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1. Introduction 

 
The ability to work in teams, and in particular, the ability to resolve team conflicts effectively, is 

a highly valued skill both in academics and in the professional setting. In engineering programs, 

however, teamwork, in particular strategies to mitigate or resolve team conflict, is rarely 

explicitly taught to students. Instead, students are expected to learn these skills through their 

project experiences. At the University of Waterloo (UW), team conflict has been identified by 

instructors as a key factor affecting student teams’ performance. Mostafapour and Hurst found 

that team conflict is highly negatively correlated with team performance and team enjoyment in 

capstone design courses, with 1 in 4 students reporting that they experienced significant conflict, 

with the majority of cases consisting of conflict of a personal, or relationship, nature [1].  

 

In 2015, a series of teamwork training modules were developed by the Teamwork Clinic through 

the collaboration of various departments on campus [2]. Each of the six modules were designed 

to integrate seamlessly into courses with large or lengthy design projects, with the goal that 

students apply what they learn directly to their team processes and team projects. This paper 

continues to expand on work that has been published about the first four teamwork modules in 

the series: introduction to team processes [3], communication in teams [3], introduction to 

conflict management [4], and giving and receiving feedback [4], [5]. The integration and 

applicability of two modules that address team conflict: the previously mentioned “introduction 

to conflict management” as well as “conflict resolution and management” are explored. This 

paper describes the modules and their integration into a classroom setting. This paper also 

examines how various team formations within the sessions influences students’ perceptions of 

value, impact on overall team cohesion, and team effectiveness. Additionally, the overall 

applicability and value students obtain from participating in these sessions is discussed. 

 

2. Literature review of conflict 

 
While the objective of many teams may be to avoid conflict at all costs, conflict can play a role 

in improving team performance if it is understood, engaged and managed correctly. Conflict, 

when paired with increased awareness and skills for effective conflict resolution, can lead to 

improved problem solving, critical thinking, and decision making [8], [12], [18], creativity [8], 

increased motivation [18], better interpersonal relationships and tolerance of diversity [11, 18] 

and improved team performance [8], [18]. However, conflict can play a negative role in teams 

when it is mismanaged or misunderstood, very often leading to harmful relationship conflicts and 

increased stress [11], [12]. Tuckman’s Stages of Team Development provides a simple 

conceptual model for students to understand team development and functionality and places 

conflict as a pivotal phase in team formation. Tuckman’s model suggests that teams tend to flow 

through the stages of forming, storming, norming, performing and adjourning. However, this 

may not be a linear process and teams may fluctuate forwards and backwards or even bounce 

between stages throughout a project [15], [17]. During the forming stage, the team will typically 

establish team norms, gather information, and gain familiarity with their teammates [17]. The 

storming phase is synonymous with conflict. Here the team may define boundaries, establish 

leadership or deal with difficult behaviours amongst team members. Team members may feel 

stress or encounter differences in power or values among other individuals leading to stalled 

progress [17]. Norming occurs once a team has determined structure and established goals and 



targets, or once they have resolved existing conflict. The team will typically have adopted a 

mindset of ‘we’ as opposed to ‘I’ established stable roles and rules, and will typically reflect on 

their processes and progress. During the performing stage, the team will be driven towards their 

goals, be task oriented and they may be the most creative during this stage as they are more 

trusting, open and enabled by their team members [17]. Finally, the adjourning stage represents 

the end of the team’s work together. Depending on how the team functioned, they may celebrate, 

reflect or reminisce or they may feel anxious or insecure [17]. 

 

Despite conflict playing a productive role in teams, as suggested by Tuckman, conflict can also 

become dysfunctional depending on the nature and type of conflict involved and the strategies 

implemented. While some types of conflict are believed to influence team performance, most 

conflicts that are mismanaged can lead to further conflict and eventually dysfunction. 

Developing the knowledge, skills and attitudes to understand when and why different types of 

conflict might occur, and training to recognize differences among team members’ needs and 

perspectives is a necessary first step towards team effectiveness [6]. Team conflicts are most 

commonly classified as either task, process or relationship based. O’Neill, Allen & Hastings 

describe task conflict as “involving different ideas, perspectives, and viewpoints regarding the 

work itself” [16]. Examples of task conflict includes differences in opinion about an idea or 

project content amongst the team [6], [16]. Task conflict can be the most constructive type of 

conflict for a team as it can promote the critical evaluation of alternatives in order to realize the 

best possible solution for a problem [16]. Process conflict arises from differences in how tasks 

should be accomplished and refers to the administrative and logistic details such as who should 

do what, how often to meet, when things should be done, etc. Examples of process conflict 

include workload distribution and dysfunctional workflow interdependence [16]. Relationship 

conflict arises from interpersonal incompatibilities and disagreement at a personal level among 

team members. Examples of relationship conflict include power or value asymmetry and certain 

personality differences. Relationship conflict has been noted as the most volatile and 

performance damaging type of conflict a team can experience. Anderson suggests that energy 

tends to be drawn away from the project tasks as members become “focused on reducing threats, 

increasing power, and attempts to build cohesion rather than working on the task” [6].  

 

Effectiveness should be at the top of mind for project teams. Therefore, the ability to recognize 

not only the different types of conflict but the sources of conflict is essential. Conflict can stem 

from a variety of sources and take on many forms for student teams including: 

• Value asymmetry – differing goals/interest in a project and its outcomes 

• Social loafing – unequal contributing to the project (quantity/quality) 

• Ego/personality – poor relationships and team culture 

• Poor communication – differing expectations or communication channels 

• Poor project management – missing meeting notes, action items, timelines [1] 

 

Emphasis should be placed on communication skills as a key component of conflict resolution. 

Specifically, focusing on improving communication can support effective conflict management, 

better team performance, and enhanced interpersonal interactions among teammates [21]. The 

message, the receiver and the sender are key components to consider when addressing conflict 

and challenging behaviours. Using an assertive communication approach when dealing with 

difficult behaviours can ensure that the message, the receiver and the sender are addressed in a 



constructive dialogue. For example, Hess utilized the D.E.S.C. model to develop leadership skills 

through active student practice [13]. This model encourages the sender of a message to begin by 

describing the behaviour using facts and details while remaining calm and supportive in tone and 

body language. Next, the sender expresses the impact the behaviour has had on the team or on an 

individual using “I” statements and by encouraging acknowledgement and/or clarification from 

the receiver. Then, the sender specifies the desired outcome or changes in behaviour, being clear 

about what actions should stop or start while also inquiring about any challenges the receiver has 

with the plan and offering an opportunity for them to contribute alternative solutions. Finally, the 

consequences, as opposed to threats, are stated explicitly but through a supportive tone to clarify 

what will happen should the agreed upon changes not take place [13]. However, it is essential 

that this type of communication is grounded in concern for the other person as opposed to 

approaching it as a personal defense. The goal of this interaction should be focused on achieving 

self-development for all involved as well as finding the best solution for the team as outcomes 

[23]. One way to ensure the team culture and individual relationships remain intact and 

productive once a conflict has been resolved is to depolarize. Essentially, this means taking the 

time to identify common ground on a different topic to help to repair the relationship and 

maintain team cohesiveness in the long-term [24].  

 

In order to become skilled in conflict resolution, team members should understand the most 

common causes of conflict, have the ability to identify these behaviours, and have strategies to 

help address the conflict [22]. For example, Kenneth Thomas and Ralph Kilmann developed the 

Thomas-Kilmann Conflict Mode Instrument which identifies five conflict handling styles that 

are used to respond to conflict [14]. The five styles include accommodating, avoiding, 

collaborating, competing and compromising. Each represents a different position on graph with 

the y-axis representing the level of assertiveness and the x-axis representing the level of 

cooperation that is influencing the style. Avoiding is low assertiveness and low cooperation and 

can be expressed as “I’ll think about it tomorrow” or “I lose, you lose” since the conflict is being 

avoided altogether. Competing is high assertiveness and low cooperation and can be expressed as 

“My way or the highway” or “I win, you lose” as this style favours strongly advocating for one’s 

opinion or needs. Accommodating is high cooperation and low assertiveness and can be 

expressed as “It would be my pleasure” or “I lose, you win” since this style tends to yield to the 

desires of others, forgoing their own needs. Collaborating is high cooperation and high 

assertiveness and can be expressed as “Two heads are better than one” or “I win, you win” as 

this style encourages non-threatening dialogue that aims to merge both parties’ needs while 

considering their concerns. Finally, compromising sits in the middle as moderately cooperative 

and moderately assertive and can be expressed as “Let’s make a deal” and “I win some and you 

win some” as this style encourages an open dialogue and finding the middle ground and can be 

used as a temporary solution when time restrains collaboration. No one style is “better” than 

another and each may be more or less appropriate depending on the nature of the conflict [14], 

[22]. 

 

Individuals tend to have preferences for particular styles which may change depending on the 

group, the conflict they are a part of, as well as individual differences such as “gender, self-

concept, expectations of others, situation, power, practice, ability to determine best mode, 

communication skills, life experiences” [22]. Understanding more about preferences for conflict 

handling styles can help develop a better awareness in selecting the most appropriate style for a 



conflict rather than resorting to what is comfortable, and which may ultimately lead to greater 

conflict. Since experiential exercises play an important role in teaching conflict resolution by 

shifting “the responsibility for learning from the trainer to the participant” [19], this has been 

selected as the main pedagogical approach for this module. This shifting of responsibility will 

encourage students to take greater ownership over their teamwork and conflict experiences as 

they develop the essential knowledge, skills, abilities and values described above. 

 

3. Overview of each module 

 
Two modules previously mentioned, “Introduction to Conflict Management” and “Conflict 

Resolution and Management” are the third and fifth modules in a series of six Teamwork 

modules developed for engineering. These modules can be implemented as stand-alone sessions 

or combined together with each module requiring one hour of class time to implement. In the 

Civil, Environmental, Geological, and Architectural engineering programs, both modules were 

delivered together in one session. In all other programs, the modules were implemented 

individually. 

 

3.1 Introduction to conflict management 

 

In this module students learn basic conflict management skills through a series of in-class 

activities, which the instructor can choose to run as either a random group activity or with pre-

existing project teams. The session starts with students individually brainstorming “conflict” 

words, which are then used to create a mind map on the board. Typically, negative words are 

most often associated with “conflict”. The instructor (or workshop facilitator) can take this 

opportunity to focus on the potential positive outcomes that stem from conflict situations, include 

opportunities to clarify goals, make more informed decisions, and to foster team cohesion.  

  

Students are then introduced to the three types of conflict: task, process, and relationship. The 

key message here is that relationship conflict is often destructive and should be mitigated when 

possible, while the other types have the potential to be productive when managed effectively. 

Tuckman’s stages of team development serves as the foundation for this opening exercise to 

emphasize the natural place of conflict in team development. Students are provided with a list of 

the most common types of conflict and difficult behaviours experienced by engineering design 

teams at our institution [1].  

 

Students build on this list by drawing on previous teamwork experiences and conflicts. Each 

student then selects one of the behaviours or conflicts listed and individually documents their 

personal strategy for dealing with this situation, which can reflect an approach they have used in 

the past, or a hypothetical approach. Eight common underlying causes of conflict are then 

introduced [23]: 

• Attitudes 

• Perceptions 

• Personal goals 

• Behaviours 

• Communication 

• Resources 



• Conflict styles 

• Values  

 

Referring to this list, students are asked to consider which cause(s) may have underpinned the 

conflict they described and to reflect on how their knowledge of the underlying cause(s) might 

affect or change their solution. Finally, students are introduced to the following concepts which 

serve to establish a positive and supportive interaction [24]: 

• Developing an awareness of pre-existing biases, which can inform the way the individual 

is approached. These biases can stem from previous conflicts or encounters with the 

individual, any assumptions that are made about why they may be acting this way, or 

personal hesitations about the confrontation. 

• Approaching the individual with concern versus taking a defensive position, which can 

help both parties to recognize the opportunity for self-development as well as a better 

solution for the team. 

• Depolarizing the situation at the conclusion, which can help both parties find common 

ground, repair the relationship, and leave the conversation on a good note. 

 

Next, students move into a small group activity. This activity runs slightly differently depending 

on how the instructor has formed the teams, either by having students work in randomized 

groups, or having students work in their project teams. If students are working in randomized 

groups (i.e. not their own project teams), the group can choose a conflict situation that one 

member might actually be dealing with in their project team. For students working in their 

current project teams, it is suggested that they choose a hypothetical conflict in order to avoid 

unintentionally exacerbating their conflict while learning and practicing the strategies. 

 

The facilitator introduces an Assertive Communication Strategy based on the D.E.S.C. model 

[13], which places support and development of team members at the forefront of a difficult 

conversation in order to maintain positive relationships for the long term. Once a challenging 

behaviour has been selected by the group, they are asked to draft a dialogue following the 

Assertive Communication Strategy following the steps listed: 

• Describe the behaviour, in a constructive and supportive tone by using facts, details, and 

examples, and paying particular attention to avoid focusing on the person 

• Explain the impact of the behavior using “I” statements and encouraging the other 

individual to contribute with clarification, as well as asking for, and acknowledging, the 

individual’s viewpoints and feelings 

• Specify the desired outcomes by providing a preferred solution while also allowing the 

other individual to contribute with additional solutions, or to challenge the solution 

provided 

• State the consequences in the event that changes are not made while remaining 

supportive and non-threatening. 

 

The final step of the group activity involves each team partnering with another to present their 

dialogue and provide feedback to one another. Instructors may choose to collect the work for 

review or assign end-of-term reflection questions that can help assess the impact of the module 

on the team’s development and conflict resolution experiences. 

 



3.2 Conflict resolution and management 

 

Through a series of in-class activities, the second module on team conflict reinforces the 

importance of recognizing how differences among team members’ needs and perspectives can 

contribute to conflicts. This module also provides direction on choosing an appropriate style to 

help reduce or resolve conflict.  

 

The first part of the module consists of a short presentation introducing conflict handling styles: 

Accommodating (I lose, you win), Competing (I win, you lose), Avoiding (I lose, you lose), 

Collaborating (I win, you win), or Compromising (I win some, you win some). Individuals tend 

to have a preference for a particular style depending on their own personality and the dynamic of 

the team, among other factors [22]. There is no right or wrong style, rather the correct style is 

chosen for each new situation, so emphasis is placed on the importance of understanding the 

strengths and drawbacks of each style. The main goal of the presentation is to help students 

consider how they can use this model to make more informed and productive decisions when 

approaching a conflict situation.   

 

The second part of this module consists of a group activity.  As with the previous module, 

instructors can choose to have students form teams randomly, or have them work in their current 

project teams. Each group should have a minimum of 4 participants in order to run the group 

activity effectively. If smaller teams exist, they can pair up to form a larger group. For the first 

activity, each team is given a scenario which includes two perspectives on a conflict: one from 

an individual team member’s perspective, and the other from the remainder of the team. 

 

The scenarios were created using authentic engineering capstone design course conflicts which 

were collected via a capstone survey in 2016-2017. Using scenarios to teach students conflict 

handling strategies has two benefits. First, teams that are currently experiencing a significant 

conflict don’t feel pressured to resolve the conflict within a prescribed time frame. Second, it 

may be difficult for teams to objectively view differing perspectives on their current conflict 

without taking sides. Second, teams who are not experiencing conflicts within their team can still 

benefit from learning about, and applying in theory, different conflict handling styles.  

 

Each group then splits up into two subgroups with two to three students per subgroup, and each 

subgroup takes one perspective. After reading and discussing their scenario, each subgroup 

identifies and lists the factors that seem to be contributing to or causing the conflict. They then 

refer to a list of attributes that effective teams exhibit and identify which attributes are lacking. 

The team attributes they can consider include: 

• Communicating effectively 

• Addressing task conflict effectively 

• Fostering a team culture of openness and trust 

• Following a systemic, agreed-upon, decision making process 

• Planning for regular team meetings to support the team’s progress towards shared goals 

• Keeping motivation high through recognition of team members’ contributions 

• Creating measurable and specific mission and/or goals 

• Self-managing effectively 

• Adopting appropriate leadership styles [7] 



 

The subgroups then apply each of the five conflict handling styles to their scenario and list the 

possible positive and negative outcomes of each approach. The subgroups also use a conflict 

analysis checklist which provides conflict statements for each handling style. Students read each 

statement as a group and decide if it applies to their scenario. For example, one statement in the 

“Avoiding” style is: “The issue is small and there are more important issues to deal with.” One 

statement in the “Accommodating” style is: “Maintaining harmony in the relationships is 

extremely important.” Any statement that results in a “true” answer is checked off by the team 

and each category is summed up. Students then consider the category totals and the positive and 

negative outcomes listed in the previous activity in order to select the style they believe would 

produce the best outcome. At this point the subgroups come back together to share their side of 

the scenario and the outcome of their analysis, including the conflict handling style and strategies 

that they feel are most appropriate in their situation. Together the team uses all completed 

handouts to negotiate and formulate a plan that would resolve the conflict. Instructors can choose 

to collect the conflict resolution plan that is completed at the end of the session. Additionally, a 

series of reflection questions can be integrated as a stand-alone deliverable, or as part of a final 

team report. 

 

4. Implementation in courses and changes 

 
The introduction to conflict module was implemented in eight different classes across four 

different programs (chemical, civil, geological and nanotechnology engineering) ranging from 

first to third year reaching about 575 students. 

 

The conflict resolution module was implemented in five courses across four different programs 

(chemical, civil, geological and management engineering) ranging first to fourth year reaching 

about 300 students. 

 

The combined module was run in three different courses across four different programs 

(architectural, civil, environmental and geological engineering) for first year students reaching 

275 students. 

 

In the qualitative results and observations sections we discuss the feedback received from the 

students who attended the combined conflict modules. This combined module was offered to 

three groups of first-year students in Environmental Engineering/Geological Engineering 

(ENV/GEO), Architectural Engineering (AE), and Civil Engineering (CIVE) respectively. Each 

workshop was implemented by the same team of facilitators from the Student Success Office 

using the same content and delivery methods. The only differences across the sections were 

space and group configurations. The group configurations were as follows: 

• ENV/GEO: students worked in their own project teams for both modules 

• AE: students were randomized for the first module, and then worked in their own project 

teams for the second module 

• CIVE: students worked in random teams for both modules 

 



The purpose of changing the group configuration was to examine how various team formations 

within the modules influences students’ perceptions of value, impact on overall team cohesion, 

and team effectiveness. 

 

5. Classroom observations 

 
Observations were conducted by a representative from the Centre for Teaching Excellence in all 

three sessions with primary focus on factors that fostered and hindered student engagement and 

interaction, which were the key elements that affected the outcomes of these sessions. Major 

observations are summarized in the sections below. 

 

First, classroom space had a direct impact on student interaction. This workshop was 

implemented in three different classroom settings. The first two sessions (ENV/GEO and AE) 

took place in medium-sized lecture halls with movable furniture and plenty of free space, while 

the third session (CIVE) was held in a large tiered lecture hall with fixed furniture and limited 

space at the back and sides of the room.  It was obvious that in the first two sessions, students 

were able to engage in barrier-free learner-to-learner interactions in both activities. Also, the 

facilitators were able to walk around and do comprehension checks and answer questions 

throughout the sessions. While in the third session, students were restricted in their seats and 

were not able to engage in effective discussions due to the physical constraints, especially in the 

second activity where groups were asked to give feedback to one another. Moreover, it was 

challenging for the facilitators to check in and address students’ questions efficiently. It was 

evident that flexible classrooms fostered student interactivity to a large extent. 

 

Second, the attendance rates were high in general (65/68 for ENV/GEO, 66/78 for AE, and 

101/120 for CIVE), and the majority of students in all three sessions were actively engaged. The 

ENV/GEO group had very positive dynamics and their level of engagement was the highest 

among all three groups. All students in the class actively answered questions and participated in 

group discussions in both activities. In the AE session, however, a few students who were sitting 

in the back were occasionally distracted and were working on irrelevant tasks during the group 

activities, although the majority of class were able to stay focused on the session. Engagement of 

the CIVE group was challenging in particular partly due to the group size and the nature of the 

classroom space that was discussed in the previous section. Another fact with this group was that 

since the class was scheduled on a Friday afternoon, there were around 10 students who came to 

the session late and around 20 that left early, which disrupted the class and group dynamics in 

general.   

 

Third, group configuration set the tone for team development and dynamics. It was the intention 

of this study to use different group configurations in different sessions to evaluate its effect on 

the workshop outcomes. In the ENV/GEO session, all participants stayed in their original project 

groups for the entire session, which contributed significantly to the high productivity of 

discussions both within and across teams. Since the students were familiar with their team 

members, it was obvious that the team leaders were identified quickly and were able to take 

initiatives and responsibilities to ensure all processes were completed in an efficient manner. In 

the AE session, the students had their first activity in randomized groups and second one in their 

project groups. While the randomization provided students with an opportunity to experience the 



initial stages of the Tuckman’s group development model, it led to a relatively slow start for 

some groups and a slightly disrupted transition to the second part of the workshop. In the CIVE 

session, random groups were used for both activities. Similar to the AE session, the groups had 

to go through the forming stage before they were able to perform effectively. As a result of this, 

some students claimed that they didn’t have enough time to finish the first activity. Also, due to 

the class size and physical barriers in the room, the facilitators had to ask students to get into 

groups with those who were sitting close to them, which was a less effective way of 

randomization compared to that used in the AE session where students were asked to form 

groups with people sitting in front or behind them. However, one strength in the group 

configuration in the CIVE session is that, for the second activity, the groups were adjusted to 

have even numbers to ensure everyone had a partner to work with when analyzing the scenarios, 

which was a great strategy to enhance engagement.  

 

Fourth, this workshop was very well facilitated. The slides and handouts served as very effective 

visual aids. All verbal and written instructions were given in a clear and concise way, which 

helped students understand the concepts and follow along the activities.  Also, classroom 

management was done in a respectful and effective manner to keep inappropriate behaviors at 

the minimum level. Moreover, as an important element of the facilitation, the instructor of the 

course shared her personal stories about conflict management including her experiences with 

difficult situations and the strategies she used to approach conflict resolution. This instructor 

engagement successfully encouraged the students to reflect on their own past experiences and 

relate the theoretical concepts to real-world scenarios. One example of this was demonstrated at 

the end of the ENV/GEO session when a student approached the facilitators to share a previous 

conflict experience and to ask for feedback and strategies to try in the case of a similar conflict 

occurring in the future. 

 

6. Qualitative results 

 
Individual students were asked to write a 5-10 page long reflection report at the end of the term, 

looking back at their course project. These reports were graded to ensure they were taken 

seriously, with grades focused on completion, insight, and grammar/clarity1.  As part of this 

report, there were three specific questions targeting the teamwork modules that students 

answered individually:  

• Consider the activities in part a) and b) below from the teamwork workshop you 

participated in. In what ways did each activity impact your team’s performance 

throughout this project?  

a) Introduction to Conflict: Types of Conflict, Tuckman’s model, Using the D.E.S.C. 

(Describe the behaviour, Express the impact, Specify desired outcome, State the 

Consequences) assertive communication model to deal with difficult conflict or 

difficult behavior 

b) Conflict Resolution: Conflict Handling Styles, Using missing team attributes and 

conflict handling strategies to create a conflict resolution plan (based on the case 

study scenario) 

 
1 Ethics approval: Office of Research Ethics #41447 



• Considering that some types of conflict can be productive, how did this influence the 

decision-making in your team? How might this influence the way you approach future 

teamwork? 

• Consider the nine attributes of effective teams, which of the attributes may have been 

lacking in your current team? What steps did you take as a team to strengthen and 

improve these attributes? 

 

A thematic analysis was conducted on these reflection reports to understand where students saw 

value in the conflict modules that they participated in. Each class of students was analyzed 

independently to identify if there were any class-wide patterns in their responses. A total of 50 

submissions were examined in detail, selected randomly from the full pool of student responses, 

with an approximately equal number from each section. 

 

Across the three sections under study, the majority of students saw value in the workshop, and 

were applying the language and concepts learned in the workshop in their reflections. Of the 50 

submissions examined in detail, only one individual failed to answer the questions, and only 20% 

of individuals showed little evidence of knowledge or understanding of module content in their 

reflections. These students typically commented that they had no conflict in their group, and so 

had no reason to apply (or possibly even retain) what was taught in these modules. The biggest 

takeaway across the submissions was students coming to the understanding that conflict can be 

productive and healthy. This realization seemed to give a lot of groups “permission” to have 

more open discussions throughout the project. Even with groups who said they experienced little 

or no conflict in their teams, this was the most commonly mentioned item from the material 

taught in these modules. In a similar vein, 25% of individuals mentioned that the workshops 

improved their confidence when working in a team setting. Most commonly this was the 

confidence to speak up in dissent if they didn’t agree with an idea given by the team, but it also 

included the confidence to resolve any conflict internally if it were to arise. 

 

While there were definitely commonalities between the three sections, a few differences stood 

out in the analysis. The AE students seemed to get the least value out of the modules.  In 

analyzing their responses, 25% of individuals mentioned explicitly that the workshop came too 

late, and that they were already working well together in a team. In reading their reflections, 

there were no examples of the module content being applied to resolve an actual team conflict, 

and a higher proportion of students showed little knowledge/understanding of module content 

(approximately 1/3 students). The CIVE students on the other hand gave several good, believable 

examples of module content being applied to actual group conflict, with an additional student 

commenting in hindsight that they could have applied the module content to de-escalate a 

conflict in the group. Of the CIVE students, approximately 20% showed little to no 

understanding of the module content in their end of term reflections. On the opposite end of the 

spectrum, the students in ENV/GEO seemed to have extraordinarily few conflicts throughout the 

project period, there are almost no examples given of any conflicts that needed to be resolved, 

however every reflection sample showed good understanding of the module content. This could 

mean that they are a particularly amiable group, or perhaps strong in team environments, or that 

the modules were particularly effective in helping them avoid conflict, but in any case, it was 

interesting in how uniformly successful their teams were. 

 



7. Quantitative results 

 
A post survey was conducted at the end of each session. The responses were as follows: 49 from 

AE, 19 from CIVE, 60 from ENV/GEO. Questions focused around student perception about 

workshop facilitation and application of concepts and strategies in future teamwork experiences. 

In general, students were positive in their responses about the workshop. Responses for these 

sessions are reported in aggregate. 

• 80% of the respondents stated that they either somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree 

with the following statement: I will utilize the strategies that I have learned today in my 

future teamwork experiences. 

• 80% of the respondents stated that they somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree with the 

following statement: Learning about various types of conflicts and the strategies to 

mitigate them contributed to my professional development as an engineer. 

• 84% of the respondents stated that they somewhat agree, agree, or strongly agree with the 

following statement: The strategies I have learned today will help me to mitigate 

potential conflicts in a work setting. 

• 75% of the respondents stated that they agree or strongly agree with the following 

statement: I will apply what I have learned today in my teamwork experiences. 

• 89% of respondents indicated that the quality of the presentation was very or somewhat 

good. 

• 79% of the respondents stated that they agree or strongly agree with the following 

statement: The activities in this module helped me to better understand how to resolve 

conflicts. 

 

8. Conclusions 

 

Overall, this workshop was very well received and appreciated by most students in all three 

groups. According to some verbal feedback collected during the sessions, most students found 

the theoretical framework and interactive activities very valuable. As a result, they were much 

more confident in their ability to manage conflicts in their current or future teamwork 

assignments. Lastly, learner-to-learner interaction was encouraged to a very large extent 

throughout the sessions, which enabled the students to explore conflict management with support 

from resourceful facilitators, and more importantly, their peers. This collaborative learning 

approach served as a key element of student engagement and the success of this workshop. 

In regard to the group configuration for the modules, no clear conclusions can be made as other 

factors such as class size and space played a role in the engagement and application of the 

concepts in the module. However, it is clear from all students’ responses that if conflict existed 

within their teams the module helped them resolve it. 
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