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1. Introduction

Crises are catalysts for change - at the same time they expose ignored structural
fragilities and serve as mechanisms of natural selection. Among such fragilities, socio-technical
aspects within information systems have remained at large in the past decades (Mandviwalla &
Flanagan, 2021). More specifically, the interplay between crises and emotional reaction is still
treated as ambivalent considering teams and individuals (Raffaelli et al., 2019). Every crisis
adds new elements or dimensions to the previous ones - which mark the transition from threats
to crises (James et al., 2011) - and sudden changes in digital working settings and conditions
impose its own ambiguities (Dubey & Tripathi, 2020; Ardito et al., 2021). In the case of the
Covid-19 crisis, these have led to an unforeseen pace of change with varying impacts on team
dynamics and emotions (Carmine et al., 2021).

Teamwork is an essential aspect of organizations that is affected by emotions (Kuntz,
2021), especially depending on their causes (Balducci et al., 2021), many of which are
investigated in the literature (Dietz et al., 2017). Among these, threat rigidity is often mentioned
as potentially related to both team learning (Liu and Liu, 2018) and emotional reaction (Gagné
et al., 2021) but no clear relation emerges (Sarkar & Osiyevskyy, 2018). The threat rigidity
rationale posits that crises prompt organizations to enter a stress-induced state that fosters risk
aversion and constricts control in the information flows (Konig et al., 2021), yet there is also
evidence that threat rigidity may encourage growth (Fernandez-Menéndez et al., 2020).

Given that current literature suggests threat rigidity produces a top-down sharp decrease
or even interruption in information flows (Shi et al., 2018), it is a candidate for anteceding team
learning and emotional reaction. Past studies failed to address the ambiguous role of threat
rigidity - i.e., whether such circumstances force team learning and flexibility as compensation
mechanisms or whether the cognitive constriction effects reported happen at the team level
(Staw et al., 1981; Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011; Probst et al., 2020; Fernandez-Menéndez et
al., 2020). This inconsistency is especially worth considering since sudden exogenous shocks
take its toll on team communication, coordination, problem formulation as well as emotional
resilience (Chanias et al., 2019; Bulinska-Stangrecka & Bagienska, 2021) - as in the case of
sudden adoption of digital workplaces during the current Covid-19 crisis (Wang et al., 2021).

Thus, the aim of this study was to test threat rigidity as an antecedent of team learning
and emotional reaction during change towards digitalized workplaces. However, in pursuing
this goal, questionnaire pre-test feedback showed that respondents were angered by their forced
pace in change and feelings of personal obsolescence and impotence, resulting in scenarios of
counterproductive work behaviors (Palmer et al., 2017). This suggests that outcomes for threat
rigidity may go from indifference (Spillan & Hough, 2003), through erratic behavior (Fredberg
& Pregmark, 2021) and passive resistance (Audia & Greve, 2021) to potentially reach
counterproductive work behaviors, which led us to include sabotage as a possible outcome.

Thus, to explore the interplay of threat rigidity, team learning, emotional reaction and
sabotage, data was collected from 229 information technology (IT) professionals from 8
countries. Using structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM), we tested a model with these four
constructs and multigroup analysis was employed to ascertain differences between developed
and developing countries. Results provide evidence that threat rigidity overpowers previously
researched effects on teams such as panic and inaction (i.e., passive negative reactions), towards
an active phase of reactions (deviant or counterproductive work behaviors).

In addition, we have found that while sabotaging is present in both subgroups, it is more
prevalent in the developing countries subgroup. Emotional reaction resulting in sabotage, when
split, is significant in the developing countries subgroup. Information technology as core
business does not play a role in terms of sabotaging within each subgroup and, contrary to our
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expectations, threat rigidity is not a significant driver of diminished team learning. On the other
hand, the overall quality of the change process is highly correlated with sabotaging, which
points to institutional environment quality as a potential explanation. This study contributes to
the development of literature by testing threat rigidity as an antecedent to both team learning
and emotional reaction, and discussing the relations between these and sabotage. Furthermore,
it also discusses institutional environment quality differences as a potential elucidation for the
differences found in the subgroups.

2. Literature review and hypotheses development

Crises change organizations, for better or worse. Generally speaking, turbulent
environments are negatively associated with team behavior, as it is shown that technological
and commercial threats or economic hardships lead to group management adversities (Sarkar
& Osiyevskyy, 2018). The problem with managing such adversities during a crisis is that much
of the decision-making on contemporary organizations is based on ‘cold cognition’, ignoring
the effects of emotions as a basis for sensemaking (Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011) and decision
making (Dionne et al., 2018). This is particularly important for complex operations mediated
by information systems, which, due to dependence on cold cognition processes, may alienate
people when the emotional dimension is not properly managed (Karimi-Alaghehband &
Rivard, 2019).

Therefore, organizations may create a chasm during crises - focusing on technology to
mitigate negative impacts, when a balanced approach between technology and promoting team
learning and flexibility could be considered. This, however, depends on balancing work
conditions (London et al., 2005) and psychological safety (Panteli et al., 2019) and such
aspects, if negatively affected by turbulence, hamper team morale, perception and decision-
making processes (Janardhanan, 2020). Whenever teams feel pressured and in defense,
hypervigilant information seeking structures ensue (Guo et al., 2019) and, as part of threat
perception, teams become asymmetric towards defensive instead of creative problem-solving
goals (Woolley et al., 2013), giving rise to a wide range of distrustful mechanisms (Kozlowski
and Bell, 2020).

This overconservative behavior is known as threat rigidity (Staw et al., 1981). Its
rationale posits that organizations facing unforeseen pivotal changes display maladaptive
reactions consisting of restricted information flows, augmented control (usually becoming more
hierarchical as well as top-down), decreased ability in defining and assessing problems,
increased focus on inward problems and reasserted core capabilities (Martins et al., 2020). In
addition, its most reported repercussions involve poor market decisions (Shimizu, 2007),
inadequate internal communication (Welch & Jackson, 2007) and lack of transparency (Farrell,
2016). Threat rigidity has long been heralded as a potential cause for many misalignments in
decision making as well as driver for negative organizational behavior (Osiyevskyy & Dewald,
2015).

We infer that the effects of threat rigidity will be considerably more significant when
there is a sudden change in the working conditions and logics, as especially brick-and-mortar
and partially digital companies may have a harder time making a quick and efficient transition
to digitalized workplaces. In contrast, during a crisis, decisions must be made more cautiously
so as not to circumstances (Treurniet & Wolbers, 2021). This tension creates helplessness that
may induce proactive reactions to changes (Dewald & Bowen, 2010) and retaliation, including
knowledge sabotage (Serenko, 2020). Thus,

H1la: Threat rigidity is negatively related to Team Learning

H1b: Threat rigidity is positively related to Emotional Reaction
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Hlc: Threat rigidity is positively related to Sabotage

Team innovation implementation is directly affected by technological, market and
entrepreneurial orientations (Amaya-Rivas & Wu, 2019). Active problem-solving processes
happen more often in workplaces that allow multiple interpretations of problems and permit
flexible, varied responses to the same problems (Baer et al., 2013). These processes enable an
artificial selection of problem responses (Furlan et al., 2020), which is diametrically opposed
to what happens once threat rigidity is in place (Espedido & Searle, 2020), and experiments
show that team past learned efficiency may be lost when new work patterns emerge - especially
those that challenge former shared mental models (Uitdewilligen et al., 2018).

In addition, loneliness and stress may stem from working from home (if compared to
teams used to physically interact and share ideas) using ‘alien’ digital communication tools
(Panteli et al., 2019; Lim et al., 2020). Whereas project managers are used to dealing with
asynchronous and distributed tasks (Sangwan et al., 2020), physical presence is seen as an
important component to project and team performance (Hung et al., 2021). This is particularly
important in societies such as Latin America where rules may not be as important as proximity
to superiors at work (Mourifio-Ruiz, 2010), making working from home a new stressor. Threat
rigidity makes interaction between team members more self-conscious than normal,
consequently deteriorating normal, relaxed communications and increasing the feeling (or
desire) of defense (Olsen and Sexton, 2009).

Moreover, emotional exhaustion diminishes positive relationships towards leadership
and organization, task development and commitment (Kim et al., 2018). Negative work
behaviors such as sabotage, revenge and vandalism may be mitigated by vigilance and
implemented systems (Qiu & Peschek, 2012), but such mechanisms may not happen in less IT-
intensive organizations, when IT professionals are responsible themselves for such control
systems, or are unlikely to be caught red-handed. Hence,

H2a: Team Learning Orientation is negatively related to Emotional Reaction

H2b: Team Learning Orientation is negatively related to Sabotage

Especially when crises ensue, managers often need to justify or explain work changes
and the way managers deal with communication influences reactions (Lines et al., 2011).
Things may get worse when top management shuts down established communication channels
and no plausible explanations are offered to changes. For instance, whenever acute threats to
organizational survival are perceived, project managers are likely to become authoritarian in
their leading style, contributing to increased uncertainty (Joshi & Jha, 2017). This makes
strategic problem formulation prone to a plethora of complications, as heterogeneous
information sets, objectives and cognitive structures routinely handled by project managers may
suddenly not be handled anymore, or take place in an erratic fashion (Baer et al., 2013). Thus,
particularly when left to themselves, team members collectively assess the situation and analyze
risks (Dionne et al., 2018).

When implementations are interpreted as threats, team reaction is strongly linked to past
experiences, triggering emotional reactions (Stam & Stanton, 2010). Team learning is related
as a potential mediator between team safety and team performance and members’ reactions
mediate the interpretations of the environment (Choi et al., 2011). Poor internal communication
is also usually associated with low levels of trust among members of the organization, emerging
more frequently during periods of crisis (Welch & Jackson, 2007) and teams may feel obsolete
or replaced since the processes they were in control of before are now mediated or partially
substituted by digital technologies (Harteis et al., 2020).

When threats escalate to crises leading to long, continuous periods of stress and team
members reach emotional exhaustion, it is more likely that team members resort to deliberate
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acts of violation of norms, expectations and procedures (Golpavar, 2016) and cognitive,
emotional, behavioral and psychological stressors play a role in diminished coordination,
decline in communication and, consequently, deteriorated cooperation (Dietz et al., 2017). This
may cause low support for the change process (Meske et al., 2020) and negative team behavior
may have a domino effect on other members and teams (Felps et al., 2006). Finally, especially
in the case of IT, when there is a perception of power in one's job (such as IT professionals in
high demand), instability affects behavior in negative ways, with team members denigrating
each other, sabotaging processes and, in consequence, becoming overconservative (Feenstra et
al., 2020). Thus,

H3: Emotional Reaction is positively related to Sabotage

Studies focusing on the interplay between institutional inefficiency and sabotage are
almost non-existent (Lakshman and Akhter, 2015), especially at an industry level. Institutional
inefficiencies happen when the rules of the game are imprecise or ambiguous, resulting in
parallel, unofficial compensation mechanisms (Chang & Wu, 2014). Developing countries are
known as havens of institutional inefficiency as part of their transition towards more matured
models (O'Donnell et al., 2013), especially if compared to developed countries (Matemilola et
al., 2019). We posit that while sabotage happens whenever there is a clash of interests, it may
happen more frequently when rules are unclear, and especially when they cannot be as easily
enforced, as a show of force mechanism - see examples in Bebbington (2010) and Kent et al.
(2014). Consequently,

H4a: Structural relationships between threat rigidity and sabotage are stronger in

developing countries,

H4b: Structural relationships between team learning and sabotage are weaker in

developing countries

Hd4c: Structural relationships between emotional reaction and sabotage are stronger in

developing countries

3. Method

To verify the hypotheses, partial least square structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM)
was employed. PLS-SEM has been consistently used in studies for exploration of novel
relationships between constructs (Matthews et al., 2017). It also copes well with non-normality
and complexity in indicators (Hair et al., 2016, p. 144) if compared to covariance-based
structural equation modelling (CB-SEM) (Hair et al., 2011).

The sample consisted of information technology professionals in organizations with
varying degrees of IT as their core business from developed and developing countries. Choosing
IT professionals provides a socio-technical perspective of change to digitalized workplaces.
Considering sabotage, IT professionals in less IT-intensive organizations may have a lower risk
of being caught or penalized for potential counterproductive behaviors - due to the need of IT
professionals in short supply in many markets (Wu et al., 2015) and, in non-IT companies, their
control and supervision ranging from limited to non-existent (Moquin et al., 2019). IT
professionals are also exposed to both internal and external stakeholders (Panteli et al., 2020).
Whereas market turbulence and job threats may stimulate turnover (Bellini et al., 2019), acute,
generalized circumstances such as the current crisis may prevent IT professionals from seeking
new positions. Moreover, practices of overtime and crunch (unpaid overtime) have spread from
parts of software development towards other IT-related areas (Cote et al., 2021). An additional
aspect to be considered is that counterproductive work behaviors are suggested to be more
prevalent among males (Ng et al., 2016) as in the IT job market.
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To measure the constructs proposed in the hypotheses, we developed a survey
questionnaire based on pre-existing tested scales, along with auxiliary measures for control
purposes. To test threat rigidity (THR) as a possible antecedent, we adapted the scale in Daly
etal. (2011). This scale measures organizational impaired responses to crises that affect mainly
information flows, decision and control mechanisms. We employed the team learning (TLO)
dimension from Sharma and Sharma (2016) and emotional reaction (ERE) from Oreg (2003).
To measure sabotage (SAB), we adapted the items from the service sabotage dimension in
Harris and Ogbonna (2006). All of these were collected as 5-point Likert scales. In addition, a
few measures were used to qualify respondents and their organizations.

However, measuring change towards digital workplaces proved a challenge since this
process is still poorly studied and reported (Baptista et al., 2020). A few studies focus on
individual perception aspects (autonomy, tool-using competence, relatedness, etc.) (Meske et
al., 2020), others in the implications of changes (Harteis et al., 2020) or the transposition of
resistance to change theories to digital workplaces (Scholkmann, 2021). Yet we found no study
that provides measurements for the pace or quality of change towards digital workplaces. As
such we developed a few items to serve as proxies - these include quality and pace of change,
communication in teams, creativity and productivity, and organizational support — due to size
limitations, these are available from the authors upon request. Since these items are not part of
validated scales they are considered in post-hoc analysis but are not included in any of the
previous hypotheses.

The first version of the questionnaire was distributed among a group of scholars and
practitioners, from whose commentaries a subsequent version was produced and, again, pre-
tested to incorporate a new construct (sabotage). Respondents were contacted and recruited
from IT knowledge-sharing internet groups within social networks on LinkedIn and Facebook
(a complete list of online groups may be obtained from the authors). They were sent an
invitation to an online response collection tool and assured of confidentiality and
anonymization in the data handling procedures as well as agreeing with the data collection
procedures according to local legislation. They were reminded one, two, three and four weeks
after the initial contact in case they still had not answered the questionnaire. Respondents were
assured direct contact with the researchers and encouraged to contact us whenever doubts arose.

Special consideration was provided during data collection for internal variability in the
role of IT focus in the organizations. We also focused on IT personnel in middle management
positions to avoid distortions in the perception of threat rigidity and how it affects sudden
changes. The rationale is that executive-level IT professionals may become biased, answer
defensively, fear company disclosure policies or provide responses with a higher degree of
social desirability - see the appropriateness of middle management responses in Martins et al.
(2020).

4. Results

We divided the data in two parts - first sample descriptive statistics and, in the next
section, PLS-SEM specific statistics. Initially, 526 survey questionnaires were collected from
professionals, members of IT professional discussion boards, from which 297 were discarded
as incomplete or filled in more or less than 2 standard deviations from the average time,
resulting in 229 full answers (43.54%). For the constraints in the proposed model (maximum
of three arrows pointed at a single construct), to obtain a minimum R? of 0.10 Hair et al. (2016)
recommend at least 176 responses (for 1% significance level) and Kock and Hadaya (2016)
recommend at least 124 responses - both of which our sampling covers. The sample is
unbalanced in terms of gender (males = 78.60%) as it is commonly found in IT (Ryan & Harder,
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2014; McGee, 2018). On average, respondents are 39.03 years old (s.d. = 9.19) and have 14.26
years of experience working in IT (s.d. = 8.77). Middle managers are the largest group (48.91%)
and IT is a core business in 57.02% of the organizations, from which 21.40% are multinationals
and 28.82% are large national companies. As for geographical distribution, 71.18% of the
respondents are from developing countries (mainly Brazil but also Argentina and Colombia)
and 28.82% from developed countries (mainly United States and Canada, with residual
responses from Japan, United Kingdom and Spain).

Since we employed self-reported data extracted from only one source, some concerns
may arise about common method bias (CMB). Whereas its harmful effects are debatable
(Podsakoff et al., 2012), it requires caution in cross-sectional studies. Using Podsakoff et al.
(2003) and Jordan and Troth (2020) as general guidelines, CMB was mitigated in a two-step
approach. First, the following criteria were used when designing the questionnaire to minimize
CMB: providing unambiguous information about the purpose of the study; keeping the
questionnaire as short as possible; ensuring item/scale clarity; removing or minimizing common
aesthetical or ordering procedures in the items that may induce fatigue and breaking the
presentation of items in chunks that allow time for thinking. Then we conducted a Harman’s
single factor as a post-hoc test (35.9% of variance, well within acceptable bounds, following
Kock, 2017) to ensure CMB is not a problem on the data collected.

As data was collected through the second semester of 2020 and first semester of 2021,
a test was performed between the first and last quartiles to ensure no significant differences in
crisis perception (using THR). In addition, while there is no widely accepted way of testing
control variables in PLS-SEM, using multigroup analysis may provide insights on the interplay
of such variables. We have done a few rounds of multigroup analyses where no significant
relationship was encountered (organization size split by the median; multinational versus
national organization; IT as the core business or not). Using the control variables, we also
compared the results against non-respondent sampling and t-tests resulted non-significant.

The first step in a PLS-SEM is providing evidence of adequacy of the outer model - i.e.,
whether the relationships between items and their constructs are reliable and valid. The model
proposed is reflective, which means weights reflect correlations between the construct and its
items. To do so, we generated the average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR)
and Cronbach's alpha (CA). Table 1 summarizes the reliability statistics for the outer model,
after non-significant items were dropped. Moreover, the Fornell-Larcker criterion for
evaluation of convergent validity is employed (square root of AVE being larger than
correlations with other constructs) and Cohen’s indicator 2 indicates the ratio between the part
explained by the model and what the model cannot explain (2 = R? / 1 - R?) and the f* are
considered very high for behavioral research (over 0.35) (Hair et al., 2016) and attest accuracy.

Overview Latent variable correlations

AVE CR R* CA TLO ERE SAB THR F
TLO 0.61 091 0.01 0.89 0.37 0.60
ERE 0.60 0.89 022 087 -0.30 036 0.52
SAB 0.69 093 035 0091 -0.25 032 048 0.73
THR 0.71 0.87 - 0.82 -0.08 034 046 0.5/ 0.57

Note: Fornell-Larcker’s criterion (square root of AVE) on the diagonal of the latent variable correlations for
comparison.

Table 1 - Outer model statistics
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In addition, contrast between the correlations of item loading and cross loadings are
provided as evidence to discriminant validity (each item is more strongly correlated with its
own construct than with other constructs) - see Table 2.

TLO REE SAB THR
TLO 01 078 -025 -0.25 -0.03
TLO 02 0.80 -030 -022 -0.01
TLO 03 077 -0.14 -0.09  0.02
TLO 04 0.79 -021 -0.13 0.6
TLO 05 0.72 -020 -0.17 -0.14
TLO 06 0.83 -026 -0.16 -0.11
TLO 07 073 -020 -027 -0.15
ERE 01 -0.12 072 025 023
ERE 02 -022 070 029 033
ERE 03 -025 077 029 022
ERE 04 -037 073 032 029
ERE 05 -007 073 027 025
ERE 06 -021 073 025 025
ERE 07 -0.19 076 024 033
SAB 01 -0.14 033 085 049
SAB 02 -0.26 038 087 051
SAB 03 -0.15 028 086 046
SAB 04 -0.26 028 0.85 045
SAB 05 -0.27 027 083 036
THR 01 0.01 035 038 0.72
THR 02 -0.08 017 031  0.69
THR 03 -0.05 042 039 0.74

THR 04 -0.12 0.28 0.49 0.84
THR 05 -0.05 0.16 0.44 0.79

Table 2 - Cross loadings

Inner model analyses

The inner model proceeds to testing the relationships among the constructs (structural
model). The paths within the model indicate the hypotheses, tested through a sequence of
bootstrapped t-tests. First, the baseline model is presented (all respondents pooled together) -
see Table 3. Hypothesis Hla does not conform to minimum criteria to be accepted, H3 is only
significant at a 10% level while all others are significant at a 5% level or higher. Since H4 (a,
b, and c) require testing different groups, additional procedures are executed. First, the data is
split between the two target groups (developed versus developing countries) and care is taken
that both groups are large enough for analyses - roughly at least 50 for the smallest group as a
guideline (n = 66) (see an example in Lee and Hallack, 2018). Since our sample is unbalanced
towards developing countries, Matthews et al. (2017) recommend randomly subtracting cases
from the largest group until it is not more than 50% larger than the smallest group. They also
recommend conceptual procedures to attest configural invariance and nomological validity,
already met by using established scales (Henseler et al. 2016). Finally, the model is run
according to these two subpopulations - see Table 3. There is support for both H4a (THR -
SAB) and H4c (ERE - SAB) but not for H4b (TLO - SAB).
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Table 3 - Inner model statistics
Path coefficients Pooled Group 1 Group 1 Group 1 vs
(baseline) (developing (developed  Group 2
countries) countries)

(n=229) (n=163) (n=66) p-value
Hla THR-TLO 0.68f 0.5671 0.79% 0.69
Hlb THR-ERE  3.83*%* 3.65%%* 4. 11%** 0.75
Hlc THR-SAB 5.56%** 4.11%** 5.73 %%k 0.01
H2a TLO-REE  2.43** 2.43%* 2.38%* 0.82
H2b TLO-SAB  1.99%* 1.98%** 2.04%* 0.62
H3 ERE —SAB 1.68* 1.22 1.98%* 0.04

Note: ***=gignificant at 1%; **=significant at 5%; *=significant at 10%; = non-significant

Table 3 - Inner model statistics

Post-hoc analysis

Our hypotheses do not comprise mediations, but since emotional reaction is a central
concept, between threat rigidity and sabotage, we decided to test it (THR - REE - SAB), yet it
proved non-significant. Furthermore, since the items used to measure change to digital
workplaces do constitute a validated scale, we preferred to analyze it outside the scope of the
hypotheses. In an exploratory fashion, we collected data on 4 aspects related to change to digital
workplaces. In the same way as before, data was split between developed and developing
countries (DEV) and compared to a few key constructs in the study - IT as core business (ITC),
the average of the four dimensions in the appendix split by median (CHG), and sabotage split
by median (SAB) - see Figure 1. The items in the appendix are anchored from positive to
negative, with high CHG indicating a more troubled process of change.

While sabotaging is present in both subgroups, it is more prevalent in the developing
countries subgroup. As for IT as a core it is roughly the same in terms of sabotaging within
each subgroup. On the other hand, the overall quality of the change is highly correlated with
sabotaging (R? = 0.78).

5. Discussion

Emotional reaction is a key component for team management during crises. It explains
and mediates many aspects that could be potentially ignored if ‘cold cognition’ systems are the
only mechanisms used to ensure continuity during crises (Hodgkinson & Healey, 2011).
Whereas many antecedents for emotional reaction have been researched, they are disbalanced
towards the more positive side (Van der Meer & Verhoeven, 2014; Bundy et al., 2017). This is
corroborated by research on organizational decline being much less researched than
organizational growth and performance (Serra et al., 2013; McMillan & Overall, 2017). Thus,
re-introducing negative antecedents to the emotional reaction dimensions is key to
understanding team reactions during crises as well as to fostering organizational sensemaking
to counterbalance the aftermath of crises (Bodolica & Spraggon, 2020).

Our first goal was then to test threat rigidity as such an antecedent, which fits well the
scenario of most industries during the current Covid-19 crisis. Whereas theory posits threat
rigidity as a cognitive-behavioral mechanism that may have varying degrees of influence on
organizations, it is still unclear on its effects on teams. Following this rationale, we
hypothesized that threat rigidity not only diminishes team learning but also influences the team
emotional reactions (Harms et al., 2017). The results suggest this is not entirely true, at least in
the case of IT professionals and especially considering age and experience of respondents. That
is, highly experienced professionals may display flexibility in dealing with changes in team
information sharing and process adaptation.
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Such findings resonate with Kuypers et al. (2018) in the sense that collective experience
prevents task perception conflicts. One reason is that threats alone may not be enough to
destabilize seasoned professionals and teams - an act of habituation in face of recurring stressors
(Peters et al., 2017). Crises, on the other hand, have an additional layer of novelty that may
overwhelm experience and habit (Williams et al., 2017). In addition, our results offer a contrast
to Van Hootegem et al. (2019), corroborating the cognitive aspects of teamwork (measured in
the proposed items), while providing evidence that the relationship between threat rigidity and
team learning was not significant. Whereas team learning orientation and team cognition are
not the same, they share some traits, pointing to a potential theoretical inconsistency.

Regarding emotional reaction and its relation with threat rigidity, most of the literature
still focuses on external stakeholders, rather than on its internal repercussions (Bundy et al.,
2017). While some papers attempt to bridge this divide, we still need more research on the
effects of crisis on teams. The overall idea that uncertainty causes stress and negative emotions
has its basis in brain science and many traits explored from an organizational perspective may
find a deeper connection with biology - the basis of threat rigidity. For instance, it has been
argued that critical situations set individuals in a hypervigilant, selfish status (Peters et al.,
2017), which is a potential explanation for the results on sabotage derived from emotional
reaction - i.e., smoother change processes introduce novelties less frequently (or with better
support), providing cognitive adjustment capacity. More specifically, traditional crisis training
for leadership fails in considering group behavioral responses (McNulty et al., 2018).

Furthermore, on top of dealing with uncertainty and heightened senses, unstructured
changes toward digital workplaces can contribute to feelings of ostracism (from the
organization or peers) - which commonly snowballs selfish and uncooperative responses (Klein
and Rudert, 2021). We infer this is linked to institutional inefficiencies for a few reasons. The
results provide evidence that there is a divide between developed and developing countries in
terms of sabotage. While one could argue that these differences are related to finance and
resources (which tend to be lower in developing countries), the items in the sabotage scale that
exhibit higher correlations are those that involve industry-level institutional aspects. This points
to normative differences between these two groups, that still need further research.

DEV ITC CHG SAB
Figure 1 - Post-hoc data comparison

6. Conclusions, limitations and practical implications

This study explores threat rigidity as a potential antecedent for team learning and
emotional reaction, along with their joint effect on sabotage during changes to digitalized
workplaces. The results obtained contribute to the development of literature by testing threat
rigidity as an antecedent to diminished team learning, which counterpoints established
literature. This is possibly linked to the IT niche data collection with a high average work
experience that makes these professionals to become more resilient through crises. Further
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studies should consider including more variability in industries (controlled by SIC codes for
instance) to verify this trend.

The sampling in this study has some limitations, especially in imbalance. We have taken
care to use accepted guidelines in mitigating the effects thereof, but academics and practitioners
should always interpret results with caution as our data comes from 8 countries but are mainly
concentrated on Brazil (in the developing group) and US and Canada in the developed group.
Asian countries may provide further insights on this combination - Confucianism preventing
sabotage (for instance in Japan) versus institutional inefficient environments (such as China).
Finally, the combination of threat perception, emotions running high, and repressed anger
may lead to sabotage in crucial change processes — such as transition towards digitalized
workplaces. While technologies are necessary to bridge the gap between current needs and
organizational survival, aspects such as organizational support, leadership guidance,
thoughtful explanation of strategic and operational procedures may mitigate potential negative
responses from individuals and teams. In addition, since differences in the likelihood of
sabotage may be linked to institutional inefficiencies, multinational organizations should take
decentralized approaches to deal with local branches.

References

Ardito, L., Coccia, M., & Messeni Petruzzelli, A. (2021). Technological exaptation and crisis
management:  Evidence from COVID-19 outbreaks. R&D Management. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1111/radm.12455

Amaya Rivas, A. A, & Wu, W. Y. (2019). A serial mediation model of effects of team
innovation on new product development success: Revising the role of team strategic
orientations. Knowledge and Process Management, 26(3), 262-276.

Audia, P.G. and Greve, H.R. (2021). Organizational Learning from Performance Feedback: A
Behavioral Perspective on Multiple Goals: A Multiple Goals Perspective. Elements in
Organization Theory, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Baer, M., Dirks, K. T., & Nickerson, J. A. (2013). Microfoundations of strategic problem
formulation. Strategic Management Journal, 34(2), 197-214.

Balducci, C., Conway, P.M. and van Heugten, K. (2021). The contribution of organizational
factors to workplace bullying, emotional abuse and harassment. Pathways of job-related
negative behaviour, pp.3-28, New York: Springer.

Baptista, J., Stein, M. K., Klein, S., Watson-Manheim, M. B., & Lee, J. (2020). Digital work
and organisational transformation: Emergent digital/human work configurations in modern
organisations. The Journal of Strategic Information Systems, 101618, pp. 1-10. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsis.2020.101618

Barnett, C. K., & Pratt, M. G. (2000). From threat-rigidity to flexibility-Toward a learning
model of autogenic crisis in organizations. Journal of Organizational Change Management,
(13)1, pp. 74-88.

Bebbington, A. (2010). Extractive industries and stunted states: conflict, responsibility and
institutional change in the Andes. Corporate social responsibility: discourses, practices and
perspectives, pp.97-115, London: Palgrave MacMillan.

Bellini, C.G.P., Palvia, P., Moreno, V., Jacks, T. & Graeml, A. (2019). Should I stay or should
I go? A study of IT professionals during a national crisis. Information Technology & People,
32(6), pp. 1472-1495.

Bodolica, V. &Spraggon, M. (2020). Leadership in times of organizational decline: a literature
review of antecedents, consequences and moderators. International Journal of Organizational
Analysis, 29(2), pp. 415-435.

Anais do I)X SINGEP - S&o0 Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 10



7)) IX SINGEP [gal) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
: ‘ ' 9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Boudreau, M.C. &Robey, D. (1996). Coping with contradictions in business process re-
engineering.  Information  Technology & People, (9)4, pp. 40-57. DOIL:
https://doi.org/10.1108/09593849610153421

Bulinska-Stangrecka, H. & Bagienska, A. (2021). The Role of Employee Relations in Shaping
Job Satisfaction as an Element Promoting Positive Mental Health at Work in the Era of COVID-
19. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(4), p. 1903. DOI:
https:// doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18041903

Bundy, J., Pfarrer, M.D., Short, C.E. & Coombs, W.T. (2017). Crises and crisis management:
Integration, interpretation, and research development. Journal of management, 43(6), pp. 1661-
1692.

Carmine, S., Andriopoulos, C., Gotsi, M., Hartel, C.E., Krzeminska, A., Mafico, N., Pradies,
C., Raza, H., Raza-Ullah, T., Schrage, S. & Sharma, G., (2021). A paradox approach to
organizational tensions during the pandemic crisis. Journal of Management Inquiry, 30(2),
pp.138-153.

Chang, S.J. & Wu, B. (2014). Institutional barriers and industry dynamics. Strategic
Management Journal, 35(8), pp. 1103-1123.

Chanias, S., Myers, M.D. & Hess, T. (2019). Digital transformation strategy making in pre-
digital organizations: The case of a financial services provider. The Journal of Strategic
Information Systems, 28(1), pp. 17-33.

Choi, J.N., Sung, S.Y., Lee, K. & Cho, D.S. (2011). Balancing cognition and emotion:
Innovation implementation as a function of cognitive appraisal and emotional reactions toward
innovation. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 32(1), pp. 107-124.

Cote, A.C. & Harris, B.C. (2021). ‘Weekends became something other people did’:
Understanding and intervening in the habitus of video game crunch. Convergence, 27(1), pp.
161-176.

Daly, A.J., Der-Martirosian, C., Ong-Dean, C., Park, V. & Wishard-Guerra, A. (2011). Leading
under sanction: Principals' perceptions of threat rigidity, efficacy, and leadership in
underperforming schools. Leadership and Policy in Schools, 10(2), pp. 171-206.

Desivilya, H.S. & Yagil, D. (2005). The role of emotions in conflict management: The case of
work teams. International Journal of Conflict Management, 16(1), pp. 55-69.

Dewald, J. & Bowen, F. (2010). Storm clouds and silver linings: Responding to disruptive
innovations through cognitive resilience. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 34(1), pp.197-
218.

Dionne, S.D., Gooty, J., Yammarino, F.J. & Sayama, H. (2018). Decision making in crisis: A
multilevel model of the interplay between cognitions and emotions. Organizational Psychology
Review, 8(2-3), pp. 95-124.

Dubey, A.D. & Tripathi, S. (2020). Analysing the sentiments towards work-from-home
experience during covid-19 pandemic. Journal of Innovation Management, 8(1), pp.13-19.
Espedido, A. & Searle, B.J. (2020). Proactivity, stress appraisals, and problem-solving: A cross-
level ~moderated mediation model. Work &  Stress, pp. 1-21. DOIL:
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2020.1767723

Farrell, M., 2016. Transparency. Journal of Library Administration, 56(4), pp.444-452.
Feenstra, S., Jordan, J., Walter, F. & Stoker, J.I. (2020). Antecedents of leaders' power sharing:
The roles of power instability and distrust. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision
Processes, 157, pp.115-128.

Felps, W., Mitchell, T.R. & Byington, E. (2006). How, when, and why bad apples spoil the
barrel: Negative group members and dysfunctional groups. Research in organizational
behavior, 27, pp.175-222. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2020.01.005

Anais do IX SINGEP - Sdo Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 11



7)) IX SINGEP [gl) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Fernandez-Menéndez, J., Rodriguez-Ruiz, O., Lopez-Sanchez, J.I. & Delgado-Pifia, M.I.
(2020). Innovation in the aftermath of downsizing: Evidence from the threat-rigidity
perspective. Personnel Review, 49(9), pp. 1859-1877.

Fredberg, T. & Pregmark, J.E. (2021). Organizational Transformation: Handling the Double-
Edged Sword  of  Urgency. Long Range  Planning, 102091. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.1rp.2021.102091

Furlan, A., Galeazzo, A. & Paggiaro, A. (2019). Organizational and perceived learning in the
workplace: a multilevel perspective on employees’ problem solving. Organization Science,
30(2), pp.280-297.

Gagné, M., Parker, S.K. & Griffin, M.A. (2021). How does future work need to be designed for
optimal engagement?. In A Research Agenda for Employee Engagement in a Changing World
of Work. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Golparvar, M. (2016). Unconventional functions of deviant behaviors in the relationship
between job stress and emotional exhaustion: Three study findings. Current Psychology, 35(3),
pp. 269-284.

Guo, H., Zhang, L., Huo, X. & Xi, G. (2019). When and how cognitive conflict benefits cross-
functional project team innovation. International Journal of Conflict Management, 30(4), pp.
514-537.

Hair, J.F., Ringle, C.M. & Sarstedt, M. (2011). PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet. Journal of
Marketing theory and Practice, 19(2), pp. 139-152.

Hair Jr, J.F., Sarstedt, M., Hopkins, L. & Kuppelwieser, V.G. (2014). Partial least squares
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM): An emerging tool in business research. European
business review, 26(2), pp. 106-121

Hair Jr, J.F., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C. & Sarstedt, M. (2016). A primer on partial least squares
structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM). Sage publications.

Hair, J., Hollingsworth, C.L., Randolph, A.B. & Chong, A.Y.L. (2017). An updated and
expanded assessment of PLS-SEM in information systems research. Industrial Management &
Data Systems, 117(3), 442-458.

Hair Jr, J.F., Howard, M.C. & Nitzl, C. (2020). Assessing measurement model quality in PLS-
SEM using confirmatory composite analysis. Journal of Business Research, 109, pp.101-110.
Harms, P.D., Credé, M., Tynan, M., Leon, M. & Jeung, W. (2017). Leadership and stress: A
meta-analytic review. The leadership quarterly, 28(1), pp.178-194.

Harris, L.C. & Ogbonna, E. (2006). Service sabotage: A study of antecedents and consequences.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 34(4), pp. 543-558.

Harteis, C., Goller, M. & Caruso, C. (2020). Conceptual change in the face of digitalization:
challenges for workplaces and workplace learning. Frontiers in Education, 5(1). DOI:
https://doi.org/10.3389/feduc.2020.00001

Henseler, J., Dijkstra, T.K., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., Diamantopoulos, A., Straub, D.W.,
Ketchen, D.J., Hair, J.F., Hult, G.T.M. & Calantone, R.J. (2014). Common beliefs and reality
about partial least squares: comments on Ronkkd and Evermann (2013). Organizational
Research Methods, (17)2, 182-209.

Henseler, J., Hubona, G. & Ray, P.A. (2016). Using PLS path modeling in new technology
research: updated guidelines. Industrial management & data systems, 116(1), pp. 1-19.
Hodgkinson, G.P. & Wright, G. (2002). Confronting strategic inertia in a top management team:
Learning from failure. Organization studies, 23(6), pp. 949-977.

Hodgkinson, G.P. & Healey, M.P. (2011). Psychological foundations of dynamic capabilities:
Reflexion and reflection in strategic management. Strategic management journal, 32(13),
pp.1500-1516.

Anais do IX SINGEP - Sdo Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 12



7)) IX SINGEP [gal) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
: ‘ ' 9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Hung, S.W., Cheng, M.J., Hou, C.E. & Chen, N.R. (2021). Inclusion in global virtual teams:
Exploring non-spatial proximity and knowledge sharing on innovation. Journal of Business
Research, 128, pp.599-610.

James, E.H. & Wooten, L.P. (2006). Diversity crises: How firms manage discrimination
lawsuits. Academy of Management Journal, 49(6), pp. 1103-1118.

James, E.H., Wooten, L.P. & Dushek, K. (2011). Crisis management: Informing a new
leadership research agenda. Academy of Management Annals, 5(1), pp. 455-493.

Janardhanan, N.S., Lewis, K., Reger, R.K. & Stevens, C.K. (2020). Getting to know you:
motivating cross-understanding for improved team and individual performance. Organization
Science, 31(1), pp. 103-118.

Jordan, P.J. & Troth, A.C. (2020). Common method bias in applied settings: The dilemma of
researching in organizations. Australian Journal of Management, 45(1), pp. 3-14.

Joshi, M. & Jha, S. (2017). Choice of an authoritative style when implementing a survival
urgency-based strategic change: A middle manager’s perspective. Journal of Strategy and
Management, 10(2), pp. 168-186.

Karimi-Alaghehband, F. & Rivard, S. (2019). Information technology outsourcing and
architecture dynamic capabilities as enablers of organizational agility. Journal of Information
Technology, 34(2), pp. 129-159.

Kent, S., Jordan, P.J. & Troth, A.C. (2014). Institutional theory, normative pressures, emotions,
and indirect aggression. In Emotions and the Organizational Fabric. Emerald Group Publishing
Limited, pp. 197-218.

Kim, D., Choi, D. & Vandenberghe, C. (2018). Goal-focused leadership, leader-member
exchange, and task performance: The moderating effects of goal orientations and emotional
exhaustion. Journal of Business and Psychology, 33(5), pp. 645-660

Klein, S. & Rudert, S.C. (2021). If they don't care, | won't share: Feeling unrelated to one's in-
group increases selfishness instead of behavior for the greater good. European Journal of Social
Psychology. DOI: https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2771

Kock, N. & Hadaya, P. (2018). Minimum sample size estimation in PLS-SEM: The inverse
square root and gamma-exponential methods. Information Systems Journal, 28(1), pp.227-261.
Kock, N., 2017. Common method bias: a full collinearity assessment method for PLS-SEM. In
Partial least squares path modeling (pp. 245-257). Springer, Cham.

Konig, A., Graf-Vlachy, L. & Schoberl, M. (2021). Opportunity/threat perception and inertia
in response to discontinuous change: Replicating and extending Gilbert (2005). Journal of
Management, 47(3), pp. 771-816.

Kozlowski, SW. & Bell, B.S. (2020). Advancing Team Learning. The Oxford Handbook of
Group and Organizational Learning, p. 195.

Kreiser, P.M., Anderson, B.S., Kuratko, D.F. & Marino, L.D (2020). Entrepreneurial
orientation and environmental hostility: A threat rigidity perspective. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, 44(6), pp. 1174-1198.

Kuntz, J.C., 2021. Resilience in times of global pandemic: Steering recovery and thriving
trajectories. Applied Psychology, 70(1), pp. 188-215.

Kuypers, T., Guenter, H. & van Emmerik, H. (2018). Team turnover and task conflict: A
longitudinal study on the moderating effects of collective experience. Journal of Management,
44(4), pp. 1287-1311.

Lee, C. & Hallak, R. (2018). Investigating the moderating role of education on a structural
model of restaurant performance using multi-group PLS-SEM analysis. Journal of Business
Research, 88, pp. 298-305.

Anais do I)X SINGEP - S&o0 Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 13



7)) IX SINGEP [gal) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
: ‘ ' 9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Lim, M.H., Holt-Lunstad, J. & Badcock, J.C. (2020). Loneliness: contemporary insights into
causes, correlates, and consequences. Social Psychiatry and Psychiatric Epidemiology, 55,
789-791.

Lines, R., Séenz, J. & Aramburu, N. (2011). Organizational learning as a by-product of
justifications for change. Journal of Change Management, 11(2), pp.163-184.

Liu, S. & Liu, Y. (2018). Team stress research: A review and recommendations for future
investigations. Occupational Health Science, 2(2), pp.99-125.

London, M., Polzer, J.T. & Omoregie, H. (2005). Interpersonal congruence, transactive
memory, and feedback processes: An integrative model of group learning. Human Resource
Development Review, 4(2), pp.114-135.

Mancha, R. & Shankaranarayanan, G. (2020). Making a digital innovator: antecedents of
innovativeness with digital technologies. Information Technology & People. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1108/1TP-12-2018-0577

Mandviwalla, M. & Flanagan, R. (2021). Small business digital transformation in the context
of the  pandemic. European  Journal  of Information  Systems.  DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1080/0960085X.2021.1891004

Martins, F.S., Lucato, W.C., Vils, L. & Serra, F.A.R. (2020). The effects of market and
entrepreneurial orientation on the ambidexterity of multinational companies’ subsidiaries.
European Business Review, (32)1, pp. 4-25.

Matemilola, B.T., Bany-Ariffin, A.N., Azman-Saini, W.N.W. & Nassir, A.M. (2019). Impact
of institutional quality on the capital structure of firms in developing countries. Emerging
Markets Review, 39, pp.175-209.

Matthews, L., Latan, H. & Noonan, R. (2017). Partial Least Squares Path Modeling: Basic
Concepts, Methodological Issues, and Applications. pp. 219-243. Springer, Cham.

McGee, K. (2018). The influence of gender, and race/ethnicity on advancement in information
technology (IT). Information and Organization, 28(1), pp.1-36.

McMillan, C.J. and Overall, J.S. (2017). Crossing the chasm and over the abyss: Perspectives
on organizational failure. Academy of Management Perspectives, 31(4), pp. 271-287.
McNulty, E.J., Dorn, B.C., Serino, R., Goralnick, E., Grimes, J.O., Flynn, L.B., Pillay, S.S. &
Marcus, L.J. (2018). Integrating brain science into crisis leadership development. Journal of
Leadership Studies, 11(4), pp. 7-20.

Meske, C. & Junglas, I. (2020). Investigating the elicitation of employees’ support towards
digital workplace transformation. Behaviour & Information Technology, 39(4), pp. 1-17.
Moquin, R., K. Riemenschneider, C. & L. Wakefield, R. (2019). Psychological contract and
turnover intention in the information technology profession. Information Systems Management,
36(2), pp. 111-125.

Muurlink, O., Wilkinson, A., Peetz, D. & Townsend, K. (2012). Managerial autism: Threat—
rigidity and rigidity's threat. British Journal of Management, 23, pp. S74-S87. DOI:
10.1111/5.1467-8551.2011.00790.x

Ng, T.W., Lam, S.S. & Feldman, D.C. (2016). Organizational citizenship behavior and
counterproductive work behavior: Do males and females differ?. Journal of vocational
behavior, 93, pp.11-32.

O’Donnell, G., Schmitter, P.C. & Whitehead, L. (2013). Transitions from authoritarian rule:
Latin America. JHU Press.

Oreg, S., 2003. Resistance to change: Developing an individual differences measure. Journal
of applied psychology, 88(4), pp. 680-693.

Anais do IX SINGEP - Sdo Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 14



7)) IX SINGEP [gal) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
: ‘ ' 9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Osiyevskyy, O. & Dewald, J. (2015). Explorative versus exploitative business model change:
the cognitive antecedents of firm-level responses to disruptive innovation. Strategic
Entrepreneurship Journal, 9(1), pp. 58-78.

Palmer, J.C., Komarraju, M., Carter, M.Z. & Karau, S.J. (2017). Angel on one shoulder: Can
perceived organizational support moderate the relationship between the Dark Triad traits and
counterproductive work behavior?. Personality and Individual Differences, 110, pp.3 1-37.
Panteli, N., Rapti, A. & Scholarios, D. (2020). ‘If He Just Knew Who We Were’:
Microworkers’ Emerging Bonds of Attachment in a Fragmented Employment Relationship.
Work, Employment and Society, 34(3), pp. 476-494.

Panteli, N., Yalabik, Z.Y. & Rapti, A. (2019). Fostering work engagement in geographically-
dispersed and asynchronous virtual teams. Information Technology & People, 32(1), pp. 2-17.
DOI: 10.1108/1TP-04-2017-0133

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. & Podsakoff, N.P. (2003). Common method
biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies.
Journal of applied psychology, 88(5), p. 879-903.

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B. & Podsakoff, N.P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social
science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annual review of psychology, 63,
pp. 539-5609.

Probst, T.M., Petitta, L., Barbaranelli, C. & Austin, C. (2020). Safety-related moral
disengagement in response to job insecurity: Counterintuitive effects of perceived
organizational and supervisor support. Journal of business ethics, 162(2), pp. 343-358.

Qiu, T. & Peschek, B.S. (2012). The effect of interpersonal counterproductive workplace
behaviors on the performance of new product development teams. American Journal of
Management, 12(1), pp. 21-33.

Raffaelli, R., Glynn, M.A. & Tushman, M. (2019). Frame flexibility: The role of cognitive and
emotional framing in innovation adoption by incumbent firms. Strategic Management Journal,
40(7), pp. 1013-1039.

Restubog, S.L.D., Ocampo, A.C.G. & Wang, L. (2020). Taking control amidst the chaos:
Emotion regulation during the COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Vocational Behavior. DOI:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2020.103440

Ryan, S. & Harden, G. (2014). Job embeddedness of information technology professionals: The
effects of gender. Journal of Computer Information Systems, 54(4), pp. 52-59.

Sangwan, R.S., Jablokow, K.W. & DeFranco, J.F. (2020). Asynchronous Collaboration:
Bridging the Cognitive Distance in Global Software Development Projects. IEEE Transactions
on Professional Communication, 63(4), pp. 361-371.

Sarkar, S. & Osiyevskyy, O. (2018). Organizational change and rigidity during crisis: A review
of the paradox. European Management Journal, 36(1), pp. 47-58.

Scholkmann, A.B., Resistance to (Digital) Change: Individual, Systemic and Learning-Related
Perspectives. Digital Transformation of Learning Organizations, p. 219. New York: Springer
Link.

Serra, F.R., Ferreira, M.P. & de Almeida, M.I.R. (2013). Organizational decline: a yet largely
neglected topic in organizational studies. Management Research: Journal of the Iberoamerican
Academy of Management, (11)2, pp. 133-156.

Serenko, A., 2020. Knowledge sabotage as an extreme form of counterproductive knowledge
behavior: the perspective of the target. Journal of Knowledge Management, 24(4),pp. 737-773.
Sharma, S. & Sharma, S.K. (2016). Team resilience: scale development and validation. Vision,
20(1), pp. 37-53.

Anais do IX SINGEP - Sdo Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 15



7)) IX SINGEP [gl) CYRUS
MAKE A DIFFERENCE

Simpésio Internacional de Gestao, Projetos, Inovagao e Sustentabilidade
: roje ’ 9TH INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE

ISSN: 2317-8302

Shi, W., Connelly, B.L. & Cirik, K. (2018). Short seller influence on firm growth: A threat
rigidity perspective. Academy of Management Journal, 61(5), pp. 1892-1919.

Shimizu, K., 2007. Prospect theory, behavioral theory, and the threat-rigidity thesis:
Combinative effects on organizational decisions to divest formerly acquired units. Academy of
Management Journal, 50(6), pp. 1495-1514.

Soltwisch, B.W., 2015. The paradox of organizational rigidity: A contingency model for
information processing during times of opportunity and threat. Journal of Leadership &
Organizational Studies, 22(4), pp. 395-403.

Spillan, J. & Hough, M. (2003). Crisis planning in small businesses: Importance, Impetus and
Indifference. European Management Journal, 21(3), pp. 398-407.

Stam, K.R. & Stanton, J.M. (2010). Events, emotions, and technology: examining acceptance
of workplace technology changes. Information Technology & People, 23(1), pp. 23-53.
Treurniet, W. & Wolbers, J. (2021). Codifying a crisis: Progressing from information sharing
to distributed decision-making. Journal of Contingencies and Crisis Management, 29(1), pp.
23-35.

Uitdewilligen, S., Rico, R. & Waller, M.J. (2018). Fluid and stable: Dynamics of team action
patterns and adaptive outcomes. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 39(9), pp. 1113-1128.
Van der Meer, T.G. and Verhoeven, J.W., 2014. Emotional crisis communication. Public
Relations Review, 40(3), pp. 526-536.

Wang, B, Liu, Y., Qian, J. & Parker, S.K. (2021). Achieving effective remote working during
the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design perspective. Applied psychology, 70(1), pp. 16-59.
Welch, M. & Jackson, P.R. (2007). Rethinking internal communication: a stakeholder
approach. Corporate communications: An international journal, 12, pp. 177-198.

Woolley, A.W., Bear, J.B., Chang, J.W. & DeCostanza, A.H. (2013). The effects of team
strategic orientation on team process and information search. Organizational Behavior and
Human Decision Processes, 122(2), pp. 114-126.

Wu, S.P.J., Straub, D.W. & Liang, T.P. (2015). How information technology governance
mechanisms and strategic alignment influence organizational performance. MIS quarterly,
39(2), pp. 497-518.

Anais do I)X SINGEP - S&o0 Paulo — SP — Brasil — 20 a 22/10/2021 16



