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Abstract of Dissertation

The Cross-Level Relationship Between Project Team Learning andtPregea
Identification: A System of Action Perspective

This study examined the relationship between project team learning aadt peam
identification through the lens of a system of action. The basic researtioiggesding
this study was, “Do project team learning actions predict projett igentification?”
This study used survey methodology to examine data from 1100 individuals in 72
independent project teams in a large technology and engineering companyt tBaoje
identification was measured at the individual level of analysis and projectéaamng
actions were measured at the project team level of analysis. The prajadetarning
survey included separate measures for total project team learnifgy @adh of four
subsystems of learning. Because the measurements were at sepalaiaf lanalysis,
hierarchical linear models were used to examine the relationships. Reajackearning
was found to predict project team identification (coefficient = (280.01). In
addition, all four of the project team learning subsystems were found totgresject
team identification as follows: memory and meaning learning actiondi(ieetf = 0.27,
p < 0.01), action and reflection learning actions (coefficient = @220.01),
dissemination and diffusion learning actions (coefficient = (©0220.01), and
environmental interface learning actions (coefficient = (0240.01). This study
contributes to the theoretical literature on organizational learning andizaijanal
identification because it reveals the cross-level nature of the relapdretiween
collective level learning actions and individual level identification. Etationships
found in this study strengthen and support theoretical propositions that organizational and

contextual factors relate to identification. The results of this stwdylelve practical

Vi



implications for managers. It is more important than ever to understand the ahpac
organizational actions on members. This study contributes to understanding the impac
of project team learning actions on project team identification andradsbas shown

that higher levels of identification result in positive outcomes for individuals and
organizations. Managers may be able to enhance project team learnintycapac

potentially leading to positive outcomes.
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Chapter 1 Introduction
Overview

Organizational identification is defined as an individugbsrceived oneness
with an organization and the experience of the organization’s successes asd &slur
one’s own” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 103). Organizational identification can explain
and predict attitudes and behaviors that result in “coordinated corporate action”
(Edwards, 2005, p. 208) and can influence the “direction and persistence of...collective
behaviors“(Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000) The extant identification literature has
examined the association of identification with multiple targets suclgasiaations,
departments, and work groups. In this study, the target of identification is teetproj
team. Project teams are defined as subunits within organizations that gxeats
that have a defined set of resources, goals, and time limits (Hobday, 2000). Previous
theory and research has primarily focused on individual, psychological motives
identification (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010) without considering the organizatiadal a
contextual factors that influence identification (Whetten, 2007). There is a tfa i
literature regarding these organizational and contextual factors ancethgonship to
project team identification because while studies of individual psycholagmiies
may provide some understanding of identification, they ignore the more comples¢, cros
level relationship between individuals and collectives provided by a systems figespec

Organizational learning is defined as a collectivVeistem of actions, actors,
symbols, and processes that enables an organization to transform informatiotuigdo va
knowledge which in turn increases its long-run adaptive capacity” (Schwandt, 1997, p.

343). The collective in this study is the project tegnganizational identification, as



the focal construct of this study, has been examined in the literature f@Qyears.
Groundbreaking work in the field occurred approximately 20 years ago with #shfor
and Mael's (1989) introduction of social identity theory as the primary theorylyimge
identification. Organizational learning, as the complementary constrthis study, has
been of interest to organizational scholars for more than 60 years. This studydra
these works to extend theory in organizational identification by examining the
relationship between project team learning and project team idatith in a cross-level
model.
Statement of the Problem

People have difficulty answering the question “Who am I?” in terms of their
relationship with their organizations or work units because traditional, stable
organizational environments have been replaced by ones that are more tenuous and
uncertain (Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000; Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008).
When this question remains unanswered, organizations and individuals can experience
problems resulting from poor performance based on lower job satisfdutiber
turnover intentions, decreased job involvement, and weaker motivation (Van
Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000). Research has shown that when this question is
answered, organizations enjoy improved cooperation, extra effort by employedsatin be
of the organization, and loyal support for the organization (Edwards & Peccei, 2007).

The current challenge in organizations that this study addresses isimgrea
understanding of member identification in ways that can lead to positive ogtéome
project teams and individuals. Trends in the characteristics of work eneintsame

changing the relationship between people and organizations (Ashforth, Harrison, &



Corley, 2008). Trendsuch aglobalization flexible work arrangements, virtual work,
technology, and nontraditional organizational structures can render membergleip in t
organization difficult to define (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Lipponen, Helkama
Olkkonen, & Juslin, 2005; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Thatcher & Zhu, 2006). Diversity
in organizations is increasing as social and political boundaries dissolve, and pé&ople wi
different backgrounds, expectations, and values become more common in organizations
(Albert, Ashforth, & Dutton, 2000). New organizational forms and business models that
include contract work, outsourcing, and the increased use of project teams arg blurrin
the lines between organizations and their memié&ngd & Rodrigues, 2003; Hobday,
2000) These trends, while providing positive workplace conditions such as reduced
bureaucracy, focus, and accountability, can also engender damaging outcomes such as
employment and income insecurity, anxiety, and blurring of roles. These ogtcame
undermine organizational operatio@h({ld & Rodrigues, 2003).

Understanding the organizational factors that relate to how individuals answer the
guestion “Who am I?” could help promote project team identificgéi@hforth & Mael,
1989; Ullrich, Wieseke, Christ, Schulze, & Van Dick, 2007; Van Dick, Wagner,
Stellmacher, & Christ, 2005; Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000). Because
identification occurs in a social context (Fiol & O’Connor, 2005) and the relationship
between people and collectives is reflexive (Giddens, 1984; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000;
Schwandt, 1997), identification is influenced by organizational actions (Whetten, 2007)
that establish common goals, shared understanding, symbolic values, structures,
practices, interpersonal interaction, and competition (Ashforth & Mael, 198@ &hi

Rodrigues, 2003). Organizational actions can develop, strengthen, and maintain



perceptions of oneness or belongingness in members (Corley & Gioia, 2003) and studies
of identification should control for or directly examine these influences (\@he2007).

Ashmore, Deux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004) say that multiple, interwoven
contextual elements can directly affect identification including nateyalities, social
structures, patterns of interaction, and shared beliefs. Studies often acigetilat
norms, values, beliefs, missions, goals, structures, and knowledge of the environment
become accessible to members through the actions of the collective, but do ngt direct
examine this influence (e.g., Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994; Cardador & Pratt,
2006; Hogg, Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt, 2007).

By directly examining the relationship between project team learmicigpiaject
team identification, this study can provide insight for managers seeking to halpense
understand who they are in relation to their project teams. Organizationahdeia a
multilevel construct that occurs at the organization, group, and individual levels and
includes aspects of culture, strategy, structure, and interaction with ¢neadxt
environment (Bapuji & Crossan, 2004; Schwandt, 1997; Vera & Crossan, 2003). At the
organizational and group levels, organizational learning takes the form of|att=ire
systems of action that are integrated and institutionalized through interagtitime
individual level, organizational learning is embedded in the intersubjective mysani
developed by members of the collective as they make sense of the organization. An
individual’'s understanding of the organization, based on intersubjective meanings,
contributes organizationally relevant schemas for identification (Vough, 28%byiated
with the salience of the collective as an entity, resolution of uncertaintydnegahe

collective, self-esteem, and self-verification.



Purpose and Research Question

The purpose of this research study is to examine project team idermtifioatng
a multilevel approach that recognizes the relationship between pr@ecattions and
individual perceptions (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). The basic research question guiding
this study is, “Do project team learning actions predict project tdantification?”

Statement of Potential Significance

According to Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley (2008), organizational identification
encompasses who people are and why they do what they do in organizations, both
positive and negative. It is central to choosing organizational membership,idetgrm
how work gets done, and developing relationships with others. As trends in work
environments continue to move away from traditional, hierarchical structweasd less
well-defined and fluid arrangements, organizations need to understand the orgaalizati
and psychological impacts of their actions on identification. This study helpgéeo fos
this understanding by using a cross-level design that is more robust thaortehdit
designs because it addresses several limitations of other approaches. Vtatsetails
understanding by using a comprehensive model of organizational learning actiosis tha
grounded in sociological theory. This study has potential significandmtbrpractice
and theory in organizational learning and organizational identification asbidesm the
following sections.
Contribution to Practice

This study contributes to practice by providing organizations with insight into
how learning actions within project teams are related to identificatioaniaity

resulting in lower turnover, higher satisfaction, and contributions beyond thaexs



tasks. A key question in identification research is, “Can identification beddstesuch

a way that the positive outcomes are enhanced while mitigating the negatoenes?”
(Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008, p. 349). Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) highlighted
the potential for disidentification, ambivalent identification, and neutral ifteation that
can have negative outcomes for individuals and organizations. If the hypothdses of t
study are supported, organizations and managers of project teams may bdaaéz in
members a sense of belonging that produces positive outcomes by focusing on and
developing project team learning capacity.

Organizations that are experiencing high turnover rates, low job sabsfaatd
other symptoms of low levels of identification may be able to use the restliis study
as a guide to improve the effectiveness of their efforts to increase ichidr. For
example, managers of project teams who perceive negative or neutral idemifica
team members could examine the robustness of project team learning based on the
decisions they make regarding structure, culture, external information, aextiogfl By
assessing the effectiveness of project team learning and making agprojpaiages to
improve it, managers could potentially influence identification in project teambers.

Finally, this study could contribute to practical issues related to neggitects of
identification within organizations. For example, Glynn, Kazanjian, and Drazin (2010)
found that high levels of team identification lead to decreased innovation intentioms whe
inter-team interdependence is required because other teams are vievleetas dn this
situation, the level of team identification is so high that team members arléngtei
collaborate across teams to innovate. By understanding that project &samgections

predict project team identification, managers may be able to makeoteaislated to



project team learning factors that lead to increased cross-teatmocatlan. For

example, in organizations in which project teams are organized for product developme
and identification with the product team is inhibiting cross-product innovation, manager
could reorganize by functional teams to change patterns of dissemination andrdiffus
across teams and redistribute members into different team configuratipotentially
reduce perceived threats and improve cross-team innovation.

Contribution to Theory

This study contributes to theory in organizational identification by exagmihie
relationship between project team learning actions and projectdeatification, which
is significant because, as Whetten (2007) points out, organizations are higplgxom
social systems that use elaborate social structures to accomplistagogurposes
through action. By directly examining the relationship between project tsamrig
actions and individual identification, this study answers recent callssearchers and
theorists to pay more attention to the organizational and contextual factordltreatde
identification (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Haslam, Jettengriésst
& Haslam, 2009; Whetten, 2007).

This study also contributes to theory in organizational learning by examining the
cross-level effects of project team learning on individuals. Organizhtearaing is a
multilevel construct in which individual-level cognition, affect, and behavior influence
the development of higher-level phenomena and higher-level phenomena affect lower
levels of analysis (Bapuji & Crossan, 2004; Berends & Lemmers, 2010; Casey, 2005;
Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999; Crossan, Maurer, & White, 2011; Ka@zkan &

Murphy, 2010; Schwandt, 1997). Only a few recent studies have explicitly examined the



multilevel nature of organizational learning (Crossan, Maurer, & White, 2011). This
study adds to the literature by investigating the cross-level effgroject team learning
on individual identification using hierarchical linear modeling, an approacimasateen
proposed for examining relationships that cross levels of analysis becauswiei
robust than traditional techniques (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000).
Conceptual Framework

The theoretical constructs that are the foundations for this study are otigaaiza
identification and organizational learning. The following sections providesh bri
summary of these constructs and propose the theoretical foundation for tlo@shlpti
between these constructs.
Organizational Identification

Organizational identification is defined as an individugbsrceived oneness
with an organization and the experience of the organization’s successes aed &slur
one’s own” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 103). In their seminal work, Ashforth and Mael
(1989) applied social identity theory (SIT) to the study of organizational idextitiic
This new perspective introduced perceptions of classification in variows satggories
that are abstracted from individuals. They say that identification “sradiollectivity
with a psychological reality beyond its membership” (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 26).
Edwards (2005) describes organizational identification as a key psychologteahstt
links the employee to the organization. Organizational identification contributes to
understanding of the organization and the way to act within it, and the learning of
policies, role expectations, behavioral norms, and power. This understanding occurs

through symbolic interaction that helps to resolve ambiguities and createseavinkm



for organizational experience. Shared values, beliefs, mission, structuresspsy@nd
climate, among other factors, predict organizational identification (A$héoNlael,
1989).

Identity theory is another foundational theory that has influenced the study of
organizational identification. This perspective is concerned with the redatmbetween
individuals and social structures (Stets & Burke, 2003) and focuses on the mulaple rol
that people possess based on the competing demands and expectations of sdtity (Pra
Kratz, 2009). These roles have a significant impact on the way people perceive
themselves in social environments.

Organizational identification has appeared in the literature with incgeasin
frequency since the 1990s (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006). It has been associated with
positiveoutcomes and benefits to individuals and organizasoich as increased extra-
role behavior (Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002), increased job satisfaction (Van
Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000), and reduced absentd€soper & Thatcher, 2010)
Scholars have also addressed differences in attitudes and behavior as outcomes of
identification (Van Dick, Knippenberg, Kerschreiter, Hertel, & Wiesek€82.

Fewer scholars have addressed antecedents of organizational idemtificati
(Schrodt, 2002) Antecedents examined in the literature include satisfaction, tenure, and
role (Ekmekci & Casey, 2009), organizational identity (Dukerich, Golden, & Shortel
2002), and construed external image (Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 184dl)s and
Bach (1991) examined multiplex network relationships and concluded that the presence
of social interaction influences organizational identification. Myers and K@£5998)

found that supervisor communication was a predictor of subordinate identification.



Bullis and Bach (1989) also found that organizational socialization was sigrificant
related to organizational identification. Finally, Schrodt (2002) found a significant
relationship between organizational culture and organizational identificaltoe system

of action perspective used in this study is a more holistic and comprehensive approach t
examining antecedents of identification than has been traditionally used in the past
Categories of project team learning actions organized by subsystenmsovile

broader insight into understanding identification than the singular variables found in most
studies.

Organizational identification has also been described as a multi-foci canstruc
(Bartels, Pruyn, de Jong, & Joustra, 2006; Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006; Van Dick,
Wagner, & Lemmer, 2004) with different targets of identification includiagvidual-
level (e.g., dyadic), group-level (e.g., department), and organizationdl@t® Scholars
have provided various reasons for why identification with an organizational subunit may
be stronger than identification with the superordinate organization. Thesageas
include the more concrete and proximal relationship of employees to project teams
(Cooper & Thatcher, 2010); saliency of project team membership based on daily
interaction within the group (Van Dick, Wagner, & Lemmer, 2004); and the tendency for
members to identify more with smaller groups than larger groups based onoityeothe
optimal distinctiveness. Optimal distinctiveness describes how membanedalriving
to both fit in and stand out (Brewer, 1991). This study leverages the strength of subunit
identification by studying project teams within an organization.

Mael and Ashforth (1992) developed an instrument to measure organizational

identification that incorporates their cognitive, social identity theggroach to
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organizational identification. This instrument has been used extensively itethtulie
for measuring both organizational and subunit identification and it will be uskigin t
study.
Organizational Learning

Organizational learning is defined as “a system of actions, actors, syatwdls
processes that enables an organization to transform information into valued knowledge
which in turn increases its long-run adaptive capacity” (Schwandt & Maity2&00, p.
43). A system may be defined as a society, a community, an industry, an organization, or
a project team. Shrivastava (1983) developed a typology of organizational learning
systems based on four perspectives from the literature: adaptation, skaregtess,
knowledge of action-outcome relationships, and institutionalized experience. #aapta
is described as the way in which the organization attends to the environment. Knowledge
of action-outcome relationships concerns the purposeful actions, sisategi decision-
making of the organization. Institutionalized experience includes the pes;ésansfer
of knowledge, and technology used. Finally, shared assumptions include the shared
cognitive maps, beliefs, and norms of organizational members.

Informing this typology is a social action theory perspective. Parsonsogedel
the general theory of action, which focuses on systems of interactions at meltgie |
of analysis (Parsons & Shils, 1952). Actions consist of several elements in@nding
actor, a situation, symbols, rules, norms, and values. Actions are carried ouby soci
actors, which can be individuals or collectives (Casey, 2005). A situation is defined as
the physical and social objects (such as organizations or project teanmsghdive actor

relates. Symbols are the way in which actors relate to the differentreteai¢he
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situation and attribute meaning to them. Rules, norms, and values guide action
(Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000)

The general theory of action is grounded in sociology and it includes four
interdependent sets of actions called functional prerequisites: adaptation, goal
attainment, integration, and pattern maintenance. Adaptation includes thosetheations
relate the internal and external environment. Goal attainment actions Isedigba
allocate resources to attain those goals. Integration actions coordaatgitfities of the
system and include controls and processes. Pattern maintenance includesitresse act
related to symbolic meaning and culture (Schwandt, 1997). These functional
prerequisites are reflected in Shrivastava’s (1983) typology. Recenulieecsm
organizational learning continues to address these subsystems in various watysyivhi
be described in more detail in Chapter 2 (Bapuji & Crossan, 2004; Crossan, Lane, &
White, 1999; Schwandt, 1997; Vera & Crossan, 2003).

Underlying the functional prerequisites are four subsystems of actitwavibe,
social, culture, and personality (Bluth, 1982). Itis in these subsystemtiai that the
relationship between organizational learning and organizational idemtificzn be
conceptualized. The behavior subsystem is based on adaptation and the adjustment to
and transformation of the external world. The social subsystem is based on role
expectations, coordination of functions based on roles, and positional aspects of roles
such as status and power. The culture subsystem provides meanings, values, and beliefs
to individuals and collectives as actors in the system, and clarifies whaegaae and
moral in the system. The personality subsystem translates meaning infic spec

orientations and motivations. Within the personality subsystem, individual terglencie
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and inclinations based on biographical and historical development are merged with the
meanings, values, and beliefs created in the culture subsystem. This mérgerized

to result in motivations and orientation to action within the system, both positive and
negative, based on needs for success, rewards, self-esteem, and group membership.
According to Bluth (1982), when meanings, values, and beliefs are institutiahalize
within a social system, they are also internalized by actors in sualy that they are
incorporated into the character structure of the actor. The actor becomesiotine wi
organization. Then the actor is motivated to perform in their role and enact the values
and beliefs of the system.

Schwandt (1997) developed the Organizational Learning System Model (OLSM)
based on Parsons’ general theory of action. The OLSM includes four subsystems tha
align with Parsons’ four functional prerequisites. The environmental intdefaceng
subsystem represents adaptation and determines what information ensgtsteim from
the environment and how the system acts on the environment. The action and reflection
subsystem represents goal attainment and evaluates new informationde@kess,
and sets goals for the system. The dissemination and diffusion subsysteentspres
integration and focuses on coordination, structure, roles, and processes withitetime sys
The meaning and memory subsystem represents pattern maintenaneatesd c
meanings, symbols, values, and assumptions. The meaning and memory subsystem is the
foundation of the organizational learning system because it provides guitanoendrol
for the other subsystems. Within this subsystem, organizational membegreeinties
symbols and actions of the organization through sensemaking.

The theory of action perspective incorporates individual, group, and
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organizational levels in recursive relationships (Schwandt, 1997). This mudltileve
perspective is also prevalent in recent literature on organizational igafon example,
Crossan, Maurer, & White (2011) call for more focus on multilevel approaches to
organizational learning. They say that organizational learning is a batieemergent
process, but that the emerged phenomena at the higher level influence lower levels of
analysis.
Multilevel Systems

According to Kozlowski and Klein (2000), organizations can be perceived as
multilevel systems and organization science is developing approaches toexaese
systems, combining micro and macro perspectives with the goal of developing a more
integrated understanding of phenomena across levels. Multilevel systems are
characterized by micro-level phenomena embedded in macro-level comexisearo-
level phenomena emerging from micro-level interactions. The multilevep@etive is
based on general systems theory (GST) (Bertalanffy, 1968) and it incosganataples
of open systems (Katz & Kahn, 1978) and social systems and cybernetics (S¢chwandt
1997). Early work in GST-based approaches established that “group and organizational
factors are contexts for individual perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors and need to be
explicitly incorporated into meaningful models of organizational behavior” |(eski
& Klein, 2000, p. 10).

Hitt, Beamish, Jackson, and Mathieu (2007) describe multilevel research as an
approach that is based on outcomes that result from many influences oridiraating
different levels of analysis because organizational entities exmgtsted configurations.

For example, individuals are nested within project teams. The authors defingf leve
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analysis as the “unit to which data are assigned for hypothesis testingistaat
analysis” (p. 1387). In addition, they say that the level of analysis should bedakghe
the level of theory, defined as the “focal level to which generalizationseartrto

apply” (p. 1387). Finally, the level of measurement is defined as the level frorn whic
data are gathered.

In this study, the level of analysis is the individual because organizational
identification, as the construct of interest, describes an individual's sense ofooenes
belongingness with a collective (Mael & Ashforth, 1992). In addition, as the dependent
variable, identification is the focus of the statistical analysis thabeitonducted in this
study. Data gathering on organizational identification is conducted at the indliiedela
and organizational learning action data is gathered at the collectivert=udting in a
cross-level, direct effects model describing the relationships among indepandent
dependent variables at different levels (Hitt, Beamish, Jackson, & Mathieu, 2007).
Cross-level, direct effects models typically describe the influencéigiher level
construct on the perceptions, values, or behaviors of lower level entities asraiciomst
or enabling effect (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000).

One key element of developing valid multilevel models is establishing the linkage
between levels. Kozlowski and Klein (2000) point out that a systems approach does not
require everything to be related to everything else. The strength ahitage, or
embeddedness, of lower level-phenomena within higher levels is influenced by goal
structure, technology, socialization, leadership, and culture. In addition, proximal
linkages between levels display more meaningful relationships than oik&gds. For

example, the linkage between individuals and project teams is expected to be stronge

15



than the linkage between individuals and organizations because there are fewer
confounding and moderating factors in the more proximal linkage. This study egamine
the proximal linkage between individuals and project teams.
Research Design Framework

According to Child and Rodrigues (2003), the relationship between organizational
learning and social identity, which is one of the basic theories underlyingizaganal
identification, is complex and needs to be examined at multiple levels including
individual, group, organization, and network. In addition, they say that this relationship
is recursive meaning that an individual’s social identity influences orgamahlearning
and organizational learning influences one’s social identity. The caaté@mework

for this study focuses on a part of this relationship and is depicted in Fidure 1-
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Conceptual Assumption: Postpositivist Perspective
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Contextual Assumption: Project-Based Organizations

Figure 1-1 Conceptual framework

Postpositivist Orientation

Crotty (1998) describes postpositivism as a perspective that promotes the active
construction of scientific knowledge and that rejects the claim that smeémdwledge
is completely objective. Postpositivism allows for probability rather teamiaty, levels
of objectivity, and approximate truth. Within this orientation, scientists iguetste
“value-neutral, ahistorical, and cross-cultural” (Crotty, 1998, p. 40) nature df/reali
They see research as incapable of attaining the total objectivityntgremd accuracy

of positivism. Postpositivists maintain the use of the scientific method and comé¢nd t
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guantitative work can be conducted with a non-positivist approach. Postpositivists
present findings as objective truths that should be weighed, judged, and evaluated for
validity and generalizability. For example, although Parsons is ggnevakidered a
functionalist, he incorporated postpositivist thinking, especially in his tredatoi¢he
cultural aspects of his theory (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). Bluth (1982) quotes
Parsons’ as saying that facts are “grounded in the orientation and frarferefce of

the analyst” (p. 8). As such, this study makes a contribution to scientific knovitedye
one researcher’s perspective and contains the description of the researss andce
methodology in sufficient detail for others to evaluate.

Project-Based Organization Context

The subject of project-based organizations is becoming more common in the
management literature as an alternative organizational form comparedrttradtimnal
forms such as matrix and functional organizations (Blindenbach-Driessen &&fa
Ende, 2010; Hobday, 2000The number of people who work in groups or teams has
increased over the past few decades (Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004).
Decentralization and a focus on smaller units such as project teams aethtor
promote innovation and learniiiBlindenbach-Driessen & Van Den Ende, 2010;
Hobday, 200Q)

A project-based organization is defined as an organization that is organized
around projects and produces complex, integrated systems or services thghadeoal
adapted to the specific needs of the customer (Blindenbach-Driessen &vidtnde,
2010). Projects are defined as any activity with a defined set of resaoats,and

time limit (Hobday, 2000). In project-based organizations, the knowledge, caespili
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and resources of the firm are developed through the execution of projects (Hobday,
2000). This study adopted Kodama’s (2007) definition of project teams as orgarszati
within project-based organizations in which project team members targetl sha
objectives and collaborate. By referring to project teams as organizahiersithor
recognizes the autonomous nature of project teams.

Summary of the Methodology

This study used a quantitative, nonexperimental research design using surve
methods and statistical analysis to determine if project team leartiogsagredict
project team identification. A quantitative methodology was appropriate fosttialy
because the purpose was to test the relationship between variables basedticatheor
concepts from the literature. In statistical analysis, prediction igtihaess of
estimating scores on one variable from knowledge of scores on another vakakés, (
Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003, p. 122). Prediction does not imply that the independent variable
causeghe scores on the dependent variable. In this study, project team members were
surveyed about their perceptions of project team learning actions, a collective
measurement, and about their own sense of oneness with the project team, an individual
measurement. In addition, five survey questions formed control variables tbaiseer
in the statistical analysis.

This study used a convenience sample that typifies an organization that is
structured by project teams. The subject of this study was an engiredlitgchnical
services organization of approximately 5200 employees. The sampling framae was
company-maintained database of employees sorted by assigned projelcasea on

project codes used by employees to track time worked. The sample was derived from
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this database by randomly selecting project teams from the list. Dagaoliected with
an Internet survey via Survey Monkey and communication with participants took
advantage of corporate email capabilities. Pre-notifications, imnstand follow-ups
were sent to the project team members to encourage participation andeimespasise
rates.

Specifically, data for this study were collected using the 17 learnirapattms
from the Organizational Action Survey (OAS) (Johnson, 2000) and the six itemdieom t
Mael and Ashforth (1992) organizational identification scale, along wiéhdontrol
variable questions, for a total of 28 items. Johnson (2000) developed the OAS based on
the OLSM. The learning action questions from the OAS were used in two ways in this
study. First, the total score for project team learning was calddlateach project team
as the mean score of all team members for all 17 items. Second, each subbtistem
OLSM was measured as a separate independent variable by grouping thefstdrsst
associated with each subsystem and calculating the mean scorenfeulesystem for
each team. The data could then be analyzed by first testing whether projeletaieang
as a total score predicted identification, and then testing each subsystatevargain
further insight into the relationship between project team learning and pegett
identification. All items used a 5-point Likert scale with the exceptiohetontrol
variable questions. Permission to use and modify these instruments was obtamed fr
the developers.

Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to measure thailigliaf project
team learning actions and project team identification items. The Cioalzdgpha

calculations from this study for both the OAS (Johnson, 2000) and Mael and Ashforth
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(1992) scale were compared to the reliability measures in the initiabfebes
instruments and to other studies that have used these instruments in the literature.
Delimitations
This study was delimited by the relationship under investigation and the
methodology used in the study as follows. The relationship under investigation in this
study was the relationship between project team learning actions anct praja
identification. This study did not address other aspects of the vast amount of theory and
research related to the two constructs, organizational learning and origaaizat
identification. This study viewed identification as an outcome and not a proceds, whic
constrained the scope of the study. The choice of methodology included several
delimitations. Using a convenience sample delimited the scope of the study to one
organization and, within that organization, only a subset of individuals were selected to
participate. The individuals selected were those on project teams perféaskag
directly for customers. In addition, a survey was used to collect data, whicliteklihe
types and sources of data included in this study.
Limitations
There were several limitations associated with this study. The purpossg of thi
study was to understand relationships between the variables. This was not an
experimental study and there was no control over the independent variables so causal
inferences were not possible. This study did not use random sampling but we tamit
a convenience sample with all members of the selected project teamd favite
participate. The findings are, therefore, not generalizable beyond treedfdbys study.

This was a cross-sectional study so temporal aspects were not cahsitleeedata
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collected for this study was limited to self-reported data, which introdhegsossibility
of social desirability bias and dependence on the accuracy and truthfulness of the
responses. Also, participation in this study was voluntary. Participanessifisn
could bias the results. The possibility exists that other potentially confauudiiables
not included in this study could influence project team identification. Control vagiable
were used to isolate these effects; however, these control variables maiyreatdolint
for other influences on identification. Finally, the type of statisticdlyaisaused in this
study limited the extent of the results that could be obtained. Other types afegnaly
would have yielded different types of results.

Definition of Key Terms

Table 1 provides the definition of key terms used throughout this document.

Table 1-1 Definition of key terms

Key Term Definition

Organization Collective representations that are characterized by
mutually dependent actions (Schwandt & Marquardt,
2000).

Project-based organization  An organization that is organized around projects and
produces complex, integrated systems or services that
are aligned or adapted to the specific needs of the
customer (Blindenbach-Driessen & Van Den Ende,
2010).

Project team Subunits within organizations that execute projects that
have a defined set of resources, goals, and time limits
(Hobday, 2000).

Organizational learning A system of actions, actors, symbols, and processes that
enables an organization to transform information into
valued knowledge which in turn increases its long-run
adaptive capacity (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000).

Project team learning Organizational learning construct applied to the project
team.
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Organizational identification A perception of oneness with or belongingness to an
organization (Ashforth & Mael, 1989, p. 104).

Project team identification Organizational identification construct applied to the
project team level.
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Chapter 2 Literature Review
Purpose of the Literature Review

The purpose of this literature review is to present the theoretical and empirical
literature on organizational learning and organizational identification ano/ébogethe
evidence that supports the proposed relationship between project team learning and
project team identification. This review also addresses potential countaents to the
relationship proposed in this study as derived from the literature.

Method of the Literature Review

The following computerized, searchable databases were used to idertibntel
peer-reviewed journal articles on organizational learning and organizational
identification: Business Source Premier (via EBSCO), ProQuestiA&im,
Sociological Abstracts (via CSA), PsycINFO (via EBSCO), Web dcér®a Social
Sciences Citation Index (SSC#ndDissertations and Theses Online. In addition, the
Surveyor catalog system was searched for book sources. The varietyeddhees
reveals the multi-disciplinary nature of organizational studies (Schwandtr§uigit,
2000).

Search terms used to locate sources were organizational learning, atrfgaalz
identification, identification, identity, social identity, and project-basedmizations.
Searches were focused on, but were not limited to, literature from approyithatglast
two decades. This time period was selected because the majority of theatrgaaliz
identification literature is based on a seminal article published in 1989 (AsBfdviael,
1989). In addition, the publication of empirical research on organizational learning

literature has grown significantly since the early 1990s (Bapuji & @msx)04;
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Easterby-Smith, Antonacopoulou, Simm, & Lyles, 2008his review includes earlier
works that were derived from sources found through the primary searches. €afdcen
earlier literature found in identified sources were located individually usaggecific
citations found in the sources. The literature review was last updated in R0drth
Organization of the Literature Review

The literature review begins with the identification literature, whicm#othe
foundation upon which organizational identification is based. Then, the organizational
identification theoretical and empirical literature is reviewed. tNexeview of the
organizational learning literature provides a unique perspective from whiocévio vi
organizational identification. Based on the literature, the relationship between
organizational learning and organizational identification is described to prouldara
concise, and compelling argument for this study.

Overview

This chapter provides the theoretical and empirical background for this study by
examining the literature related to the key constructs: organizationaficiitn and
organizational learning.

Identification

Identification, in this study, is defined as the view of the self as the embadime
of a prototype or standard (Stets & Burke, 2003). There are two primary theories of
identification in the social psychology literature: social identity theodidentity
theory. In their seminal work, Ashforth and Mael (1989) applied the perspective of social
identity theory to the study of organizational identification. In socialtitietheory,

social categories are the prototypes or standards used for identifidatite.

25



organizational context, the social categories of interest are, for examgplorganization,
project teams, departments, and other groupings of employees.

Ashforth and Mael’s (1989) perspective brought a new focus to organizational
identification with its consideration of the organization as a unique type of social
category with which people identify. In their view, identification “creditollectivity
with a psychological reality beyond its membership” (Ashforth & Mael, p. 26). Their
social identity perspective of organizational identification has become thealdm
approach in the organizational identification literature (Pratt, 2001; Whetten, 2007).

Identity theory has also influenced thinking on organizational identificatioisgS
& Ashforth, 2007; Stets & Burke, 2000; Whetten, 2007). ldentity theory focuses on roles
rather than social categories and encompasses organizational roles sucipai$sons;
professions, careers, and hierarchical positions (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008;
Stets & Burke, 2000).

The following sections describe these two primary theories of idenitincit
more detail to provide a foundation for organizational identification. They are not
intended as an exhaustive review of the literature related to theseghmdrrather are a
subset of elements that are critical to understanding the study of organizationa
identification and its relationship to organizational learning.

Social Identity Theory

Social identity theory is a social psychology theory that proposes that
identification occurs through two primary constructs: social categaneatid self-
enhancement (Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). This theory is viewed from

a psychological lens that focuses on the individual as the unit of analysis andocogmiti
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the primary mechanism. Social identity theory has significantly influktiee
organizational identification literature of the last two decades (Cooper &Hdra2010;
Pratt, 2001; Whetten, 2007). The following sections examine social categorization and
self-enhancement in more detail.

Social categorization. Social categorization is the delineation of group
boundaries. Groups are defined as social categories of which people considdvésemse
members (Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Categorization is coetsiale
cognitive tool that segments, classifies, and orders the social environmeet & ajf
Turner, 1986).

Social identity theory recognizes two general categories of groupsupgand
outgroups. Ingroups are the self-referenced categories of which people sedvibears
members. Ingroup members see others within the group as similar to themselves
Outgroups are categories with members that are different from thoseelaing o the
ingroup and to which the ingroup members compare themselves (Pratt, 2001). Categories
of groups are based on stereotypes that serve as abstract representatiogtditiet
relevant elements and distinctive attributes in context. Typical stereattyjbeites
include the following: attitudes, beliefs, values, affective reactions, normstydesl af
speech (Hogg & Terry, 2001; Stets & Burke, 2000).

Self-categorization theory was derived directly from social categtion theory
to elaborate upon social categorization and specify in detail how categorizestiers f
identification (Hogg & Terry, 2001). In self-categorization theory, the stgredhat
results from social categorization is further elaborated as a deperednalotype. A

depersonalized prototype is described as the result of a shift from perceptioaself t
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as a unique person to an interchangeable exemplar of a social category based on
stereotypical attributes (Turner, 1985). Itis a merger between the self angrthe.
The development of a depersonalized prototype is an individual transformation from
identification with the self to identification with the ingroup.

Self-categorization, and particularly the idea of a depersonalized protaype, i
critical to understanding how identification occurs from the perspective iafl sbentity
theory. According to Hogg and Terry (2001), depersonalized prototypes “embody al
attributes that characterize groups and distinguish them from other groups” (beSg T
attributes include beliefs, attitudes, feelings, and behaviors that areucoedt
maintained, and modified through social interaction. The depersonalized prototype is
formed from the interrelationship of the various attributes that contribute to pensept
of group distinctiveness. Shared perceptions of distinctiveness are formed vatips g
because patterns of social interaction are shared, leading to simottaypes (Turner,
1985).

Self-categorization theory led to the development of another aspect of
identification that is influenced by the depersonalized prototype. This aspect) ksow
the uncertainty reduction hypothesis (Hogg & Terry, 2001), states that depieesbna
prototypes describe and prescribe the attributes of groups in a way thasreduc
uncertainty within the group. Turner (1985) provided the basis for this hypothesis in his
discussion of informational and normative influence as uncertainty reduction.
Informational influence is the acceptance of the ideas of others regardiyiguous,
complex, problematic, or unstructured perceptions about the environment. Normative

influence is the adherence to the expectations of others based on a needfaneece
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and approval. Reduction of uncertainty provides meaning, establishes expectations, a
emphasizes the shared norms and behaviors that are expected in the group (Hogg,
Sherman, Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt, 2007,

Self-enhancement.Social categories are compared to one another based on the
attributes that define the category stereotypes (Stets & Burke, 2000). Csmnpari
between groups are value-laden; therefore, categories can be perceivsitizes qr
negative (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Self-enhancement is the process by which, through
comparison, group members selectively choose those attributes of the ingroup that
compare favorably against selected attributes of the outgroup. Setfeenfent is also
described in the literature as self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

The comparison of groups is influenced by the salience of those groups. Salience
is defined as the matching of social categories to the social context and snbseque
identification based on accessibility and fit (Hogg & Terry, 2001; Turner, 1985).
Accessibility is described as the ease with which an input of some kind (e.g., action or
language) that is experienced in a specific situation is categorized basast tearning
and current needs. Fit is determined by the degree to which the input aligns with a
category (Turner, 1985). Accessibility is influenced by the distinctigcokthe
attributes of the depersonalized prototype with which inputs are associatetdisand f
influenced by the clarity of norms and expectations as defined by the atrdfuhe
depersonalized prototype. These influences indicate that salience is pdetietiyined
by the societies, cultures, structures, and ideologies that collecthgélyat and shape
perception (Haslam, Oakes, Reynolds, & Turner, 1999).

However, as Hogg and Terry (2001) point out, salience does not conform to a
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simple formula such as: accessibility x fit = salience. Since ideatidin occurs through
social interaction, other factors are also involved as individuals enact theoreneint.
Enactment is the process by which actions result in the creation of constndints a
opportunities in the environment (Weick, 1995). Similarly, Giddens (1984) describes the
duality of structure that explains how structure is both the medium for and the outcome of
human interaction. This recursive relationship between people and their envirmnment
indicates that self-enhancement occurs not simply as a passive perceptioassibility
and fit, but also as active participation in shaping accessibility and fit.

Limitations of social identity theory. Some drawbacks to the application of
social identity theory and self-categorization theory as applied to asgemal studies
have been noted in the literature. Whetten (2007) recognizes the significant conisibut
of social identity theory to the study of identity and identification in orgaosativhile
at the same time criticizing the application of the taken-for-gransedrgstions of the
theories in the context of organizations.

In particular, Whetten (2007) highlights three aspects of organizatiaidy that
are not adequately addressed by social identity theory. First, membarship i
organizations is not assigned the way that ethnicity or skin colors are, leatdinst
acquired or selected. Individuals and organizations determine membership, with
organizations occupying a power position over individuals. This situation has unique
implications for organizational identification. Second, the meaning of membership in
organizations has become ambiguous based on contexts such as outsourcing, globalism,
and telecommuting. This factor influences identification in ways that ar@onetdered

when membership is clear and unambiguous. Third, organizations, as social actors, are
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different from other categories typically examined in the social psyghditerature
such as ethnicity or religion. These aspects of organizations requitiea exaluation
of the assumptions and application of social identity theory for the study of orgamszat

Tyler (2001) notes that social identity theory research was initiallygirttep
focused and based on laboratory experiments of minimal groups, which are groups
formed randomly and arbitrarily with members who have no stake in the groupings.
Organizational applications adapted these theories to the study of reatatigas,
which are quite different from the laboratory. The real world, he points out, is made up
of groups with structures and hierarchies that represent status upon whichamsdeers
livelihoods are based. The following section reviews the literature on iddreayy,
which provides some insight into the structure and hierarchy concerns offgler
complements social identity theory in ways that address some of WheR@d7 (
concerns.
Identity Theory

Identity theory is another social psychology approach to identification and is
focused on roles and structure. It is rooted in sociology and the recursivenstiadi
between individuals and social structures (Stets & Burke, 2003). The centraf idea
identity theory is that people possess multiple roles based on competing denthnds a
expectations of society (Pratt & Kratz, 2009). These roles have a signifrqzaxt on
the way people perceive themselves in social environments. Whetten (2007 hatates t
identity theory and social identity theory are complementary theories aothext of
organizations because groups and roles are both significant aspects of organi#ational

Stets and Burke (2000) and Ashmore, Deaux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004) have shown
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how identity theory and social identity theory share some similarities. rdhesw takes
advantage of their work by describing four identity theory concepts in terthsiof
similarities and differences as compared to social identity theory.

First, in identity theoryidentificationis the equivalent of self-categorization,
except categories are named and classified within the social stmatheethan as
ingroups and outgroups (Stets & Burke, 2000). Names and classifications are based on
symbols that are learned within a particular context (e.g., society or ajan)zand are
called roles. Roles carry with them norms, expectations, and behaviors thatwakymut
recognized. Roles address part of Whetten’s (2007) and Tyler’s (2001) concerns that
social identity theory does not consider unique aspects of organizational lifes Role
encompass aspects of organizations, such as power, status, and hierarchy, which are not
considered in social identity theory. Although the specific categories officatnn for
the two theories are different, they share a similar basis for catdgorjzahich is the
recognition of a structure within which identification is formed.

Secondgsaliences a concept shared by both social identity theory and identity
theory. Salience, as described by social identity theory, is the activatonadéntity
based on accessibility and fit within a specific context, complicated by mitbtares and
enactmen{Hogg & Terry, 2001; Turner, 1985; Weick, 1993h identity theory,
salience is defined simply as the likelihood that an identity will be actiyegdquently
across different situations and is focused on actions (Stets & Burke, 2003). &alienc
based on both quantitative and qualitative dimensions. Quantitatively, salience is
dependent on the number of others to which a person is related in the social structure.

Qualitatively, salience is dependent on the strength and depth of meaningtadsoeith

32



the structural ties.

Social identity theory and identity theory views of salience overlap in &aecdr
enactment. Social identity theory recognizes that there is more taitregian of
identity than the basic facilitating conditions of accessibility and fit. viddals act
based on their goals and purposes to influence their environments. However, social
identity theory is still primarily concerned with how situations influemeesalience of
various identities (Hogg & Terry, 2001). ldentity theory places more engpbiashe
factor of agency, the active role individuals play in their environments, anteNamee
to salience. Identity theory, in contrast to social identity theory, is éolciess on the
influence of the situation on salience than on the enactment of identity based on
individual goals and purposes and enactment within the situation (Stets & Burke, 2000).
These differing views are two sides of the same coin and represent theseegatsre of
the relationship between the individual and the social structure (Giddens, 1984;
Schwandt, 1997; Stets & Burke, 2000).

Third, depersonalized prototyping in social identity theoryseifiverificationin
identity theory are conceptually similar but differ in the focal elemenpeBenalized
prototypes are formed based on the attributes of category stereotype(Meqy,

2001; Turner, 1985). Self-verification is a similar process of prototype developotent
is based on the attributes associated with a standard, prototypical rold ofstea
prototypical group (Stets & Burke, 2000). In both cases, the meanings, beliefs, and
norms of groups and roles that are held as prototypical are the standards thatenflue
how members act.

Fourth, in identity theoryself-efficacyrefers to the motivational aspect of self-
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verification and explains why members act to maintain their perceptions sélthe
alignment with the prototypical role. Self-efficacy refers to beliehenability to act as a
causal agent, presumably toward positive outcomes (Stets & Burke, 2000). In social
identity theory, self-enhancement, or self-esteem, and uncertainty reductoion in a
similar manner to maintain alignment with the prototypical group by aatim@gys that
increase value for the group and that meet the expectations of others (Hogy,& Ter
2001). In both social identity theory and identity theory, these motivations are based on
values and standards of behavior that are shared amongst members.

Table 1 shows an adapted version of the corresponding ideas in the two theories

as described by Stets and Burke (2000).

Table 2-1ldentity theory and social identity theory comparison
Similarities between concepts in identity theory and social identity theory

Identity Theory Social Identity Theory Key Similarities

Roles Categories (groups) Recognition of structure as the
foundation for categorization
Salience Salience Recognition of goals and purposes
Self-verification Depersonalized prototype  Meanings, beliefs, and
perceptions of norms
Self-efficacy Self-esteem (and self-  Values and standards of behavior
enhancement and

uncertainty reduction)
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This summary view of identity theory draw parallels to social identityrihand
illustrates that the major mechanisms described in the two theories dae. sithe
differences lie in the perspective from which identification is viewed. &tle=ories are
necessary in developing an understanding of organizational identificatiandeethe
majority of the organizational identification literature is based on thengstions of
these theories (Pratt, 2001; Whetten, 2007). The literature on organizational
identification is reviewed in the next sections.

Organizational Identification

Social identity theory and identity theory were developed in the field of social
psychology and applied to a broad range of topics in racial, political, and sociaitsonte
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner, 1985; Stets & Burke, 2003). They have also been
borrowed and applied to the study of organizations and have contributed to the
development of the concept of organizational identification (Pratt, 2001; Whetten, 2007).
From the view of social identity theory, organizational identification isidensd a
particular type of social identification (Pratt, 2001). From the view of idethigory,
organizational identification is seen to align with roles that are assuitied the
context of organizational structures (Stets & Burke, 2003). Based on theisigsilar
between the elements of social identity theory and identity theory outlinebla Z-1,
this study draws from social identity theory as the main foundational theodeéinds
organizational identification as “a perception of oneness with or belongingness to an
organization” (Mael & Ashforth, 1992, p. 104). Although this definition is rooted in
social identity theory, it is compatible with identity theory. This sens@eeh@ss with or

belongingness to the organization can be defined in terms of the role occupied ak a soci
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category that includes others that occupy the same role. Social ideruity theognizes
multiple identities.

Studies have addressed multiple foci as targets of identification includieg ot
individuals, groups, and organizatiofa(tels, Pruyn, De Jong, & Joustra, 2006;
Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006; Van Dick, Wagner, & Lemmer, 200@rganizational
identification has been associated with various positive organizational ostsocteas
cohesive work atmosphere, greater levels of cooperative behavior and altruism, and
higher levels of citizenship behavi@ykerich, Golden, & Shortell, 200Edwards &
Peccei, 2007; Kane, 2010). It has also been linked to outcomes such as positive self-
esteem (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Rousseau, 1998) and job satisf@¢aornKnippenberg
& Van Schie, 2000in individuals. To a lesser extent, organizational identification has
also been associated with negative organizational outcomes, when, for example,
individuals identify to such an extent that they lose their sense of individual identity
fail to see harmful, negative aspects of the target of their identificgr@mer &

Ashforth, 2004)

The purpose of this study is not to examine outcomes of identification. However,
the extensive theoretical and empirical literature focused on these outsen&Eence
of the relevance of the study of organizational identification for organizations

Levels of analysis.Some researchers have attempted to address collective levels
of identification, for example, at the organizational level (Rao, Davis, & Ward, 2000)
This collective concept of organizational identification treats the orgamzas the
social actor in place of the individual and distinguishes itself from organizbid@mdity,

which is defined as the central, enduring, and distinctive attributes of an otgemiza
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(Albert & Whetten, 1984). Ravasi and Van Rekom (2003) say that organizational
identification “may be perceived as a property of a group based on an aggaegate
concept akin to climate, job satisfaction, etc.” (p. 124). Hakonen and Lipponen (2009)
examined how trust between team members and identification with the tetentoela
effectiveness in virtual teams with an aggregated measure of iderdificaging the Mael

and Ashforth (1992) scale. Tanghe, Wisse, and Van Der Flier (2010) also used the Mael
and Ashforth scale in their aggregate measure of identification as a moderheor of t
relationship between group affect and team effectiveness. Other studies have
incorporated aggregate measures of identification using the Doosje, EllemeéiSpears
(1995) scale (Solnet, 2006; Van Dick, Grojean, Christ, & Wieseke, 2006). However, the
majority of work has been conducted at the individual level of analysis.

Factors related to organizational identification. Ashmore, Deaux, and
McLaughlin-Volpe (2004) identify material, social structural, and socidpsggical
elements that influence identification including the following: structyoraerns, shared
belief systems, rules and procedures, and informal norms. Ashforth and Mael (1989) say
that understanding the organization, and how to act within it through the learning of
policies, role expectations, behavioral norms, and power, occurs through symbolic
interaction that helps to resolve ambiguities (uncertainty reduction) artdseea
framework for organizational experience. This framework, grounded in soerdity
theory, includes shared values, beliefs, mission, structure, processes, ael eimong
other factors, that relate to organizational identification.

Based on these ideas, the factors that relate to organizational ideatifezat be

grouped into four basic categories: cultural, structural, strategy andjemeat, and
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external. The following sections present some theoretical and empkacapkes of
these categories from the literature.

Cultural. Organizational culture is represented in the artifacts, espoused values,
and basic assumptions of an organization (Schein, 1992). Ashforth and Saks (1996)
linked organizational identification and organizational culture in their study of the
socialization of newcomers. The authors defined organizational socialiaatibe
learning of a cultural perspective from which to interpret experiencasalation is
how individuals learn the beliefs, values, orientations, behaviors, and skills needed to
function in the organization.

Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail (1994) described culture as the rituals, symbols,
ceremonies, and stories that result in shared patterns of behavior and etierprén
their view, culture is the way in which the distinctive, central, and enduring
characteristics of organizations are communicated to members, inflgeana
motivating identification. They urged future researchers to seek unu#rgjaf the
relationship between perceptions of organizational actions and organizational
identification because actions that are congruent with the distinctive,lcantia
enduring characteristics of the organization increase identification.

Cardador and Pratt (2006) described three primary influences on identification
drawn from both the management and marketing literatures: relationships, behaviors,
and symbols. These three influences directly reflect Schein’s (1992)tarafat
espoused values as expressions of culture. Artifacts include the visible a$pects
organizations such as products, ceremonies, behaviors, and symbols. Espoused values

are shared beliefs that are socially validated through social interactionrdfxgto
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Cardador and Pratt, identification occurs partially through the relationsiaipfotm
through social interaction by affecting communications, perceptions of stgiEnd
bonds of closeness. Behavioral consistency based on roles as explained lyy identit
theory (Stets & Burke, 2003) influences identification because it fosterssvahd
beliefs by reinforcing role requirements through enactment. Symbols arponated
into the extended concept of the self as a member of a group that is distinctive and
separate from other groups.

Rousseau (1998) examined the influence of symbols on identification by
describing the use of slogans by organizational members such as those@iamnel
Service (bleeding brown) and Federal Express (bleeding purple) that signifysahive
shared concepts and relationships between members and the organizations. Symbolic
aspects of organizations convey meaning and alter the nature of interaction and the
significance of relationships, which, in turn, influence identification.

Schrodt (2002) conducted a quantitative study of the influence of organizational
culture on organizational identification in a single organization. The study was
conducted using existing survey instruments to measure perceptions of culture and
identification using correlation and multiple regression analyses to unuethe
relationships between them. The organizational culture instrument used was the
Organizational Culture Survey (OCS) (Glaser, Zamanou, & Hacker, 1987). The
organizational identification instrument was the Organizational Ideriidita
Questionnaire (OIQ) (Cheney (1983). The OIQ measures identification on three
dimensions: membership, loyalty, and similarity. The study included twaroése

guestions exploring the existence of a relationship between culture and edéntifiand
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to what extent culture predicts identification. All six dimensions of culturesepted in
the OCS were found to be positively related to identification including morale,
information flow, involvement, supervision, teamwork, and meetings. Morale, the way
in which an organization treats its members, was found to be the single mostaignifi
predictor of identification accounting for 56% of the shared variance.

Structural. Structural influences on organizational identification encompass a
variety of aspects of organizations. Structures are defined by Schwandt (20@8y a
enduring pattern of social arrangements within a particular colleqivet03), and
include language, communication, norms, rules, relationships, leadership, Eoities
procedures, patterns of interaction, hierarchy, roles, infrastructuregjasii reward
systems.

Communication.Bullis and Bach (1991) studied communication networks as
predictors of organizational identification and concluded that multiplexity
communication links, defined as multiple relations between dyads, and the content of
communication are related to organizational identificatiosing stepwise multiple
regression analysis, multiplexity was found to be a significant positivecpoedf
change in organizational identification over time.

In their multidimensional study, Smidts, Pruyn, and Van Riel (2001) examined
the impact of employee communication, communication climate, and perceivathéxte
prestige on organizational identification. THeynd that communication climate, a
structural element, influences identificatio@ommunication climate refers to the
openness, trust, decision-making participation, and supportiveness of the organization

expressed in organizational communications and reflects the manage roe cipiar
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conducting business in the organization. Communication climate was hypothesized to be
a mediating variable between communication and organizational identificated ba

the idea that a positive communication climate conveys information about whatrisl.c
enduring, and distinctive about the organization (Albert & Whetten, 193&hg a

structural equation model, the authors found that communication climate significantly
influences identification Bartels, Pruyn, De Jong, and Joustra (2006) extended the
Smidts, Pruyn, and Van Riel (2001) study by examining the influence of commanicati
climate and content at multiple levels within organizations. They found that
communications climate at the work group level predicted work group idatitficand

that communication climate at the department level predicted departieanfication.

Organizational justice.Several empirical studies have explored the relationship
between organizational justice and organizational identification. Organizgtishee
has four components. Procedural justice is fairness of formal procedures esmlince
allocation decision-making. Distributive justice is fairness of resallceation
outcomes. Interactional, or interpersonal, justice is fairness of intenad¢tseatment by
supervisors (Lipponen, Olkkonen, & Moilanen, 2004). Informational justice is the
reasonableness of explanations used to convey information to individuals about
procedures (Cheung & Law, 2008).

Cheung and Law (2008) found that perceived organizational support including
rewards, fairness in patterns of exchange (e.g., pay, promotion), communication about
procedures, and recognition mediated the relationship between informationalgustice
organizational identificatioand between interpersonal justice and organizational

identification.
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Olkkonen and Lipponen (2006) focused on structural features within
organizations at two different levels: organization and work unit. They studied the
guantitative relationships between organizational justice, identification lvéth t
organization and with the work unit, and outcomes at both levels in a single research
institution using existing survey instruments. Based on hierarchical regressilysis,
the authors found that perceptions of procedural justice and distributive justice were
significantly related to organizational identification.

Finally, Lipponen, Olkkonen, and Moilanen (2004) investigated the effects of
organizational justice on organizational identification in a merger situatiomg Usi
multiple regression analysis the authors found a significant relationship betwee
procedural justice and organizational identification. Each of these studies uséakthe
and Ashforth (1992) scale for the measurement of organizational identification.

Other structural influencesMorgan, Reynolds, Nelson, Johanningmeier, Griffin,
and Andrade (2004) theorized that a number of sources of identification are atrctur
nature including communicationolicies, organizational forms, pay, benefits, and
interaction. In their study of an agricultural equipment manufactureautihers
investigated one department by surveying members to determine sources of
identification. The analysis consisted of coding the narrative responses to two open-
ended questions. The interpretation of the data found that the themes could be
categorized into two groups. One group included sources of identification extetimal t
organization including family influences and external perceptions of the organizat
The other group included sources of identification internal to the organization and

included structural influences such as pay, benefits, professional development
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opportunities, recognition programs, and relationships between employees.

Reicher, Haslam, and Hopkins (2005) analyzed historical sources and
documentation from the BBC Prison Study (Haslam & Reicher, 2007) and found that
leaders “actively intervene in creating and redefining identitigs3¢3). Shared social
identity, they say, binds leaders and followers together and leaders initiatieithares
that make that shared social identity possible. Leaders also influence thogdesrl of
identification by providing an interpretation of what it means to be part of the mgrou
and by modeling the prototypical group member.

Strategic and managerial. Strategic and managerial influences on organizational
identification include performance goals, operating principles, strategictiom, and
other elements that develop the members’ perception of distinctiveness andwvaluat
judgments about how their organization conducts its busirg&sategic and managerial
influences make the organization or subunit salient for members through substaniti
symbolic management (Ashforth & Johnson, 2001). Substantive management includes
real and material changes in practices leading toward common causesntiugbsta
management includes measures such as managing the size of organizationstst subuni
developing missions, goals, and strategies; inducing competition with ex¢asmales;
implementing socialization practices; and organizing social events. digmb
management is the approach used by management to portray the organization to its
members, and includes cultural elements in addition to managerial elements. For
example, organizations or subunits may articulate mission statementsdalaaways,
choose to celebrate certain accomplishments, relate stories and dlistchievements

that send a particular message, and decide on specific physical attributésdmspzfces
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and buildings. These influences on identification have been studied empirically in the
literature as well.

For example, as described in the section on structural influences, Smidts, Pruyn,
and Van Riel (2001) examined the impact of employee communication, communication
climate, and perceived external prestige on organizational identficaommunication
content, the authors hypothesized, should influence organizational identificatioséeca
it provides information to employees about their roles and personal contributions to the
organization’s success and about the organization itself. Communication contdrdg may
related to both substantive and symbolic management. Communication content also
contributes to uncertainty reduction by providing information and conveying expestati
(Hogg & Terry, 2001). Their survey results showed that the interactive efftct
personal and organizational communication content significantly contributed to the
perceived communication climate and its influence on identification.

Kreiner and Ashforth (2004) studied strategic and managerial influences on
identification using an expanded model of organizational identification. Their model
included four dimensions: strong identification, disidentification, ambivalent
identification, and neutral identification. Disidentification is the disconngaf oneself
from the organization. Ambivalent identification is the presence of both idengficat
and disidentification. Neutral identification is a state of neither idengjfgior
disidentifying. They categorized the antecedents of the four forms officatndn as
symbolic management and substantive management. Substantive management, as the
relevant construct here, is described as material changes in organizaastiaeprand

includes decision-making and practices that are consistent with values &fs| bedh
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involvement practices, and clear role expectations.

In addition to establishing the discriminate validity of the four dimensions, the
authors examined several antecedents of the four dimensions of identificAthong
other variables, organizational identity incongruence was the extehicb
organizational decisions and practices were inconsistent with beliefs and values
Intrarole conflict was the extent to which roles were unclear or condlicliheir survey
results were analyzed using hierarchical multiple regression and showed, ahwng ot
findings, thatorganizational incongruence, as a substantive management element, was
significantly related to disidentificatiomvhich was not hypothesizealad ambivalent
identification as hypothesized. These findings suggest that substantive mamageme
activities can reduce disidentification and ambivalent identification laytmot foster
strong identification.

External. A number of empirical studies have examined external influences as
predictors of organizational identification (Fuller, Marler, HestezyR& Relyea, 2006).
Dutton, Dukerich, and Harquail (1994), in their theoretical work on organizational
identification, recognized the influence of construed external image orficherdn.

They defined construed external image as the way members think outsedethei
organization. Construed external image may or may not reflect the actual wiaemut
view the organization but the interpretation of that view was theorized to have a
significant impact on identification of members.

Revisiting the multidimensional study by Smidts, Pruyn, and Van Riel (2001), the
impact of perceived external prestige was found to be related to organizational

identification. As an external influence, perceived external prestige aarietin for
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construed external image, is the way in which members of a group perceive how
nonmembers view the group. Nonmember perceptions of organizations are gathered by
members through various information sources, including publicity, external company-
controlled information, and external opinions. This influence is based on self-
enhancement motives because perceptions of how others think about the organization
either increase or decrease the members’ perception of value (Hoggy&Z2lD®1). The

study found that perceived external prestige was significantly relatedaoipational
identification.

Others have also examined the influence of perceived external prestige on
identification. Bergami and Bagozzi (2000) found that external prestige hasfecargni
influence on identification. Dukerich, Golden, and Shortell (2002) used structural
equation modeling to find that construed external image was significalatigd¢o
organizational identification. Fuller, Marler, Hester, Frey, and Relyea (206®found
that construed external image was significantly related to organizatlemaification
and is partially moderated by self-esteem. For individuals with a high oeself
esteem there was a moderately strong relationship between construed| @xtage and
identification. For individuals with a low need for self-esteem there watkeaolitno
relationship between construed external image and identification.

Summary of the Identification Literature

Similarities and overlap between the two primary foundational theories of
organizational identification have been explored in the literature (StetgleB2000;
Whetten, 2007). Social identity theory is focused on the group to which one belongs as

the basis of identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and identity theory focuses on thtéheole
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individual occupies (Stets & Burke, 2003). Both foundational theories describe concepts
of salience. Identity theory describes salience in terms of sociatis® and interaction.
In social identity theory, salience is characterized by the p&atiaccessibility and fit in
situations in which identity is activated. The processes of self-veidincatthin roles in
identity theory and the depersonalized prototyping of groups in social identity theory
result in abstracted standards against which action is evaluated andl erssdtesfficacy
in identity theory and self-enhancement (or self-esteem) in socialtyddrgory are
similar motivating factors that generate actions taken to align witbtgpatal role and
group standards, respectively. In social identity theory, uncertainty i@disctnother
motivator that is associated with the informational and normative aspects of
understanding the environment.

Organizational identification literature draws from these foundationatidseto
explore a variety of factors that influence identification. Specifictily literature
identifies several general categories of influences on organizationafigigin:
cultural, structural, strategic and managerial, and external. Theserczsgegpresent the
organizational sources of information that members use to construct and maintain
identities (Tyler, 2001).

These sources provide the member with valued knowledge about group
boundaries and roles. These sources also help make the distinctive attributes of
organizations salient which leads to the formation of the depersonalized prototypes of
social identity theory (Hogg & Terry, 2001) and the self-verification staisdairidentity
theory (Stets & Burke, 2000). Finally, these sources also provide informatiomhat a

members in evaluation and comparison of categories driven by self-enhancement and
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self-efficacy motives and the reduction of uncertainty.

According to Turner (1985), the development of the depersonalized prototype
marks the shift from unique person to interchangeable exemplar of a sosgalrgat
based on stereotypical attributes. It is a merger of the self with thete@leUsing
Ashforth and Mael’s (1989) definition, it is the point at which a perception of oneness
with the organization is formed. Furthermore, according to Turner, the depezsdnali
prototype develops from the interrelationship of the various attributes thabcoatio
perceptions of group distinctiveness through salience, self-enhancement, andnipcertai
reduction. These attributes include shared values, beliefs, mission, structussesoc
and climate (Ashforth & Mael, 1989), which are all addressed in the organizationa
learning literature. The next section reviews the literature on orgamablearning.

Organizational Learning

In this study, organizational learning is defined as “a system of actiooss,act
symbols, and processes that enables an organization to transform informatioruiedo val
knowledge which in turn increases its long-run adaptive capacity” (Schwandt &
Marquardt, 2000, p. 43). This study proposes that this system of actions provides, as
Ashforth and Mael (1989) described it, a framework for organizational expetletce
includes valued knowledge suchsimred values, beliefs, mission, structure, processes,
and climate, among other factors, that predict organizational identificatioa.s@¢tion
begins with a description of a typology that has been used to categorize theatigaal
learning literature (Bapuji & Crossan, 2004). Then, expanding upon this typology as a

framework, theoretical and empirical work in organizational learning is redew
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Organizational Learning Typology

Bapuji and Crossan (2004), in their review of empirical research in organiaiti
learning between 1990 and 2002, described four categories of mechanisms of
organizational learning: culture, structure, strategy, and environment. ©hoese f
categories align with the categories of influences on organizationalfickian as
described in previous sections. Cultural mechanisms, such as the degree of openness,
participative decision-making, and organizational support, are elementgaoizational
learning. Structure includes the procedures, communication, membershipystaialit
composition of the organization. Strategic decisions, goals, and missionslare se
management and provide a context for perceiving and interpreting the envirolyment b
those within the organization. The environment influences the organization’sistrateg
direction, culture, and structure.

Others have incorporated this typology into discussions of organizational
learning. For example, Crossan, Lane, and White (1999) described a multilevel
organizational learning system in which structures and routines, stratatpgsretations
and meanings, and the domains and environments in which organizations operate are the
basic elements in which learning is embedded. Although the environment is not explicit
in their framework, they state their assumption that organizations are opamsys
indicating that an environmental interface exists (Katz & Kahn, 1978). Walsh and
Ungson (1991) described culture, structure, decision-making, and organizational
interaction with the environment as key elements of organizational memoryaanithde
Schulz (2002) says that rules, roles, conventions, strategies, structures, teeanologi

cultural practices, and capabilities are the repositories of organizdganaing.
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Schwandt (1997) presents an Organizational Learning Systems Model (OLSM) that
integrates all four categories in a system of action. In order to foisugérature review
within the vast organizational learning literature, the following sectionewethe
literature representative of each of the four categories and indicate hexc#tegories
are relevant to the study of organizational identification.

Culture. Schein (1992) described culture as accumulated shared learning from a
history of shared experience from which shared meaning develops. He definesl cultur
as:

a pattern of shared basic assumptions that the group learned as it solved its

problems of external adaptation and internal integration, that has worked well

enough to be considered valid and, therefore, to be taught to new members as the

correct way to perceive, think, and feel in relation to those problems. (p. 12)

Numerous scholars have incorporated culture into macro-level discussions of
organizational learning focusing on the development of collective meaning. Daft and
Weick (1984) took an open systems view of organizations and described a process of
organizational learning that includes scanning environmental data, inter@eting
developing shared meaning, and taking action. The process of developing shared
meaning reduces equivocality and results in a common understanding. Equivocality is
“the extent to which data are unclear and suggest multiple interpretationgtrebout
environment” (Daft & Weick, 1984, p. 291). Schein (1992) proposed that organizational
culture is a key element in organizational learning and that shared meanings, and
experiences are essential for organizational learning effectivenessh &d Ungson

(1991) described culture as a memory retention facility of organizationaligahait
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includes language, shared frameworks, symbols, stories, and rumors via shared
interpretations.

Other scholars have taken a micro-level perspective of culture focusing on
interpretation and meaning making in individuals. For example, Fiol (2002)
fundamentally addressed all four categories of organizational learning msenkan her
description of cognitive theories of organizations. The cognitive approach, ghe sai
addresses how information is obtained by an organization from the environment and the
way in which it uses this information to make decisions and take actions. Cognition and
interpretation affect the organization’s strategy, mission, and adaptatiomariBy,
however, she focused on the organization as a system of meaning creation that occurs
through the interpretation and shared meaning of symbols.

Fiol (1994) described how consensus of interpretation is built in organizations by
unpacking the process and identifying two distinct aspects of shared meawitgnt c
and framing. She showed that organizational learning can occur even when individuals
disagree about the specific meaning of the content of an issue if they agree upon a
common framing associated with the issue. In her case study of a Fortuneab@@afi
services firm with diverse operating units, Fiol found, through linguistic aisalyat
new-venture team members developed consensus in the framing of arguments about new
ventures while remaining diverse in the content of their interpretations.

Lépez, Pedn, and Ordas (2004) studied 195 Spanish firms using a structural
equation model to understand how a collaborative culture influences organizational
learning. They surveyed general managers or executives of firms lusipgstal mail

system to collect data using an instrument developed by the authors. They foand that
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collaborative culture has a positive influence on organizational learning.

In their study of Texas State agencies, Moynihan and Landuyt (2009) ietégrat
cultural and structural aspects of organizational learning by identifiyiegspects of
organizational learning that span cultural and structural elements, and sodisplagt
characteristics of both. The five aspects are: resources (stryatfoathation systems
(structural), mission orientation (cultural), decision flexibility (both), a@afiing forums
(both). The authors hypothesized that adequate resources increase learmiigg effe
information systems increase learning; understanding of the organigati@sion,
vision, and goals increases learning; decision-making empowerment and auathority
lower organizational levels increases learning; and work groups thatleatraag
forums in which employees meet to discuss and examine issues increisg.lear
Learning forums are considered both structural and cultural, but are heégpédgpdent on
the cultural attributes. Using ordinary least squares regression the dotimatshat
project team learning forums had the most significant influence on organizationa
learning by a wide margin. The next most influential variable was iafoom systems,
followed by mission orientation, adequacy of resources, and decision flexibility

Graham and Nafukho (2007) surveyed all 150 employees in a manufacturing
organization to understand perceptions of how culture enhances organizational learning
readiness. The authors used a preexisting organizational learning instiuaent t
included multiple dimensions: culture, leadership, systems and structures, team
evaluative inquiry, and demographics. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) was ased t
compare means for four different levels of longevity with the organizatidrica four

different groups of shift workers. The results showed a statisticatlifisant difference
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in perceptions of the influence of culture on organizational learning based on longevity.
Those with less time in the organization had higher perceptions of the influence of
culture. The results also showed a significant difference in perceptions ofl ties def

of culture on organizational learning based on shift. Those in Shift A (8:00 a.m. — 3:00
p.m.) had higher perceptions of the influence of culture than those in other shifts. This
study, in addition to focusing on culture as a critical aspect of organizaganairg,
provides insight into the criticality of employee perceptions of the cudtnaldts

influence on organizational learning.

Culture is concerned with meaning and perceptions of members in the social
context. As such, culture influences organizational identification through the
development of meanings, beliefs, and perceptions of norms and values that are
recognized as the depersonalized prototype of the organization. In this way caitur
be seen as the interface between the collective and the self at whien#fermation
from identification with the self as a unique individual to identification with theoung
as a depersonalized prototype occurs (Hogg & Terry, 2001). In this study, the most
significant aspect of this transformation is that it occurs through theglagonship of
the organizational learning mechanisms, which all contribute to individual percepf
the group (Turner, 1985). While culture plays an important and central role in the
transformation, the other mechanisms of organizational learning are lattsrevith
culture in their influence on identification.

Structure. Structures are described as patterns that develop from dynamic social
interactions including communication, networking, coordination, norms, roles, policies,

objects, practices, and processes (Schwandt, 1997). Crossan, Lane, and White (1999), in
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their framework of organizational learning, described institutionalizirighasprocess of
ensuring that routinized actions occur” (p. 525) based on systems, structures,,routines
prescribed practices, and information systems and infrastructure. H(2882) took a
similar approach and described structures as intraorganizational instithadnsclude
organizational structures, procedures, customs, and routines. She said thawdistinct
structural elements within organizations influence member identificati@ubedhey
help to make salient the characteristics that distinguish the organization fros othe

In the identification literature, salience is affected by acceggjldit, number and
strength of connections within the social structure, and the individual’s abilihatt e
structure. In the organizational learning literature, structure inclbddsarning of
routine activities and rules by which people interact. Structure faclitagenber
understanding of how the organization operates and what is expected. Structure allows
members to access the appropriate attributes of the organization that indwdte
behave, which increases salience for those members. In addition, since lfieisced
by how well members understand the norms and expectations of the group, the extent to
which organizational learning actions increase this understanding will hanfusmce
on identification. The number and strength of connections within the organization is
partially determined by the organizational structure, the geographisitiver members,
and interdependencies. Finally, structure influences the ability of individualad¢o e
their environment through interactions with others. The structural aspect of
organizational learning focuses on the structural patterns that enable oriconstra
interactions, which influence enactment and perceptions of self-efficaegt baghe

ability to enact.
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In identification theory, self-enhancement and self-efficacy describe how
members act to maintain alignment with the prototypical group to both increaseanalu
meet the expectations of others (Hogg & Terry, 2001). Understanding andgneet
expectations reduces uncertainty and emphasizes the shared norms and behaviors
expected of memberSiith, Hogg, Martin, & Terry, 2007). Established organizational
structures such as routines, norms, policies, and communications influence member
understanding of expectations and facilitates the ability to act within accsipared
norms.

Fang, Lee, and Schilling (2010) investigated the structural dimension of
organizational learning in their study of how interaction patterns influeigemizational
learning. Using a computer-based simulation model, the authors variedittarstof
the modeled organization to examine resulting changes in the organizationgearnin
dynamics. The structure varied from nearly completely isolated subgnatipsnly
minimal connections to each other to randomly connected individuals with almost no
discernible subgroup structure. They found that semi-isolated subgroups with moderat
cross-group linking (approximately 10%) resulted in the highest levels afinagjanal
learning. The authors propose that the reason semi-isolated subgroups arertteel prefe
organizational structure to promote organizational learning is that the subgroapteare
to maintain individual diversity in thought and innovation while also learning froim eac
other. The organization as a whole benefits from subgroup diversity, and cross-group
learning improves group performance, which also benefits the organizatioreveiow
too many cross-group links tend to result in homogeneity of ideas, limiting dyversit

Too few links constrain learning from high performers in other parts of the organizat
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These results are consistent with the ideas about identification presented in
beginning of this section including saliency, and self-enhancement or feedfzgf
Subgroups that are able to maintain independence and to possess distinctive attributes of
their own make the subgroup salient to its members. Visibility into other subgroups
through cross-group links facilitates self-enhancement by allowing esapavith other
groups and re-alignment with prototypical groups in other parts of the organization.

Kieser and Koch (2008), based on their exploratory case study in two
organizations in southern Germany, proposed that organizational learning ocougs thr
the rules that exist and change within the organization. Rules, as structusaitslem
include hierarchies, jobs, rewards, careers, and work processes.

Situated learning theory takes yet a different view of the structspalcaof
organizational learning. This theory focuses on more informal social Esetncl
participation as structures of learning within social systems. Itofiextive learning
model that addresses how structures are reproduced and transformed throumgp lear
(Lave & Wenger, 1991). Situated learning theory has been studied in the context of
identification.

Handley, Clark, Fincham, and Sturdy (2007) developed a methodological
framework for the study of situated learning and used it to investigateageraent
consulting organization. Their framework has three primary elementscipaiion,
practice, and individual identity. Participation encompasses the patternsabhsoms
and behaviors that occur in particular settings and the ways in which individuad@om
understand and assign meaning to them. Practice includes role definitiopsalalece

behaviors, and structures of social activities in which individuals participatiinhe
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framework, participation and practice both play a role in influencing individeatity.
Identity is defined as understanding who we are and what potential we hawnéty li$
shaped by the opportunities for participation available to individuals and the broader
structural context in which they practice. Opportunities for participation @utige are

then influenced by the individual identities of members. In their study, Handiy e
proposed that the development of identity and practice are mediated by the oppsrtunitie
for participation available. They used mixed methods including interviews, obeas/ati
and analysis of documentary material to show how structures and norms influence the
learning of practices and identities appropriate to the context in which tber oc

A study by Kane, Argote, and Levine (2005) indicates the recursive nature of the
relationship between organizational learning and organizational idenaificatihe
authors examined how organizational identification influences organizationahigan
the form of knowledge transfer. It focuses on routine practices and how they are
influenced by identification. Using an experimental design, the authors conducted a
study in which 144 students performed a task in three-person groups. Midway through
the task one member from each group rotated and introduced a new approach to the task
in the new group.

The authors hypothesized that the groups would adopt the new routine if all
students in the group shared identification with an entity above the group level, known as
a superordinate identity. Identification with a superordinate entity wagpuoiated
experimentally. The authors also hypothesized that the group would be more likely to
adopt the new routine if it was evidently superior to the one currently in use. Finally,

they also predicted that when the members shared a superordinate identity, the ne
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routine would more likely be adopted if it were superior to one currently in use. The
identification instrument was a combination of two preexisting instruments wah da
collected at the individual level and aggregated to the group level. Knowledgeitransf
was a binary measure indicating whether new routines were adopted or nots &fesul

2 x 2 x 2 repeated measures ANOVA supported the first hypothesis that knowledge
transfer was more likely to occur if the group members shared a superordinatg. ident
The second hypothesis, that the group would be more likely to adopt the new routine if it
was superior, was also supported. The third hypothesis was also supported. When
members shared a superordinate identity, the new routine was more likely to teeladopt

if it was superior.

Strategy. Strategy includes the organization’s goals, objectives, strategic
directions, decisions, and plans. It defines the business of the organization for the
members (Bapuji & Crossan, 2004). Daft and Weick (1984) described a recursive
organizational learning process in which the environment is scanned and data is
collected, the data are interpreted and meaning is created, and learningas@uesult
of actions that are taken based on the meaning of the data. Feedback then infoems futur
scanning, interpreting, and learning. In their model, strategy formatiotiesngion-
making are part of the interpretation process and help to distinguish how organizations
differ from each other. Managers scan the environment and interpret data uging va
approaches and their prior experiences and preferences. These intergre¢stilt in
strategies and decisions to act that are focused on distinguishing the organiaation f
others and, in the case of profit-making companies, gaining a competitive advantag

These strategies and decisions then affect the environment in which the organization
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operates, influencing future scanning, interpreting, and learning agiviti

Crossan, Lane, and White (1999) offered a multilevel, general framework of
organizational learning that focuses on achievement of strategic rerawiair
framework, organizational learning occurs at the individual, group, and organ&at
levels. These levels are linked by social and psychological processastofgnt
interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizing. In their model, cogmitiffects action
and action affects cognition. The integrating process occurs primattig gtoup level
and is focused on coherent, collective action and strategy. As part of a dynamic,
multilevel organizational learning process, integration influences both oagjanial-
level processes of institutionalizing and individual-level processes of irtiipre
Interpretation is a social process of developing shared understandingirdarniages of
the organization, and reducing equivocality. The interpretation process, as iedusnc
collective action and strategy, facilitates understanding of what the caganis and
does by its members.

Berson, Nemanich, Waldman, Galvin, and Keller (2006) examined the role of
leadership influences on strategy in organizational learning usingdlssad, Lane, and
White (1999) framework. While their focus was not solely on strategy, missials, g
and decision-making, they did describe the role of those elements in organakati
learning. Leaders help reduce the equivocality of environmental stimadirimensing
the focus of the organization into visions, missions, and goals, which then solidify int
courses of action for members. In this way, leaders make salient for nsethroer
relevant information and the particular ways in which they will conduct thevitges.

Yeo (2007) found that three factors directly influence organizational learning:
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structure, systems, and strategy. The dissemination and sharing of striétagyhe
organization, including the purpose, vision, and values by which the organization
operates, develop the cognitive and behavioral attributes that lead to organizational
growth and renewal as members reflect and discuss relevant issuessciieedea
framework for change intervention through organizational learning that inchmdes
institutionalized, shared vision (a cultural element) as a necessitsgamipational
learning because it represents an image and objective for the future thatmercom
among members. He says vision contributes to “building a sense of commitment and
unified direction” (p. 527) that induces members to strive to achieve organizatatsl g

Bettis and Wong (2003) also described the way in which strategy, decision-
making, and top management thinking affect an organization’s ability to learn. They
defined a dominant logic as the shared cognitive map and strategic mindsebpf the
management team. The dominant logic partially determines what is impedhuable,
and distinctive about the organization and it directs attention and influences decisions at
all levels of the organization, including the beliefs, interpretations, angdatsitof
employees.

Carroll, Hatakenaka, and Rudolph (2006) examined the role of decision-making
in organizational learning in their mixed methods study of nuclear power plEmsy.
focused on naturalistic decision making, which describes how knowledgeable decision
makers make real decisions that often have significant consequencesnipltesxairline
cockpit crews and air traffic controllers. Specifically, they studied 27 problem
investigation teams and the managers who commissioned the teams in three nuclear

power plants. The researchers collected data via a questionnaire that \whetexbyy

60



the investigation teams in small group sessions. Managers who commissiomeartie t
responded to a shortened version of the questionnaire. Responses to the questionnaire
were coded by the researchers, reviewed by an industry specialist, @ed tbvough an
iterative process.

The researchers found that for teams in which the commissioning managers took
an active role in the investigation, the managers tended to make decisions more in
alignment with the team’s recommendations, enhancing organizational learnmg. Fo
those teams in which the managers did not take an active role, the managers seded m
decisions that diluted and reduced the recommendations, limiting organizatavnaide
The implication drawn from this study is that decision-making processesotiisitler the
experience, knowledge, and perspective of participants are more likely tamesul
decisions that positively influence organizational learning.

Strategy, as an element of organizational learning, is proposed to influence
organizational identification by increasing salience and establishingdtegymical
standards used by members to verify and exemplify social categorieenc8as an
aspect of self-enhancement that helps members compare themselvesugsveth other
groups based on favorable attributes (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). As members match the
organization to the context and determine accessibility and fit, strategiemals are
inputs that help members recognize the distinctive and central attributes of the
organization. Strategies and goals provide partial answers to questions suchaaréw
we?” and “What business are we in?” and “Am | like we?” In addition, these inputs
contribute to the development of a depersonalized prototype by providing a shared

meaning for the existence of the group and a perception of togetherness in@comm
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purpose. The strategy element of organizational learning is the mecharosigh
which this common purpose is established, propagated, maintained, and changed over
time.

Environment. Since the recognition of organizations as open systems, the
recursive relationship between organizations and the environment has been a common
topic of discussion in the literature (Crossan, Lane, & White, 2004; Daft & Weick, 1984,
Katz & Kahn, 1978). The environment influences access to resources, opportunities, and
threats and it both affects, and is affected by, organizational learning (Baptgissan,
2004). Over time, the organizational learning literature has been concerned with
explaining the ways in which organizations collect, interpret, and act on this éxterna
information (Daft & Weick, 1984; Huber, 1991).

Huber (1991) described four components of organizational learning: knowledge
acquisition, information distribution, information interpretation, and organizational
memory. Knowledge acquisition includes the collection of information from the
environment via five processes: congenital learning, experimental leavimagous
learning, grafting, and searching and noticing. These knowledge acquistitas$es
describe the various ways in which organizations gather information about the
environment. In particular, experimental learning is one of the ways by which
organizations gather information for comparative evaluation and self-appralsaly
with the other components of Huber’s organizational learning model, comparative
evaluation and self-appraisal are ways in which the organization and its mersdess
themselves relative to other organizations in the environment.

The organizational identification literature has also recognized a nwhber

62



environmental influences. For example, perceptions of construed external image and
perceived organizational identity partially rely on external sourcedaination. A

number of data sources contribute to these perceptions including media reports, rumors
conferences and other meetings, financial reports, etc. These soulopsit &

members as they categorize the attributes and distinctive charazste¢hatiare used to
develop depersonalized prototypes.

Organizational Learning Systems Model (OLSM)

Schwandt (1997) developed a model that integrates all four of the organizational
learning mechanisms described in the previous sections in a system of action. The
Organizational Learning Systems Model (OLSM) is based on Parsarey’afj¢heory of
action (Parsons & Shils, 1952) and it integrates the psychological, social, amédlcul
aspects of organizations in four subsystems and a set of interchange mediad§chwa
1997).

The general theory of action describes organizations as systems of social
interactions that include actors as individuals, groups, or other collecituegions,
symbols, and rules; and norms and values (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). The general
theory of action includes four subsystems that perform specific functions withi
system. The subsystems are behavior, personality, culture, and social. Tioa$urfct
these subsystems are adaptation, goal attainment, pattern maintenamntegaaiion,
respectively. Adaptation is the function that interacts with the extern@bament to
both acquire resources and shape the environment. The goal attainment function defines
goals and the actions required to attain those goals. Integration estaluisihelsand

coordination between elements of the system. Pattern maintenance includesanptiva
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symbolism, and culture (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000).

Schwandt and Marquardt (2000) extended the general theory of action to develop
an organizational learning system of actions. The four subsystems of the €tSM
out the same functions as the four subsystems of the general theory of action, but with a
focus on the organization and how it transforms information into valued knowledge. The
four subsystems of the OLSM are meaning and memory (pattern maintenansajunct
dissemination and diffusion (integration function), action and reflection (gaatraent
function), and environmental interface (adaptation function). The four subsystémes of
model are functionally interdependent and related through interchange media.

The interchange media are the objects and symbols within the system that are
manipulated by actors (Schwandt, 1997). The interchange media are new imiormati
(product of the environmental interface subsystem), goal-referenced knowlealdyec{pr
of the action and reflection subsystem), structuration (product of the distemisrad
diffusion subsystem), and sensemaking (product of the memory and meaning sufsyste
Figure 2-1 depicts the organizational learning system model and Table 2¥viasnes

the subsystems and the interchange media.

64



A Information G .
L
Action/
Interface -
< Reflection
Goal Reference
A Knowledge A
on
Zl £ » |rng
S g s |3 %
5| E g (27
gl € s |lag
@l = & |58
[
L ‘ | . .
Memory < Structuring Dissmination
& . Sensemaking > . & .
Meaning Diffusion

Figure 2-1 Organizational learning subsystems and interchange media relationships
Adapted from “Integrating Strategy and Organizational Learning,” big.C5chwandt,
1997, Advances in Strategic Management, 14, p. 344.
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Table 2-20LSM subsystems and interchange media (Schwandt, 1997, p. 345)

Subsystem Interchange Media Description
Environmental New information This subsystem relates the collective to its environmgesgtdoiring, filtering, and
interface expelling information and knowledge, both proactively and reactively. This

Action and reflection Goal-referenced
knowledge

Dissemination and Structuration
diffusion

Memory and Sensemaking
meaning

subsystem also may enact the environment. New information is the output of this
subsystem, which is used by the other subsystems to create knowledge.

This subsystem includes the activities and actions used to accomplish the goals of
the organizational learning system. These include routine actions and day-to-day
operations described in standard operating procedures and non-routine actions
directed at extraordinary events. Reflection may focus on processes, content, or
underlying premises of the actions taken. Goal-referenced knowledge is groduce
through reflection on actions and activities.

This subsystem feeds information and knowledge to the other enissgat
includes communication, management coordination, social norms, and other
actions. Dissemination includes purposeful actions governed by formal
procedures and policies. Diffusion is informal and includes rumors and informal
communication networks. Structuration is based on Giddens’ (1984) concept of
the mutual dependence of structure and agency and it includes patterns of
structures, roles, policies, and processes.

This subsystem is based on the concept that organizational |satepandent
on collective meanings and memories. This subsystem creates, sustains, and
stores the cultural beliefs, values, assumptions, and artifacts of theigellect
through interpretive schema, language, social objects, and actions. Sensemaking
is the product of the meaning and memory subsystem and is central to the defining
and controlling function of the subsystem.
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Summary of the Organizational Learning Literature

The organizational learning literature can be organized into a typology of
mechanisms that includes the categories of culture, structure, strategnvaodment
(Bapuji & Crossan, 2004). Culture incorporates the development of collective meaning
reduction of equivocality, and shared interpretations. Structure includes
institutionalization, systems, routines, and customs. As Whetten (2007) saylsutedtri
of an organization . . . must be institutionalized, taken-for-granted, features of the
organization, at any point in time” (p. 257). Strategy includes the goals, objectives
decisions, and plans that define the business of the organization for members. Finally,
the environment influences access to resources, opportunities, and threatsirsizerec
relationship with the organization.

This literature review has indicated how the elements of culture, structure,
strategy, and environment associated with organizational learning can be $aeora
that relate to organizational identification. A summary of the alignméwelea the
organizational learning and organizational identification literature in tnecttegories is
depicted in Table 2-3. Several authors have integrated all or some of these mechanis
in systems of organizational learning recognizing the interrelated arleoomature of
the construct (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999; Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000; Walsh &
Ungson, 1991). Schwandt and Marquardt (2000) developed the OLSM, which
incorporates all four mechanisms in a system of action.

Relationship Between Organizational Learning and Organizational Identication
Organizational identity and organizational identification have been explicitly

linked to organizational learning and to aspects of organizational learningniested
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in structures and systems, decision patterns, artifacts, culture, processeepra
routines, logics, and strategies (Alvesson & Willmott, 2002; Ashforth, Harrison, &
Corley, 2008; Brown & Starkey, 2000; Corley & Gioia, 2003; Dhalla, 2007; Kogut &
Zander, 1996; Nag, Corley, & Gioia, 2007; Ravasi & Phillips, 2011; Ravasi & Schultz,
2006; Tripsas, 2009; Vough, 2011).

Organizational learning develops the distinctiveness of organizations & dérm
capabilities and competitive advantage (Argote & Ophir, 2002). Distinctivenessa$ one
the criteria by which organizational members categorize groups (AsBfdviel,

1989). Child and Rodrigues (2003) view organizational learning as the mechanism by
which organizational identity becomes salient, and is perceived to fit wituthent and
anticipated conditions of the organization, resulting in distinctive and bounded attributes
that lead to identification of members with the organization. These distinctive and
bounded attributes include the way in which external knowledge is used by the
organization, the strategies and goals of the organization, and the praspt=sented

in the organization.

Ravasi and Phillips (2011) describe the way that leaders manage identity in
organizations by ensuring that member identity beliefs are congruent gathizational
identity. ldentity claims are enacted in organizational policies,tstes; and practices
and identity management includes actions that focus members on identity sefeidnt
as information dissemination, reward structures, goal setting, and symbolremmioocgal
activities. These actions are designed to make the organization salieetibers and
to provide validation that the identity claims are consistent with the way in wiech t

organization functions. These actions are consistent with organizational |lesctons.
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Corley and Gioia (2003) describe a mutually recursive relationship between
organizational identity and a conceptualization of organizational learning thetasl on
intersubjective meaning embedded in action and social interaction within ivel4estich
as structures, cultures, practices, behaviors. This relationship is adapthee fo
organization in that its identity must be continuously maintained or re-learmemylhr
organizational learning in a changing environment. The development of intersugbject
meaning provides a sense of continuity and consensus about the identity of the
organization for its members. The implication of this relationship is that oejemal
learning, as a multilevel construct, relates to the cognitive understariding o
organizational identity for organizational members, thus influencing idemitica

Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley (2008) describe the recursive nature of identity
concepts based on structuration theory and sensemaking. Likewise, Ashforth, Rogers,
and Corley (2011) call for more cross-level research on identity, again drawing on
structuration theory and sensemaking to argue that the focus should be on between-level
rather than within-level dynamics. They say that enactment of iderditregher levels
of analysis simultaneously constrain and enable the form and enactmentiteglant
lower levels, which also constrain and enable higher-level identities. rHegred
identities are enacted through goals, operating routines, information flows hand ot
institutionalized practices. This characterization of enactment is gladated to
concepts of organizational learning and, in fact, the authors describe it as béegtsim
the 4l (i.e., intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizingpei of
organizational learning (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999). Collective identity is

interpreted by individual members through the enactment of organizatiomahear
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processes such as goals, routines, and practices that provide a legitichategui
understanding who the organization is and who members are in relation to the
organization.

In summary, the link between organizational identification and organizational
learning is typically described as an adaptive relationship in which orgjanala
learning enables organizations to maintain, refocus, or transform identitpansesto
environmental changes and provides salient, sensegiving referents to membatsrdve
are then able to interpret and make sense of who the organization is in terms ofrtheir ow
identity by incorporating these referents into their self-defined ides{{t/ough, 2011).
Identification occurs as members align their own identities with the tderfitihe
collective through their participation and enactment of structures, ggacténd policies

(Ravasi & Phillips, 2011).
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Table 2-3Key concepts in organizational learning and organizational identification

Reference

Daft & Weick
(1984)

Walsh &
Ungson (1991)

Fiol (1994)*

Schwandt
(1997)

Argote &
Ophir (2002)

Lant (2002)

Organizational Learning

Organizational Identification

Key Concepts Reference

Memory, Meaning, and Culture

Organization viewed as an open system that  Turner (1985)
interprets external knowledge to include reducing
equivocality and ambiguity through shared
interpretations and actions

Dutton, Dukerich,
Culture is a memory retention facility that & Harquail (1994)
includes language, shared frameworks, symbols,
stories, and rumors via shared interpretations

Consensus of frames rather than content, shareddousseau (1998)
understanding of rules, and symbolic agreement
facilitate action

Memory and meaning function of organizationalSchrodt (2002)*
learning includes schema, language, objects,
actions, beliefs, values, artifacts, and assumptions

Cardador & Pratt
Organizational learning is the basis for (2006)
development of distinctive capabilities that are
meaningful to members

Kane (2010)*
Managers use actions and symbolic language to
shape the interpretations of others

Key Concepts

Depersonalized prototypes are abstracted
exemplars (symbols) of distinctive
attributes

Cultural forms such as rituals, symbols,
ceremonies, and stories that develop
shared patterns of behavior and
interpretation influence identification

Deep structure identification occurs
based on meanings associated with
resource exchanges within organizations

Culture is what a group learns over time,
and it influences identification

Symbols such as artifacts, stories, brands,
images, events provide mechanisms for
identity formation

Distinctive organizational features such
as a collective name, symbol, purpose, or
fate increase salience and identification
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Reference

Organizational Learning

Organizational Identification

Key Concepts Reference

Key Concepts

Walsh & Ungson
(1991)

Schwandt (1997)

Argote & Ophir
(2002)

Plaskoff (2003)
Handley, Clark,
Fincham, & Sturdy
(2007)*

Bapuji & Crossan
(2004)

Kane, Argote, &
Levine (2005)*
Kane (2010)*

Structures and Knowledge Distribution

Role behavior, rules, patterns of Bullis & Bach
interaction, and structures are repositorigd.991)*
of organizational memory that influence
individual interpretations and actions

Smidts, Pruyn, &
Structuring function of organizational ~ Van Riel (2001)*
learning includes communication,
networks, coordination, actions, patternsMorgan, Reynolds,
norms, policies, procedures, and procesddsison,
Johanningmeier,
Griffin, & Andrade
(2004)*

Personnel movement and structure
influences identification, knowledge
retention, and knowledge transfer
Olkkonen &
In situated learning theory, knowledge is Lipponen (2006)*
embedded in artifacts, behavioral patterns,
and actions that build identity
Cheung & Law
(2008)*
Structures, procedures, communication,
and member stability affect learning

Empirical studies of influence of
personnel rotation on social identity and Hopkins (2005)*
knowledge transfer

Diversity of communication links and
participation in communication increases
organizational identification

Communication influences identification

Policies, organizational forms, pay,
benefits, and interaction influence
organizational identification

Perceptions of organizational justice
(procedural and distributive) are
significantly related to identification

Rewards, fairness in patterns of exchange
(e.g., pay, promotion), communication
about procedures, and recognition
influence organizational identification

Reicher, Haslam, & Leadership influences identification by

modeling prototypical members and
making the ingroup salient
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Organizational Learning

Reference

Key Concepts

Organizational Identification

Reference

Key Concepts

Daft & Weick (1984)

Schwandt (1997)

Crossan, Lane, &
White (1999)

Bettis & Wong (2003)

Jarzabkowski (2008)

Strategies and Goals

Scanning and interpretation of the
and decision-making by the organization

Action/Reflection function of
organizational learning includes

conflicts, deliberations, strategy, goals

Organizational learning is a means of  Whetten (2007)

achieving strategic renewal and is a multi-
level phenomenon (individual, group, and
organization) incorporating individual
cognition, shared understanding, rules,
procedures, and routines

Dominant logics are highly durable and
self-reinforcing visible features and
invisible value systems that emphasize

current goals, strategies, and structures Bartels, Pruyn, De
Jong, & Joustra
Individuals identify in relation to strategy (2007)*

and practices both provided and enacted

Ashforth &
environment results in particular strategiekhnson (2001)

Kreiner & Ashforth
evaluations, decision-making, debates, (2004)*

Edwards & Peccei
(2007)*

Mission, performance goals, operating
principles, and strategies contribute to
making salient attributes of the
organization that influence identification

Approach to strategies and goals can
result in dysfunctional forms of
organizational identification

Involvement in articulation, enactment,
and preservation of central, enduring, and
distinctive attributes increases
identification with the organization

Organizational identification is
influenced by the extent to which the
organization’s goals and what it stands
for are shared by the individual

Communication climate influences
identification and content includes
decision-making, performance goals, and
adequacy of information
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Organizational Learning Organizational Identification

Reference Key Concepts Reference Key Concepts

Environment

Daft & Weick (1984) Organizations are open systems that  Dutton, Dukerich, Construed external image is perceived by

interface with the environment and & Harquail (1994) members as an evaluation of themselves
perform scanning, interpreting, and which, if positive, creates a positive
learning (action) social identity
Huber (1991) Organizations are open systems that scaBergami & Bagozzi Members “bask in the reflected glory” of
search, monitor, and notice the (2000)* the organization’s high prestige to the
environment, including the perceptions of extent that outsiders respect, admire, and
others about the organization know the organization
Schwandt (1997) Environmental interface function of Dukerich, Golden, Individuals in organizations identify
organizational learning includes scanningk Shortell (2002)* based on perceptions of how outsiders
collecting, and interpreting new data both view the organization
proactively and reactively
Fuller, Marler, Member beliefs about how outsiders
Schulz (2002) Recognizing relevance of new knowledgdester, Frey, & view the organization influences
is an important aspect of knowledge Relyea (2006)* organizational identification, moderated
evolution by self-esteem

*Denotes empirical studies
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Chapter 3 Methodology
Overview
This chapter describes the research design and procedures used in this study.
Specifically, it explains the research questions, study design, samplircgelppdata
collection procedures, research instruments, pilot testing, and data analysis.
Research Questions
The primary research question and subquestions that guided this studdre list
below:
1. Do project team learning actions predict project team identification?
a. Do project team meaning and memory learning actions predict project
team identification?
b. Do project team action and reflection learning actions predict pregact t
identification?
c. Do project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions predict
project team identification?
d. Do project team environmental interface learning actions predict projec
team identification?
Research Procedures
The following sections describe the design, setting, and sample used in this
research study.
Research Design
This study used a quantitative research design to determine if praject te

learning actions predict project team identification. This study waducted using a
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convenience sample that typifies an organization that is structured byt peajes.
Research Setting and Sample

The organization chosen for this study was an engineering and technicaservic
organization of approximately 5200 employees. This organization was seletied a
subject for this study because the majority of employees work in teams on complex,
technical projects for external customers. Blindenbach-Driessenan®&h Ende
(2010) described project-based firms as firms that are organized bytgtbgtcproduce
complex integrated systems and knowledge-based services for clients.

The sampling frame used in this study was the company-maintained database of
employees that was made available by the organization’s vice presidrmhan
resources. The organization performs work for external customers and reugatiesch
employee charge time worked to specific project codes for billing purposese €odes
were used to identify members of project teams. The database met theithrieear
selecting a sampling frame outlined by Alreck and Settle (2004): iallvasclusive; it
was exclusive because project team members could be isolated; aed thiessample
units at the two levels of measurement specified: individuals and project téams
database was nearly 100% complete and accurate, with the exception of chainges t
occurred between when the list was accessed and when the survey was conducted. Fo
example, some people had left the company in that time period and they were no longer
part of their project teams.

The population was derived from this database by eliminating those who were not
members of project teams performing customer work. Some employeasrperf

corporate-level, internal functions and use a different set of project codesdiangnt
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time worked. According to Maas and Hox (2005), one of the key issues in multilevel
modeling is determining an appropriate sample size. Hofmann, Griffin, and Gavin
(2000) reviewed the literature on sample size requirements for hieralcreealmodels
and concluded that to obtain sufficient power thirty groups of thirty individuals each, 900
individuals, are needed. They also determined that trade-offs are posslblstifhi
maintaining power such that a higher number of groups with fewer individuals, or a
fewer number of groups with more individuals, are also acceptable. An oversampling
approach was used in this study to increase the likelihood of obtaining the required
sample size. A total of 2516 people were sent invitations to participate.
Data Collection

The following sections describe how the data for this study was collected
including the administration of the survey and the instrumentation used.
Survey Administration

Data was collected using a web-based survey and communication with
participants took advantage of corporate email capabilities. This appsoeast
effective, simplifies participant responses, and eases data entgdBjI2007). In this
study, the participants primarily perform their daily work at computekstations so
being able to receive and complete the survey at their workstation was amdple
convenient for them. Using email and web-based tools is cost effective eahpar
postal mail methods because postage costs are not incurred. Web-based seimeys a
efficient compared to, for example, telephone surveys because simultaoetacs with
multiple participants is possible. Web-based surveys also have the adwHriiagey

able to reach a geographically dispersed population as easily as a localipoputathis
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study, participants were geographically dispersed across multigeztines and using a
web-based survey reduced the amount of time needed to conduct the survey. It also
eliminated concerns about timing if a telephone survey had been used. In web-based
surveys, participant response is simplified compared to paper surveys, assuming
participants have fundamental computer skills, because there is no need to prepare a
paper copy for mailing or make the effort to put it in the postal system. Panti€iin
this study were known computer users and the majority could complete the autively
workstation upon receipt. Using a web-based survey is also efficient fosdeaieer
because the data are collected digitally, allowing for simplifiedijpgation and transfer
to statistical analysis software packages. In this study, multipleaseftools were used
to conduct the analysis and digital data greatly simplified the process.

Pre-notifications, invitations, and follow-up messages were sent to partgctpant
encourage participation and increase response rates (De Leeuw, Hox, & Dillman, 2008).
To begin the data collection process, a courtesy email was sent to the ganjguie
team members from the senior vice president of human resources requestigapan
(Appendix A).

The next day, another email (Appendix B) was sent to the project team nsember
by the researcher introducing the researcher, requesting parbiojatd providing a
link to the implied consent form and survey. The implied consent form (Appendix C)
and the survey (Appendix D) were posted together on the website. After impliedtconse
was given, instructions for the survey were provided and the participants proteeded
answer the survey questions. When the survey was completed, participantsdndicate

they were done by clicking a button and responses were submitted etattyoni
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Four days after the initial request, a second request email (Appendix Egnwas s
encouraging those who had not yet responded to complete the survey. Becgaak the
was to keep the participant responses anonymous, this second email was sent to non-
respondents using the automated reminder feature in Survey Monkey, which uses a non
attributable code to send email reminders to those who have not yet responded.

Three days after the second request, a third email (Appendix F) was sety poli
urging responses from those who had not yet completed the survey. This emateceite
the importance of this survey for the organization and the fact that the study could not be
completed without sufficient responses. Finally, four days after the tiguegse one last
email (Appendix G) was sent requesting participation. Three daystletesurvey was
closed.

Survey Monkey has the ability to maintain the integrity of the level of aisabysi
tracking responses by project team. Essentially, a separate surveneatasl for each
project team, which facilitated analysis and maintained anonymity. bMwoekey
stored the data collected by the survey and allowed for exporting of the datzous
formats. The data was exported in Microsoft Excel file format (.xIs), wdoakd then be
imported into other programs for statistical analysis.

Research Instrument

The data for this study was collected by combining 17 items from the OAS
(Johnson, 2000) and the six items from the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale, along with
five control variable questions, for a total of 28 questions (Appendix D). The three
sections were separated by specific instructions for answering thtegsaes that part of

the instrument. The instrument items were reworded such that the subject of the
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guestions referred to the project team rather than organization where &iprop
guestions, except for some of the control variable questions, used a 5-point Likert scal
Permission to use these instruments was obtained from the developers.
Organizational identification measures. Mael and Ashforth (1992) developed
the most widely used instrument for measuring organizational identificim@wn as
the Mael and Ashforth scale (Edwards, 2005). This scale contains six itaits use
measure an individual’s perceptions of oneness with the organization. The responses to
the six items are averaged for a single identification score for each indivilugems
from the six-item scale were used in this study and were rewordgtbaplace the
term “organization” with “project team.” These items were numbere2i3li8-the
survey for this study.
Mael and Ashforth (1992) found the scale to be reliable, with a Cronbach’s alpha
of .87, in their study of 700 college alumni. Ge, Su, and Zhou (2010) sampled 500
employees from seven high-tech manufacturing enterprises in a mgjor $uth China
using a Chinese language version of the scale and found a reliability coefiici87. In
several meta-analyses and reviews of the measurement of orgauaizigkentification,
the Mael and Ashforth scale has been described as valid and reliable. Edwards (2005)
reported that the Mael and Ashforth scale showed good reliability with an e\adpdiz
of .85 across six studies. In addition, Riketta (2005), in a meta-analysis of 96 studies of
organizational identification, found an average reliability estimate of .8hdédvael and
Ashforth scale. Sample sizes were not reported in these meta-analyses.
Organizational learning measures.In this study, the organizational learning

construct was based on the Organizational Learning System Model (QE8Myandt,
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1997). The OLSM provides a complex and comprehensive view of how learning occurs
across four dimensions within organizations. The OLSM is a systems madualé&buwrit
associated subsystems of learning actions: memory and meaning, envirbnmenta
interface, action and reflection, and dissemination and diffusion. The OLSM also
includes a performance aspect with four associated subsystems: exghnadgetion,
reinforcement, and coordination.

The OAS (Johnson, 2000) is based on the OLSM (Schwandt, 1997) and was
developed at the Center for the Study of Learning at The George Washingtorsltniver
The OAS(Johnson, 2000F a 36-item instrument that measures both performance and
learning actions along the four subsystem dimensions. In this study, only thedear
actions were examined, therefore the performance related itehesiastrument were
not used.

The learning portion of the OASohnson, 200Mas four subsections that reflect
the four subsystems of the OLSMchwandt, 1997) Each subsection contains questions
specific to those subsystenmBhe survey questions in the instrument used in this study
related to the subsystems as follows: memory and meaning questions were 1, 5, 7, 9, and
16; action and reflection questions were 6, 11, 12, and 17; dissemination and diffusion
guestions were 2, 10, 13, and 15; and environmental interface questions were 3, 4, 8, and
14. A total organizational learning score was calculated using the mean sadre for
learning items for each project team. Additionally, a rating foln efthe four
subsystems for each project team was calculated using the meaacoseezall members

of each project team using only the items associated with each subsystem.
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During the development of the instrument, Johnson (2000) calculated coefficient
alphas for the four factors as follows: memory and meamigd, action and reflection
a=.64, dissemination and diffusier+.81, and environmental interfage.78. The
sample size was 262 employees in a medium-sized, geographically dispersed, public
sector health and engineering organization of 834 employees. Ba (2004) sampled 51
teams and 104 individuals in 21 organizations in Senegal and found Cronbach alpha
coefficients for the four learning subsystems of the @Adhnson, 2000s follows:
memory and meaning~.61, action and reflection=.58, dissemination and diffusion
a=.70, and environmental interfage.73. Values of .70 are considered adequate, .80
very good, and .90 excellent (Kline, 2005). The low scores were not explained by the
author but could be the result of using a translated version of the instrument and applying
the instrument in a foreign culture. Others have also found the instrument to be reliabl
(Gorman, 2004; Hollandsworth-George, 2003; Hunte-Cox, 2004; Krishna, 2008; Vincent,
2006).

Control variable measures. The control variables were measured at both
individual and project team levels. Individual level control variables include gerg#er,
and individual tenure on project teams. Gender and age are traditional controesariabl
which have been found to be related to identification in past research (Kreiner &
Ashforth, 2004). Gender was measured with a dichotomous variable with 0 = male and 1
= female. Age was measured via responses to a 5-point Likert scale mtiestio
grouped ages into categories: 1 = <25 years, 2 = 26-35 years, 3 = 36-45 yeth3 =
years, 5 = >55 years. Individual tenure on project teams is theorized to bd telat

identification because individuals remain in jobs with which they resonate aniflyident
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more strongly over time (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Individual tenure on praacts
was also measured using a 5-point Likert scale that grouped yeansiigf into
categories: = <6 months on project team, 2 = <1 year on project team, 3 =r$-@ryea
project team, 4 = 2-3 years on project team, 5 = >3 years on project team.

Project team level control variables included team size, occupational grdup wit
the organization, team tenure diversity, and virtualness. Team size was incladed as
control variable because smaller team sizes are theorized to providproaneal
references for identification and, conversely, large team sizes may pnoerdeand
different references for identification (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). niessze was
measured by counting the number of team members on each project team. Ocdupationa
group was included as a control variable because studies have shown that snranager
supervisors identify more strongly with employers because they aredexiVar it and
because those who identify more strongly are more likely to be promoted into positions
of management (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). Occupational group was meastineal wi
survey question to determine position: 1= non-management, 2 = supervisor, 3 =
professional, 4 = middle management, 5 = senior manager (VP or above). Team tenur
diversity has been associated with identification (Van Der Vegt & Buode2905) and
was measured using a calculation for a coefficient of variation based statidard
deviation of individual tenure scores divided by mean tenure for each project team
Virtualness is defined as the degree to which team members interact-io-face or
virtual settings and is theorized relate to identification (Fiol & O’Connor, 2005).

Virtualness was measured with a survey question that elicited respboséshe
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primary means of interaction with other team members: 1 = face-to-facen2ai, 3 =
telephone, 4 = very little interaction.
Instrument Testing

The instrument used for this study was tested to ensure clarity and cansisten
and to test the implementation of the web-based approach to administering the survey.
Testing was conducted in two stages using the Campanelli (2008) stages of $egting a
framework. In the first stage, question testing, the instrument wastpcetessng an
expert panel with knowledge of the topic, the population, or survey methodology. The
goal of this stage was to test instrument design and flow. In the second stdge, pil
testing, the instrument was administered to a small sample similar tegeethsample
using the procedures as planned for the study. The goal of this stage was to test the
survey under conditions as close as possible to the real study focusing on procedures and
routines. The pilot test was used to determine if the survey instrument comt@ainaca
participants the intended information (Campanelli, 2008). The following sections
describe these two stages in more detail.
Question Testing

Question testing was conducted using an expert panel of 16 members. The
members of the panel included people with expertise in the topics of the study, the
population targeted for the study, and the use of survey methodology in social science
research. This test stage consisted of providing a copy of the survey mm @&br
approximated the final form. It was not administered via a web-enabled tool asd it di

not have the ability to electronically collect responses to the survey itemespufpose
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of this stage was to obtain feedback on the look and feel of the survey, the instructions,
and the questions.

The feedback received in the question testing stage focused on the scales for the
items used in the survey, the specific wording of some of the instructions and guestions
and some suggestions for additional responses that might be appropriate for the study.
The feedback indicated that the length of the survey was appropriate. Most of the
recommended changes were editorial in nature and did not substantively altevélye s
instrument. The most significant revision resulted in a consistent approachtenthe i
response scales for the different types of questions. These changenpleneeinted in
a revised version of the survey.

The revised survey was transferred to the web-based survey admaonstoati
Survey Monkey. The tool necessitated some cosmetic changes that were ofbthgart
original instrument used in the question testing stage, as well as sange<€hesulting
from practical considerations related to web-based administration. Foplexamthe
instrument used in the question testing phase the response choices appeared lyorizontal
under the questions. In the web-based tool, the choices appear in a verbeddlisthe
guestions. In addition, aesthetically it was more appropriate to break the siiovey
pages that contained only the number of questions that would fit on a typical computer
screen rather than requiring participants to keep scrolling down to accessradiditi
guestions. Finally, an implied consent form was added to the instrument.

Pilot Testing
When the instrument was fully developed in Survey Monkey a pilot test was

conducted with five people who were asked to participate from the perspective of
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members of their own organizations or as they thought members of the target
organization might respond to the questions. The purpose of this stage of the testing was
to examine the implementation and procedures of the survey and to identify any issues
related to item responses received. Specific feedback about the surveguwestad

from the participants including understanding of the instructions, clarity of quesdimhs
suggestions for improvements. The data collected in the pilot test was used to look for
any patterns or other characteristics that would indicate issues wghrtrey items.

The pilot test procedures worked properly and no feedback was received that
revealed any issues with the implementation. An email was sent to theppatsci
providing information about the pilot and requesting participation. The email also
included the hyperlink that brought participants directly to the implied consenpfmm
of the survey. Upon agreeing to the consent form, participants were then taken to the
survey. All the procedures worked properly and were easily understood by the
participants.

The pilot test revealed some specific areas for improvement includingedd for
more clarity about the purpose of the survey and the benefit to the participants, some
additional concerns about the scales, and specific wording in some of the questions.
Generally, the feedback was focused on minor modifications to add clarity csteanyi
and no major issues were identified. The data collected from the pilot test didewdt re
any disturbing patterns or internally inconsistent responses.

The two stages of testing accomplished the goal of improving the clarity and
consistency of the instrument and ensuring the proper implementation of the wdb-bas

administration of the survey. The feedback received during the testing prosess wa
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considered and incorporated as appropriate. The testing confirmed that the survey
instrument communicated to participants the intended information (Campanelli, 2008).
After revisions, the instrument contained 28 items, most of which used a 5-point Likert
scale. The pilot test took participants approximately 10 minutes to complete.

Data Analysis

The following sections describe the data analysis procedures and technigles use
in this study.

Preliminary Data Handling

Preliminary data handling includes the procedures and techniques followed to
ensure the integrity and accuracy of the data. The following sections dekeribe
preliminary data handling procedures and techniques used in this study.

Data entry and storage. Data collected in this study was gathered and stored
initially in the Survey Monkey tool. Survey Monkey has the capability to digitally
collect, store, filter, and report survey data. In addition, it is capable of expdata in
a variety of formats including Comma Separated Values (.csv) and MicEost (.xISs)
which can then be imported into statistical processing software applicaticnessAto
the Survey Monkey data files was password-protected, as were the downloadiddsja
which were stored on the researcher’s password-protected personal cormguiet.a
The files were also backed up to an external hard drive after they were dowrfimade
Survey Monkey to protect against data loss in the event of technical difficulties.

Missing data. Survey Monkey tools were used initially to view the data and
check for conditions such as incomplete surveys. The tools provided summary

information about the survey as well as a graphical interface to inspecildeted data.
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Summary information included data such as the number of completed surveysahnd tot
number of questions answered, which provided an initial view of non-response. After the
files were exported to Microsoft Excel format (.xIs) they wereragaiually inspected

for errors and missing data before importation into statistical processtnguse

applications. Microsoft Excel provides a tabular view of the data that isediffrom

the graphical view provided by Survey Monkey and revealed additional non-responses.
The data were also inspected for response set bias by visually scanningeg$mons
individuals for patterns of answers.

Data transformation. The data as collected was transformed to provide the
insight defined by the research questions. The OAS (Johnson, 2000) was that portion of
the instrument that measured project team learning and consisted of adjetz! team
learning score and four separate subsystem scores of multiple itemsesaironmental
interface, action and reflection, dissemination and diffusion, and memory and meaning.
Using the Survey Monkey feature that allows tracking of responses by pegstt t
individual participant responses to the OAS items were combined into megorotpéat
team scores and scores for each subsystem for analysis. Orgaaizdentification
was measured within this study’s instrument using the six items from theakfel
Ashforth (1992) scale. A mean score for identification was calculated for each
participant. Reverse scoring was not necessary because the schlwsnassgimilar for
all the survey items in that the least desirable responses were |dddtedoaver end of
the scales and the most desirable responses were at the higher end ofgshdtenade
were equally weighted.

Response rate.The sampling frame for this study contained up-to-date contact
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information because it was based on the current employee roster for ghe@ngom
Contact information is maintained in the employee account system and empi@jke e
addresses, which are assigned during the employee orientation period atrihenbegi
employment with the company, do not change. Potential for non-response existed if
example, an employee left the company just before the survey was distabdtéhe
records were not updated at the time the sampling frame was producedinfaimi
number of invitations were undelivered, either because the person was no longer an
employee or because the email address was incorrect for some reasonact heason
was impossible to determine. To mitigate non-response, an initial covenlaster
emailed to each of the sample project-team members explaining the purgusswity
and urging participation. The email also informed members that they should expect
additional emails from the researcher.

Another issue that could have affected response rate was the fact that in some
work locations access to company email and the Internet is limited. This coraditild
have affected the amount of time it would take for participants to actualiyedbe
email. Once received, it may have been inconvenient or impossible for the paisicga
complete the survey at that particular time. Allowances were made $ertijpes of
response delays in the schedule by spacing out reminder emails over a period of weeks

The survey instrument included demographic questions which were evaluatest agai
company maintained demographic data to determine if the responsive partizipants
representative of the organization. Specifically, the data was analyzeeérmide if

responses were geographically dispersed and that multiple business tinmitshei
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company were represented. Because almost all the teams inviteddipg@rivere
included in the analysis, the respondents were representative of the company.

Reliability. The Cronbach’s alpha coefficient is a measure of the internal
consistency or reliability of an instrument or factors within an instrument, (2208).
Values of .70 are considered adequate, .80 very good, and .90 excellent (Kline, 2005).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated to check the internastantsi of the
survey instrument and measure the reliability of the organizational lgdaators and
organizational identification within the instrument. The Cronbach’s alpha aatms
for each of the four OAS (Johnson, 2000) factors were compared to the reliability
measures of Johnson (2000) in the initial test of reliability and validity of thremmait
and to other studies that have used this instrument. For the items measuring
identification, Cronbach’s alpha calculations from this study were also cechpéth
Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) alpha calculations and with other studies of idatitific
using this scale from the literature. Results of this analysis can be foQMapter 4.
Statistical Analysis

This section describes how the collected data was analyzed. The datasanalys
proceeded in three stages. First, descriptive statistics wetdatettusing SPSS
including means, standard deviations, frequencies, percentages, and Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. Correlations were calculated as an initial test akthBonships between
the variables. Second, between-group differences were calculated talassgesp-
level effects using hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) techniques.dTRELM analysis
was used to test the hypotheses and understand the relationships between the variables

A Windows-based software program, HLM 7.0, was used to conduct the HLM analyses.
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HLM has been proposed as an approach for examining relationships that cross
levels of analysis (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). In the analysis of censs-|
models there are three possible approaches. The first approach, disaggregatias invol
assigning scores from the higher-level variable to the lower-level unihandising
ordinary least squares regression analysis. This approach violates theadtatis
assumption of independence of observations of the ordinary least squares regression
approach because the associated random errors include both group-level and individual-
level components (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000; Maas & Hox, 2005). The second
possible approach is to aggregate the lower-level variable measuremaetbigher-
level unit. This approach ignores individual-level variance, resulting in teefos
potentially significant findings. These first two approaches are alsorabledo
committing the fallacy of the wrong level and the ecological falladye fallacy of the
wrong level consists of drawing conclusions about data at a different level thah tha
which it was analyzed. The ecological fallacy is interpreting agtgeghata at the
individual level (Hox, 1995). In addition, traditional techniques face limitations of
aggregation bias, misestimated precision, and unit of analysis issues (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). The third approach, HLM, was developed to address the limitations of the
disaggregation and aggregation approaches by explicitly including both Hez-hegel
and lower-level random errors. According to Ashmore, Deux, and McLaughlin-Volpe
(2004), the influence of contextual elements such as social structures, patterns of
interaction, and shared beliefs on identification should be examined using haakrchi

linear models.
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HLM can be thought of as a two-stage process that first examineswbelevel
variables (level 1) and then examines the higher-level variables (levebi2hgHn,
Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). This study included two levels of analysis: level 1thas
individual member and level 2 was the project team. These levels and theiatassoci
variables are shown in Table 3-1. Because the data collected was mettuoed a
different levels in a nested arrangement (individuals within project tearesrchical
linear modeling was used to answer the research questions becausentagraeid

approach that results in more accurate estimation (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002).

Table 3-1Multilevel nature of the research questions

Level 1 Level 2
Individual Project Team
Member identification Project team learning actions

Project team memory and meaning learning actions
Project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions
Project team action and reflection learning actions

Project team environmental interface learning actions

In organizational research, zero values for variables often are not meanirgf
example, it is meaningless for a project team to have zero learning adtions.
hierarchical linear modeling, alternative scaling to center varia&blesed to ensure
meaningful results. There are three types of scaling that can be usesuitanr
different interpretations of the intercept term (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998). Raw score, or

uncentered, variables result in an intercept term equal to the expected vakie of t

92



dependent variable when the independent variable is zero. Raw scores are used for
dichotomous variables for which centering is itself meaningless. In thig sied
individual level control variable, gender, was coded with a O for male, and a 1 foefemal
Centering this variable has no meaning and it was left in the raw scor farthe
analysis. Group mean centering results in an intercept term that is edueaétgpected
value of the dependent variable for an individual whose value on the independent
variable is equal to the group mean. Grand mean centering results in an inegroept
that is equal to the expected value of the dependent variable for an individual whose
value on the independent variable is equal to the mean across all individuals in the
sample. Grand mean centering is appropriate when the research interest is
understanding how group level variables predict individual outcomes after togtfot
individual level variables, which is the nature of this study. Grand mean cerdbing
reduces problems with collinearity. All variables with the exception of geneler
centered around the grand mean.

The intitial step in testing the hypotheses was to conduct the equivalent of a one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000), alsceckihe
null or unconditional model (Raudenbush & Bryk, 2002). This test determines the
amount of between-group variance in the dependent variable. In this study, pesject te
identification is hypothesized to vary by project team based on the level oftpeajec
learning within each group. Therefore, it is necessary to establish tleaatber
differences in project team identification by project team. Stalsgignificance of this
test indicates that differences in project teams effect project teatificiion and

further analysis is justified. Also as a result of this test, the lagacdTorrelation
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Coefficient, or ICC(1), was calculated to determine the proportion of toiahearthat
could be explained by project team membership.
The five hypotheses to be tested in this study using HLM were derivedtieom

research questions:

Hypothesis 1

Hypothesis Ih: Project team learning actions do not predict project team

identification.

Hypothesis kL. Project team learning actions predict project team

identification.

Hypothesis 2

Hypothesis kh: Project team meaning and memory learning actions do not

predict project team identification.

Hypothesis Eb. Project team meaning and memory learning actions predict

project team identification.

Hypothesis 3

Hypothesis s Project team action and reflection learning actions do not

predict project team identification.

Hypothesis k. Project team action and reflection learning actions predict

project team identification.

Hypothesis 4

Hypothesis bl Project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions do

not predict project team identification.

Hypothesis k. Project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions
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predict project team identification.

Hypothesis 5

Hypothesis k. Project team environmental interface learning actions do not

predict project team identification.

Hypothesis k. Project team environmental interface learning actions predict

project team identification.

These hypotheses and the HLM testing model are depicted in Figure 3-1.

Member
Identification

Level 2

L : Memory and Action and Dissemination External

Ae?rnlng Meaning Reflection and Diffusion Interface
ctions Actions Actions Actions Actions

Level 1

Figure 3-1 Hypotheses measurement model using HLM

The instrument used to measure project team learning contains five separate
scales. One scale is a total project team learning score and the otlssafesrmeasure

each of the four learning subsystems separately. The hypothesis tpptiogch used in

this study was directly aligned with these five instrument subscaleb@amnesearch

guestions. The first hypothesis, and the first HLM model to be built, consisted o) testi
the relationship between total project team learning and project teamicdeiatif, which

is the basic purpose of this study. This first model could be considered the complete
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model, because it includes all four of the project team learning subsystems. If a
relationship was found to exist in this first HLM model, the next steps were tostematk
the relationship between each of the four subsystems and project team ateontific
which are represented by hypotheses 2-5. These relationships were exantinidinxy
a model for each to determine the direct relationship between the individual subsystem
and identification. Since the subsystems are contained in the total projettaeaimg
score, they were evaluated separately in the subsequent models. Other appyoaches t
conducting the HLM analysis were possible, however, this approach most directly
addressed the research questions.
Human Participation and Ethics

The ethical concerns associated with this survey were minimal. Pantisiwere
asked for their consent to participate in the study and were informed that their
participation was voluntary. If responses were publicly revealed andatsslowith the
participants, there was some risk that the information could cause traumea to t
participants within the work setting if it were used against them. Therefepgnges to
the survey were anonymous and the data collected was kept confidential. SurveyMonke
was used to conduct the survey and has features that protect anonymity, making it
impossible for responses to be traced to individual participants. In addition,
SurveyMonkey requires a secure login procedure to use and access the tool and only the
researcher was authorized access to the survey data. After downloading finenaa
SurveyMonkey, password protection was used to ensure the security of the data and

prevent unauthorized access. Data backups also incorporated this protection scheme.
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This research study was examined by the Institutional Review Board @&&drge

Washington University and deemed to have less than minimal risk for participants.
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Chapter 4 Analysis and Results
Overview

The analysis began with an evaluation of the response rate and a check for
missing data. In this study, 2516 individuals in 73 project teams received onstédi
participate. In total, 1273 individuals in 72 project teams responded, a response rate of
50.1%. According to Dillman (2007), an ideal response rate for a web-based survey is
80% but that rate is difficult to obtain. The average response rate is 30% (Punch, 2003).
Listwise deletion was used to eliminate incomplete surveys. Listwisiotelalso
known as complete-case analysis, is an approach to handling missing data inlwhich al
cases with at least one missing item are deleted from the anal§is€#&€R Rubin &
Schenker, 2008). After listwise deletion was performed, 1100 respondents on 72 project
teams ranging in size from 2 to 77 remained for analysis.

Scherbaum and Ferreter (2009) address the issue of statistical power evelultil
modeling based on the unique factors relevant in multilevel research. Powferad ds
the probability of correctly rejecting a false null hypothesis. Poweulesions for
multilevel models are more complex than single level designs because thetaasain
independence is violated in multilevel models. In addition, although power computations
assume a balanced design (i.e., project teams with equal numbers of individuals), the
authors state that the assumption of a balanced design is not critical itiegtima
statistical power and minimum or average sample sizes within each groupemagd in
the calculations. For this study, a post hoc power analysis was conductedhesintal
survey results in the following equations:

var(yo) = 4(+(1-p)/n)iJ
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S.E.{o1) = varfo)*?

Where:

J = number of project teams, 72

n = number of individuals in the smallest project team, 2

p =1CC(1), .02

vo1 = fixed effects for the slope term in Level 2 equation for the Level 1 intercept

var = variance

S.E. = standard error

The standard error can then be entered into the following equation, along with an
estimate of effect size, to solve for thealue, which is then used to estimate power.

Z,.p < Effect Size/Standard Error 44>

Where:

Effect Size = .5

Z1.g= z score associatedth the level of statistical power

Z1.42 =z Score associated with the chosen level of a Type 1 error (.05), 1.96

For this study, the value is calculated to be 1.01, which yields an estimate of
statistical power of .84.
Variables

Table 4-1 describes the variables used in the equations shown irctiua.skadividual
level control variables included gender, age, and individual tenure on project teams and
are identified as GENDER, AGE, and TENURE respectively in Table 4-1. Gesader
measured with a dichotomous variable with 0 = male and 1 = female. Age was measured

via responses to a 5-point Likert scale question that grouped ages into cateheries
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<25 years, 2 = 26-35 years, 3 = 36-45 years, 4 = 46-55 years, 5 = >55 years. Individual
tenure on project teams was also measured using a 5-point Likert stgi®tiped years
of tenure into categories: 1 = <6 months on project team, 2 = <1 year on project team, 3
= 1-2 years on project team, 4 = 2-3 years on project team, 5 = >3 years ontpamject
Project team level control variables included team size (TEAMSIZE),
occupational group within the organization (OCCGROUP), team tenure diversity
(TENUREDIV), and virtualness (VIRTUAL). Team size was measured by cautite
number of team members on each project team. Occupational group was medblured w
a survey guestion to determine position: 1= non-management, 2 = supervisor, 3 =
professional, 4 = middle management, 5 = senior manager (VP or above). Team tenur
diversity was measured using a calculation for a coefficient of variatssdlan the
standard deviation of individual tenure scores divided by mean tenure for each project
team. Virtualness is defined as the degree to which team members inteaaettio-f
face or virtual settings and was measured with a survey question thatlelesponses
about the primary means of interaction with other team members: 1 = facet@-fae-
mail, 3 = telephone, 4 = very little interaction. Project team learningrascti
(LEARN_MEAN) was the mean total project team learning score. Menmatyreeaning
learning actions (MM_TEAM), action and reflection learning actions (ARANIE
dissemination and diffusion learning actions (DD_TEAM), and environmentalaogerf
learning actions (EI_TEAM) were the mean team scores for each of thetpeaje

learning subsystems.

Table 4-1Description of study variables

Variable Description
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IDENT

GENDER

AGE

TENURE

TEAMSIZE

OCCGROUP

VIRTUAL

TENUREDIV

LEARN_MEAN

MM_TEAM

AR_TEAM

DD_TEAM

El_TEAM

Dependent variable measuring individual level of project team

identification.

Level 1 control variable measuring gender of respondents.
Level 1 control variable measuring age of respondents.

Level 1 control variable measuring the amount of time spent on the

project team.

Level 2 control variable measuring the size of each projaut tea
Level 2 control variable measuring the hierarchical positite in t

company.

Level 2 control variable measuring extent of virtualness of ptojec

teams according to the most common type of interaction among

project team members.

Level 2 control variable measuring the coefficient of vemmeof

tenure within teams.

Independent variable measuring project team learning actions

Independent variable measuring memory and meaning learning

actions.

Independent variable measuring action and reflection learning

actions.

Independent variable measuring dissemination and diffusion learning
actions.

Independent variable measuring environmental interface hegarni

actions.
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Response Demographics

Table 4-2 presents a summary of the response demographics for this study.

Table 4-2Summary of response demographics

Variable Results
Gender 75.9% male, 24.1% female
Age <25 years: 3.7%

26-35 years: 21.3%
36-45 years: 21.5%
46-55 years: 34.6%
> 55 years: 18.8%
Tenure < 6 months on project team: 7.5%
< 1 year on project team: 14.1%
1-2 years on project team: 18.1%
2-3 years on project team: 13.1%
> 3 years on project team: 47.2%
Occupational group Non-management: 54.6%
Supervisor: 17.1%
Professional: 19.8%
Middle management: 7.8%
Senior management (VP or above): .6%
Virtualness Face-to-face: 66.7%

E-mail: 27.1%
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Telephone: 2.3%

| rarely interact with other project team members: 3.9%

Descriptive Statistics

Table 4-4 presents the means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and icorselat
for this study. Correlations provided the initial tests of the hypotheses inutijs skhe
table shows that project team identification was correlated with ptegact learning
actions (r = .11p < .01), memory and meaning learning actions (r =p38,01),
dissemination and diffusion learning actions (r = d4,.01), action and reflection
learning actions (r = .3¢, < .01), and environmental interface learning actions (r #p.31,
<.01). According to Hinkle, Wiersma, and Jurs (2003), correlations of .90 to 1.00 (-.90
to -1.00) indicate a very high positive (negative) correlation, .70 to .90 (-.70 to -.90)
indicate a high positive (negative) correlation, .50 to .70 (-.50 to -.70) indicate a moderate
positive (negative) correlation, .30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50) indicate a low positive (negative)
correlation, and .00 to .30 (.00 to -.30) indicate little positive (negative) correlation.
These results indicate that a low positive relationship exists betweerfiod¢ion and
memory and meaning learning actions, action and reflection learning actidns, a
environmental interface learning actions, and little relationship betwestificktion and
dissemination and diffusion learning actions and project team learning aclibese
results provide minimal preliminary support for hypothesgs Hi3, and Hs and weak, if
any, support for hypothesesitdnd Hy In addition, team size (r = -.07 < .05) and
virtualness (r = -.15 < .01) were shown to be weakly negatively correlated with project

team identification. These correlations indicate that the larger timesiea and the more
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virtual the team, the less individuals identified with the team. Occupational @reup

.14,p < .01) was weakly positively correlated with project team identiboatneaning

that those more senior in the hierarchy identified more with project teBinese

correlations are preliminary and do not provide strong evidence for the hypothesized

relationships.

Cronbach’s alpha is an estimate of reliability of a survey instrument (Hox,.2008)

Comparison of Cronbach’s alpha scores between this study and previous studies using the

same scales are shown in Table 4.3 along with the scores for this study. ofal@eare

considered adequate, .80 very good, and .90 excellent (Kline, 2005).

Table 4-3Comparison of Cronbach's alpha scores for the survey instruments

Measure Study
This Mael and Ge, Su, Edwards Riketta
study Ashforth and Zhou (2005) (2005)
(1992) (2010)
Identification scale .80 .87 .87 .85 .84
Study
Johnson Ba (2004) Hunte-Cox Krishna
(2000) (2004) (2008)
OAS .94 - - - .87
Memory/meaning .82 74 .61 .70 g7
Dissem/diffusion .81 .81 .70 g7 .75
Action/reflection g7 .64 .58 .62 72
Env interface 74 .78 .73 71 .73
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Table 4-4Study variable means, standard deviations, reliabilities, and correlations

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1. Gendér 24 43 -

2. Agé€ 344 113  -05 -

3. Tenuré 378 136 -01 .77 -

4. Team size 63.92 61.75 -07 .17  -07 -

5. Occ. GrouDp 183 1.04 -09 .15 177 -03 -

6. Virtualness 1.43 .73 04 .08 .02 07 .01 -

7. Tenure diversity .33 13 -03 -11 -37 20" -08 .01 -

8. lIdentification 412 .70 .01 -.01 -01  -07 .14 -15 .00 -

9. Team learning 319 .26 -02 -14 -06 -227 .01 -08 .04 af -

10. Meaning/memory 3.44 .78 02 -11 -04 -09 .08 -18 .01 .38 .31 -

11. Dissem/diffusion 3.16 .38 00 -106 -08 -03 .09 -14° 02 14 300 797 -

12. Action/reflection 3.25 .89 -02 -09 -07 -06 .09° -14 01 36 .33 .78 83 -
13. Environmental 292 .80 01 -13 -09° -10° .06 -12° .03 3T 33 .75 74 13 -
interface

* p<.05.

** p<.01.

N =1100.

@ Gender was coded: male = 0, female = 1.

P Age was coded: 1 = <25 years, 2 = 26-35 years, 3 = 36-45 years, 4 = 46-55 yedis, y@ars.

¢ Tenure was coded: 1 = <6 months on project team, 2 = <1 year on project team, 3 ¥sleR peaject team, 4 = 2-3 years on
project team, 5 = >3 years on project team.

4 Occupational group was coded: 1= non-management, 2 = supervisor, 3 = professional, 4 = anidgéeent, 5 = senior manager
(VP or above).

®Virtualness was coded: 1 = face-to-face, 2 = e-mail, 3 = telephone, 4 = tleripi@raction.

" Tenure diversity was calculated as the standard deviation of tenuredivited by mean tenure for each project team.
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Hypothesis Testing

Hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) was used to examine the hypotheseg. HL
is appropriate for the analysis of hierarchically nested data strudtutbs case,
individuals within project teams. A Windows-based software program, HLM 7.0, was
used to conduct the analysis.
Null Model

The first step in testing the hypotheses using hierarchical linear nvoae®
conduct the equivalent of a one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) (HofmarffinGri
& Gavin, 2000), also referred to as the null or unconditional model (Raudenbush & Bryk,
2002). The purpose of this test is to determine the amount of between-group variance in
the dependent variable. In this study, project team identification is hyp@tiésizary
by project team based on the level of project team learning within eagh. gftverefore,
it is necessary to establish that there are differences in projectdeatfi¢cation by
project team. This relationship is represented by the following equations:

Level 1: IDENT; =Bg; + 1

Level 2: Boj = yoo + W

Combined equation: IDENT= oo + Wj + I

Where:

| = project team

I = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project tepm,

Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification
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Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

In the level 1 equation, there are no predictors and, therefore, there is no slope in
the linear equation. The equation only includes an intercept term for the regressi
which is equal to the mean for each grdiyp, The variance in the level 1 equatiop,is
within-group variance. The level 2 equation then uses the group rigatscalculate
the mean of the group means, or grand mean for project team identifigggionhhe
variance in the level 2 equationy,us the between-group variance. Members of the same
project team are more likely to be similar to each other and different frantbens of
other project teams because they live and work in the same areas and share common
purpose. HLM 7.0 provides a chi-square significance test of the unconditional model
including the variance components. Significance indicates that differencegdot pr
teams effect project team identification and further analysis i$igasti

The results of this one-way ANOVA, shown in Table 4-5, indicate that project
team identification varied significantly across project tegfns, 97.49,p < 0.05, ICC(1)
=0.02. The ICC(1) is a calculation of the ratio of the variance between units ydignal
(project teams) to the variance within units of analysis (individuaigjteo + o°). It is
the proportion of total variance that can be explained by project team memizgrdhip
typically ranges from 0.0 to 0.30 (Bliese, 2000; Raudenbush & Bryk, 2000). Although
the ICC(1) value in this study is small it is statistically sigaifit and, according to
Bliese (2000), ICC(1) values based on Likert scale items rarely reach 0.3@aftba
much lower because of range restrictions associated with such scales. @oivdea

values have still been found to be important in understanding group effects. Non-zero
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values for the ICC(1) indicate that “group membership affects or is retatedé¢r-level
observations” (Bliese, 20000, p. 358). In this study, the non-zero ICC(1) value indicates
that project team membership accounts for some of the between team variatmeadn pr
team identification. Based on this analysis of the null model and the sigodicé the

one-way ANOVA, additional models were constructed to test the hypotheses.

Table 4-5HLM results of the null model

Standard

Fixed effect Coefficient t df p-value
error
Intercept 413 0.03 163.90 71 <.001***
Random effect variance  Standard v df p-value
component deviation
Between project teamgu 0.01 0.10 97.49 71 0.02*
Within project team,r 0.48 0.69
N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** p<0.001

Control Variables

In this study there are control variables at both level 1 and level 2. These control
variables were entered into the model in two steps.

Level 1 control variables. In the first model, the three individual level (level 1)
control variables were modeled using the following equations.

Level 1. IDENT; = Boi+B1*(GENDER;)+B2*(AGE;)+B3*(TENURE;)+ I

Level 2: Boj = yoo + W

B1j =10
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Paj = v20
Psj = v30
Combined equation: IDENT=ygo + y16*GENDER; + v20*AGE;; + y30* TENURE; +
Uoj* fi
Where:
| = project team
I = member of project team,
Boj = intercept of project team identification for project tepm,
Yoo = grand mean project team identification
v10 = mean of gender regression slopes across groups
Y20 = mean of age regression slopes across groups
Y30 = mean of tenure regression slopes across groups
Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

As shown in Table 4-6, none of the level 1 control variables were found to be
statistically significant (gendenio = 0.02,ns age: y2o = -0.00,ns tenure:y3o = 0.00,

nsg) and were removed from the model.

Table 4-6HLM results of the level 1 control variables

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.13 0.03 144.56 71 <.001***

Individual control (level 1)
Gender 0.02 0.06 0.32 1025 0.75
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Age -0.00 0.02 -0.00 1025 0.99

Tenure 0.00 0.02 0.14 1025 0.89

N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** p<0.001
Level 2 control variables. The four project team level control variables (level 2)
were added to the model using the following equations.
Level 1: IDENT; = Boj + £
Level 2: Boj =Yoot 701*(TEAMS|ZEJ') + 702*(OCCGROUFJ)) + 703*(V|RTUA|_ j)
+ 704 (TENUREDIV)) + W
Combined equation: IDENT=yoo + yor* TEAMSIZE; + v0,*OCCGROUR +

Yos*VIRTUAL | + 0 TENUREDIV; + W+ I

Where:

| = project team

I = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project team,
Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Yo1 = mean of team size slopes

Yo2 = mean of occupational group slopes

Yo3 = mean of virtualness slopes

Yoa = mean of tenure diversity slopes

Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification
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Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

Team size was significantly negatively related to project teantifdation (yo1 =
-0.01,p < 0.01), indicating that the larger the project team, the lower the praect te
identification. The other team level control variables were not statlgtgignificant
(occupational grouproz = 0.04,ns virtualnessyoes = 0.01,ns and tenure diversityos =

0.12,n9) and were removed from the model. These results are depicted in Table 4-7.

Table 4-7HLM results of the level 1 and level 2 control variables

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.14 0.03 167.36 67 <.001***
Team control (level 2)

Team size -0.01 0.01 -2.71 67 0.01**
Tenure diversity 0.12 0.016 0.75 67 0.46
Occupational group 0.04 0.02 1.81 67 0.08
Virtualness 0.01 0.03 0.24 67 0.81

N=1100. J=72.

*  p<0.05.

** p<0.01.

*** p<0.001

Hypothesis 1 Testing

The next type of model to be built included a level 2 predictor variable and is
referred to as an intercepts-as-outcomes model. In this study, fiveteeptarepts-as-
outcomes models were built to test the five hypotheses. The first model wae use
determine if project team learning actions as a total score predictedt peaje

identification. If the null hypothesi$lo;, was supported, further hypothesis testing
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would not be necessary. If the alternative hypothekis,was supported, further
hypothesis testing would be justified. Further hypothesis testing woulargeter
whether each of the project team learning subsystems of the OLSM predict peam
identification. This model used the following equations.

Level 1: IDENT; =Bg; + 1

Level 2: Bo; =Yoo + Yor*(TEAMSIZE)) + yo*(LEARN_MEAN;) + W

Combined equation: IDENT= ygo + yor* TEAMSIZE] + yoo*LEARN_MEAN; +

Uojt T

Where:

| = project team

I = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project tepm,

Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Yo1 = mean of team size slopes

Yo2 = mean of project team learning slopes

Variance (f) = o® = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

The HLM results for hypothesis 1, shown in Table 4-8 revealed that project team
learning actions are significantly positively related to projeattelentification fo, =
0.28,p < 0.01), controlling for team size. Team size was no longer statistically

significant after adding project team learning to the modeL{.01,ns), indicating that
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in the presence of high project team learning scores, team size is not a Ifaletearih
identification. Hypothesis 1 is therefore supported by the data. Havalgisiséd that
project team learning is related to project team identification, thesteps were to test
the remaining hypotheses to understand the relationship of each projectasanyle
subsystem to project team identification. Since each of the four subsysteomntained
within the total project team learning variable, for each test of hypegi$§, the

independent variables were added individually in the models to avoid overlap.

Table 4-8Project team learning and project team identification

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.14 0.03 167.02 69 <.001***

Team control (level 2)
Team size -0.01 0.01 -1.55 69 0.13
Team variables (level 2)

Project team learning 0.28 0.09 3.25 69 0.002**

N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** p<0.001
Hypothesis 2 Testing
Hypothesis 2 proposed that the memory and meaning project team learning
actions predict project team identification using the following equations.
Level 1: IDENT; = Boj + 1
Level 2: Boj = yoo + Yor*(TEAMSIZE)) + yoo*(MM_TEAM)) + Wy

Combined equation: IDENT=ygo + yor* TEAMSIZE; + yo.*MM_TEAM j + W+
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Where:

| = project team

I = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project team,

Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Yo1 = mean of team size slopes

Yo2 = mean of memory and meaning slopes

Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

The results of this test are depicted in Table 4-9. The results show that memory
and meaning learning actions are significantly positively related tegtrigam
identification o2 = 0.27, p < 0.01) after controlling for team size. Team size was no
longer statistically significant after adding memory and meaningiteaactions to the
model o1 = -.01,n9), indicating that in the presence of high memory and meaning
learning scores, team size is not a relevant factor in identification. lget2 is

therefore supported by the data.

Table 4-9Memory and meaning learning actions and project team identification

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.13 0.03 148.62 69 <.001***
Team control (level 2)

Team size -0.01 0.01 -1.44 69 0.16
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Team variables (level 2)

Memory and meaning learning  0.27 0.09 3.10 69 0.003**

N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** p<0.001
Hypothesis 3 Testing
Hypothesis 3 proposed that the dissemination and diffusion project team learning
actions predict project team identification. This hypothesis was modetegthes
following equations.
Level 1: IDENT; = Boj +

Level 2: Boj =Yoot 701*(TEAMS|ZEJ') +702*(DD_TEAMJ') + U

Combined Equation: IDENT= yoo +0* TEAMSIZE; +v0,*DD_TEAM,; + Ugj+

Where:

| = project team

i = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project team,

Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Yo1 = mean of team size slopes

vo2 = mean of dissemination and diffusion slopes

Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = o0 = between-group variance in project team identification

115



The results of this test are depicted in Table 4-10. The results show that
dissemination and diffusion learning actions are significantly positieddyed to project
team identificationyp, = 0.22,p < 0.01) after controlling for team size. Hypothesis 3 is
therefore supported by the data. In addition, team size was significanttivalga
related to project team identificatioypp{ = -0.01,p < 0.05), suggesting that team size

remains relevant even if dissemination and diffusion learning actions aeafpres

Table 4-10Dissemination and diffusion learning and project team identification

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.14 0.03 168.33 69 <.001***
Team control (level 2)

Team size -0.01 0.01 -2.00 69 0.05*
Team variables (level 2)
Dissemination and diffusion 0.22 0.09 2.60 69 0.01**

learning

N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** p<0.001
Hypothesis 4 Testing
Hypothesis 4 proposed that the action and reflection project team learnarg act
predict project team identification. This hypothesis was modeled using thifal
equations.

Level 1: IDENT; =Bo; + I

Level 2: Boj =7Yo00 +’Y()1*(TEAMS|ZEJ') +702*(AR_TEAMJ') + Up;
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Combined Equation: IDENT= yoo + Yor* TEAMSIZE; + yo*AR_TEAM; + to;+

Where:

| = project team

i = member of project team,

Boj = intercept of project team identification for project tepm,

Yoo = grand mean project team identification

Yo1 = mean of team size slopes

Y02 = mean of action and reflection slopes

Variance (§) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification

The results of this test are depicted in Table 4-11. The results show that action
and reflection learning actions are significantly positively eglab project team
identification o2 = 0.22,p < 0.001) after controlling for team size. Team size was not
statistically significant after adding action and reflection legyrictions to the model
(yo1 = -.01,n9), indicating that in the presence of high action and reflection learning
scores, team size is not a relevant factor in identification. Hypothesisetaare

supported by the data.

Table 4-11Action and reflection learning and project team identification

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.14 0.03 168.10 69 <.001***
Team control (level 2)
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Team size -0.01 0.01 -1.69 69 0.10
Team variables (level 2)
Action and reflection 0.22 0.06 3.61 69 0.001***

learning

N=1100. J=72.
*  p<0.05.
** p<0.01.
*** n<0.001
Hypothesis 5 Testing
Hypothesis 5 proposed that the environmental interface project team learning
actions predict project team identification. This hypothesis was modetegthes
following equations.
Level 1: IDENT; =Bg; + 1
Level 2: Bo; =Yoo + Yor*(TEAMSIZE)) + y02*(El_TEAM;) + W
Combined Equation: IDEN;T= yoo + 70:*TEAMSIZE; + yoo*EI_TEAM; + U+ 1
Where:
| = project team
I = member of project team,
Boj = intercept of project team identification for project tepm,
Yoo = grand mean project team identification
Yo1 = mean of team size slopes
Yo2 = mean of environmental interface slopes
Variance (f) = o° = within-group variance in project team identification

Variance (4;) = 100 = between-group variance in project team identification
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The results of this test are depicted in Table 4-12. The results show that
environmental interface learning actions are significantly positivédyee to project
team identificationyp, = 0.24,p < 0.01) after controlling for team size. Team size was
not statistically significant after adding environmental interfaaenieg actions to the
model o1 = -.01,ns), suggesting that team size is not related to identification when
external interface learning actions are present. Hypothesis 5 is, thesefgperted by

the data.

Table 4-12Environmental interface learning and project team identification

Variable Coefficient SE t df pvalue

Intercept 4.13 .03 163.28 69 <.001***
Team control (level 2)

Team size -0.01 0.01 -1.43 69 0.16
Team variables (level 2)
Environmental interface 0.24 0.09 2.72 69 0.01**

learning

N=1100. J=72.

*  p<0.05.

** p<0.01.

*** p<0.001

Summary of Analysis and Results
This chapter presented the analysis and results of the current research study

exploring the relationship of project team learning actions to projeutitgntification.

A total of 1100 individuals in 72 teams were included in the analysis. The power

analysis resulted in an estimate of statistical power of .84. The majoritspoinaents

were male (75.9%), were over 46 years old (53.4%), had spent more than 2 years on their
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project team (60.3%), were non-management (54.6%), and interacted with other proje
team members primarily face-to-face (66.7%).

The grand mean score for project team identification was well above the median
(M =4.12, SD =.70) and the mean scores for project team learning and the subscales
were also above the median (project team learning: M = 3.19, SD = .26; memory and
meaning: M = 3.44, SD = .26;dissemination and diffusion : M = 3.25, SD = .32; action
and reflection: M = 3.16, SD = .27) with the exception of environmental interface (M
2.92, SD = .29).

Results of correlation analysis revealed preliminary support for thitbe dive
hypotheses because three of the independent variables indicated a low butHyatistic
significant correlation with project team identification: memory andmmg learning
actions (r = .38p < .01), action and reflection learning actions (r = (86,.01), and
environmental interface learning actions (r = §3%,.01). The remaining two
independent variables showed only little correlation, even though the results were
statistically significant: project team learning actions (r =pld,01) and dissemination
and diffusion learning actions (r = .1Jgl< .01). In addition, Cronbach’s alpha scores for
the instruments used in this study were adequate (action and reflectionesu@scal
environmental interface subscale: .74), very good (identification instrument: .8@ryem
and meaning subscale: .82; dissemination and diffusion subscale: .81) and excellent
(project team learning: .94) (Kline, 2005).

Figure 4-1 summarizes the results of hypothesis testing using HLM fcattoig.

The results indicated a positive and significant relationship betweentpeget learning
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and its subsystems and project team identification. In chapter 5 thesg aesul

discussed in terms of implications for theory, research, and practice.

Level 2
Learnin Memory and Action and Dissemination External
Ae? 'ng Meaning Reflection and Diffusion Interface
ctions Actions Actions Actions Actions
Level 1
Member
Identification
** p<.0l.
*** n<.001

Figure 4-1 Summary of hypothesis testing results based on HLM analysis
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Chapter 5 Interpretations, Conclusions, and Recommendations

This chapter presents the interpretations, conclusions, and recommendations of
this study, organized in the following way. The chapter begins with an overvite of
study, the purpose, the research questions, and the study design. The findings are then
summarized. Next, the findings are interpreted in the context of thesegarod, and
practice on organizational identification and organizational learning. Thelusmms
are presented in relationship to the findings and the literature. Finally, itegibms and
recommendations for future study are discussed.

Overview

This study explored the relationship between project team learning and project
team identification to understand if identification can be fostered in such thatay
positive outcomes are enhanced and negative outcomes are mitigated (Ashforth,
Harrison, & Corley, 2008). Based on the literature review, the conceptual foaknew
was formed and two instruments were selected for use in the study. Thez@tigaal
Action Survey (OAS) (Johnson, 2000) was selected to measure organizationablearni
based on the Organizational Learning Systems Model, which is grounded in Parson’s
general theory of action (Schwandt, 1997). The Mael and Ashforth scale, whieh is t
most widely used identification scale in the literature, was selezte@asure
identification. While originally developed to measure the constructs atdhaipational
level of analysis, both of these instruments have been used in studies of coltabtves
than organizations such as work groups, departments, and project teams. The survey
instruments were administered using a web-based survey tool, Survey Monkey, and a

convenience sample of project teams within a single organization. Becausacihenil
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Ashforth scale measures identification at the individual level of anafysisthe OAS
measures learning at the collective level of analysis, multilevel ingdebs the
appropriate approach to use for analysis. The software tools Microsoft EA&N
Statistics 18, and HLM 7.0 were used to conduct the analysis.
The primary research question and subquestions guiding this study were:
1. Do project team learning actions predict project team identification?
a. Do project team meaning and memory learning actions predict project
team identification?
b. Do project team action and reflection learning actions predict projewt tea
identification?
c. Do project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions predict
project team identification?
d. Do project team environmental interface learning actions predict projec
team identification?
Summary of Findings
This section summarizes the findings of this study. The results indicateallth
five hypotheses were supported.
Hypothesis 1
e There is a statistically significant but little positive cortiela between project
team learning actions and project team identification.
e Project team learning actions predict project team identificaticedbas
HLM analysis.

Hypothesis 2
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e There is a statistically significant but low positive correlationvieeh project
team meaning and memory learning actions and project team identification.

e Project team meaning and memory learning actions predict project team
identification based on HLM analysis.

Hypothesis 3

e There is a statistically significant but low positive correlation betwgoject
team action and reflection learning actions and project team identification.

e Project team action and reflection learning actions predict project team
identification based on HLM analysis.

Hypothesis 4

e There is a statistically significant but little positive corr@atbetween project
team dissemination and diffusion learning actions and project team
identification.

e Project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions predict project team
identification based on HLM analysis.

Hypothesis 5

e There is a statistically significant but low positive correlation betwgoject
team environmental interface learning actions and project team idatidifi.

e Project team environmental interface learning actions predict progeat te

identification based on HLM analysis.
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Interpretations

This study establishes the relationship between project team leactiomgsaand
project team identification, which has numerous theoretical, empirical, aoticat
implications.
Theoretical Implications

This study contributes to theory in both organizational learning and organizational
identification. The empirical results of this study provide support for a nevinemsggh
which to view organizational identification by incorporating a systems view of
organizations and the cross-level relationship between organizationalraedtaal
factors and individuals, which expands and strengthens understanding of organizationa
identification. The following sections describe the theoretical impbicatof this study,
organized as follows. First, the contribution to theory on organizational and contextual
influences on organizational identification is discussed. Next, the implicatidhs
study for theory on the multilevel nature of the constructs used in this study are
described. The final section describes implications regarding the aagian& learning
system model and organizational identification as used in this study. Thesaiiops
are then summarized.

Organizational and contextual influences on organizational identification.
This study supports theoretical conceptions of organizational learning as awairex
organizational influence that enables and constrains lower level phenomersafCros
Maurer, & White, 2011; Schwandt, 1997). In this study, project team learning is the
contextual and organizational influence and project team identification is theléwet

phenomenon. It also answers recent calls for researchers to pay attention to
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organizational and contextual factors that are related to identificaticslarhialetten,
Postmes, and Haslam (2009) say that it is important to understand “the wiagh

social contextual factors determine individuals’ internalization of paaticdcial

identities” (p. 7). Whetten (2007) says that “organizational actions &iftictthe

meaning and salience of organizational memberships” (p. 259). He descrévdedis

for conceptions of identification that include relevant contextual factors sucteas s
composition, leadership, and cultural norms. This study contributes to understanding of
these types of relationships.

This study furthers the investigation of how organizational and contextualsfactor
relate to identification by using the integrated framework and systenpepgve of the
OLSM, which provides insight into the multidimensional nature of the relationship.
Several scholars have proposed and examined individual aspects of this refatiéiashi
example, Prati, McMillan-Capeheart, and Karriker (2009) theorize thahaghaure that
emphasizes cohesiveness and participation influences organizationalddgatifi
Using Mael and Ashforth’s (1992) definition of organizational identification, theoasit
contend that culture provides the context for sensemaking and that managenal act
and culture influence identification. While they also incorporate other influencksas
leadership, communication, involvement in problem solving, and sharing of decision-
making information, this study adds value because it is grounded in an establisingd the
of collective behavior that integrates multiple aspects of collectivera@iasey, 2005).

Fiol and O’Connor (2005) contend that identification occurs not in a vacuum but
within the contextual situation. Many studies of identification do not consider the

influence of relevant contextual factors. By incorporating a socialreggterspective in

126



the conceptual framework, this study recognizes the “interrelatedrsysfeactions
emanating from the individual, group, and organizational levels” (Schwandt, 1997, p.
341). Systems of action provide rich context for identification to occur. This study
contributes to theory on the contextual and organizational influences on organizational
identification because it integrates numerous separate models into a toheren
parsimonious system of action that more directly accounts for the complesnpatt
social systems (Schwandt, 1997).

The results of this study contribute to understanding of the systems view of
organizational learning actions and their relationship to organizationalficetndin
because all four of the organizational learning subsystems predicteficdéon. If, as
Prati, McMillan-Capeheart, and Karriker (2009) propose, culture was of singular
importance as a contextual factor influencing identification, then the taxioecfor this
study would be that the memory and meaning subsystem would have had a much stronger
relationship with identification than the other subsystems, but this was not theAtlase
four of the subsystems contribute contextual cues and sensemaking referents
individuals as they try to make sense of the organization and their place within it.

Multilevel nature of organizational phenomena. This study explicitly
recognizes the cross-level nature of the relationship between institizgohigarning
actions and an individual’s sense of oneness with the organization. The theoretical
contribution of this approach to the multilevel nature of organizational phenomena is that
it addresses the context of social interactions that define limits, etipestanorms, and
other conditions within which identification occurs. Specifically, the thexaddbasis for

this study incorporates a fundamental concept common to both organizational
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identification and organizational learning: the merger of the individual and the
collective.

The organizational learning model used in this study is based on Parsons’ general
theory of action (Schwandt, 1997). At the heart of the theory of action are four
subsystems: behavior, social, culture, and personality. Within thesesystdividual
tendencies based on biographical and historical background are merged with meanings,
values, and beliefs that are institutionalized within the system. This nmesgéts in
motivations and orientations based on self-enhancement, self-esteem, and nemgpfor gr
membership, as the actor becomes one with the organization (Bluth, 1982). This study
pairs this foundational idea of organizational learning with one of the fundamental
concepts of social identity theory: the depersonalized prototype.

In the social identification literature, specifically self-catézpgtron theory, the
development of a depersonalized prototype is the transformational shift in persebt
the self as a unique person to that of an interchangeable exemplar of astegiaiyc
The attributes that are transformed during this shift include beliefs, aftjtiedtings,
and behaviors that are formed through social interaction and the development of shared
meanings. As the attributes of the depersonalized prototype are formedsthedace
uncertainty for individuals by providing a guide for the norms and expectations of the
collective as individuals enact the depersonalized prototype (Hogg & Té0Y).2
Based on this theoretical foundation, this study indicates that the depersonalized
prototype is formed through a system of organizational learning thatatgeghe
structural, cultural, external, and goal-oriented influences that mergeheithdividual’s

biographical and historical background.
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Several models of organizational learning incorporate the idea of a merger
between individual experience and institutionalized aspects of organizations. For
example, Crossan, Lane, and White (1999) describe how personal streamsiehe&pe
(intuiting) become merged with others through words and actions (interpratohtf)ea
development of shared understanding (integrating). As the actions and interactions
become more coordinated, they are institutionalized as systems, strymtoceslures,
and strategies. Furthermore, these processes work in both feedforwarddadkee
loops as bottom-up emergence and top-down influence (Crossan, Maurer, & White,
2011).

In the interpreting process, individual understandings become shared
understandings as common languages, clarified images, and shared meanings are
developed and equivocality is reduced. This process results in changes in individual
understanding and actions as individuals attempt to enact shared meaninghwithin t
constraints of organizational and contextual factors (Crossan, Lane, & White, 1999).
Schwandt (1997) describes a similar process taking place in the memory angigmeani
subsystem. This subsystem includes the interpretive schema and humanantetiaat
develop the beliefs, values, assumptions, and artifacts of the organizationm&enge
as the media of interchange for the memory and meaning subsystem, occurs as
individuals interact within the organization and develop shared meanings that are
influenced by organizational and contextual elements through the interchange media of
the other subsystems.

For example, Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley (2008) describe organizational

identification as an emergent process of sensemaking that is influencettbbyg a

129



intended to guide meaning construction. They also say that sensemaking and
identification are the result of enactment, which is defined as the pecfarmance of

actions that conform to the beliefs, norms, and acceptable behaviors of the organization.
Through enactment, individuals make sense of the organization and themselves,within it
allowing identification to occur. Vough (2011) says that individual identification sccur

as sensemaking based on, among other things, values, culture, norms, understanding of
work, and shared characteristics. This process may also be dysfunctisuihgen

conflict and turmoil.

Using a theoretical model based on a system of action, as in this study, provides a
way to examine collective level influences in a coherent and systenagtithat is also
supported by the identification literature. Project team learning agirongle the
enablers and constraints within which the interpretation of meaning and semsgmaki
occur. They also provide the acceptable norms, rules, patterns, and interaction behavior
about which judgments of enactment performance are evaluated and individkals ma
meaning of themselves within the collective. Implications regarding defigpwvays in
which the organizational learning subsystems are theorized to be relatgdna@ational
identification follow in the next section.

Organizational learning systems model and identification.The use of the
organizational learning system model and its subsystems in this study hasdaleore
implications for both organizational learning and organizational identificationseThe
implications are discussed in the following sections and are based on the finaings fr

the HLM analysis. Specifically, the following sections are based ondtistisally
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significant, positive relationships found between the subsystem learning acttbes of
OLSM and project team identification.

Action and reflection subsystem. As a theoretical contribution, the relationship
of the action and reflection subsystem to identification supports both sociatyident
theory and identity theory. In the OLSM, institutionalization occurs throughitegar
actions within the four learning subsystems. The action and reflection smsyst
includes the activities and actions used to accomplish the goals of the |lestemg
including standard operating procedures, strategies, goals, and decision-makirgy and t
output is goal referenced knowledge (Schwandt, 1997). The literature on organizational
identification indicates that clarity of goals, and other strategic andgeaabelements
that provide direction for the organization, develop the salience of the collective and
increase understanding of roles for individuals in ways that reduce ungeataiht
influence identification (Ashforth & Mael, 1989; Ashmore, Deux, & McLaughlinpéol
2004; Stets & Burke, 2000). The survey questions in this study asked about the extent to
which project teams had clear goals for business and personal development and how wel
ideas are shared within the team structure. The higher the levels of theswlaations
in the project teams, the higher the identification. These aspects of thet peams in
this study contribute to individual perceptions of distinctiveness and judgment, reduce
uncertainty, and set expectations (Hogg & Terry, 2001).

More specifically, the depersonalized prototype of self-categorizationytheor
describes and prescribes attributes of the ingroup related to ambiguous, complex
perceptions of the environment (Hogg & Terry, 2001). Based on the OLSM, the

strategies, goals, and decision-making that are part of the action antioe#ebsystem
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order the complex environment for members of project teams. Additionally, thiegosi
relationship between action and reflection learning actions and identificatiod in this
study indicates that understanding and participating in the strategitss,aj@hdecisions

of the group increases the sense of self-enhancement and self-efficaliyiduatls.

This relationship supports the need for project team members to act asagamssithat

add value within the group and improve perceptions of the group relative to other groups
(Stets & Burke, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 2004)

This study also contributes to theory on the expanded model of organizational
identification (Kreiner & Ashforth, 2004). As described in detail in Chapter 2, the
authors found that aspects of substantive and symbolic management were not
significantly related to organizational identification, but that a lack of sters
substantive and symbolic management was significantly related to ambivale
identification and disidentification. Substantive management includesmsacinsistent
with the action and reflection subsystem such as decision making, practices,nmestlve
and role expectations. Although the variables and instruments used in that steidy wer
different from this study, the results of this study partially support timelings since the
relationship between action and reflection learning actions and projectdeatification
was relatively weak compared to the memory and meaning and environmenfatete
subsystems.

Dissemination and diffusion subsystem. The dissemination and diffusion
subsystem feeds information and knowledge to the other subsystems and includes
organizational roles, leadership, structure, communication, management coamgdinat

and social norms (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). Dissemination is formal and
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encompasses purposeful actions governed by procedures and policies. Diffusion is
informal and includes rumors and informal communication networks. Structuration, as
the output of the dissemination and diffusion subsystem, is based on Giddens’ (1984)
concept of the mutual dependence of structure and agency and it includes patterns of
structures, roles, policies, and processes.

The most obvious reason that the dissemination and diffusion subsystem is related
to identification is that structure is an element of this subsystem. Frahersification
perspective, structure delineates and defines social categories, irsthpa@ct teams,
and determines the ingroup and outgroups in social contexts (Pratt, 2001). Ingroups are
the groups of which people see themselves as members and whose membeilsuiare sim
to themselves. Outgroups have members who are different from the ingraip (Pra
2001). Ashforth and Mael (1989) considered organizations and organizational subgroups
as special types of social categories.

The roles, social norms, and leadership within this subsystem help to reduce
uncertainty for individuals as they try to understand who they are in relation to the
collective (Hogg & Terry, 2001). The uncertainty reduction hypothesis in socmitide
theory states that uncertainty is reduced by two distinct types of influefmenational
and normative. Informational influence includes the acceptance of ideas and
explanations of others regarding ambiguous and complex perceptions of the situation.
Normative influence is the conformance to socially acceptable expectatsstsdiaa
need for acceptance and approval.

In this study, in the dissemination and diffusion subsystem, leadership provides

the informational influence and roles and social norms provide the normative influence.
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Individuals look to leaders to explain and defend the actions of the organization and their
appropriateness in any given situation. Leadership shapes and guides thdesutdigal i

of individuals (Reicher, Haslam, & Hopkins, 2005). Roles and social norms define and
describe both formally and informally how people should act. They provide meaning, set
expectations, and define aspects of the depersonalized prototype (Hogg,iSherma
Dierselhuis, Maitner, & Moffitt, 2007).

These relationships can also be characterized as sensegiving and skinggbrea
influences that affect and guide sensemaking (Ashforth, Harriston, & C2€68).
Sensegiving involves providing inputs that help develop shared understandings of how
things are done. Sensebreaking may occur during times of change and cpeates ga
between individuals and organizations in terms of identity that cause exploration and
motivation to close the gaps. These influences mold and develop identification. This
characterization of the process of identification is supported by this stualydaeio the
OLSM the interchange media of the subsystems are inputs for each other. The
environmental interface, action and reflection, and dissemination and diffusion
subsystems provide inputs to the memory and meaning subsystem and sensemaking is the
output.

The findings of this study regarding the relationship of the dissemination and
diffusion subsystem to identification also strongly support the basic premusenaty
theory: roles have a significant influence on the way people perceivedives in
social environments. Roles are associated with particular norms, expectatd
behaviors that are based on shared understandings and they include factors such as power

and status.
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The roles and structures of the dissemination and diffusion subsystem also
support the concept of salience as defined in identity theory. Salience in idemtity the
is based on the quantitative and qualitative nature of structural ties that individuals
within organizations. Salience depends on both the number of others to which a person is
related as well as the strength and depth of those relationships. In this study, the
structural elements of the dissemination and diffusion subsystem aréydieaied to
identification. In addition, the fact that the majority of team members atéerdace-to-
face and the majority of team members had been on their project teamsddharor
three years may also contribute to the relationship. Face-to-fategse®ot only
develop the structural ties but also can make those ties stronger through diractiaomte
The relatively long tenure of individuals on project teams helps to solidify amdjtes
relationships over time. Another possible explanation for the significanbredhip
between the dissemination and diffusion subsystem and identification in this stioaly is
the majority of respondents were non-managers in technical roles and possibly th
confounding aspects of status, power, and hierarchy were not particularintetetize
respondents.

Finally, self-efficacy and self-enhancement in identification refené
motivational aspect of identification as members act to align themseitrethes
prototypical member. Self-efficacy is the belief in the ability toegca causal agent
toward positive outcomes in concert with the expectations, values, and standards of
behavior established within the social category. In this study, theoredhip found

between the dissemination and diffusion subsystem and identification is theorized to be
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grounded in the expectations, values, and standards of behavior that are defined by
leadership, social norms, role expectations, and other actions of the subsystem.

Given the strength of the theoretical support for the relationship of the
dissemination and diffusion subsystem to identification, it is surprising that the
dissemination and diffusion subsystem was one of the least related of the fystesubs
based on the HLM analysis. In addition, the HLM analysis indicated that even when
scores for project team dissemination and diffusion learning actions wareadag size
remained a factor. This could be an indication that large team sizes can [uimenis
effectiveness of the dissemination and diffusion subsystem.

Environmental interface subsystem. The environmental interface subsystem
relates the collective to its environment by securing, filtering, andlegpmformation
and knowledge, both proactively and reactively. This subsystem also enacts the
environment. New information is the output of this subsystem, which is used by the
other subsystems to create knowledge. This subsystem relates to alemmity
contributing information that delineates groups and draws distinctions betvggenpsa
and outgroups. The finding that the project team’s environmental interface subisystem
related to project team identification contributes support to the basic theoryyingler
organizational identification, which is that social categorization formeuug and
outgroups (Pratt, 2001). In this study, the ingroup is the project team to which a member
belongs and nonmembers belong to outgroups.

The function of the environmental interface subsystem is to gather informati
from the environment, some of which will include information about outgroups (other

organizations or project teams) and the impressions of others about the ingroup. There
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are numerous examples of research examining the influence of the impre$sitires's
about the ingroup and its influence on identification (see Bergami & Bagozzi, 2000;
Dukerich, Golden, & Shortell, 2002; Dutton, Dukerich, & Harquail, 1994). The
contribution of this study is that not only does it include external information bgbit al
incorporates that external information into a system within which the external
information is acted and reflected upon, disseminated and diffused, and made
meaningful. The significance of the total project team learning actitat®rship to
project team identification indicates that it is not only the external infimméhat is
allowed into the system but also what is done with it once it enters the system.

As an example, it is possible to theorize that the project team environmental
interface subsystem would not have been related to project team identificagdrobas
the project team structure and the likelihood that the average project teabems
internally focused rather than externally focused because projet tgeerate
independently. Because the results showed a relationship between the emtzibnme
interface subsystem and identification, it seems likely that the ptegts were
effective in disseminating and diffusing external information throughout thecptepm
and making sense of it within the project team.

Memory and meaning subsystem. The memory and meaning subsystem creates,
sustains, and stores cultural values and beliefs through interpretive schegnagt and
actions (Schwandt, 1997). It is logical then that the memory and meaning surbsil/ste
learning actions would have the strongest relationship to project teamficdéon
compared to the other subsystems because it is within the memory and meaning

subsystem, and the intrasubjective and intersubjective meanings developed bysnembe
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of the collective, that organizationally relevant schemas for idenidicate developed
(Vough, 2011). These schemas contribute to salience of the collective, resolution of
uncertainty, self-esteem, and self-verification, which are the tenetsiaf glentity
theory.

Schwandt (1997) describes the medium of interchange of the memory and
meaning subsystem as sensemaking, which occurs through the interpretive schema
associated with cultural beliefs, values, assumptions, and artifacts. Recanitre
indicates that identification occurs through sensemaking (Ashforth, Harrison,|&Cor
2008; Vough, 2011); therefore, it might be expected that the memory and meaning
subsystem would have a much stronger relationship with identification than the other
subsystems. Although the relationship between the project team memory amagmea
subsystem and project team identification in this study was the stronglestfotir
subsystems, the difference between them was not great. One possinhatapifor this
discrepancy is that sensemaking does not occur in a vacuum and that, in the
organizational learning system, the memory and meaning subsystem rehesitsrfiom
the other subsystem for effective functioning.

For example, Vough (2011) found that individuals rely on a variety of
explanations for sensemaking about identification with work groups, organizations, and
professions. These explanations included personal relationships, knowledge of their
work, ideology (values, culture, norms), and the ability to enact their environment.
Ashforth, Harrison, and Corley (2008) say that sensemaking and enactment are
stimulated by sensegiving, which includes the organizationally relemaneas to

guestions individuals have about identification. This study further develops this thinking
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by indicating that organizational learning, as a system of action, includes the
organizationally sanctioned, multidimensional inputs that are used as tawatsgor
sensemaking about identification. As a system, one function cannot thriveltiyutse
instead relies on the inputs of the other subsystems.

Summary of Theoretical Implications

One primary contribution of this study to theory is the finding that idertiibica
is directly related to organizational and contextual factors based on the useltfesv@h
conceptual framework. This finding extends understanding of organizational
identification beyond the singular, individual level variables typically used. This
perspective addresses needs in both organizational learning (Crossan, Ma\ihete &
2011) and organizational identification (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Ashmore,
Deux, & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004) theories to understand cross-level, multidimehsiona
aspects that have not been addressed in the literature but promise to contribute to
understanding and development of theory.

A second primary contribution this study makes is support for a view of
organizational learning that is grounded in social action theory. This study fotind tha
each subsystem of the organizational learning system predicted ideotficadlicating
that previous literature relating individual contextual factors to idenidicanay be
accurate but only offer partial explanations. Further theorizing based on the
comprehensive model of organizational learning used in this study, to include timgdera
variables, may prove meaningful in understanding identification.

A third primary contribution of this study to theory is that the use of an

organizational learning model grounded in social action theory is an integrated and
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comprehensive way to view relationships to organizational identification k&yht this
insight is the concept of a merger between the individual and the collectiveidtat@x
both the general theory of action and social identity theory. In the géineoay of
action, this merger is between the individual, based on biographical and historical
background, and the systemic, institutionalized meanings, values and beliefs of the
collective (Bluth, 1982). In social identity theory, this merger is the sbih
perceptions of the self as a unique person to that of an interchangeable exemplar of the
depersonalized prototype that occurs through the development of shared meanings in
social interaction (Hogg & Terry, 2001). This insight adds to understanding of the
complex ways in which identification is formed and broadens the applicabilitg of t
OLSM, which is based on the general theory of action.

Another way to conceptualize this merger is to view it as a learning pracdse
individual level. If organizational identity is embedded in structures, culturesjqes,
and behaviors (Corley & Gioia, 2003), then identification occurs as individuals align the
own identities with that of the organization as they learn about the organizadiemtisy
through enactment and participation. This view of identification is simildetgituated
learning theory perspective of identification (Handley, Clark, Fincha&iwsdy, 2007)
and potentially extends multilevel models of organizational learning (&ros&aurer, &
White, 2011). This is a potential topic for future research.
Empirical Implications

According to Ashmore, Deux, and McLaughlin-Volpe (2004), the influence of
contextual elements such as social structures, patterns of interaction, aldbshiafs

on identification should be examined using hierarchical linear models. Likewise
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Crossan, Maurer, and White (2011) call for more research on organizationaidearni
using multilevel approaches. This study contributes to the empirical research on
organizational identification and organizational learning by employinglalevel
model to examine the relationship between the constructs. The advantagelevehult
models, besides the advantage related to statistical analysis, is that thedinexity
examine the complex, recursive relationship between individuals and collectives.
Research on organizational identification, which is grounded in social identity
theory, has primarily focused on individual level antecedents, which is to be ekpecte
given the social psychological foundation of social identity theory and its ermgmas
cognition. Whetten (2007) and Tyler (2001) pointed out the limitations of this approach
as it relates to organizational research. The limitations include thiad&echembership
is not assigned but selected, membership in organizations is ambiguous, and
organizations act on their members. Social identity theory research loadstsr
laboratory experiments using minimal groups with no individual stakes in the greuping
This study contributes to research on identification and directly addresseotthese
concerns by introducing a model for an antecedent that integrates exsimglseories
of organizations into its fabric (Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). In this way,
organizational identification is taken out of the laboratory and into the organization and
the unique attributes of organizations as social groups are taken into account.
Another aspect of this study contributes to research in both organizational
learning and organizational identification. The use of project teams as theofarge
identification in this study is significant in several ways. |dentifocatvith more

proximal targets has been shown to be stronger (Solansky, 2010). Additionally, in
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multilevel models proximal linkages between levels result in more meahneghilts
than more distal linkages because the number of confounding variables and moderators is
potentially increased in distal linkages (Kozlowski & Klein, 2000). In this stimty
proximal linkage between individuals and project teams was investigatedthether
individuals in departments, organizations, or other higher-level collectives. e&slg r
the findings are more meaningful than studies that use those more distal relasionshi
This study also contributes to the ongoing empirical research on the four
subsystems of the OLSM (Schwandt, 1997). According to Casey (2005), by examining
relevant variables in organizational research in relation to the OLSM, our undergta
of the four subsystems increases. This study adds to the increasing amount of
guantitative data gathered from studies using the OLSM and the OAS (Johnson, 2000).
Numerous quantitative studies have used the OLSM to examine organizational
phenomena. Some have examined the variables that influence or relate to oogehizati
learning such as project manager norms, behaviors, and tools (Hollandworth;George
2004), executive succession planning (Hunte-Cox, 2004), leadership (Vincent, 2006),
culture (Ba, 2004), and affective commitment (Krishna, 2008). These studiesilgrimar
used correlation and regression techniques to understand relationships at theecollecti
level of analysis. This study is the first to use multilevel modeling tecesitubegin to
understand the cross-level effects inherent in the model. This is also a significa
contribution to organizational learning research in general, since vestieles have
used this technique in organizational learning research (Crossan, Maurdife& W
2011).

This study also contributes to the research on project teams. As the use of projec
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teams in organizations continues to grow (Blindenbach-Driesen & Van Den Ende, 2010;
Ellemers, De Gilder, & Haslam, 2004), research is needed to understand whether and
how phenomena of interest previously examined at the organizational level occur at the
project team level. Understanding how project team learning actiondades te
project team identification opens the door to further theorizing about the relgbtionshi
between the organizational level and the subunit level. How do organizational level
factors moderate the relationship between project team learning and f@ajact
identification? For example, there are risks associated with strongtgeagec
identification that results in project team attributes that are countende bf the
organization at large, for example cross-team innovation. Perhaps distifitoumes of
organizational learning practices that are integrated at the organadavel but
implemented at the project team level could mitigate these risks.
Practical Implications

Research has established that developing, strengthening, and maintaining
perceptions of oneness or belongingness in members results in positive outcomes such as
improved cooperation and extra effort by employees (Corley & Gioia, 2003; Ed&ards
Pecceli, 2007), higher job satisfaction, increased job involvement, stronger roativati
(Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000), and lower turnover (Cooper & Thatcher, 2010).
In this world of tenuous organizational membership and fast-paced changsutteat
this study indicate that project-based organizations may be able to elieitofnthese
positive outcomes of identification for both employees and project teams if they ca
develop project team learning capacity. Employees in project teamdfi@ittive

systems of learning may identify more strongly with their projenhte resulting in
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increased positive outcomes compared to organizations in which project teaimglées
less effective. This study also indicates that all four subsystems afgaeizational
learning system are important in terms of their relationship with ideatiibin and that
managers need to attend to all aspects of the system, not just a select few.

Additionally, this study could serve as a guide for helping organizations to
improve the effectiveness of efforts to realize the positive outcomes aficdin. As
Schwandt and Marquardt (2000) say, the OLSM provides a “foundation for valuing
information about your organization’s actions” (p. 229). By examining the
organizational learning actions and the patterns of interchange media, orgaaizati
developers could identify ways to enhance the organizational learning system, w
could lead to increased identification. An important element of this process would be the
recognition that organizational learning is a system of actions and thatigpcusone
aspect over others will not lead to the intended outcomes. For example, an orgaization
unit that is experiencing high turnover and low job satisfaction may be sgffevim
low identification in its members. A manager may decide that increasaddsare
needed to keep people in the organization and happy. A more effective approaeh may b
to recognize the complex system of interaction between individuals and théive ke
identify ways to develop the learning system across all four subsystgratentially
influence identification, which has been shown to lead to lower turnover and increase job
satisfaction (Van Knippenberg & Van Schie, 2000).

Managers also need to proceed with caution when attempting to implement
practical applications of the findings of this study as unintentional effaat®ccur and

the positive implications of strong identification can be overstated. AmGKazanjian,
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and Drazin (2010) point out in their study of innovation intentions, too much
identification can have negative consequences as well. In their studgt peajas with
strong member identification suffered from an inability to share informati@sscr
teams, leading to reduced capacity to innovate across the organization. Bdsed ont
positive relationship between learning actions and identification found in this study
organization that is experiencing over-identification within project searay be able
make adjustments that could mitigate the negative consequences. For eaample
organization could focus on developing its organizational learning capability imaddit
to its project team learning capability, which could potentially miéighé negative
effects of over-identification with the team. The organization could changeingport
structures to be matrixed rather than within teams, create superordiakt@lgove the
project level, or include ceremonial occasions that reward cross-teafmocatian.
These adjustments may increase identification with the organization, andtelkéna
negative consequences of over-identification with project teams.
Conclusions

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between project team
learning and project team identification. Project team learning wasireeassing the
OLSM and included four subsystems: memory and meaning, action and reflection,
dissemination and diffusion, and environmental interface (Schwandt, 1997). Project team
identification was measured using the Mael and Ashforth (1992) scale. Remsults f
HLM analysis revealed relationships between project team learningldadrdéarning

subsystems with project team identification. These results contribute tetrettcal,
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empirical, and practical aspects of both the organizational learning and otigaaiza
identification constructs.

This study expands understanding of who people are and why they do what they
do in organizations (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008). This understanding is valuable
because research has shown that higher levels of organizational ideotifreatilt in
positive outcomes for individuals and organizations. The methodology used in this study
recognizes the complex, multilevel nature of organizational phenomena. Futarehrese
can expand the investigation of the relationship identified in this study througtegyvari
of approaches that were outside the scope of the current research including tianinclus
of additional variables and qualitative methods. Organizations can implemergts vari
of organizational learning interventions to potentially foster identiboan members.

This study opens the door to further development of the relationship explored in this
research.

Based on the extensive research indicating the effect of organizational
identification on work behaviors and positive outcomes, it is important to understand the
relationship between organizational actions and identification. The trends in
organizational settings and environments that make it difficult for individuals to
understand who they are in relation to their organizations highlight the imporfance o
identification in organizations. In this study, project team organizationhgasetting
but other settings such as virtual work arrangements, global organizations, aadtcont
work are also important to understand. Each of these settings has unique chascteris
that affect the organizational actions taken and the relationship between atigagsiz

and their members. This study indicates that by recognizing and understandiras#ie
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level relationship between organizational learning actions and organalati
identification we may be better able to manage in ways that increaséigdéan in
members.

The findings of this study indicate the need for more cross-level,
multidimensional research that contributes to the understanding of the complex
relationship between people and organizations. Some of this research should be based on
models grounded in comprehensive, integrated theories, such as the generaftheory o
action, because with time new techniques are developed that more accugteky tve
implications of such theories. This approach to theory and research can addnnsight i
ways that singular, isolated variables cannot.

Limitations

There were several limitations associated with this study. The purpose of this
study was to understand relationships between the variables. This was not an
experimental study and there was no control over the independent variables so causal
inferences were not possible. The results described in Chapter 4 are explanatory
nature and are not intended to imply causality. This study did not use random sampling
but was limited to a convenience sample with all members of the selected {majest
invited to participate so the findings are not generalizable beyond the scbpesbfiidly.

The implications of the findings described in this chapter are intended to encourage
further research that extends beyond the bounds of this study. This was aaiosatse
study so temporal aspects were not considered. The data collected for thisastud
limited to self-reported data, which introduces the possibility of social dégyrdias

and dependence on the accuracy and truthfulness of the responses. In addition,
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participation in this study was voluntary. Participant self-selection coukllnased the
results. The possibility exists that other potentially confounding vasiatoieincluded in
this study could influence project team identification. Control variables wedetas
isolate these effects; however, these control variables may not fully aceoottidr
influences on identification. Finally, the type of statistical analysid umsthis study
limited the extent of the results that could be obtained. Correlations and HLM are only
two types of statistical analyses that could have been used in this studyarailyses
would have yielded other types of results.
Recommendations for Future Study

This study established the relationship between project team leartimmgsaand
project team identification. Future research should examine this relationshe i
context of other variables that expand understanding of the relationship between the
constructs. For example, studies could examine the mediating and moderating
relationships between organizational learning, organizational identficaind other
variables that have been linked to organizational identification in the literafie
study was delimited to only five HLM models that examined the five sepasstsunes
of the instrument. The HLM analysis could have been approached other ways, for
example, using a step up procedure with the four project team learning subsystem
variables. In addition, other HLM models could be built to enrich and expand upon this
study and the relationships among variables. These types of studies coudlatie
other measures of identification, perhaps based on organizational roles as prgposed b
identity theory. Studies involving the dissemination and diffusion subsystem, and its

structuration interchange media, and identity theory-based measurestdfadtion
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could prove patrticularly fruitful. Similar studies could focus on organizations riiue
project teams.

Researchers could also design studies that examine the relationship between
organizational learning and organizational identification in organizationaligetuch as
virtual teams, globalized work groups, teams of contracted labor, and othesrnesof
organizing in which the relationship between organizations and members are ddficult t
define. These studies could also examine the role of leadership in the relationship
between organizational learning and organizational identification. New types of
organizing have unique leadership characteristics. Reicher, Haslam, and Hopkins (2005)
describe leaders as actively creating and defining identities infdHewers. Part of this
process includes the ways in which leaders develop structures, vision, and a common
sense of purpose that support the creation of meaning in followers that influences
identity. This process also involves the agency of followers not as passpients;ibut
as active participants in identity construction.

Another avenue of future research could include the four types of identification
described in Kreiner and Ashforth’s (2004) expanded model of organizational
identification: identification, disidentification, ambivalent identificationd aeutral
identification. Researchers, using quantitative or qualitative methods, couldgateest
the relationship between learning actions and the different formsraification.
Qualitative methods could be effective in these types of studies as reseanche
understand how learning actions affect identification.

Schwandt (1997) says that qualitative studies of organizational learning are

needed for deeper and more robust understanding of interchange media. This study wa
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delimited by its view of identification as an outcome. Qualitative studies craidiee
the identification as a process to develop an understanding of how identification occurs
through organizational learning. Qualitative research could be also be cahitucte
probe the relationship between organizational identity, organizational learning, and
organizational identification. Scholars have indicated a relationship between
organizational identity and organizational learning based on cultural proeeskes
meaning making (Corley & Gioia, 2003) and between organizational identity and
organizational identification through sensebreaking and sensemaking (Ashforth,
Harrison, & Corley, 2008). Now this study indicates a relationship between
organizational learning and organizational identification. Based on these conséacti
the literature, researchers could examine the role that organizationaldge@specially
the memory and meaning subsystem, plays in the relationship between organizational
identity and organizational identification. Phenomenological and case studies would be
appropriate methods to investigate these relationships further. Longitudohakst
would also enhance understanding of the relationships between these construetgas all
theorized to change over time (Corley & Gioia, 2003; Ashforth, Rogers, & Corley).2011
Finally, case study research could be used to investigate the negativetegle of
relationship found in this study. For example, a highly functional organizati@mairig
system could lead to strong identification, but result in negative outcomes such as
fanatical loyalty to a subversive organization.
As organizational scholars have suggested, current trends in work such as virtual
work, technology, flexible work schedules, and nontraditional structures makéctltliff

for members to understand who they are in relation to the organization (Ashforth,
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Harrison, & Corley, 2008; Oldham & Hackman, 2010). For this reason, it is more
important than ever to understand the relationship between the organization and its
members. This study contributes to the theoretical, empirical, and practical

understanding of one aspect of this relationship.
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Appendix A: Initial Email

All,

As you know, the company has been conducting surveys recently requesting your
participation and feedback regarding our activities here at XYZ Corporation.

One of our own employees, and a doctoral candidate at The George Washington
University, James Doiron, is conducting research that is related to thosgssamde
relevant to our increased understanding of the company and efforts to improve. We
believe this research can provide some helpful information to the company rggabdin
satisfaction and retention, while also helping Jim complete his research.

Your participation is voluntary and all the information provided by you will remain
anonymous and confidential. | would greatly appreciate it if you could spare
approximately ten minutes of your time to complete this online survey.

Please contact Jim directly if you have any questions at jdoiron@ggmaiédu or

703-XXX-XXXX. You should receive an email from Jim within the next few days
requesting your participation. Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

Sr. Vice President, Human Resources
XYZ Corporation
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Appendix B: First Request
Dear [FirstName] [LastName]:

A few days ago, you received an email from Tom Bailey about my reseadsh st
You have been randomly selected to participate in a survey being conducted for my
doctoral dissertation research at The George Washington Universityodusedf this
survey is the project team that you support with the first part of the charge nurdber a
project name of: [CustomData]. Please answer all questions as theyaodlas project
team. Click the following link to take the survey.

{link}

The purpose of this study is to understand the influence of project team learning
actions on project team identification. Project team learning actions irttlosie
activities that result in knowledge that enables the group to adapt to changirtgposndi
Project team identification is a sense of oneness or belongingness to thetpaoje
The study results will be shared with corporate management for the purposes of
understanding and improving the company. | would greatly appreciate it dodd
spare approximately ten minutes of your time to complete this online survey.

Your participation is voluntary and all the information provided by you will
remain anonymous. This survey does not ask any identifying information and | have no
means to identify the source of a response. Further, the information that iscsugiplie
not be used for any purpose other than this research study.

This survey is not only extremely important to the successful completion of my
dissertation, but it should also provide useful information to Tom and the company that
will help in increasing job satisfaction and retention of high quality employees

Please remember that it is important to complete the entire survey and & answ
all the questions to the best of your ability — there are no right or wrong ansklease
click the link below to complete the survey. Thank you for your support.

Sincerely,

James Doiron

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University
Ashburn, Virginia
jdoiron@gwmail.gwu.edu
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Appendix C: Implied Consent

You are invited to participate in a research study under the direction of Dr. Araseg C
of the Graduate School of Education and Human Development (GSEHD), The George
Washington University. The research will be conducted by James Doiron, a doctoral
student. Taking part in this research is voluntary.

The purpose of this study is to understand the influence of project team learning actions
on project team identification. Project team learning actions include thibggescthat

result in knowledge that enables the group to adapt. Project team identifisadi sense

of oneness with or belongingness to the project team. In addition, the study rdsbks w
shared with corporate management for the purposes of understanding and improving the
company.

If you choose to take part in this study, you will be asked to indicate your perception of
various aspects of your project team. The total amount of time to completeviéngisur

about 10 minutes. You may refuse to answer any of the questions and you may stop your
participation in this study at any time. Your employment status will not betedfén

any way by your decision to participate or not.

Participating in this study poses no risks that are not ordinarily encounteraly ifela
The survey is anonymous - we will not collect your name or any other ideqgtifyi
information. The data will be retrieved by the researcher and overseen bgssproh
the GSEHD. Findings will be shared without attribution. If results of thisrelsetudy
are reported in journals or at scientific meetings, the people who participdbesl $study
will not be named or identified.

The benefit to your participation is that this is a reflective opportunitydorag well as

an opportunity to provide feedback to your company. You may also indirectly benefit as
a result of possible improvements within the company that may be suggested by the
results.

The Office of Human Research of The George Washington University, at telephone
number (202)994-2715, can provide further information about your rights as a research
participant. Further information regarding this study may be obtained by cogtact
James Doiron at (703)XXX-XXXX or Dr. Andrea Casey at (703)726-3763.

Your willingness to participate in this research study is implied biiolic’'Next" below.
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Appendix D: Survey Form
This survey asks questions about your project team. Although you may support more than
one project team, please answer the questions as they relate to the ganjdoticated
in the email invitation. This survey has 28 questions divided into three sections and
should take approximately 10 minutes to complete. Answer questions by mouse clicking
in the circle that corresponds with your answer. You can only select one aose&cli
guestion. When you are finished, please click on the ‘Done’ button at the end of the
survey. Your answers are anonymous. Thank you for your participation.
Section 1
Instructions: Please answer the following items as they apply to the project team
indicated in your email invitation. Please answer all the questions.

1. Does your project team see mistakes as learning opportunities?
> To a very little extent

L To a little extent

L To some extent

> To a great extent

> To a very great extent

2. Are there systems in place to share new operational processes and praced
throughout the project team?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Ooo0oonon

To a very great extent
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3. Does your project team predict the changes occurring in the external

environment?

> To a very little extent

To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

oonn

To a very great extent

4. Does your project team continuously track how your competitors improve #ir
products, services, and operations?

Ol

To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Ooonon

To a very great extent

5. Does your project team believe that continuous change is necessary?
> To a very little extent

> To a little extent

L To some extent

> To a great extent

L 10a very great extent

6. Do members of the project team effectively use project teanrgttures (e.g.,
chain of command, personal networks) when sharing ideas and innovations?

Ol

To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Oooonon

To a very great extent
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7. Do people on your project team believe that evaluating is critical to reamg the
project team’s goals?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

Ooo0oonon

To a very great extent

8. Does your project team deliberately reflect upon and evaluate external
information?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

OooOoon

To a very great extent

9. Does your project team have a strong culture of shared values, beliefs, and nerm
that support individual and project team development?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

OooOoon

To a very great extent

10. Does your project team provide opportunities for project team mendrs to
develop their knowledge, skills, and capabilities?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Oooonon

To a very great extent
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11. Does your project team have set goals for researching and developing new
products and/or services?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Ooo0oonon

To a very great extent

12. Does your project team have clear goals for individual and project team
development?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

OooOoon

To a very great extent

13. Do your project team’s leaders support quick and accurate communicatn
among all the project team members?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

OooOoon

To a very great extent

14. Do members of your project team share external information?
To a very little extent

To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

Oooonaon

To a very great extent
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15. Does your project team have established work groups, networks, and other
collaborative arrangements to help the project team adapt and change?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

Ooo0oonon

To a very great extent

16. Does your project team use ideas and suggestions from its project team
members?

> To a very little extent
To a little extent

To some extent

To a great extent

OooOoon

To a very great extent

. Does your project team learn through informal communication?
To a very little extent
To a little extent
To some extent

To a great extent

Ooo0ononoy

To a very great extent
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Section 2
Instructions: Please answer the following items as they apply to the project team
indicated in your email invitation. Please answer all the questions.

. When someone praises this project team, it feels like a personal chment.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

OOoO0O0n00kg

Strongly agree

. | am very interested in what others think about my project team.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree

Oooonoo0og

Strongly agree

. If a story in the media criticized this project team, | would feel elmarrassed.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree

Somewhat agree

nooonoy

Strongly agree
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OoOOoOnonog ooooonoR

OOoO0On0ng

. When | talk about this project team, | usually say ‘we’ rather than ‘they’.

. This project team’s successes are my successes.

Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

. When someone criticizes your project team, it feels like a personasult.

Strongly disagree
Somewhat disagree
Neither agree nor disagree
Somewhat agree

Strongly agree
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Section 3
Instructions: Please answer all of the following items as they apply to you and the
project team indicated in your email invitation.

24. What is your gender?

£ Male

£ Female

25. What is your age?
L Under 25
L 2635
L 36.45
L 4655
> Over 55

. How long have you been a member of your current project team?
Less than 6 months
Less than 1 year
1-2 years
2-3 years

Ooooonos

More than 3 years

. Which of the following best describes your current position with theompany?
Non-management
Supervisor
Professional

Middle Management

Oooonoonon

Senior Management (VP or above)
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28. Which of the following best describes your primary means of interactiowith
other project team members?

L Face-to-Face
E-mail

Telephone

o000

| have very little interaction with other team members

[ Prev | Done |
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Appendix E: Second Request
Dear [FirstName] [LastName]:
A few days ago, | emailed you to request your participation in a survey in support of

my doctoral dissertation research.

| realize that you may not have had time to complete the survey yet. Pleasén&how t
your participation is extremely important both to my research and to the cgmipan
would greatly appreciate it if you could take a few moments to complete the sitirve

your earliest possible convenience. Remember, this survey is compleiaiynaous.

Thank you in advance for your participation. Below is a link that will take you
directly to the survey website and please remember to answer the questelasan to
the [CustomData] project.

{link}

Sincerely,

James Doiron

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University
Ashburn, Virginia
jdoiron@gwmail.gwu.edu
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Appendix F: Third Request
Dear [FirstName] [LastName]:
| am writing again to urge you to participate in my survey. Some additional
participants have completed the survey since my last email, but therelar@stiiber of

surveys to be done. Remember, this survey is completely anonymous.

Please understand that without a sufficient number of responses, the results may not
provide enough information to provide any meaningful understanding. It is not too late.
| would greatly appreciate it if you could take a few moments to completereysat

your earliest possible convenience.

Thank you in advance. Below is a link that will take you directly to the survey and
please remember to answer the questions in relation to the [CustomDatd] projec

{link}

Sincerely,

James Doiron

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University
Ashburn, Virginia
jdoiron@gwmail.gwu.edu
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Appendix G: Final Request

Dear [FirstName] [LastName]:

This is my final attempt to urge your participation in my research studpulhave
not had the time to complete the survey yet please take the time to do it now. | rmeed you
help to complete my doctoral research and, as Tom has mentioned in the past, your
feedback is extremely important if the company is going to continue to improve.
Remember, this survey is completely anonymous.

Thank you in advance for your participation. Below is a link that will take you
directly to the survey and please remember to answer all questions asdateeiorthe
[CustomData] project team.

{link}

Sincerely,

James Doiron

Doctoral Candidate

The George Washington University
Ashburn, Virginia
jdoiron@gwmail.gwu.edu
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