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Conlflicts of Graduate Students in Collaborative Learning and Their Impact on Learning
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Abstract: Collaborative learning, a key topic in educational research, inevitably involves conflicts, making it crucial to
study from a conflict perspective. This study, centered on "collaborative gamified instructional design,” found task
conflicts more frequent than process conflicts, with no relational conflicts observed. A significant correlation was
identified between conflict types and management strategies. High-effectiveness groups experienced more task conflicts
in the middle and late stages, while process conflicts were higher early on, decreased in the middle, and rose again
later. This study highlights the impact of conflicts on collaborative learning outcomes, offering insights for improving
activity design and conflict resolution strategies.
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