relationship conflict—such as negative affect or identification with the team—and how they help or
impair accurate self-assessments.
Implications for Management Education Practice
Although our study has its focus on its methodological contribution, it also provides important
implications for management education practice. An accurate self-assessment of performance
is beneficial for both students and for management
educators and—as the importance of teamwork increases in education (Boni et al., 2009; Chen et al.,
2004)—the self-assessment of team performance is
particularly relevant. For students, an accurate
self-assessed team performance can represent corrective feedback to teams and help them to adjust
and improve their performance (Schraw et al.,
1993). Moreover, such feedback can be used by
instructors to improve future student performance
(Aguinis et al., 2012). In addition, a more accurate
performance assessment will help adjust students’
expectations about their grades and will, in consequence, reduce their disappointment with lower
grades. Educators will also benefit from their students’ more accurate performance assessments because it will help the students control the teamwork independent of the instructor. Additionally,
educators will benefit from more appropriate student expectations because they will decrease the
students’ complaints about grading.1
Based on our results, educators can help teams
develop such an accurate assessment by emphasizing the importance of the members’ and the
teams’ distance from both the team and the team
task when they assess team performance. For example, they could ask students to reflect about the
team task from a third-person perspective, to focus
on global elements of the team task, and to come to
an abstract view of it (cf. Kross & Ayduk, 2008). This
distance will enable students to more objectively
1

We thank the participants of the AMLE’s writers workshop at
the Academy of Management Meeting (2011) in San Antonio, TX,
for pointing out this additional implication of the study.
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and globally perceive their team’s performance
and to come to more accurate performance assessments. Thus, taking into account the context of a
task and the assessor’s state of mind can lead to
more accurate self-assessments of performance,
which is of benefit to individual students, student
team, and educators.
In addition, our study shows that both the members’ and the teams’ assessments of team performance are enhanced by perceived relationship
conflict. Thus, it appears that teams can rely on
both types of assessments. Sometimes, it might be
beneficial if the team as a whole discusses its
performance. Then, the information and opinions
of each member on team performance are accessible to the whole team, and members can learn
from each other. On other occasions, it might be
beneficial if the individuals reflect for themselves
what went well and what did not. These reflections
will not be distorted by the need to present oneself
in a positive light in front of other members (Van
Swol, 2009).
Limitations and Future Research
We readily acknowledge several limitations in our
study that also provide the impetus for additional
opportunities for future research. First, although
we recorded self-assessed performance at the individual and team levels, we did not measure relationship conflict at both levels. Relationship conflict was measured at the individual level only and
was then aggregated to a team-level construct.
Interrater reliability and agreement provided support for aggregating the individual conflict scores
to the team level, and this procedure is consistent
with previous research on team conflict (De Dreu,
2006; Jehn, 1995; Mohammed & Angell, 2004). However, future research could additionally measure
relationship conflict at the team level to differentiate between the individuals’ and the teams’
perceptions.
Second, objective team performance in our team
task was dichotomous in nature. On the one hand,
this is advantageous because there is a clear difference between high and low objective performance. On the other hand, our performance operationalization does not take into account that some
teams that performed poorly came closer to the
best solution than others. Thus, future research
could rely on team tasks where there is more finegrained measure of the teams’ objective performance. Perhaps it is more difficult— or even easier—for members and teams to assess team
performance in tasks without a clear “right or
wrong” answer.
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Third, to eliminate confounding influences of different team sizes, we restricted our teams to three
members. This size is consistent with the literature
on student teams, which typically describes team
sizes between three to five members (Govekar &
Rishi, 2007; Volkema, 2010; Werner & Lester, 2001).
But we acknowledge that processes in teams can
differ depending on team size (Bacon, 2005; Cohen
& Bailey, 1997). Thus, future research could expand
our decision-making task and include team size as
an additional factor in the research design. As
small teams often outperform larger teams in information exchange tasks (Cruz et al., 1997),
smaller teams may be also better at assessing
team performance.
Fourth, although we explicitly assessed the effects of age and gender (as control variables), demographic diversity can impact team processes
and performance (Riordan & Wayne, 2008). In our
study, participants were purposefully homogeneous regarding ethnicity as well as age. Because
the main goal of our work was to study same as
well as cross-level interaction effects, our research
design did not include substantial heterogeneity
regarding these demographic diversity variables
that may interact with our hypothesized interaction effects (Riordan & Wayne, 2008). However, ethnic and age diversity are important issues to consider in future research. For example, whether our
findings generalize to other samples should be
tested, especially whether they generalize to students from other cultural or national backgrounds.
This seems to be particularly interesting because
Germans— coming from a rather individualistic
culture (House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, &
Gupta, 2004)—are known to prefer a direct conflict
style and do not strongly avoid impairments of
social relationships (Bierbrauer & Klinger, 2005).
Finally, the team task in our study required that
students interact in the laboratory setting for a
short time only. Usually student teams will interact
longer and will work on more complex tasks,
which could impact the members’ and the team’s
ability to assess team performance. In our study
we used student teams that worked on a task for a
short period; whereas most student teams work
together for weeks (or even months). Further, we
did not assess the members’ teamwork skills and
did not provide activities to enhance team development (Hansen, 2006). This represents a limitation
of the current study because, for example, teams
might develop group potency (Lester et al., 2002) or
collective efficacy (Brown, 2003) with an increasing
number of interactions, which has been found to
impact team effectiveness, and which might also
impact the accuracy of self-assessed team perfor-
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mance. Indeed, issues of generalizability are a
challenge for all laboratory studies (Shadish,
Cook, & Campbell, 2002). However, we do note that
our multilevel model was developed for student
teams regardless of time together as a team although it was tested in a more restrictive context.
Given that Mennecke and Valacich (1998) found
that established teams are even worse than ad hoc
teams in discussing unique information, our work
here could be considered a more conservative test
of our hypotheses. We hope that future research
replicates the current study in teams formed for
longer periods and theorizes on, and tests, the
moderating role that “time as a team” has on the
relationship between relationship conflict and the
accuracy of self-assessed team performance. Additionally, we relied on undergraduate students as
members of our student teams. In contrast to graduate students, undergraduates often have limited
work experience and, thus, lack teamwork or project management skills (Volkema, 2010). This could
affect their interaction processes and their performance assessments. Future research can investigate the potentially moderating role of teamwork
experience or student level (undergraduate or
graduate).
In closing, our results based on using multilevel
design, measurement, and analysis and a hiddenprofile task help scholars better understand selfassessments of performance in a team context and
the particular role of relationship conflict for the
accuracy of self-assessments. We emphasize that
these theoretical contributions could be made because of the use of a new methodology in the field
of management education and by explicitly taking
into account the multilevel nature of student team
interactions. This expansion of the methodological
repertoire in the research on management education could also help future research to make important contributions.
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