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Abstract
[Purpose/Significance] Analyzing large-scale user discussion processes can
deeply excavate the development characteristics and influencing factors of
group conflicts in online encyclopedias, and help understand group conflict
phenomena in the content production process, providing theoretical guidance
for managing such conflicts. [Method/Process] Based on team conflict theory,
a coding framework comprising seven variables—entry topic, conflict cause,
task complexity, conflict duration, conflict intensity, conflict transformation,
and conflict outcome—was constructed. Using content analysis, 137 “user
discussion processes”related to entry editing conflicts were selected from
Baidu Encyclopedia Bar and analyzed from three aspects: conflict initia-
tion, intermediate process, and conflict outcome. [Results/Conclusion] The
study found that cognitive differences, interest contradictions, and power
disagreements are all causes of group conflicts in online encyclopedias, with no
primary or secondary distinction. Task complexity is positively correlated with
conflict intensity, and within a certain range, is negatively correlated with the
likelihood of conflict occurrence, but has no direct impact on conflict outcomes.
Conflict transformation significantly increases conflict intensity, and conflict
intensity is positively correlated with conflict duration. Both excessive conflict
intensity and conflict transformation are detrimental to conflict resolution.
The outcomes of group conflicts in online encyclopedias include five types:
separation, domination, compromise, integration and consensus, and structural
improvement, but more than half of the conflicts remain unresolved.
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Abstract:
[Purpose/Significance] Analyzing large-scale user discussion processes can
deeply reveal the evolution characteristics and influencing factors of group
conflicts in internet encyclopedias, help understand group conflict phenomena
in content production processes, and provide theoretical guidance for managing
such conflicts. [Method/Process] Based on team conflict theory, this study
constructed a coding framework comprising seven variables: entry topic,
conflict cause, task complexity, conflict duration, conflict intensity, conflict
transformation, and conflict outcome. Using content analysis, we examined
137 “user discussion processes”related to entry editing conflicts selected from
Baidu Encyclopedia’s discussion forum, analyzing three aspects: conflict
onset, intermediate process, and conflict outcome. [Result/Conclusion] The
study found that cognitive differences, interest contradictions, and power
disagreements are all causes of internet encyclopedia group conflicts, with no
primary or secondary distinction. Task complexity is positively correlated
with conflict intensity and, within a certain range, negatively correlated with
the likelihood of conflict occurrence, but has no direct impact on conflict
outcomes. Conflict transformation significantly increases conflict intensity,
which is positively correlated with conflict duration. Both excessive conflict
intensity and conflict transformation are detrimental to conflict resolution.
Internet encyclopedia group conflict outcomes include five types: separation,
domination, compromise, integration, and structural improvement, but more
than half of conflicts remain unresolved.

Keywords: Internet encyclopedia; group conflicts; discussion process; content
analysis method

Internet encyclopedias have become one of the most widely used information
sources in the internet era [1]. Their success lies not only in Wiki’s unique
version control technology and related mechanisms, but also in their massive
and diverse user base. User diversity is an important guarantee for entry qual-
ity reliability, but also a primary cause of group conflicts. Research shows
that group conflicts of appropriate intensity can improve entry quality [2-3],
but when conflict intensity becomes too high, entry quality may significantly
decline [4]. To address the harmful effects of group conflicts, internet encyclope-
dias have established editing principles such as“neutrality”[5], provided group
communication channels such as entry discussion pages, user discussion pages,
and BBS forums [6], and granted certain core users the authority to manage
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and coordinate conflicts [7].

These measures typically ensure orderly encyclopedia editing and promote
steady improvement in entry quality [8]. However, there are also cases where
group conflicts spiral out of control, leading to disorderly editing and sharp
fluctuations in entry quality, such as the “Nanjing Massacre”[5] and “PX”
incidents—so-called “edit wars”in internet encyclopedias [9-10]. This suggests
that existing measures for coordinating internet encyclopedia group conflicts
have limitations. Combined with the enormous traffic volume of internet
encyclopedias, the consequences of excessive or uncontrolled group conflicts are
difficult to estimate. Therefore, there is an urgent need to deeply understand
this type of group conflict.

In this paper, “group”refers to a user community formed around a particular
entry in an internet encyclopedia. Group conflict is the state of opposition that
emerges during the entry editing process and the accompanying discussion pro-
cess [11-13]. During entry editing, group conflict often manifests as a dynamic
process of users repeatedly modifying each other’s edits, also known as entry
editing conflict. During user discussion processes, group conflict often manifests
as verbal arguments among users, which typically represent a continuation of
entry editing conflicts. Based on the analysis of these two processes, many char-
acteristics and influencing factors of internet encyclopedia group conflicts have
been identified.

In terms of research on conflict characteristics in internet encyclopedias: Studies
based on entry editing process analysis show that as entry scale expands, group
conflicts exhibit rapid growth [6]. A. Kittur et al. found that group conflicts exist
in the editing processes of every thematic category in English Wikipedia, but the
vast majority are concentrated in a few topics such as religion, philosophy, and
figures [14]. Group conflicts can be divided into different patterns according
to various criteria. Based on duration, they are classified as short-scale and
long-scale patterns [15]; based on interval length, they are classified as single,
intermittent, and persistent conflicts, which differ significantly in intensity and
duration [16]. In long-scale or persistent conflicts, mutual modifications among
users can reach up to 20 times [12], and high-intensity conflicts often have
sudden onset characteristics [17-18]. Group conflicts have multiple network
structures, and different structures affect entry quality differently [19]. Studies
based on user discussion process analysis show that most discussions relate to
entry editing conflicts [20-21], and users exhibit various conflict handling styles
such as cooperation and competition [22]. Additionally, some single-case studies
of specific entry discussion processes found that while conflicts may intensify at
the micro level, the overall trend is toward rational mitigation [23-24].

Regarding research on influencing factors of internet encyclopedia conflicts: Ex-
isting studies often measure conflict intensity using“rollback counts”or“conflict
tags,”then employ statistical analysis or simulation to explore influencing fac-
tors. Results show that editing task conditions [4], number of modifications
during editing, number of editors per entry, user participation [4, 19, 25], and
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discussion frequency are all positively correlated with conflict intensity [6]. Dif-
ferent user roles and tolerance levels among users also significantly affect con-
flict generation and development [26-28]. Overall, previous research based on
large-scale entry editing process analysis is extensive, but limited by insufficient
information in editing processes, such studies lack depth, particularly in reveal-
ing the evolution mechanisms of internet encyclopedia group conflicts. While
studies based on user discussion processes have examined conflict development
and improved research depth, most are single-case studies, making their conclu-
sions’representativeness questionable. Moreover, research has confirmed that
language, culture, and social norms significantly affect internet encyclopedia
editing [29]. However, previous studies analyzing internet encyclopedia group
conflicts through discussion processes have almost exclusively focused on English
Wikipedia, with few examining encyclopedias in other languages. Therefore, to
comprehensively understand internet encyclopedia group conflicts, it is neces-
sary to include non-English encyclopedias in research.

Based on this analysis, this study takes a typical Chinese-language internet en-
cyclopedia as its research object, uses content analysis to examine numerous
user discussion processes related to group conflicts, and summarizes more gen-
eral characteristics of internet encyclopedia group conflicts, particularly their
evolution patterns. Theoretically, this research helps better understand the
phenomenon of internet encyclopedia group conflicts and user interaction behav-
iors in collaborative production. Practically, it provides guidance for internet
encyclopedias to better coordinate group conflicts.

2. Research Questions
Conflict, as a social phenomenon, exists at all levels of human activity. Based
on scope, conflicts can be divided into macro, meso, and micro levels. Macro-
level conflicts involve political parties, classes, nations, or civilizations, studied
primarily through sociological paradigms; meso-level conflicts involve groups or
organizations, studied through economic paradigms; micro-level conflicts involve
intra-team or individual conflicts, studied through psychological paradigms [30].
Teams here refer to groups of two or more individuals formed to complete tasks
or achieve goals, where members assume different roles, perform different func-
tions, and are interdependent [31-32]. In internet encyclopedias, user groups
formed around entry editing tasks have no formal organization but share com-
mon goals of improving entries. Research shows that internet encyclopedia
group members can be divided into core and non-core members [33], assume
different roles, complement each other, and are interdependent [34]. Therefore,
internet encyclopedia user groups can be considered a type of team, and internet
encyclopedia group conflicts can be categorized as team conflicts. Many conclu-
sions from team conflict research have been confirmed in internet encyclopedia
contexts, such as the division of conflicts into task and relationship conflicts
that can transform into each other [13], and conflict as a dynamic process with
beginning and end points [10].
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Based on this, combined with team conflict research findings and investigations
of actual internet encyclopedia group conflicts, we summarize the evolution pro-
cess of internet encyclopedia group conflicts as shown in [Figure 1: see original
paper]. The root causes lie in team member differences and disagreements. Shal-
low factors include differences in gender, age, and roles, while deep factors in-
volve cognitive and interest disagreements [35-36]. Group conflicts typically first
occur during entry editing, then manifest in user discussion processes. Based
on content, conflicts can be divided into task and relationship conflicts, which
can transform. Conflict evolution and final outcomes are influenced by task
design, internal environment, and external environment [30]. While previous
research has addressed these aspects, several questions about internet encyclo-
pedia group conflict evolution remain empirically untested: (1) What are the
characteristics of internet encyclopedia group conflict evolution, specifically re-
garding onset, intermediate process, and final outcome? (2) Does conflict onset
affect the intermediate process? (3) Does conflict onset affect the final outcome?
(4) Does the intermediate process affect the final outcome? These questions are
addressed in this study to better understand and manage these conflicts.

3. Research Design
3.1 Data Source and Sample Selection

This study selected “Baidu Encyclopedia Bar”(Baidu Baike Ba) as the data
source for the following reasons: (1) Baidu Encyclopedia is the world’s largest
Chinese-language internet encyclopedia. As of October 16, 2019, it included
over 16 million entries with more than 6.9 million contributing users [37]. Previ-
ous research shows that analysis based on Baidu Encyclopedia data can reflect
both general internet encyclopedia characteristics and Chinese-language-specific
features [33, 38]. (2) Before November 2018, Baidu Encyclopedia did not pro-
vide entry discussion pages or user discussion pages like Wikipedia. Although
users were required to explain edit reasons, these explanations were typically
too brief to reflect group conflicts. (3) Baidu Encyclopedia provides an indepen-
dent platform for user discussion—“Baidu Encyclopedia Bar.”Discussions occur
through post-reply interactions, with each discussion process corresponding to
one topic thread. Topic threads are the basic content units, comprising thread
title, poster, initial post, replies, and repliers. The poster initiates the discussion
topic and writes the thread title. Repliers are subsequent participants. shows a
sample topic thread where “openlonghappy”is the poster, and the discussion
began with an entry editing conflict. As of October 16, 2019, Baidu Encyclo-
pedia Bar contained over 60,000 topic threads with more than 1 million replies
from over 200,000 registered users [39].

Based on this analysis, this study selected Baidu Encyclopedia as representative
and used its discussion forum as the data source, specifically analyzing topic
threads related to group conflicts.

Considering the massive scale and time-sorted nature of topic threads, we ex-
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tracted all threads updated between October 26, 2017 and October 26, 2018,
totaling 6,778 threads. Extraction occurred on October 26-27, 2018. Based on
research objectives, group conflict definitions, and verbal conflict characteristics
[28], we further screened threads using criteria: (1) clear conflicts occurred in
entry editing before discussion began; (2) discussions focused on a specific en-
try editing conflict. After screening, 137 eligible topic threads remained, with
examples shown in .

3.2 Coding Framework and Coding

Content analysis is a systematic, objective method for quantitative and quali-
tative text analysis, comprising content sampling, unit determination, coding
framework development, coding, reliability analysis, and statistical analysis [40].
In this study, the basic unit was each screened topic thread. The coding frame-
work serves as an operational guide for abstract text classification. Based on
team conflict theory and previous internet encyclopedia group conflict research
(Section 2), we constructed the coding framework shown in .

Regarding conflict onset, previous research has focused on when, where, who,
and why. This study only examines “where”and “why”because: (1) we used
cross-sectional rather than longitudinal sampling; (2) topic threads only contain
user nicknames without direct identity information; (3) all discussions focus on
specific entry editing conflicts, allowing us to identify entry topics (“where”),
a key concern in previous research [14]. Entry topics were determined using
Baidu Encyclopedia’s existing categories (nature, culture, geography, history,
life, society, art, figures, economics, science, sports). Task complexity reflects
editing difficulty [4] and is determined by entry attributes, so it also belongs to
“where.”Following Liu Fengjun and Ransbotham et al. [4, 41], we used refer-
ence counts to operationalize task complexity. “Why”refers to conflict causes.
This study deduces editing conflict causes from post-conflict discussion content.
While team conflict causes are multi-level, we focus on team member differences,
referencing M.A. Rahim’s classification [42] to identify three main causes: cogni-
tive differences, interest contradictions, and power disagreements. Other causes
exist, but to ensure coding reliability, we only identified the primary cause.

The intermediate process involves three variables: conflict duration, conflict
intensity, and conflict transformation. Conflict duration is the time from con-
flict onset to resolution. Conflict intensity is the degree of opposition during
conflict development. Since our “user discussion processes”occur after editing
conflicts and represent both negotiation and conflict development [6], we oper-
ationalized duration as the time between thread creation and last update, and
intensity as discussion frequency (total posts). Conflict transformation refers
to whether task conflict transforms into relationship conflict. Task conflict in-
volves opposition over editing tasks (issue-focused), while relationship conflict
involves negative emotional opposition (person-focused) [43]. If discussions re-
mained issue-focused, we considered the conflict unchanged. If they became
person-focused, we considered task conflict transformed into relationship con-
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flict. Due to data limitations, we only examined task-to-relationship conflict
transformation.

Conflict outcomes refer to the final states reached by conflicting parties, not
entry quality or team performance. Based on previous research and exploratory
analysis, we used an interpersonal conflict outcome framework [44] to classify
outcomes.

Traditional content analysis minimizes researcher subjectivity to obtain objec-
tive descriptions [45]. Therefore, we selected two library science graduate stu-
dents as coders. Both had library science backgrounds and information behavior
research experience. Before coding, the researcher trained them on the research
background, coding framework variables, operational definitions, and instruc-
tions (e.g., identifying only primary conflict causes). Coders then independently
coded all samples. Reliability analysis showed 100% agreement for task com-
plexity, duration, and intensity. Cohen’s Kappa coefficients for entry topic,
conflict cause, conflict transformation, and conflict outcome were 0.902, 0.862,
0.844, and 0.872 respectively, all exceeding 0.8, meeting reliability requirements.
Coding disagreements were resolved through discussion and negotiation based
on the coding framework.

4. Results Analysis
4.1 Analysis of Conflict Onset

4.1.1 Distribution of Conflict Entry Topics Which entry topics are prone
to conflict is an important question. Kittur et al.’s analysis of English Wikipedia
editing processes found conflicts across all topics, with over 70% concentrated
in religion, philosophy, and figures [14]. [Figure 2: see original paper]b shows
Baidu Encyclopedia’s conflict topic distribution, revealing that all topics ex-
perience conflicts, but over 60% occur in “figures,”“economics,”and “life.”
Chi-square goodness-of-fit test results (�2 = 145.547, P < 0.01) indicate statis-
tically significant differences in conflict distribution across topics. Combined
with English Wikipedia findings, internet encyclopedia group conflicts exhibit
both“dispersed”(occurring in any topic) and“concentrated”(mostly in topics
related to human social activities) characteristics.

4.1.2 Distribution of Conflict Causes Previous research has discussed con-
flict causes extensively. Some view these conflicts as purely cognitive, with mu-
tual modifications representing cognitive conflict manifestations [46]. Others
identify additional causes including interest contradictions [10] and countering
malicious vandalism [12]. Most researchers agree cognitive differences are the
main cause. However, our analysis of 137 discussion processes identified only
three causes: cognitive differences (N = 54, 39.4%), interest contradictions (N
= 39, 28.5%), and power disagreements (N = 44, 32.1%). Chi-square goodness-
of-fit test results (�2 = 2.555, P = 0.279 > 0.05) show no significant differences
among these causes, indicating cognitive differences are not the primary cause.
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4.1.3 Distribution of Task Complexity Liu Fengjun et al. found that the
square of task complexity negatively correlated with conflict intensity, suggest-
ing an inverted-U relationship where moderately complex tasks trigger more
conflicts than very simple or very complex tasks [4]. However, conflict intensity
differs from conflict probability. We analyzed conflict distribution across task
complexity levels, fitting a power function (R2 = 0.558, F(1,35) = 44.242, p <
0.01), as shown in [Figure 3: see original paper]. Results indicate that internet
encyclopedia group conflicts follow a power-law distribution in task complexity.
With mean, median, and range of 21.98, 4.5, and 278 respectively, half of con-
flicts occur in entries with complexity below 5. Lower complexity means lower
editing thresholds, more potential editors, greater user differences, and thus
higher conflict probability. When complexity exceeds a certain range, most
users cannot participate, reducing conflict probability. In summary, within a
certain range, task complexity is negatively correlated with conflict probability.

4.2 Analysis of Intermediate Conflict Process

4.2.1 Basic Conditions of Intermediate Process Statistical analysis
shows conflict intensity has mean, median, standard deviation, minimum, and
range of 26.19, 17, 23.797, 3, and 118 respectively. Conflict duration has
corresponding values of 1666.39, 73.38, 6338.018, 1, and 40999. [Figure 4: see
original paper] shows distribution histograms for both variables, indicating
substantial variation in Baidu Encyclopedia group conflicts, with most having
low intensity and short duration. Conflict transformation occurred in 35% of
cases (N = 48), while 65% (N = 89) showed no transformation. Chi-square
goodness-of-fit test results (�2 = 12.27, P < 0.01) confirm that conflict
transformation represents a minority.

To determine whether transformation affects conflict development, we con-
ducted independent samples t-tests between conflict transformation and both
intensity and duration, shown in . Conflict intensity is significantly higher with
transformation, while duration shows no significant difference. To establish
causality, we compared pre- and post-transformation intensity using paired
samples t-test, shown in . Post-transformation intensity is significantly higher,
indicating transformation causes intensity increase. Task-to-relationship
conflict transformation intensifies opposition. Additionally, conflict intensity
positively correlates with duration (r = 0.203, P = 0.018 < 0.05).

4.2.2 Impact of Conflict Onset on Intermediate Process Does con-
flict onset affect the intermediate process? We used one-way ANOVA, cross-
tabulation chi-square tests, and correlation analysis. Results show entry topic
and conflict cause have no impact on intensity, duration, or transformation.
Task complexity shows no relationship with duration or transformation but
positively correlates with intensity (r = 0.187, P = 0.039 < 0.05). This sug-
gests simple editing tasks produce low-intensity conflicts, while complex tasks
produce high-intensity conflicts. According to cognitive load theory, task com-
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pletion involves information processing and control [47]. Simple tasks involve
less information, fewer debate points, and thus lower intensity. Complex tasks
involve more information, more debate points, and higher intensity. Combined
with onset and duration findings, simple tasks are prone to conflicts with low
intensity and short duration, while complex tasks are less prone but produce
high-intensity, long-duration conflicts when they occur.

4.3 Analysis of Conflict Outcomes

Conflict outcomes include five types: separation (N = 70, 51.1%), domination
(N = 22, 16.1%), compromise (N = 9, 6.6%), integration (N = 23, 16.8%), and
structural improvement (N = 13, 9.5%). Chi-square goodness-of-fit test results
(�2 = 87.927, P < 0.01) show significant differences, with separation being most
common, indicating over half of conflicts remain unresolved. Combined with
16.1% domination outcomes, most conflicts trend toward“apathy”or“aversion”
rather than “rationality”[24].

We examined whether onset and intermediate processes affect outcomes using
cross-tabulation chi-square tests and one-way ANOVA. Entry topic, conflict
cause, task complexity, and duration have no significant impact on outcomes.
Conflict intensity and transformation significantly affect outcomes. Mean in-
tensities for the five outcome types are: separation (28.59), domination (43.23),
compromise (12.56), integration (12.26), and structural improvement (16.77).
Levene’s test showed unequal variances, but Welch’s F = 11.983, p < 0.01,
confirming significant differences. shows Games-Howell test results for pairwise
comparisons. Separation and domination show no significant intensity differ-
ence and can be grouped together. Compromise, integration, and structural
improvement show no significant differences and can be grouped together. In
summary, maintaining intensity within a certain range facilitates resolution,
while exceeding a threshold may prevent resolution or leave one party resentful.

shows the cross-tabulation of conflict transformation and outcomes. Despite
zero-value cells, all expected frequencies exceed 0, and cells below 5 constitute
$�20^{2}$ = 18.164, P < 0.01). Transformation significantly affects outcome
distribution. Comparing percentages shows that integration and structural im-
provement occur significantly more often without transformation. Thus, conflict
transformation hinders conflict resolution.

5. Conclusions and Discussion
5.1 Research Conclusions

We answer the four research questions:

Q1: Internet encyclopedia group conflicts can occur in any entry topic but
concentrate in topics related to human social activities. Cognitive differences,
interest contradictions, and power disagreements are all causes without pri-
mary/secondary distinction. Within a certain range, task complexity negatively
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correlates with conflict probability. Most conflicts have low intensity and short
duration, with low transformation rates.

Q2: Conflict onset affects the intermediate process. Simple editing tasks are
prone to low-intensity, short-duration conflicts. Complex tasks are less prone
but produce high-intensity, long-duration conflicts when they occur. Task com-
plexity positively correlates with intensity.

Q3: Conflict onset has no direct impact on outcomes. Task complexity indi-
rectly affects outcomes through intensity.

Q4: The intermediate process affects outcomes. Excessive intensity and conflict
transformation hinder resolution. Combining these results yields the key path of
internet encyclopedia group conflict evolution, shown in [Figure 5: see original
paper].

5.2 Theoretical Contributions and Management Implications

Theoretical contributions include: (1) Confirming that many traditional team
conflict conclusions apply to internet encyclopedia contexts, such as onset and
process affecting outcomes, multiple conflict causes beyond cognitive differences
[41], and transformation’s significant impact on intensity and outcomes [48];
(2) Providing new insights: cognitive differences, interest contradictions, and
power disagreements have equal impact; task complexity has a negative (not
U-shaped [4]) relationship with conflict probability and positive relationship
with intensity, indirectly affecting outcomes through intensity. This multi-case
study overcomes single-case limitations [24], revealing that most conflicts remain
unresolved and user groups trend toward “apathy”rather than “rationality.”

Conflict management theory recognizes conflict’s dual nature. Based on our find-
ings, we propose: (1) Monitor conflict-prone entries but avoid premature locking
or permission restrictions, which may suppress conflict and prevent leveraging
collective intelligence; (2) Control task complexity within reasonable ranges. For
simple entries, use permission restrictions to raise editing thresholds (relatively
increasing complexity). For complex entries, use task decomposition to divide
one complex task into multiple simple tasks, preventing excessive intensity; (3)
Avoid conflict transformation. Platforms should establish norms to educate and
guide users, penalize emotional users, and maintain issue-focused rather than
person-focused discussions.

5.3 Limitations and Future Directions

First, we only used Baidu Encyclopedia Bar, which, while representative, limits
generalizability. Second, coding granularity constraints may have omitted some
influencing factors. Third, we did not integrate entry editing and discussion
processes, leaving unexplored areas such as dynamic effects on entry quality
and relationship-to-task conflict transformation. Finally, our management sug-
gestions lack empirical validation of their scientific feasibility.
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