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Preface

Since its inception as a formal discipline, project management
has typically focused on operational performance, planning, and

meeting time and budget goals. Training in project management has
been directed primarily toward mastering project management tools
and applications. Yet, as research has shown, project success depends
to a large extent on human behavior, especially leader behavior.
Great leaders capable of unleashing the energy in people can be
instrumental in the great success of projects. However, so far, the
human side of project leadership has been an understudied area.

This report describes three related aspects of the human side of
projects: leadership, project spirit, and conflict. Our objective is to
provide a better understanding of these three critical areas of human
behavior as they are manifested in project contexts.

Study 1—Leadership Study
The first study focused on transformational leadership in projects.
Transformational and transactional leadership summarize behaviors
that can be used to characterize the styles of different types of leaders
(Bass 1985), although effective leaders often exercise components of
both (Yukl 2001). Transformational leadership includes four behav-
iors (Yukl 2001):

1. Idealized influence supports member development of a strong
positive identification with the leader and includes charismatic
behavior.

2. Individualized consideration supports followers by fostering
personal efficacy.

3. Inspirational motivation presents a collective purpose result-
ing from a clear vision articulated by the leader.

4. Intellectual stimulation encourages member participation
and contribution in developing a solution. These behaviors, individu-
ally and collectively provide the foundation for individual commit-
ment and a sense of ownership (Ryan and Reilly 2005).

Our first study examined the influence of both transformational
and transactional leadership on project success. This study is one of
very few that has looked at how transformational leadership impacts
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performance of groups and the only empirical study with data on
transformational leadership and project performance. The first study
has implications for project management, the most important being
that transformational leadership behaviors are important. These
behaviors, which focus on how the project manager interacts with
project team members, have a significant influence on a variety of
project outcomes including efficiency, effectiveness, business out-
comes, and customer satisfaction. A second implication follows from
the first: project managers should be trained and developed in trans-
formational leadership. Of course not all situations will demand or
permit transformational leadership, but having the knowledge and
skill necessary to apply transformational leadership will strengthen
the role and the influence that project managers can have on proj-
ect outcomes.

Study 2—Project Spirit Study
Project spirit is a term used to describe the collective attitudes,
emotions, and norms of behavior that characterize the members of
a project team. As we know from research and theories, effective
leaders are capable of creating the spark that ignites the energy in
people; this sets free the untapped power imbedded in almost every-
one. Outstanding project managers use these principles with their
project teams. They develop a vision, which creates excitement and
unleashes talent. Projects, more than anything else, are a natural
ground for organizational excitement. Exceptional project leaders
concentrate on human energy by combining vision and culture to
create a unique experience in their projects. The objective of our
second study is to identify the constructs that characterize the differ-
ent facets of project spirit, develop operational definitions to measure
the intensity and quality of the facets of project spirit, and examine
the relationship between project spirit and project outcomes. Using a
multiple-case study methodology, we examined how project leaders
created the right project spirit and how this spirit contributed to
project success. Some of the key case study results showed that
project spirit can create a sense of excitement that can help to ener-
gize project team members. Some of the ways that spirit can be
engendered include creating and maintaining an exciting vision, cre-
ating inspiring project names, using rituals, ceremonies, and icons,
and having policies that encourage team spirit.

Study 3—Conflict Resolution Study
Project leaders must be able to manage conflict effectively. Two
types of conflict typically occur in projects and other teams. Cogni-
tive conflict is usually associated with effective decision outcomes
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and affective conflict is associated with poor decision outcomes.
Cognitive conflict is often encouraged but may provoke affective
conflict. There are no clear explanations as to why affective conflict
occurs or how it can be avoided. Our third study examined the
determinants of cognitive and affective conflict in a sample of 94
project teams and assessed the impact of other variables that might
explain why cognitive conflict so often mutates into affective
conflict.

The implications of our final study have to do with the way that
project managers manage conflict in project teams. The desire to
have a constructive dialogue around processes, tasks, and ideas car-
ries some risks. Constructive conflict can easily mutate into destruc-
tive conflict where things become personal and impedes the effec-
tiveness of the team. Part of the leadership role of project managers
is to create conditions that promote behavioral integration and trust
among project team members. This means ensuring that members
feel collectively accountable, share information and resources, and
see themselves as a true team.
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STUDY 1

Transformational Leadership
and Project Success

Peter Dominick, Zvi Aronson, Thomas Lechler
Stevens Institute of Technology



CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Since the mid-1980’s, research on transformational leadership has
become one of the dominant leadership theories in the organiza-

tional sciences (Judge and Bono 2000). This perspective has helped
both researchers and practitioners better understand how and why
leaders influence followers to make sacrifices and put the needs of
the organization above self-interests (Yukl 2002).

From an applied point of view, some note that transformational
leadership offers a perspective which is particularly relevant to the
increasing rates of change and uncertainty that characterize modern
work (for example globalization, mergers and acquisitions, rapid
technological change, outsourcing, increased competition, flatter
organizational structures, etc.). Such conditions require leaders to
not only exhibit confidence and direction but also to instill motiva-
tion and commitment to organizational objectives (Lim and Ployhart
2004). In terms of research, numerous studies have found that the
framework, especially as put forth by Bass (1985), impacts followers’
commitment, loyalty, satisfaction, and attachment, which are
related to transformational leadership (Becker and Billings 1993;
Conger and Kanungo 1988; Fullagar, McCoy, and Shull 1992; Nie-
hoff, Enz, and Grover 1990; Pitman 1993). The present investigation
focuses on two key gaps in the study of transformational leadership.
First is the need to examine its effect on the unit or group level
performance. Nearly all of the conceptual development and empiri-
cal work in transformational leadership research has been directed
toward individual-level outcomes (e.g., individual satisfaction and
performance). Little attention has been paid to the influence of a
leader on group or organizational processes and outcomes (Conger
1999; Yukl 2002). In fact, a recent meta-analysis by Judge et al.
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(2002) did not find a single leadership study that had used group
performance as the leadership effectiveness measure.

Since then, three studies (Bass et al. 2003; Dvir, Eden, Avolio,
and Shamir 2002; Lim and Ployhart 2004) have looked at military
unit level performance in simulations and training. While these
studies are important, we need to know more about the performance
effects of transformational leadership on unit performance in other
settings. As other researchers (for example, Antonakis, Avolio, Siva-
subramaniam 2003) have noted the context in which leadership is
observed can affect the types of behaviors that can be considered
effective. Second, Hunt (1999) has note that theoretical work on
transformational leadership is generally considered to be at the evalu-
ation and augmentation stage in which the focus shifts to identifying
relevant moderating and mediating variables. In particular, most
researchers acknowledge that more attention is needed to situational
and contextual variables that determine whether transformational
leadership occurs and will be effective (Antonakis, et al. 2003; Zac-
caro and Klimoski 2001; Yukl 2002). The study described in this
paper attempts to address both of these open issues by using organiza-
tional project teams as the unit of analysis.
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CHAPTER 2

Transformational Leadership
Theory and Hypotheses

The concept of transformational leadership was first expressed by
Burns (1978) in his qualitative classification of transactional and

transformational political leaders. The concept was subsequently
applied to leadership research by House (1977) and Bass (1981).

Transformational leadership is often contrasted to transactional
leadership. Their distinctions are found in the component behaviors
used to influence others and the effects of the leader on others (Yukl
2002). In general, transactional leadership behaviors focus on coping
with task-related complexities. As a result, transactional leadership
helps to establish order and provide consistency in achieving specific
goals. Their focus is on process, (for example how decisions are
made rather than what decisions are made, as well as explicit and
predetermined decision processes). This approach might also be char-
acterized as problem-solving because issues (transactions) are dealt
with as they arise (Pinto et al. 1998). Transactional leadership behav-
iors include the following subcategories: Planning and controlling
(for example, the definition of a detailed cost plan and schedule was
provided by the project manager); information and communication
(for example, the project manager clearly communicating to team
members how to make the project manager aware of problems);
decision participation (for example, project managers discussing the
project goals with the project team).

In contrast, transformational leadership behaviors are about cop-
ing with and even inspiring change. According to Bass (1985), trans-
formational leaders motivate followers by heightening their aware-
ness of task outcomes, encouraging them to transcend self-interests
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for the good of the team and activating higher-order needs (for exam-
ple needs for esteem, personal fulfillment, and achievement). Trans-
formational leadership also implies a more positive personal connec-
tion between leaders and followers. Followers feel trust, admiration,
loyalty, and respect toward the leader. As a result transformational
leaders broaden and elevate followers’ goals, providing them with
confidence to go beyond minimally acceptable expectations.

Transformational leadership theorists (for example, Bass 1985;
Bass and Aviolo 1994; and Burns 1978) have argued that transforma-
tional leadership is more proactive and ultimately more effective
than transactional, corrective, or avoidant leadership in terms of
motivating followers to achieve higher performance (Bass and Aviolo
1994; Burns 1978). This pattern of results has been supported in a
number of studies over the last decade (Dumdum et al. 2002; Lowe
et al. 1996). It has been argued that transformational leaders are
more capable of sensing their environment and then forming and
disseminating goals that capture the attention and interest of
their followers.

Transformational leadership includes four subcategories of
behavior (Bass 1985; Bass and Avolio 1996). Idealized influence is
behavior that arouses strong follower emotions and identification
with the leader. Intellectual stimulation is behavior that increases
follower awareness of problems and influences them to develop inno-
vative and or creative approaches to solving them. Individualized
consideration includes providing support, encouragement, and
coaching to followers. Inspirational motivation includes conveying
a clear, engaging vision, using symbols to focus attention, and model-
ing appropriate efforts and behavior.

Transformational Leadership And Project Success
While the implications of transformational leadership for individual
performance and attitudes are fairly well substantiated, we know
relatively little about its impact on broader levels of performance.
Moreover, in practice, leaders are expected to influence collective
outcomes such as team performance and organizational effective-
ness, and they are often held accountable for accomplishing such
results (Yammarino, Dansereau, and Kennedy 2001).

While it may seem reasonable to assume that results at the
individual level of analysis are capable of being generalized for
groups, it’s a potentially precarious position to take. Research on
levels of analysis (e.g., Klein, Dansereau, and Hall 1994; Kozlowski
and Klein 2000; Rousseau 1985) has shown that findings at one level
of analysis cannot automatically be assumed to exist at a higher
level of analysis. In addition, by doing so we may miss opportunities
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to further explain how the processes involved in change-oriented
leadership (for example transformational) occur at more aggregated
levels of human interaction.

Since Judge et al. (2002) reported their findings, three empirical
studies have linked transformational leadership to unit-level perfor-
mance criteria. Bass et al. (2003) found that transformational leader-
ship predicted unit performance in infantry teams, Dvir et al. (2002)
found that transformational leadership training resulted in better
unit performance relative to groups that did not receive training.
More recently, Lim and Ployhart (2004) found that transformational
leadership behavior predicted performance of military artillery teams
participating in daylong simulations.

However, these three studies focused on the performance of all-
male military units performing specialized tasks under simulated
conditions. The idiosyncrasy of a military organization limits the
external validity of many of the military studies (Lim and Ployhart
2004). Virtually no studies have looked at the effects of transforma-
tional leadership behavior on group performance in organizational
settings. This distinction is important especially in light of recent
meta-analytic work suggesting that organizational context has impli-
cations for the construct validity of transformational leadership,
especially as measured by the multi-factor leadership questionnaire
(MLQ) (Antonakis et al. 2003). Replication in civilian organizations
with mixed-gender and older participants is needed (for example,
Dvir et al. 2002). The present study used project-based organizational
work as the context in which to expand upon the military studies
discussed above.

There are a number of reasons why project-based organizational
work provides a particularly useful context for looking at the effects
of transformational leadership. First, projects are temporary and once
projects are completed, project success or failure can be assessed and
the effect of transformational leadership on success can be directly
addressed. Second, at the project level we are able to capture unique
situational attributes that influence project outcomes. Moreover,
assessing the effect of transformational leadership on success at the
project level enables us to gather perceptions of the leader from
members who are representatives of the entire project team. Third,
project-based work is becoming increasingly common in today’s
organizations and a more detailed understanding of how leadership
applies to the role of a project manager should be of particular practi-
cal value.
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Project Success Criteria
While there is good reason to think that transformational leadership
is relevant to project level success, universal relevance does not mean
that transformational leadership is equally relevant to all measures of
success (Yukl 2002). Researchers have identified different measures
of project performance. Pinto and Mantel (1990) identified three
aspects of project performance: the implementation process; the per-
ceived value of the project; and client satisfaction with the delivered
project outcome. Beyond these three performance measures,
Shenhar, Levy, and Dvir (1997) suggested two additional project per-
formance measures: business success and preparing for the future.
However, empirical results (Lipovetsky, Tishler, Dvir, and Shenhar
1997) indicated that the importance of the latter measurement is all
but negligible. Thus, in the current study, we used the construct of
business results/success as the fourth measure of project success. In
summary, in our study, we examine the influence of transforma-
tional leadership on the following aspects of project success: project
efficiency, project effectiveness, client satisfaction, and business
success.

We expect that the impact of transformational leadership behav-
ior and success will vary depending on which project success criteria
are considered. For instance, a project manager’s use of intellectual
stimulation might positively impact such success criteria as effec-
tiveness (technical performance), client satisfaction, and business
success by influencing team members to develop innovative and
creative approaches to solving problems. Similarly, by communicat-
ing their vision regarding project goals and plans to project members,
transformational leaders should engender high levels of coordination
and teamwork and member satisfaction which should translate to
customer satisfaction. On the other hand, the impact of project effi-
ciency should not be as strongly influenced by transactional behav-
iors, but should be influenced by transactional behaviors. Meeting
project schedule and budget constraints (efficiency) should also be
dependent on the leader’s ability to coordinate and control external
resources for the success of the project at hand (for example, Miller
and Lessard 2000). Taken together, we propose the following:

H1: Project Manager Transformational leadership behavior
will predict project success as defined by efficiency, effective-
ness, customer satisfaction and business success.
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Project Characteristics as Contextual Moderators for
the Effects of Transformational Leadership
By the same token it may be a mistake to assume that that all
subcategories of transformational leadership are of equal importance
across all situations (Yukl 2002). As Bass (1997, p. 130) noted:

‘‘universal does not imply constancy of means, variances and
correlations across all situations . . . the range of leadership
behaviors of interest may very well correlate differently
depending on context. In other words, behaviors A and B may
both be frequently required in context X . . . however, in
context Y behavior B may be not be necessary or may even
be counterproductive with effective leaders demonstrating
behavior B less frequently.’’

These kinds of distinctions are important to theory and practice.
As Antonakis et al. (2003) noted, a better understanding of how and
when unique components of transformational leadership make a
difference will allow us to develop leadership training and coaching
interventions for project managers that can be focused on leading
specific types of projects in different contexts. For example, for a
radical new product innovation, project training could focus on
developing the intellectual stimulation skills of leaders rather than
broad training on transformational leadership. These same research-
ers also stressed that an important next step in the study of transfor-
mational leadership is to determine the impact of contextual factors
on the predictive validity of transformational leadership models
such as the multi-factor leadership questionnaire (MLQ).

Examples of situational characteristics that some have argued
may moderate the impact of transformational leadership include
environmental stability, an organic organizational structure, the
dominance of boundary spanning units (for example, projects) and
an entrepreneurial culture (Yukl 2002). To date, however, there have
been relatively few empirical investigations of how context moder-
ates the effect of transformational leadership behavior on unit level
performance. Therefore, a second focus for this study was to identify
key contextual factors (more specifically, characteristics of project-
based work and objectives) that might have implications for how
and when transformational leadership behaviors are most likely to
be relevant to unit level performance. In general, we propose that
the impact of a project manager’s transformational leadership behav-
ior on project outcomes (performance and success) is moderated by
the extent to which the project environment is characterized by
uncertainty and the potential for change.
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Project Innovativeness and Urgency as Specific
Characteristics of Projects
Before beginning to operationalize the relevant project characteris-
tics that represent sources of uncertainly and change, it should be
noted that at this point we are considering them as discrete entities.
The interactions between them must also ultimately be taken into
account. Nonetheless, given the fact that to date there have been
relatively few investigations into their implications, it is appropriate
to begin by considering them discretely.

Project Innovativeness
The extent to which a project team’s work would be described as

new and non-routine represents one contextual project characteristic
that should moderate the impact of a project manager’s transforma-
tional leadership behavior. For instance, one way to describe the
level of innovation inherent in a project is in terms of the technical
challenges it poses. At one extreme, a project could be characterized
as routine. This implies that objectives are met by applying technical
solutions that previously existed in essentially the same way that
they have been applied before. A more technically challenging project
could be described as one in which meeting objectives required proj-
ect team members to apply existing technology in new or different
ways. A project with an even greater level of innovation could be
described as one that called for the development of new technology
and or knowledge that did not previously exist. As the level of inno-
vation required to successfully meet project objectives increases, so
should the relevance of transformational leadership behaviors to
project success. This assumption is rooted in prior research.

For instance, an explanation of the relationships between trans-
formational leadership behaviors and innovative tasks can be found
in an experimental study by Sosik (1997). He reasoned that intellec-
tual stimulation should enhance both generative and exploratory
thinking. It is likely to enhance generative thinking he argued, by
promoting nontraditional thoughts and/or promoting the application
of existing information in new or unusual ways. At the same time,
exploratory thinking that involves refining ideas through elaboration
and successive improvement (Torrance 1988) should also be
enhanced through intellectual stimulation.

The results of Sosik’s study supported his reasoning. He reported
that members of groups assigned to a high transformational leader-
ship condition were more likely to generate original solutions, ask
questions about solutions, and to pursue solution clarifications or
elaborations.
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Inspirational motivation should also be relevant to projects
requiring innovation because such motivation efforts encourage and
inspire followers to link their self-concepts of the collective interests
of the project team, which in turn should heighten team members’
intrinsic motivation (Shamir et al. 1993). Considerable research over
the years has consistently demonstrated that intrinsic motivation
is a key underlying determinant of idea generation and creative per-
formance for both individuals and groups (for example, Amabile
1996; Deci and Ryan 1985).

Strong support for innovation level as a moderator of the effects
of transformational leadership can also be found in a study by Keller
(1992). His longitudinal investigation of research and development
project groups found that the impact of transformational leadership
on individual performance was moderated by the type of research
and development work being pursued. Transformational leadership
was a stronger predictor of project quality ratings for research projects
(those projects requiring individuals to go beyond existing scientific
and technological knowledge) than for development and service proj-
ects (those projects focusing on incremental technological improve-
ments to existing technology).

H2: Project innovativeness moderates the effect of transfor-
mational leadership behaviors on project success. With
increasing levels of innovativeness, transformational leader-
ship behaviors will be increasingly important to project
success.

Urgency
Another source of complexity is the level of urgency associated

with a project. This concept reflects the extent to which the project
is operating under significant time constraints and/or the extent to
which successful completion of the project is likely to have a major
impact on overall organizational outcomes. Under these conditions,
the galvanizing effect of transformational leadership should contrib-
ute to successful results. Leadership behaviors relating to inspira-
tional motivation seem particularly relevant. For instance, inspira-
tional motivation includes actions like articulating a compelling
vision, showing determination to accomplish what one sets out to
do, setting high standards, providing continuous encouragement,
and directing attention toward essential aspects of the project (Bass
and Avolio 1996). Behaviors relating to idealized influence should
also have an impact. Examples include providing assurance that
obstacles will be overcome, and emphasizing the importance of being
committed to beliefs and objectives (Bass and Avolio 1996). Such
leadership behaviors could potentially help project team members
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in their efforts to meet both temporal and strategic demands that
are often inherent in projects with high levels of urgency.

H3: Project urgency moderates the effect of transformational
leadership behaviors on project success. In situations of high
urgency, transformational leadership behaviors will be
increasingly important to project success.
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CHAPTER 3

Method

Sample

Data for this study were collected from 236 core members, project
managers, and senior managers on 69 project teams. Participat-

ing project teams originated in organizations from the manufactur-
ing, software, and telecommunication industries based in the U.S.
The participating team members worked on new product or software
development projects (42%), IT implementation projects (33%), and
construction and engineering projects (25%). The projects that were
included in the final sample met our selection criteria, in that they
had recently been completed or were close to completion, had a
budget of at least $500,000 (US), and had a duration of at least
three months.

Each participating organization had a primary company contact
who identified a project team located within his or her organization
to participate in the study. Participation on the part of the project
team was voluntary. The contacts were each handed four surveys.
It was the responsibility of the primary contacts to distribute surveys
to the project leader, to the senior manager overseeing the project,
and to each of the two core project team members. Project leaders,
senior managers, and team members were provided with instructions
to relate their responses to the predetermined project and not to
their organization. To avoid single-source bias, project success was
assessed by the project team leaders and senior managers; the leader-
ship measures were assessed by the team members.

The average project duration was 14 months with an average
budget of $1.5 million (US). On average, the project leaders changed
0.5 times during the implementation of the project. The project
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teams consisted on average of eight core team members who were
responsible for specific tasks throughout the entire implementation
of the project. In addition to core team members, the average number
of part-time and full-time project team members was six, and an
average of two project team members changed during the implemen-
tation of these projects. Further, on average, five departments were
involved in implementing the projects. The majority of the projects
(62%) in our sample were organized in a matrix structure (either
functional, balanced, or project matrix). Only 9% of the projects
were organized as pure project organizations, and 9% were directly
integrated in the line organizations. Several empirical studies (for
example, Larson and Gobeli 1989; Might and Fischer 1985) showed
similar distributions of project organization structures.

Measures

Transformational Leadership
Transformational leadership of project leaders was measured

using the 36-item multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ Form
5X) (Avolio, Bass, and Jung 1999). Project members described their
leader using a frequency scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (fre-
quently, if not always). The MLQ Form 5X uses a 0 to 4-point rating
scale; we used a 1 to 7-point scale in this study to be consistent with
the rating scales used throughout this study’s survey. However, the
items and anchors for our rating scale were identical to those from
the MLQ; thus the change in scale is a straightforward linear transfor-
mation. Furthermore, raters should have used the rating scales in
an equivalent manner because considerable research suggests that
it is rater training and not the rating format that most influences
rating variance (for example, Murphy and Cleveland 1995). The five
scales used to measure transformational leadership were: charisma-
idealized influence (attributed), charisma-idealized influence (behav-
ior), inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individu-
alized consideration. Similar to previous research, Judge and Bono
(2000) combined these dimensions into an overall measure of trans-
formational leadership.

Project Success
To assess the different aspects of project performance we used the

following variables: project efficiency, project effectiveness, client
satisfaction, and business success. The success items used were
developed by Pinto and Slevin (1988) and modified and supplemented
by Lechler (1997). All of the success items were rated by the project
leaders and responsible senior managers using the 7-point rating
scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
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Moderating Variables
Scales for project innovativeness and urgency were developed

by Pinto (1987). To justify aggregation of the model variables to the
project team level, we calculated within unit agreement rwg(j) (James,
Demaree, and Wolf 1984, 1993; Klein, Conn, and Sorra 2001; George
1990). The average rwg(j) value across scales in the present study was
.94, above the generally acceptable level of .70 (George 1990), thus
demonstrating within unit agreement.

Project Manager Authority as a Moderator of
Transformational Leadership
Another potential moderator of the effects of transformational lead-
ership is the degree of authority of the leader. While the overall
positive effects of transformational leadership have been replicated
for many leaders at different levels of authority (Bass 1997), a number
of questions remain open. First, as others have noted (for example,
Zaccaro 2001) there are frequently qualitative differences between
the behaviors demonstrated by high and low-level leaders. For exam-
ple, at lower levels, individualized consideration might be more
apparent then at higher levels (Antonakis and Atwater 2002). Simi-
larly at higher levels where leaders have greater responsibility for
strategic planning, inspirational motivation might be more apparent.
In other words, the behavioral nature of transformational leadership
might look different at one level versus the other. In fact, the recent
meta-analysis by Antonakis et al. (2003) suggests that the hierarchi-
cal context does moderate inter-factor relations amongst dimensions
of transformational leadership. As the authors’ note, however, fur-
ther research is needed to explore whether predictive relations are
similarly bound by hierarchical context. In other words, does hierar-
chical context (for example, relative position authority) moderate
the extent to which transformational leadership impacts unit level
performance and are certain dimensions more predictive of perfor-
mance at different levels of authority?

Although prior research has focused on hierarchical authority,
there are other ways to define authority that are particularly relevant
to project-based or cross-functional work in general. In these settings,
it is also possible to distinguish between position or hierarchical
authority and decision authority (for example, the ability to make
decisions regarding project goals, and/or to negotiate directly with
customers or clients over project goals or processes).

Project managers vary in the extent to which they have either
or both of these kinds of authority and, as others have noted, their
presence or absence has implications for the kinds of influence pro-
cesses that project managers are able to use (Pinto et al. 1998). The
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results across several independent studies show a positive correlation
between a project manager’s level of authority and project success
(Rubin and Seelig 1967; Murphy et al. 1974; Rubenstein et al. 1976;
Balachandra and Raelin 1984; Katz and Allen 1985; Might and Fischer
1985; Pinto 1986; Allen et al. 1988). At the same time, other studies
have also shown that project managers use alternative power bases
like informal networks, expertise, and integrity (Allen et al. 1988;
Sotirou and Wittmer 2000) to compensate for a lack of formal author-
ity. Therefore, it seems reasonable to assume that different dimen-
sions of transformational leadership will be more or less important
depending upon the scope of authority inherent in a project manag-
er’s role. (see Appendix A for decision making, position authority
scales, urgency and innovativeness scales).

H4. Decision authority will moderate the impact of transfor-
mational leadership on project success. The effect of transfor-
mational leadership on success will be greater when decision
authority is greater.

H5. Position authority will moderate the impact of transfor-
mational leadership. The effect of transformational leader-
ship on project success will be greater when position author-
ity is lower.
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CHAPTER 4

Results

Descriptive statistics are provided in Table 4.1 along with the
correlations between all pairs of variables. Table 4.2 shows the

regression analyses between transformational leadership measures
and each of the success criteria. All betas between transformational
leadership and measures of project success were significant (p�.01),
thus supporting the first hypothesis. A series of hierarchical regres-
sion analyses tested each of the moderator hypotheses. The results
did not support any of the moderator hypotheses. However, two of
the moderator variables did have significant influences on some of
the success factors. Urgency had a significant influence on efficiency
and business results and innovativeness had a significant negative
relationship between efficiency and client satisfaction.

Thus, our moderator hypotheses have to be modified in that
innovativeness and urgency show an independent influence on suc-
cess. They might moderate relationships between variables not
included and project success.
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Variable Mean s.d. Alpha 1 2 3 4 5 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14

Efficiency 5.03 1.82 (.78) 1

Effectiveness 5.69 1.04 (.83) .29 1

Client satisfaction 5.43 1.30 (.71) .62 .68 1

Business success 5.53 1.33 (.75) .53 .73 .74 1

Decision authority 5.34 1.31 (.77) .05 .21 .22 .07 1

Position authority 4.70 1.50 (.81) .13 .20 .20 .07 .41 1

Innovativeness 3.56 1.91 (.81) �.24 �.10 �.07 �.11 .03 .06 1

Urgency 5.74 1.10 (.80) .14 .44 .25 .38 .29 .09 �.02 1

Idealized influence attributed 5.12 1.18 (.91) .24 .33 .45 .30 .25 .28 .11 .18 1

Idealized influence behavior 5.45 1.15 (.92) .17 .32 .44 .30 .20 .14 .10 .17 .80 1

Inspiration motivation 5.47 1.01 (.93) .25 .46 .47 .41 .29 .28 .15 .27 .79 .81 1

Intellectual stimulation 5.25 1.01 (.90) .22 .32 .43 .32 .16 .19 .14 .15 .72 .77 .75 1

Individualized consideration 5.14 1.16 (.90) .28 .37 .45 .35 .15 .29 .05 .07 .70 .77 .71 .73 1

Transformational leadership 5.29 0.99 (.93) .26 .40 .50 .38 .23 .26 .12 .18 .90 .93 .90 .88 .88
aN � 69 project teams.

Table 4.1 Descriptive Statistics, and Correlations for All Model Variablesa
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Efficiency Effectiveness Client Satisfaction Business Results
Model Model Model Model

Variable Beta t Beta t Beta t Beta t

Transformational .30* 2.31 .35*** 3.28 .44*** 3.74 .28** 2.42
leadership behaviors

Urgency .21 1.40 .55*** 4.52 .21 1.63 .53*** 4.04

Innovativeness �.33** �2.62 �.16 �1.48 �.22* �1.93 �.16 �1.36

Project manager authority �.17 �1.18 �.14 �1.15 .16 1.26 �.19 �1.50

R2 .21 .43 .34 .35

Adjusted R2 .15 .39 .29 .30

F 3.46*** 10.10*** 6.75*** 7.01***
aN � 55 project teams.

*p � .05
**p � .01

***p � .001

Table 4.2 Multiple Regression Results for Transformational Leadership Using Project Success Criteria As the
Dependent Variablea
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CHAPTER 5

Discussion

The results from this investigation have theoretical and practical
implications. They extend prior research on relationships

between transformational leadership and unit/group level success.
Previous studies had focused on performance of military units over
relatively short time periods. This study focused on the performance
of project teams in organizational settings; the measures of success
are derived over relatively long periods of time (several months to
a year). Our results suggest that transformational leadership differen-
tially affects various measures of project success. We also examined
the effects of three moderators (urgency, innovativeness, and project
manager authority) on unit level performance. Our results suggest
that these factors do not impact the relationship between transforma-
tional leadership and project success. Other project manager leader-
ship behaviors, for example, transactional leadership, are correlated
with project success. Also the literature on the success factors of
project management offers a wide variety of possible behaviors (Mur-
phy et al. 1974; Pinto 1986; Lipovetsky et al. 1997).

Our results do shed light on relationships between project man-
ager authority and leadership behavior. This topic is particularly
important for project managers who frequently find themselves in
situations where they have to influence without being able to rely
on formal authority. These results suggest that project managers can
sometimes compensate for a lack of formal authority by developing
their transformational leadership skills. In that regard, our findings
also support the significance of leadership skills training and assess-
ment for project managers, who in many organizations are still
selected for their roles based largely upon their technical abilities.
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Limitations
There are also, of course, several limitations that should be taken
into account when considering the implications of our study.
Although we have attempted to provide controls for performance,
we cannot be certain that biases in assessments of leadership behav-
ior (for example, performance measures were provided by senior
managers and measures of leadership behavior were collected from
project team members) were wholly eliminated. For instance, it is
still possible that project team members had some awareness of the
relative success or failure of the project when making their judg-
ments about leadership.

It is also important to note that our analysis focuses only on
transformational leadership behaviors, and in that sense is not an
examination of full-range leadership theory. We do, however, include
an assessment of some basic project management activities that we
felt served as a more appropriate proxy for transactional leadership
behaviors in the context of a project manager’s role.

Another limitation is that we found the dimensions of transfor-
mational leadership to be highly inter-correlated. Others have
reported this as well (Yukl 2002), and this fact makes it hard to
determine the effects of different facets of transformational leader-
ship.

Finally, a larger sample size would also be helpful. The results
of our research were based on a final sample of 60 project teams;
however, results supported the hypothesized relations. Moreover, in
comparison to other studies, our sample was larger than the average
sample reported by Cohen and Bailey (1997) for project teams (aver-
age n � 45).

Future Research
Future research should take into account the limitations described
above. In addition, our findings themselves offer some guidance for
further investigations. In particular we encourage others to use orga-
nizational projects as a context for studying leadership behaviors.
One of the topics to consider is the longitudinal effect of transforma-
tional leadership behavior. Might the duration of a project impact
the effects of transformational leadership at different points in time?
For instance, does transformational leadership matter more during
the early stages of project, at later stages or does it impact perfor-
mance differently across time? It would also be interesting to con-
sider the impact of changes in project team membership. Also in
project-based work, there are frequently changes in project managers.
To what extent do the transformational leadership behaviors of one
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individual have a lasting effect even after others have assumed leader-
ship for a project?

Future research might also examine other moderators, such as
the sources of innovation. By source, we are referring to the extent
to which, in the course of solving problems, project team members
need to seek new knowledge and solutions through sources that
were external to the team and perhaps even their organization. A
team whose solutions are driven more through internal means
should have greater freedom from extraneous influences and coordi-
nation-related conflicts (Pawar and Eastman 1997). In short, with
all other things being equal, internally oriented teams would face
less environmental uncertainty and consequently be less dependent
upon transformational leadership. In contrast, those teams that have
to spend greater amounts of time interacting with external parties in
order to develop solutions should benefit more from the galvanizing
effects of transformational leadership. In particular, behaviors related
to inspirational motivation might be particularly relevant to the
extent that they provide team members with a clear, engaging vision,
help followers to focus their attention and appropriately model
behaviors required for interacting effectively with others inside and
outside of the project-team.

Finally, future studies might also examine other variables (for
example, culture) that mediate the relationship between leader
behavior and unit performance. For example, transformational lead-
ers that engage in intellectual stimulation should be open to new
ideas, emphasize the importance of seeking differing perspectives
when solving problems, encourage non-traditional thinking to deal
with traditional problems. These behaviors are central to norms
associated with an adaptive culture (Kotter and Heskett 1990), and
in turn should have a strong influence on project performance.
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CHAPTER 6

Introduction

Any exceptional project is characterized by a great team spirit.
In such projects one can sense the energy and the excitement.

Members are totally dedicated to the team’s mission, are willing to
invest time beyond the call of duty to solve problems, are supportive
of one another, and are proud to be part of the team. However, great
spirits do not emerge out of the blue. Great team spirits in projects—
referred to here as project spirits—are created by effective leaders,
who possess the know-how to inspire and ignite the energy in people.
Spirit is not the energy itself, but the driver that unleashes untapped
power that is imbedded in almost everyone. Yet what precisely is
project spirit? What do effective leaders execute that creates this
excitement and drive? Is there a mechanism for shaping project spirit
in a conscious and structured manner? Is there a framework that
managers can utilize to help plan and intentionally implement the
right spirit for their project?

The purpose of this report is three-fold, to conceptualize the idea
of project spirit, to identify specific activities implemented by the
manager that assist in crafting the right project spirit, and to assess
its presence. A case research approach is used to examine four proj-
ects, with the intention of demonstrating the components of project
spirit and their manifestation in real-life projects.
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CHAPTER 7

Conceptual Background

Great projects create their own unique micro-culture (sometimes
called climate), which is nurtured by a set of values that are

demonstrated and practiced by the project manager. Culture in proj-
ect settings refers to the social and cognitive environment, the shared
view of reality, and the collective belief and value systems reflected
in a consistent pattern of behaviors among project members that we
refer to as behavioral expectations or norms. We argue that project
cultures can and should be formed to achieve specific and outstand-
ing results. (For other culture definitions, see Detert, Schroeder, and
Mauriel 2000; Schein 1992. For a discussion of culture and climate,
see Denison 1996. For review on changing culture, see Schein 1990
and Kanter 2000).

Researchers make at least a tacit argument that positive business
results will arise from gains in spirit (Giacalone and Jurkiewicz 2003).
Scholars provide numerous conceptualizations of what spirit is, vari-
ously emphasizing attitudes, emotions, and expected behaviors,
detailed below (e.g., Brannick, Salas, and Prince 1997; Cavanagh
2000; Delbecq 2000; Duchon and Ashmos-Plowman 2005; Parbo-
teeach and Cullen 2003). However, by their very nature, projects are
temporary, and unlike an existing organization or company, they
have a defined beginning and an end. Accordingly, unlike typical
team spirit definitions that have focused on various elements such
as excitement, group satisfaction, and morale, project spirit should
combine all of these components to support the striving for the
highest project outcome. Since every project is focused on a specific
goal, the project’s spirit should be a manifestation of this goal in
terms of attitudes, emotions, and expected behaviors. In this study,
we therefore define project spirit as follows: the collective attitudes,
emotions, and norms of behavior that are focused on a common
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vision, which relate to project-expected achievements. The following
chapters in this section describe the building blocks or activities
that create a project’s spirit and the components that demonstrate
the presence of spirit, and use case study results to illustrate these
elements in real life projects. We also explore how shaping project
spirit alters several paramount behaviors of participants in project
settings.

Based on the literature, we identified four groups of spirit build-
ing activities: vision, values, team events and rituals, and symbols.
Our premise is that spirit building blocks can be managed: managers
can articulate a specific vision; instill the right values; initiate team
events and rituals; build specific symbols; and align them with the
project goal to shape project spirit. We also identified three groups
of spirit expression components: attitudes, emotions, and norms of
behavior (see Figure 7-1). Chapters 8 and 9 discuss these components
in detail.

Figure 7-1 Project spirit-building activities and expression
components

36



CHAPTER 8

Spirit-Building Activities

Vision

Vision refers to a commonly held attitude regarding the direction,
goals and mission of the project team (Cannon-Bower et al. 1995).

It helps illuminate the core values and principles that will guide the
team in the future. It gives a sense of direction. It evokes meaning
and a deep commitment. It serves as glue to bind the team together.
Effective visions are grounded in core values about which team mem-
bers feel passionate (Whetten and Cameron 2005). For the purpose
of this work, we define project vision as a statement that expresses
the value of the product and its competitive advantage. It articulates
the state of affairs once the project is competed (Shenhar 2004). We
concentrate on vision, since by focusing attention on a meaningful
vision the leader operates on the emotional and spiritual resources
of the project, rather than on its physical resources.

Values
Behavioral characteristics that differentiate one leadership pattern
from another may be explained through assessing differences in the
leader’s value and belief systems. Transformational leaders report
value systems that are distinguishable from other types of leaders.
Transformational leadership behavior is linked with values that
encourage personal and professional development as well as common
good (Krishnan 2001; Sarros and Santora 2001). Participants in proj-
ects bring various talents, orientations, values, allegiances, and aspi-
rations to the project setting. Leaders are called on to manage the
interaction among subcultures that collide at the project setting. We
center our attention on leaders’ values, since the success of creating
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the right micro-culture, a component of spirit, for the right project
may be attributed to the leaders’ abilities to infuse their own values
into their interactions with project members, so new values are
internalized, and new behaviors are learned (Goffee, and Jones 1998;
Saffold 1988; Schein 1996).

Team Events and Rituals
Team events are social activities in which the team engages, that
may or may not relate to the work itself. These events glue the team
together as one unit and create a bond among its members. They may
be formally or semiformally organized, regularly scheduled activities
that engage people. Team events may involve information-sharing
meetings, joint training workshops and off-site team-building activi-
ties (Pettigrew, Trice, and Beyer 1992). They may also include social
activities such as parties, field trips, or other joint team outings.

Managers sponsoring such events send a clear message regarding
the extent that teamwork is important and intensive interaction
is encouraged. For example, a well-established schedule of formal
meetings for sharing information, exchanging and developing ideas,
expressing disagreement, and managing conflict helps ensure that
diverse voices and ideas are heard and discussed in open forums so
that a shared understanding emerges among participants.

Team activities should be accompanied by specific project and
team rituals. Rituals may include the manner in which meetings
are opened, team members’ gestures to one another, or the way in
which people turn or call each other. Such rituals may help build the
right atmosphere, create a common attitude in the team member’s
minds, and foster cohesion.

Symbols
Symbols are visible artifacts that are unique to the project and sym-
bolize the team spirit and specific goal. The study of artifacts has
been central to scholarly writings on culture. (Detert et al. 2000;
Schein 1992). This interest stems from the notion that cultural arti-
facts are observable signs that can be used to decipher the unseen,
complex, and often interactive elements of cultures, such as beliefs,
values, and assumptions. In turn, cultural artifacts, including rituals
and symbols, are expected to exert powerful influences on shaping
values, beliefs, and desirable behaviors among participants.

Symbols may include layout and design of the work environ-
ment, the displayed documentation, dress code, and other concrete
objects that signify the priorities and desired behaviors of project
members (Schein 1996).
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CHAPTER 9

Expression Components
of Spirit

Collective Attitudes

We define attitudes as an internal state that influences an individ-
ual’s choices or decisions to act in a certain way under particu-

lar circumstances (Cannon-Bower et al. 1995). We focus on attitudes
that have been shown to have a direct bearing on the team’s interac-
tion process and the ability of a person to flourish in a team. Of
major importance in the dynamic and temporary context of project
teams is the level of satisfaction, commitment, and morale achieved
by those teams.

Project team satisfaction is the extent to which project team
members are satisfied with their project team members, with the
way the project team members work together, and with working
in the project team. Commitment is the extent that project team
members identify and are involved with the project team. And
morale is defined as the willingness to engage in extreme effort
(Borman and Motowidlo 1993).

Collective Emotions
In what they define as the passion zone, Bruch and Ghoshal (2003)
describe company employees that thrive on strong, positive emo-
tions such as joy and pride in their work. Employees’ excitement
means that attention is directed toward shared priorities.

We define emotions as overt reactions that express feelings about
events (Weiss and Cropanzano 1996). We looked at the following
categories of emotions: joy, surprise, excitement, passion, and enthu-
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siasm. Despite their differences, emotions always have an object, as
Bruch and Ghoshal imply—something or someone triggers emo-
tions. For example, each project is a first of its kind, a pioneering
endeavor, which may turn new ideas into reality, thus triggering
excitement!

Behavioral Norms
In project settings, behavioral norms emerge as an inevitable creation
of the project leader. The leader’s decisions and actions, the topogra-
phy, and the physical and social environment nurtured by the leader
in which participants find themselves strongly shape the human
interactions. From these interactions, an implicitly or explicitly
agreed-upon set of objectives, state of affairs, behaviors, and out-
comes emerge that are deemed more important, worthy, and pre-
ferred than others, referred to as behavioral expectations or norms.

When we observe behavioral norms that value collaboration,
teamwork, involvement of the customer, and constructive conflict
management, we refer to a culture of inclusion. A value placed on
quality and efficiency should be apparent in the behaviors of project
members as well. Such values reflect a healthy balance of people
and task-related concerns, make people aware of what is important,
and direct behavior to contribute to the project’s competitive advan-
tage and fulfill the project’s vision.

Spirit-building activities, implemented by great leaders, foster
behavioral norms that alter several behavioral outcomes which are
paramount for successful project implementation. Specifically, we
center on the role spirit plays in generating collaboration, citizenship
behavior, and retention.

Collaboration commonly refers to the coming together of diverse
interests and people to achieve a common purpose by means of
interactions, information sharing, and coordination of activities (Jas-
sawalla and Sashittal 1998). Overcoming the problems created by
physical and perceptual distances among functional groups, ensuring
early involvement of all participants, and joint sharing of responsibil-
ity in ways that ultimately improve and accelerate project implemen-
tation are among the commonly described advantages associated
with collaboration.

Citizenship behavior goes one step further, and focuses on indi-
viduals who are willing to go above and beyond their prescribed roles
to voluntarily help coworkers achieve project objectives, and refrain
from complaining or finding fault with other project participants
(Koys 2001). Helping coworkers frees up the project managers to
implement more important tasks and, by not complaining when
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conditions are challenging, individuals can invest their time imple-
menting the project productively.

We highlight retention as an outcome as well, since reducing
turnover among competent professionals working in project settings
at technological driven organizations is increasingly critical to sus-
tain competitiveness (Boudreau and Ramstad 2003).
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CHAPTER 10

Research Design

The Data

Once the framework of spirit was built, our research goal was to
test the spirit-building blocks and expression components in

real projects and assess their impact on the project outcome. We
used an initial database of 200 cases, out of which we selected four
cases in different industries, each with completely different goals
(Eisenhardt 1989; Yin 2003). The cases were created using multiple
sources of evidence: archival data (the written documentation
accompanying the project was studied), manuals, interviews with
various project personnel (program director, project manager, team
members), and direct observation. The interviews lasted between 60
and 90 minutes. Our primary objective in this section was to create
an accurate depiction of project spirit, as reflected in the selected
case projects. A secondary goal was to enable a fuller understanding
of the impact of the building blocks of spirit on its expression.

The cases we selected were BMW’s Z3 roadster project, NASA’s
Orbiter Boom Sensor System (OBSS), Project Heritage of Kraft Foods
North America (Nabisco), and the construction of the Durst Tower
at Four Times Square (FTS). The industries represented by these
projects were automotive, space, food, and construction. We also
chose these cases because they represented different project types
on some of the most common dimensions for project categorization
(Shenahr and Dvir 2004). For example, on the technological uncer-
tainty dimension, BMW Z3 and OBSS were rated as medium-tech
and the remaining two projects, Heritage and FTS were categorized
as low-tech. The novelty of the Heritage project was categorized as
a derivative, and that of the other three was categorized as a platform.
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On the pace dimension, the FTS project began as regular, and then
shifted to a fast/competitive, which was the same as Heritage and
Z3. On the other hand, OBSS was rated from the start as a blitz
project. Interestingly, all projects were completed at unprecedented
speed. Finally, the complexity of all cases was categorized as system,
and they were all highly successful. A summary of these cases is
included in Table 10-1, and the following sections describe them
in detail.

BMW Z3 Roadster
The BMW Corporation needed a new corporate image as well as an
exciting new product to boost sales from a 1992 slump. The answer
to this corporate problem was a new car with a new concept—the
BMW Z3 roadster. The sleek, contemporary retro look of the car
resulted from the project management techniques employed to pro-
duce it. BMW recognized the risks involved in this project up-front,
and adopted a flexible, adaptive, and highly communicative manage-
ment style.

From the management, marketing, and manufacturing perspec-
tives, everything about this car was completely new to BMW. This
project abandoned the traditional, individual-oriented functional
management approach, and replaced it with a team-oriented matrix
management approach and a group-oriented culture. In addition,
traditional marketing techniques of print and television ads were
replaced with more modern approaches such as film and the Internet.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, the project was used to dem-
onstrate that BMW can build a quality car abroad. The launch of

Project Industry Goal

BMW Z3 Automotive Develop a new roadster car and
manufacture it in the U.S.

OBSS Space Build a 50-ft (15.24-m) extension to the
space shuttle’s existing boom arm to
enable in-space inspection of the Orbiter’s
surface

Heritage Food Relocating production of two biscuit lines
to Mexico

FTS Construction Construction of the elevator systems at the
Durst Tower at Four Times Square in New
York, NY

Table 10-1 Summary of Case Study Objectives
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the Z3 roadster was also the launch of the first BMW plant outside
of Germany, in Spartanburg, SC.

The vision of the Z3, as perceived by its team members, was
‘‘to create a product that excites people like the BMW motorcycle
had.’’ It offered the opportunity of breaking away from a serious and
tradition-bound corporate image. With the Z3 roadster, they could
reach out to a younger, spirited, carefree, wind-in-your-hair type
of driver.

The focus for the BMW Z3 project was to foster excitement,
optimism, and high morale among its team members. The team
was composed of voluntary members, requiring sign-off from their
functional department, and thus they were all completely dedicated
and self motivated. This project spirit valued individuality and self
expression, and all team members were treated as equal contributors,
without regard to their position or professional level. Finally, the
project received extensive corporate support. This support was
emphasized through kick-off celebrations and unrestricted time for
members to work on the project.

Orbiter Boom Sensor System (OBSS) Project
Based in the Johnson Space Center in Houston, the Orbiter Boom
Sensor System (OBSS) project was one of the critical efforts that
enabled NASA to initiate a return-to-flight of the space shuttle pro-
gram after the Columbia accident in February 2003. The OBSS proj-
ect created a self-inspection capability to the Orbiter Module (space
shuttle) while in orbit. With its new sensor systems installed on the
integrated boom, the OBSS extends the existing arm of the Orbiter
for an additional 50 ft (15.24 m). This new extension made it possible
to inspect the thermal protection system (TPS) of the Orbiter in
space, which was one of the actions designed to prevent an accident
similar to that of the Columbia Space Shuttle.

One of the greatest challenges of the OBSS project was to meet
a compressed time constraint. The project was required to be com-
pleted in less than one year. While the team developed some specific
approaches to get the project done on time, they encountered organi-
zational procedures and guidelines that did not provide sufficient
support to a project with this kind of pace. Due to the fast pace of
the project, effective communication among parties in the project
was crucial. However, certain contractual agreements between
NASA and its contractors created communication bureaucracies,
which posed an additional challenge to the project team.

The vision crafted for the project was simply, to ‘‘develop a
capability for inspecting damage to the Orbiter’s TPS while in orbit.’’
For the most part, the spirit of the project emanated primarily from
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the existing Johnson Space Center (JSC) culture and the criticality
and time pressure of the mission. Although the culture of the project
team was similar to the culture of JSC in general, one major differ-
ence was the extremely compressed schedule, and safety concerns.
As some team members said, ‘‘This was a two-year project which
was completed in nine months.’’ Senior leadership recognized the
strain under which all team members were working and gave the
team occasional ‘‘time outs’’ as a way of allowing a breather to reflect
more objectively on the project. Some team members, however,
expressed concern about the need to manage risk as well as avoid
complacency that may set in after a time regarding to safety issues.

Project Heritage
In 2002, the Biscuit Division of Kraft Foods North America (Nabisco)
identified two labor-intensive cookie production lines that could
materially save costs by employing Mexican labor rates, which are
substantially lower than in the U.S. The Project Heritage case study
dealt with relocating one of these lines from the U.S. to the com-
pany’s Monterrey, Mexico facility, which was being vacated in order
to consolidate part of the Mexican production to the Mexico City
facility. By converting existing lines in the Monterrey, Mexico facil-
ity, Nabisco hoped to increase the production capacity to meet the
growing U.S. requirements and leave existing U.S. production lines
vacant for future expansion into other product production lines.

The individuals interviewed indicated that the project did
develop a separate culture and subsequent spirit. Some of the com-
plexities such as language differences, questionable subcontractor
skills, and border-crossing barriers created frustration early on, but
eventually became a part of the project spirit. In spite of these obsta-
cles, the project spirit that emerged was one of support, trust, cohe-
siveness, and comradeship beyond the level that was common at
the organizational level. It is noteworthy that a separate vision was
not developed for this particular project.

Four Times Square—Vertical Transportation
Project (FTS)
The construction of the Durst project at Four Times Square repre-
sented a significant challenge to the Otis Elevator Company and its
parent, United Technologies Corporation. This building introduced
a number of ‘‘firsts.’’ It was to be the first new office building to be
built in New York, N.Y. in over a decade. It was also the first building
to be built in the Times Square redevelopment zone, as well as the
first green office building in New York. Finally, the project involved
many of the company’s new products and construction techniques
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and many of the constructors involved in this project had been out
of work for a period of time and were glad to be once again employed.
These individuals however, lacked the necessary skills required for
the construction of this type of project.

The FTS developed a culture of its own from start. The perception
was that the project manager was responsible for a big portion of
the can-do attitude present in this project. The project manager
brought new and innovative ideas from around the country and made
them part of this project, promoted the team concept through get-
togethers, and marked milestones in the project with small celebra-
tions. The team was given a great deal of latitude when it came to
trying new and innovative ideas. What guided the team on this
project was safety. The team members, some of whom had worked
at other companies where safety was not a great concern, felt that
this project team was more concerned with ‘‘our people’’ than just
the bottom line. Interestingly, team members in this case too, indi-
cated that the vision illuminated many of the core values that existed
in the project, although, a separate vision was not developed for this
particular project. The vision was simply stated as in other projects,
‘‘to provide the best product available to our customer, delivered on
time and within-budget, and provide exceptional customer service
for the life of the product.’’
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CHAPTER 11

Findings and Analysis

Table 11-1 demonstrates the cross-case tabulation of the key
spirit-building blocks applied by the managers in these projects.

Table 11-2 illustrates the spirit expression elements for these
projects.
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Project
Vision Elements

(Explicit or Implicit)

Values Derived
from the Team
Leader’s Style

Team Events—
Meetings

Team Social
Events and Rituals Symbols

BMW Z3 ‘‘To create a product
that excites people like
the motorcycle had.’’

The project manager
‘‘demonstrated a desire
for success and a
winning attitude to all
team members.’’

The project manager
conducted weekly
meetings to encourage
group creativity.

Rallies and ceremonies
served as celebrations
of milestones achieved,
and included cheering
and singing, helping to
keep a highly
motivated and driven
team.

To facilitate
communication, the Z3
team was co-located in
an environment with
no walls or barriers.
The open flow of
communication was
seen as vital for team
building and ensuring
project success.
‘‘Barriers were further
removed by
establishing all team
members on a first-
name basis, and all
team members wore
the same uniform,
regardless of their
managerial level or
function.’’

OBSS ‘‘To develop a
capability for
inspecting damage to
the Orbiter TPS while
in orbit.’’

The open, trusting
supportive leadership
style conveyed was a
good match for the
highly experienced
team.

Senior management
conducted daily, short
meetings with all key
senior personnel.

As noted, even though
the team consisted of
highly driven members,
occasional milestone
celebrations or reward
ceremonies could have
added to the team’s
morale.

As common to most
NASA projects, the
OBSS had its own logo
and own office space
location, creating an
open policy for
communication which
seemed to work well
for the OBSS team.

(continued next page)
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Project
Vision Elements

(Explicit or Implicit)

Values Derived
from the Team
Leader’s Style

Team Events—
Meetings

Team Social
Events and Rituals Symbols

Heritage A specific project vision
was not developed.

‘‘Management did not
spend enough effort to
mitigate problems.’’

Meetings were held
less for synergistic
cross-fertilization of
ideas and more for
creating opportunities
for senior management
to monitor progress.

‘‘Team outings, such as
dinners, were initiated
to loosen up the
workers.’’

The PM ordered T-
shirts with logos for
the project members,
exemplifying the
importance of the
team among project
members.

FTS The vision was stated
as in other projects,
‘‘to provide the best
product available to
our customer,
delivered on time and
within budget, and
provide exceptional
customer service for
the life of the
product.’’

‘‘The project manager
was responsible for the
can-do attitude in the
project.’’

Meetings were held
less for synergistic
cross-fertilization of
ideas and more for
creating opportunities
for senior management
to monitor progress.

Get-togethers and
project milestones
were marked with
small celebrations.

No particular symbols
were used.

Table 11-1 Spirit-building blocks in the four case projects
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Project Emotions Attitudes Behavioral Norms Behavioral Outcomes

BMW Z3 ‘‘The vision offered the The project manager was The meetings and social There was a remarkable
opportunity of breaking described as ‘‘boosting team rituals created a sense of cooperative flow of
away and reaching out to a morale.’’ shared purpose and a culture information from the
younger, spirited, carefree, of inclusion. German employees to the
wind-in-your-hair type of U.S. employees. Team
driver,’’ engendering members were willing to
excitement. work above and beyond

their job descriptions.

OBSS The interviewees noted that The team, in spite of The meetings, which helped Even though the team
the OBSS vision created extreme challenges, was to keep communication encountered several
enthusiasm and inspired the willing to give their best open, reinforced the vision problems and needed down
team to move at an effort for an extended and created a culture of time, they continued to
unprecedented pace. period of time. inclusion. work with high motivation

and energy throughout the
project duration.

Heritage Had a vision been developed An emphasis was placed on ‘‘The team outings While the team was
especially for this project, it the ‘‘highest quality encouraged greater challenged by language
might have added to team standards in all aspects of all teamwork and interaction.’’ differences, questionable
members’ collective efforts,’’ notwithstanding sub-contractor skills, and
emotions. management’s limited effort. border-crossing barriers, it

worked hard to achieve the
project goals, without
looking for fault or blame.

FTS ‘‘FTS was the first big new ‘‘The team made a great ‘‘The team concept was Project members were
project we had in a long effort to perform a task in promoted through get- always looking for ways to
while, so everyone was days that usually takes togethers.’’ improve the project.
excited to be a part of it.’’ weeks or even months.’’

Table 11-2 Spirit expression components in the four case projects and outcomes
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CHAPTER 12

Conclusions

Our case data provide support for the idea that a project’s spirit is
a manifestation of the project’s goal in terms of team member’s

emotions, attitudes, and expected behaviors—termed the expres-
sion—components of project spirit. The project manager can regulate
principal behaviors of participants in project settings by shaping
spirit expressions (see Table 11-2). We provide the following set
of recommended spirit-building block activities for project leaders
concerned with shaping and managing the components of project
spirit as a part of their planning activities.
1. Excitement/passion, enthusiasm and joy are emotional expres-

sion- components of project spirit that will be influenced by infus-
ing the project’s own vision.
a. Creating excitement by infusing the project’s vision—The

project manager articulates a meaningful and exciting project
vision, expressing the value of the project and its expected
competitive advantage once the project is completed.

2. Morale, satisfaction and commitment are attitudinal expression-
components of project spirit that will be influenced by the project
leader’s values as manifested in this leader’s activities
a. Nurturing project member attitudes by infusing the project

leader’s values—The project leader demonstrates behaviors
that represent values which encourage personal and profes-
sional development, a culture of inclusion and quality, to
influence the attitudinal component of spirit.

3. Culture is an expression—component of project spirit that will
be influenced by social rituals and symbols applied by the proj-
ect manager.
a. Creating culture by instilling social rituals and symbols—The

project manager can implement new social rituals (i.e., formal
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meetings, training workshops, ceremonies, off-site team-build-
ing retreats) which emphasize desirable behaviors and mold
the cultural expression component of spirit.

By sponsoring such social rituals, the project manager
sends a clear message that teamwork is an important and inten-
sive investment of time and energy, and acquisition of new
ideas and skills that support teamwork are expected. Rituals
that include customers, suppliers, and internal stakeholders
can engender a culture of inclusion.

The project manager can introduce new symbols, for exam-
ple, layout and design of the work environment, policy, dress
code, and other concrete objects to signify the desired behaviors
of project members, to shape the culture expression component
of spirit. Introducing such symbols represents the extent that
equality, synergy, and open communication are expected by
the project leader.

Taken together, our studies show that exceptional project leaders
concentrate on the human energy that creates spirit. Leaders can
play a critical role in shaping project spirit by carefully selecting
participants—based on their beliefs that not all organizational mem-
bers will function effectively in unique project settings, particularly
in projects that might be challenging or operate under high-technol-
ogy uncertainty conditions. Success in creating the right spirit for
the right project may be attributed in a large part to the leaders’
abilities to infuse their own project vision and values, and to instill
symbols and social rituals into their daily interactions with project
participants. The challenge of achieving exceptional project out-
comes appears to relate to the way project leaders integrate the
shaping of project spirit as part of their planning activities, with the
hard, cold analysis of technology, customers, markets, and competi-
tors.

54



STUDY 3

An Alternative Approach
to Understanding Conflict

Management: Exploring the
Mutation from Cognitive

to Affective Conflict

Ann Mooney and Patricia Holahan
Stevens Institute of Technology

Allen C. Amason
Department of Management
Terry College of Business
The University of Georgia



CHAPTER 13

Introduction

Research in the area of conflict has been focused on explaining
the often-observed conflicting or paradoxical effects of conflict

on decision making (Amason 1996; Jehn 1995). The outcome of this
work has revealed that conflict exists in two distinct forms: cognitive
and affective. Cognitive conflict occurs when team members debate
diverse perspectives about the tasks at hand. Such exchanges
improve decision making because they help team members to better
understand issues surrounding the decision context and synthesize
multiple perspectives into decisions that are superior to any individ-
ual team member’s perspectives (Schweiger, Sanberg, and Rechner
1989). Affective conflict, on the other hand, occurs when team mem-
bers engage in debates that are emotional and personal in nature,
such as power struggles and personal incompatibilities (Jehn 1994).
These debates impair decision making because they create tension
and animosity among team members, distracting teams from the
tasks to be accomplished (Jehn 1995). Thus, researchers have deter-
mined that in order for teams to improve decision making, they
should manage conflict by gaining the benefits of cognitive conflict
while avoiding the costs of affective conflict (Amason and Sapienza
1997; Simons and Peterson 2000). The problem is that it is difficult
for teams to carry out this prescription because cognitive and affect-
ive conflict usually co-occur. Indeed, researchers have consistently
reported that teams who experience high levels of cognitive conflict
also tend to report high levels of affective conflict (for example,
Amason 1996; Amason and Sapienza 1997; Jehn 1994, 1995;
Pelled 1996).

In this paper, we explore the close relationship between cognitive
and affective conflict and propose and test the hypothesis that cogni-
tive and affective conflict co-occur because cognitive conflict sparks
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affective conflict. Although researchers have alluded to the idea
that cognitive conflict can spiral into affective conflict (Amason and
Sapienza 1997), we do not know of any study that has empirically
tested cognitive conflict as a mediator between conflict determinants
and affective conflict. Finally, we propose that the mutation from
cognitive to affective conflict can be avoided when teams display
strong trust and exhibit strong behavioral integration.
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CHAPTER 14

Theoretical Development

Cognitive conflict occurs when team members offer and debate
differing viewpoints about the tasks at hand (Jehn 1995). This

exchange of ideas allows teams to synthesize their perspectives into
decisions that are superior to any individual team member’s perspec-
tive (Korsgaard, Schweiger, and Sapienza 1995). As a result, cognitive
conflict has been found to improve decision making by encouraging
greater cognitive understanding of issues, higher quality decisions,
and greater affective acceptance and understanding of the decisions
reached (Amason 1996), which in turn, improves group performance
(Jehn 1997).

The other form of conflict, affective conflict, is different from
cognitive conflict because it involves team members disagreeing
about issues that are more emotional and personal in nature, such
as power struggles or personal incompatibilities (Jehn 1995).
Researchers have found that these debates lead to undesirable out-
comes, such as lower quality decisions, less affective acceptance of
decisions (Amason 1996), and decreased satisfaction and perfor-
mance (Jehn 1997). Thus, effective conflict management requires
teams to gain the benefits of cognitive conflict while avoiding the
costs of affective conflict (Amason and Sapienza 1997).

The problem is that cognitive and affective conflict are difficult
to separate (Amason and Mooney 2000). Teams that experience cog-
nitive conflict also tend to experience affective conflict (Amason
1996; Amason and Sapienza 1997; Jehn 1994, 1995; Pelled 1996).

Unraveling Cognitive and Affective Conflict
In an effort to understand how teams can stimulate cognitive conflict
but avoid affective conflict, researchers have sought to identify the
various factors that relate to conflict in the first place. Indeed, by
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identifying antecedents that relate positively to cognitive conflict,
but negatively to affective conflict, guidance might be given for how
teams can manage conflict.

Three basic sets of attributes—team, task, and organization—
have been explored by researchers as possible antecedents of conflict.
Team attributes refer to the characteristics of team members (for
example, diversity). Task attributes refer to the nature of the work
or project(s) to which a team is assigned. And organizational attri-
butes refer to the nature of the organization, including its culture,
processes, and strategies. These sets of determinants have all been
found to have a strong impact on conflict (Amason and Sapienza
1997; Amason and Mooney 1999; Pelled, Eisenhardt, and Xin 1999).

The problem is, however, that researchers have been unable
to identify factors that relate positively to cognitive conflict while
relating negatively to affective conflict. In fact, with a few exceptions
(for example, Pelled 1996), researchers have been generally unable to
identify factors that even relate differently to cognitive and affective
conflict. For example, a team’s openness to disagreement (Amason
and Sapienza 1997; Jehn 1995) has been found to promote both forms
of conflict, while value consensus, value fit (Jehn 1994), mutuality
(Amason and Sapienza 1997), prospector strategies (Mooney and Son-
nenfeld 2000), and task routineness (Pelled, et al. 1999) have been
found to degrade both cognitive and affective conflict.

An Alternative Approach to Unraveling Cognitive and
Affective Conflict
An alternative approach to understanding how cognitive and affect-
ive conflict can be separated and managed effectively is to more
deeply explore the relationship between the two forms of conflict.
Rather than treating cognitive and affective conflict as separate
dependent variables, as most researchers have done, value might be
added by considering how and why the two forms of conflict relate
to one another.

Researchers have alluded to an empirical link between cognitive
and affective conflict. As Amason and Sapienza (1997) explain, what
starts as cognitive debates tends to spiral into more affective debates,
because task-related disagreements can become emotionally
charged; and team members take disagreements more personally.
For example, the finance manager might misconstrue the perspective
of the marketing manager as being motivated by a personal agenda.
When this happens, cognitive debate turns sour and personal dis-
agreements and tension emerges, resulting in affective conflict.

Researchers, however, have yet to empirically consider this pos-
sible mutation from cognitive to affective conflict. Such consider-
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ation is important because by missing this theoretical link, we lack
a full understanding of how cognitive and affective conflict can be
separated and managed effectively. Specifically, the previous findings
that team, task, and organizational antecedents relate similarly to
both forms of conflict may be due to the fact that by promoting
(or discouraging) cognitive conflict, these factors also promote (or
discourage) affective conflict; since the cognitive conflict is pro-
moted by these factors, it, in turn, sparks affective conflict. In other
words, it may be that cognitive conflict mediates the relationship
between team, task, and organizational determinants and affective
conflict.
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CHAPTER 15

Hypotheses Development

We developed our hypotheses to test the alternative viewpoint
that affective conflict emerges in large part due to the extent

of cognitive conflict which the team experiences. Unlike the major-
ity of studies in team conflict, we do not propose any direct effects
on affective conflict. Rather, we propose several factors that based
on past research we expect to relate positively to cognitive conflict.
In so doing, we expect that these factors will indirectly promote
affective conflict, with the rationale that cognitive conflict sparks
affective conflict. Finally, we hypothesize conditions under which
teams might be able to avoid the mutation from cognitive to affective
conflict. These hypotheses are offered for decision-making in a proj-
ect team environment, but are also likely to apply to other team
environments.

Team-Level Attributes and Cognitive Conflict
When exploring what effects the amount of cognitive and affective
conflict experienced by the team, the nature of the team itself plays
an important role (Amason and Sapienza 1997). Teams differ across
many attributes (for example size, composition, and norms) and
these differences can affect the way in which team members interact.

A major thrust of this research rests on theory explaining the
role of diversity in teams. Team members that have different demo-
graphic backgrounds tend to have different belief structures
(Wiersema and Bantel 1992), which can impact the way they priori-
tize and understand tasks (Waller, Huber and Glick 1995) and make
decisions (Hambrick and Mason 1984). As Pelled (1999) and col-
leagues explained, ‘‘Increased diversity generally means there is a
greater probability that individual exchanges will be dissimilar with
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others. Members are more likely to hear views that diverge from their
own, so intra-group task conflict may become more pronounced.’’

In this research, we explore three team attributes likely to impact
the amount of cognitive conflict team members experience during
decision making—team size, functional diversity, and team turn-
over. These attributes were selected because they relate to different
types of diversity a team may experience, and are particularly rele-
vant to the project team environment as project teams tend to vary
greatly along these lines. Moreover, they represent work-related
attributes of team members, which have been found to have a
stronger, positive, impact on cognitive conflict than less work-
related attributes such as age or gender (Pelled et al. 1999).

Team Size
Several researchers have argued that larger teams have greater

cognitive diversity than smaller teams, which enables them to pro-
cess greater amounts of more complex information than smaller
teams (Bantel and Jackson 1989; Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven 1990).
With more people, team members are more likely to come from
different backgrounds and have different experiences and opinions
than smaller teams (Bantel and Jackson 1989; Smith et al., 1994). In
a study of 48 top management teams, Amason and Sapienza (1997)
found that larger teams experienced greater cognitive conflict. We
also expect this to be true of project teams. Thus, we propose:

H1: Team size will relate positively to the cognitive conflict
experienced during decision making in project teams.

Functional Diversity
Functional diversity, which refers to the degree to which team

members belong to and represent different functional areas (for exam-
ple, engineering, finance, information systems) (Bunderson and Sut-
cliffe 2002), should also promote cognitive conflict because different
functions experience different environments, contain different skill
sets, and embody different goals and objectives (Mitroff 1982). Team
members bring with them their own set of ‘‘local perspectives’’
(Astley et al. 1982: 361) that they derive from the division of labor
in the organization. This internal differentiation is believed to result
in greater cognitive conflict because team members will develop
different perspectives about how to accomplish tasks (Lawrence and
Lorsch 1967; Pelled et al. 1999). Project teams have been shown to
greatly vary in the extent to which they are functionally diverse
(Brown and Eisenhardt 1995), and we expect that this functional
diversity will be a relevant factor that will improve the project team’s
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ability to critically question decisions and engage in cognitive
conflict.

H2: Functional membership diversity will relate positively
to the cognitive conflict experienced during decision making.

Team Member Turnover
Project teams, especially those of longer duration, expand and

shrink in size as members rotate on and off the team (Brown and
Eisenhardt 1995). When confronted with new issues, individuals
tend to rely on past issue interpretations, particularly when the
results of those experiences led to positive outcomes (Dutton 1993).
If turnover is high, there will be diversity during the time each
member has spent on the team. Newer team members will bring
fresh ideas and perspectives based on experiences elsewhere;
whereas, incumbent team members will tend to view issues from
experiences on that particular team (George and Bettenhausen 1990).
High team member turnover also results in greater cognitive conflict
because with turnover, the team essentially changes shape, requiring
team members to adjust the delegation of tasks, reallocate resources,
and adjust processes (Goodman and Leyden 1991), all of which is
likely to spur task-related debate. Thus, we propose:

H3: Turnover will relate positively to the cognitive conflict
experienced during decision making.

These hypotheses related to team attributes are presented along
with the other hypotheses in Figure 15-1.

Task Attributes and Cognitive Conflict
One way of viewing decision-making in project teams is as an

information-processing activity. That is, project teams bring together
persons from different disciplines and functional areas that have
disparate expertise. This expertise allows team members access to
a vast store of knowledge and information. During decision-making,
information is exchanged, processed, and acted upon. In this context,
conflict (dissent) provides information. That is, the expression of
divergent opinions regarding the implication of facts or differing
courses of action, provides a richer base of knowledge from which
decision-making can proceed. As the decision context increases in
terms of uncertainty and complexity, so too does the requisite
amount and variety of information needed for decision-making.
Thus, the attributes of the team’s project or task represent another
group of determinants likely to impact the amount of conflict the
team experiences (Cohen and Bailey 1997; Hackman 1990). Projects
that have high uncertainty and thus high information processing
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Figure 15-1 Exploring the mutation from cognitive conflict to
affective conflict and how it can be avoided in
teams

demands, and those requiring high levels of coordination may make
conflict more likely (Neale and Bazerman 1991).

Goal Uncertainty
One factor affecting whether tasks have greater information pro-

cessing demands is the degree to which the goals of the project have
been clarified. Goals direct the attention, effort, and persistence of
team members (Locke and Latham 1990). When teams are given
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clear, detailed goals, less debate is necessary because teams are in
more of a position of directing the group efforts towards implement-
ing the goals prescribed. That is, clear goals help team members
process issues and accomplish tasks more easily (Cohen and Bailey
1997), leaving less need for task-related discussions and debate. On
the other hand, when goals are not clarified, researchers have found
that responsibilities such as resource allocations and planning
(Earley and Northcraft 1989), as well as strategy formulation (Mitch-
ell and Silver, 1990; Weingart and Weldon 1991) become more diffi-
cult and in need of constructive debate. Since goal-setting is such
an important part of a project team environment, we expect that the
nature of the goals in project teams will affect the way that they
experience cognitive conflict. Specifically, we expect that when
goals are less certain, project teams will experience more cogni-
tive conflict.

H4: Goal uncertainty will relate positively to the cognitive
conflict experienced during decision making.

Task Interdependence
The other project factor relevant to conflict in project teams is

task interdependence, or the degree to which team members must
rely on each other to accomplish the collective team task (Georgo-
poulos 1986; Goodman 1986). Task interdependence has been found
to affect the level of cooperation within a group (Shaw 1973), team
productivity (Steiner 1972), team performance (Shea and Guzzo
1987), and the nature of the interpersonal interactions among mem-
bers of the group (Gersick 1989; Kelley and McGrath 1988). As task
interdependence increases, so too do the requirements for informa-
tion sharing, coordination, and cooperation in order for the team to
perform well (Galbraith 1973; Gladstein 1984; Saavedra, Earley, and
Van Dyne 1993; Slocum and Sims 1980; Wageman 1995). Moreover,
since the success of one team member’s tasks will have a direct
impact on whether another team member can successfully complete
his or her tasks, project team members should be motivated to share
task-related concerns and discuss differing points of view (Green,
McComb, and Compton 2000). Thus, we propose that task interde-
pendence will be positively related to cognitive conflict:

H5: Task interdependence will relate positively to the cogni-
tive conflict experienced during decision making.

Organizational Attributes and Conflict
The effect of the organizational context on team processes and perfor-
mance has recently gained prominence as an important class of
determinants to be studied along with team and task-level determi-
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nants. For example, researchers have found firm strategy (Amason
and Mooney, 2000) and past performance (Amason and Mooney,
1999) to relate significantly to the conflict experienced by teams
during decision making.

In this study, we will explore two organizational factors that are
likely to impact a project team’s dynamics, including the cognitive
conflict that teams experience: the extent to which an organization’s
culture and reward structure is team-oriented.

Team-Oriented Culture
Researchers suggest that an organization’s culture is likely to

influence the nature of the interactions among its members. An
organization’s culture is a system of attitudes, beliefs, and behavioral
norms shared by organizational members (Shein 1985). Particularly
when an organization has been in existence for a while, a distinct
culture tends to emerge and persist over time. As Denison explains,
an organization’s culture ‘‘. . . refers to an evolved context (within
which a situation may be embedded). Thus, it is rooted in history,
collectively held, and sufficiently complex to resist many attempts
at direct manipulation.’’ (1996, p. 644).

Although an organization’s culture is indeed complex, research-
ers have shown that specific cultural traits may be useful predictors
of performance and effectiveness (for example, Denison and Mishra
1995; Gordon and DiTomaso 1992). One cultural trait is the degree to
which the organization’s culture is team-oriented. A team-oriented
culture is one in which the organizational values, beliefs, and behav-
ioral norms support work performed in teams. Organizations that
have a more team-oriented culture (with norms that support collec-
tive rather than individual work) should be more likely to inspire
organizational members to work effectively in teams (Pinto, Pinto,
and Prescott 1993). That is, team members will be less likely to
passively accept poor or mediocre decisions, as it will ultimately
lead to sub-optimal team performance. Rather, with a strong team
culture, team members should feel freer to discuss issues and develop
and debate diverse, task-related perspectives, especially because a
team-based culture is likely to have mechanisms, such as training
and tasks procedures that support such efforts. Thus, we expect that
project teams operating in more team-based cultures will experience
greater cognitive conflict.

H6: A team-oriented culture will relate positively to the cog-
nitive conflict experienced during decision making.
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Team-Based Rewards
In recent years, team members tend to be at least in part rewarded

based on the performance of the project teams in which they work
(Brown and Eisenhardt, 1995). The more they contribute to positive
project outcomes, the greater they are acknowledged (for example,
through promotions, raises, bonuses, etc.). Linking rewards to perfor-
mance is another organizational factor relevant to the study of con-
flict because team-based rewards are likely to encourage more careful
debate about the tasks to be performed. Consistent with expectancy
theory, individuals should be more motivated to work well in their
teams if they expect to be rewarded according to their performance
in the team (Nadler and Lawler 1977; Porter and Lawler 1968). Since
team rewards provide incentive to maximize collective performance,
team members should be more inclined to evaluate team decisions
by critically questioning team members’ perspectives and offering
alternative courses of action to the decisions at hand.

Although the empirical results are somewhat mixed (Cohen and
Bailey 1997), researchers have linked team-based rewards to team
performance. For example, Harrison, Price, Gavin, and Florey (2002)
found that team reward contingencies stimulated collaborative
behavior, and Cohen, Ledford, and Sprietzer (1996) found that recog-
nition by management related positively to team performance. These
findings are consistent with the cooperation theory (Tjosvold 1991),
which predicts that team-based rewards should motivate team mem-
bers to work together to effectively synthesize their individual per-
spectives into a solution that is superior to what any individual team
member put forth. In short, we expect that team-based rewards and
team-oriented organizational culture will promote cognitive conflict
in project teams.

H7: Team-based rewards will relate positively to the cogni-
tive conflict experienced during decision making.

The Spiraling Effect of Cognitive Conflict
If cognitive conflict leads to desirable team outcomes and affective
conflict leads to undesirable team outcomes (Amason 1996), then
the prescription for teams is to gain the benefits of cognitive conflict
while avoiding the costs of affective conflict. However, as discussed
previously, this is difficult to do (Amason and Sapienza 1997). As
evidence of this, researchers have found that teams that report high
levels of cognitive conflict also report high levels of affective conflict
(Amason, 1996; Amason and Sapienza 1997; Jehn 1997; O’Reilly,
Williams, and Barsade 1998; Simons and Peterson 2000).

The reason given for this strong association between cognitive
conflict and affective conflict is that factors which stimulate cogni-
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tive conflict at the same time stimulate affective conflict (and vice-
versa). For example, a team’s openness to disagreement has been
found to encourage both forms of conflict (Amason and Sapienza
1997; Jehn 1995), while factors, such as value fit, value consensus
(Jehn 1994), and mutuality (Amason and Sapienza 1997) have been
found to discourage both cognitive and affective conflict.

Another reason for the strong association between cognitive and
affective conflict is that what starts as cognitive conflict can spiral
into affective conflict when cognitive conflict becomes emotional
and is taken personally (Amason and Sapienza 1997; Simons and
Peterson 1997). As Simons and Peterson (2000, p. 103) describe,
‘‘Relationship [affective] conflict, the perception of personal animosi-
ties and incompatibility, may be described as the shadow of task
conflict.’’ Indeed, group members can interpret fellow team mem-
bers’ task-related perspectives as personal attacks (Jehn 1997) or
hidden agendas (Amason and Sapienza 1997; Eisenhardt and Bour-
geois 1988), which in turn, stimulates affective conflict.

This means that the team, project, and organizational factors
discussed previously may indirectly relate to affective conflict by
influencing the level of cognitive conflict experienced by the team.
Specifically, we expect that by encouraging cognitive conflict, team,
project, and organizational factors will also encourage affective
conflict because team members tend to take cognitive conflict
personally.

Put simply (and as illustrated in Figure 15-1), we expect that
cognitive conflict will mediate the relationship that affective conflict
has with team, project, and organizational factors:

H8: Cognitive conflict will mediate the relationship between
team attributes (size, functional diversity, turnover) and the
affective conflict experienced during decision making.

H9: Cognitive conflict will mediate the relationship between
project attributes (goal clarity and task interdependence) and
the affective conflict experienced during decision making.

H10: Cognitive conflict will mediate the relationship
between organizational attributes (team-oriented culture,
team-based rewards) and the affective conflict experienced
during decision making.
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CHAPTER 16

How to Avoid the Mutation
from Cognitive to
Affective Conflict

To manage conflict, teams must learn how to promote cognitive
conflict without triggering affective conflict. This is hard to do

because project teams often report high levels of both forms of con-
flict, a phenomenon we argue exists mainly due to the tendency for
cognitive conflict to degrade into affective conflict. A review of the
literature, however, reveals that this mutation is not a given; while
cognitive and affective conflict are highly correlated, they are not
correlated perfectly (Jehn 1995). Some teams are able to manage
conflict well and gain the benefits of cognitive conflict while avoid-
ing the costs of affective conflict. Moreover, it seems that two factors
relate to the ability of teams to manage conflict effectively: the
degree to which team members trust one another, and the extent to
which the team exhibits cooperative team norms.

Trust
We expect that one explanation for why cognitive conflict mutates
into affective conflict is the role of intra-group trust in project teams.
Intra-group trust refers to the extent that team members can rely
and have confidence in fellow teammates. Researchers have found
that intra-group trust promotes team performance in a variety of
settings (Dirks 1999; Dirks and Ferrin, 2001; Klimoski, and Karol
1976). It seems that when team members trust one another, they are
more inclined to share information and cooperate with one another
(Dirks 1999). Thus, with high trust, team members feel safer to offer
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constructive feedback. At the same time, however, teams with high
trust seem less inclined to take task-related perspectives personally
because they have more confidence in the sincerity of their team-
mates (Simons and Peterson 2000).

On the other hand, when one person distrusts another, that
person may be more prone to attribute the other person’s diverse
perspectives as having self-serving motives or hidden agendas
(Simons and Peterson, 2000). Thus, it has been proposed that when
one person distrusts another, that person will tend to interpret
ambiguous conflict behavior as sinister in intent and convey distrust
through his or her conduct. Moreover, perceiving that he or she is
distrusted, the person whose behavior is interpreted as sinister tends
to reciprocate that distrust (Zand 1972).

Although they did not test cognitive conflict as a mediator
between antecedent conditions and affective conflict, Simons and
Peterson (2000) conducted one of the only studies that examined
directly the relationship between cognitive and affective conflict.
Consistent with the rationale reviewed above, Simons and Peterson
(2000) found that trust moderated the relationship between the two
forms of conflict. Specifically, under conditions of low trust, high
levels of cognitive conflict spiraled into high levels of affective con-
flict; whereas, under conditions of high trust, cognitive conflict was
less likely to spiral into affective conflict. We also expect this to be
true of project teams.

H11: Trust will moderate the relationship between cognitive
and affective conflict, such that relationship between cogni-
tive conflict and affective conflict will be more positive under
conditions of low trust than under conditions of high trust.

Behavioral Integration
Another factor influencing the relationship between cognitive and
affective conflict is behavioral integration. Hambrick and Mason
(1994, 1998) explain that behavioral integration is the extent to
which the team engages in mutual and collective interaction. Such
interaction ‘‘has three major elements: (1) quantity and quality of
information exchange, (2) collaborative behavior, and (3) joint deci-
sion making’’ (Hambrick 1994, p. 189). Thus, a behaviorally inte-
grated team is one who shares information and resources, and feels
collectively accountable for decisions—or to put it more simply,
exhibits a high degree of teamness (Hambrick, 1998).

Behavioral integration should not be confused with other, similar
concepts. For instance, behavioral integration is different than social
integration (O’Reilly, Caldwell, and Barnett 1989), communication
frequency, and informal communication (Smith, et al., 1994). Social
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integration is the degree to which top management team members
are psychologically linked to one another (O’Reilly, Caldwell, and
Barnett, 1989). Communication frequency indicates how often team
members communicate with one another, and informal communica-
tion refers to how often team members communicate outside of
formal meetings and correspondence (Smith, et al., 1994). These
concepts are similar to behavioral integration in that they relate to
the nature of the communication among team members. However,
unlike behavioral integration, these concepts do not focus on the
TMT’s degree of mutual and collective interaction.

Hambrick (1998) also cautions against mistaking behavioral inte-
gration for management by committee, like-mindedness, or personal
friendships. Instead, behaviorally integrated teams are coherent—
they have an integrated logic and basis for action (Hambrick, 1998).
Such coherence is important because it helps teams better respond to
increasing needs of the market, create and exploit core competencies,
develop global strategies, and meet competitors in multiple markets,
all of which are becoming increasingly critical to a firm’s success
(Hambrick, 1998).

Researchers have begun to explore the role of behavioral integra-
tion in team decision-making. Hambrick (1998) and Siegel and Ham-
brick (1996) found behaviorally integrated top management teams
made better decisions and thus, performed better. Moreover, they
suggested that behavioral integration enabled teams to manage con-
flict more effectively. By sharing information and resources and feel-
ing mutually responsible for decisions, teams seem less likely to
take cognitive debates personally. Supporting this relationship, Eisen-
hardt and Bourgeois (1998) found that strong dyadic ties, an indica-
tion of behavioral integration, enabled top management team mem-
bers to engage in cognitive conflict by making them more comfort-
able airing their viewpoints. In addition, Amason and Sapienza (1997)
suggested that behavioral integration makes teams less likely to
engage in affective conflict. They found that the interaction of two
key attributes of behavioral integration, openness and mutuality,
were negatively related to affective conflict. Thus, we propose that
cognitive conflict is less likely to degrade into affective conflict in
project teams exhibiting high trust and high behavioral integration.

H12: Behavioral integration will moderate the relationship
between cognitive and affective conflict, such that the rela-
tionship between cognitive conflict and affective conflict will
be more positive under conditions of low behavioral integra-
tion than under conditions of high behavioral integration.
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CHAPTER 17

Research Methods

To test our hypotheses, we gathered survey data from 94 project
teams. All projects included in the sample were at least 50%

complete or had been completed within the past 6 months. This
requirement ensured that the team’s work was: (1) sufficiently under-
way to enable accurate assessment of it’s functioning or, (2) recent
enough to allow for accurate recall of its functioning.

Research Sample
The research sample consisted of 94 project teams (612 individuals)
working in 79 high-tech companies located in the greater New York,
USA, metropolitan area. The teams were located in 8 industrial
sectors including manufacturing, telecommunications, pharmaceu-
ticals, financial services, computer hardware/software, government
defense, consumer products, and consumer electronics. Each of the
participating companies had enrolled one or more of their middle
managers in the executive masters of technology management pro-
gram at a leading technological university located in the northeastern
U.S. These middle managers served as the primary company contact.
Each of the company contacts identified a project team located
within their company to participate in the study. Participation on
the part of the project team was voluntary. The projects represented
by these teams were varied and included tasks such as new product,
new technology, and new services development, vendor selection
for military contracts, customer service, and order fulfillment.

Data Collection Methods
Data was collected by means of two survey instruments: (1) a team
information sheet, and (2) a team member survey. The information
sheet was designed to collect objective, descriptive data about the
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team (for example, team size and project duration) and was completed
by the team leader. The team member survey was designed to collect
data about the team’s dynamics and interactions and was e-mailed
to all team members including the team leader. Of the 97 project
teams identified for study, we received 97 information sheets (one
from each team leader) and team member surveys from multiple
team members. For 3 of the 97 teams, less than 30% of the team
responded to the team member survey, and as a result, were elimi-
nated from the study. This yielded a sample size of 94 teams, from
which we received 612 individual team member surveys. For 74
(79%) of the teams in the sample, 50% or more of the team responded
to the team member survey. The remaining teams had a minimum
response rate of 30% to the team member survey. The within-team
response rate was 68% (6.5 average responses per team (612
responses/94 teams)/ 9.5 average team size reported by team leader).
Thus, we are confident that the data collected represented the collec-
tive views of the team.

Measures

Team Size
Team size was measured by a single item on the team informa-

tion sheet that asked the team leader to record the total number of
team members involved in the project.

Functional Membership Diversity
In the information sheet, the leader was asked to report the total

number of unique functional areas represented on the team. Thus, if
multiple members belonged to the same functional area (for example,
finance), the team leader would count them as one (note that in the
calculation, leaders were instructed to associate each member with
only one primary functional area). We then calculated functional
membership diversity by dividing the number of functional areas
represented on the team by team size. For example, if a team leader
reported that there was 5 functional areas on the team, that would
mean that the diversity measure would be equal to 1 if there were
5 members on the team (that is, each member represented a different
functional area); .83 if there were 6 members on the team (5/6) (that
is, two members shared the same functional area and the rest were
from different functional areas); and .71 if there were 7 members on
the team (5/7), and so on. This measure was adapted from Blau’s
(1977) measure of diversity, which considers the number of func-
tional areas represented by the team’s membership relative to propor-
tion of the team. Like Blau (1977), a value of 1 represented the
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highest level of diversity and all values were positive (see descriptive
statistics in Table 17-1).

Team Member Turnover
Team member turnover was measured on the team information

sheet by asking the team leader the following question: ‘‘What
percent of turnover has there been in team membership?’’ The
team leader chose from 5 different percentage ranges: 1 � (0–20%);
2 � (21–40%); 3 � (41–60%); 4 � (61–80%); and 5 � (81–100%).

Goal Uncertainty
Two items adapted from the research by McComb, Green, and

Compton (1999) were used to measure goal clarity. The items were
included on the team member survey and included the reverse scores
of ‘‘the team, as a whole, has clear goals and objectives’’ and ‘‘upper
management formally approved project goal(s).’’ The items were
rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘‘strongly agree’’ to
‘‘strongly disagree.’’ Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .69. A scale
mean was computed for each of the team members, which was then
averaged with the other team members’ scale means to provide a
scale mean for the project team.

Task Interdependence
Task interdependence was measured using two items from

Gladstein (1984). The two items appeared on the team member sur-
vey and included, ‘‘team members can accomplish their tasks with-
out information from other team members (reverse scored)’’ and
‘‘tasks to be performed by team members can be done independently
(reverse scored).’’ The items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale
ranging from ‘‘to no extent’’ to ‘‘to a very great extent.’’ Cronbach’s
alpha for this scale was .75. A scale mean was computed for each
of the team members, and then averaged together with the other
team members’ scale means to calculate a scale mean for the proj-
ect team.

Team-Oriented Culture
Team-oriented culture was measured using a seven-item index

by Compton et al. (2003). These items were included on the team
member survey. Examples included (1) ‘‘My company’s mission
statement refers to the use of teams’’; (2) ‘‘Managers regularly discuss
the importance of teams with employees’’; and (3) ‘‘Teams are widely
used in my company’’. The items were rated on a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from ‘‘strongly disagree’’ to ‘‘strongly agree.’’ Cron-
bach’s alpha for the cognitive conflict scale was .72. Each team
member’s responses were averaged together to derive a scale mean,
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Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Team size 1.00

2. Functional membership
diversity

�.53** 1.00

3. Turnover �.02 �.16 1.00

4. Goal uncertainty �.05 .01 .03 1.00

5. Task interdependence .25* .22* �.08 .05 1.00

6. Team-oriented culture �.02 �.01 .22* �.46** .06 1.00

7. Team-based rewards �.21* .08 .16 �.48** �.06 .41** 1.00

8. Cognitive conflict .09 .05 .24* .23* �.07 �.16 .08 1.00

9. Affective conflict .19† �.12 .16 .35** �.03 �.19† �.04 .60** 1.00

10. Trust �.12 .11 �.07 �.51** .01 .30** .28** �.34** �.64* 1.00

11. Behavioral integration �.06 .11 �.03 �.58** �.01 .37** .31** �.32** �.53** .75** 1.00

Mean 9.57 .58 1.41 3.93 2.99 3.47 3.14 2.94 2.16 4.07 5.22
SD 5.87 .24 .81 .62 .65 .50 .81 .61 .70 .53 .74
Min 3.00 .10 1.00 1.33 1.10 1.00 1.00 1.69 1.00 2.10 2.9
Max 35.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.76 5.00 4.75 4.75 5.00 6.5

* p � .05
** p � .01

Table 17-1 Descriptive statistics and correlations among the measured variables
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and all members’ scale means were averaged together to derive a
scale mean for the project team.

Team-Based Rewards
Team rewards was measured using a single item adapted from

the research by Van de Ven and Ferry (1980). This item was included
on the team member survey and read, ‘‘When performance goals for
this team are attained, how likely is it that team as a whole is
rewarded or recognized for their collective achievements?’’ The item
was rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from ‘‘not at all likely’’
to ‘‘almost a certainty.’’ Team members’ responses were averaged
together to derive a scale mean for the project team.

Trust
Trust was measured using two items, including ‘‘overall, team

members are very trustworthy’’ and ‘‘I could rely on those with
whom I worked on the team.’’ All items were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. Cron-
bach’s alpha for this scale was .81. Team members’ responses were
aggregated and averaged to provide a scale mean for the project team.

Behavioral Integration
Behavioral integration was measured using a 5-item scale used in

the research Mooney and Sonnenfeld (2001). Typical items included,
‘‘team members are mutually responsible for decision’’ and ‘‘team
members have a clear understanding of the issues and needs of each
other.’’ All items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale ranging from
‘‘strongly disagree’’ to ‘‘strongly agree.’’ Cronbach’s alpha for the
behavioral integration scale was .85. Team members’ responses were
aggregated and averaged to provide a scale mean for the project team.

Cognitive Conflict
Cognitive conflict was measured by four items used in the

research by Pelled et al. (1999) and Jehn (1994). The items were
included in the team member survey. Examples of items are, ‘‘How
often do members of your team disagree about how things should
be done?’’ and ‘‘To what extent are the arguments in your team task-
related?’’ All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
‘‘none’’ to ‘‘a great deal.’’ Cronbach’s alpha for the cognitive conflict
scale was .79. A scale mean was computed for each of the team’s
members. These mean scores were then aggregated and averaged to
provide a project team scale mean.
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Affective Conflict
Affective conflict was also measured by four items used in the

research by Pelled et al. (1999) and Jehn (1994). The items were
included in the team member survey. Sample items are, ‘‘To what
extent are personality clashes evident on your team?’’ and ‘‘How
much jealousy or rivalry is there among members of your team?’’
All items were rated on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from ‘‘none’’
to ‘‘a great deal.’’ Cronbach’s alpha for the affective conflict scale
was .88. Team members’ responses were aggregated and averaged to
provide a scale mean for the project team.

Data Aggregation
As noted above, we averaged each member’s responses to all of the
items for each construct to derive a scale mean for that member.
Justification for this was that the coefficient alpha for each of the
measured constructs was greater than 0.7, indicating acceptable
reliability (Nunnally 1978). The coefficient alpha for goal uncertainty
(��.69) was somewhat lower than desired, indicating that this mea-
sure may not be measuring a unified construct.

The unit of analysis in this study was the project team. Thus,
for measures where questionnaire data provided by individual team
members were averaged together, we tested the appropriateness of
such aggregation by assessing whether the between-group variance
was greater than the within-group variance. The F-ratio was signifi-
cant (p � .001) for each of the measured variables where aggregation
was used. This result indicates that the between-group variance is
large relative to the within-group variance for each of the measured
variables, and aggregation to the team level appears justified.
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CHAPTER 18

Research Results

Descriptive Statistics

Means, standard deviations, ranges, and correlations are included
in Table 17-1.

As expected and reported in other studies of conflict (for example,
Amason 1996), cognitive and affective conflict were highly correlated
(r � .60). We also found that trust and behavioral integration were
highly correlated (r�.75). To test that these constructs evidence
discriminate validity, we conducted exploratory factor analyses (see
Table 18-1 and Figure 18-1). The scale items properly loaded onto
distinct factors, suggesting a high degree of within-factor conver-
gence and between-factor discrimination. Moreover, the factors for
all four constructs had eigenvalues greater than one. The factors for
cognitive and affective conflict explained 68% of the variance in the
8 items, and the factors for trust and behavioral integration explained
72% of the variance in the 7 items. Thus, we are relatively confident
of the construct validity between cognitive and affective conflict,
as well as between trust and behavioral integration.

Finally, it is interesting that team-based rewards is negatively
correlated with goal uncertainty (r � �.48; p � .01). As suggested
by Tjosvold (1985) and Amason and Sapeinza (1997), cooperative
reward systems create a collective goal and a sense of shared fate.
Thus, goal uncertainty is less likely. Team-based rewards was also
positively correlated with team-oriented culture (r � .41; p � .01),
which was not surprising because an organization that values team
behavior is likely to account for it in its reward systems.
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Affective Cognitive
Conflict Conflict

Affective conflict 1 .82 .27
Affective conflict 2 .82 .28
Affective conflict 3 .82 .28
Affective conflict 4 .81 .15

Cognitive conflict 1 .22 .80
Cognitive conflict 1 .15 .84
Cognitive conflict 1 .30 .78
Cognitive conflict 1 .24 .60

Behavioral
Trust Integration

Trust 1 .136 .878

Trust 2 .176 .849

Behavioral
.781 .051

integration 1
Behavioral

.829 .145
integration 2
Behavioral

.644 .550
integration 3
Behavioral

.685 .530
integration 4
Behavioral

.672 .541
integration 5

Note: Results are with Varimax Rotation.

Table 18-1 Factor analysis of highly correlated variables

Tests of the Research Hypotheses

Determinants of Cognitive Conflict
Results of the regression analysis used to test the proposed deter-

minants of cognitive conflict are shown in column 1 (‘‘Model A’’)
of Table 18-2.

Since the omnibus test for the full model yielded significant
results (F � 3.23; p � .005), we tested the individual hypotheses by
considering the significance of the individual predictor variables in
the full model.

Hypothesis 1 stated that team size will be positively related to
cognitive conflict. Our results confirmed this relationship (� � .29;
p � .02). Thus, hypothesis 1 was supported.
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Figure 18-1 The moderation of trust in the relationship
between cognitive and affective conflict

Hypothesis 2 stated that greater the functional diversity of the
team, the more cognitive conflict the team will experience. We found
functional diversity to be positively related to cognitive conflict
(� � .24.; p � .05). Thus, hypothesis 2 was supported.

Hypothesis 3 stated that the team member turnover would be
positively related to cognitive conflict. Our results confirmed this
relationship (� � .27; p � .02). Thus, hypothesis 3 was supported.

Hypothesis 4 stated that goal uncertainty will be positively
related to cognitive conflict. Our results confirmed this relationship
(� � .28; p � .03). Thus, hypothesis 4 was supported.

Hypothesis 5 stated that the greater the task interdependence,
the more cognitive conflict the team will experience. Our results
did not confirm any relationship between task interdependence and
cognitive conflict (� � �.02; p � .82). Thus, hypothesis 5 was not
confirmed.

Hypothesis 6 stated that the more the organization’s culture
was team-oriented, the greater the cognitive conflict the team will
experience. Contrary to expectations, team-oriented culture had a
marginally significant negative relationship with cognitive conflict
(� � �.22; p � .06). Thus, hypothesis 6 was not supported.
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Model A: Cognitive conflict
regressed on predictors

Model B: Affective conflict
regressed on predictors

Model C: Affective conflict
regressed on predictors,
with mediator (cognitive
conflict controlled)

� � �

Team size .29* .28* .12

Functional membership
diversity

.24* .01 �.13

Team member turnover .27* .12 �.04
Goal uncertainty .28* .43** .27*

Task interdependence �.02 .06 .07
Team-oriented culture �.22† �.12 .01
Team-based rewards .30* .25* .08
Cognitive conflict .56**
R2 .23 .23 .47
�R2 change .24**

†� p�.10; *� p�.05; **� p�.01

Table 18-2 Results of regression analysis predicting cognitive conflict and results of mediation regression
analysis predicting affective conflict
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Hypothesis 7 stated that the greater the team-based rewards, the
more cognitive conflict the team will experience. Consistent with
expectations, we found team-based rewards to be positively related
to cognitive conflict (� � .30; p � .01). Thus, hypothesis 7 was
supported.

Mediation Hypotheses
To test our mediation hypotheses, we followed instructions

offered by Baron and Kenny:

‘‘. . . Estimate the three following regression equations: first,
regressing the mediator on the independent variable; second,
regressing the dependent variable on the independent vari-
able; and third, regressing the dependent variable on both
the independent and variable and on the mediator. Separate
coefficients for each equation should be estimated and
tested. . . . To establish mediation, the following conditions
must hold: First, the independent variable must affect the
mediator in the first equation; second, the independent vari-
able must be shown to affect the dependent variable in the
second equation; and third, the mediator must affect the
dependent variable in the third equation. If these conditions
all hold in the predicted direction, then the effect of the inde-
pendent variable must be less in the third equation than in
the second. Perfect mediation holds if the independent vari-
able has no effect when the mediator is controlled.’’ (1986,
p. 1177)

As shown in Table 18-2, in the first equation (Model A) we
regressed the mediator (cognitive conflict) on the independent vari-
ables; in the second equation (Model B), we regressed the dependent
variable (affective conflict) on the independent variables; and in the
third equation (Model C), we regressed the dependent variable (affect-
ive conflict) on both the independent variables and on the mediator
(cognitive conflict). Mediation existed if the independent variable
was significant in Models A and B, and the strength of the relation-
ship was weaker in Model C than in Model B.

Hypothesis 8 stated that cognitive conflict will mediate the rela-
tionship between team attributes (team size, functional diversity,
goal clarity) and affective conflict. Team size was significant in both
Models A and B and became not significant in Model C. Thus, cogni-
tive conflict fully mediated the positive relationship between team
size and affective conflict. Mediation could not be supported for
the other team attributes, functional diversity and goal uncertainty,
because they were not significant in both Models A and B. Thus,
hypothesis 8 is partially supported.
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Hypothesis 9 stated that cognitive conflict will mediate the rela-
tionship between project attributes (goal uncertainty and task inter-
dependence) and affective conflict. Cognitive conflict partially medi-
ated the negative relationship between goal clarity and affective
conflict because goal clarity was significant in Models A and B, and
the strength of the relationship was significant but weaker in Model
C than in Model B. Mediation could not be supported for task interde-
pendence because it was not significant in both Models A and B.
Thus, hypothesis 9 is partially supported.

Hypothesis 10 stated that cognitive conflict will mediate the
relationship between organizational attributes (team-oriented cul-
ture and team-based rewards) and affective conflict. Team-based
rewards was significant in Models A and B and became not significant
in Model C. Thus, cognitive conflict fully mediated the positive
relationship between team-based rewards and affective conflict. Cog-
nitive conflict did not mediate the relationship between team-ori-
ented culture and affective conflict because team-oriented culture
was not significant in both Models A and B. Accordingly, hypothesis
10 is partially supported.

Moderation Hypotheses
Hypothesis 11 stated that trust will moderate the relationship

between cognitive and affective conflict such that under conditions
of high trust, cognitive conflict is less likely to result in affective
conflict. To test this hypothesis, we used stepwise regression (see
Table 18-3). In the first step, we regressed affective conflict on cogni-
tive conflict and trust. In the second step, we also included the
interaction term of cognitive conflict—trust—which was negative
and highly significant. Consistent with instructions provided by

� b

1. Cognitive conflict .44** 2.5**

2. Trust �.49** .82**

3. Cognitive conflict x trust �2.05**

R2 .58 .67

�R2 .09

*� p�.05; **�p�.01; ***� p�.001

Table 18-3 Hierarchical regression analysis testing if trust
moderates the relationship between cognitive
conflict and affective conflict
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Cohen and Cohen (1993), we then plotted the interaction using high
(mean � 1 SD) and low (mean � 1SD) levels of trust. As shown in
Figure 18-1, the results of the plotting were consistent with our
expectations. Under conditions of high trust, the positive relation-
ship between cognitive and affective conflict became weaker.

Hypothesis 12 stated that behavioral integration will moderate
the relationship between cognitive and affective conflict such that
under conditions of high behavioral integration, cognitive conflict
is less likely to result in affective conflict. Because of the high correla-
tion of behavioral integration and trust, we did not test this hypothe-
sis in the same regression analysis as presented in Table 18-3. Rather,
we tested it in a separate stepwise regression analysis shown in Table
18-4. In the first step, we regressed affective conflict on cognitive
conflict and behavioral integration. In the second step, we also
included the interaction term of cognitive conflict x behavioral inte-
gration, which was negative and highly significant. Consistent with
instructions provided by Cohen and Cohen (1993), we then plotted
regression lines using high (mean � 1 SD) and low (mean � 1SD)
levels of behavioral integration. As shown in Figure 18-2, the results
of the plotting were consistent with our expectations. Under condi-
tions of high behavioral integration, the positive relationship
between cognitive and affective conflict became weaker.

� b

1. Cognitive conflict .47** 2.19**

2. Behavioral integration �.43** .78**

3. Cognitive conflict x behavioral integration �1.79**

R2 .53 .62

�R2 .09

* � p�.05; ** �p�.01; *** � p�.001

Table 18-4 Hierarchical regression analysis testing if
behavioral integration moderates the relationship
between cognitive conflict and affective conflict
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Figure 18-2 The moderation of behavioral integration in the
relationship between cognitive and affective
conflict
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CHAPTER 19

Discussion and Analysis

The main contribution of this study is that it provides empirical
support that cognitive conflict can spiral into affective conflict

during decision-making. Specifically, cognitive conflict served as a
significant mediator between affective conflict and team, task, and
organizational determinants.

Our findings are important because they shed light on why cogni-
tive and affective conflict are so closely related. Past researchers
have explained that cognitive and affective conflict are likely to
co-occur because the factors that promote cognitive conflict also
promote affective conflict (and vice-versa) (Amason and Sapienza
1997; Jehn, 1994). Indeed, researchers have included cognitive and
affective conflict as separate dependent variables and have found
that various team, task, and organizational determinants have simi-
lar main effects on both cognitive and affective conflict. Our findings
suggest that this research might be missing an important theoretical
link. That is, if cognitive conflict was taken into account as a media-
tor, the main effects observed for affective conflict may have weak-
ened or even disappeared altogether.

In other words, our findings suggest that affective conflict
emerges in large part based on the level of cognitive conflict teams’
experience, a fact that has been largely ignored in studies of conflict.
Thus, if we are to understand how cognitive conflict can be promoted
and affective conflict avoided, we need to direct our attention to the
mutation between cognitive and affective conflict.

In particular, our results show that the cognitive conflict that
was promoted by larger teams, goal uncertainty, and team-based
rewards mutated into affective conflict. When teams are larger, more
cognitive diversity is likely to exist among team members, making
cognitive conflict more likely. The problem is that when teams are
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larger, team members may have less of an opportunity to fully
express their views during team discussions. Moreover, members of
large teams may be less able than they would be on smaller teams
to get to know one another. These factors seem to make members
of larger teams more inclined to take task-related perspectives per-
sonally, making affective conflict more likely.

The findings with regard to goal uncertainty and team-based
rewards underscore that when goals are less defined on a project
and organizations reward individuals based on their performance in
teams, team members are encouraged to critically examine issues
and explore and debate alternatives. However, as with larger teams,
our results show that this cognitive conflict is likely to trigger affect-
ive conflict. Perhaps when goals are less defined, there is more to
debate and team members might misinterpret task-related perspec-
tives as attempts by team members to set goals that are more person-
ally motivated. Moreover, with team-based rewards, team members
are so encouraged to perform well in teams that the pressure might
make team members more sensitive and aware of their team mem-
bers, making affective conflict more likely to occur.

The implications of these results, however, cannot be to simply
minimize team membership, clarify goals more precisely, and elimi-
nate team-based rewards, because in so doing, teams would not gain
the benefits of cognitive conflict. Rather, our results underscore the
importance of better understanding the mechanisms through which
affective conflict emerges from cognitive conflict.

In this regard, our results support Simons and Peterson’s (2000)
findings that trust moderates the relationship between cognitive and
affective conflict such that under conditions of high trust, cognitive
conflict is less likely to spiral into affective conflict. We also found
that behavioral integration moderates cognitive and affective con-
flict in a similar manner: teams that exhibit high behavioral integra-
tion are more likely to experience cognitive conflict without trigger-
ing affective conflict. These findings might be explained by the fact
that with high trust and strong behavioral integration norms, team
members are more inclined to listen to and objectively consider the
diverse perspectives of their teammates rather than second-guessing
those perspectives as not being task-oriented. Although they are
distinct concepts, trust and behavioral integration have similar
effects on interactions among team members. When teams exhibit
high behavioral integration, they are mutually responsible and
accountable for decisions (Hambrick 1994). As a result, team mem-
bers are more inclined to trust their teammates because their inter-
ests are aligned.
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Finally, it is worth noting that cognitive conflict did not mediate
all factors we explored. Specifically, two of our team factors—func-
tional membership diversity and member turnover—related posi-
tively to cognitive conflict, but the cognitive conflict but was not
related to the affective conflict experience by the team. These find-
ings are consistent with a study by Pelled et al. (1999) that found
that functional background diversity to have a positive relationship
with cognitive conflict and no relationship with affective conflict.
When team members come from different functional areas, they are
likely to share diverse perspectives over the tasks to be performed.
Our results and those of Pelled et al. (1999) suggest, however, that
this diversity is unlikely to stimulate more emotional, affective
debate. Thus, it appears that creating cross-functional teams, as
researchers have long suspected, does benefit team functioning (for
example, Jackson, 1996), particularly in their abilities to manage
conflict effectively.

The results that team member turnover relates positively to
cognitive conflict but not to affective conflict may also shed light
on conflict management. When team membership changes, new
team members bring fresh ideas about how to perform team tasks
(George and Bettenhausen 1990). The team may also be encouraged
to reevaluate the way tasks are delegated and managed (Goodman
and Leyden 1991). Surprisingly, we did not find that this triggered
more affective debate. Instead, it seems that on average, project
teams are able to manage such challenges and derive the benefits of
cognitive conflict without the costs of affective conflict.

Study Limitations
Though the study offers several new insights into our understanding
of conflict management in project teams, limitations of the current
study should be noted. First, the number of variables included in
our theoretical model is somewhat large relative to the size of the
research sample. While we found support for several of our hypothe-
ses, we failed to find support for others. It may be that, due to a lack
of statistical power, we failed to detect a difference when indeed one
may exist.

Finally, data for this study were collected at a single point in
time. This is important to note when interpreting the mediation
results. Since cognitive conflict and affective conflict were measured
at the same time, we have no way of confirming that affective con-
flict does indeed stem from cognitive conflict taken personally. The
problem is that even with longitudinal data, such a mutation would
be hard to observe as the transition from cognitive to affective con-
flict can be instantaneous. Especially given that theoretical support
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exists for the tendency of cognitive conflict to spiral into affective
conflict (Amason and Sapienza 1997; Jehn 1994; Simons and Peterson
2000), we believe our results suggest such a relationship.

Conclusion and Directions for Future Research
In an effort to shed light on how teams can manage conflict effec-
tively, past researchers have unsuccessfully sought to identify factors
that relate positively to cognitive conflict but negatively to affective
conflict. This approach largely ignores that, while they are distinct
concepts, the level of cognitive conflict might relate directly to the
level of affective conflict experienced by the team.

This paper provides support that affective conflict occurs in large
part based on the level of cognitive conflict experienced by the team.
When teams engage in cognitive debate, those debates can become
personally and emotionally charged, which, in turn, triggers affective
conflict. In other words, team members take cognitive debates per-
sonally. Past researchers have suspected cognitive conflict could
spiral into affective conflict (Amason and Sapienza 1997), but this
is the first study we are aware of that considers cognitive conflict
as a mediator of affective conflict and antecedent conditions.

These findings have important implications for studies of con-
flict because it suggests that to understand how to manage conflict
effectively, we need a better understanding of the mechanisms
through which this mutation from cognitive to affective conflict
occurs. Our findings show that when seeking to manage conflict,
teams should first ensure that team members trust one another and
that team members exhibit strong behavioral integration. Under
these conditions, the cognitive conflict the teams experience will
be less likely to trigger affective conflict.

We encourage researchers to identify other conditions in addition
to trust and behavioral integration that help avoid the mutation
from cognitive to affective conflict. We also encourage researchers
to explore trust and behavioral integration more extensively, includ-
ing the ways in which they can be promoted in teams. In this regard,
we suspect that a potential difficulty for teams is that some of the
factors that promote trust and behavioral integration (for example,
team homogeneity) might discourage cognitive conflict. Thus, when
trust is promoted, cognitive conflict is less likely to spark affective
conflict but cognitive conflict may be unlikely to occur in the first
place. The challenge is to identify conditions that promote cognitive
conflict that, at the same time, make cognitive conflict less likely
to trigger affective conflict.
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APPENDIX A

Scales for Moderating
Variables

Innovativeness
● The work required for this project was new to our organization.

We had never undertaken work like this before.
● The work required for this project would be considered new

ground for our industry

Urgency
● It was important that the results of the project could be used

as soon as possible.
● The implementation of the project was important for achieving

the organization’s strategic goals.
● The implementation of the project was important for the suc-

cess of the organization.

Decision Authority of Project Manager
● The project manager had the authority to negotiate agreements

with project clients (internal or external) regarding the terms,
conditions and or deliverables of the project.

● The project manager was involved in specifying the project
goals.

● The project manager had the authority to change priorities and
or alter plans in order to achieve the overall project objectives.

Position Authority of Project Manager
● The project manager held a higher organizational ranking than

did the project team members.
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● The project manager was a high-ranking member of the organi-
zation.

● The authority allocated to the position of project manager
was sufficient.
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