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ABSTRACT 

Previous studies have explored self-verification theory to explain the relationship 

between self-verification and relationship conflict in collocated teams. This study 

expanded the application of self-verification theory in distributed team environments. 

More specifically, this study investigated the effects of similarity of personal identities on 

self-verification and the effects of self-verification on relationship conflict in both 

collocated and distributed teams. In addition to the self-verification theory, other identity 

related theories and communication theories were used to develop the hypotheses and to 

analyze the results. The hypotheses subsequently were tested using Partial Least Squares 

models. Participants of this study were members of one of the collocated or distributed 

engineering design teams. The findings show evidence of the moderation of team type on 

the relationship between self-verification and relationship conflict. The findings suggest 

that similarity of personal identities positively affects self-verification in collocated teams 

but not in distributed teams. Self-verification, in turn, reduces relationship conflict in 

collocated teams and increases relationship conflict in distributed teams. The implications 

of the findings on the theories, especially self-verification theory, are discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Distributed teams have become a new phenomenon in the modern business 

environment. A distributed team is a group of two or more persons (DeSanctis, 1989; 

Hare, Blumberg, Davies, & Kent, 1996) whose members aim to achieve specific common 

goals (Lipnack & Stamps, 1997), work interdependently (Lipnack & Stamps, 1997), are 

aware of the team as an entity and their membership on it (Arrow, McGrath, & Berdahl, 

2000), and recognize other members in the team and members’ relationships to one 

another (Arrow et al., 2000; DeSanctis, 1989). The unique characteristic that 

differentiates a distributed team from an ordinary team is that at least one member of the 

distributed team is spatially or temporally separated (Griffith, & Neale, 2001; Warkentin, 

Sayeed, & Hightower, 1997). As a consequence of spatial or temporal separation, 

members of distributed teams perform the majority of their work from different locations 

(Lurey & Raisinghani, 2001) or at different times. This teamwork model is possible 

because of the increasingly affordable communication technologies that reduce 

substantially the need for face-to-face meetings and the familiarity of the workforce in 

using the technologies. Past distributed teams’ studies have focused primarily on teams 

whose members work at different places (i.e. spatially separated) and not teams whose 

members work at the same place but at different times (i.e. temporally separated) (e.g. 

Armstrong & Cole, 2002; Cramton, 2001; Jarvenpaa, Knoll, & Leidner, 1998; Jarvenpaa 

& Leidner, 1999; Mortensen & Hinds, 2001). Following in the same tradition, I will 
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focus on spatially separated distributed teams, and for brevity I will refer to them as 

distributed teams. 

The distributed team model gives organizations a more flexible approach to 

utilizing organizations’ employees that are scattered over different regions. When an 

organization wants to form teams, the human resources requirement for the teams may 

exceed those resources available in any one of its branches. However, the organization is 

still able to fulfill the human resources requirement by combining its human resources 

from several branches into distributed teams. This flexibility reduces the need for 

employee relocations and new hirings that in turn, reduces the organization’s operational 

costs. The current trend in corporate development (Herbsleb, Mockus, Finholt, & Grinter, 

2000) makes distributed teams more attractive. Mergers and acquisitions often link 

previously unrelated branches across different regions into one corporation. The need for 

local representatives to serve new markets or local governments’ requirement for a local 

development often pressures corporations to open new corporate branches in distant 

regions. The need for continuous product development gives incentives to corporations to 

establish branches across different geographic times. In addition, with the increasingly 

specialized workforce, the need of experts may not be able to be fulfilled by the pool of 

resources from one region. When moving those resources is not a viable choice, the 

distributed team model provides a suitable solution.  

Although a distributed team model promises better employee utilization, recent 

field studies and surveys showed links between distributed teams and higher team 

management problems. Compared with collocated teams, distributed teams experience 
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higher team management challenges and behavioral challenges (McDonough, Kahn, & 

Barczak, 2001). Distributed team members experience misunderstandings in 

communication and strange conflict escalations (Armstrong & Cole, 2002). Distributed 

teams’ managers experience difficulties in analyzing performance problems and coaching 

from a distance (Armstrong & Cole, 2002). Distributed teams also experience more 

difficulty in creating shared understanding among team members (Cramton, 2001; 

Malhotra, Majcrhrzak, Carman, & Lott, 2001) and are more likely to drop team members 

from the group (Mortensen & Hinds, 2002) than collocated teams.  

The high number of management problems distributed teams face suggests 

potentially fundamental consequences of a distributed environment on team dynamics. 

This fact gives researchers grounds to question the adequacy of current theories in 

explaining the teamwork process in a distributed environment. Efforts to take into 

account the unique factors of the new environment in assessing the adequacy of current 

theories have been made. Expanding current theories or developing new lines of theories 

should be the next logical step when the current theories are found to be inadequate.  

In this paper, I focus on self-verification theory (Swann, 1983; Swann, Kwan, 

Polzer, & Milton, 2003; Swann, Polzer, Seyle, & Ko, 2004). Self-verification theory 

argues that individuals strive to achieve a condition whereby their self-acknowledged 

identity (hereafter, identity) is verified by their interaction partners (Burke & Stets, 1999; 

Swann, 1983; Swann et al., 2003; Swann et al., 2004; Swann, Rentfrow, & Guinn, 2002). 

Individuals desire to have self-verification because it generates feelings of being known 
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and understood and because it leads to feelings of predictability and control (Swann, 

Stein-Seroussi, & Giesler, 1992; Swann et al., 2002; Swann et al., 2004).  

 Self-verification theory is often associated with self-enhancement theory. 

Whereas self-enhancement theory suggests that individuals seek positive evaluation 

(Swann, 1987; Swann et al., 2002); self-verification theory suggests that individuals seek 

verification of their identity regardless whether it entails positive or negative evaluations 

(Swann, Milton, & Polzer, 2000). The findings of the past studies were more in line with 

self-verification theory than with self-enhancement theory (Burke, 1991). Swann and 

Pelham (2002) reported that college roommates preferred roommates that confirmed their 

negative self-views when the views were either important or certain. On their experiment 

with individuals with low and high self-esteem, Swann and colleagues (1989) reported 

that individuals preferred feedback about their positive self-views and interacted with 

partners that offered feedback about their positive self-views (Swann, Pelham, & Krull, 

1989). At the same time, they preferred unfavorable feedback over favorable feedback to 

their negative self-views and preferred to interact with partners who offered unfavorable 

feedback over those who offered favorable feedback to their negative self-views (Swann 

et al., 1989). Swann (1987) argues that self-enhancement effects are self-verification 

effects in disguise. The reason for this is that most people develop highly positive 

conceptions of themselves (Swann, 1987). 

There are several constructs that are related to self-verification. Self-other 

agreement (e.g. Funder, Kolar, & Blackman, 1995; Kenny & Kashy, 1994; Letzring, 

Wells, & Funder, 2006; Watson, Hubbard, & Wiese, 2000), which is the agreement 
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between a focal individual’s view of him or herself and another person’s view of the 

focal individual (Funder et al., 1995), is used primarily in studies on personality judgment 

accuracy. Self-other agreement is essentially the same construct with self-verification. 

Interpersonal congruence (Polzer, Milton, & Swann, 2002), which is the degree to which 

group members see others in the group as others see themselves, is essentially a self-

verification construct that is operationalized at group level (London, Polzer,& Omoregie, 

2005). Another construct that is similar to self-verification is identity comprehension 

proposed by Thatcher and colleagues (2003). Identity comprehension is the degree to 

which the relative importance of individuals’ identity is understood by others (Thatcher, 

Doucet, & Tuncel, 2003). The identity comprehension construct is more concerned about 

the process of understanding identity and its importance, whereas the self-verification is 

more concerned about verifying identity (Thatcher et al, 2003). I consider identity 

comprehension process as a part of self-verification process. 

In this paper, I discuss the application of self-verification theory in small teams 

both in collocated and in distributed environments. Past studies on self-verification in 

small teams have been done in face-to-face environments (e.g. Polzer et al., 2002; Swann 

et al., 2003; Swann et al., 2004). Findings in distributed teams research provide some 

indication that distributed team members’ self-verification also benefits the team. For 

example, tested interaction techniques in distributed team studies generally facilitate team 

members in knowing each other’s characteristics by exchanging personal information in 

early team interaction (e.g. Moore, Kurtzberg, Thompson, & Morris, 1999; Tan, Wei, 

Huang, & Ng, 2000; Montoya-Weiss, Massey, & Song, 2001). The techniques increased 
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trust and task outcome on negotiation (Moore et al., 1999); increased task outcomes, 

satisfaction (Tan et al., 2000), and performance; and reduced negative conflict 

management (Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001) in decision making teams. A similar notion 

was observed in a quasi-experimental study of distributed teams (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 

1999). High trust distributed teams were characterized by social introduction and 

excitement in early team interaction (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). The socio-emotional 

messages in the early phases of teamwork facilitated the trust development (Jarvenpaa & 

Leidner, 1999).  

The application of self-verification theory in both collocated and distributed teams 

is focused on the relationship between self-verification and conflict. Researchers in social 

psychology field have indicated the link between self-verification and conflict (Burke, 

1991; Burke & Stets, 1999; Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002; Schafer, Wickrama, & 

Keith, 1996; Thoits, 1991; Turner, 1987).  They reported that self-verification correlated 

negatively with various negative feelings such as distressed, depressed, anxious, upset, 

and threatened (Burke, 1991; Burke & Stets, 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002; Schafer et al., 

1996; Thoits, 1991; Turner, 1987). Recently, Polzer and colleagues (2002) examined the 

extent to which self-verification moderated the relationship between diversity and 

conflict. However, there is no study that has been particularly devoted to investigate the 

links between self-verification and conflict, particularly in distributed team environments. 

This study is intended to fill such a gap. In this study, I investigate the relationship 

between self-verification and conflict and the relationship between similarity of personal 

identities and self-verification at an individual level. In the process, I also investigate the 
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effects of the unique factors of the distributed environment on the relationship between 

self-verification and conflict and on the relationship between similarity of personal 

identities and self-verification. 
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THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 

The Concept of Identity 

Understanding the concept of identity is a very important step to understanding 

self-verification theory. According to self-verification theory, individuals try to make 

their interaction partners verify their views of their identity (Burke & Stets, 1999; Swann, 

1983; Swann et al., 2003; Swann et al., 2004; Swann et al., 2002). Identity is important 

because it shapes how individuals see themselves and the world around them. Identity 

encompasses a sense that one is safe in the world physically, psychologically, socially, 

and spiritually (Northrup, 1989). Identity gives individuals a set of meanings that serves 

as a standard or reference for who one is (Burke, 1991). Those meanings are the 

outcomes of individuals’ lifetime social interactions. As a consequence, individual 

identity is relatively stable (Swann, 1983). Although the discussion of identity often 

refers to identity as a singular term, in reality it is difficult to understand identity as a 

single all-encompassing entity that covers all values, beliefs, and categories we hold. As a 

consequence, every individual will have multiple identities (hereafter I will assume the 

multiplicity of identities).  

In general identities are classified into personal and social identities. Personal 

identities are a set of identities that defines one as a unique individual person (Turner, 

1987, p.45). In a social group, individuals use personal identities to differentiate oneself 

from other in-group members. The basis for self-evaluation for personal identities is an 

individual’s traits (Brewer & Gardner, 1996). In the discussion of social identity, two 
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prominent theories have been developed. Social identity theory (Turner, 1984; Turner, 

1987) sees social identities as identities that are the result of an individual’s memberships 

in social groups or an individual’s category memberships (Turner, 1984; Turner, 1987). 

For example, social identities encompass both identities based on memberships of social 

constructs such as clubs, organizations, and project teams and identities based on 

common demographic characteristics (e.g. gender, race, religion).  

Identity theory (Stryker, 1968; Stryker, 1987; Stryker & Serpe, 1982) on the other 

hand, sees social identities as the result of the roles an individual plays in society. For 

example, an individual’s roles in society- and therefore her social identities- might 

include being a mother, a wife, a professor, and a community leader. Brewer (1991) and 

Brewer and Gardner 1996) argue that the difference between personal identity and social 

identity is in their inclusiveness. In the increasing order of inclusiveness are personal 

identity, social identity–relational self, and social identity–collective self. Brewer and 

Gardner’s (1996) social identity-collective self correspond to Turner’s (1987) self-

categorization theory whereas their social identity–relational self correspond to Stryker’s 

(1968, 1987) and Stryker and Serpe’s (1982) identity theory. 

Both personal and social identities can operate autonomously from each other but 

often they interact with each other (Spears, 2001). There are some aspects of social 

identities that are used to define personal identities and there are some aspects of personal 

identities that are used to define social identities (see Spears, 2001 for discussion). 

Therefore, the classification of an identity as a personal identity or as a social identity 

may not be as clear as the definitions suggest. For example, depending on the context, the 
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identity as an artistic person may refer to either a personal or a social identity. When the 

context demands a comparison with non-artistic people, a situation that allows one’s 

artistic identity to give the person a distinguishing property, one’s artistic identity may 

qualify as a personal identity. On the other hand when the context demands an 

association with artistic people, a situation that allows one’s artistic identity to give the 

person an acceptance property to a group or a role in the society, one’s artistic identity 

may qualify as a social identity. Studies in organization studies traditionally measure 

social identities based on common demographic characteristics -thus more in line with 

social identity theory- and personal identities based on individual’s characteristics and 

values.  

Because an individual’s personal characteristics refer to the unique values or 

characteristics an individual has, it seems obvious that those characteristics will affect the 

quality of interpersonal interaction. The effects of an individual’s demographic 

characteristics on the quality of interpersonal interaction on the other hand, are not very 

clear. Demographic characteristics can affect the quality of the interaction when 

individuals’ characteristics are directly reflected by their demographic characteristics.  

Demographic characteristics may expose individuals to certain social or pedagogical 

treatments that shape individuals such that individuals who share the demographic 

groupings share similar values. Demographic characteristics can also affect the quality of 

the interaction when individuals are treated as if their individual characteristics manifest 

the common stereotypical characteristics of the demographic characteristics they posses 
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when in fact, they do not. In both scenarios, personal characteristics and values mediate 

the effects of demographic characteristics on the quality of interpersonal interaction.  

The relative importance of personal identities to social identities has been 

reported in organizational studies. Thatcher and colleagues’ (2003) reported that in 

organizations, individuals’ personal characteristics, rather than larger groupings, were the 

most common categories for individuals to define themselves and others. In the same 

token, individuals in organizations tended to view personal identities as more salient than 

social identities (Thatcher et al., 2003). Gaertner and colleagues reported that individuals 

considered a threat more severe and experienced a more negative mood when a personal 

identity was threatened than when a social identity was threatened. (Gaertner, Sedikides, 

& Graetz, 1999). Similar to Swann and colleagues’ work, the analyses of this paper are 

focused on personal identities. The personal identity measurement adopted in this paper 

also reflects the multiplicity of identities (Swann et al., 2003; Swann et al., 2004; Swann 

et al., 2000). 

             

Relationship Conflict 

In a team, one of the most important determinants of the quality of relationships 

among members of the team and eventually, the team’s success, is the level of conflict. 

Conflict is a condition whereby incongruities of values or perspectives among interaction 

partners result in negative emotional feelings. The negative emotional feelings are 

inherent parts of the conflict (Bodtker & Jameson, 2001). There are a wide range of 

negative emotional feelings associated with conflict such as anger, frustration, 
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discomfort, annoyance, anxiety, feeling of hostility, and hatred (Jehn, 1997; Wall & 

Callister, 1995). Such negative emotional feelings are parts of the socio-emotional 

outcomes of the team and potentially undermine task performance and individual 

members’ well-being in the team. 

Conflict in a team is a reflection of experienced conflict (conflict measured based 

on conflict experienced by team members) or objective conflict (conflict measured by a 

third party based on conflict behaviors expressed by members of the team). Although, 

expressed conflict is an indication of emotions being experienced in the conflict, 

experienced conflict is argued to be more deterministic than expressed conflict (Jones & 

Bodtker, 2001). The expressed emotion of conflict experienced depends on what conflict 

is appropriate to express, which in turn, depends on the situation, the rules we learn, 

culture, and strategic choice (Jones, 2000; Bodtker & Jameson, 2001; Jones & Bodtker, 

2001). Because experienced conflict is the conflict the members actually are aware and 

feel regardless of whether it is expressed or not and regardless of how it is expressed, 

experienced conflict is less prone to observers’ misinterpretation. O’Connor & Gruenfeld 

(1993) observed that conflict that was experienced but unexpressed would affect group 

interaction. Accordingly, I focus on experienced conflict. 

There are several types of conflict a team member might experience. The 

commonly adopted classification of conflict groups conflict into two general types based 

on the sources of the conflict: task conflict and relationship conflict (Jehn, 1995). 

Amason (1996) distinguished between two forms of conflict, cognitive (or substantive) 

conflict and affective (or emotional) conflict, which are very similar to task conflict and 
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relationship conflict, respectively. Task conflict exists when there are disagreements 

about the content of the tasks; relationship conflict exists when there are interpersonal 

incompatibilities within a team not directly related to the task (Jehn, 1995). Whereas task 

conflict is motivated by the incompatibilities in the group process in executing a task, 

relationship conflict is motivated by individuals’ attitude and behavior incompatibilities 

or perceptions that such a condition exists. A perception that attitude and behavior 

incompatibilities exist can be caused by personal or demographic characteristics 

differences or by mislabeling disagreement about the content of the task as individuals’ 

attitude and behavior incompatibilities. Janssen and colleagues (1999) described 

relationship conflicts as conflicts that are related to identity issues whereby personal or 

group beliefs and values come into play (Janssen, Van de Vliert, & Veenstra, 1999). 

Whereas task conflict may or may not incorporate negative emotional feelings, 

relationship conflict is characterized by negative emotional feelings (Jehn, 1994; Jehn, 

1995; Jehn, Chadwick, & Thatcher, 1997; Simons & Peterson, 2000). 

The direction of the effects of task conflict on team’s process is unclear. The 

effects of task conflict have been reported to be positive (e.g. Amason, 1996; Pelled, 

1996b; Pelled, Eisenhardt, & Xie, 1999), negative (e.g. Mortensen & Hinds, 2001), or not 

clear (e.g., DeChurch & Marks, 2001; Janssen et al., 1999; Jehn et al., 1997). One reason 

for the mixed findings of task conflict is that task conflict may decrease satisfaction while 

also increasing performance (Jehn et al., 1997). In addition, task conflict may interact 

with the type of task in producing outcomes (DeChurch & Marks, 2001; Jehn, 1995; 

Pelled et al., 1999). The correlation between task conflict and relationship conflict may 
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also explain this lack of clarity. Team members may misattribute and transform one type 

of conflict to another (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Task conflict can transform into 

relationship conflict (Jehn, 1997; Amason, 1996) or be mediated by relationship conflict 

(Friedman, Tidd, Currall, & Tsai, 2000; Pelled 1996b). In another study, Jehn & Chatman 

(2000) found that the amount of conflict by itself was not the only determinant of team 

achievement. They reported that team outcomes were reduced when team members 

experienced differences in levels of conflict such as when the proportion of task conflict 

was low compared with relationship conflict. Unlike task conflict, relationship conflict 

has consistently been found to be detrimental to the team (e.g., Amason, 1996; Janssen et 

al., 1999; Jehn, 1997; Jehn et al., 1997; Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Pelled, 1996a; Pelled, 

1996b; Simons & Peterson, 2000).  

Researchers have reported antecedents of conflict in general and antecedents of 

conflict based on the conflict types. Team conflict in general is increased by a major 

change in the team’s communication media (O’Connor & Gruenfeld, 1993) and reduced 

by team membership change (O’Connor & Gruenfeld, 1993), degree of trust (Simons 

Peterson, 2000), and clarity of behavior (Simons & Peterson, 2000). Task conflict is 

increased by informational demographic differences (such as education, working 

experience, and functional background) (Jehn et al., 1997; Pelled, 1996b, Pelled et al., 

1999), stability of team membership, and member friendship (Jehn & Mannix, 2001). 

Relationship conflict is increased by value diversity (Jehn & Mannix, 2001) and visible 

individual differences such as race diversity (Jehn et al., 1997; Pelled 1996b, Pelled et al., 

1999). Another source of both task and relationship conflict is misattribution of one type 
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of conflict to another. Trust in teams, besides reducing overall conflict, can also reduce 

the misattribution of task conflict to relationship conflict (Simons & Peterson, 2000).  

As in collocated teams, the important roles of conflict in distributed teams cannot 

be overrated. The growing interest in studying conflict in distributed teams (e.g. Hinds & 

Bailey, 2003; Mannix, Griffith, & Neale, 2002; Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001; Mortensen 

& Hinds, 2002) has reflected this importance. This growing interest is motivated by the 

need to understand conflict behaviors caused by unique characteristics of distributed 

teams. Distributed teams’characteristics have been reported to affect team conflict (e.g. 

Hinds & Bailey, 2003; Hinds & Mortensen, 2005). For example, spatial separation and 

technology-mediated communication of distributed teams were argued to have a negative 

effects on team conflict (Hinds & Bailey, 2003; Hinds & Mortensen, 2005). Member 

heterogeneity as a result of member distribution may increase conflict (Jehn, Northcraft, 

& Neale, 1999; Pelled et al., 1999; Mannix et al,, 2002) or reduce conflict (Mortensen & 

Hinds, 2001).  

Distributed teams’ characteristics also indirectly affect conflict by changing the 

relationship between team conflict and its antecedents and the relationship between team 

conflict and its consequences (Cramton, 2001; Mortensen & Hinds, 2001; Hinds & 

Bailey, 2003). For example, mediated communication and task conflict were more likely 

to be associated in distributed teams than in collocated teams (Mortensen & Hinds, 

2001). Shared team identities were associated with team conflict in distributed teams but 

not in face-to-face teams (Mortensen & Hinds, 2001). Performance was affected by 
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conflict more negatively in distributed teams than in face-to-face team (Mortensen & 

Hinds, 2001; Hinds & Bailey, 2003).  

One possible antecedent of conflict in a team is the failure of self-verification of 

identities. Social psychologists have reported that lack of self-verification will lead to 

negative emotional feelings (e.g. Burke, 1991; Burke & Stets, 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002, 

Polzer et al., 2002, Schafer et al., 1996; Thoits, 1991; Turner, 1987). Because those 

negative emotional feelings are the results of incongruities of perspectives among 

interaction partners, those negative emotional feelings are the experienced conflict caused 

by the lack of self-verification of identities. Because this form of conflict is based on 

personal attributes and not on task attributes, it is relationship conflict. Such personal-

based conflicts are more difficult to resolve than task conflict (Jehn, 1997) and potentially 

more destructive (Bodtker & Jameson, 2001). In line with this, I focus on relationship 

conflict. I investigate how self-verification becomes an important factor that determines 

relationship conflict in a team, especially in distributed teams. As the findings of the 

distributed teams studies suggest, the characteristics of distributed teams potentially 

affect the relationship between self-verification and relationship conflict. Understanding 

those characteristics and how they may affect the relationship between self-verification 

and relationship conflict is one of the main goals of the study. 
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Characteristics of Distributed Teams 

There are three characteristics of distributed teams that are directly or indirectly 

the result of the spatial separation of distributed teams. Those characteristics are: 

dependence on communication technologies, member and work environment 

heterogeneity, and the temporariness of the team. Distributed teams’ dependence on 

communication technologies to communicate is a direct consequence of members’ spatial 

separation that forces distributed team members to communicate with each other from a 

distance using technology-mediated communication substantially more than face-to-face 

communication (Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000). As a direct consequence of members’ 

spatial separation, distributed teams are expected to have more member heterogeneity 

(Armstrong & Cole, 2002; DeSanctis & Poole, 1997; Griffith, & Neale, 2001) and work 

environment heterogeneity (Hinds & Bailey, 2003). Indirectly, spatial separation is often 

related to the temporariness of the distributed teams. The concept of spatially-separated 

team members allows more flexibility in teams’ formation that often leads to the 

formation of ad-hoc teams that rapidly form and dissolve (DeSanctis & Monge, 1999; 

Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). 

Dependence on communication technologies. 

As a consequence of spatial separation, distributed teams use communication 

modes other than face-to-face to communicate. These modes primarily are technology-

mediated communications that fall into three general classes: text-based computer-

mediated communication (i.e. email, chat, groupware), audio communication (i.e. 
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telephone, voice mail, telephone conference), and video communication (i.e. 

videoconference). Compared with face-to-face communication, these communication 

modes have fewer channels of communication (Daft & Lengel, 1984; Daft & Lengel, 

1986). Email, the main communication mode of most distributed teams (Lurey and 

Raisinghani, 2000), limits the transmissions of both para-verbal and non-verbal cues. The 

limited transmissions of para-verbal cues such as intonations, pauses between words, and 

other auditory cues and non-verbal cues such as facial reactions, body gestures, and other 

visual cues may inhibit distributed team members’ communication effectiveness and 

efficiency. Distributed teams may also use communication modes that are richer than 

email (Daft & Lengel, 1984; Daft & Lengel, 1986) such as telephones that allows the 

transmissions of verbal and para-verbal cues or videoconferencing that allows the 

transmissions of verbal, para-verbal, and non-verbal cues. However, telephones and 

videoconferencing are not ideal substitutes for face-to-face communication. They still 

lack the ability to convey larger social context cues such as appearances, artifacts, and 

non-communication behaviors (Sproull & Kiesler, 1986).  

The use of email as a medium of communication in distributed teams is expected 

to reduce the amount of communication, especially socio-emotional communication 

(Sarbaugh-Thompson & Feldman, 1998). Although sending e-mail to distant colleagues 

is as easy as sending e-mail to nearby colleagues, email communication to distant 

colleagues is less frequent than email communication to nearby colleagues (Armstrong & 

Cole, 2002). These findings imply that both technology-mediated communication and 

member distribution increase the necessary effort to engage in communication, especially 
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socio-emotional communication. Socio-emotional topics are the subject matter in which 

individuals tend to communicate their identities and to communicate social and working 

environments that enable accurate interpretation of conveyed identity information.  

Walther (1992) argues that computer-mediated-communication can be as effective 

as face-to-face communication. Given sufficient time, relational valences developed 

through computer-mediated-communication will be the same as those developed through 

face-to-face communication. Missing cues as a result of using computer-mediated-

communication can be compensated by increasing message exchanges or by encoding the 

cues in verbal symbols (Walther, 1992). However, Walther’s theory assumes the 

difference capacity of the media to convey information. To be able to achieve the same 

relational intimacy, communicators interacting using computers take a longer time than 

those interacting face-to-face (Walther, 1992; Walther, Anderson, & Park, 1994).  

The limitation of technology-mediated communication is reflected in the still 

important role of face-to-face meetings in distributed teams. Maznevski and Chudoba 

(2000) reported that effective distributed teams still needed face-to-face interactions 

where the intensity of interactions was very high. The face-to-face meetings are needed 

for higher-level decision processes, complex messages, relationship building (Maznevski 

& Chudoba, 2000), promoting strong group cohesion, and renewing trust (Armstrong & 

Cole, 2002). However, because they work at different places, distributed team members 

still use communication modes other than face-to-face for most of their teamwork 

activities. Hinds and Bailey (2003) argue that face-to-face meetings in distributed teams 
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can only reduce the effects of spatial separation in team communication but not eliminate 

those effects.  

Member heterogeneity and environment diversity. 

The spatially separated members of distributed team often come from different 

corporate branches, communities, and geographic regions that span across countries or 

continents. Team members bring with them their unique demographic characteristics, 

values, and working and social environments into the teams. Those demographic, value, 

and environment diversities potentially increase distributed teams’ conflict (Armstrong & 

Cole, 2002; Hinds & Bailey, 2003; Cramton, 2001). In conjunction with technology-

mediated communication, demographic, value, and environment diversities increase the 

difficulty of distributed team members in understanding other members’ working and 

social environments and inhibit teams in developing needed mutual knowledge to 

efficiently execute tasks (Armstrong & Cole, 2002; Cramton, 2001). Griffith & Neale 

(2001) argue that the less obvious visual and interpersonal cues that signal information 

variety of technology-mediated communication causes distributed team members to 

perceive themselves as more homogeneous than they actually are. The perceived 

homogeneity further reduces members’ understanding of others’ working and social 

environments (Griffith & Neale, 2001).  

Temporariness. 

Distributed teams are often project-based teams that are formed to solve 

temporary corporate problems (Jarvenpaa et al., 1998; Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999; 
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Kristof, Brown, Sims, & Smith, 1995). In such teams, team members deal with short-

term roles and acquaintances. For example, in their survey of 12 distributed teams and 12 

collocated teams, Mortensen and Hinds (2001) found that distributed team members had 

less average tenure in team and saw their work as less routine than collocated team 

members. As a consequence of higher role and membership changes, distributed teams 

are expected to experience more ambiguities in members’ status, authority, and expertise 

with respect to each other (Finholt, Sproull, & Kiesler, 1990).  

Temporariness also prevents distributed teams from developing effective 

communication behaviors. Email communication studies reflect how teams’ temporary 

existence decreases members’ communication effectiveness. Email users are able to 

communicate effectively as reflected in their team performance (Burke & 

Chindambaram, 1995; Burke & Chindambaram, 1999; Dennis, Kinney, & Hung, 1999; 

Ocker, Fjermestad, Hiltz, & Johnson, 1998), in their socio-emotional outcomes (Dennis 

et al., 1999; Ocker et al., 1998; Burke & Chindambaram, 1995), and by their ability to 

convey complex contextual information (Lee, 1994). Being aware of missing cues, email 

communicators will likely develop verbal phrases (Short, Williams, & Christie, 1976) or 

verbal symbols (Walther, 1992) to convey information that is usually communicated 

through one of the missing cues. However, to be able to achieve the same communication 

effectiveness, email users take a longer time than those interacting face-to-face (Burke & 

Chindambaram, 1999; Dennis et al., 1999; Walther, 1992; Walther et al., 1994). The 

limited interaction time imposed by the team’s temporary existence is expected to inhibit 

distributed teams in developing effective communication behaviors.  
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Although the three characteristics (dependence on communication technologies, 

heterogeneity, and temporariness) may be present in many distributed teams, only the 

dependence on communication technologies is guaranteed to be present in every 

distributed team. Members of collocated teams may choose to communicate using 

communication technology. However, the proportion of technology-mediated 

communication among team members will not be as high as that in distributed teams. 

Member heterogeneity and temporariness on the other hand, are common consequences 

of spatial separation but are not necessarily present in every distributed team. Collocated 

teams can be, and often are, designed to be diverse and project-based teams. Thus, 

although it is expected that distributed teams tend to be more diverse and temporary than 

collocated teams, many collocated teams have levels of diversity or temporariness that 

match or exceed those of distributed teams. In this study, the three characteristics are 

used to underline the effect of team member distribution on the variables under study; 

however, special emphasis will be made on technology-mediated communication when 

comparing distributed teams to collocated teams. 
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Hypotheses 

Self-Verification Process in Distributed Teams  

Identity loop. To better understand the process of self-verifying, I refer to the 

identity loop process described by Burke (1991) (Figure 1). The identity loop process is 

an ongoing, self-adjusting process executed by an individual to maintain the congruence 

between her self-views and her perception of how others see her (reflected appraisals) 

(Burke, 1991).  In the process, the focal individual negotiates with her social environment 

(perceivers) about the identities she should assume (Swann et al., 2000).  The perceivers 

try to validate their expectancies of the characteristics of the focal individual; at the same 

time, the focal individual seeks to verify her self-views (Swann, 1987).  The perceivers 

may influence the focal individual’s self-views; at the same time, the focal individual’s 

self-views may influence the appraisals of her (McNulty & Swann, 1994). Although the 

process is largely implicit through normal day-to-day interaction (Burke, 1991; London et 

al., 2005), it is more intense when individuals enter social interaction or when they fail to 

honor the identities that have been negotiated (Swann et al., 2000). 

In the identity loop process, individuals modify their behaviors in order to change 

the social environment so that it produces feedback that matches their internal standard 

(Burke, 1991). When there is a discrepancy between an individual’s perception of her 

identities and her perception of how others see her, stress occurs (Burke, 1991). This self-

discrepant feedback makes the information regarding her self-views that have been 

threatened more cognitively available and increases the probability that the self-views 



 

 

34

will be used to guide behavior (Swann, 1983; Swann, 1987). She may respond by 

focusing on the self-views that have been threatened and increase her effort to acquire 

self-confirmatory feedback (Swann, 1983; Swann, 1987). The effects of the actions on 

the social environment are reflected in the others’ new views of her and in the new 

reflected appraisals that tend to reduce the existing discrepancies. In general, the process 

is an ongoing process for both reducing perceived discrepancies and reaffirming 

identities.     

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Identity Loop 
  

Output 

Input 

Input 

Output 

Social Environment 

Reflected 
Appraisals  

Effects on 
Environment 

Identity Standard 

Comparators 

Actions Perceptions 



 

 

35

In a team, every team member undergoes an identity loop process in order to 

reach agreements regarding the identities each member should assume especially when 

team members begin to communicate at the beginning of team interactions and when 

changes occur (London et al., 2005). The changes that can prompt a new identity 

negotiation include alterations of membership, transitions in tasks or goals, significant 

progresses, and successes and failures (London et al., 2005). The process is an important 

step for team members in their effort to understand each other’s attitudes and behaviors. 

In the process of reaching agreement, individual team members are not only engaged in 

their own identity loop process but also participating in other team members’ identity 

loop process as a part of the social environment.  

 

The Effects of Similarity of Personal Identities on Self-verification 

Early on in the identity loop process, when individuals enter social interaction, 

they create initial beliefs about others’ identities. Fussell and Krauss (1992) explain a 

process by which individuals create initial beliefs about others’ knowledge. When 

making inferences about others’ knowledge, individuals make initial assumptions that 

often are based on social identity cues (Fussell & Krauss, 1992; Krauss & Fussell, 1990). 

Based on the feedback received during interactions, assessments of the validity of the 

beliefs are made and modifications ensue. I argue that a similar procedure happens in the 

identity loop process. When making judgments about others’ identities, an individual 

starts with initial assumptions that are the basis of her initial beliefs of others’ identities. 
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The initial beliefs are refined during the interaction based on the feedback the individual 

receives. 

One factor that affects the initial beliefs in identity loop process is an individual’s 

tendency to make assumptions of others’ identities base on one’s own identities. 

Individuals have a tendency to see and judge others in the dimensions that are important 

to themselves (Markus & Wurf, 1987). Along the same line, individuals’ perceptions of 

others’ beliefs and abilities are biased toward what the perceivers believe and can do 

(Fussell & Krauss, 1992). In conversation, these patterns are detected (Keysar, Barr, 

Balin, & Brauner, 2000). Listeners in a conversation occasionally use potential referents 

from ones’ own perspective and not those that are common to all parties (Keysar et al., 

2000). Keysar and colleagues (2000) argue that listeners use this strategy because it 

lowers the required levels of cognitive effort. Because individuals tend to see other 

individuals as they see themselves, when there are similarities of personal identities 

between a team member and her teammates, she is more likely to receive self-verification 

from her teammates.  

The positive relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-

verification is also supported by studies on assumed similarity (Cronbach, 1955) in social 

psychology (e.g. Funder et al., 1995; Kenny & Kashy, 1994; Watson et al., 2000). 

Assumed similarity refers to the tendency of people to assume others to be similar to 

themselves (Funder et al., 1995; Kenny & Kashy, 1994; Watson et al., 2000).  The more 

similar two individuals are the more likely they can verify each other’s identities because 

the perceivers partly base their judgments of the focal individuals’ identities on their 
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description of themselves (Funder et al., 1995). The beliefs based on assumed similarity 

are refined over time. The longer individuals know each other; the judgments of others’ 

personalities become more idiosyncratic and accurate (Funder et al, 1995; Paulhus & 

Bruce, 1992, Kurtz & Sherker, 2003) 

In distributed teams whereby less information is exchanged among team 

members, team members will have more difficulty adjusting their initial assessments of 

their teammates’ identities. Team members are also more likely to assume similarities of 

personal identities between themselves and their teammates. Because of the physical 

separation, the less rich communication channel (Daft & lengel, 1984; Daft & Lengel, 

1986), and expected lower level of communication frequency (Armstrong & Cole, 2002; 

Sarbaugh-Thompson & Feldman, 1998), the teammates’ identities in distributed teams 

are expected to be less visible and as a consequence, distributed team members may lack 

personal information about their teammates. The low visibility of personal characteristics 

reduces expected self-other agreement of the traits (Funder & Colvin, 1988; Paulhus & 

Bruce, 1992, Watson et al., 2000). When self-other agreement is lower, assumed 

similarity is higher (Watson et al., 2000) because assumed similarity represents a 

heuristic that perceivers use when they lack adequate trait relevant information about the 

focal individual (Funder et al., 1995). As the result, distributed team members have a 

higher tendency to see their teammates as they see themselves compared with collocated 

team members.  

H1a: Similarity of personal identities increases self-verification. 
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H1b: The effect of similarity of personal identities on self-verification is stronger in 

distributed teams than in collocated teams. 

 

Self-verification and Relationship Conflict 

In a team, if the identity loop process is a success, members’ self-verification is 

reached and positive emotional feelings increase (Burke & Stets, 1999). Swann and 

colleagues (2000) reported that self-verification increased connectedness within groups. 

They reported that self-verification increased participants’ feeling of integration and 

identification with the group and reduced emotional conflict (Swann et al., 2000). Similar 

findings were reported at the group level. Polzer and colleagues (2002) reported that self-

verification at the group level positively correlated with social integration and group 

identification and negatively correlated with relationship conflict. When their identities 

are verified, individuals feel more connected because they feel they are understood and 

believe that it is safe to behave authentically, even if this entails behavior that does not fit 

perfectly with the group’s priorities (Swann et al., 2000; Swann et al, 2003). In addition, 

because acquiring self-verification consumes cognitive resources, team members that 

have received self-verification will be able to focus on improving group outcomes 

(Swann et al., 2000; Swann et al., 2003). 

If there are disagreements among team members about what identities should be 

assigned to the members, the normal team social interaction is disrupted and the process 

reoccurs (Swann et al., 2000). If the process persistently fails, the team process may stall, 

the task performance may be impaired, and self-verification is not reached. When self-
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verification is not reached, negative emotional feelings in the team in general may 

increase (Burke, 1991; Burke & Stets, 1999; Ellemers et al., 2002, Polzer et al., 2002, 

Schafer et al., 1996; Thoits, 1991; Turner, 1987). If the disagreements pertain to only 

certain members, the normal team process might continue. However, those members will 

experience negative emotional feelings that emerge from the social interaction and 

therefore, experience relationship conflict. Schafer and colleagues (1996) reported that 

self-concept disconfirmation led to depression in marital relationships. Similarly, when 

people experience discrepancies between their belief of their attributes or behavior and 

the rules, prescriptions, or injunctions laid down by significant others for them, they feel 

feelings of agitation (i.e. irritated, guilt, anxious, and threatened) (Higgins, Bond, Klein, 

& Strauman, 1986).   

In distributed teams, the relative salience of social identities to personal identities 

may reduce the visibility of personal identities. Personal identity cues are more sensitive 

to the richness of the medium of communication than social identity cues (Lea & Spears, 

1995; Spears & Lea, 1992). In computer-mediated communication environments, more 

social identity cues are transmitted than personal identity cues intentionally or 

unintentionally among interaction partners. For example, message headers might contain 

cues about position, status, gender, or place of residency. Linguistic cues might reveal the 

gender of the writer (Lea & Spears, 1995). As the result of the relative increase of the 

salience of social identities, the salience of personal identities decreases (Lea & Spears, 

1992, Spears & Lea, 1992). The distance between distributed team members may further 

reduce the salience of personal identities in distributed teams (Fiol & O’Connor, 2005). 
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The attributes of similar others and those who are physically nearby are thought to be 

most salient (Fiol & O’ Connor, 2005). In partially distributed teams, distributed teams of 

which several team members are collocated, a local subgroup is relatively more salient to 

its members than the entire team (Armstrong & Cole 2002) and the local information is 

overrated at the expense of the remote information (Kraut, Fussell, Brennan, & Seigel, 

2002).   et al, 2002). As the result, distant teammates are less likely to receive attention 

(Kiesler & Cummings, 2002) and be recognized as team members (Mortensen & Hind, 

2002).  

The more salient the identity, the more important the identity loop process (Burke, 

1991). In her study Randel (2002) reported that gender identity salience was a moderator 

of the relationship between group composition and work group conflict. The salience of 

gender rather than the mere presence of gender diversity helped explain the prevalence of 

conflict (Randel, 2002). The decreasing salience of identities could attenuate the negative 

effects associated with diversity in a group (Randel, 2002). Thus, the decrease of the 

salience of personal identities in distributed teams is expected to reduce the relationship 

between self-verification and relationship conflict.  

H2a: Self-verification reduces relationship conflict.  

H2b: The effect of self-verification on relationship conflict is weaker in distributed teams 

than in collocated teams. 
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Perceived Self-verification 

In addition to changing the social environment in the identity loop process; 

individuals may try to achieve self-verification by self-selecting groups of colleagues  

or institutions that support self-verification (Ashforth & Mael, 1999; Swann, 1983; 

Swann, 1987; Swann et al., 2002, Swann et al., 2004). They may also subjectively using 

their self-views to guide the selection, retention, and interpretation of their experiences so 

that those experiences are in accord with their self-views (Swann, 1983; Swann, 1987; 

Swann et al., 2002; Swann et al., 2004). In real work environments, individuals do not 

always have freedom to choose team members. This is especially true when the sets of 

individuals available to work with are predetermined or when the formation of the team is 

beyond the responsibility of the team members. In a team formation process, individuals’ 

qualities such as functional skills, availability, and position are often prioritized over 

individuals’ personal values (Thatcher & Zhu, 2006). On the other hand, the subjective 

use of self-views to guide selection, retention, and interpretation of individuals’ 

experiences can exist regardless of whether the team members can influence the team 

formation process. The subjective use of self-views has the potential to diverge reflected 

appraisals - one’s judgments of the actual appraisals of others (Ichiyama, 1993) - away 

from the actual appraisals. For example, individuals are more attentive to social feedback 

when they suspect that it will confirm their self-views, remember more statements that 

confirm their self-views, and endorse the validity of personality feedback in ways that 

promote their self-views (Swann et al., 2002). Through this biased information 
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processing, individuals tend to overestimate the extent of how others’ appraisals of their 

self-views are compatible with their self-views (Swann et al., 2002).  

The discrepancy between focal individuals’ view of their identities and the actual 

appraisals they receive from teammates is indicated by their self-verification. The 

discrepancy between focal individuals’ view of their identities and reflected appraisals is 

indicated by their perceived self-verification. When reflected appraisals differ from the 

actual appraisals, the self-verification perceived by focal individuals (hereafter perceived 

self-verification) differs from the actual self-verification. The reflected appraisals are the 

viewpoint that individuals use to respond to their social environment (Burke, 1991).  

Likewise, the perceived self-verification is the viewpoint that determines an individual’s 

response to the social environment. 

Several studies on symbolic interaction theory (Cooley, 1902; Mead, 1934) have 

showed the important role of reflected appraisals on the relationship between actual 

appraisals and their impact on self-views (e.g. Ichiyama, 1993; Kinch, 1963; Swann et 

al., 2000). The effects of perceivers’ actual appraisals on focal individuals’ self-views are 

indirect and mediated by reflected appraisals (Ichiyama, 1993; Kinch, 1963; Swann et al., 

2000) and the actual appraisals did not affect self-views when reflected appraisals were 

controlled (Ichiyama, 1993). The findings demonstrate the process of internalization of 

actual appraisals into reflected appraisals before they impact self-views. Reflected 

appraisals should play vital roles in shaping individuals’ emotional feelings because they 

are the actual information that individuals process to build their perception of their social 

environments. In line with the logic of symbolic interactionists, it is expected that 
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perceived self-verification mediates the relationship between self-verification and 

relationship conflict.  

The mediating role of perceived self-verification in the relationship between self-

verification and relationship conflict in distributed teams is less likely to exist because, 

due to higher communication barriers, the appraisals of others are expected to be fewer 

and less known. In general, individuals do not freely communicate all their positive and 

negative appraisals of others (Blumberg, 1972; Felson, 1985). Individuals have a general 

sense of how others view them but they cannot usually judge how specific others view 

them (Felson, 1989). The ability of individuals to make accurate reflected appraisals 

diminishes when they encounter communication barriers (Felson, 1985). In addition, 

social projection, a condition whereby individuals attribute their own opinions to others’ 

(Felson 1985; Felson 1989; Ichiyama, 1993), is more likely to exist.  When the opinion of 

others on individuals’ personal identities is not known (Felson 1985; Felson, 1989) or 

when individuals receive little feedback about their personal identities (Ichiyama, 1993), 

social projection is more likely to happen.  

H3a: Perceived self-verification correlates positively with self-verification and negatively 

with relationship conflict in collocated teams and in distributed teams. 

H3b: Perceived self-verification mediates the relationship between self-verification and 

relationship conflict in collocated teams and in distributed teams.  

H3c: The correlation between self-verification and perceived self-verification is weaker 

in distributed teams than in collocated teams. 
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Communication Challenges in Distributed Teams 

There are several sources of disruption of the identity loop process (Burke, 1991). 

Individuals may fail to affect the social situation through their actions or the perceivers 

may not be able to accurately perceive the meanings of identity information (Burke, 

1991). The characteristics of distributed teams can potentially facilitate those disruptive 

conditions. In general, the technology-mediated communication of distributed teams 

lowers the quality of identity information communicated during teamwork. This 

circumstance may prevent distributed team members from correctly affecting the social 

environment and from correctly interpreting the identity information. Thatcher and 

colleagues (2003) reported that information-technology workers communicated their 

identities using verbal, non-verbal, and proxemic modes. The most often used 

communication mode in distributed teams, email (Lurey and Raisinghani, 2000), is 

unable to convey para-verbal and non-verbal cues whereas, video conferencing, the 

richest form of technology-mediated communication, still lacks ability to convey 

proxemic cues. Pratt and Rafaeli (1997) reported that dressing style could be used as a 

mean to convey individuals’ identities. This non-verbal information cannot be conveyed 

by email and audio communication. Although video conferencing may be able to convey 

such information, video conferencing suffers limitations compared with face-to-face 

communication. Stork and Sproul (1995) reported that the limited cues in video 

conferencing communication could disproportionately increase the salience of the 

available cues relative to face-to-face communication. The disproportionately transmitted 
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cues may distort and eventually impede distributed team members’ ability to convey 

identity information.  

Lea and Spears (1995) and Spears and Lea (1992) reported that personal identity 

information is sensitive to lean communication media. This sensitivity can result in the 

lower visibility of personal identity information in distributed teams than in collocated 

teams. The lower the visibility of personal identities the less self-other agreement of the 

traits between communication partners (Funder & Colvin, 1988).  The low visible traits 

require relatively high levels of acquaintanceship before the information is readily 

available (Watson et al., 2000) whereas acquaintanceship in distributed teams is expected 

to be lower than in collocated teams (Hinds & Bailey, 2003). The less positive 

impressions created in distributed teams compared with that in collocated teams (Stork & 

Sproul, 1995) may also further negatively affect self-verification in distributed teams. 

Positive impressions foster individuation that fosters self-verification (Swann et al., 

2003). The positive impressions increase individuation because individuals are more 

interested in talking to others and learning more about them (Swann et al., 2003). The 

difficulty of communicating personal identities and creating positive impressions in 

distributed teams may decrease distributed team members’ ability to engage in identity 

communication.  

H4: Compared with members of collocated teams, members of distributed teams are less 

able to accurately communicate identities. 
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Figure 2. Hypotheses
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METHODOLOGY 

Procedure and Measurement 

Participants  

 
The participants were undergraduate students of engineering classes. The students 

were from various majors and were at different places in their degree programs. The 

classes were regular undergraduate classes except for one of the distributed classes, 

which was an honors class. In the honors class, the foreign counterparts were non-honor 

students. The data collection points were two large public universities in the United 

States, hereafter referred to as data collection point 1 and data collection point 2.  Data 

were collected in two surveys, hereafter, Survey 1 and Survey 2. Survey 1 was conducted 

at the middle of the semester and Survey 2 was conducted at the end of the semester. In 

each of the surveys, participants were asked to provide their names and their teammates’ 

names to enable team membership identification. The names were subsequently coded to 

ensure confidentiality of the data. As part of the information collected, demographic 

characteristics were collected in Survey 1. Table 1a and Table 1b show the number of 

participants in Survey 1 and Survey 2 and the demographic data of all the participants 

respectively.  

The membership of the distributed teams reflected partial distributed teams where 

about one half of the members were collocated and one half of the other members were 

distributed. About one half of the members of the distributed teams were from a United 

States university and about one half of the members of the distributed teams were from a 
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foreign university. In the rest of the paper, I will use the terms “distributed teams” and 

“partially distributed teams” interchangeably to refer to the partially distributed teams.  

 

Table 1a  

Number of Participants in Survey 1 

total = 116 Teams Participants (% of 
participants) 

Participants(% of total) 

Survey 1   94 (81%) 
 Collocated 23 (24%)  
 Distributed 71 (76%)  
    
Survey 2   61 (53%) 
 Collocated 20 (33%)  
 Distributed 41 (67%)  
 
 

Table 1b  

Demographic Information of Participants in Survey 1 

N = 94 Gender Race School Affiliation 
 Male Female Asian Hispanic White Other US Non-US 
Combined 66 

(70%) 
28 
(30%) 

14 
(16%) 

5 
(6%) 

64 
(74%) 

3 
(4%) 

61 
(65%) 

33 
(35%) 

Collocated 14 
(61%) 

9 
(39%) 

2 
(9%) 

3 
(13%) 

17 
(74%) 

1 
(4%) 

23 
(100%) 

- 

Distributed* 52 
(73%) 

19 
(27%) 

12 
(19%) 

2 
(3%) 

47 
(75%) 

2 
(3%) 

38 
(54%) 

33 
(46%) 

*Race information is based on sixty-three participants 

 

Procedure  

 
Participants teamed up for a product design class project. The length of the 

projects varied among classes and went from 8 weeks to one semester. Instructors in each 
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of the classes formed the teams, announced the study, and distributed and collected the 

surveys. Participation was voluntary. As an incentive, participants were offered a bonus 

point for the project grade; two percent of the project grade in data collection point 1 and 

one percent of the project grade in data collection point 2.  

Two methods of disbursement were used to distribute the surveys. In data 

collection point 1, each set of questions was electronically distributed via email in a 

Microsoft Word document. Participants answered the questions directly on the Word 

document and submitted the answered questionnaires electronically via email. For the 

majority of the classes in data collection point 2, the surveys were posted on the web. 

Participants received an email directing them to a website where they answered the 

questions and submitted them via the web. In one of distributed classes in data collection 

point 2, the collection method was the same as that for data collection point 1. A database 

was prepared to record the data from the web-based survey and manual data entry 

occurred for the Word document survey. 

On each of the surveys, participants were asked to answer two sets of questions. 

The first set of questions asked participants to provide information about themselves. The 

second set of questions asked participants to provide information about each of their 

teammates and their relationships with them. Survey 1 recorded information about 

participants’ demographic information, participants’ self-reported personal identities, and 

participants’ early appraisal of their teammates’ identities. Survey 2 recorded information 

about participants’ self-reported personal identities, participants’ final appraisal of their 

teammates’ identities, participants’ reflected appraisals, the level of relationship conflict 
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experienced, and communication ability and motivation to communicate identities. 

Except for the demographic information, participants answered each question on a 1-7 

Likert scale. One reflected the lowest score and seven reflected the highest scores. 

 

Measurement 

Identities.  

Personal identities were measured based on Pelham and Swann and colleagues’ 

personal identity categories (e.g. Pelham & Swann, 1989; Swann et al., 2000; Polzer et 

al., 2002; Swann et al., 2003). Those categories are intellectual ability, social skills, 

creativity, trustworthiness, leadership ability, cooperativeness, hard work, competency at 

sports, fairness, competitiveness, and likeability and competency in general. Participants 

were asked to evaluate themselves on each of the categories listed on a 1-7 scale. 

Participants were also asked to evaluate their teammates on the same categories on the 

same scale.  

Identity stability. 

 Identities and teammates’ appraisal of identities were measured on both Survey 1 

and Survey 2 in order to measure the relative stability of identities and teammates’ 

appraisal of identities. The relative stability of identities and teammates’ appraisal of 

identities was necessary to produce relatively stable self-verification and its effects. The 

results showed the stability of identities and teammates’ appraisal of identities both in 

collocated and in distributed teams. For collocated teams, the Pearson’s correlations 

coefficients between paired self-reported identities from Survey 1 and from Survey 2 
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were between .53 and .91, and were significant at p < .05 for seven of the eleven 

identities. Four identities correlated positively between .23 and .46 but were not 

significant. However, the following t-tests did not reveal any significant differences at p 

< .05. For distributed teams, the Pearson’s correlation coefficients between paired self-

reported identities from Survey 1 and from Survey 2 were between .42 and .86, all of 

them were significant at p < .05 and most of them were significant at p < .01. The paired 

t-tests of the two sets of data yielded a significant difference at p < .05 on one 

characteristic. The magnitude of the difference was .28 at a six-point scale or about 4.5 

percent of the total scale. For the teammates’ appraisal of identities, the correlational and 

t-test analyses were conducted at a dyadic level (if a participant had four teammates and 

made four appraisals, four sets of data were recorded from one participant). The 

Pearson’s correlation coefficients were between .38 and .67 for collocated teams and 

between .42 and .65 for distributed teams. All of them were significant at p < .01. Paired 

t-tests resulted in a significant difference on five characteristics for distributed teams. 

Further analyses of those characteristics revealed average differences between .17 and .28 

at a six-point scale that represented about 3-5 percent of the total scale. Because, for both 

collocated and distributed teams, most of the paired characteristics had positive Pearson’s 

correlation coefficients and the differences, where they existed, were small, I concluded 

that both self-reported identities and teammates’ appraisal of identities were stable. In 

this analysis, I used Survey 2 data when the data were available, and Survey 1 data when 

the data from Survey 2 were not available. I emphasized Survey 2 data because Survey 2 
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data reflected the most recent information. The use of Survey 1 data when Survey 2 data 

were not available was intended to increase data availability.  

Identity-verification and similarity.  

Self-verification scores were calculated based on focal individuals’ self-reported 

identities and their teammates’ appraisal of their identities. For each of the eleven 

personal characteristics, I calculated the absolute values of the difference between focal 

individuals’ self-assessment of the characteristic and their teammates’ assessment of the 

characteristic. I averaged the resulting values by adding all the absolute values the focal 

individuals got and dividing it by the number of appraisals they received. The resulting 

scores were eleven averaged scores, one for each characteristic. These scores were further 

averaged to reach an individual level score (Cronbach’s alpha: .81). The individual level 

of self-verification scores were obtained by multiplying the individual level scores with 

negative one. A high self-verification score reflected a high self-verification.  

Reflected appraisal was measured in Survey 2. Participants were asked to rate 

how their teammates see them on each of the listed characteristics on a 1-7 scale. 

Perceived self-verification scores were calculated based on focal individuals’ self-

reported identities and the focal individuals’ perception of their teammates’ appraisals of 

the focal individuals’ identities. The procedure to calculate the perceived self-verification 

scores was similar to that used to calculate self-verification scores. The absolute 

differences calculated were between focal individuals’ reflected appraisals and their 

teammates’ assessment of their characteristics. The resulting eleven averaged scores had 

a similar reliability score (Cronbach’s alpha: .81) with those of self-verification.  
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Similarity of personal identity scores were calculated based on focal individuals’ 

self-reported identities and their teammates’ self-reported identities. The procedure to 

calculate the similarity of personal identity scores was similar to that used to calculate 

self-verification and perceived self-verification scores. For similarity of personal identity 

scores, the absolute differences calculated were between focal individuals’ self-reported 

identities and their teammates’ self-reported identities. The resulting eleven scores had 

lower reliability scores than those of self-verification and perceived self-verification 

(Cronbach’s alpha: .66). However, since the level of similarity in one personal identity 

between two individuals does not indicate the level of similarity in other personal 

identities between those individuals, the reliability score is less relevant.  

Conflict.  

Relationship conflict was measured in Survey 2. The measurement was based on 

four-item Jehn’s (1994, 1995) intragroup conflict scale. Participants were asked to rate on 

a 1-7 scale, the intensity of interpersonal friction, personality clashes, anger, and tension 

they felt when working with their teammates (Cronbach’s alpha: .92).   

Data Analysis 

The main analyses were based on individual level data. The data were created 

from the responses of each participant as the focal individuals (e.g. relationship conflict, 

perceived self-verification, self-verification, similarity of personal identities) and the 

focal individuals’ teammates (e.g. self-verification, similarity of personal identities). 

Individual level data analysis is expected to better distinguish the effects of teammates’ 
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verification of a focal individual’s identities from the effects of the focal individual’s 

verification of their teammates’ identities than group level data analysis. For example, in 

a group level data analysis, a team’s self-verification score increases when one team 

member’s identities are verified by her teammates. However, if that team member 

verified her teammates’ identities yet her identities are not verified, the team’s self-

verification score will also increase. Jackson and colleagues (1991) argue that an 

individual level data analysis is necessary to detect the correlation between an 

individual’s similarity or dissimilarity and his or her perception of team process and 

socio-emotional outcomes (Jackson, Brett, Sessa, Cooper, Julin, & Peyronnin, 1991). For 

example, in a group level data analysis, a negative correlation between dissimilarity and 

satisfaction could exist even when the individuals who contribute the most to the groups’ 

satisfaction scores are the least similar individuals in the groups. This situation could 

happen because the analysis is done as the average value of both dissimilarity and 

satisfaction (Jackson et al., 1991). In a group level data analysis, a negative correlation 

between self-verification and relationship conflict could exist even when the individuals 

that experience the most intense relationship conflict are the individuals whose identities 

are most verified. This problem is remedied when an individual level data analysis is 

used. 

For data analyses that require the evaluation of teammates, I only used collocated 

team members’ data when there was information from a minimum of two teammates and 

distributed team members’ data when there was information from a minimum of one 

distributed teammate and one collocated teammate. The distributed team data were 
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classified into dyadic data of collocated relationships-data that pertained to collocated 

teammates seen from the focal individuals’ standpoint and dyadic data of distributed 

relationships-data that pertained to distributed teammates seen from the focal individuals’ 

standpoint. For example, a participant from the United States was in a team of four-two 

members were from the United States and two members were from France. She would 

see the other member from the United States as a collocated teammate and the two 

members from France as distributed teammates. Similarly, one of the members from 

France would consider the other member from France as a collocated teammate and the 

two members from the United States as distributed teammates.  

 I conducted a data reduction procedure to remove extreme data points. Although, 

the original data were captured using a 1-7 scale, the calculated scores were not interval 

data and the means and ranges of the calculated scores varied widely. Any data that fell 

beyond a 2.57 standard deviation from the means were deleted (99 percent confidence 

interval). The test and deletion was done per variable. The usable data included in the 

data analysis varied by variable. Due to missing data, processing all data in one model 

risked presenting a model that is built by different subsamples of data. To remedy the 

problem, I included only cases that have both main dependent variables (i.e. self-

verification and relationship conflict data). There were thirty-five cases available for data 

analysis. Only thirty-four cases have a similarity of personal identity score and only thirty 

cases have a perceived self-verification score.  

The demographic data from the participants included in the final sample are 

presented in Table 2. The data reflected the demographic data of Survey 1. However, due 
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to the limited number of foreign participants in Survey 2, very few data from foreign 

participants were complete enough to be considered in the analysis.   

 

Table 2 

Participants’ Demographic Data 

 Gender Race School Affiliation 
 Male Female Asian Hispanic White US Non-US 
Combined 
(N = 35*) 

24 
(71%) 

10 
(29%) 

4 
(12%) 

3 
(9%) 

26 
(79%) 

31 
(91%) 

3 (9%) 

Collocated 
(N = 18) 

11 
(61%) 

7 
(39%) 

2 
(12%) 

3  
(17%) 

12 
(71%) 

18 
(100%) 

- 

Distributed 
(N = 17) 

13 
(81%) 

3 
(19%) 

2 
(13%) 

- 14(87%) 13 
(81%) 

3 (19%) 

*Demographic information of one distributed team member and race information of one collocated team 
member are not available. 

 

 

Partial Least Squares 

 Partial Least Squares (PLS) was the main method used to test the hypotheses.  

PLS is suitable for exploratory research (Gefen, Straub, & Boudreau, 2000), is able to 

handle small data sets, and does not assume normality of data distribution (Fornell & 

Bookstein, 1982). A PLS analysis produces results that are in essence the same as those 

produced with a regression analysis. However, unlike regression, PLS simultaneously 

calculates both the relationships among constructs in the model and the relationships 

between constructs and their indicators. In the latter process, PLS has the capacity to 

determine weights of the indicators in order to increase the overall fitness of the model. 

PLS also calculates an R-squared term for each dependent variable, which reflects the 

amount of variance in the dependent constructs explained by the model (Chin, 1998). In 
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the case of one indicator per construct, a PLS analysis is essentially a regression analysis 

(Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003). Unlike regression, PLS has the capacity to depict 

complex relationships that include multiple dependent variables in a single model.  

In a PLS data analysis, the test of significance for regression coefficients has to be 

conducted separately. Jackknifing and bootstrapping are two non-parametric methods that 

are regularly used in PLS to produce the estimates of standard error, composite 

reliability, average variance extracted (AVE), and the significance of the paths, loadings, 

and weights for each variable. Because jackknifing has been considered as an 

approximate to and is less effective than bootstrapping (Chin, 1998; Dalgleish, 1994; 

Efron, 1979), I used the bootstrapping method for the significance tests. The composite 

reliability in PLS is similar to the Cronbach’s alpha that measures internal consistency 

except that the loadings do not assume the equality of contribution of the indicators to the 

constructs (Duxbury & Higgins, 1991). The root of AVE is the variance shared between a 

construct and its indicators and it reflects the convergent validity of the construct 

(Subramani, 2004). Discriminant validity is reflected by the higher value of the squared 

root of the AVE when it is compared with the inter-construct correlations and by the 

higher within-construct loadings than cross loadings of indicators (Ko, Kirsch, & King, 

2005; Subramani, 2004). The use of factor loadings and AVE is particularly useful for 

reflective constructs and the use of the indicator weights for each construct is more 

appropriate to analyze formative constructs (Sambamurthy & Chin, 1994).  Reflective 

indicators are determined by the construct and covary with the construct whereas 



 

 

58

formative indicators determine the construct and may not covary with the construct (Chin 

& Gopal, 1995). 

I used PLS-Graph version 3.0 (Chin & Frye, 1998). The iteration number was set 

to two hundred. The resampling for bootstrapping was set to one thousand resamples, 

significantly higher than the two hundred resamples benchmark (Efron, 1988). In the 

model, similarity of personal identities, self-verification, and perceived self-verification 

were modeled as latent variables with one indicator. Modeling the similarity of personal 

identities, self-verification, and perceived self-verification constructs with one indicator 

was intended to keep score calculation procedures consistent with Swann’s work and to 

maintain consistent weighting of indicators for the three variables. The former is 

important for the sake of comparability of the results with those of previous research. The 

latter is important because those variables were closely related in the hypotheses. 

Different weightings of the eleven characteristics as indicators of similarity of personal 

identities, self-verification, and perceived self-verification constructs create 

inconsistencies in the components of the variables and prevent logical interpretations of 

the results. In the model, relationship conflict was modeled as a latent variable with four 

indicators. For an easier presentation, in the subsequent analysis and presentation of the 

results, I will frequently use the terms “conflict” to refer to relationship conflict and 

“similarity” to refer to similarity of personal identities.  

 Size and team type were modeled as latent variables with one indicator. All 

indicators were reflective indicators. Each set of the indicators was considered to reflect 

one underlying phenomenon, which is their latent variable. Modeling using reflective 
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indicators is less susceptible to smaller sample size and multicollinearity among 

indicators than using formative indicators (Fornel & Bookstein, 1982).   

 

Model Analysis   

The test of the moderation of team type (collocated or distributed) was done 

through a product indicator approach (Chin et al., 2003), which is essentially the same as 

a moderated multiple regression approach. All indicators were standardized before the 

product indicators were calculated (Chin et al., 2003). However, because team type is a 

dichotomous variable (either 0 or 1) that represents either a collocated or distributed 

team, following the tradition of multiple regression analysis and for an easier 

representation of the model, the standardized scores of team type were de-centered by 

adding the absolute value of the minimum value to each score so that the zero value 

would represent collocated team. This process, however, partially increased 

multicollinearity between the main variables and product indicators.  

To further scrutinize the paths between the main variables, I divided the cases into 

two subsamples based on team types and analyze the subsamples separately. The latter 

method has been done for testing the moderation of dichotomous variables in past studies 

(e.g. Avolio, Howell, & Sosik, 1999; Duxbury & Higgins, 1991; Kahai, Sosik, & Avolio, 

2004; Keil, Tan, Wei, Saarinen, Tuunainen, & Wassenaar, 2000; Sambamurthy & Chin, 

1994).  

I developed two main models to test the hypotheses. Model 1 was the basic model 

that had the causal effects from similarity to self-verification and from self-verification to 
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conflict. Model 2 was the mediation test model that involved perceived self-verification 

as the mediator of the relationship between self-verification and conflict. The mediations 

presented in this paper were in the form of a complete mediation. Figure 3a and Figure 3b 

show Model 1 and Model 2 respectively. In Figure 3a and Figure 3b, the effect of the 

product of team type and an independent variable on a dependent variable represents the 

moderation effect of team type on the relationship between the independent variable and 

the dependent variable. 

I executed a three-step procedure to test the hypotheses. Step 1 was the test of the 

moderation of team type in Model 1. Significant moderation effects of team type would 

be represented by the significant paths from the interaction between team type and the 

independent variable to the dependent variable. In addition, the R2 of the dependent 

variable in the model with interaction would be higher than that of the corresponding 

dependent variable in the model without interaction and the difference would be 

significant. Following H1b, which argues that the distributed condition increases the 

positive effect of similarity of personal identities on self-verification, the path from the 

interaction between similarity and team type to self-verification was expected to be 

positive. Following H2b, which argues that the distributed condition reduces the negative 

effect of self-verification on relationship conflict, the path from the interaction between 

self-verification and team type to conflict was expected to be positive.  

Step 2 was the mediation test based on the results of Step 1 regarding the 

moderation effect. The significant mediation effect of perceived self-verification would 

be represented by the significant paths from self-verification to perceived self-verification 
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and from perceived self-verification to conflict. In addition, the R2 of conflict in the 

model with the mediation of perceived self-verification (Model 2) should be significant 

and higher than that in the model without the mediation of perceived self-verification 

(Model 1).  According to H3a, the relationship between self-verification and perceived 

self-verification should be positive and the relationship between perceived self-

verification and conflict should be negative. Following H3c, which argues that the 

distributed condition reduces the effect of self-verification on perceived self-verification, 

the path from the interaction between self-verification and team type to perceived self-

verification was expected to be negative.  

Step 3 was a further look at the path coefficients of both collocated and 

distributed teams using subsamples based on the results of Step 2. The model used in 

Step 3 was the same model result from Step 1 and Step 2 without the team type and the 

interaction variables. The moderation effects of team type on the relationship between 

independent and dependent variables would be represented by the differences between 

the coefficients of the paths from the independent variables to the dependent variables in 

distributed teams compared with those in collocated teams. A moderation that led to a 

stronger effect would be represented by a higher absolute value of the path between 

independent and dependent variables in distributed teams than in collocated teams and 

the paths had the same sign. A moderation that led to a weaker effect would be 

represented by a lower absolute value of the path between independent and dependent 

variables in distributed teams than in collocated teams and the paths had the same sign. A 

moderation that led to an opposite effect would be represented by a path between 
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independent and dependent variables in distributed teams that had a different sign from 

that of the corresponding path in collocated teams.  

Team size was incorporated in all the models as the control variable. Gender was 

not treated as a control variable. A t-test and a correlational analysis based on gender 

were conducted for all the variables involved. There were no significant results on the 

difference in the means of research variables categorized by gender and on the 

correlations between gender and the research variables. The means, standard deviation, 

range of, and intercorrelations among original indicators are presented in Table 3a and 

those of standardized indicators are presented in Table 3b. 
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Table 3a    
 
Intercorrelations – Unstandardized Variables 

 N Min Max Mean SDConflict Sim SV PSV Type Sim*Type SV*Type Size 
Conflict 35 1.00 6.00  2.98 1.41 -        
Sim 34 -1.33 -.66 -1.01  .20  .176  -       
SV 35 -1.88 -.52 -1.07  .27  .008  .377** -      
PSV 30 -1.25 -.20 - .71  .26 -.358*  .011  .004 -     
Type 35  .00 1.00    .49  .51 -.167 -.453** -.202 -.206 -    
Sim*Type 35 -1.30  .00 - .53  .57  .163  .567***  .182  .207 -.979*** -   
SV*Type 35 -1.50  .00 - .55  .59  .272  .417**  .334*  .186 -.968***  .940*** -  
Size 35 4.00 9.00  6.03 1.93 -.007 -.245 -.111 -.386**  .856*** -.803*** -.815*** - 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
 

Table 3b 

Intercorrelations – Standardized Variables 

 N Min Max Mean SD Conflict Sim SV PSV Type Sim*Type SV*Type Size 
Conflict 35 -1.40 2.14  .00 1.00 -        
Sim 34 -1.66 1.79  .00 1.00  .176  -       
SV 35 -2.98 2.04  .00 1.00  .008  .377** -      
PSV 30 -2.09 1.95  .00 1.00 -.358*  .011  .004 -     
Type 35  0.00 1.97  .96 1.00 -.167 -.453** -.202 -.206 -    
Sim*Type 35 -2.92 1.69 -.44 1.26  .046  .721***  .017  .079 -.354** -   
SV*Type 35 -3.12 2.20 -.20 1.10  .459**  .004  .576*** -.049 -.186 -.059 -  
Size 35 -1.05 1.54  .00 1.00  .007 -.245 -.111 -.386**  .856*** -.136 -.108 - 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed.
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Results 

Step 1: Moderation Effect  

The hypotheses pertaining to the moderation effect (H1b, H2b) were tested as part 

of the basic model (Model 1). H1b argues that the distributed condition increases the 

effect of similarity of personal identities on self-verification and H2b argues that the 

distributed condition reduces the effect of self-verification on relationship conflict. The 

results are displayed in Table 4. The interactions between team type and similarity (H1b) 

and between team type and self-verification (H2b) had a significant impact on the tested 

models therefore; the results supported the moderation role of team type (βsim*type-sv = -

.559, p<.1; βsv*type-conflict = .652, p< .01). Model 1 explained a significant portion of 

variance for both dependent variables (R2
sv = .289, p < .05; R2

conflict = .410, p < .01). 

Model 1, which included the interactions, also better explained the variance for 

dependent variables, self-verification and conflict, than Model 1 that did not include the 

interactions (∆R2
sv = .144, p < .05; ∆R2

conflict = .266, p < .01). In addition, most of the 

paths in Model 1 were significant at p < .10. The effect size (ƒ2) of the interaction 

between similarity and team type was .21, which is considered a medium effect and the 

effect size of the interaction between self-verification and team type was .45, which is 

considered a large effect. Effect sizes of .02, .15, and .35 are considered small, medium, 

and large respectively (Cohen, 1988).  The power of the model to detect medium effect 
                                                 
1  Effect size was computed as ƒ2= [R2 (interaction model) - R2 (main effects model)]/[1- R2 (interaction 
model)] 
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sizes at a 5 percent confidence level for both independent variables was 36 percent2.  

Based on this interaction model, I proceeded with the mediation test. 

 

Table 4 

Moderation Test 

Path Model 1 Model 1 without 
Interactions 

∆R2 

Similarity -> SV   .720**   .354  - 
SV -> Conflict -.439** -.087  - 
Type -> SV -.241 -.076  - 
Type -> Conflict -.624* -.750*  - 
Sim*Type -> SV -.559*  -  - 
SV*Type -> Conflict   .652***  -  - 
Size -> SV   .196   .041  - 
Size -> Conflict   .551*   .621*  - 
R2 (SV)   .289**   .145   .144** 1) 
R2 (Conflict)   .410***   .144   .266*** 1) 

*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
1) The statistical significances were approximated using Moderated Multiple Regression approach. 
 

Step 2: Mediation Effect 

Based on the model produced by the moderation test, I built Model 2 that had 

perceived self-verification as the mediator of the relationship between self-verification 

and conflict. This model was used to test H3a, H3b, and H3c, which pertain to the 

mediational role of perceived self-verification. The results are displayed in Table 5. The 

results did not support the mediational role of perceived self-verification. Self-

verification did not significantly affect perceived self-verification (βsv-psv = .057, n.s.). 

Perceived self-verification reduced conflict but the effect was not significant (βpsv-conflict = 

                                                 
2 Power was obtained from power table (Cohen, 1988) with u and v equal the nominator and denominator 
of F table and λas the product of ƒ2 and the number of samples. 
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-.386, n.s.). Model 2 did not significantly explain the variance for perceived self-

verification (R2
psv = .211, n.s.). Model 2 significantly explained the variance for conflict 

(R2
conflict = .239, p < .05) but less than Model 1 (R2

conflict = .410, p < .01).  Thus, the test 

did not provide significant evidence that perceived self-verification mediated the 

relationship between self-verification and conflict. The power of the overall model to 

detect medium effect sizes with a 5 percent confidence level was 30 percent.   

 

Table 5 

Mediation Test  

Path Model 2 
Similarity -> SV  .720** 
Sim*Type -> SV -.559* 
SV -> PSV  .057 
SV*Type -> PSV -.081 
PSV -> Conflict -.370 
Type -> SV -.241 
Type -> PSV  .462 
Type -> Conflict -.525 
Size –> SV  .196 
Size -> PSV -.783** 
Size -> Conflict  .304 
R2 (SV) .289** 
R2 (PSV) .211 
R2 (Conflict) .239** 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
 

The results gave an indication that distributed team members felt they were 

known by their teammates better than collocated team members as shown by a positive 

path from team type to perceived self-verification. However, the coefficient was not 

significant (β type-psv = .462, n.s.). Paired t-tests revealed that both collocated and 
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distributed team members had higher perceived self-verification than self-verification. 

The difference was significant at p< .01. This result is consistent with earlier studies 

(Swann, 1983; Swann, 1987; Swann et al., 2002; Swann et al., 2003) and indicates the 

presence of social projection both in collocated and in distributed teams.   

From the moderation and mediation tests, I concluded that Model 1 provided the 

best fit to reflect the phenomena under discussion based on the available data. The 

hypotheses that pertain to the mediational role of perceived self-verification (H3a, H3b 

H3c) are not supported. Model 2 results also showed that the coefficient of the path from 

the interaction between self-verification and team type to perceived self-verification was 

small and not significant (βsv*type-psv = -.081, n.s.). This indicates that self-verification did 

not significantly affect perceived self-verification in distributed teams and therefore, the 

mediational role of perceived self-verification in distributed teams is not supported. The 

subsequent analyses and the reported data, therefore, were based on Model 1. Figure 4 

shows the Model 1 results. 

Model 1 explained 28.9 percent of the variance for self-verification and 41 

percent of the variance for conflict. The intercorrelations between constructs are 

presented in Table 6. Only conflict was modeled with more than one indicator; therefore, 

the focus of the convergent and discriminant validities was on conflict. The root of the 

AVE of conflict was .893, which is much higher than the correlations between conflict 

and other variables that ranged between –.185 to .498. The composite reliability of 

conflict was also high (.941). The weights of the conflict indicators ranged from .255 to 
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.300 and were significant at p < .01. The loadings of the conflict indicators ranged from 

.874 to .919 and were significant at p < .01. 

 

Table 6 

Intercorrelations – Model 1 Constructs 

  Conflict Similarity SV Type Sim*Type SV*Type Size 
Conflict1) 1       
Similarity  .198 1      
SV  .002  .377** 1     
Type -.185 -.453*** -.202 1    
Sim*Type  .073  .721***  .017 -.354** 1   
SV*Type  .456***  .004  .576*** -.186 -.059 1  
Size -.004 -.245 -.111  .856*** -.136 -.108 1 

*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
1) The conflict scores were calculated based on the PLS’ assigned weights. 

 

Model 1 showed that similarities between personal identities of a focal individual 

and her teammates’ increased self-verification she received from her teammates. The 

more similar she was to her teammates, the higher self-verification she received. The 

result supports H1a, which argues similarity of personal identities increases self-

verification. The model also showed that self-verification reduced conflict. The higher 

the self-verification, the lower the conflict experienced. The result supports H2a, which 

argues that self-verification reduces relationship conflict. However, because the 

calculation was based on collocated condition (coded as 0), those results pertained 

primarily to collocated condition.  
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Figure 4.  Model 1 Results 
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For distributed teams, the interactions should be considered. The negative and 

significant effect of the interaction between similarity and team type on self-verification 

indicated a possible negative effect of similarity on self-verification in distributed teams. 

Similarly, the positive and significant effect of the interaction between self-verification 

and team type on conflict indicated a possible positive effect of self-verification on 

conflict in distributed teams. To investigate the matter, I conducted additional analyses of 

the subsamples separately. The results of the subsample analysis will be discussed in the 

next section.  

The subsamples analysis was meant to be a complement to the main analysis that 

used combined data. The subsample analysis cannot show directly the effect of 

interactions in the model. This condition creates an underspecified model (Carte & 

Russell, 2003) and prevents the calculation of interaction effect sizes (Chin et al., 2003). 

In this study, using subsample analysis as the only method of analysis would prevent the 

detection of the effect of the moderator (team type) on the global value of the indicators. 

For example, using subsample analysis alone would not enable the detection of and 

partialling out of the effect of team size, which varied by team type and had a significant 

positive effect on conflict, in the analysis.  

The data do not support H4, which argues that distributed team members are less 

able to accurately communicated identities than collocated team members. Although 

Model 1 indicated that distributed condition negatively affected self-verification, the 

effect was not significant (β type-sv = -.241, n.s.).  
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Step 3: Subsamples 

 The original data used in the subsample analysis were the same data used 

in the earlier analyses. The standardization, however, was done separately by the team 

types. The mean, standard deviation, and correlation among variables of the two 

subsamples based on the unstandardized data are presented in Table 7. The PLS model is 

shown in Figure 5. The results of the PLS analyses are presented in Table 8. The roots of 

the AVE of conflict were .952 and .851 for collocated and distributed team data 

respectively. The composite reliability scores of conflict were .963 and .913 for 

collocated and distributed team data respectively. For both subsamples, the weights and 

the loadings of the conflict indicators were significant at p < .05.  

 

Table 7 

Intercorrelations – Subsamples 

 N Min Max Mean SD Conflict Sim SV Size 
Collocated          
Conflict 18  1.00  6.00  3.21 1.51 1    
Sim 17 -1.33  -.66 -.92  .19  .231 1   
SV 18 -1.88  -.52 -1.02  .31 -.429*  .595** 1  
Size 18  4.00  5.00  4.44  .51  .139  .284  .219 1 
Distributed          
Conflict 17  1.00  5.00  2.74 1.30 1    
Sim 17 -1.30  -.84 -1.10  .17 -.005 1   
SV 17 -1.50  -.77 -1.13  .22  .690*** -.135 1  
Size 17  6.00  9.00  7.71 1.36  .384  .361  .108 1 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
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Figure 5. Subsample Analysis 
 

Table 8 

Subsample Results  

Path Model 1 
(distributed1) 

Collocated Distributed 

Similarity -> SV   .720** (-.381)   .579* -.200 
SV -> Conflict -.439** (.845) -.496***   .664*** 
Type -> SV -.241  -  - 
Type -> Conflict -.624*  -  - 
Sim*Type -> SV -.559*  -  - 
SV*Type -> Conflict   .652***  -  - 
Size -> SV   .196   .247   .180 
Size -> Conflict   .551*   .055   .384* 
1) The significance of the path was not available. 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
 

The PLS results based on the subsample data were consistent with those of Model 

1, which based on the combined data. Because team type had a standard deviation of  

.507, an increase from 0 (collocated) to 1 (distributed) was an increase of 1.97 standard 

deviations. For example, the coefficients of the paths from similarity to self-verification 



 

 

74

and from the interaction between similarity and team type to self-verification were  .72 

and –.559 respectively. This means that the coefficient of the path from similarity to self-

verification for collocated teams was .72 and for distributed teams was –.381  

(.72+ (1.97*-.559)). Based on the same calculation procedure, the coefficients of the path 

from self-verification to conflict for collocated teams and for distributed teams in Model 

1 were –.439 and .845 respectively. The adjusted results for distributed teams are 

presented in brackets on the first column of Table 8.  

The subsample analysis showed that similarity increased self-verification in 

collocated teams but reduced self-verification in distributed teams. Only in collocated 

teams was the effect significant (βsim-sv(co) = .579, p < .10; βsim-sv(dt) = -.2, n.s.).  Self-

verification reduced conflict in collocated teams but increased conflict in distributed 

teams (βsv-conflict(co) = -.496, p < .01; βsv-conflict(dt) = .664, p < .01). Based on this 

information, I concluded that the paths between variables in distributed teams based on 

Model 1 using combined data were consistent with those of the subsample analysis. 

Based on Model 1 results and the subsample results, H1a, which argues that 

similarity of personal identities increases self-verification, and H2a, which argues that 

self-verification reduces relationship conflict, are partially supported by the data.  The 

collocated team data support the hypotheses; the distributed team data do not. In 

distributed teams, similarity did not increased self-verification and self-verification 

increased conflict. H1a, H1b, H2a, and H2b assume a positive relationship exists between 

similarity of personal identities and self-verification and a negative relationship exists 

between self-verification and conflict in both collocated and distributed teams. Because 
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the assumptions were violated in distributed teams, H1b that argues that the distributed 

condition increases the relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-

verification and H2b that argues that the distributed condition reduces the relationship 

between self-verification and relationship conflict are not supported. 

 

Revisiting Similarity and Self-verification 

A team member’s similarity of personal identities to her teammates’ increased the 

likelihood that she experienced higher self-verification from her teammates (see Table 4 

and Table 8). However, this relationship only existed in collocated teams. There was no 

evidence that similarity of personal identities increased self-verification in distributed 

teams. I reanalyzed the relationship using dyadic level data. Different from the conflict 

that was difficult to attribute to particular dyadic relationships within a team and that was 

measured at the individual level, the self-verification and similarity measured in this 

study were calculated based on and were attributable to dyadic relationships. Analyzing 

the relationship between similarity and self-verification at an individual level might lead 

to innacurate results. The potential problem of analyzing the relationship between 

similarity and self-verification at the individual level is similar to that of analyzing the 

relationship between self-verification and conflict at a group level.  A positive correlation 

between similarity and self-verification at an individual level data analysis can exist even 

if the teammates who contribute the most to the individuals’ self-verification are the less 

similar teammates. This is possible because the analysis is done on the average value of 

both similarity and self-verification (Jackson et al., 1991).  
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The PLS models for the dyadic analysis are shown in Figure 6a for data analysis 

using model with an interaction variable and in Figure 6b for subsample data analysis. 

The results, shown in Table 9, were consistent with the individual level data analysis for 

collocated teams but not for distributed teams. 

Similarity
Self -

verification

Group SizeTeam Type

type

Sim*Type

sim

size

sim*t  

Figure 6a. Similarity to Self-verification - Dyadic Analysis with Interactions 
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Figure 6b. Similarity to Self-verification - Dyadic Subsample Analysis  
 

Table 9 

Similarity to Self-verification – Dyadic Level Data Analysis 

Subsample Paths Model with 
interaction Collocated teams (co) Distributed teams (dt) 

Similarity -> SV   .346***   .322**   .202** 
Type ->SV  -.205  -  - 
Sim*Type -> SV  -.125  - -  
Size -> SV   .056  .003  .035 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 

 

The dyadic level analysis showed that similarity increased self-verification in 

collocated teams (βsim-sv = .346, p < .01, βsim-sv(co) = .322, p < .05). The results were 

consistent with that of the individual level data analysis. Different from that of the 

individual level data analysis, the results showed that similarity also increased self-

verification in distributed teams (βsim-sv(dt) = .202; p < .05). Thus, the results support H1a 

that argues that similarity of personal identities increases self-verification. The 
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insignificant effect of the interaction between similarity and team type on self-

verification (βsim*type-sv = -.125, n.s) also shows that the effect of the distributed condition 

on the relationship between similarity and self-verification was not significant. Thus, the 

results do not support H1b that argues that the distributed condition increases the 

relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-verification. 

Consistent with that of the individual level data analysis, the dyadic level analysis 

also showed that the distributed condition reduced self-verification however, the effect 

was not significant (βsim-sv = -.205, n.s.). This result do not support H4 that argues that 

compared with members of collocated teams, members of distributed teams are less able 

to accurately communicate identities.  

  

Post-hoc Analysis 

The Significance of Self-verification  

To test the significance of the role of self-verification in Model 1, I developed 

Model 3. Model 3 was a control model that only included the direct causal effect from 

similarity to conflict without self-verification as the mediator (Figure 7). The results are 

presented in Table 10. The paths from similarity to conflict, the path from the interaction 

between similarity and team type to conflict, and the R2 of conflict were not significant at 

p < .10. These results showed that Model 1 was a better fit than Model 3. Thus, because 

Model 1 included self-verification as the mediator of the relationship between similarity 
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and conflict, these results support the significant place of self-verification as a mediator 

of similarity and conflict. 
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Figure 7. Model 3 
 
 

Table 10 

Model 3 Results 

Path Model 3 
Similarity -> Conflict   .201 
Sim*Type -> Conflict -.231 
Type -> Conflict -.718* 
Size -> Conflict   .621* 
R2 (Conflict)   .156 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed.
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Motivation and Perceived Ability to Communicate 

 Additional regression analyses were done to examine the effects of team type on 

motivation and perceived ability to communicate identities. To measure motivation and 

perceived ability to communicate identities the participants were asked to rate their 

motivation and perceived ability to communicate identities using two sets of questions in 

Survey 2. The first set of questions asked participants to rate their motivation and ability 

to let their teammates know their characteristics. The second set of questions asked 

participants to rate their motivation and ability to know their teammates’ characteristics. 

The resulting data were individual level data. The motivation and perceived ability data 

were regressed to team type and size to measure the effect of team type on motivation 

and perceived ability to communicate identities while controlling for team size. For 

consistency with the main analysis, I used only cases that were used in the main analysis. 

The results are presented in Table 11.  

 

Table 11 

Motivation and Perceive Ability to Communicate Identities 

Dependent variables β1) 

Motivation  
..to let others know your characteristics (mot1) -0.712** 
..to know others’ characteristics (mot2) 0.047 
Perceived ability  
..to let others know your characteristics (able1) 0.034 
..to know others’ characteristics (able2) 0.310 
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01, two-tailed. 
1) Team type to dependent variables, controlling for team size. 
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Compared with collocated team members, distributed team members were less 

motivated to let their teammates know their identities (βmot1 = -.712, p < .05). However, 

they were not different in their motivation to know their teammates’ identities (βmot2 = 

.047, p<10). There was no significant evidence that distributed team members’ perception 

of their ability to let their teammates know their characteristics and perception of their 

ability to know their teammates’ characteristics differed from those of collocated team 

members  (βable1 = .034, n.s.; βable2 = .31, n.s.).  

 

Conflict 

Besides self-verification-related result, some additional information on 

relationship conflict was obtained from Model 1 (see Table 4). Model 1 showed that 

distributed condition reduced conflict (β type-conflict = -.624, p<.10). Being a member of a 

distributed team-as opposed to being a member of a collocated team- reduced the 

individual’s relationship conflict. The finding that the distributed condition of distributed 

teams reduces relationship conflict is similar to that of Mortensen and Hinds (Mortensen 

& Hinds, 2001).  They reported that relationship conflict was higher in collocated teams 

than in distributed teams.  
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Table 12  

Summary of the Results 

Hypotheses  Results Descriptions 
Similarity -> Self-verification Partial support  See Table 8 
H1a Similarity of personal identities increases self-

verification. 
Collocated: 
Supported 1) 

Distributed:  
Not supported 2) 

A positive coefficient of the path from similarity to self-
verification in collocated teams.  
A non- significant coefficient of the path from similarity to 
self-verification in distributed teams. 

H1b The effect of similarity of personal identities on 
self-verification is stronger in distributed teams 
than in collocated teams. 

Not supported A non-significant coefficient of the path from the interaction 
between similarity and team type to self-verification. 

Self-verification -> Relationship conflict Partial support See Table 8 
H2a Self-verification reduces relationship conflict. Collocated: 

Supported 
Distributed:  
Not supported  

A negative coefficient of the path from self-verification to 
conflict in collocated teams.  
A positive coefficient of the path from self-verification to 
conflict in distributed teams.  

H2b The effect of self-verification on relationship 
conflict is weaker in distributed teams than in 
collocated teams. 

Not supported A positive coefficient of the path from self-verification to 
conflict in distributed teams.  

1) The dyadic level data analysis supports the hypothesis. It showed a positive coefficient of the path from similarity to self-verification in collocated 
teams. 
2) The dyadic level data analysis supports the hypothesis. It showed a positive coefficient of the path from similarity to self-verification in distributed 
teams. 
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Table 12: Summary of the Results - continued 
 

Perceived self-verification Not supported See Table 5 
H3a Perceived self-verification correlates positively 

with self-verification and negatively with 
relationship conflict in collocated teams and in 
distributed teams. 

Not supported 
 

Non-significant coefficients of the paths from self-
verification to perceived self-verification and from 
perceived self-verification to conflict.  
A non-significant coefficient of the path from the interaction 
between self-verification and team type to perceived self-
verification.  

H3b Perceived self-verification mediates the 
relationship between self-verification and 
relationship conflict in collocated teams and in 
distributed teams. 

Not supported Non-significant coefficients of the paths from self-
verification to perceived self-verification and from 
perceived self-verification to conflict.   
A non-significant coefficient of the path from the interaction 
between self-verification and team type to perceived self-
verification.  

H3c The correlation between self-verification and 
perceived self-verification is weaker in 
distributed teams than in collocated teams. 

Not supported Non-significant coefficients of the paths from self-
verification to perceived self-verification and from 
perceived self-verification to conflict.  
A non-significant coefficient of the path from the interaction 
between self-verification and team type to perceived self-
verification. 

Identity communication Not supported See Table 4 
H4 Compared with members of collocated teams, 

members of distributed teams are less able to 
accurately communicate identities. 

Not supported 3) 
 

A non-significant coefficient of the path from team type to 
self-verification. 

 3) The dyadic level data analysis does not support the hypothesis. It showed a negative but not significant coefficient from the interaction between 
similarity and team type to self-verification
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Summary of the Results  

In general, the results of the study showed that similarity of personal identities 

affected self-verification and self-verification affected relationship conflict. The 

distributed condition affected the relationship between similarity of personal identities 

and self-verification and the relationship between self-verification and relationship 

conflict. The summary of the results is presented in Table 12.  

An individual’s similarity of personal identities with her teammates increased 

self-verification in collocated teams but not in distributed teams. However, an additional 

analysis using dyadic data indicated that similarity of personal identities increased self-

verification in both collocated and distributed teams and that the effect of team type on 

the relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-verification was not 

significant. The results also showed that there was no significant evidence that being in a 

distributed team – as opposed to being in a collocated team - reduced self-verification. 

The dyadic level data analysis also produced a similar result. Both the individual level 

data analysis and the dyadic level data analysis showed that the distributed condition 

reduced self-verification, as hypothesized, but the effect was not significant (see Table 4 

and Table 9).  

Self-verification, in turn, affected relationship conflict. Thus, self-verification 

mediates the relationship between similarity of personal identities and relationship 

conflict. The finding of a post hoc analysis further supported the mediational role of self-

verification in the relationship between similarity of personal identities and relationship 
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conflict. In collocated teams, self-verification reduced relationship conflict. In distributed 

teams, self-verification increased relationship conflict. The latter is contrary to what is 

hypothesized.  

A model was developed to test whether the relationship between self-verification 

and relationship conflict was mediated by perceived self-verification. The results showed 

that perceived self-verification did not mediate the relationship between self-verification 

and relationship conflict. Self-verification did not affect perceived self-verification in 

either collocated teams or distributed teams. Perceived self-verification had a negative 

effect on relationship conflict however, the effect was not significant. Team type, on the 

other hand, affected relationship conflict directly. Being a member of a distributed team – 

as opposed to being a member of a collocated team - reduced the individual’s relationship 

conflict.  

Additional tests were done to examine motivation and perceived ability to 

communicate identities. The tests did not show significant evidence that team type 

affected individuals’ perception of their ability to either communicate their identities or 

know their teammates’ identities. The tests also showed that distributed team members 

and collocated team members were equally motivated in knowing their teammates’ 

identities. However, the tests revealed that the distributed team members were less 

motivated to communicate their identities to their teammates than collocated team 

members.  
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DISCUSSION 

In this study, I examined the role of self-verification as an antecedent of 

relationship conflict in both collocated teams and distributed teams. Established base 

theories and concepts of psychology and communication were applied in the new and 

emerging distributed team context of management. The traditional collocated teams were    

involved to enable the test of the applicability of the theories and concepts in the more 

common collocated teamwork condition. The findings give glimpses on how the 

distributed condition might influence the relationship between self-verification and 

relationship conflict. In addition to working on the consequence of self-verification, this 

study extends the earlier studies on self-verification by including similarity of personal 

identities as the antecedent of self-verification and by testing the mediational role of self-

verification in the relationship between similarity of personal identities and relationship 

conflict. 

The overall results are encouraging. The results show significant relationships 

among the variables under study, although not all were on the hypothesized directions. 

The results affirm the relationship between self-verification and relationship conflict and 

the relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-verification, especially 

in collocated teams. The results also support the mediational role of self-verification in 

the relationship between similarity of personal identities and relationship conflict. 

Similarity of personal identities increases self-verification in collocated teams but not in 
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distributed teams. Self-verification reduces relationship conflict in collocated teams and 

increases relationship conflict in distributed teams.  

Whereas most other studies that pertain to similarity, conflict, or self-verification 

employed group level data analysis, this study utilized individual and dyadic level data 

analyses. The use of the lowest level data for analysis was intended to avoid potential 

biased results as the consequence of averaging data (Jackson et al., 1991).  

 

Theoretical Implications  

Self-verification 

In general, the findings based on the collocated team data are in line with the 

previous studies’. The finding that self-verification reduces relationship conflict in 

collocated teams is consistent with self-verification theory, which was developed based 

on research in collocated teams. The finding that similarity of personal identities 

increases self-verification in collocated teams is consistent with the results of assumed 

similarity studies that point out that perceivers partly based their judgment of others’ 

identities based on their own identities (e.g. Funder et al., 1995; Kenny & Kashy, 1994; 

Watson et al., 2000). The finding that similarity of personal identities affects relationship 

conflict through affecting self-verification points to the important effects of diversity of 

personal identities on the socio-emotional outcomes of teamwork and the need for future 

studies on this understudied relationship (Milliken & Martin, 1996).  

Another interesting finding on self-verification is the small role of self-

verification in predicting perceived self-verification. This indicates the failure of 
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internalization of self-verification. Without the correct internalization of self-verification 

into its subjective counterpart- perceived self-verification, how self-verification affects a 

subjective experience such as the experienced relationship conflict becomes an important 

question. This problem is parallel to the problem faced by social psychologists in 

explaining how actual appraisals affect self-views when reflected appraisals do not 

mediate the relationship between actual appraisals and self-views (e.g. Felson, 1989; 

McNulty & Swann, 1994). It may suggest that individuals do not know how others view 

them or that their reflected appraisals are the results of the social projection of their self-

views. It may also suggest the difficulty of measuring reflected appraisals. Individuals’ 

knowledge of others’ knowledge of them may be tacit knowledge that is difficult to 

measure. Forcing individuals to quantify their knowledge of others’ knowledge using 

direct questions may lead to inaccurate results. 

 

Distributed Teams 

This study expands the application of self-verification theory by focusing on 

individuals’ self-verification in distributed teams. In distributed teams, self-verification 

increases relationship conflict. I argue that the positive relationship between self-

verification and relationship conflict in distributed teams is not necessarily contrary to 

self-verification theory. First, this study points out that distributed team members are less 

motivated to communicate their identities than collocated team members. One possible 

reason is that distributed team members might expect a short encounter with their 

teammates. When, individuals expect a short encounter, they may be less motivated to 
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seek self-verification (Swann et al., 2004). Individuals’ motivation to communicate their 

identities might indicate the importance of self-verification for them. When the 

importance of self-verification is low, the negative effect of the lack of self-verification is 

also expected to be low.  

Second, a self-verification score may also reflects interpersonal interactions. It is 

likely that the more a team member interacts and exchanges personal information with 

her teammates, the higher the self-verification she receives from her teammates. This is 

especially true in distributed teams. In collocated teams, ten minutes of interaction 

determined the degree of interpersonal congruence nine weeks later (Polzer et al., 2002; 

Swann et al., 2003). This indicates that in a short period of time the information 

exchanged has passed the threshold of knowing or not knowing others. In distributed 

teams, the information exchanges between team members are expected to be less frequent 

(Sarbaugh-Thompson & Feldman, 1998, Armstrong & Cole, 2002) and less efficient 

(Maznevski & Chudoba, 2000, Walther, 1992; Walther et al., 1994) and therefore, 

interpersonal interactions may remain as valuable sources of personal identity 

information for a longer period of time than in collocated teams. As a consequence, 

interpersonal interaction is expected to be more strongly correlated with self-verification 

in distributed teams than in collocated teams. On the other hand, several studies indicated 

that interpersonal interaction correlates positively with relationship conflict. Extensive 

communication is a ripe source for misunderstanding and resultant conflict (Thomas & 

Pondy, 1977; Wall and Callister, 1995) and when conflict is already present, lower levels 

of communication might be preferable because it allows time to pass without accretion of 
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emotions and hostile demands (Wall & Callister, 1995). As the result, team members that 

interact more with their teammates, have a higher probability of encountering interactions 

that breed conflict. I argue that the positive correlation between self-verification and 

relationship conflict in distributed teams is the result of the positive correlation between 

interpersonal interaction and both self-verification and relationship conflict. Thus, the 

result is not necessarily contrary to self-verification theory.  

The finding on the relationship between similarity of personal identities and self-

verification in distributed teams is not in line with the assumed similarity concept. 

Similarity of personal identities does not increase self-verification. One possible 

explanation of the inconsistency is the possible analysis bias caused by averaging data. 

The finding was based on individual level data analysis. Both similarity of personal 

identities and self-verification were measured at dyadic level. An additional analysis 

using dyadic level data revealed a positive relationship between similarity of personal 

identities and self-verification in distributed teams, which is in line with the assumed 

similarity concept. 

This study fails to provide evidence that the distributed condition reduces self-

verification. The effect of the distributed condition on self-verification was found to be 

negative but not significant. There are few possible explanations for the finding. First, the 

expected more frequent and efficient communication in collocated team compared with 

that in distributed teams may not provide significant advantages for collocated team 

member on their ability to achieve identity verification. The valuable identity information 

exchanged in collocated teams saturates early in the beginning of teamwork as shown by 
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the significant effect of the first ten minutes of interaction on self-verification (Polzer et 

al., 2002; Swann et al., 2003). A significant portion of team interaction in the later 

periods of teamwork may not generate valuable identity information and may not 

increase individuals’ self-verification in collocated teams but is expected to still generate 

valuable identity information and increase individuals’ self-verification in distributed 

teams. 

Second, the mixed results in the motivation in identity communication offer an 

alternative explanation. The flow of identity information from the focal individuals to the 

social environment is determined by the focal individuals’ push of the information to the 

social environment and the social environment’s pull of the information. Whereas the 

motivation to let others know one’s identities is the individuals’ effort to push the identity 

information to the social environment, the motivation to know others’ identities is the 

social environment’s pull of the identity information. The results show that distributed 

team members were less motivated to let their teammates know their identities than 

collocated team members (Table 12). This potentially led to the negative effect of the 

distributed condition on self-verification. However, because the motivation of distributed 

team members to know others’ identities was as strong as that of collocated team 

members, the negative effect of the distributed condition on the degree of self-

verification might not be very strong.  

Third, the data used to represent the distributed condition in this study were data 

of partially distributed teams. The use of partially distributed teams’ data to represent the 

distributed condition might not be ideal since the effects of the relationships among 
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collocated teammates of the partially distributed teams might obscure the effects of the 

distributed condition on self-verification. The team members’ self-verification received 

from their collocated teammates may weaken the negative effect of the distributed 

condition on self-verification. 

 

Relationship Conflict   

Additional findings on relationship conflict suggest that the distributed condition 

reduces relationship conflict. The finding is similar to that of Mortensen and Hinds’ 

(Mortensen & Hinds, 2001) but contrary to other studies that suggest that distributed 

condition promotes relationship conflict (e.g., Hinds & Bailey, 2003; Hinds & 

Mortensen, 2005; Mannix et al, 2002). Few arguments can be offered to explain why 

compared with collocated team members, distributed team members may experience 

lower relationship conflict. First, with the expected less interpersonal interactions, 

distributed team members are expected to have a lower chance of encountering 

unpleasant experiences with their teammates than collocated team members. This 

argument has been discussed earlier in the discussion of self-verification.  

Second, distributed team members might experience less pressure in teamwork 

than collocated team members. The lean media used in distributed teams reduce 

communication cues. The reduction of communication cues reduces teammates’ social 

presence (Short et al., 1976). The lower the social presence, the lower the pressure on 

team members to conform to others’ opinion and the lower the evaluation apprehension 

among team members (Nunamaker, Dennis, Valacich, Vogel, & George, 1991; Sia, Tan, 
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& Wei, 2002). In a low social presence environment, individuals can also change their 

opinion without a loss of face (Short et al., 1976). This increases the likelihood that 

individuals forgo their positions in favor of collective positions (Salancik, 1977). These 

factors reduce the concern of a potential embarrassment or threat by others as the results 

of speaking up, increase psychological safety (Edmonson, 1999) among team members, 

and reduce the relationship conflict.  

Third, the aggressive emotions and competitive dominance of distributed team 

members may not be correctly interpreted as such by others (Montoya-Weiss et al., 

2001).  The limitations in the ability to convey non-verbal cues, especially non-verbal 

communication cues that accompany negative verbal strategies during conflict, are 

expected to further reduce the relationship conflict perceived by distributed team 

members (Newton & Burgoon, 1990).  

 

Practical Implications 

 From the practical point of view, the findings of the study suggest that for 

collocated teams, increasing personal identity similarity among team members when 

forming a team can reduce potential relationship conflicts among team members. 

However, more emphasis should be given on nurturing high identity verifications among 

team members. The latter approach is even more crucial when diversity in the team is 

preferred or when it is unavoidable. Therefore, facilitating identity communication 

among team members should be one of the team leader’s priorities. Teamwork may start 

with a social introduction session among team members and the social introduction 
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session is followed by informal meetings between formal work-related meetings with the 

purpose of increasing the flow of identity information among team members. 

 In an earlier section, I presented an argument on the relationship between self-

verification and relationship conflict that suggests that self-verification theory may also 

apply in distributed teams (i.e. self-verification also reduces relationship conflict in 

distributed teams). The implication of the premise is that for distributed teams, as for 

collocated teams, facilitating identity communication among team members should be 

one of the team leader’s priorities. In distributed teams, teamwork can start with an initial 

informal face-to-face meeting that is followed by periodic informal face-to-face meetings 

when the teamwork is progressing. When a face-to-face meeting is not possible, a distant 

social introduction session among team members in the beginning of teamwork can be 

initiated in place of an initial informal face-to face meeting. The socio-emotional 

interactions in the early phases of teamwork were reported to increase trust in distributed 

teams (Jarvenpaa & Leidner, 1999). Such tactic has also been the focus of several 

distributed team studies and increases team performance in general (Moore et al., 1999, 

Tan et al., 2000, Montoya-Weiss et al., 2001). The informal distant social interactions 

should be encouraged for the rest of the teamwork. Whereas the increase of distant 

communication in the early teamwork may increase relationship conflicts due to the 

increase of interpersonal interactions, significant amount of distant communication, 

especially on socio-emotional topics, is expected to reduce relationship conflicts.  

For both collocated and distributed teams, the team leaders can also give a direct 

verbal emphasis on the importance of understanding teammates’ characteristics for the 
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success of the teams. This straightforward approach is expected to increase the salience 

of team members’ identities and their teammates’ identities. The increase of the salience 

of team members’ identities is expected to increase their motivation to communicate 

identities. The increase of the salience of teammates’ identities is expected to both 

increase team members’ motivation to know their teammates’ identities and reduce the 

required effort to acquire the identity information. Therefore, the direct verbal approach 

is expected to increase identity verifications among team members. 

In general, for both collocated and distributed teams, team leader should give an 

emphasis on nurturing high identity verifications among team members to reduce 

potential relationship conflicts among team members. Encouraging informal interactions 

and giving verbal emphasis on the importance of understanding teammates’ 

characteristics are two strategies the team leader can adopt to increase identity 

verifications and reduce potential relationship conflicts among team members. 

 

Study Limitations 

 The findings of this study and the discussions that follow have to be interpreted 

considering the limitations of this study. The study suffers limitations as other studies that 

use a small data set. The models in this study, for example, had low powers to detect 

significant relationships among variables. The low response rate from the distributed 

team members from outside the United States may limit the data’s ability to reflect the 

dynamic of distributed team members outside the United States. It should also be noted 
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that the analyses in this study used both individual level and dyadic level data. The use of 

different levels of data for the analyses may affect the results.  

The choice of the sample also imposed several limitations. The use of 

undergraduate students may limit the generalizations of the findings. First, although the 

conceptual focus of the study may allow the use of participants from a limited range of 

age groups, similar studies involving participants from a wider range of age groups may 

increase the generalizations of the findings. A wider range of age groups may enable the 

detection, if presents, of age’s effect on how strongly individuals hold their self-views 

and how self-verification affects their emotions. Such information enables a more precise 

judgment of the relevance of the findings for the general population. Second, the 

expected short-term class project (i.e. one semester) may affect how participants seek 

self-verification and how self-verification affects relationship conflict.  

To increase the validity of the results and the applicability of self-verification 

theory, future studies on the relationship between self-verification and relationship 

conflict may need several additional variables. First, it was suggested in an earlier section 

that interpersonal interactions could provide an alternative explanation to self-verification 

as the antecedent of relationship conflict in distributed teams. The inclusion of the 

frequency of interpersonal communication in an analysis of the relationship between self-

verification and relationship conflict will provide a clearer picture of the effects of self-

verification on relationship conflict. Second, this study, as most of the previous studies on 

self-verification, focused on self-verification of personal identities. On the other hand, 

many team diversity studies in social psychology and management focused on social 
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identities. Future studies on self-verification may focus on the effects of self-verification 

of social identities. Studies on the effects of self-verification of social identities on 

individuals’ socio-emotional outcomes in general and relationship conflict in particular, 

will greatly increase the breadth of self-verification theory.  

 

Conclusion 

The distributed condition is expected to change team processes. The findings of 

this study are in line with the premise. The distributed condition affects the relationship 

between self-verification and its antecedent and its consequence in small teams. As 

shown in the main data analysis, the distributed condition reduces the positive impact of 

similarity of personal identities on self-verification and reverses the negative impact of 

the lack of self-verification on relationship conflict. It is argued that the less efficient 

communication process in distributed teams reduces the effects of self-verification on 

relationship conflict while increasing the effects of interpersonal interactions among team 

members on relationship conflict. A distributed team study that involves an extended 

period team project or a team project that demands intense interpersonal interactions 

among team members may better expose the effects of self-verification on relationship 

conflict. On the other hand, because of the speed of the self-verification process in 

collocated teams (Polzer et al., 2002; Swann et al., 2003), observing the process in 

collocated teams might be difficult. Studying self-verification process in distributed 

teams may offer a more viable alternative because it gives researchers more opportunities 

to observe the process more carefully.  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY 1  

 
PART I 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOURSELF 
 

Instructions : Please answer the questions on the next two pages based on assessments 
about yourself. 
 
Please circle or describe the characteristics that best describe you.   

 
Using the following scale, please circle the number that best represents your evaluation of 
yourself on the following characteristics.  

 Very  
low Average Very  

high 
…your intellectual ability  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your social skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your creativity  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your trustworthiness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your leadership ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your cooperativeness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your hard work  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competency at sports 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your fairness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competitiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your likeability and competency in general 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

…please name your school affiliation (i.e., Arizona State University, Penn State University, University 
of Leeds) ____________________ 
 
...your gender 
a. Male b. Female   
 

...your race (If two races, please choose other and specify. If more than two races, please choose (one) 
the most representative race) 
a. Asian b. Black non-Hispanic c. Hispanic d. Native American 
e. White-non Hispanic f. Other (please specify) ________________  
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY 1 - continued 
 

PART II 
YOUR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT YOUR TEAMMATES 

 
Instructions: 

1. Please answer the questions on the following pages based on your knowledge 
about your teammates.  

2. Please complete one set of questions for each of your teammates. 
3. You are not expected to know everything about your teammates. There is no right 

or wrong answer. Please answer as honestly as you can. 
4. Please write the name of your teammate for whom you will answer the following 

questions in the space provided. 
 
Teammate’s name: 1.___________________ 
 
Using the following scale, please circle the number that represents your evaluation of this 
teammate on the following characteristics. 

 Very  
low Average Very  

high 

 

…this teammate’s intellectual ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s social skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s creativity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s trustworthiness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s leadership ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s cooperativeness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s hard work  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s competency at sports 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s fairness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s competitiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s likeability and competency in general 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 2 

PART I 
INFORMATION ABOUT YOURSELF 

 
Instruction:  Please answer the questions on the next two pages based on assessments 
about yourself. 
 
Section 1: Personal Characteristics 
Using the following scale, please circle the number that best represents your evaluation of 
yourself on the following characteristics.  

 Very 
 low Average Very 

 high 
…your intellectual ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your social skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your creativity  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your trustworthiness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your leadership ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your cooperativeness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your hard work  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competency at sports 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your fairness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competitiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your likeability and competency in general 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
Section 2: Socio-Emotional Outcome 
Using the following scale, please circle the number that represents the extent to which 
you experienced the following conditions when working as a team for this class. 
 
When working with your team, how much did you experience… 

 
 None Some A great 

deal 
…interpersonal friction? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

…personality clashes? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

…anger? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

…tension? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 2 - continued 
 
Section 3: Communication Effectiveness 
Please rate your ability to do the following activities when working as a team for this 
class. 

 Very 
 low  Fair Very 

 high 

…let your team members know who you are (i.e. your 
characteristics, values, attitudes). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

…know who your team members are (i.e. their characteristics, 
values, attitudes). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
 
Please rate your motivation to do the following activities when working as a team for this 
class. 

 Very 
low  Fair Very 

high 
…let your team members know who you are (i.e. your 
characteristics, values, attitudes). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

…know who your team members are (i.e. their characteristics, 
values, attitudes). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 2 - continued 
 

PART II 
YOUR KNOWLEDGE ABOUT YOUR TEAMMATES 

 
Instructions: 

1. Please answer the questions on the following pages based on your knowledge 
about your teammates.  

2. Please complete one set of questions for each of your teammates. 
3. You are not expected to know everything about your teammate. There is no right 

or wrong answer. Please answer as honestly as you can. 
4. Please write the name of your teammate for whom the following questions pertain 

in the space provided below. 
 
Teammate name: 1.____________________ 
 
Section 1: Teammate’s Personal Characteristics 
Using the following scale, please circle the number that represents your evaluation of 
your teammate’s characteristics.  

 Very  
low Average Very 

 high 
…this teammate’s intellectual ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s social skills 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s creativity 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s trustworthiness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s leadership ability 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s cooperativeness  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s hard work  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s competency at sports 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s fairness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s competitiveness 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...this teammate’s likeability and competency in general 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY 2 - continued 
 
Section 2: This teammate’s knowledge about you 
In this section you will be asked to give your assessment about this teammate’s 
knowledge about you.  
Using the following scale, please circle the number that you think best describe this teammate’s 
evaluations of your characteristics. 
 
Using the following scale, how will this teammate rate… 

 Very 
 low Average Very  

high 
…your intellectual ability? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your social skills? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your creativity?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your trustworthiness? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your leadership ability?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your cooperativeness?  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your hard work? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competency at sports? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your fairness? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your competitiveness? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

...your likeability and competency in general? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 



 

 

104

REFERENCES 

 
Amason, A. C. (1996). Distinguishing the effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict 
on strategic decision making: Resolving paradox for top management teams. Academy of 
Management Journal, 39, 123- 148. 

Armstrong, D. J. & Cole, P. (2002). Managing distances and differences in 
geographically distributed work groups. In P. J. Hinds & S. Kiesler (Eds.). Distributed 
work (pp. 167-186). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Arrow, H., McGrath, J. E., & Berdahl, J. L. (2000). Small groups as complex systems : 
Formation, coordination, development and adaptation. Thousand Oaks, CA : Sage 
Publications. 
 
Ashforth, B. E. & Mael, F. (1989). Social identity theory and the organization. Academy 
of Management Review, 14, 20-39. 
 
Avolio, B. J., Howell, J. M., & Sosik, J. J. (1999). A funny thing happened on the way to 
the bottom line: Humor as a moderator of leadership style effects. Academy of 
Management Journal, 42, 219-227. 
 
Barsade, S. G., Ward, A. J., Turner, J. D. F., & Sonnenfeld, J. (2000). To your heart's 
content: A model of affective diversity in top management teams. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 45,  802-836. 
 
Bodtker, A. M. & Jameson, J. K. (2001). Emotion in conflict formation and its 
transformation: Application to organizational conflict management. The International 
Journal of Conflict Management, 12, 259-275. 
 
Blumberg, H. H. (1972). Communication of interpersonal evaluations. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psycholog, 23, 157-162. 
 
Brewer, M. B. (1991). The social self: On being the same and different at the same time. 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 17, 475-482. 
  
Brewer, M. B. & Gardner, W. (1996). Who is this “We”? Levels of collective identity 
and self representations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 83-93. 
 
Burke, P. J. (1991). Identity process and social stress. American Sociological Review, 56, 
836-849. 
 



 

 

105

Burke, K. & Chidambaram, L. (1995). Developmental differences between distributed 
and face-to-face groups in electronically supported meeting environments: An 
exploratory investigation. Group Decision and Negotiation, 4, 213-233. 
 
Burke, K. & Chidambaram, L. (1999). How much media bandwidth is enough? a 
longitudinal examination of media characteristics and group performance. MIS Quarterly, 
23, 557-580.  
 
Burke, P. J. & Stets, J. E. (1999). Trust and commitment through self-verification. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 62, 347-360. 
 
Carte, T. A. & Russell, C. J. (2003). In pursuit of moderation: Nine common errors and 
their solutions. Management Information Systems Quarterly, 27, 479-501. 
  
Chin, W. W. (1998). The partial least squares approach to structural equation modeling. 
In G. Marcoulides (Ed.) Modern methods for business research. 295-336, Hillsdale, NJ, 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Chin, W. W. & Frye, T. A. (1998). PLS-Graph. Version 3.0. Soft Modeling Inc. 
 
Chin, W. W. & Gopal, A. (1995). Adoption intention in GSS: Relative importance of 
beliefs. Data Base Advances, 26, 42-64.  
 
Chin, W. W., Marcolin, B. L., & Newsted, P. R. (2003). Partial least squares latent 
variable modeling approach for measuring interaction effects: Results from a Monte 
Carlo simulation study and an electronic-mail emotion/ adoption study. Information 
Systems Research, 14, 189-217. 
 
Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale: NJ: 
Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Cooley, C. H. (1902). Human nature and the social order. New York: Scribner’s. 
 
Cramton, C. D. (2001). The mutual knowledge problem and its consequences for 
dispersed collaboration. Organization Science, 12, 346-371. 
 
Cronbach,L. J. (1955). Processes affecting scores on “understanding others” and 
“assumed similarity”. Psychological Bulletin, 52, 177- 193. 
 
Daft, R. L. & Lengel, R. H. (1984). Information richness: A new approach to managerial 
behavior and organization design. Research in Organizational Behavior, 6, 191-233. 
 
Daft, R. L. & Lengel, R. H. (1986). Organizational information requirements, media 
richness, and structural design. Management Science, 32, 554-571. 



 

 

106

 
Dalgleish, L. I. (1994). Discriminant analysis : Statistical inference using the jackknife 
and bootstrap procedures. Quantitative Methods in Psychology, 116, 498-508. 
 
DeChurch, L. A. & Marks, M. A. (2001). Maximizing the benefits of task conflict: The 
role of conflict management. The international Journal of Conflict Management, 12, 4-
22. 
 
Dennis, A. R., Kinney, S. T., & Hung, Y. C. (1999). Gender differences in the effects of 
media richness. Small Group Research, 30, 405-437.  
 
DeSanctis, G. (1989). Small group research in information systems: Theory and method. 
In I. Benbazat (Ed.). The information systems research challenge: Experimental research 
methods, (pp. 49-82). Boston, MA: Harvard Business School. 
 
DeSanctis, G. & Monge, P. (1999). Introduction to the special issue: Communication 
processes for virtual organizations. Organization Science, 10, 693-703. 
 
DeSanctis, G. & Poole, M.S. (1997). Transitions in teamwork in new organizational 
forms. In  B. Markowsky, M J. Lovaglia, & L. Troyer (Eds). Advances in group 
processes, 14, (157-176).  Greenwich, Con: JAI Press Inc.  
 
Duxbury, L. E. & Higgins, C. A. (1991). Gender differences in work-family conflict. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 76, 60-74. 
 
Edmonson, A. (1999). Psychological safety and learning behavior in work teams. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 350-383. 
 
Efron, B. (1979). Bootstrap methods: Another look at the jackknife. The Annals of 
Statistics, 7, 1-26. 
 
Efron, B. (1988). Bootstrap confidence intervals: Good or bad? Psychological Bulletin, 
104, 293-296. 
 
Ellemers, N., Spears, R., & Doosje, B. (2002). Self and social identity. Annual Review of 
Psychology, 53, 161-186. 
 
Felson, R. B. (1985). Reflected appraisal and the development of self. Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 48, 71-78. 
 
Felson, R. B. (1989). Parents and the reflected appraisal process: A longitudinal analysis. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 56, 965-971. 
 



 

 

107

Finholt, T., Sproull, L., & Kiesler, S. (1990). Communication and performance in ad hoc 
task groups. In J. Galegher, R. E. Kraut, & C. Egido (Eds.). Intellectual teamwork: Social 
and technological foundations of cooperative work, (375-405). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates. 
 
Fiol, C. M. &  O’Connor, E. J. (2005). Identification in face-to-face, hybrid, and pure 
virtual teams: Untangling the contradictions. Organization Science, 16, 19-32. 
 
Fornell, C., & Bookstein, F. (1982). Two structural equation models: LISREL and PLS 
applied to consumer exit-voice theory, Journal of Marketing Research, 19, 440-452. 
 
Friedman, R. A., Tidd, S. T., Currall, S. C., & Tsai, J. C. (2000). What goes around 
comes around: The impact of personal conflict style on work conflict and stress. The 
International Journal of Conflict Management, 11, 32-35. 
 
Funder, D. C. & Colvin, C. R. (1988). Friends and Strangers: Acquaintanceship, 
agreement, and the accuracy of personality judgement. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 35, 149-158. 
 
Funder, D. C., Kolar, D. C., & Blackman, M. C. (1995). Agreement among judges of 
personality: Interpersonal relations, similarity, and acquaintanceship. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 69, 656-672. 
 
Fussell, S. R., & Krauss, R. M. (1992). Coordination of knowledge in communication: 
Effects of speakers' assumptions about what others know. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 62, 378-391. 
 
Gaertner, L., Sedikides, C., & Graetz, K. (1999). In search of self definition: Motivational 
primacy of the individual self, motivational primacy of the collective self, or contextual 
primacy?. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76, 5-18. 
 
Gefen, D., Straub, D. W., & Boudreau, M-C. (2000). Structural equation modeling and 
regression: Guidelines for research practice. Communication of the Association for 
Information Systems, 4, 1-70. 
 
Griffith, T. L. & Neale, M. A. (2001). Information processing in traditional, hybrid, and 
virtual teams: From nascent knowledge to transactive memory. Research in 
Organizational Behavior, 23, 379-421. 
 
Hare, A. P., Blumberg, H. H., Davies, M. F., & Kent, M. V. (1996). Small groups : An 
introduction, Westport, CN: Praeger. 
 



 

 

108

Herbsleb, J. D., Mockus, A., Finholt, T. A., & Grinter, R. E. (2000). Distance, 
dependencies, and delays in global collaboration. In Computer Supported Collaborative 
Work (pp. 319-327). Philadelphia, PA: ACM Press.  
 
Higgins, E. T., Bond, R. N., Klein, R., Strauman, T. (1986). Self-discrepancy and 
emotional vulnerability: How magnitude, accessibility, and type of discrepancy influence 
affect. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 51, 5-15. 
 
Hinds, P. J. & Bailey, D.E. (2003). Out of sight, out of sync: Understanding conflict in 
distributed teams. Organization Science, 14, 615-632. 
 
Hinds, P. J. & Mortensen, M. (2005). Understanding conflict in geographically 
distributed teams: The moderating effects of shared identity, shared context, and 
spontaneous communication. Organization Science, 16, 290-307. 
 
Ichiyama, M. A. (1993). The reflected appraisal process in small group interaction. Social 
Psychology Quarterly, 56, 87-99. 
 
Jackson, S. E., Brett, J. F., Sessa, V. I., Cooper, D. M., Julin, J. A., & Peyronnin, K. 
(1991). Some differences make a difference: Individual dissimilarity and group 
heterogeneity as correlates of recruitment, promotions, and turnover. Journal of Applied 
Psychology, 76, 675-689. 
 
Janssen, O., Van de Vliert, E., & Veenstra, C (1999). How task and person conflict shape 
the role of positive interdependence in management teams. Journal of Management, 25, 
117-130. 
 
Jarvenpaa, S.L., Knoll, K., & Leidner, D.E. (1998). Is anybody out there? Antecedens of 
trust in global virtual teams. Journal of Management Information Systems, 14, 29-64. 
 
Jarvenpaa, S.L. & Leidner, D. E. (1999). Communication and trust in global virtual 
teams. Organization Science, 10, 791-815. 
 
Jehn, K.A. (1994). Enhancing effectiveness: An investigation of advantages and 
disadvantages of value based intragroup conflict. The International Journal of Conflict 
Management, 5, 223-238. 
 
Jehn, K.A. (1995). A multimethod examination of the benefits and detriments of 
intragroup conflict. Administrative Science Quarterly, 40, 256-282. 
 
Jehn, K. A. (1997). A qualitative analysis of conflict types and dimensions in 
organizational groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 530-557. 
 



 

 

109

Jehn, K. A., Chadwick, C, & Thatcher, S. M. B. (1997). To agree or not to agree: The 
effects of value congruence, individual demographic dissimilarity, and conflict on 
workgroup outcomes. The International Journal of Conflict Management, 8, 287-305. 
 
Jehn, K. A. & Chatman, J. A. (2000). The influence of propositional and perceptual 
conflict composition on team performance. The International Journal of Conflict 
Management, 11, 56-73. 
 
Jehn, K. A. & Mannix, E. A. (2001). The dynamic nature of conflict: A longitudinal 
study of intragroup conflict and group performance. Academy of Management Journal, 
44, 238-251. 
 
Jehn, K. A., Northcraft, G. B., & Neale, M. A. (1999). Why differences make a 
difference: A field study of diversity, conflict, and performance in workgroups. 
Administrative Science Quarterly, 44, 741-763. 
 
Jones, T. S. (2000). Emotional communication in conflict: Essence and impact. In W. 
Eadie & P. Nelson (Eds.), The language of conflict and resolution (pp. 81-104). 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Jones, T. S., & Bodtker, A. M. (2001). Mediating with heart in mind: Addressing emotion 
in mediation practice. Negotiation Journal, 17, 217-244. 
 
Kahai, S. S., Sosik, J. J., & Avolio, B. J. (2004). Effects of Participative and Directive 
Leadership in Electronic Groups. Group & Organization Management, 29, 67-105. 
 
Keil, M., Tan, B. C. Y., Wei, K., Saarinen, T, Tuunainen, V., & Wassenaar, A. (2000). A 
cross-cultural study on escalation of commitment in software projects. Management 
Information Systems Quarterly, 24, 299-325. 
 
Kenny, D. A. & Kashy, D. A. (1994). Enhanced co-orientation in the perception of 
friends: A social relations analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 
1024-1033. 
 
Keysar, B., Barr, D. J., Balin, J. A., & Brauner, J. S. (2000). Taking perspective in 
conversation: The role of mutual knowledge in comprehension. Psychological 
Science,11, 32-38. 
 
Kiesler, S. & Cummings, J. N. (2002). What do we know about proximity and distance in 
work groups? A legacy of research. In P. J. Hinds & S. Kiesler (Eds.). Distributed work 
(pp. 57-80). Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 
 
Kinch, J. W. (1963). A formalized theory of the self-concept. American Journal of 
Sociology, 68, 481-486. 



 

 

110

 
Ko, D., Kirsch, L. J., & King, W. R. (2005). Antecedents of knowledge transfer from 
consultants to clients in enterprise systems implementation. Management Information 
Systems Quarterly, 29, 59-85. 
 
Krauss, R. M., & Fussell, S. R. (1990). Mutual knowledge and communicative 
effectiveness. In J. Galegher, R. E. Kraut, & C. Egido (Eds.), Intellectual teamwork: 
Social and technological foundations of cooperative work (pp. 111-145). Hillsdale, NJ: 
Erlbaum. 

Kraut, R. E., Fussell, S. R., Brennan, S. E., & Seigel, J. (2002).  Understanding the 
effects of proximity on collaboration: Implications for technologies to support remote 
collaborative work. In P. J. Hinds & S. Kiesler (Eds.). Distributed work (pp. 137-162). 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 

Kristof, A. L., Brown, K. G., Sims, H. P. Jr., & Smith, K. A. (1995). The virtual teams: A 
case study amd inductive model. Advances in Interdisciplinary Studies of Work Teams, 2, 
229-253. 
 
Kurtz, J. E. & Sherker, J. L. (2003). Relationship quality, trait similarity, and self-other 
agreement on personality ratings in college roommates. Journal of Personality, 71, 21-
48. 
 
Lea, M., & Spears, R. (1992). Paralanguage and social perception in computer-mediated 
communication. Journal of Organizational Computing, 2, 321-341. 
 
Lea, M. & Spears, M. (1995). Love at first byte? Building personal relationships over 
computer networks. In J.T. Wood & S. Duck (Eds.) Under-studied relationships: Off the 
beaten track, (pp. 197-233). Beverly Hills: Sage. 
 
Lee, A. S. (1994). Electronic mail as a medium for rich communication: An empirical 
investigation using hermeneutic interpretation. MIS Quarterly, 18, 143-157. 
 
Letzring, T. D., Wells, S. M., & Funder, D. C. (2006). Information quantity and quality 
affect the realistic accuracy of personality judgment. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 91, 111-123. 
 
Lipnack, J. & Stamps, J. (1997). Virtual teams: Reaching across space, time, and 
organizations with technology. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
London, M., Polzer, J.T., & Omoregie, H. (2005). Interpersonal congruence, transactive 
memory, and feedback processes: An integrative model of group learning. Human 
Resources Development Review, 4, 114-135. 
 



 

 

111

Lurey, J.S. & Raisinghani, M.S. (2001). An empirical study of best practices in virtual 
teams. Information and Management, 38, 523-544. 
 
Malhotra, A., Majchrzak, A., Carman, R., & Lott, V. (2001). Radical innovation without 
co-location: A case study at Boeing-Rocketdyne. MIS Quarterly, 25, 229-249. 
 
Mannix, E. A., Griffith, T., & Neale, M. A. (2002). The Phenomenology of conflict in 
Distributed work teams. In P. Hinds & S. Kiesler (Eds.) Distributed work, (pp. 213-233). 
Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press. 
 
Markus, H. & Wurf, E. (1987). The dynamic self-concept: A social psychological 
perspective. Annual Review of Psychology, 38: 299-337. 
 
Maznevski, M. & Chudoba, K. (2000). Bridging space over time: Global virtual team 
dynamics and effectiveness. Organization Science, 11, 473-492. 
 
McDonough, E.F.,III, Kahn, K.B., & Barczak, G. (2001). An investigation of the use of 
global, virtual, and co-located new product development teams. Journal of Product 
Innovation & Management, 18, 110-120. 
 
McNulty, S. E. & Swann, W. B., Jr. (1994). Identity negotiation in roommate 
relationships: The self as architect and consequence of social reality. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 67, 1012-1023. 
 
Mead, G. H. (1934) Mind, self and society. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 
 
Milliken, F. J. & Martin, L. L. (1996). Searching for common threads: Understanding the 
multiple effects of diversity in organizational groups. Academy of Management Review, 
21, 402-433. 
 
Montoya-Weiss, M. M., Massey, A. P., & Song, M. (2001). Getting it together: Temporal 
coordination and conflict management in global virtual teams. Academy of Management 
Journal, 44, 1251-1262. 
 
Moore, D. A., Kurtzberg, T. R., Thompson, L. L., & Morris, M. W. (1999). Long and 
short routes to success in electronically mediated negotiations: Group affiliations and 
good vibrations. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 77, 22-43. 
 
Mortensen, M. & Hind, P. J. (2001). Conflict and shared identity in geographically 
distributed teams. The International Journal of Conflict Management, 12, 212-238. 
 
Mortensen, M. & Hinds, P. (2002). Understanding conflict in geographically dispersed 
teams. International Conference on Information Systems; Barcelona, Spain; Dec 15-18. 
 



 

 

112

Newton, D. A. & Burgoon, J.K. (1990). Nonverbal conflict behaviors: Functions, 
strategies, and tactics. In D.D. Cahn (Ed.) Intimates in conflict: A communication 
perspective, 77-104, Hillsdale, NJ, Lawrence Erlbaum. 
 
Northrup, T. A. (1989). The dynamic of identity in personal and social conflict. In L. 
Kriesberg, T. A. Northrup & S. J. Thorson (Eds.) Intractable conflicts and their 
transformation (pp. 55-82). Syracuse, New York: Syracuse University Press.  
 
Nunamaker, J. F., Dennis, A. D., Valacich, J. S., Vogel, D. R., & George, J. F. (1991). 
Electronic meeting systems to support group work. Communications of the ACM, 14, 40-
61. 
 
O’Connor, K. & Gruenfeld, D. H. (1993). The experience and effects of conflicts in 
continuing work groups. Small Group Research, 24, 362-382. 
 
Paulhus, D. L. & Bruce, M. N. (1992). The effect of acquaintanceship on the validity of 
personality impressions: A longitudinal study. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 63, 816-824. 
 
Pelham, B. W. & Swann, W. B. (1989). From self-conceptions to self worth: On the 
sources and structure of global self-esteem. Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 57, 672-680. 
 
Pelled, L. H. (1996a). Relational demography and perceptions of group conflict and 
performance: A field investigation. The International Journal of Conflict Management, 7, 
230-246. 
 
Pelled, L. H. (1996b). Demographic diversity, conflict, and work group outcomes: An 
intervening process theory. Organization Science, 7, 615-631. 
 
Pelled, L. H., Eisenhardt, K. M., & Xie, K. R. (1999). Exploring the black box: An 
analysis of work group diversity, conflict, and performance. Administrative Science 
Quarterly, 44, 1-28  
 
Polzer, J. T., Crisp, C. B., Jarvenpaa, S. L., & Kim, J. W. (2006). Extending the faultline 
model to geographically dispersed teams: How collocated subgroups can impair group 
functioning. Acedemy of management Journal, 49, 679-692. 
 
Polzer, J.T., Milton, L.P. & Swann, W.B., Jr. 2002. Capitalizing on diversity: 
Interpersonal congruence in small work groups. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47, 
296-324. 
 
Pratt, M.G. & Rafaeli, A. 1997. Organizational dress as a symbol of multilayered social 
identities. Academy of Management Journal, 40, 862-898. 



 

 

113

 
Randel, A E. (2002). Identity salience: A moderator of the relationship between group 
gender composition and work group conflict. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23, 
749-766. 
 
Salancik, G. R. (1977). Commitment and the control of organizational behavior and 
belief. In B. M. Staw & G. R. Salancik (Eds.).  New directions in organizational 
behavior. 1-54, Chicago, IL, St. Clair Press. 
 
Sambamurthy, V. & Chin, W. W. (1994). The effects of group attitudes toward 
alternative GDSS design on the decision-making performance of computer-supported 
groups. Decision Sciences, 25, 215-241. 
 
Sarbaugh-Thompson, M. & Feldman, M.S. (1998). Electronic mail and organizational 
communication: Does saying "Hi" really matter? Organization Science, 9, 685-698. 
 
Schafer, R. B., Wickrama, K. A. S., & Keith, P. M. (1996). Self-concept disconfirmation, 
psychological distress, and marital happiness. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 58, 
167-177. 
 
Short, J., Williams, E., & Christie, B. (1976). The social psychology of 
telecommunications.  London: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Sia, C., Tan, B. C. Y., & Wei, K. (2002). Group polarization and computer-mediated 
communication: Effects of communication cues, social presence and anonymity.  
Information Systems Research, 13, 70-90. 
 
Simons, T. L. & Peterson, R. S. (2000). Task conflict and relationship conflict in to 
management teams: The pivotal role of intergroup trust. Journal of Applied Psychology, 
85, 102-111.  
 
Spears, R., & Lea, M. (1992). Social influence and the influence of the 'social' in 
computer-mediated communication. In M. Lea (Ed.) Contexts of computer-mediated 
communication (pp. 30-65). Hemel-Hempstead: Harvester-Wheatsheaf. 
 
Sproull, L. & Kiesler, S. (1986). Reducing social context cues: Electronic mail in 
organizational communication. Management Science, 32, 1492-1512. 
 
Spears, R. (2001). The interaction between the individual and the collective self: Self-
categorization in context. In C. Sedikides & M.B. Brewer (Eds). Individual self, 
relational self, and collective self: Partners, opponents or strangers? (pp. 171-198). 
Philadelphia, PA: The Psychology Press. 
 



 

 

114

Subramani, M. (2004). How do suppliers benefit rom information technology use in 
supply chain relationships? Management Information Systems Quarterly, 28, 45-73. 
 
Stork, J. & Sproul, L. (1995).  Through a glass darkly: What people learn in 
videoconferences. Human Communication Research, 22, 197-219. 
 
Stryker, S. (1968). Identity salience and role performance: The importance of symbolic 
interaction theory for family research. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 30, 558-564. 
 
Stryker, S. (1987). Identity theory: Developments and extension. In K. Yardley & T. 
Honess (Eds.) Self and identity: Psychological perspective (pp. 89-103). John Wiley & 
Sons. 
 
Stryker, S., & Serpe, (1982). Commitment, identity salience and role behavior: Theory 
and research example. In W. Ickes & E. S. Knowles (Eds.) Personality, roles, and social 
behavior. New York: Springer-Verlag. 
 
Swann,W. B., Jr.  (1983). Self verification: Bringing social reality into harmony with the 
self. In J. Suls and A. G. Greenwalds (Eds.) Social psychological perspectives on the self 
(Vol. 2, pp. 33-66). Hillsdale: NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr. (1987). Identity negotiation: Where two roads meet. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 53, 1038-1051. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Kwan, V. S. Y., Polzer, J. T., & Milton, L. P. (2003). Fostering group 
identification and creativity in diverse groups: The role of individuation and self 
verification. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 29, 1396-1406. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Milton, L. P., & Polzer, J. T. (2000). Should we create a niche or fall 
in line? Identity negotiation and small group effectiveness. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 79, 238-250. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., & Pelham, B. (2002). Who wants out when the going gets good? 
Psychological investment and preference for self-verifying college roommates. Self and 
Identity, 1, 219-233. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Pelham, B. W., & Krull, D. S. (1989). Agreeable fancy or disagreeable 
truth? Reconciling self-enhancement and self-verification. Journal of Personality and 
Social Psychology, 57, 782-791. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Polzer, J.T., Seyle, D.C., & Ko, S.J. (2004). Finding value in diversity: 
Verification of personal and social self-views in diverse groups, Academy of Management 
Review, 29, 9-27. 
 



 

 

115

Swann, W. B., Jr., Rentfrow, P.J., & Guinn, J.S. (2002). Self-verification: The search for 
coherence. In M. Leary & J. Tagney (Eds.). Handbook of self and identity (pp. 367-383). 
Guilford, NY: 2003. 
 
Swann, W. B., Jr., Stein-Seroussi, A., & Giesler, R. B. (1992). Why people self-verify. 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 62, 392-401. 
 
Tan, B. C. Y., Wei, K., Huang, W. W., & Ng, G. (2000). A dialogue technique to 
enhance electronic communication in virtual teams. IEEE Transactions on Professional 
Communication, 43, 153-165. 
 
Thatcher, S. M. B., Doucet, L., & Tuncel, E. (2003). Subjective identities and identity 
communication process in information technology teams. In M. A. Neale, E. A. Mannix, 
& D. H. Gruenfel (Eds.) Research in managing groups and teams (Vol 5, pp. 53-90). 
London, UK: Elsevier Science, Ltd.. 
 
Thatcher, S. M. & Zhu, X. (2006). Changing identities in a changing workplace : 
Identification, identity enactment, self-verification and telecommunting. Academy of 
Management Review, 31, 1075-1088. 
 
Thoits, P. A. (1991). On merging identity theory and stress research. Social Psychology 
Quarterly, 54, 101-112. 
 
Thomas, K. W. & Pondy, L. R. (1977). Toward an “intent” model of conflict 
management among principal parties. Human Relations, 30, 1089-1102. 
 
Turner, J. C. (1984). Social identification and psychological group formation. In H. Tajfl 
(Ed.) The social dimension: European development on social psychology (Vol. 2, pp. 
518-538). Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.  
 
Turner, J. C. (1987). Rediscovering the social group: A self-categorization theory, New 
York: Blackwell. 
 
Wall, J. A. & Callister, R. R. (1995). Conflict and its management. Journal of 
Management, 21, 515-558.  
 
Walther, J. B. (1992). Interpersonal effects in computer mediated interaction: A relational 
perspective. Communication Research, 19, 52-90. 
 
Walther, J. B., Anderson, J. F., & Park, D. W. (1994). Interpersonal effects in computer 
mediated communication: A meta analysis of social and antisocial communication. 
Communication Research, 21, 460-487. 
 



 

 

116

Warkentin, M. E., Sayeed, L., & Hightower, R. (1997). Virtual teams versus face-to-face 
teams: An exploratory study of a web-based conference system. Decision Sciences, 28, 
975-996. 
 
Watson, D., Hubbard, B., & Wiese, D. (2000). Self-other agreement in personality and 
affectivity: The role of acquaintanceship, trait visibility, and assumed similarity. Journal 
of Personality and Social Psychology, 78, 546-558. 
 


