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BB AR 2 S A BASE S A 3 SRR R
CAF Bl R B2 0 e R EM (4T
45 2024; Byron et al., 2023 ) . SAT, HI T GITE
BT S5 3 A P A A Tk LAl 2k L
Kt L PEAL, (TR B P
B AT R, BAEAERR 3 B 5L 55 ) R BE AR T
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g 1 X A B E  AE AR T A,
7 S S A R 2R () 8% AR . Bl Rk
174 (Loughry & Tosi, 2008 ) , fL4% %K iAXTiH
J2 P BRI SR AR A AN A S AT S [) = i AN
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KINBETEARER, IFo B G = 5 VE
5Z 58T R MR (BE T, T,
2017) 5 T —or R 25 Rl B R BRI,
FEEAR RN AL RS — AT 55 H b =
118, dEmi=A T SR 22 518 (peer monitoring
differentiation ) iX—AA[EEAREIG, KL, [FSW
B 2 AT AT AR 114 52 Wi BILBRASE 1l Ay AR S 1Y)

T, E TR T H A A AR F B
TN MPE R (#5807, B8, 2017; De Jong &
Elfring, 2010 ) o SR, AJ5FF7E i A JEYE 14 22 (R
B, KA AR S B T — A SR TC A A
)25 AR B AR Je M BRI T 7 R
AR A R B T REME . Hak, Rl AR
AR — Tl 1 2t 1F 2t R 7 P A2 1+ B A e
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AT BT 55 B bR e DG T HA R 4% AR . aiskss
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R AT R AR 22 5L PR (De Jong & Dirks,
2012) . CASERRN, &0 0 T8 T8 M
S WB AR g, AT 2 5 TR RS R
7 WA T A7 W (De Jong & Dirks,
2012) o AR, T[] i 22 S A an ] LA S AT i
S AT BABET 2 — D R RHR R R R e
FIL AR, BA AR B RE s )
B 2 AR R S A BN BT i —A “FI)7
DARFEE A B X PR MR 1 o dv itk o (E(EAS T Y
S, [l 25 AT AT e R AT BA BT AR T
MNTTER I T —Ff AT [R5 W 22 Sk A5 OE
ArlmlsE e 2= AR AR, i, i FE
WaBr 22 AL LA R IE B BN ANl . “BIBTESL” I
TR, B EZ SR S LERANME.

2 HAREMSERRIE

A2 - I T A ( categorization-elaboration model;
CEM) #&11, 1B\ 22 FF 1 AT Sz e [T A v 22 S 4k
I AEAT AR, AR IR N 0 Gt R IR 1 2 4
P, W HEEEA S PR RZ R ZHPE (Van
Knippenberg et al., 2004 ) , 1 [7] =5 W8 22 5 fb @ T
TN N 73 B AP —IRZ IR RN, CEM 3k
VHIVEEE TR R S uil e 2 =2 s S S M EET e
TR S K — WA, X AT BAZ R 3T
OV HRHE T oA I ELS SRR, AT CEM
DA 7R [) = W 2 S A ey A K AnT Bsf 52 0] 141 BA B8
AERIHLEE, BRI, %5—, CEM 48, K
ZAEPE AT N T IF R A R A5 S DA T 52 0] FAT A
77t ( Van Knippenberg et al., 2004 ) . HIBAR 24>

( team learning from failure ) FJ AN A—FE SLEAY
M3t 2 ( Morais-Storz et al., 2020 ) , Hoam i ik 51 %)
TAEH AR TR AR IF 51012 H( Cannon
& Edmondson, 2010 ) , J&47 U HLANA| AT P00 7
H 8 i 2 A HE S AT A A A5 SN TF- B¢ ( Frese
& Keith, 2015) o[RS, ATBA IR~ >0 A F1) T 1 51
It SR B R TS B S 5 7 A A AR s
A SRR PIBA R ey ) 73X — TR AT A
TAEF R B R 22 LA & 2 70k M5 B T A A
Y Jy 4725 ( Shepherd et al., 2014 ) , LLRZT [A]
F R 22 AT A AR A s AL, 55—, LT

CEM, 30NN “[rl i 22 RAb— B 2 > —
PIBNBIE X —AE I BE A ST A R, fE7E
R BB . AEVEEHLE 7 TH , CEM 3,
FETAY ZAE I ANEE SR TSR b i 2552 i AT BA
BT S ) pg A, Rt B R 2R A AT 8 %
AR LBCE, I H CEM 8 &, {57 K2R\ Z
FEPEZ M AT A BN T 5™ H ) B A 4% (' Van
Knippenberg et al., 2004 ) . {£:55 WP SARRALRE (task
conflict resolution efficacy ) J&+8 il A X T 5L FEAT:
55 UK A0 {75 & ( Behfar et al.,, 2008 ) , Hi ik
) ST A AR 56 B AT A 55 TR A DG B 03 TAEAS
FERIZER, RIN AT BB AT 55 (R BRI DA
H T B S ELAAR T AEMERT 5 PR R Hh el i M e it
DUt KPR FH. 17 J& F+4% ( Gounaris et al., 2016 )
HHI, AE 55 PG MR AL e A — B AT: 55 R 4 BT
AT TR Z —, I, ARSGAENS “fF5np
RAFDIRE” X — R 5575 K AL e A 45 A
2, DAZHR AR R B 22 Rk S BB R e T |
AR G 2R ]S 3 A A RN

Zi b, ARGET CEM, 24l i i gt (] = Wit
25 ARkt AT BABB S i AT LAY (Nl 1 BR )
PIRGTAE 55 th S Ak D30 RE A0 981/ FH RN 41 BA S D 2
HHRAPER, INIMHAZHE G 1 i FAR P RITR A4S
ST CRRART S
2.1 [A]=E B 2= S n AT SR

454 CEM, ASCAH [A]E5 e 22 AT AT A
B BN > HAT IE ) | Bl A5 TRTA 520

S, Al W 25 AT AT A BIE B B
TP T 52, —J7 T, YR TES 5 A= g
TR ZE SRR, i TR B — Aol A B
FEHRE 545478 (Lepine & Dyne, 2001 ) , Z5%
Z [ WA T A ) B3 DO BB A ) A A IR 2 2 5[]
FIE R RN 2 BRI SRSl . XA
PESIWNS SINNINE-SSE U E 3 =N ib)3 AN
AR S By a2 [R) S B A B e T U R A
MANTAE T XTEAE S dvums = A4 i X
i 3 WAS Ul k= CIE R 8 A = 1 DN )
BRSO BN, HBAA “/NEFT g
W, AR TSR SE B RS, XTI
AR EA mfER . J3—JrTa, [ 22 Rk
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F Bt O A B BARGBCRE U E , AAE
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S N1 N N 37 1 =0 Y (B = W O 0
MZ 5% RSEEE NN A IS SRS RE
B B3 R 1 BRI %) B5a 67 S AT 9 Bl -5 s s 21 i b
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Wi (Meyer et al., 2010 ) , X435 BT R O3 # 90 TAE
R DR B I 22 LA & 200 b IR, TR AT BA 2R
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55 th o Ui Re T [ W 22 b — AT AR i
] —HBAE” X —E AP B TE
2.2 T55 o ffPRETE Rl W 22 S Ak S5 AT ALY
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AT 55 1o 2 ik ke 2 B A B 1) 2% G 53 % T Ak B AR
20 6 DL K i AL D B £ 2 (Behfar et al,
2008 ) , [FIA, o A RS RE T K ghAILLL R
ffRXERS ( Gounaris etal., 2016 ) o Hiltt, ASSCHEH .
AT 55 WP S AR AL RE R, RS B 25 SRk RE S
THABNHT; 10 44T 55 v 2 i s e AIRA, TR
B 22 A 2 LA AT

AT 55 v A AR DAL RE AT R, B DA e A
NG R O S B S o5 S A L L SN T A
KA AFAT, RN AT 8 s Al . Ry TAE S
( Greer & Van Kleef, 2010 ) , X9%& T T IE=E %
B2ESAGRZ RSB, [FH B2 15
2 T AU ) DA Ay T) A A /0 g g 5 R A, A
“TETT WS B IR R B, IR
R A, i [ S B A A R B A K
) S W B A 22 I LB R T AR 25 T P Atk A s
17 MR S /5B (BT, R3E,
2019) o B, WSk T S8 A BT 55 S R 4
FESCH R R RTRE SO s, NI B T
A BT

I, Bl TS5 Mo fR AL RE IR AR, LA T
A DR TAE RS S XS, 1 5% (] 56 R BT E,
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B 2 ) R 2 A 7 R S B R D I A
RAEAE B G, Mz 5RFEEEE DT
53 DU Ay () = M A 22 i B B 1 5 AT AR A
R A N TAE T, HBR RSB 2 7 B 3 Ok
FIEr (Meyer et al., 2010 ) , KGiME] “/NEF 8
SR, JFHMEXL, FIE SRR, XAF
TR ] S B R S E B AC R S R A, RIS
ATBABIHT A= T A

H1: {155 Mool Rere [m = g 2= b 5 1A
BT Z [ B 3N . BRI, M55 vpR
fE DA REAL TR K F-i TRl 25 S A2 IE 1 4R
HITHIBAETHE 44F55 wh o ffabiig b TP
() = W 2 S s A m) VR T A AR
2.3 TS P IEARIRALRETE [ = Wa B 25 Ak S AT AR
e 2 TR VR

FEAE 55 M R BEAL T R 7K, bR 2
A B 515 Sl R A R R A AT 55 e TE
fRoF J& 7hE; ( Behfar et al., 2008 ) o Hiltt, ASCHEH
AT 55 SRR RE R, ] =R W B 22 S AL RE S A
HEAIBANR I A>T 5 10 24T 55 th S il R R AIC S, 1)
FWB 2 A A AT AR 2= T

TE R K AT 55 WS DURE T, P A A%0kE A
B )V AE 7 i S v o g iR B, T R A (] ) X6
S, HOATHE T O A BRI SRS ) ( Santos et al.,
2015 ), OB L] R B AT e — 2 1ham . ZEBLIEE T,
LR IEAN R B R S B 22 X — g, H
[F) = B 2 Sk Bl B B 4 TR TR], BB SR —
ek Bs SeF i, SOV S5 A A PR JHE A [
A ARG TR, I X EEE 7oA AT e R 1Y
ARJER (BT, %IE,2019) , XABTARGE
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AR, A5 P SR D RR AR, BB 2 5 F
DR ) L B ) 5 LA, [ s S ) 56 3
H FeAN 25 AN S A N RT oK . FEIUIEEE T, Bl
X [ B 2 el aX — IR N oG, HOAT AT BA Y
ANTEE )[R B T S ntgURk, 2 5 A= B R
Z W FEE B CORIE T 2RI ST A
S E AL TR O E, HAa Rk T4 A B
AIBATh R se At R AL T A B RE 42, mile)EE

WA D1 T X NP s 5 s s T
B, FASHREMFES G OGESEMR, M E
CALTFH ARG S, X RO MIER T
WA” 5 “EISN X, o ERaE R, I
ANGAL[F AT A R R B e T U8 (Lockwood,
2002) , [AITIXS SR M ) BAT S AR AT, T,
ARSCHE H2: AT 55 b SRR R AE [F) = B 25 1k
S 1IN R e LT e s LA = R N = L 6
55 SRR A REAL T 7K, [l 22 R fbos
TEMAEI T RIBAR M > 5 S4E 55 vh o et b
TR, )= W B 22 S s o ml /R T AT AR
W22 o
2.4 PPNy > F AT ARIHT

Cannon 71 Edmondson (2010) F§ i, HIPAKNE
2 2B PR G TAE R R B e R 0 R, JFEE
SR G BN R SR R i, BV R R SR 5
B LLE B A AR (Carmeli et al., 2012) o 71X
—i R, XTEAEAAE B R TREE N T2 X0 i b AR
B e SOt A R E . it AR
P A e 9 % AT BA B EA R A

—J7TH, YRR TR M S, 5 BRI
BTAEF R SWZE (Schippers et al., 2014) , Jf
SRR ) (R TFARA R f t ft, FEaX —id
Firh, BB RBGH AR SEE, FRlE R
FRPZRE (RS | 2016) , JEH AT#EA 24
RFE, KWy TAERRE, A BARRAE S itk 1 T
FE M DGl N AR AR EREE . AN B FREr AR
BRI 5500 eAh, FERLG TR M T
BTSRRI AR Y XA ER R R 2 A A7 X — ]
f5i ( Shepherd et al., 2014 ) , B {8 M E A 1)K K
PSR AHT I T G R, HEXTMA
AT 5584, Mnie A BA B B B2
Ji— i, P BN R Mg 2] 1) 3o R A e B O3 X [
BT 70538 38 i ) #2 ( Lattacher & Wdowiak,
2020) , J8OU AT ER R b AL I ) AT BA e SR ]
AT RGERE, IR 807 2 5 3 IR ik
i ( Chadwick & Raver, 2015) , X AJ {2 fifi 5l £ 48 1
UL T, R TR IR . O RBAE IR
FRRE LR, XA T 2GS A 5
G AT BN 3 B E AR . BT,
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ARSCHEH H3: FIBA IR > REAE AU AR T BAAITET
i
2.5 HIBAIRMEE TR A1ER

ZEA DL BB 1A 2 BRI 0T, A SCE—2E
PE, ISR 2] ] A 55 o3 SRR AE )
FWE 25 AL S BB IR A (b A A
TYER) o FEAESS th R RE X — I A 5% A
EGE =S I iibus A il AR ESI R
X A A A TR

MAT 55 th R fE s BE R I, LR 2 5 IR
SO S R R, HaFIBZ TR DK
AN (Befar etal., 2008 ) . EMAFEE T,
JIG DK ) = W B 2 S AL R AR AR 45 1 BB TS [ T =
ARG, (A B 22 A T R b3 B 0 2
BN I ERME S, AT e RS X A v B e e
P IEE, JFEIRE T FARAHOC E R, Xk R
AT EHR . TR, ARG L BeRk H
178) ( Gioia & Chittipeddi, 1991 ) , XA B TH AL
BIRTE, A, BEE TS5 wh o i s BE A G5,
B (F OB SR 55 AHDC I whos, ORI T
BRI JCFR, G AME AL T, 7 ELE 3 R
T A BA S ( Greer & Van Kleef, 2010 ) . DL E1F
BEvRA T A R M 22 S A i R B AN A TR
L[] =5 W B 2 SR A Bl B e A ROk S N —
HFIZEAT R, ORI E DM S A, BRIt
G5 IALR B bR, XA B RO TAE b 4
TR MARZEIA T2, SR A& AU TR A
fi# (Tao et al., 2025) , M BT H AGIHTK -1
Tt

SR, TEARAK RO S5 vh R e e T, s
ff AT 55 43 B R S5 BhHLEAIG, TRl A eTE A
BRIz, FIASHERS LR, BXARA S
B, FEBLIEEE T, FF B ES AT R
DA s, FEEEBRZHERASAIAC
BN Hh T 5 288 g S R OL Sy, iS5 R
WD A H COBCA TETERGTTAL T AT A
MG, X FEON A TCERETILFE HiRM
SR, R T R S A v 1 A R T 2
('Schippers et al., 2014 ) , PRI AT BB HAT 17 1)
YER. BEAh, M55 vh SR oA e IR, B b %t

RURIAT 55 - BOFBAfF O, HRENRA T, XA
IS —3erkE BRI S BE, m H 2 S BUN G [ OC
FEGL, EXMEET, Wb 255 S8
ZHFRERERZ BN RS RS R
) RSN AR E XTI, TR C/NE T B
% (Lockwood, 2002 ) , Z5[RS WEH £ n0 i
A [a) 5 B D ) I DA O U T BRI [ ) 4
1112 5[] W B A iy )i 5 DA H () S B 22 1
GG TP AT AR AR R B R N TAE DT =X,
AR E eE, SEZ PR A R G s, X0
RWEF ] AT EE I, B D JCvEnt i 25 1) 2R Ik
AT b 2 5 RO, NI AT BA B8 7 A= 1 1l
Mo TG, ASCH HA: BRIt T[]
B 22 S AL S AT 55 S A DR KRB AZ L 14T A
PFER . BARIN S, M55 vh 2 ek g i T =ik
S, [ B 2 S Al e 28 H T[] S i) AT AR D
I ARAE T BRI 24T 55 h A i Ak g
b TR, [ e 22 Sl o 8 A ] s e 4]
A7 T TR AR A T T AT BA BT o

3 WIRAE

3.1 WA ST

AU R A~ Fsf [i] 5800 - ol B DG e Ty
KXHATII RS, ERTRLE 1, BRTIHE A
Mgt E B8, MO T3S R 3 W DL AT 55
IR RAKRE A 0T, 55 R JEBIE (HF] A 2)
FESS — YRR e UG R A 64T, 51 T 58 s nl
B, B AR M > N s R A TR, T
LR AE AT BA B A0 T e U R ) 45, e TS
PR AR AEN OG22 B, TFXT AT BARIAE |
HIA ST AR PR G R ATIHG , [RIRHA T2 A BA
X —AS T

AURILLTH 90 1451 T (045 LA K 489 13 WL A R4 o
A, HIBRATE SRR 5 AEAE B i U [
I, ASUTRBESCRT F T oA T BA 51 824,
it 440 Oy pL B, 20T, AU RB AT /0]
WCRIRE] 91%, 01 R HAA RPN TA F] 90%.
AT, IR 537, H1BAH B A2
JE 2451 N H o Hrh B 2y 49.5%; B
(- 29.48 %5 A AR K L 12 1 i B
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U AR LY 93%.
3.2 Apila

Ivi] 5 Wi 22 S AL A I i De Jong 55 A (2012)
M, A4S 5 NI, A SCR GG 53 B 2
FEMER TS, AEXT R B 22 A T PPAl B,
1 VT[] S B B b 22 AR [R) B 25 S Ak
AT 55 SR DLAL RE I 2 IR Behfar 55 A( 2008 )
Gl e, A0FE 2 AN, P AR I )
K H Hirak 5 A (2012 ) gl () 3%, 048 5 /80,
P BABIr - 1% FH Lovelacet 22 A (2001 ) YRR,
ALHG 4 B, DL R AR R IR Ry 7 s
T

AR, SIS, AWF506 1A
FUBAE AR AR 5 TR 3R W] TAE R RHS 5 1A
AR E AR E Y IEAROC G ZR , RIAS IS ]
BARSST B e R il AR e, eah, S5 lnl
BT BA = B S, R, ASGAKF
Yoy B e s A i

4 KIELERSHH

41 REHHT

AWFFEHAT T RAE T a5, 255803 1,
B, VLML Rwe ([EHKT 70 X— THE
A, PR T Rimmrs @ sl &8 e, K,
R TS A SR TS, AR SR T 10C() 1
KICCQ)H. &1, £74R R 1ICCQ) [EHHH .12
XA nifE. [FIE, T ICC2) (EHiE L & 1

K, 25 LFmR, AMAR)Z HEE AT sS4 2 1A
A2 T 540
4.2 fFEE. AR ST

AFER ARG . BUEHITR S . B,
ZKGHy, 419 Cronbach' s o {HIHET .70, WE T
FIMAF VU A bR E . BLAh, k2 nls, %
TE A EE (CRIE) ¥ T .80, Bl CR
E5 2 T R @ iU A b ; B AVE (H1Y
KT .50, RISk Baw 2 17 F i g il iy & 3
Frif

HKk, ARICGHEAT T8 F 28 (CFA)
W 3, PURFAERE 8RN x /df = 2.362, CFI
= 962, IFI=.962, RMSEA = .056, NFI= 936,
KB T ERAE A A BERRE, R, A A,
AR, DU IR B AR, BRI
ARG B A 22, DU AR A TR+, =
R F1 =R AR, Sesh, AR AVE SEOriE R
TAARMAHXE R FiL, A0 BAE
UK S35

a, ASGHAT 7RSI, 1EILEE 4.
AT BN 27 > 55 AT MBI 2 B AR DG M 35 1l 2, AR
RIS R AT AR 3 1.
4.3 Bk

AT B SPSS A L I fai B yE 5 5 9k 4
R R O L W RE Ok A [ e R AL L
g5 5 Fin.

FHASEAY 2 AT, [ A 2 S Aokt AT BA BRI Y

R1RBEANER

AR i ICC(1) ICC(2)
155 mh I i Pk g 146 567
BN W27 > 137 432
*®2 TREMAKREE (CR) RAVE(H

AR HEFE (CR) AVE
EE =P -t 24 695
1255 shoefigpesiit 845
AT A 27 > 574
BN 664
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3 WIEEEFANER

LY SRR xdf % df CFI IFI RMSEA NFI
Y PR A A PMD, TCRE, TLF, TI 2.362 222.071 94 962 1962 .056 936
=AY PMD+TCRE, TLF, TI 4.986 483.678 97 884 885 .095 860
AR PMD+TCRE+ TLF, TI 8.642 855.572 99 773 774 132 752
PR AR PMD+TCRE+TLF+ TI 10.557 1055.726 100 713 714 148 1694

. PMD ARFE[FEF B 22 4k, TCRE R4 mh ot sk,

TLF RERE I, TR BIBNESET, + AR P 75—

MHEF
x4 FiRMESEITSHEXERE
g ¥ifE FrifE2E 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. A BARILASS 5.37 1.637
2. A BT 24.51 14.587 -.015
3] R 5.202 511 -.033 -.086
4. A B 2= 5k 919 379 .059 112 -439™ .888
5AT55 th & fif sk g 5.581 421 -.160 119 383" 123 .816
6. A BA I 27 2] 5.432 465 .028 110 333" -.070 238" 811
7. A 5.067 .885 -.088 010 .083 -.145 055 317" .829
e TR Ep <01, 0FEp<.05, XHHLHN Cronbach's @ .
x5 HHLERAZRLCA
SRR A AAH AR BRI )
251
AL 1 A 2 A 3 R 4 R 5 FEHY 6 i 7
11 BAFAR -.045 036 -.031 041 012 016 .020
141 BT .001 .001 -.001 -.002 .004 .004 .002
S [ 140 -019 028 -.140 316" 296" 338"
[F) = B 22 524k -362 -423 -423 .053 .000
1555 WP S fif AR 136 136 .080 113 113
m Nilig o8 =X
m%‘mf' éﬁfiz 1.666" 939 1457
AT 55 wh S A
BRI 2 =] 499"
R 014 032 104 150 132 145 341
AR? 014 018 072" 046 132 013 196"

E: TEp <ol

2 S AT A AT Y

=2
o

"R p < .05, FPICHAAEIRELREL.

FRMARE, B =-362, p>.05, KAilE 1 [HZH 0
M AN 5 RS 3 D i
N, RIS W BAE 5 A 55 b 5% i DS R 1Y) 28 HLX AT
BN 20 S, B=1.666", p < .05, #E—

Hiv, I AT R R R R ROV I, LI 2, 24
155 W R e B R i, T EARER b = 279, p
>.05; YRS P RMUCEBERARET, BRRRR b =
-1.125, p<.01. M, B 1152015550k
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50
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=
45 |
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[FEEEERN
2 {E 5 IR R AL T R U 2 B S A G385 2 I 45 16

AT 6 AT, [R) S W 22 S Aokt 1A BA K g 2
S FRNATE, B =.053, p>.05, KAl TR
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The Double-Edged Sword Effect of Peer Monitoring
Differentiation on Team Innovation: The Moderating Role
of Task Conflict Resolution Efficacy and the Mediating Role
of Team Learning from Failure

Chen Chao'’, Zhang Shuman’
('Business School, Hohai University, Nanjing, 211100 ) ( *School of Business, Nanjing University, Nanjing, 210093 )

(’Modern Business Research Center, School of Business Administration, Zhejiang Gongshang University, Hangzhou, 310018 )

Abstract  To address the common "free-rider" phenomenon in teams, members often focus on the performance outcomes or behaviors of their
colleagues. This includes directly expressing dissatisfaction with colleagues who violate team norms or engage in other inappropriate behaviors,
and warning underperforming members. Thus, peer monitoring permeates the entire team innovation process and has a significant impact on team
innovation. It is worth noting that due to differences in expertise, personality, abilities, and other aspects among team members, there are inevitably
differences in how members monitor their colleagues. Specifically, some team members exhibit a high level of peer monitoring, they not only actively
encourage other members to increase their work effort but also explicitly point out the potential negative consequences of low performance. They may
also attempt to evoke feelings of guilt in members who lack team spirit or engage in non-compliant behaviors. While some members participate less in
peer monitoring, or even completely disregard whether others are acting in ways that are consistent with achieving team consistency goals, this leads to
the inevitable phenomenon of peer monitoring differentiation within the team. Therefore, based upon the categorization-elaboration model (CEM), this
research explores how and when peer monitoring differentiation influences team innovation.

By employing statistical analysis method (i.e., SPSS) and analyzing the data from 82 groups with 440 members with a multiple-source and
time-lagged research design, the present study obtained the following results. First, task conflict resolution efficacy could significantly moderate the
relationship between peer monitoring differentiation and team innovation. Second, task conflict resolution efficacy could significantly moderate the
relationship between peer monitoring differentiation and team learning from failure. Specifically, under high-level task conflict resolution efficacy,
peer monitoring differentiation can promote team learning from failure. However, under low-level task conflict resolution efficacy, peer monitoring
differentiation can hinder team learning from failure. Third, team learning from failure can directly enhance team innovation. Finally, team learning
from failure can mediate the moderated relationship between peer monitoring differentiation, task conflict resolution efficacy, and team innovation.

This paper makes the following theoretical contributions. First, peer monitoring, a common phenomenon in teams, has increasingly attracted the
attention of scholars. However, the impact of peer monitoring differentiation on team outputs, especially team innovation, remains unclear. Through
an integrated approach involving moderation and mediation analysis, this study delves into the critical theoretical and practical question of "When
and how does peer monitoring differentiation affect team innovation?" The findings elucidate the "black box" mechanism of coworker supervision
differentiation's influence on team innovation performance, providing theoretical insights for preventing its negative impacts and harnessing its positive
effects. Second, CEM emphasizes the significant regulatory role of task demands on team diversity and team outputs. Furthermore, scholars have
called for more exploration of the effects of task conflict resolution efficacy. Based on this, the study discovers the "double-edged sword" effect of peer
monitoring differentiation on team learning from failure and examines task conflict resolution efficacy as a moderating variable. Grounded in the CEM,
by integrating research on both coworker supervision differentiation and task conflict resolution efficacy, this paper enriches the regulatory mechanisms
of coworker supervision differentiation and deepens the investigation into the effects of task conflict resolution efficacy. Third, a literature review
reveals that the process through which peer monitoring differentiation affects team innovation is still unclear. Based on the CEM, this study explores
how peer monitoring differentiation, moderated by task conflict resolution efficacy, affects team innovation performance through team learning from
failure, which embodies thorough information integration and processing. These findings help scholars enhance their understanding of the pathway
mechanisms between coworker supervision differentiation and team innovation performance, further supplementing the process mechanism research
on coworker supervision differentiation.

Key words peer monitoring differentiation, task conflict resolution efficacy, team learning from failure, team innovation





