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Previous research has established the role of positive emotional cultures such as companionate love and joy
in predicting team performance. Building on this work, the present study analyzes the role of positive
emotional culture variables as predictors of resilient performance by examining patterns of objective team
performance in U.S. Army tank crews over time. We also broaden the emotional culture domain by
investigating an action-oriented positive emotional culture of optimism and a negative emotional culture of
anger. During a high-stakes international military training exercise, 55 U.S. Army tank crews (N = 175)
completed a pre-qualification performance event, a final qualification performance event, and surveys at
baseline and after both events. The positive emotional culture of optimism predicted a pattern of resilient
performance defined as a rebound from poor pre-qualification performance. Emotional cultures of joy and
optimism also directly predicted final performance, but neither the emotional culture of companionate love,
nor the emotional culture of anger was a significant predictor. Results demonstrate the distinct nature of each
of these emotional culture variables, and show that these variables differ from group trait affectivity and
cohesion. Teams with a strong emotional culture of optimism were better positioned to rebound in the face
of poor performance, suggesting that organizations that promote an optimistic culture develop more
resilient teams.
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A team of software engineers has to deliver a product after
missing a critical deadline, a sports team loses the final two games
before heading into the playoffs, a research team learns a late-stage
proposal was denied funding while preparing a key report. Emotions
run high. In each scenario, teams are expected to perform in the
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wake of setbacks. When responding to negative performance events,
teams have an opportunity to demonstrate resilience by responding
positively and “bouncing back” (Stoverink et al., 2020). Some
teams will rebound and improve performance—other teams will
respond with continued poor performance.

Given that almost all teams will at some point experience disap-
pointing performance, organizations have an interest in identifying
drivers of team resilience—team characteristics that help teams
respond effectively to setbacks. While there are many predictors of
team resilience, affect is strongly predictive of resilient processes at the
individual level (Cohn et al., 2009), prompting calls in the team
resilience literature to examine collective affectively-based predictors
(Stoverink et al., 2020). A particularly relevant predictor is emotional
culture, defined as the norms, values and deep underlying assumptions
regarding the specific types of emotions employees express, and/or
should express, in a social unit (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014). Research
has demonstrated that certain positive emotional cultures predict team
performance, yet it remains unknown whether any positive emotional
cultures predict resilient team performance.

Distinguishing the predictive value of different positive emotional
cultures on resilience is important for organizations. For instance, if a
culture of joviality is the central positive emotional culture underlying
resilience, team leaders trying to enhance team resilience would engage
in different behaviors (e.g., facilitating fun and playful team behaviors)
to shape the culture than they would if a culture of companionate love
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were the key positive emotional culture underlying resilience (e.g.,
reinforcing messages of caring and affection, facilitating support
systems among team members). Thus, organizations may benefit
from understanding the role of specific emotional cultures with respect
to both performance and responses to setbacks. In the present study, we
examine the role of different types of emotional cultures in U.S. Army
tank crews engaged in a high-stakes training exercise where many
crews had the opportunity to demonstrate resilience and rebound from
poor initial performance, but only some succeeded.

Resilient Performance and Emotional Cultures

Theoretically, defining resilience in terms of “bouncing back”
implicitly recognizes the role of time (see Bliese et al., 2017). That
is, “resilience” can be conceptualized as a dynamic pattern in response
to a relevant event (also see Bonanno, 2004; Britt et al., 2016). To
date, there have been few, if any, studies that have examined team
resilience without relying on perceptual ratings of resilience (e.g., see
Hartmann, Weiss, Newman, et al., 2020; Stoverink et al., 2020, for
reviews). Although there is value in relying on team member or
observer perceptions of resilience, we examine the utility of concep-
tualizing resilience as a pattern of performance over time using
objective metrics in a workplace setting.

Besides assessing how resilient patterns can be modeled using two
performance episodes, we identify specific emotional cultures that lead
to team resilience. Emotional culture is primarily manifested through
the expression of emotion within the social unit (Barsade & O’Neill,
2014). This emotion expression can come in myriad forms including
bodily postures, vocal cues, facial expressions, language, and behavior
(Mauss & Robinson, 2009). Per the emotional culture model, these
emotion expressions are the primary conduit through which emotional
culture is enacted and transmitted. Emotion expression in all forms
serves the function of representing an employee’s current enactment of
the culture, and can also trigger inferential processes in other team
members (Van Kleef, 2009) about what is considered appropriate. In so
doing, emotion expression has a prescriptive element directing future
emotion expressions within the team, which reinforce and build the
culture. An integral part of this process is that employees express
emotions that are considered appropriate in their work context, regard-
less of whether they internally and individually feel those emotions.
Different aspects of emotional culture have been linked to organiza-
tionally-relevant outcomes (Barsade & Knight, 2015), including sub-
jective employee ratings of job satisfaction, emotional exhaustion, and
organizational identification (Yue et al., 2020) as well as to objective
performance indicators such as employee absenteeism, patient health,
and satisfaction in a long-term care facility, firefighter response times,
and accidents (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014; O’Neill & Rothbard, 2017).

We expand existing research in several ways. First, we investigate
whether different emotional cultures contribute to a pattern of
resilient performance. Second, the nomological net surrounding
emotional culture is relatively undeveloped; therefore, we examine
how aspects of emotional culture differ from each other and from the
established construct of group trait affectivity and from cohesion.
Third, emotional culture research has largely focused on positive
emotional cultures; we add to the literature by considering anger as
an example of negative emotional culture. Finally, we provide a
constructive replication of the role of positive emotional cultures on
performance in a novel sample with an objective team-level perfor-
mance outcome.

Differentiating Constructs in Positive Emotional Culture

At its core, emotional culture, like individual emotions, ranges in
terms of valence and intensity (Barsade & Gibson, 2007). In the
work setting, different discrete positive emotional cultures appear to
be relevant in different contexts. For example, Barsade and O’Neill
(2014) found an emotional culture of companionate love (charac-
terized by the expression of affection, caring, compassion, and
tenderness among employees) to be related to successful team
functioning and patient outcomes in healthcare teams. Subse-
quently, O’Neill and Rothbard (2017) examined both emotional
cultures of companionate love and joviality in firefighting units, and
found that not only did a culture of companionate love predict less
risk-taking off the job, but a culture of joviality was also important.
Units high in a culture of joviality (characterized by humor and
joking) responded to emergency calls more quickly; however, they
also had more accidents and property loss than units low in a culture
of joviality. These results suggest that certain positive emotional
cultures are uniquely relevant in specific contexts.

Several positive emotional cultures seem likely to be related to
resilience. In the present study, we explicitly focus on emotional
cultures of companionate love and joy given their established impor-
tance for performance and self-reported resilience (Hartmann, Weiss,
Hoegl, et al., 2020) in previous research. We also introduce a third
positive emotional culture by examining the emotional culture of
optimism given that optimism has been established as a factor in a
team’s ability to perform (e.g., Brundin & Gustafsson, 2013; Luthans
et al., 2008) and has been directly related to resilience (Youssef &
Luthans, 2007).

These three positive emotional cultures are not only expected to
predict performance directly but to predict a pattern of resilient
performance following a setback. Direct effects between emotions
and performance may have been found in previous research in part
because high performing teams bounce back when they encounter a
performance setback. This reasoning has yet to be empirically
examined. We do so here and describe below how these emotional
cultures may operate to support resilient performance.

In the case of a culture of companionate love, a team’s expression
of affection, caring, and compassion may lead to greater psycho-
logical resources (Fredrickson et al., 2008). This sense of attach-
ment should contribute not only to a team’s ability to perform, but
also their recovery from setbacks because team members are
invested in one another and primed to persevere on behalf of one
another (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014). In the case of a culture of joy
(the superordinate construct incorporating joviality; Shaver et al.,
1987), a team’s expression of cheerfulness and enthusiasm has been
consistently shown to relate to better performance (Diener et al.,
2020). A culture of joy may also enable performance following
setbacks by helping the team sustain positive energy rather than get
mired in disappointment, as suggested by Hartmann, Weiss, Hoegl,
et al.’s (2020) study of the culture of joy and self-reported team
resilience.

! For example, emotion norms not matching what employees feel can be
seen in studies of flight attendants (Hochschild, 1983), Disneyland employ-
ees (Van Maanen, 1991), and bill collectors (Rafaeli & Sutton, 1991). While
employees can genuinely feel the expected emotions, they do not have to do
so for the emotional culture to exist, as explicated in the emotional culture
model (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014).
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With respect to optimism, we follow Shaver et al.’s (1987) approach
and include team perceptions of optimism, hope, and eagerness, which
together form the affective prototype of optimism. While these feelings
states are differentiable (Bryant & Cvengros, 2004), they share positive,
forward-looking emotions that should encourage resilience. Indeed,
optimism has been found to predict performance (e.g., Brundin &
Gustafsson, 2013; Luthans et al., 2008; Woodman et al., 2009;
Youssef & Luthans, 2007) as well as different forms of resilience.
For instance, collective optimism positively correlated with perceptions
of student team resilience (West et al., 2009) and with supervisor-rated
team performance and team ratings of resilience (Meneghel et al.,
2016). Optimism also correlated with better individual response to
failure in a sales environment (Dixon & Schertzer, 2005). With this
foundation, we examine an emotional culture of optimism as a predictor
of both performance and resilient performance given that teams with
high levels of optimism should be able to remain future focused and
maintain a positive mindset.

Hypothesis 1 represents a constructive replication of the direct
effects between two emotional cultures (companionate love and joy)
reported in previous research (e.g., Barsade & O’Neill, 2014; O’Neill &
Rothbard, 2017) and a first-time investigation of the emotional culture of
optimism. The replication represents a robust test by examining Time 2
performance while controlling for Time 1 performance using objective
team performance outcomes. Hypothesis 2 focuses on the role of these
positive emotional cultures in resilient performance by examining team
performance patterns over time.

Hypothesis 1: The emotional cultures of companionate love,
joy, and optimism at Time 1 will show a direct relationship to
improvements in Time 2 team performance.

Hypothesis 2: The emotional cultures of companionate love,
joy, and optimism at Time 1 will interact with Time 1 perfor-
mance in a pattern indicating resilient performance. Specifi-
cally, teams that perform poorly at Time 1, but have stronger
positive emotional cultures, will display a significant rebound
on Time 2 performance.

A core assumption of the theory leading up to Hypotheses 1 and 2 is
that positive emotional cultures are distinguishable from related con-
structs such as group trait affectivity and cohesion. Based on Schnei-
der’s attraction-selection-attrition (1987) framework, George (1990)
found convergence in what group members actually felt through their
combined trait group positive affectivity (PA) and negative affectivity
(NA). This “bottom-up” compositional approach differs from the “top-
down” approach of emotional culture. In the top-down approach,
emotions enacted by group members reflect the values, norms, and
deep underlying assumptions of the emotional culture prescribed to
group members (Barsade & Gibson, 2012). Thus, emotional culture is
enacted primarily in the socially visible expression of emotions within
the group, and not in the aggregated dispositional propensities of group
members to feel particular emotions.

Emotional culture also differs from cohesion, defined as “ ... the
degree of member integration or “bonding” in which members share a
strong commitment to one another and/or to the purpose of the team”
(Mathieu et al., 2015, p. 714). The construct of cohesion tends to be
relatively broad (Carron & Brawley, 2012), whereas emotional
culture focuses on the group’s expression of specific emotions.

Despite these differences, cohesion is related to emotional culture
in that emotions likely represent one of the “forces acting on members
to remain in the group” (Festinger et al., 1950; p. 274). Not surpris-
ingly, cohesion has also been found to correlate with a group’s
positive emotion (Lawler et al., 2000) and may be influenced by a
team’s emotional culture. Given this potential overlap, we assess the
degree to which the construct of cohesion can be differentiated from
positive emotional cultures. We do this by examining the measure-
ment properties of positive emotional cultures with respect to both
specific positive emotional cultures and to group cohesion, as well as
to group trait affectivity.

Anger as an Example of a Negative Emotional Culture

Despite growing evidence for the importance of positive emo-
tional cultures on team outcomes, there has been relatively little
exploration of negative emotional cultures. In applied settings, the
emotional culture of some teams is characterized by negative
emotions such as fear and anger, and these types of cultures may
not be unusual. While such teams are likely familiar to employees
and supervisors, there is a dearth of empirical evidence regarding
the relationship between these negative emotional cultures and
team performance and performance following setbacks. Under-
standing and managing these negative emotional cultures is
potentially important for strengthening team functioning and
resilience.

In initiating the examination of negative emotional cultures, we
focused on anger because anger is one of the emotions that employ-
ees are most likely to express at work (Gibson, 2008) and is related
to mainly negative workplace outcomes (Glomb, 2002; Miron-
Spektor & Rafaeli, 2009; Rafaeli et al., 2012). In the military, anger
is relatively accepted (Adler et al., 2017; Lindebaum et al., 2016)
despite the fact that research has found that anger is associated with
less successful adjustment (Adler et al., 2017), poorer decision
making (Wilk et al., 2013), and more difficulties in relationships
(Novaco et al., 2012). Moreover, anger has been negatively corre-
lated with psychological resilience (Fredrickson et al., 2003), sug-
gesting that an emotional culture of anger would prevent teams from
being able to galvanize themselves in response to poor performance.
In sum, a team characterized by an emotional culture of anger may
find itself in conflict and unable to coordinate efforts, presumably
inhibiting team performance when attempting to rebound from
setbacks. These ideas are presented in Hypotheses 3 and 4.

Hypothesis 3: An emotional culture of anger will show a direct
relationship to decrements in Time 2 team performance.

Hypothesis 4: An emotional culture of anger will interact with
initial performance in predicting Time 2 performance. Specifically,
teams that perform poorly at Time 1 and have a stronger emotional
culture of anger will display a maladaptive rather than resilient
interactive pattern with respect to Time 2 performance.

Method

The present study is a longitudinal assessment of U.S. Army
soldiers working in tank crews on an international training mission.
Tank crews were composed of four individuals, each with a unique
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role, working together. The training event used live fire and was
inherently dangerous. This study (Small Team Culture Study) was
approved by the institutional review board at the Walter Reed Army
Institute of Research (Protocol #2363). This paper is the first
publication from this broader data collection.

Study Context

Study participants were active-duty U.S. soldiers on a training
exercise in Eastern Europe during the winter of 2017. The training
exercise was the start of a 9-month mission that required tank crews
to complete a series of training events to test crew proficiency.
Following successful completion of these events, crews were then
qualified and permitted to continue training exercises with other
nations. This training exercise, in which crew members were highly
dependent on each other, was a mandatory step prior to joining their
international counterparts. It was a high stakes endeavor, as failing
would prevent the tank crew from progressing to the next phase of
training and negatively impact the reputations of the crew members.
During the gunnery exercise, the tank was driven through a lengthy
obstacle course firing at targets that abruptly appeared at varying
distances. The course took approximately 20-40 min, and crews
attempted the course once in the daytime and once at night.

Participants

Informed consent was provided by 251 respondents (85% of the
sample). The initial sample consisted of 81 crews; however, 23 crews
were dropped because poor weather prevented them from completing
the night portion of the prequalification event. Two additional crews
were dropped because only one crew member agreed to participate, and
one crew was dropped because it did not provide survey data at Time 1,
resulting in a total of 55 crews and 175 participants for analysis. In
terms of demographic characteristics, 53% of the sample were junior
enlisted, 36% were non-commissioned officers (NCOs), and 11% were
officers. With respect to age, 61% were between the ages of 18-24,
20% were between the ages of 25-29, 18% were between the ages of
30-39, and 1% were over 40 or older. All respondents were males.

Data Collection Procedure

Prior to the first survey, soldiers were briefed and asked to provide
informed consent. They were then given a survey to complete
(baseline). Approximately 7-10 days later, tank crews completed
a “pre-qualification” gunnery event (Time 1 performance). Imme-
diately afterward, the training range staff reviewed crew perfor-
mance with the teams. Following this review of “pre-qualification”
performance, crews completed another survey (Time 1 survey). The
final qualifying gunnery event occurred approximately 2-3 days
later (Time 2 performance). After participants finished the final
gunnery event, they completed a final survey (Time 2 survey).
Surveys were linked over time using a personalized code.

Measures

Emotional Cultures

As noted, the construct of emotional culture is primarily mani-
fested in the expression of emotions among the team (Barsade &

O’Neill, 2014). Time 1 emotional culture was therefore measured
through participants serving as observers of the emotional culture of
their crewmates via emotional expression. Participants were asked,
“In general, to what degree do the other soldiers in your crew
express the following emotions at work?”” The emotional cultures of
companionate love, joy, optimism, and anger were rated on a 5-point
scale from Never to Very Often, based on specific emotions relevant
to each type of emotional culture (see online supplement). Our
measure was “broad enough to include the manifestations of culture
at all three levels of abstraction (artifacts, values, and assumptions)
... 7 (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014, p. 567) because participants could
use a variety of cues (e.g., facial expressions, language, behaviors)
to inform their ratings of the team’s emotional culture. This
approach is not the only way to measure emotional culture; other
options include cultural artifacts, written value statements, or out-
side observer ratings. In our context, however, team member ratings
were most feasible. Research has also shown—for the culture of
companionate love—convergent validity of this group referent-shift
consensus model measure (Chan, 1998) with both cultural artifacts
and observer ratings (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014).

Performance

Both the Time 1 and Time 2 performance measures consisted of
10 activities (e.g., shooting at a moving pop-up target) each scored
on a 100-point scale resulting in a possible performance score of
0-1,000. The points were calculated using standardized procedures
based on speed of response, shooting accuracy, and the correct
selection of weapon system/ammunition type. Trained observers
scored each crew’s performance.

Cohesion

Cohesion was assessed at baseline using the 9-item Social
Integration Scale (Smith et al., 1994). Items (e.g., “The members
of my crew are quick to defend each other from criticism by
outsiders”) were rated on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree
to strongly agree. Cohesion items were analyzed as part of a
comprehensive examination of the measurement properties of our
constructs (see online supplement).

Group Trait Affectivity

Group trait affectivity was assessed by separately aggregating
individual trait PA and NA (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). As trait
PA has been correlated with the emotional culture of compan-
ionate love and its outcomes (Barsade & O’Neill, 2014), we used
it for measurement validation and as a potential control. Since we
examine the emotional culture of anger, we also examined trait
NA (Watson & Tellegen, 1985). Assessed at baseline, these two
measures were the 14-item trait PA and the 16-item trait NA
scales, shortened versions of the well-being and stress scales of
the Multidimensional Personality Questionnaire (Tellegen,
1982), rated on a 5-point scale from strongly disagree to strongly
agree.

Team Tenure

We assessed the number of months the crew had worked together.
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Table 1
ICC, Average 1,4, and F-Values for Key Variables
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Variable 1CC(1) F-value p value 1CC(2) Fwe()
Emotional culture of companionate love Time 1 18 1.57 .02 41 71
Emotional culture of joy Time 1 17 1.61 .02 40 .85
Emotional culture of optimism Time 1 .16 1.51 .04 .38 71
Emotional culture of anger Time 1 .16 1.47 .05 37 a7
Trait positive affectivity baseline .00 0.90 .66 .00 .82
Trait negative affectivity baseline .04 1.16 25 13 74

Data Analyses

Tank crew data are inherently multilevel with crew members
providing measures of team-level emotional culture (per the
referent-shift consensus model; Chan, 1998), and the perfor-
mance index (e.g., tank gunnery scores) assessed at the tank
crew level. Because the tank crew (as a whole) received perfor-
mance ratings, we relied on OLS regression with all variables
aggregated to the level of the team. Our analyses also examined
the discriminant validity of key constructs through a series of
confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) and looked for evidence that
teams differed in meaningful ways in terms of emotional culture
by focusing on the significance and magnitude of the intraclass
correlation coefficient (1) or ICC(1).

Results
ICC(1) and Within-Group Agreement

Following best practices (Bliese et al., 2019), we examined
ICC(1) values for scale items to identify items deficient with respect
to differentiating crews. The ICC(1) value for the “tenderness” item
measuring companionate love was effectively zero, suggesting all-
male tank crews did not differ on this item. The three remaining
items displayed acceptable between-group differentiation and reli-
ability (Cronbach’s alpha = .77).

Table 1 presents ICC(1), ICC(2) and 7,4, values for the emotional
culture variables and the controls of trait PA and NA. Notice that all
ICC(1) values for Time 1 emotional culture variables were 0.16 or
larger, indicating at least 16% of the variance in ratings could be
explained by tank crew membership. The F-values show that ICC(1)
values for all four emotional culture variables would be unlikely to

occur by chance at the 95% significance level. Neither trait PA nor
NA displayed significant ICC(1) values (0% and 4%, respectively).
These low ICC(1) values help support the construct validity of the
emotional culture variables by indicating that crew members’ percep-
tions of emotional culture were not simply reflecting the group’s trait
PA via average levels of dispositional affect (see also online supple-
ment for CFA details). The ICC(2) values were uniformly low as
expected due to small team sizes, but do not preclude finding
meaningful group-level effects (see Bliese et al., 2018). The average
T'wg(j) Values were all above 0.70. The high r values for trait PA
and NA are almost certainly a function of the large number of scale
items, which inflate 7,4, estimates (Cohen et al., 2009).

Discriminant Validity of Positive Emotional Culture Items

Full details of the measurement properties of the positive emo-
tional culture variables, trait PA, and cohesion are provided in the
online supplement. In summary, a variety of CFA models found
support for considering trait PA and cohesion as distinct from
positive emotional culture constructs. Models also found evidence
distinguishing positive emotional culture variables from one
another, with some possible overlap between optimism and joy
depending upon which criteria was used.

Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations

Table 2 provides means, standard deviations, correlations, and
reliability estimates. Overall, gunnery performance scores increased
from 596 at Time 1 to 878 at Time 2 highlighting that many teams
received relatively low Time 1 scores and had an opportunity to
increase performance. The correlation between the two performance

Table 2
Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations and Reliabilities
Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. Team tenure (months) 5.18 4.62 —
2. Team positive affectivity baseline 3.18 0.44 23 .93
3. Team negative affectivity baseline 243 053 -28 =23 .94
4. Team cohesion baseline 3.72 0.56 25 46 =20 .93
5. Team performance Time 1 595.77 168.31 24 =07 -—-11 =24 —
6. Team performance Time 2 878.34 54.91 .14 18 -.17 35 24 —
7. Emotional culture of companionate love Time 1 2.80 0.58 40 50 -=.20 49 =03 .10 75
8. emotional culture of joy Time 1 3.39 0.55 27 59 =20 57 —12 23 .76 .92
9. Emotional culture of optimism Time 1 3.21 0.56 45 S5 =26 57 —12 22 .70 78 75
10. Emotional culture of anger Time 1 291 053 -31 -50 38 -31 -13 -06 -51 -60 -46 .87

Note.

N = 55 Teams. Reliabilities (in diagonals) based on individual respondents.

Correlations equal to or larger than |.23| significant at .10, two-tailed. Correlations equal to or larger than |.27I significant at p < .05, two-tailed.



publishers.

and is not to be disseminated broadly.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

This document is copyri

This

324 ADLER, BLIESE, BARSADE, AND SOWDEN

Table 3
Main Effect Models for Emotional Culture at Time 1 Predicting Performance at Time 2 Controlling for Time 1 Performance
Companionate Love Joy Optimism Anger

Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE

(Intercept) 804,127** 34.66  755.59%** 41.53 761.00%** 39.53 827.30™** 39.54

Team performance Time 1 0.09* 0.04 0.10** 0.04 0.10** 0.04 0.04* 0.04

Emotional culture of companionate love Time 1 9.77 12.17

Emotional culture of joy Time 1 25.48* 12.54

Emotional culture of optimism Time 1 24.91* 12.30

Emotional culture of anger Time 1 —2.33 13.71

Model R-Square .09 5 5 .08

* *

Note. * p < .05, one-tailed. ** p < .01, one-tailed.

scores (.24) indicates some consistency, but also suggests perfor-
mance changed over time for many teams.

Tests of Hypotheses

Table 3 provides main-effect results relating specific emo-
tional cultures assessed at Time 1 to Time 2 performance. To
avoid over-fitting models, non-significant control variables were
omitted. In all cases, the Time 1 performance variable was
significant, and its inclusion rendered the other controls non-
significant. Results partially support Hypothesis 1 in that the
emotional cultures of joy and optimism were significantly related
to improvements in Time 2 performance; in contrast, the culture
of companionate love was not significant. Results did not support
Hypothesis 3; an emotional culture of anger was not significantly
related to Time 2 performance.

Table 4 provides results testing interactive patterns across Time 1
and Time 2 performance. Hypothesis 2 anticipated an interactive
pattern indicative of resilient performance. Notice that the sign of the
interaction terms was consistent for all positive emotions; however,
it was significant only for a culture of optimism. The form of the
interaction is presented in Figure 1. When tank crews performed
well at Time 1, they tended to perform well at Time 2 regardless of
the level of the culture of optimism at Time 1. In contrast, when tank
crews performed poorly at Time 1, a stronger culture of optimism
was related to an increase in Time 2 performance. These results are
congruent with a resilient pattern, and thus Hypothesis 2 was
partially supported. Hypothesis 4 proposed an interaction of an
opposite form for anger. The sign of the interaction term was inverse
to that of positive cultures, but was not significant.>

Discussion

In this study of tank crews completing a military training exercise,
two positive emotional cultures, joy and optimism, predicted better
performance; however, only an emotional culture of optimism, not
companionate love or joy, predicted a resilient performance pattern
in the face of setbacks. These results are among the first to model
team resilience as a temporal process by specifically looking at
changes in team performance over time. Our approach to under-
standing resilience augments a literature that has largely focused on
perceptual ratings of resilience, and should resonate in applied
settings where teams must sustain performance following inevitable
setbacks and where leaders are eager to find ways to build resilience.

** p < .001, one-tailed.

Interestingly, an emotional culture of anger played no significant
role in tank crew performance. While unexpected, this finding is
congruent with Barsade and Knight’s (2015) observation that negative
collective affective constructs are less strongly linked to group
member outcomes than positive constructs. It remains to be seen
whether negative emotional cultures have less impact than positive
ones, or whether they have not yet been examined across enough
contexts. It could also be that the results in the present study reflect that
people are more attuned to the positive rather than negative emotions
of others (Campos et al., 2015). At a minimum, the results highlight
that the role of anger in organizations is complex (Geddes et al., 2020).

With respect to understanding emotional cultures in a broader
nomological net, our CFA results help support the distinct nature
of positive emotional cultures from group trait PA and cohesion. In
addition, the ICCs for each emotional culture were much higher than
the ICC:s for trait PA and NA, indicating emotional culture represented
a distinct group-level construct. Overall, these results indicate that the
socially observable expression of emotions within teams provides a
perspective on the group’s culture that is not captured by measuring
shared group trait affectivity. Our CFA results also provided some
evidence that emotional culture items were distinct from each other
although, as would be expected, they did share a fair amount of
variance (particularly joy and optimism). Importantly, however, emo-
tional culture items differentially predicted performance outcomes,
supporting the need to consider them separately. These findings add
empirical evidence to the theoretical proposition that emotional
cultures operate at the group level and are discrete constructs.

Opverall, these results emphasize that organizations should take the
emotional culture of their teams seriously. Given the myriad ways in
which emotions can be expressed, leaders should be creative in
thinking about how they can instantiate specific emotional cultures.
For example, promoting a culture of optimism may be achieved by
managers leveraging principles of group emotional contagion
(Barsade, 2002), framing communications using techniques such as
vivid mental imagery of a positive future (Blackwell et al., 2013), and
engaging in a “best possible self” intervention (Meevissen et al.,
2011). Leaders can lead by example and reinforce the expressions
of optimism and joy in their team members; however, team members

2 In the online supplement, we provide a series of robustness checks. First,
we re-estimated models using a mixed-effects approach. Second, we exam-
ined a total of 71 crews by including the additional 16 tank crews that were
only able to complete the day portion of the exercise. The results remained
substantively the same for both direct effects and the interaction involving
optimism (see Tables S1-S3).
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Table 4
Main Effect Models for Emotional Culture at Time 1 Predicting Performance at Time 2 Controlling for Time 1 Performance

Variable Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE Estimate SE
(Intercept) 704.86*** 8551  674.35%*F 10299  612.56%*F  96.64  936.60%**  117.33
Team performance Time 1 0.26* 0.14 0.24 0.17 0.38* 0.17 -0.09 0.19
Emotional culture of companionate love Time 1 66.86 46.61
Time 1 Performance * Companionate love Time 1 —0.10 0.08
Emotional culture of joy Time 1 61.29 43.39
Time 1 performance * Joy Time 1 —0.06 0.07
Emotional culture of optimism Time 1 99.12* 45.86
Time 1 performance * Optimism Time 1 —0.14* 0.08
Emotional culture of anger Time 1 -57.86 57.76
Time 1 performance * Anger Time 1 0.09 0.10
Model R-Square A2 16 19 10

* *

Note. * p < .05, one-tailed. ** p < .01, one-tailed.

may also be able to influence emotional culture. In the case of
optimism, for instance, team members can deliberately express a
positive mindset and encourage each other to focus on the future.

Limitations and Future Directions

While there are strengths to this study, most notably objective
performance data from real-world teams, there are also limitations.
First, performance was measured in terms of tank crew gunnery
scores but not in terms of other team outcomes; other performance
outcomes may be influenced by different emotional culture vari-
ables. Likewise, it may be valuable to assess the degree to which
resilient performance aligns with teams’ self-reported resilience.
Second, given the all-male sample and context, it would be impor-
tant to replicate these results in other contexts that include women.
Third, the measurement of emotional culture can potentially incor-
porate descriptive and prescriptive cultural norms (Chatman &
O’Reilly, 2016). Given the affective and inferential pathways
involved in emotion expression (Van Kleef, 2009), we measured
descriptive norms, and implicit prescriptive norms. Nevertheless, it
may be helpful to measure prescriptive norms more explicitly,
answering the question, “what emotions should you express in this
team.” However, like Barsade and O’Neill (2014), we found that

Figure 1
Interaction Between Performance Over Time and Tank Crew
Emotional Culture of Optimism
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950 | B Higher Emotional Culture of Optimism
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** p < .001, one-tailed.

teams displayed insufficient differentiation when we examined pre-
scriptive emotional culture norms measured in this fashion.” Never-
thless, other unobtrusive measures of culture (Reader et al., 2020),
such as text mining of written communication generated by teams,
may offer ways to differentiate teams in terms of prescriptive norms.
We recognize that the ability to leverage a range of measures depends
on constraints associated with the research context. Finally, this was
the first examination of the emotional culture of optimism and follow-
on work should continue to refine its measurement properties.
With respect to strengthening scientific practice, Wasserstein
et al. (2019) encourage authors to be appropriately “modest” when
interpreting statistical results. Thus, we examined observed power,
or the cumulative likelihood of finding significance given sample
characteristics. While significant, the #-values for the relationships
between Time 1 emotional cultures of joy and optimism and Time
2 team performance were both 2.03, translating into observed
power of 0.65 for one-tailed tests. The #-value reflects the optimal
estimate out of a range of plausible sample estimates. In any study,
the range of plausible estimates can be conveyed by confidence
intervals. For many results, the value of the confidence interval
closest to zero would not be statistically significant if a study found
that particular value. Therefore, it is important to determine what
percent of the confidence interval is statistically significant. In our
results for joy and optimism, 65% of the values in the confidence
interval are statistically significant (see Bliese & Wang, 2020).
Similarly, the significant interaction involving optimism had
observed power of 51%. By considering observed power, we
clarify that our statistically significant and practically relevant
findings (like many in our field) should encourage replication.
In conclusion, our findings indicate emotional culture is an impor-
tant factor to consider in resilient team performance. While there has
been theoretical interest in the idea of “bouncing back™ (Stoverink
et al., 2020), there has not been as much empirical emphasis on
differing ways to operationalize this concept. We believe the use of
objective team data represents a valuable contribution to resilience

3 We found ICC values of .04, .03, .06, and .04 for prescriptive measures
of companionate love, joy, optimism, and anger, respectively, using the same
items as in the descriptive measure but with instructions stating “Other
soldiers in my crew should express ... .” Unlike Barsade and O’Neill
(2014), our low ICCs were not due to range restriction; instead, crew ratings
were simply dissimilar. Recall, the ICCs for the descriptive measures were all
above .16.
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research, and this approach can be expanded to include teams re-
sponding to any number of performance setbacks. In short, focusing on
how emotional cultures relate to resilience can enrich our understand-
ing of what helps teams “bounce back.”

References

Adler, A. B., Brossart, D. F., & Toblin, R. L. (2017). Can anger be
helpful? Soldier perceptions of the utility of anger. Journal of Nervous
and Mental Disease, 205(9), 692—-698. https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd
.0000000000000712

Allison, P. D. (1990). Change scores as dependent variables in regression
analysis. Sociological Methodology, 20, 93—114. https://doi.org/10.2307/
271083

Barsade, S. G. (2002). The ripple effect: Emotional contagion and its
influence on group behavior. Administrative Science Quarterly, 47(4),
644-675. https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912

Barsade, S. G., & Gibson, D. E. (2007). Why does affect matter in
organizations? The Academy of Management Perspectives, 21(1), 36—
59. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163

Barsade, S. G., & Gibson, D. E. (2012). Group affect: Its influence on
individual and group outcomes. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 21(2), 119-123. https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412438352

Barsade, S. G., & Knight, A. P. (2015). Group affect. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), 21-46.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111316

Barsade, S. G., & O’Neill, O. A. (2014). What's love got to do with it? A
longitudinal study of the culture of companionate love and employee and
client outcomes in a long-term care setting. Administrative Science
Quarterly, 59(4), 551-598. https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214538636

Blackwell, S. E., Rius-Ottenheim, N., Schulte-van Maaren, Y. W., Carlier,
1. V., Middelkoop, V. D., Zitman, F. G., Spinhoven, P., Holmes, E. A., &
Giltay, E. J. (2013). Optimism and mental imagery: A possible cognitive
marker to promote well-being? Psychiatry Research, 206(1), 56-61.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047

Bliese, P. D., Adler, A. B., & Flynn, P. J. (2017). Transition processes: A
review and synthesis integrating methods and theory. Annual Review of
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 4, 263-286.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113213

Bliese, P. D., Maltarich, M. A., & Hendricks, J. L. (2018). Back to basics
with mixed-effects models: Nine take-away points. Journal of Business
and Psychology, 33(1), 1-23. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-
9491-z

Bliese, P. D., Maltarich, M. A., Hendricks, J. L., Hofmann, D. A., & Adler,
A. B. (2019). Improving the measurement of group-level constructs by
optimizing between-group differentiation. Journal of Applied Psychology,
104(2), 293-302. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000349

Bliese, P. D., & Wang, M. (2020). Results provide information about
cumulative probabilities of finding significance: Let’s report this informa-
tion. Journal of Management, 46(7), 1275-1288. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206319886909

Bodner, T. E., & Bliese, P. D. (2018). Detecting and differentiating the direction
of change and intervention effects in randomized trials. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 103(1), 37-53. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000251

Bonanno, G. A. (2004). Loss, trauma, and human resilience: Have we
underestimated the human capacity to thrive after extremely aversive
events? American Psychologist, 59(1), 20-28. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0003-066x.59.1.20

Britt, T. W., Shen, W, Sinclair, R. R., Grossman, M. R., & Klieger, D. M.
(2016). How much do we really know about employee resilience?
Industrial and Organizational Psychology: Perspectives on Science
and Practice, 9(2), 378—404. https://doi.org/10.1017/i0p.2015.107

Brundin, E., & Gustafsson, V. (2013). Entrepreneurs’ decision making under
different levels of uncertainty: The role of emotions. International Journal

ADLER, BLIESE, BARSADE, AND SOWDEN

of Entrepreneurial Behaviour & Research, 19(6), 568-591. https:/
doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2012-0074

Bryant, F. B., & Cvengros, J. A. (2004). Distinguishing hope and optimism:
Two sides of a coin, or two separate coins? Journal of Social and Clinical
Psychology, 23(2), 273-302. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018

Campos, B., Schoebi, D., Gonzaga, G. C., Gable, S. L., & Keltner, D. (2015).
Attuned to the positive? Awareness and responsiveness to others’ positive
emotion experience and display. Motivation and Emotion, 39(5), 780-794.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9494-x

Carron, A. V., & Brawley, L. R. (2012). Cohesion: Conceptual and
measurement issues. Small Group Research, 43(6), 726-743. https://
doi.org/10.1177/1046496412468072

Chan, D. (1998). Functional relations among constructs in the same content
domain at different levels of analysis: A typology of composition models.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 83, 234-246. https://doi.org/10.1037/
0021-9010.83.2.234

Chatman, J. A., & O’Reilly, C. A. (2016). Paradigm lost: Reinvigorating the
study of organizational culture. Research in Organizational Behavior, 36,
199-224. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004

Cheung, G. W., & Rensvold, R. B. (2002). Evaluating goodness-of-fit
indexes for testing measurement invariance. Structural Equation Model-
ing, 9(2), 233-255. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem0902_5

Cohen, A., Doveh, E., & Nahum-Shani, I. (2009). Testing agreement for
multi-item scales with the indices. Organizational Research Methods,
12(1), 148-164. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300365

Cohn, M. A., Fredrickson, B. L., Brown, S. L., Mikels, J. A., & Conway,
A. M. (2009). Happiness unpacked: Positive emotions increase life
satisfaction by building resilience. Emotion, 9(3), 361-368. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/a0015952

Diener, E., Thapa, S., & Tay, L. (2020). Positive emotions at work. Annual
Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7,
451-477. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044908

Dixon, A. L., & Schertzer, S. M. (2005). Bouncing back: How salesperson
optimism and self-efficacy influence attributions and behaviors following
failure. Journal of Personal Selling & Sales Management, 25(4), 361-369.

Festinger, L., Schachter, S., & Back, K. (1950). Social pressures in informal
groups; a study of human factors in housing. Stanford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3707362

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Structural equation models with
unobservable variables and measurement error: Algebra and statistics.
JMR, Journal of Marketing Research, 18(3), 382-388. https://doi.org/10
.1177/002224378101800313

Fredrickson, B. L., Cohn, M. A., Coffey, K. A., Pek, J., & Finkel, S. M.
(2008). Open hearts build lives: Positive emotions, induced through
loving-kindness meditation, build consequential personal resources. Jour-
nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(5), 1045-1062. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/a0013262

Fredrickson, B. L., Tugade, M. M., Waugh, C. E., & Larkin, G. R. (2003).
What good are positive emotions in crisis? A prospective study of
resilience and emotions following the terrorist attacks on the United States
on September 11th, 2001. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
84(2), 365-376. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365

Geddes, D., Callister, R. R., & Gibson, D. E. (2020). A message in the madness:
Functions of workplace anger in organizational life. The Academy of Man-
agement Perspectives, 34(1), 28—47. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0158

George, J. M. (1990). Personality, affect, and behavior in groups. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 75(2), 107-116. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010
.75.2.107

Gibson, D. E. (2008). Emotion scripts in organizations: A multi-level model.
In N. M. Ashkanasy & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), Research companion to
emotion in organizations (pp. 263-283). Edward Elgar. https://doi.org/10
4337/9781848443778.00027

Glomb, T. M. (2002). Workplace anger and aggression: Informing
conceptual models with data from specific encounters. Journal of


https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0000000000000712
https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0000000000000712
https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0000000000000712
https://doi.org/10.2307/271083
https://doi.org/10.2307/271083
https://doi.org/10.2307/271083
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912
https://doi.org/10.2307/3094912
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.24286163
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412438352
https://doi.org/10.1177/0963721412438352
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111316
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111316
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214538636
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001839214538636
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psychres.2012.09.047
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113213
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032516-113213
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9491-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9491-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-017-9491-z
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000349
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000349
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319886909
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319886909
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206319886909
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000251
https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000251
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066x.59.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
https://doi.org/10.1017/iop.2015.107
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2012-0074
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2012-0074
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijebr-07-2012-0074
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.23.2.273.31018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9494-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11031-015-9494-x
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496412468072
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496412468072
https://doi.org/10.1177/1046496412468072
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.riob.2016.11.004
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15328007sem0902_5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300365
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094428107300365
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015952
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015952
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015952
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044908
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044908
https://doi.org/10.2307/3707362
https://doi.org/10.2307/3707362
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800313
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013262
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013262
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013262
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.2.365
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0158
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0158
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0158
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2016.0158
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.2.107
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781848443778.00027
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781848443778.00027
https://doi.org/10.4337/9781848443778.00027

publishers.

and is not to be disseminated broadly.

ghted by the American Psychological Association or one of its allied

article is intended solely for the personal use of the individual user

This document is copyri

This

HITTING THE MARK 327

Occupational Health Psychology, 7(1),20-36. https://doi.org/10.1037/
1076-8998.7.1.20

Hartmann, S., Weiss, M., Hoegl, M., & Carmeli, A. (2020). How does an
emotional culture of joy cultivate team resilience? A socio-cognitive perspec-
tive. Journal of Organizational Behavior. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2496

Hartmann, S., Weiss, M., Newman, A., & Hoegl, M. (2020). Resilience in
the workplace: A multilevel review and synthesis. Applied Psychology, 63,
913-959. https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12191

Hochschild, A. R. (1983). The managed heart: Commercialization of human
feeling. University of California Press.

Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance
structure analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural
Equation Modeling, 6(1), 1-55. https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118

Kline, R. B. (2011). Methodology in the social sciences: Principles and
practice of structural equation modeling (3rd ed.). Guilford Press.

Lawler, E. J., Thye, S. R., & Yoon, J. (2000). Emotion and group cohesion in
productive exchange. American Journal of Sociology, 106(3), 616—657.
https://doi.org/10.1086/318965

Lindebaum, D., Jordan, P. J., & Morris, L. (2016). Symmetrical and
asymmetrical outcomes of leader anger expression: A qualitative study
of army personnel. Human Relations, 69(2), 277-300. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0018726715593350

Luthans, K. W., Lebsack, S. A., & Lebsack, R. R. (2008). Positivity in
healthcare: Relation of optimism to performance. Journal of Health
Organization and Management, 22(2), 178-188. https://doi.org/10
.1108/14777260810876330

Mathieu, J. E., Kukenberger, M. R., D’innocenzo, L., & Reilly, G. (2015).
Modeling reciprocal team cohesion—performance relationships, as
impacted by shared leadership and members’ competence. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 100(3), 713-734. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038898

Mauss, 1. B., & Robinson, M. D. (2009). Measures of emotion: A review.
Cognition and Emotion, 23(2), 209-237. https://doi.org/10.1080/
02699930802204677

Meevissen, Y. M., Peters, M. L., & Alberts, H. J. (2011). Become more
optimistic by imagining a best possible self: Effects of a two week
intervention. Journal of Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry,
42(3), 371-378. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012

Meneghel, I., Salanova, M., & Martinez, I. M. (2016). Feeling good makes us
stronger: How team resilience mediates the effect of positive emotions on
team performance. Journal of Happiness Studies, 17(1), 239-255. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9592-6

Miron-Spektor, E., & Rafaeli, A. (2009). The effects of anger in the
workplace: When, where, and why observing anger enhances or hinders
performance. In J. J. Martocchio & H. Liao (Eds.), Research in personnel
and human resources management (pp. 153—178). Emerald Group Pub-
lishing Limited.

Novaco, R. W., Swanson, R. D., Gonzalez, O. 1., Gahm, G. A., & Reger,
M. D. (2012). Anger and postcombat mental health: Validation of a brief
anger measure with U.S. Soldiers postdeployed from Iraq and Afghani-
stan. Psychological Assessment, 24(3), 661-675. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20026636

O’Neill, O. A., & Rothbard, N. P. (2017). Is love all you need? The effects of
emotional culture, suppression, and work—family conflict on firefighter
risk-taking and health. Academy of Management Journal, 60(1), 78-108.
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0952

Pinheiro, J. C., & Bates, D. M. (2000). Mixed-effects models in S and SPLUS.
Springer-Verlag.

Rafaeli, A., Erez, A., Ravid, S., Derfler-Rozin, R., Treister, D. E., & Scheyer,
R. (2012). When customers exhibit verbal aggression, employees pay
cognitive costs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 97(5), 931-950. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0028559

Rafaeli, A., & Sutton, R. I. (1991). Emotional contrast strategies as means of social
influence: Lessons from criminal interrogators and bill collectors. Academy of
Management Journal, 34(4), 749-775. https://doi.org/10.5465/256388

Reader, T. W., Gillespie, A., Hald, J., & Patterson, M. (2020). Unobtrusive
indicators of culture for organizations: A systematic review. European
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 29(5), 633-649. https://
doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536

Schmitt, N., & Stults, D. M. (1986). Methodology review: Analysis of
multitrait-multimethod matrices. Applied Psychological Measurement,
10(1), 1-22. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168601000101

Schneider, B. (1987). The people make the place. Personnel Psychology,
40(3), 437-453. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x

Schumacker, R. E., & Lomax, R. G. (2016). A beginner’s guide to structural
equation modeling (4th ed.). Routledge.

Shaver, P. R., Schwartz, J., Kirson, D., & O’Connor, C. (1987). Emotion
knowledge: Further exploration of a prototype approach. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 52(6), 1061-1086. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061

Smith, K., Smith, K., Olian, J., Sims, H., O’Bannon, D., & Scully, J. (1994).
Top management team demography and process: The role of social
integration and communication. Administrative Science Quarterly,
39(3), 412-438. https://doi.org/10.2307/2393297

Stoverink, A. C., Kirkman, B. L., Mistry, S., & Rosen, B. (2020). Bouncing
back together: Toward a theoretical model of work team resilience.
Academy of Management Review, 45(2), 395-422. https://doi.org/10
.5465/amr.2017.0005

Tellegen, A. (1982). Brief manual for the multidimensional personality
questionnaire [Unpublished manuscript]. University of Minnesota.

Van Kleef, G. A. (2009). How emotions regulate social life: The emotions as
social information (EASI) model. Current Directions in Psychological
Science, 18(3), 184-188. https://doi.org/10.1111/).1467-8721.2009.01633.x

Van Maanen, J. (1991). The smile factory: Work at Disneyland. In P. J. Frost,
L. F. Moore, M. R. Louis, C. C. Lundberg, & J. Martin (Eds.), Reframing
organizational culture (pp. 58-76). SAGE Publications.

Wasserstein, R. L., Schirm, A. L., & Lazar, N. A. (2019). Moving to a world
beyond “p < .05.” The American Statistician, 73(Suppl. 1), 1-19. https://
doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913

Watson, D., & Tellegen, A. (1985). Toward a consensual structure of mood.
Psychological Bulletin, 98(2), 219-235. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-
2909.98.2.219

West, B. J., Patera, J. L., & Carsten, M. K. (2009). Team level positivity:
Investigating positive psychological capacities and team level outcomes. Journal
of Organizational Behavior, 30(2), 249-267. https:/doi.org/10.1002/job.593

Widaman, K. F. (1985). Hierarchically nested covariance structure models
for multitrait-multimethod data. Applied Psychological Measurement,
9(1), 1-26. https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900101

Wilk, J. E., Bliese, P. D., Thomas, J. L., Wood, M. D., McGurk, D., Castro,
C. A., & Hoge, C. W. (2013). Unethical battlefield conduct reported by
soldiers serving in the Iraq war. Journal of Nervous and Mental Disease,
201(4), 259-265. https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0b013e318288d302

Woodman, T., Davis, P. A., Hardy, L., Callow, N., Glasscock, I., & Yuill-
Proctor, J. (2009). Emotions and sport performance: An exploration of
happiness, hope, and anger. Journal of Sport & Exercise Psychology,
31(2), 169-188. https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169

Youssef, C. M., & Luthans, F. (2007). Positive organizational behavior
in the workplace: The impact of hope, optimism, and resilience.
Journal of Management, 33(5), 774-800. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0149206307305562

Yue, C. A, Men, L. R., & Ferguson, M. A. (2020). Examining the effects of
internal communication and emotional culture on employees’ organiza-
tional identification. International Journal of Business Communication.
Advance online publication. https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488420914066

Received November 26, 2019
Revision received January 10, 2021
Accepted January 22, 2021 =


https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.7.1.20
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2496
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2496
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2496
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12191
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12191
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12191
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705519909540118
https://doi.org/10.1086/318965
https://doi.org/10.1086/318965
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715593350
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715593350
https://doi.org/10.1108/14777260810876330
https://doi.org/10.1108/14777260810876330
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038898
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038898
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930802204677
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930802204677
https://doi.org/10.1080/02699930802204677
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbtep.2011.02.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9592-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9592-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-014-9592-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026636
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026636
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026636
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0952
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0952
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0952
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2014.0952
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028559
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028559
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028559
https://doi.org/10.5465/256388
https://doi.org/10.5465/256388
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432x.2020.1764536
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168601000101
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168601000101
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1987.tb00609.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.52.6.1061
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393297
https://doi.org/10.2307/2393297
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0005
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0005
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0005
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2017.0005
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01633.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1080/00031305.2019.1583913
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.98.2.219
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.593
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.593
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.593
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900101
https://doi.org/10.1177/014662168500900101
https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0b013e318288d302
https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0b013e318288d302
https://doi.org/10.1097/nmd.0b013e318288d302
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169
https://doi.org/10.1123/jsep.31.2.169
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307305562
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488420914066
https://doi.org/10.1177/2329488420914066

	Hitting the Mark: The Influence of Emotional Culture on Resilient Performance
	Outline placeholder
	Resilient Performance and Emotional Cultures
	Differentiating Constructs in Positive Emotional Culture
	Anger as an Example of a Negative Emotional Culture

	Method
	Study Context
	Participants
	Data Collection Procedure
	Measures
	Emotional Cultures
	Performance
	Cohesion
	Group Trait Affectivity
	Team Tenure

	Data Analyses

	Results
	ICC(1) and Within-Group Agreement
	Discriminant Validity of Positive Emotional Culture Items
	Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations
	Tests of Hypotheses

	Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions

	References


