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Abstract: Teams and team related concepts have been investigated in the organizational
behavior (OB) and project management (PM) disciplines for a century and nearly half-
century respectfully. A five-decade, interdisciplinary examination of the OB and PM
team literatures suggests areas for expeditiously incorporating OB concepts into PM
research thus reducing an average 25-year "thematic lag" between OB's and PM's similar,
team-centric research initiations. Adoption of a shared agenda, as done previously in
other fields (e.g. Selznick, 1948), would allow PM researchers to leverage prior OB studies
while focusing sharply on PM-specific team issues thus propelling research in theory and
practice.
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Despite over four decades of dedicated research (e.g. Murdick, 1976; Rondinelli, 1976)
and a considerable accumulation of theoretical (Johnson, Creasy, & Fan, 2016) and
empirical evidence (Mir & Pinnington, 2014), the field of project management (“PM”) is
still young as compared to its applied social science counterparts such as psychology,
sociology, and organizational behavior. First, it is important to note the important
strides made by the field of project management to address important project-related
outcomes such as project success (Mir & Pinnington, 2014), project team climate
(Tampoe, 1989), and project leadership (Posner, 1987) among many others. Second, it is
also important to explore the possibility that existing literatures, such as
organizational behavior, could contain valuable findings useful for accelerating the
maturation of the project management field. Despite several examples of effective
integration of organizational behavior and project management concepts, numerous
examples of redundant theorizing and empirical testing also exist. While many of
these instances of retheorizing are certainly warranted as project dynamics could
certainly alter the existence and impact of existing phenomena, many other examples
do not appear to address context-specific issues.  For these reasons, the purpose of
this article is to explore the possibility that research addressing work teams in the
field of organizational behavior can serve as an important resource for focusing on
issues specific to project management.
Utilizing existing work in one field to inform another is not a new idea. In fact, early
researchers in the field of organizational behavior recognized the valuable nature of
findings in the fields of psychology, sociology, and anthropology for helping the field
to mature (e.g. Selznick, 1948). The result of this acknowledgement was a rapid
maturation of the field based on sound empirical and theoretical evidence presented
in other fields. For example, Selznick (1948) utilized ideas from psychology and
sociology to suggest that organizations are dynamics, cooperative social systems that
are comprised of both formal and informal social channels. In doing so, he utilized
existing work in more mature fields (e.g. psychology and sociology) within the social
sciences to rapidly progress the field of organizational behavior. As a result, research
in organizational behavior and theory matured quickly to address topics such as
leadership dynamics (Stogdill, 1950), the effect of organizational structure on
employee behavior (Cyert & March, 1955), as well as caused and consequences of
employee motivation and workforce morale (Viteles, 1953).  Examining literatures
beyond the project management field for the purposes of field development,
exploration or comparison is not a new endeavor. Soderlund (2011) examined various
management and organizational journals seeking the necessary pluralism to avoid
specialization and fragmentation within the PM field. Kwak and Anbari (2009) sought
to identify “allied disciplines” to PM within the management literature domain to
understand, via comparison, the progress of project management research.

1. Introduction
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As with Littau et al. (2010), editorials,
book reviews, and other non-peer
reviewed items were discarded scoping
our review to peer-reviewed work
only. To make this manuscript more
comprehensive, we reached back and
sourced PM oriented literature in
mainstream outlets and conference
proceedings, to include works from
NASA, prior to the emergence of PM
oriented journal outlets in the late
1970s. As such, this search extended
beyond the eight specific journals
discussed above.
Once these articles were identified, an
inductive process of open coding
(Strauss and Corbin 1990) was
undertaken by two of the authors with
project management background. Once
both authors had developed their list of
broad “team codes” from the articles
identified in the key word search, these
team codes were then iteratively
reexamined by the authorship team.
This process is depicted visually in
Figure 1.
 

As an example of the process of deriving a theme, “conflict
management” emerged from coding across eight different team
articles in the PM literature. These eight articles included work
from: Wileman (1971), Butler (1973), Thamhain & Wileon (1974, 1974,
1974), Brockman (2013), Anyuur and Kumaraswamy (2016), and
Musah and Isha (2017). Therefore, as it was the first paper included
in this theme creation, we utilized Wilemon (1971) as the exemplar
paper for the conflict management theme as discussed below and
documented in the appendix.
The following is an overview of the themes that emerged in our
analysis. It is important to note that our manuscript aims to
complement, and not duplicate, prior reviews such as Soderlund
(2004) and Kwak and Anbari (2009).

3. Teams Research Progression in Project
Management and Organizational Behavior

In this same spirit then, it appears that
research addressing work teams in the field of
organizational behavior could serve as a
foundation (and perhaps “spring-board”) for
future research in project management.
Research addressing work teams in the field of
organizational behavior dates back a century
(Hull, 1917). Important topics of interest range
from team climate (Speroff, 1953) and team
structure (Worthy, 1950) to cross functional
teams (Cherns, 1976) and risk management
(Cecil, Cummings, & Chertkoff, 1973).
            In response to this apparent overlap,
this investigation’s key focus is in determining
the relatedness and temporal sequencing of
common research to both project
management and organizational behavior. In
other words, our primary interest is to
examine the differences in timing and
development of shared concepts regarding
“teams” between the organizational behavior
and project management disciplines to
leverage mutual opportunities. Additionally,
this manuscript, with its intense focus on
teams, extends the “Behaviour School”, one of
the seven schools posited by Soderlund (2011)
whose foci included organizational behaviour
and social interaction between teams. It also
extends the work by Kwak and Anbari (2008)
whose third of eight “allied disciplines” within
the management domain was titled
“Organizational Behavior/Human Resources
Management”.
       To begin this inquiry, we first conducted a
thematic review of the project management
teams literature by identifying important
themes that emerged in the project
management literature from its inception up
to current date. Next, we explored these same
themes in the organizational behavior
literature to determine the potential overlap
between literatures and temporal differences
between thematic introductions. Results of
these thorough thematic reviews are included
in the attached appendix. We ultimately
develop a visual model that displays the
source of each theme as well as the lag
between organizational behavior and project
management theme development. In sum, we
provide recommendations for future research
based on the thematic review as well as
quantitative data presented to show current
thematic lag and changes in thematic lag
across time.

To begin, we conducted a review of team-oriented
literature from project management’s formal inception
as an academic discipline in the early 1970’s. This was
followed by a reciprocal process of identifying emergent
themes from groupings of individual articles
and by classifying individual articles into emergent
themes, within each
decade, until the themes maintained their independence
from one another. This process concluded with the
decade of 2010 to the present. As an example of this
process, Posner (1987) provided an early introduction to
project leadership. Subsequently, Wilemon (1988)
continued the discussion by providing further depth as
to the leadership requirements and attributes of
successful project managers. Finally, Kerr (1989)
discussed project managers’ need to recognize team
members as an appreciating asset as part of said leader’s
attributes. As a result, these three papers were coded as
a project management leadership theme introduced in
1987.
Segregating specific journal publications or literature
domains within specified time-periods for thematic
review or trend analysis is not an uncommon practice.
Betts and Lansley (1995) examined a 10-year period of
papers published within the International Journal of
Project Management. Crawford, Pollack, & England
(2006) analyzed “trends of emphasis” within two PM
flagship journals, Interntional Journal of Project
Management and Project Management Journal. Anbari,
Bredillet,& Turner (2008) reviewed research literature
on project management producing nine major “schools
of thought” based on their interpretation of the key
premises that drove each one.  Finally, utilizing
technology, Bredillet (2006) examined project
management production via EBSCO Business Source
Premier Database and used co-word analysis to
ascertain primary trends in the field. Following these
researchers’ lead then, and as employed by Littau et
al. (2010), the following seven PM oriented journals
were used for this evaluation: Project Management
Journal, International Journal of Project
Management, International Journal of Managing Projects
in Business, Construction Management and
Economics, Journal of Construction Engineering and
Management, Automation in Construction,
and International Journal of Project Organisation and
Management.
Subsequent to the journal pool being identified, a key
word search on “team*” (to include teams, teamwork,
etc.) was conducted across several key PM journals afore
mentioned. Articles that contained “teams” in the
keyword, title, or abstract were marked for later review. 

2. Method

Figure 1 – Theme Construction Flowchart

3.1 Project Management Themes – 1960s

The decade of the 1960s did not contain any research published in
project management journals as said journals did not exist until
the 1970s. However, there were forays into “management” of
projects which ultimately abetted the establishment of the project
management field. Two articles in the latter part of the decade
dealt with project managers’ leadership style and interpersonal
skill (Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Hodgetts, 1968). These articles
appeared in the Administrative Science Quarterly and the
Academy of Management Journal respectively. 
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Continuing the investigation of
interpersonal influence, Gemmill &
Thamhain (1974) examined this influence
and project performance. Working with
Nasa, organizational design was
investigated by Chapman (1973). His
observation led him to believe that
matrix styled organizations often had
success with smaller projects but were
not equipped to handle large projects
such as the projects NASA was
accustomed to managing.

Team communication was further elaborated on by Barndt (1981)
when he offered that communication was necessary for “goal
directed behavior” and that communication was free-flowing, but
not always an open pipeline either up or down the organizational
structure nor the project team to and from the project manager.
Kerr (1989), in his Deloitte award winning article dealing with IT
projects and specifically team member growth, presented the
notion that the development of skills of those on the project team
is as important as attaining various task associated goals. Project
leader effectiveness is the last major theme of this decade to be
discussed. Elmes and Wilemon (1988) offered that the
effectiveness of any project leader may rest upon their
understanding of the organization’s cultural norms within which
they labor. Project managers who become “cultural reactors” are
less likely to be perceived as effective. Posner (1987) asked what it
took to be a good project manager. His findings centered on 1)
problems in managing projects; 2) project manager skills to
include traits, behaviors, characteristics, etc. 3) project manager
skills and project problems were aligned and connected.

The former was concerned with “effective and
ineffective integrators” - referring to
interpersonal skills; while the latter discussed
the “authority gap” and how it could be
overcome through persuasive abilities.
Through a purely management prism, these
early studies focusing primarily on managerial
patterns of those leading projects seems
warranted and appropriate for future field
development.
Interestingly, organizational design and
project management effectiveness occupied
two other notable investigations in this
decade. Considering the rapid interest in
space exploration of the 1960s, it should be no
surprise that Marquis & Straight (1965)
working with NASA inquired about project
management within its organizational
confines as well as external subcontractors.
The findings of this effort centered on
administrative support and concluded that
such staff who reported directly to the project
manager improved the project’s probability of
success. Another article examining
organizational design appeared in the
Academy of Management Journal (Reeser,
1969) and focused on project outcome
problems associated with project-oriented
structures as compared to traditional
(“functional”) organizational structures.

A theoretical paper was offered by Butler (1973) which
appeared in the Academy of Management Journal and
posited the conflict-prone, dysfunctional nature of
project management within a traditionally structured
organization. Thamhain & Wilemon offered three
studies in this decade which focused on conflict. The
first examined various conflict sources to include their
causes and intensity which was published in the
Proceedings of the Project Management Institute (1974).
The second studied the outcomes of five various conflict
management modes to include: forcing, confrontation,
compromising, smoothing and withdrawal (1975). The
last surveyed the four accepted stages in the project life
cycle and the degrees of conflict within each (1977).
There were several articles within this decade which
comprised the theme “team member management”
These articles focused on human resource principles to
improve team productivity (Murdick & Schuster, 1976);
the lack of training levels of project managers and the
negative effects on team member turnover, team
conflict and project failure (Rondinelli, 1976); the positive
role played by team member collaboration specifically
within research and development teams (Aram &
Morgan, 1976) and how organizational development can
improve team members’ trust even when faced with
conflicting organizational values of conformity and
obedience (Kegan, 1971). Aiding and abetting team
member management were two sub-themes of
communication and decision making. Borcherding,
publishing in the Project Management Quarterly (1978)
worked with construction teams to better understand
communication flow between teams and within teams.
Decision making within teams was observed in the early
part of the decade when Kloman (1972) focused on the
Surveyor and Lunar Orbiter projects within NASA and
concluded that non-collaborative decision making
stymied the projects and complicated the team’s efforts.
Continuing with this theme, Baker, Murphy and Fisher
(1974) posited that insufficient authority by the project
manager often leads to negative project and team
outcomes.
Continuing the work begun in the 1960s studying
project manager leadership, Morris (1979) published in
the Project Management Quarterly the concept of
“interface management”. He posited that the primary
role of project managers was to work within the team
acting as boundary manager between the team-tasks of
planning, coordinating and controlling. Gemmill &
Wilemon (1970) studied sources of project manager
influence and types of power exhibited through the
prism of “interpersonal influence” and the associated
team effects. 

3.2 Project Management Themes – 1970s

The decade of the 1970s saw a notable
increase in articles discussing project
management and the birth of the first journal
dedicated to the project management
discipline – the Project Management Quarterly
(later to become the Project Management
Journal). While not intended to be an
exhausted list, this decade had several
dominant themes emerge from investigations
into this new field to include: conflict
management, team member management and
a continued interest in the leadership styles of
project managers.
Initially within this decade, conflict
management was examined within NASA’s
Apollo Space program in the early 1970s by
Wilemon (1971) and was included in the
Proceedings of the Project Management
Institute. 

3.3 - Project Management Themes
– 1980s

The 1980s witnessed the initial
maturation of the discipline with
additional journals launched related
specifically to project management. This
maturity level was also evidenced
through published case studies, depth
of examination and study-scope
expansion. The themes which emerged
where: team structure, project
leadership, team climate and team
communication.
Through a case study involving Troikas
Manufacturing, team structure was
investigated by Hoevers (1986) who
posited that having line management
representatives within manufacturing
teams to be an adequate and acceptable
project management team form.
Expanding the scope to include the
examination of several Swiss projects,
Bollinger (1986) concluded by
recommending project teams define
relationships and responsibilities among
team members including external
stakeholders in “peripheral areas of
concern”. The concept of a “devil’s
advocate” role on a team was also
introduced. The concept of “cross
functional teams” was also expanded
upon by Parker (2003) to include the
necessities of rewards and recognition.
Attention was drawn to team climate by
Tampoe (1989) within IT projects. He
posited that team members must enjoy
the right environment and climate
within the team to adequately express
their skills and abilities. 

3.4 - Project Management Themes – 1990s

Team communication was further elaborated on by Barndt (1981)
when he offered that communication was necessary for “goal
directed behavior” and that communication was free-flowing, but
not always an open pipeline either up or down the organizational
structure nor the project team to and from the project manager.
This decade saw a numerical increase in the direction of studies
involving teams which were undertaken within the project
management field. Effective team communication, including the
application of enabling software, was examined by Thomas,
Tucker and Kelly (1999). Baccarini (1999), used the “logical
framework method” for communicating project milestones to all
team members establishing a common definition and baseline for
project success. Team leadership was investigated by Newcombe
(1996) and Kloppenberg and Petrick (1999). The former focused on
the power gap between what is required and necessary during
procurement for construction and traditional project teams. The
latter connected the “project life-cycle stage completion” and the
necessary team member virtues that necessitate each stage.
            Fleming and Koppelman (1996) examined cross-functional
teams and offered positive and negative outcomes of this design
which they labeled “integrated project development teams”. Cross
functional teams was also studied by Bishop (1999) who posited
that in traditional, “functionally” structured organizations, cross-
functional teams enjoyed less project success than expected.
Continuing with this theme of team structure, Sommerville and
Dalziel (1998) argued that special attention to the “composite
project team” structure improved the likelihood of innovation
within construction project execution. Similar to the need for
innovation, team productivity was also considered by Phillips,
Phillips and Bailey (1999). They argued that the best approach for
achieving team and project productivity is to complete a
sequential module in detail and then analyze contingencies in
other, directly related modules.
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Along similar lines, Berg and Karlsen
(2014) investigated how leadership can
help to drive and mature positive
emotions within their teams to foster an
environment that leads to greater
project success. While their study
focused on the engineering industry,
the findings that positive emotions lead
to reductions in stress among team
members, well-defined job functions,
enhanced creativity, beneficial team
relationships, and an overall increase in
workplace happiness should be
generalizable across the project domain.
Research into conflict is nothing new,
and good project managers know going
in that conflict will be a part of any team
function. Good leadership and
engendering trust early are two ways to
combat the inevitable conflict that will
arise. Several studies have explored
team conflict on projects. Liu, Chen,
Chen, and Sheu (2011) investigated the
interpersonal conflict found in
information systems development
projects in Taiwan. The uncertainty that
exists around understanding and
satisfying user requirements of the
project was found to create
interpersonal conflict that negatively
affected overall project performance.
They suggest limiting conflict around
user requirements by requiring a clear
communication plan that defines
communication formats, requirements,
and frequency between the user and the
project team. Musah and Isah (2017)
looked at conventional areas of conflict
and the managerial styles employed to
tackle it in the context of manufacturing
plants in Malaysia. Their findings
suggest that personality differences,
scheduling, and communication
breakdowns are the most common
areas of conflict. Interestingly, the study
also found that the compromising style
of management was the least used when
addressing conflict, rather the
integrating style. Although team conflict
can create friction among team
members, it can also have a financial
impact to the project. 

Brockman’s (2013) work sought to calculate the financial cost to a
project by interviewing 74 construction workers in the Midwest of
the United States. Interviewees were asked about time associated
with the conflict, and then labor hour rates were applied to the
time. On average, her study reports that 161 hours and nearly
$11,000 are lost per construction project in managing conflict.
Research into trust continues to be a strong area for study in the
2010s. A study focusing on the Chinese construction industry by
Lau and Rowlinson (2011) investigates trust relationships on
projects. 10 projects of varying types, both private and public,
were considered to better understand the psychological
perception of the trust relationship as well as the underlying
importance of trust in working relationships. Not surprisingly, and
as the wider psychological body of research has shown (Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Moorman and Fetter, 1990; Moorman, Zaltman and
Deshpande, 1992; Clark and Payne, 1997; Lweicki, McAllister, and
Bies, 1998; Becerra and Gupta, 2003), their findings revealed a
multi-faceted and varied understanding of trust. In addition, they
suggest that, since trust is not something innate to strangers
working together, it must be promoted in a normative framework
with clear policies guiding team membership. Buvik and Rolfsen
(2015) also explored the concept of trust building among
construction teams in Norway. Importantly, this particular study
involved teams with prior working relationships and sought to
understand how members developed trust on a new project. The
study revealed four important aspects to early team trust
development: 1) provide work practices that quickly assimilate
team members, 2) endeavor to promote a mutual work attitude
among team members, 3) provide clarity on functional role
expectations early in the project, and 4) ensure there open and
clear channels of communication for all team members. Looking
at small military teams, Godé‐Sanchez (2010) showed that mutual
trust and a shared understanding of a common environment
enabled military members to effectively operate in varied
environments under a range of circumstances. Project teams can
leverage this same ability by developing “…a collective sense of
events and interdependency, and…use common knowledge and
attitudes” (p. 76).
Anvuur and Kumaraswamy (2015) looked at team climate as an
indicator of how well project teams would cooperate with one
another. The four factors of common goals, equal status,
integrative interactions, and authority support were shown to be
vital for team cooperation and a healthy team climate. The study
made an empirical test of the interactive effects of these factors
utilizing temporary construction project teams as a basis of study.
Findings suggested that these four factors were indeed helpful in
parsimonious modelling and had high predictive capabilities
where team climate is concerned. It is not surprising that these
factors are reminiscent of the findings reviewed in the prior
sections on trust and team leadership. Creasy and Carnes’ (2017)
study also examined team climate using the framework of
workplace bullying. 

Motivating and general management of team
members comprise another theme of this
decade. Tampoe and Thurloway (1993)
explored the project manager’s and team
members’ motivations to complete projects on
time, within budget and achieve quality
objectives. Johns (1995) discussed in his
manuscript the “project management method”
of managing team member behaviors which
are needed to satisfy the needs of their
customers. Slabey and Austrom (1998) posited
a method toward team building by utilizing an
“I Opt” tool revealing four primary styles used
by team members to process information and
process tasks.
Finishing this decade are two themes which
deal with international teams and team
awareness of external stakeholders. Schneider
(1995) discussed the success of international
and intercultural project teams offering advice
toward successful outcomes which dealt
heavily with methods and instruments used
during project execution. Consideration of
cultural differences were also said to have
contributed a significant portion toward the
team’s success. Bougromenko (1999) suggests
that transportation projects should be
appraised by external stakeholders (public
sector) resulting in a completion rate of 3.5 to
5 times faster than the norm. This positive
outcome was attributed to the team’s
understanding that the external stakeholders
will acutely perceive the project as good or
bad after considering the “cost-benefit” ratio
of what the project cost to what the project
delivered.

Project leadership must ensure a supportive work
environment exists to encourage team members to
work to their highest aspiration thereby supporting high
performance within the team. In a separate study,
Thamhain (2004) examined 76 project teams consisting
of over 800 project professionals. The study concluded
that leadership promoting conditions which gratify both
professional and personal needs among team members
strongly effects team agility, commitment, and overall
function.
Trust on project teams has become another area of
interest to PM researchers. Ding and Ng (2009)
examined design teams in the China’s construction
sector. They found that interpersonal trust is enhanced
when the traits of social interaction and attitudes on
work were identified by project team managers. Their
findings suggest that improving the social interactions
of team members and fostering a sense of what a
correct attitude on work should be leads to increased
interpersonal trust, and in turn, increased performance
of the design team. Fong and Lung (2007) also found that
trust has a positive influence on an organizational
member’s perceptions of working on a project team.
Team integration, or how teams are assembled, work,
and collaborate with one another, is also a theme of
recent research. Kumaraswamy, Ling, Rahman, and
Phng’s (2005) study of integrated team traits came
showed improved industry performance by an
organization through higher quality team integration.
This theme will see a greater expansion in the 2010s.

3.5 - Project Management Themes – 2000

The first decade of the new millennium saw no
slowdown in the teams research arena.
Leadership within teams became one area of
focus for PM researchers. Thamhain’s (2004)
examined the conditions needed for teams to
perform at high levels and found two vitally
important aspects at play: professional
interest and work support. Team leadership is
crucial to supporting both of these aspects.
One of project leadership’s roles is to
engender an environment of participation by
all team members, a role Thamhain (2004)
referred to as social architects. 

3.6 - Project Management Themes – 2010

Research in the 2010s on teams continued to build
strongly on themes from the previous decade. On the
topic of team leadership, Dwivedula and Bredillet (2010)
reported that leadership promoting both organizational
growth and professional development help reinforce
professional commitment. Interestingly, Thamhain
(2013) found that many of these same traits encourage
advantageous risk management behaviors by team
members, leading to a more unified team. Yang, Huuang,
and Wu (2011) studied the relationships between
leadership style and project success. Utilizing an
industry-wide sample of over 200 projects in Taiwan,
their research found that project leaders who employ
both transactional and transformational styles can
increase the communication and collaboration levels
among their team members. These increases in
teamwork were found to positively impact overall
project performance, particularly in the realm of a
project’s constraints of stakeholder satisfaction, cost,
schedule, and quality.
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Dedicated research addressing work
teams soon followed with many articles
addressing the subject by the early-
1950’s (e.g. Jackson, 1953; Van Zelst,
1952). Early research focused on topics
such as team decision-making and
conflict management, while more
recent work addresses important topics
such as team cognition and knowledge
emergence (Grand, Braun, Kuljanin,
Kozlowski, & Chao, 2016), team
reflexivity (Chen, Bamberger, Song,
& Vashdi, In Press), and non-linear
phenomena in teams (Koopmann, Lanaj,
Wang, Zhou, & Shi, 2016). In sum, the
literature
addressing organizational behavior
provides a very deep pool of knowledge
upon which future research can build.
While the section addressing teams
research in project management is a
relatively comprehensive thematic
review, such review in the field
of organizational behavior is simply not
reasonable for completion in one
manuscript. To illustrate this point,
comprehensive reviews of recent
achievements in the field are published
almost on a nearly bi-decade basis
(e.g. Delgado Pina, Romero Martinez, &
Gomez Martinez, 2008; Devine,
2002; Guzzo & Dickson, 1996; Kozlowski
& Bell, 2013; Maloney, Bresman, Zellmer-
Bruhn, & Beaver, 2016). In addition,
meta-analyses utilizing hundreds of
thousands of participants from
hundreds to thousands of studies
address important topics in project
management such as team diversity
(Horwitz & Horwitz, 2007), team trust
development (De Jong, Dirks, &
Gillespie, 2016), and team conflict
(De Dreu & Weingart, 2003) to name a
few.  Given this complexity, the
authorship team utilized the open
coded themes developed in the PM
thematic review to explore the
introduction of these same themes into
the OB literature. A brief discussion of
OB theme introduction follows with a
condensed graphical representation
included in included appendix.

Research addressing teams in organizational behavior became
mainstream in the early 1950’s with foundational work addressing
basic issues in team dynamics such as team structure (Worthy,
1950) and team leadership (Baumgartel, 1957). The 1960’s provided
a more nuanced picture of team dynamics by addressing
intrateam phenomena such as team member motivation (Bucklow,
1966), cross-functional team integration (Goldsen, 1960), and team
communication (Williges, Johnston, & Briggs, 1966). Research in
the 1970’s continued the trend of addressing intrateam issues such
as intrateam development (Belbin, Aston, & Mottram, 1976), team
climate (Howe, 1977), and team training (Gunderson, Rahe, &
Arthur, 1972) while also focusing on team diversity (Hill & Rhue,
1974) in conjunction with the civil rights movement.   
In contrast, the 1980’s brought new foci in the form of
international teams (Adler, 1983) and team collaboration
(Tjosvold & Yuan, 1989) to address prominent managerial issues of
the time. Next, research addressing work teams branches out in
the 1990’s to address a cornucopia of topics ranging from
distributed (Warkentin, Sayeed, & Hightower, 1997) and virtual
teams (Lewis, 1998) to trust development (Korsgaard, Schweiger,
& Sapienza, 1995) and teamwork improvement (Hatcher & Ross,
1991). More recent work, completed after the year 2000, shows
even more branching with an incredibly diverse set of themes
ranging from shared mental models (Mathieu, Heffner, Goodwin,
Salas, & Cannon-Bowers, 2000) and deep level diversity (Harrison,
Price, Gavin, & Florey, 2002) to group faultlines (Thatcher & Patel,
2012) and transient team learning (Vashdi, Bamberger, & Erez,
2012). All indications suggest that this branching will continue as
the literature continues to develop beyond basic team dynamics
concepts toward nuanced eccentricities of teams working in
different contexts and unique team structures.

Specifically, their study looked at project
manager bullying behaviors its effects on a
number of team climate concepts such as
perceptions of politics, commitment,
organizational citizenship behaviors, and
conflicts in the work-life domain. The
research uncovers several negative impacts of
bullying tactics on team performance by
project managers as well as non-work-related
consequences.
While in its nascent stage in the 2000s,
research into team integration expanded
quickly in the 2010s. Some of the studies on
team integration are purely research oriented,
validating team-based instruments and
constructs. For instance, Ding, Ng, Wang, and
Zou (2012) describe the concepts of team-
based self-esteem (TBSE) as differentiated
from company-based self-esteem (CBSE).
They posit that future research into
construction project management and self-
esteem should use TBSE, as it has more
predictive power than CBSE. Another study by
Chiocchio, Grenier, O’Neill, Savaria, and
Willms (2012) validate a multi-level instrument
for measuring collaborative work, while Nuhn
and Helge (2016) investigated team member
turnover intentions. Mitropoulos and
Memarian’s (2012) literature review catalogues
the cognitive, affective, and behavioral
attributes of construction crew teamwork.
Other work is more practical, such as Liang,
Wu, Jiang, and Klein’s (2012) examination of
diversity of personal values on project teams.
Their research found that having members
with different ideas about project goals or
mission are a benefit to the project manager,
particularly if the project requires an inventive
or otherwise novel approach. Enberg,
Lindkvist, and Tell (2010), nuanced this
argument in their supposition that although
integrated teams can be beneficial, segregated
or specialized teams may be what is needed in
a complex project. Team reflexivity, or the
process by which project team members
continually re-evaluate processes in order to
change them to meet new project realities, is
the focus of Wu, Rivas, and Liao’s (2017) work
regarding new product development teams
(NPD). They find that reflexive NPD teams are
better equipped to handle changing market
landscapes, can develop better products,
utilize novel processes, and more fully
understand their competitors. 

These findings bear some resemblance to Paylak’s
earlier (2004) suggestion that specialized “tiger teams”
are best suited for solution finding when project
problems present themselves. In Hsu, Chang, Klein, and
Jiang’s (2011) study, teamwork mental models are
explored to understand how they affect information
systems development projects. They showed how
project data from various places, and held by various
team members, is brought together and utilized to
garner project success.  Not surprisingly, their findings
indicate that better utilization of information can bear
positive influence on project outcomes. Ibrahim,
Costello, and Wilkinson (2015), drawing from the
construction literature, found support for key
characteristics of team integration and illustrated how
to better integrate a team. They report that a singular
focus on goals, trust and respect, supportive
management, good communication, and a “no blame”
culture are all important traits for successful team
integration. Like earlier findings by Enberg, et al. (2010),
Baiden and Price (2011) also found no significant
differences in effectiveness among teams of varying
levels of integration. They posit that although team
integration is a desirable trait, it is certainly not the only
trait needed for improving team effectiveness.
Distributed or virtual team research in the project
management domain has recently become a topic of
research. Bourgault, Daoudi, and Drouin (2014) explored
how virtual teams can work collaboratively with their
client to improve project success. Close working
relationships were found to be advantageous,
particularly in complex project situations. Lee-Kelley’s
(2006) research looked at how different locus of control
(LOC) outlooks moderated distributed team members
attitudes toward virtual teamwork. LOC was found to be
a significant moderator of distributed team attitudes
and should be considered by project managers. Both
Tabassi, Ramli, and Bakar (2012) and Chiocchio, Rabbat,
and Lebel (2015) found that training of team members
leads to enhancement in task efficacy and coordination
on project collaborative work.

4. Organizational Behavior: Thematic
Crossover with Project Management

The fields of organizational behavior
and industrial/organizational psychology are rooted in
research from psychology and sociology that dates back
well over a century. Early research in these dedicated
fields began with inquiries such as World War I soldier
placement testing and scientific management
(Roethlisberger, 1939; Taylor, 1911). 

4. Results
In sum, the fields of project management and organizational
behavior address similar phenomena in a similar order, with the
substantial issue (and primary focus of this investigation) being the
lag between a topic’s introduction in the field of organizational
behavior and its subsequent discussion in project management.
When addressing temporal issues regarding thematic
introductions in both organizational behavior and project
management, early concepts in project management, such as team
leadership (OB - Baumgartel, 1957; PM – Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967),
general project management (OB – Marschak, 1955; Lawrence &
Lorsch, 1967), and conflict management (OB – Guetzkow & Gyr,
1954; PM – Wilemon, 1971), were discussed in the field of
organizational behavior approximately 14.6 years prior to their
thematic emergence in project management (See Table 1 for
specific details). In the next decade (1980’s), we see an interesting
change as concepts such as team structure (OB – Stogdill &
Shartle, 1948; Bollinger, 1986), cross-functional teams (OB –
Goldsen, 1960; PM – Parker, 1986), and team climate (OB – Speroff, 
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Given that the above evidence shows
the possibility of integrating the
organizational behavior and project
management literatures, work in other
fields show the benefit of doing so. For
the first several decades of its existence,
the field of entrepreneurship existed it
its own silo with very few efforts to
incorporate outside work (Stevenson &
Jarillo, 1990). As a result, overlap and
duplication abounded between the
fields of entrepreneurship and strategic
management. However, later efforts
were made to search for similarities
between fields and use those similarities
to leverage research opportunities in
both areas (e.g. Dess, Lumpkin, &
McGee, 1999; Kraus & Kauranen, 2009).
This recognition allowed the field of
entrepreneurship to focus on specific
issues related to entrepreneurs and
their organizations rather than
organizational strategy in general. For
example, the recommendations made
by Dess and colleagues (1999) lead
entrepreneurship scholars to focus on
behavioral patterns of entrepreneurial
employees such as entrepreneurial
orientation (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2005),
entrepreneurial marketing (Kocak &
Abimbola, 2009), and family business
teams (Schjoedt, Monsen, Pearson, 

Barnett, & Chrisman, 2012). In addition, the field of strategic
management benefitted from this differentiation with the ability
to focus on strategic issues in established organizations such as
corporate entrepreneurship (Barringer & Bluedorn, 1999) and
intrapreneurship (Alpakan, Bulut, Gunday, Ulusoy, & Kilic, 2010).
Thus, both fields matured at a faster pace by exploring the most
pressing phenomena for their given field. We contend that the
fields of project management would benefit by integrating and
differentiating appropriately in a similar fashion.

1953; PM – Tampoe, 1989) rose to prominence approximately 29 years after their discussion in OB showing a
marked increase in time lag. Next, the 1990’s shows a similar pattern as OB concepts such as international
teams (OB – Edstrom & Galbraith, 1977; PM – Schneider, 1995), team member motivation (OB – Deutsch,
1959; PM – Tampoe & Thurloway, 1993), and inter-team development (OB – Fiedler, 1967; PM – Slabey &
Austrom, 1998) predated PM themes by around 28.8 years.

Entering the new millennium, we hope to see a
marked decrease in the lag between OB and PM
teams research given the overall rise in PM research
activity. Unfortunately, we ultimately see an increase
in the lag between fields as concepts such as team
performance (OB – Wiest, Porter, & Ghiselli, 1961; PM
– Kumaraswamy et al., 2005), distributed teams (OB
– Warkentin et al., 1997; PM – Lee-Kelley, 2006), and
team orientation (OB – Lawrence & Lorch, 1967; PM
– Fong & Lung, 2007) display an approximately 34
year difference in thematic emergence. Finally, we
see a slight contraction in the lag between thematic
introductions from 2010 to present with and average
lag of 22.6 years when addressing topics such as
team turnover (OB – O’Reilly III, Caldwell, & Barnett,
1989; PM – Nuhn & Wald, 2016), risk management
(OB – Cecil, Cummings & Chertkoff, 1973; PM –
Thamhain, 2013), and team adaptability (OB –
Wagerman, 1997; PM – Wu, Amaya Rivas, & Liao,
2017).
Surprisingly, the average lag across all five decades
of research in the two disciplines slightly exceeds a
quarter of a century (25.6 years). In addition, PM
literature rarely cites existing work from OB when
introducing a new concept related to teams. This
exclusion has resulted in large scale duplication of
research efforts and missed opportunities. For
example, based on a database search, a total of 2,970
articles discuss intra-team dynamics during the lag
between OB discussion in1976 and PM discussion in
2010. Addressing this discrepancy would allow PM
researchers to focus on nuances of dedicated project
team dynamics rather than duplication of prior work
addressing teams.

6. Discussion

Table 1 - OB and PM Teams Literature 1950-2017

Interestingly, as seen in Figure 2, the distribution of
the studied topics across the two disciplines has
created a type of “accordion effect” in their
distribution.  Topics had a shorter lag between
introduction in the OB field and discussion in the PM
field in early years as well as the most recent years
reviewed in this study. Conversely, there is a larger
gap between the original introduction of the topic in
OB and its study in PM during the “middle” years of
the investigation. With a few exceptions, this
accordion effect seems to hold with most topics.
This accordion effect is likely due to the fact that in
the early days of teams research, both OB and PM
investigators focused on some of the first “big rocks”
topics. These more essential teams topics were easy
and obvious targets for researchers in both
disciplines. They correspond to the tighter intervals
in the early years of research shown in Figure 2.
However, as time moved on, the volume of OB
research substantially outpaced PM widening the
gap between fields.  
Recent interest in “soft skills” research in both the
OB and PM field has perhaps had an impact on the
shortened intervals towards the end of the study
period shown in Figure 2. As OB has introduced a
soft skill topic, PM research has responded more
quickly in investigating similar phenomena. The
shrinking research intervals in recent years likely
points to maturing trend in the PM field as more
academic research is conducted and the number of
researchers grows. As the PM discipline matures, we
expect that not only will there be more topics
studied between the two fields, but on average, the
gap between disciplines will get smaller.

Figure 2 - OB and PM Teams Literature 1950-2017

7. Future Research
While it is simply not feasible to review all progress in
organizational behavior that has not been addressed by project
management (see reviews for further reading; e.g. Delgado Pina,
Romero Martinez, & Gomez Martinez, 2008; Devine, 2002; Guzzo
& Dickson, 1996; Kozlowski & Bell, 2013; Maloney, Bresman,
Zellmer-Bruhn, & Beaver, 2016), we provide several pointed
recommendations as examples for possible integration of
organizational behavior research. First, it is important to
recognize that some researchers have already begun this
important task of integrating advanced OB topics into PM
research. Research addressing shared mental models (e.g.
Mathieu, et al., 2000) addresses the extent to which team
members have a common understanding of the tasks that is to be
performed and the level of teamwork that is involved. This would
be very relevant to project teams in that project teams often must
balance conflicting demands such as budget, timeline, scope, etc.
that may not always be compatible with one another. In response,
Hsu and colleagues (2011) began the integration process by
exploring the impact of team mental models on information
utilization and project performance. This example shows the
marked benefit of a shared research agenda.
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Second, research addressing transient team learning
(Vashdi et al., 2012) is very relevant to project teams
given that project teams are often constructed for a
finite duration. Transient team learning assesses
learning processes in teams that are either short-
term or involve regular changes in team structure.
Given the fact that most project teams utilize a
somewhat temporary and/or transitory structure,
understanding learning processes in this situation is
certainly relevant to project management
researchers and practitioners alike and could lead to
breakthroughs in terms of transferring knowledge
between projects.
Third, research addressing group fault lines
(Thatcher & Patel, 2012) and deep-level diversity
(Harrison et al., 2002) provide several opportunities
for project management research. Given that many
project management teams utilized a cross-
functional composition (e.g. Bishop, 1999), a
possibility exists that non-visual team member
characteristics could lead to cohesion or fracturing
among project teams. Deep-level diversity suggests
that the most important individual differences are
those that cannot be seen with the naked eye
(Thatcher & Patel, 2012). When designing teams, the
only “diversity” factors considered are those that are
at the surface-level. Cross-functional teams are
likely to contain deep-level diversity which could
lead to creativity or create fractures within the
group called group faultlines. Group faultlines are
factors that tend to fracture a group into several
factions that rarely intermingle. The impact of this
phenomenon on project teams is clear and could
guide future project management research by
assessing individual differences among team
members to assess mean levels as well as dispersion
among individual difference factors. All of the above
suggestions would allow project management
scholars to avoid duplication of work in
organizational behavior while addressing project-
specific phenomena that are critical to project team
functioning.

As a result, we hope that future research in OB can
focus on general psychological phenomena in the
workplace while PM can focus on project-specific
phenomena. OB provides a mature foundation
regarding many general team and team related
concepts. Those concepts, applied to PM research,
provide opportunities for rapid advancement in PM
theory, research, and practice. In addition, working
from a shared agenda would also allow PM
researchers to focus on the intricacies of PM teams,
rather than simply investigating general team
dynamics. By doing so, scholarly PM output could
focus the most pressing needs of practicing project
managers, as opposed to rebuilding foundational
knowledge on teams that has already exists in OB.

8. Conclusion
As shown by the compilation of evidence above, it
appears that the fields of OB and PM would mutually
benefit from a shared research agenda regarding
general team dynamics. This shared agenda would
help to prevent retheorizing and retesting of shared
phenomena that currently exists between the OB
and PM fields. 
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